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UNITED STATES lZ)ISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF MARYLAND . .
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION,
~ Plaintiff, CIVIL NO.
V. : (ﬁam Temporary v
- Restraining Order and Order to .
D SQUARED SOLUTIONS, LLC, etal, Show Cause
Defendants.

Plaintiff, the Federal Trade Commission (“FTC” or the “Commission”), having. filed its
complaint for injunctive and other equitable relief in this matter pursuant to Section 13(b) of the Federal
Trade Commission Act (“FTC Act”), 15 U.S.C. § 53(b), and having moved ex parte for a temporary
restraining order and for an order to show cause why a preliminary inj_unction should not be granted
pursuant to Rule 65(b) of the Federal Ruies of Civil Procedure, and the Court, having considered the |
complaint, declarations, exh:blts, and memorandum of law filed in support thereof; finds that: .

1. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this case, and there is good cause to
believe that it will have jurisdiction of all parties Hereto; |

2. There is good cause to believe that defendants D Squared S.olutions,. LLC, Anish Dhingra,
and Jeffrey Davis have engaged anci are likely to engage in acts and practices that viola;:e Section 5(a) of

the FTC Act, 15 U.S.C. § 45(a), and that the plaintiff is therefore likely to prevail on the merits-of this

action;



3. There is good cause to believe that immediate and irreparable damage to the Court’s
bability to granf effective final relief will result from the sale, transfer, or other disposition or concealment
by defendants of their assets or business records, unless the defendants are immediately restrained and

enjoined by Order of this Court. The evidence set forth in the Commission’s Memorandum of Points

and Author.itiee in Support of its Ex Parte Motion for TRO (“Memorandum”), and in the accoxnpénying
declarations and exhibits, demonstrates that the defendants have engaged in a concerted course of |
unlawful activity by interfering with consumers’ use of their computers by causing a stream of multiple,
unwanted Windows Messenger Service “pop up” advertisements to appear on consumers’ computers
even when consumers are not using their Internet browsers, and by attempting to coerce consumers into
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purchasing or licensing the defendants’ “pop up”-blocking software, in violation of Section 5-of the FTC

Act. The evidence in the Memorandurn further shows that the defendants pfeviously have engaged in
efforts to conceal their identiﬁes. Thus, there is good cause to believe that the defendants will continue
with these deliberate illegal actions and concealment if not- restrained from doing so by Order of this
Court; |
X 4. The Commission ha§ not nrovided notiﬁeﬁe.to the defendants due tothe ﬁkelihood that
advance notice of this action will cause the defendants to evade service of process and abscond with or
destroy evidence. The Commission’s request for this emergency ex parte relief is not the result of any

lack of diligence on the Commission’s part, but instead is based upon the nature of the defendants’

unlawful conduct;






