
STATE OF NEW YORK
SUPREME COURT COUNTY OF RENSSELAER

CHARLES E. COLLINS. III.

- against -

YODLE, [NC., SCOTT LONG, and BRAD

RESPONSES TO
INTERROGATORIES

Index. No. 233271

RJI No. 4I-0576-2010
Assigned Judge: Hon.
Christian F. Hummel

Plaintiff,

LEITCH,

Defendants.

Defendants, by their attorneys, O'Connell and Aronowitz, P.C., as and for their

Responses to the Plaintiff s lnterrogatories allege as follows; 
,

INTERROGATORY NO. 1: For each Defendant state your fulI name, date of

birth, residence and post office address, home and mobile telephone number, social

security number and business address.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

(a) Yodle, Inc.
50 W 23rd Street, Suite 401
New York NY 10010
Tel. 877-276-5104

O) Bradley Leitch
Residence: 9952 Evergreen Terrace Drive
Charlotte NC 28277
Business: 9140 Anowpoint Boulevard, Suite 100
Charlotte NC 28277
Tel.704-247-2066
Account Director of Strategic Partner programs

(c) Scott Long
Residence: 2208 N 52nd Street
Phoenix AZ 85008
Business: 1375 N Scottsdale Road
Suite 400



Scottsdale AZ 85257
Tel. 480-455-6025
Marketing Consultant

INTERROGATOITY NO. 2: Identify with particularity the reason for creating a

mirror image of Plaintiffs business website, makedivorceeasy.com. upon explicit

direction not to do so.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 2: When a client has its own website,

it is necessary for Defendant Yodle to mirror the client's site in order to attach a remote

call tracking number to the mirror site so that Defendant Yodle and the client can track

calls resulting from Defendant Yodle's marketing efforts, and evaluate the effectiveness

of those efforts. Defendant Yodle informed the Plaintiff that it would be using a mirror

site and the Plaintiff consented to its use.

INTERROGATORY NO.3: State with particularity the name (s) of the mirror

image website (hereinaft er "company website").

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 3 : http ://makedivorceeas y.netl

INTERROGATORY NO.4: Identify with particularity the reason (s) for not

making efforts to terminate the use of the mirror image website of the plaintiffs website

upon request to do so.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 4: Defendant objects to this

Interrogatory to the extent that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, oppressive, vague,

ambiguous, and unintelligible, and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence; however, Defendants Leitch and Long made numerous attempts to

discuss with Plaintiff his concerns by telephone to make certain that he understood why



the mirror site was necessarv and its benefits to both Plaintiff and Defendant Yodle.

Defendants Leitch and Long left telephone voice mail and e-mail messages asking

Plaintiff to telephone thern; however, Plaintiff failed to respond to their repeated requests

to speak with them directly by telephone. Furthermore, Defendant Yodle's utilization of

a mirror image website is an integral element of its methodology for marketing its clients,

which service Defendant Yodle informed Plaintiff it will be utilizing and for which

Plaintiff, in turn, agreed to compensate Defendant Yodle.

INTERROGATORY NO. 5: State with particularity arry efforts by you to

contact the plaintiff to discuss his demand that you not use a mirror image of his website.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 5: Please see Answer to Interrogatory

No. 4, and, in addition, Defendants atternpted to contact Plaintiff by e-mail onMay 3, 7,

1 1, and 13, 2010 and by telephone on May 4 and June 1 , 2010.

INTERROGATORY NO. 6: Identiii with particularity the reason you would

place your name on the company website if it was not designed, owned, or created by

you.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 6: Defendants object to this

Interrogatory to the extent that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, oppressive, vague,

ambiguous, and unintelligible, and on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence; however, Defendants state that it is a means

of marketing Defendant Yodle's services.

INTERROGATORY NO.7: Identify with particularity why you would place

your telephone number on the company website if it was not designed, owned, or created

by you.



ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 7: Defendants object to this

Interrogatory to the extent that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, oppressive, vague,

ambiguous, and unintelligible, and on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence; however, Defendant Yodle did not place its

telephone number on the said website. The telephone number was a call tracking number

that automatically routed calls directly to Plaintiffs telephone. Defendant Yodle

informed Plaintiff that Defendant Yodle's mirror site would provide this feature and

Defendant did not object.

INTERROGATORY NO. 0: Identify with particularity if the plaintiffs website

was designed or created by you.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 8: Defendant Yodle did not design or

cr eate PlaintifP s website.

INTERROGATORY NO. 9: Identify with particularity if the company website

was designed or created by you.

ANSEER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 9: The mirror website was created by

Defendant Yodle.

INTERROGATORY NO. 10: Identify with particularity if the company

website had an e-mail area that fonwarded e-mails to the plaintiff through your website.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 10: The mirror website listed an e-

mail address that routed e-mails to Plaintiff Yodle's Live Account.

INTERROGATORY NO. 11: Identify with particularity if you are able to read

said e-mails through your website meant for the plaintiff.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 11: Defendant Yodle had the ability
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to access Plaintiff Yodle's Live Account" but never did in order to read e-mails directed

to Plaintiff.

INTERROGATORY NO. 12: Identify with particularity if the company

website also sends a copy of the e-mail to any other person or e-mail location.

ANSWER TO IMERROGATORY NO. 12: Defendants object to this

Interrogatory to the extent that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, oppressive, vague,

ambiguous, and unintelligible, and on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence; however, the mirror website sent e-mail

mess ages to the following addres s : makedivor ceeasy @aol. com.

INTERROGATORY NO. 13: Identify with particularity why you created a

message stating that incoming calls to the company website would be recorded for

quality assurance when you were specifically told not to record any conversations.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 13: Defendants object to this

Interrogatory to the extent that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, oppressive, vague,

ambiguous, and unintelligible, and on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence; however, it is Defendant Yodle's standard

operating and marketing procedure and for legal pu{poses to inform callers that their calls

are being recorded.

INTERROGATORY NO. 14: Identify with particularity the document showing

credit card from April 8, 2010 to July 31, 2010the charges made against the plaintiffs

made by you.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 14: Defendants object to this

Interrogatory to the extent that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, oppressive, vague,



ambiguous, and unintelligible, and on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence; however, please see Exhibit ((A" 
attached

hereto.

INTERROGATORY NO. 15: Identify with particularity why on July 4, 2010,

you attempted to charge plaintiffs credit card in the amount of $813.00 knowing that you

had no authority to do so.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 15: Defendant Yodle did not attempt

to charge Plaintiff s credit card on July 4, 2010 in the amount of $813.00. Defendant

Yodle attempted to charge the said credit card in the amount of $69.00, pursuant to the

terms of Plaintiff s contractual obligation to Defendant Yodle, as set forth in the April 8,

2010 Contract.

INTERROGATORY NO. 16: Identify with particularity the login information

of the search engines accounts, including Google, AdWords, Yahoo, AOL, Bing, and Ask

accounts.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 16: Defendants object to this

Interrogatory to the extent that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, oppressive, vague,

ambiguous, and unintelligible, and on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, and Defendants further object to the said

Interrogatory to the extent that it seeks information, materials, or things that are a trade

secret, confi dential, and./or proprietary.

INTERROGATORY NO. 17: Identify with particulaity why the advertisement

was only placed on Google and no other search engine when the agreement stated that

other search engines, including Yahoo, AOL, Bing, and Ask would be used.



ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 17: The said advertisement was not

only placed on Google's search network (which includes AOL and Ask), but was also

placed on Yahoo, Bing, Superpages, and Directory (which includes publishers that list

contact information for businesses). Please see Exhibit ('B" attached hereto that shows

the amounts Yodle charged Plaintiff resulting from Yodle's advertisement of Plaintiff.

INTERROGATORY NO. 18: Identify with particularity the amounts that were

charged by Google each month for April, May, June and July 2010.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 18: Defendants object to this

interrogatory to the extent that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, oppressive, vague,

ambiguous, and unintelligible, and on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, and Defendants further object to the said

Interrogatory to the extent that it seeks information, materials, or things that are trade

secrets, confi dential, and/or proprietary.

INTERROGATORY NO. 19: Identify with particularity the amount that was

charged by Google for the months of April 20I0,May 2010, June 2010 and July 2010 for

the advertising.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 19: Please see Answer to

Interrogatory No.18.

INTERROGATORY NO.20: State how much you were charged by Google

each month per click for the period of April 20l0,May 20t0, June 2010 and July 2010.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 20: Please see Answer to

InterrogatoryNo. 18.



INTERROGATORY NO. 21: Identify with particulaity how many calls were

placed for the months of April 2010,May 2010, June 2010 and July 2010 and the length

of time for each call.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 21: Defendants object to this

Interrogatory to the extent that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, oppressive, vague,

ambiguous, and unintelligible, and on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence; however, please see Exhibit ((C" 
attached

hereto.

INTERROGATORY NO.22: Identify with particularity why you were still

operating the company website on July 9,2010.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 22: Plaintiffs' advertising contract

with Defendant Yodle was for a term of three months, from April 2010 through July

2010.In addition, Defendant Yodle deactivated PlaintifPs account prior to July 9, 2010,

but the miror website was not taken down at that time, since the mirror website goes

down automatically when the domain expires. Yodle took down the mirror website on

July 12,201,0.

INTERROGATORY NO.23: Identify with particularity why you listed the

plaintiffs number to be 518-309-6708 when this is not and has never been plaintiffs

phone number on his company website.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 23: Please see Answer to

Interrogatory Nos. 2 and 7 .

INTERROGATORY NO. 24: Identify with particulaity the account where the

unused advertising monies were being held.



ANSWFR TO INTERROGATORY NO. 24: Defendants object to this

Interrogatory to the extent that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, oppressive, vague,

ambiguous, and unintelligible, and on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence; however, Plaintiffs unused advertising

monies in the amount of $1,025.70 neheld in Defendant Yodle's general operating

account.

. INTERROGATORY NO. 25: Identifu with particularity if the monies that were

not used went towards commissions.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 25: Defendants object to this

Interrogatory to the extent that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, oppressive, vague,

ambiguous, and unintelligible, and on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, and Defendants further object to the said

Interrogatory to the extent that it seeks information, materials, or things that are a trade

secret, confidential, andlor proprietary; however, no unused advertising monies went

toward commissions.

INTERROGATORY NO.26: Identify with particularity how Scott Long and

Brad Leitch are paid, i.e., salary plus commission or bonus.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 26: Defendants object to this

Interrogatory to the extent that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, oppressive, vague,

ambiguous, and unintelligible, and on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, and Defendants further object to the said

Interrogatory to the extent that it seeks information, materials, or things that are a hade

socret, confidential, and/or proprietary; however, Defendant Brad Leitch receives a



salary, plus a commission, based upon his achieving a certain quota of sales, and

Defendant Scott Long is paid a salary and a bonus if an account increases its monthly

advertising budget or if his team achieves certain client satisfaction metrics.

INTERROGATORY NO.27: Identifo with particularity how bonuses or

commissions are paid on each account.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 27: Defendants object to this

Interrogatory to the extent that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, oppressive, vague,

ambiguous, and unintelligible, and on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, and Defendants further object to the said

Interrogatory to the extent that it seeks information, materials, or things that are a trade

secret, confidential, and/or proprietary; however, please see Interrogatory Answer No. 26.

INTERROGATORY NO.28: Identify with particularity how Scott Long and

Brad Leitch's commissions or bonuses are determined.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 28: Please see Answers to

Interrogatory Nos. 26 and 27 .

INTERROGATORY NO.29: Identify with particularity any rebates, discounts,

or special promotions from the search engine sites.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 29: Defendants object to this

Interrogatory to the extent that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, oppressive, vague,

ambiguous, and unintelligible, and on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, and Defendants further object to the said

Interrogatory to the extent that it seeks information, materials, or things that are a trade

secret, confidential, andlot proprietary; however, Defendant Yodle states, "None in
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connection with Plaintiff s account."

INTERROGATORY NO. 30: Identify with particularity if you are getting

advertising "kick backs. "

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 30: Please see Answer to

Interrogatory No. 29.

INTERROGATORY NO. 31: Identify with particularity why your monthly

statements do not illustrate the amount spent on advertising and the balance on the

account.

ANSWER TO INTI,RROGATORY NO. 31: Defendants object to this

Interrogatory to the extent that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, oppressive, vague,

ambiguous, and unintelligible, and on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence; however, the said monthly report is only

intended to reflect the performance results of Defendant Yodle's advertising efforts (i.e.,

calls and e-mails). The amount spent on advertising and the balance of client's account is

set forth in the client's Yodle Live account.

INTERROGATORY NO.32: Identify with particuiarity why your monthly

statements do not state the cost of each click.

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 32: Please see Answer to

Interrogatory No. 31.

t1



Dofendants reserve the right to supplement their Answers to the above
Inler-rogauodes, in the event they should obtain additional information responsive to the
said trnterrogatories.

Title:

Swonr !o before me this
A day of oeras-A-,20rc. RAOUELPEART

Not€ry Pubfio . $bb ot Nmr york
Ho. O1,pB6fgrt6g7

;.-. _Aua$ied tn trtassau €ounty
My CommiEsion Explres OctoOer qi, ZOteState ofNew york

DATED: Ostober lg,2010

Neil H. Rivchin, EsA
Attorneys for D efendant
Office and P.O. Address
54 State Street
AlbanyNy 12207-2501
(51,8) 462-5601

TO: CIIARLES E. COLLINS fr., pro se
108 BrunswickRoad
TroyNy t2t90
(5r18) 274-0380
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