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CIRCUIT RULE 27-3 CERTIFICATION 

Pursuant to Ninth Circuit Rule 27-3, counsel for Appellant Cindy 

Garcia state: 

1. The telephone numbers, email addresses, and office addresses 

of the attorneys for the parties are: 

M. Cris Armenta Neal Kumar Katyal 
THE ARMENTA LAW FIRM, APC Christopher Handman 
11900 W. Olympic Blvd, Suite 730 Dominic F. Perella 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 Sean Marotta 
Tel: (310) 826-2826 x108 HOGAN LOVELLS US LLP 
cris@crisarmenta.com 555 Thirteenth St., N. W. 

Washington, D.C. 20004 
Tel: (202) 637-5600 
neal.katyal@hoganlovells.com 

Credence E. Sol Timothy L. Alger 
La Garenne Suita Bali 
86200 Chauvigny, France PERKINS COlE LLP 
Tel: 06 74 90 22 08 1305 Porter Dr. 
credence.sol@orange.fr Palo Alto, CA 94306 

Tel: (650) 838-4334 
talger@Qerkinscoie.com 
sbali@Qerkinscoie.com 

Jason Armstrong 
The Law Office of Jason Armstrong 
611 West Main St. 
Bozeman, MT 59715 
Tel: (406) 587-2085 
armstronglaw@mac.com 

Counsel for Plaintiff/Appellant Cindy Counsel for Defendants/ Appellees 
Lee Garcia Google, Inc. and YouTube, LLC 
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2. Appellant/Plaintiff Cindy Lee Garcia hereby files this 

emergency motion for contempt and/or an order for compliance against 

Defendants/ Appellees Google, Inc., and Y ouTube LLC (hereinafter, 

"Google"). 
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MOTION 

3. On February 28, 2014, this Court's amended order went into 

effect, ordering Defendants/ Appellees to "take down all copies of Innocence 

of Muslims from YouTube.com and from any other platforms under 

Google' s control, and take all reasonable steps to prevent further uploads of 

Innocence of Muslims to those platforms. Google shall comply with this 

order within twenty-four hours of the issuance thereof. This order does not 

preclude the posting or display of any version of Innocence of Muslims that 

does not include Cindy Lee Garcia's performance." (Emphasis added.) 

4. Google has failed to comply. As of this morning, at 7:55a.m 

EST, a version of Innocence of Muslims that includes Ms. Garcia's 

performance is still available on Google's Worldwide Platform and also 

viewable in Egypt, the nation in which thefatwa was issued for Ms. Garcia's 

execution. All a viewer needs to do to view a copy of the video that contains 

the infringing material from any computer in the world and within in 

Y ouTube' s global platform-and therefore is governed by the takedown 

order-is to change his or her settings to any country platform, such as 

"Egypt." Unfortunately, this failure to comply has been a recurrent issue 

since the Court first ordered the infringing material taken down. Despite the 

fact that Ms. Garcia's counsel has pointed out to Google numerous times that 
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Google has been in contempt of this Court and despite Ms. Garcia's offer 

(despite her limited resources) to show Google how and why it has failed to 

comply, its lack of compliance continues to this day. Attached to this 

Motion are the declarations ofM. Cris Armenta and David Hardy, which 

provide ( 1) evidence of Google' s multiple violations of the order; (2) 

correspondence between counsel on the issue; and (3) evidence that Google 

has the technology at its fingertips that would permit it to comply with the 

Court's order. See Declaration ofM. Cris Armenta and Declaration of 

David Hardy, passim, and attached exhibits. 

5. Notwithstanding its vast technical resources and standing as 

one of the largest and most sophisticated Internet companies in the world, 

Google and its army of lawyers have taken the position that Google is 

somehow incapable of complying with the order, that it is "deploying every 

resource" to comply, and that Ms. Garcia-who has virtually no resources

bears the burden of advising Google of each and every individual URL that 

remains on Google's platforms in defiance of the takedown order. Then and 

only then, according to Google has Google complied with the Court's 

takedown order. 

6. Significantly, Ms. Garcia long ago advised Google-via her 

takedown notices issued in the fall of2012 that included Google with a list 
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of 852 YouTube channels and URLs that contained the infringing material

of the 852 infringing channels. For Google, it is a pedestrian, technical 

exercise to take down those URLs, to hire an intern to just search for 

"Innocence of Muslims," and their suggestion that Ms. Garcia should comb 

through Y ouTube again, and provide Google with the information again, 

belies Google' s claim that it is in compliance. 

7. Because this case is within the jurisdiction of this Circuit, Ms. 

Garcia is somewhat at a loss as to how to proceed. However, were this case 

within the jurisdiction of the district court, Ms. Garcia would ask for a 

contempt penalty of $150,000 per violation. In this particular case, Google 

has violated the Court's order (and continued to illegally profit from traffic 

to the infringing material on Y ouTube) on several different channels. The 

maximum penalty of$150,000 per channel is the only fair measure of the 

contempt. In addition Ms. Garcia would ask the district court that Google 

post a bond equal to the statutory maximum for copyright infringement for 

each of the 852 channels identified in her initial takedown notices. Because 

of the unusual position in which Ms. Garcia finds herself, the matter of any 

contempt penalty or bond is submitted to the sound discretion of this Court. 

Those damages range from $30,000.00 to $150,000 per URL that was 

initially indicated in the takedown notices (852 URLs ). This is because 
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Google has behaved with utter contempt for this Court's (amended) order of 

February 28, 2014 by allowing re-uploads of the video in violation of the 

Court order and for foisting its duties to police its own platform off to Ms. 

Garcia's team. This Court should not allow Google to continue to flagrantly 

defy its order without some corresponding consequences. 

8. Additionally, as of the writing of this brief, Google has not 

"taken down" anything. Instead, it has merely disabled the various uploads 

displaying Innocence of Muslims in forms that contain infringing content, 

leaving the content up and viewable via thumbnails. Moreover, Google has 

failed to remove full copies of the video from its platforms, has failed to 

prevent new uploads of the video to Y ouTube, and continues to publish on 

its Google search index platforms links to numerous sites and platforms 

where the video can either be directly viewed or where it can be easily 

downloaded and saved to viewers' computers. Indeed, Google has not even 

made a pro forma attempt to comply with the order, choosing instead to 

temporarily disable only a few copies of the video that contain infringing 

content and putting in their place a snide message to the public that states: 

"This video is no longer available due to a copyright claim by an 
actress over her 5-second appearance in the video. A US. court has 
ordered Google to remove the video. We strongly disagree with this 
copyright ruling and will fight it. " 
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As is clear from Google's near-total disregard of the order and its ridiculing 

of the Court's authority, Google is thumbing its nose at the Court and 

making a mockery of our judicial system in an apparent attempt to 

encourage the public to blame and harass Ms. Garcia and to continue to use 

the infringing content to generate Y ouTube revenues from traffic directed 

through the 852 URLs that have illegally posted the content. 

March 25, 2014 I sf M. Cris Armenta 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I electronically filed the foregoing with the Clerk 

of the Court for the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit by 

using the appellate CM/ECF system on March 25, 20 14. 

I certify that all participants in the case are registered CM/ECF users 

and that service will be accomplished by the appellate CM/ECF system. 

Is/ Heather Rowland 

Heather Rowland 
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