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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF ALLEGHENY COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 
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MICHAEL KRAEMER, )  

 )  
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You are hereby notified to file a written response to the enclosed New Matter within 

twenty (20) days from service hereof or a judgment may be entered against you. 

Michael J. Betts   
Michael J. Betts 
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Michael J. Betts LLC 
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF ALLEGHENY COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 

 
TABATHA WOLFE )  
and all others similarly situated,  )  
 )  

Plaintiff, )  
 )  

v. ) No. GD-18-016480 
 )  

KRAEMER, MANES & ASSOCIATES )  
LLC; PRABHU NARAHARI; and  )  
MICHAEL KRAEMER, )  

 )  
Defendants )  

 
ANSWER AND NEW MATTER 

 
Defendants, Kraemer, Manes & Associates LLC, Prabhu Narahari and Michael Kraemer, 

by their undersigned counsel, respectfully submit this Answer and New Matter to Plaintiff’s 

Amended Complaint: 

1. The averments of Paragraph 1 of the Amended Complaint are admitted.  

2. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 2 of the Amended Complaint. 

KM&A’s principal place of business is located at 600 Grant Street, Suite 4875, Pittsburgh 

Pennsylvania 15219.  

3. The averments of Paragraph 3 of the Amended Complaint are admitted. 

Specifically, it is admitted that Plaintiff purports to assert a professional liability claim against 

KM&A.  Defendants deny that the claim has any merit. 

4. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 4 of the Amended Complaint. Mr. 

Kraemer practices law at KM&A’s principal place of business, which is located at 600 Grant 

Street, Suite 4875, Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 15219.  



 
No. GD-18-016480 

 
 

 2 

5. The averments of Paragraph 5 of the Amended Complaint are admitted.  

6. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 6 of the Amended Complaint. Mr. 

Narahari practices law at KM&A’s principal place of business, which is located at 600 Grant 

Street, Suite 4875, Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 15219. 

7. The averments of Paragraph 7 of the Amended Complaint are admitted.  

8. The averments of Paragraph 8 of the Amended Complaint are admitted.  

9. The averments of Paragraph 9 of the Amended Complaint are admitted.  

10. The averments of Paragraph 10 of the Amended Complaint are admitted.  

11. The averments of Paragraph 11 of the Amended Complaint are admitted.  

12. The averments of Paragraph 12 of the Amended Complaint are admitted, except 

that any averment or implication that Plaintiff did not file a Complaint against Harris because 

Harris did not file a Praecipe for Rule to File Complaint is denied.  Had Plaintiff desired to file a 

Complaint against Harris, she could have done so, whether or not Harris had filed a Praecipe for 

Rule to File Complaint.  

13. The first sentence of Paragraph 13 does not set forth averments of fact to which a 

response is required.  The averments of the second sentence of Paragraph 13 of the Amended 

Complaint are admitted. Indeed, KM&A has proudly and successfully represented many 

individual clients since its formation in October 2012. The vast majority of KM&A’s clients 

expressed satisfaction with KM&A and the outcomes of their cases.  

14. The averments of Paragraph 14 of the Amended Complaint are admitted.  In fact, 

the home page at lawkm.com contained the temporary banner and phrase “TOP RATED FIRM 

BY OUR CLIENTS” for a brief period of time from approximately August 2018 until January 
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2019.  However, that period was approximately two years after Plaintiff decided to retain 

KM&A after allegedly relying on KM&A’s website, so it is not relevant to her claims. 

15. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 15 of the Amended Complaint. 

Websites such as Google, Facebook, Avvo, and Lawyers.com exist for a multitude of reasons, 

and they are not merely limited to serving as vehicles for reviews. The primary purpose of such 

social media websites is to facilitate social connections between businesses, individual members 

of the public, and the connections they have in common.  

16. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 16 of the Amended Complaint.  In 

fact, anyone (not just clients) can write his or her opinion of a business or simply leave a star 

rating.  Avvo specifically invites reviews from individuals who merely “consulted with” a lawyer 

and did not become a client.  Google invites reviews from anyone with “experience” relating to 

the business.  Facebook recently changed to a binary recommendation system, but previously 

accepted reviews and star ratings from any Facebook user. 

17. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 17 of the Amended Complaint.  

Clients are not the only individuals permitted to leave reviews or ratings.  

18. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 18 of the Amended Complaint. 

Clients are not the only individuals permitted to leave reviews or ratings.  

19. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 19 of the Amended Complaint. 

Based on years of experience reaching out to members of the public so they can get the legal 

representation they need, KM&A knows that clients use a whole host of factors to choose their 

attorneys.  They care deeply about the experience, biographies, and practice areas of their legal 

counsel.  They also care about the fees, fee arrangements, and specific representation terms.  

Most of all, they care about the personal human connections they have to a firm, which may be 
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the conversations they have initially with attorneys or staff, an initial consultation, or a personal 

recommendation from a mutual friend or lawyer in the community.  

20. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 20 of the 

Amended Complaint.  

21. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 21 of the 

Amended Complaint.  

22. The averments of Paragraph 22 of the Amended Complaint are admitted, with the 

qualification that the other business listings are not relevant to Plaintiff since she has not alleged 

that she relied on KM&A’s Cranberry, King of Prussia or Philadelphia listings when she became 

a client in December 2016.  

23. The averments of Paragraph 23 of the Amended Complaint are admitted.  

24. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 24 of the Amended Complaint.  The 

reference to an alleged “scheme” is false, as there was no such scheme.  As a small business, 

KM&A has always welcomed reviews, ratings, and recommendations from a variety of sources: 

clients, former clients, potential clients, as well as friends, family, and colleagues who want to 

share relevant opinions, experience, or knowledge about KM&A with the public. This is true for 

virtually every small business in Pennsylvania.  

25. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 25 of the Amended Complaint. 

KM&A has rewarded its employees on limited occasions when positive reviews or ratings are 

posted by members of the public, but KM&A has no control over whether those individuals 

decide to share their opinions, experience, or knowledge about KM&A by writing a public 
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review, and KM&A has no control over what those individuals say if they do post a review.  All 

KM&A can do is invite individuals (clients, former clients, potential clients, as well as friends, 

family, and colleagues) who may want to share their relevant opinions, experience, or knowledge 

about KM&A with the public.  Of course it has done so, just as virtually every small business in 

Pennsylvania does.  

26. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 26 of the Amended Complaint. 

KM&A is not aware of even one single false review or rating of KM&A anywhere on the 

internet.  Every single review and rating appears to be the honest opinion of the individual who 

voluntarily posted it.  Even if there were a false review, KM&A categorically never asked any 

individual to lie or post anything deceptive.  

27. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 27 of the Amended Complaint. No 

individual was ever directed to review or rate KM&A.  All those who did did so voluntarily and 

posted their legitimate honest opinions as they are free to do.  

28. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 28 of the Amended Complaint. No 

individual was ever directed to review or rate KM&A.  All those who did did so voluntarily and 

posted their legitimate honest opinions as they are free to do.  

29. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 29 of the 

Amended Complaint.  It is not always possible to know which person left which online review 

due to a variety of factors.  Furthermore, the averments of this paragraph are not relevant because 

Plaintiff became a client of KM&A in December 2016, over two years prior to the averments of 

this paragraph.  
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30. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 30 of the 

Amended Complaint.  It is not always possible to know which person left which online review 

due to a variety of factors.  

31. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 31 of the 

Amended Complaint.  It is not always possible to know which person left which online review 

due to a variety of factors. 

32. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of Paragraph 32 of the Amended Complaint.  It 

is not always possible to know which person left which online review due to a variety of factors 

33. The averments of Paragraph 33 of the Amended Complaint are admitted.  

34. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 34 of the 

Amended Complaint.  It is not always possible to know which person left which online review 

due to a variety of factors. 

35. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 35 of the 

Amended Complaint.  It is not always possible to know which person left which online review 

due to a variety of factors.  

36. The averments of Paragraph 36 are admitted. 

37. The averments of Paragraph 37 are admitted. 

38. The averments of Paragraph 38 are admitted. 
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39. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 39 of the 

Amended Complaint.  It is not always possible to know which person left which online review 

due to a variety of factors. 

40. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 40 of the 

Amended Complaint.  It is not always possible to know which person left which online review 

due to a variety of factors 

41. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 41 of the 

Amended Complaint.  It is not always possible to know which person left which online review 

due to a variety of factors 

42. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 42 of the 

Amended Complaint.  It is not always possible to know which person left which online review 

due to a variety of factors 

43. The averments of Paragraph 43 of the Amended Complaint are admitted. 

44. The averments of Paragraph 44 of the Amended Complaint are admitted. 

45. The averments of Paragraph 45 of the Amended Complaint are admitted.  

46. The averments of Paragraph 46 of the Amended Complaint are admitted.  

47. The averments of Paragraph 47 of the Amended Complaint are admitted.  

48. The averments of Paragraph 48 of the Amended Complaint are admitted.  
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49. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 49 of the 

Amended Complaint.  It is not always possible to know which person left which online review 

due to a variety of factors. 

50. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 50 of the 

Amended Complaint.  It is not always possible to know which person left which online review 

due to a variety of factors. 

51. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 51 of the 

Amended Complaint.  It is not always possible to know which person left which online review 

due to a variety of factors. 

52. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 52 of the 

Amended Complaint.  It is not always possible to know which person left which online review 

due to a variety of factors. 

53. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 53 of the 

Amended Complaint.  It is not always possible to know which person left which online review 

due to a variety of factors 

54. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 54 of the 
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Amended Complaint.  It is not always possible to know which person left which online review 

due to a variety of factors.  

55. The averments of Paragraph 55 of the Amended Complaint are admitted.  In 

further response, Matthew Love was an employee of KM&A and, as such, was in a position to 

have his own legitimate opinions, knowledge, and experience about the firm.  

56. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 56 of the 

Amended Complaint.  It is not always possible to know which person left which online review 

due to a variety of factors 

57. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 57 of the Amended Complaint.  To 

the best of KM&A’s knowledge, every one of the individuals who posted reviews and ratings 

about KM&A had personal knowledge, experience, and opinions about the firm to share with the 

public, and they did so voluntarily as they were free to do.  Many of those individuals have 

received legal consultations, informal legal advice or legal representation from KM&A 

attorneys.  

58. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 58 of the Amended Complaint.  

KM&A and Mr. Kraemer never once solicited a single false review from anybody.  At no time 

did KM&A ask anyone to lie or post anything deceptive.  If any person decided to share his or 

her personal knowledge, experience, or opinions about KM&A in the form of an online review, 

he or she did so voluntarily as he or she was free to do.  

59.  Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 59 of the Amended Complaint.  

KM&A and Mr. Kraemer never once solicited a single false review from anybody.  At no time 

did KM&A ask anyone to lie or post anything deceptive.  If any person decided to share his or 
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her personal knowledge, experience, or opinions about KM&A in the form of an online review, 

he or she did so voluntarily as he or she was free to do.  

60. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 60 of the Amended Complaint.  In 

fact, KM&A’s Google rating would have been five stars even if only confirmed clients of the 

firm had left reviews.  See Exhibit 1 attached hereto.  Furthermore, the only two negative 

reviews that appeared on KM&A’s Google profile at the time Plaintiff allegedly viewed it were 

from individuals who stated in their postings that they were not clients.  

61. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 61 of the Amended Complaint.  

KM&A and Mr. Kraemer never once solicited a single false review from anybody.  At no time 

did KM&A ask anyone to lie or post anything deceptive.  If any person decided to share his or 

her personal knowledge, experience, or opinions about KM&A in the form of an online review, 

he or she did so voluntarily as he or she was free to do.  

62. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 62 of the Amended Complaint.  No 

individual was ever directed to review or rate KM&A or to solicit such ratings.  All those who 

did post reviews or ratings did so voluntarily and posted their legitimate honest opinions as they 

were free to do.  

63. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 63 of the 

Amended Complaint.  It is not always possible to know which person left which online review 

due to a variety of factors.  

64. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 64 of the 
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Amended Complaint.  Furthermore, the averments of this paragraph are not relevant to Plaintiff, 

who retained KM&A in December 2016.  

65. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 65 of the 

Amended Complaint.  Furthermore, the averments of this paragraph are not relevant to Plaintiff, 

who retained KM&A in December 2016. 

66. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 66 of the 

Amended Complaint. Furthermore, the averments of this paragraph are not relevant to Plaintiff, 

who retained KM&A in December 2016. 

67. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 67 of the 

Amended Complaint.  Furthermore, the averments of this paragraph are not relevant to Plaintiff, 

who retained KM&A in December 2016. 

68. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 68 of the 

Amended Complaint.  Furthermore, the averments of this paragraph are not relevant to Plaintiff, 

who retained KM&A in December 2016. 

69. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 69 of the 

Amended Complaint. Furthermore, the averments of this paragraph are not relevant to Plaintiff, 

who retained KM&A in December 2016. 
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70. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 70 of the 

Amended Complaint.  Furthermore, the averments of this paragraph are not relevant to Plaintiff, 

who retained KM&A in December 2016. 

71. The averments of Paragraph 71 of the Amended Complaint are admitted.  

72. The averments of Paragraph 72 of the Amended Complaint are admitted. 

73. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 73 of the 

Amended Complaint.  Defendants do not know if or when Plaintiff visited lawkm.com, what she 

viewed there, or what information, if any, she relied upon.  

74.  After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 74 of the 

Amended Complaint.  Defendants do not know if or when Plaintiff visited lawkm.com, what she 

viewed there, or what information, if any, she relied upon. 

75. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 75 of the 

Amended Complaint.  Defendants do not know if or when Plaintiff visited lawkm.com, what she 

viewed there, or what information, if any, she relied upon. 

76. Defendants deny Paragraph 76 of the Amended Complaint.  At no time did 

KM&A solicit false reviews.  

77. Defendants deny Paragraph 77 of the Amended Complaint.  In fact, certain of the 

reviews make it explicit in their text that they are written by employees of KM&A.  If Plaintiff or 
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any other client actually read the reviews, they would have been clearly notified that at least 

some of the reviews were made by non-clients.  

78. Defendants deny Paragraph 78 of the Amended Complaint.  In fact, certain of the 

reviews make it explicit in their text that they are written by employees of KM&A.  If Plaintiff or 

any other client actually read the reviews, they would have been clearly notified that at least 

some of the reviews were made by non-clients.  

79. Defendants deny Paragraph 79 of the Amended Complaint. At no time did 

KM&A solicit false reviews.  Furthermore, certain of the reviews make it explicit in their text 

that they are written by employees of KM&A.  If Plaintiff or any other client actually read the 

reviews, they would have been clearly notified that at least some of the reviews were made by 

non-clients.  Furthermore, through reasonable investigation, Plaintiff could have easily 

discovered that certain reviews were made by non-clients.  

80. The averments of Paragraph 80 of the Amended Complaint are admitted. 

81. The averments of Paragraph 81 of the Amended Complaint are admitted. 

82. The averments of Paragraph 82 of the Amended Complaint are admitted. 

83. The averments of Paragraph 83 of the Amended Complaint are admitted. 

84. The averments of Paragraph 84 of the Amended Complaint are admitted. 

85. The averments of Paragraph 85 of the Amended Complaint are admitted. 

86. The averments of Paragraph 86 of the Amended Complaint are admitted. 

87. In response to Paragraph 87 of the Amended Complaint, Defendants admit only 

that Mr. Harris sent an email to Plaintiff on December 6, 2016; after reasonable investigation, 

Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or 

falsity of the remaining averments in Paragraph 87 of the Amended Complaint.  
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88. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 88 of the 

Amended Complaint.  

89. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 89 of the 

Amended Complaint.  

90. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 90 of the 

Amended Complaint.  

91. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 91 of the 

Amended Complaint.  

92. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 92 of the 

Amended Complaint.  

93. In response to Paragraph 93 of the Amended Complaint, Defendants admit only 

that Mr. Harris sent an email to Plaintiff on December 22, 2016.   

94. The averments of Paragraph 94 of the Amended Complaint are admitted.  

95. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 95 of the Amended Complaint.  To 

the contrary, on information and belief, Plaintiff continued to experience effects of the hostile 

work environment at the same employer for months after March 1, 2016.  
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96. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 96 of the Amended Complaint.  To 

the contrary, on information and belief, Plaintiff continued to experience effects of the hostile 

work environment at the same employer for months after March 1, 2016. 

97. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 97 of the 

Amended Complaint.  

98. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 98 of the 

Amended Complaint. 

99. The averments of Paragraph 99 of the Amended Complaint are admitted. 

100. The averments of Paragraph 100 of the Amended Complaint are admitted. 

101. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 101 of the 

Amended Complaint.  

102. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 102 of the Amended Complaint as 

stated, as the term “failed” suggests that Harris had an obligation to attend the hearing.  It is 

admitted only that Harris did not attend the hearing. 

103. The averments of Paragraph 103 of the Amended Complaint are admitted.  

104. The averments of Paragraph 104 of the Amended Complaint are admitted. 

105. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 105 of the 

Amended Complaint.  

106. The averments of Paragraph 106 of the Amended Complaint are admitted. 
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107. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averments in Paragraph 107 of the 

Amended Complaint.  

108. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 108 of the Amended Complaint.  

The statute of limitations did not begin to run on March 1, 2016, and a timely EEOC charge for 

hostile work environment could still have been filed at the time Plaintiff terminated KM&A’s 

representation.  In fact, it is believed and therefore alleged that Plaintiff subsequently retained 

new counsel who in fact filed an EEOC charge alleging hostile work environment and recovered 

a settlement.  

109. The averments of Paragraph 109 of the Amended Complaint are admitted with the 

qualification that Plaintiff’s new attorney sent a vague letter to KM&A but did not explain the 

claim or potential claim for which he was representing Plaintiff or purporting to request a 

litigation hold.  

110. The averments of Paragraph 110 of the Amended Complaint are admitted.  

111. The averments of Paragraph 111 of the Amended Complaint are admitted. 

112. The averments of Paragraph 112 of the Amended Complaint are admitted. 

113. The averments of Paragraph 113 of the Amended Complaint are admitted. 

114. The averments of Paragraph 114 of the Amended Complaint are admitted. Mr. 

Narahari’s knowledge, and KM&A’s knowledge, of Plaintiff’s case relied on Martell Harris who 

was her primary attorney.  

115. The averments of Paragraph 115 of the Amended Complaint are admitted.  

116. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 116 of the Amended Complaint.  To 

the best of Defendants’ knowledge now and at the time, the statements in the September 22, 
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2017 letter were accurate, made in good faith, and based on information provided by Mr. Harris, 

Plaintiff’s primary attorney.  In fact, Mr. Harris personally approved the letter written by Mr. 

Narahari and validated the facts alleged in it.  

117. The averments of Paragraph 117 of the Amended Complaint are admitted. 

118. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 118 of the Amended Complaint.  To 

the best of Defendants’ knowledge now and at the time, the statements in the September 22, 

2017 letter were accurate, made in good faith, and based on information provided by Mr. Harris, 

Plaintiff’s primary attorney. In fact, Mr. Harris personally approved the letter written by Mr. 

Narahari and validated the facts alleged in it.  

119. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 119 of the Amended Complaint.  To 

the best of Defendants’ knowledge now and at the time, the statements in the September 22, 

2017 letter were accurate, made in good faith, and based on information provided by Mr. Harris, 

Plaintiff’s primary attorney.  In fact, Mr. Harris personally approved the letter written by Mr. 

Narahari and validated the facts alleged in it.  

120. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 120 of the Amended Complaint.  To 

the best of Defendants’ knowledge now and at the time, the statements in the September 22, 

2017 letter were accurate, made in good faith, and based on information provided by Mr. Harris, 

Plaintiff’s primary attorney.  In fact, Mr. Harris personally approved the letter written by Mr. 

Narahari and validated the facts alleged in it.  

121. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 121 of the Amended Complaint.  

Defendants had no notice whatsoever that Plaintiff was represented by counsel in the relevant 

matter (the possible defamation case against her), as required by rule 4.2 of the Pennsylvania 

Rules of Professional Conduct.  If Defendants had been told that Plaintiff was represented by 
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counsel regarding the possible defamation case against her, they would have communicated with 

her via her attorney.  

122. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 122 of the Amended Complaint.  It 

is specifically denied that Defendants engaged in any false advertising, that Plaintiff was 

fraudulently deceived by KM&A, that other clients were fraudulently deceived, that Plaintiff has 

any viable claims against KM&A, and that Plaintiff’s claims can survive certification as a class 

action.  On the contrary, Defendants’ conduct was proper and lawful in all respects and Plaintiff 

cannot satisfy the prerequisites for class certification. 

123. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 123 of the Amended Complaint.  It 

is specifically denied that Defendants engaged in any false advertising, that Plaintiff was 

fraudulently deceived by KM&A, that other clients were fraudulently deceived, that Plaintiff has 

any viable claims against KM&A, and that Plaintiff’s claims can survive certification as a class 

action.  On the contrary, Defendants’ conduct was proper and lawful in all respects and Plaintiff 

cannot satisfy the numerosity requirement for class certification. 

124. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 124 of the Amended Complaint.  It 

is specifically denied that Defendants engaged in any false advertising, that Plaintiff was 

fraudulently deceived by KM&A, that other clients were fraudulently deceived, that Plaintiff has 

any viable claims against KM&A, and that Plaintiff’s claims can survive certification as a class 

action.  On the contrary, Defendants’ conduct was proper and lawful in all respects and Plaintiff 

cannot satisfy the requirement for class certification that there are common issues of fact and law 

that predominate over individual issues.  The three purported common issues cited in Paragraph 

124 are not common issues warranting class certification; among other reasons, they reflect 

Plaintiff’s improper request for certification of a “fail-safe” class. 
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125. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 125 of the Amended Complaint.  It 

is specifically denied that Defendants engaged in any false advertising, that Plaintiff was 

fraudulently deceived by KM&A, that other clients were fraudulently deceived, that Plaintiff has 

any viable claims against KM&A, and that Plaintiff’s claims can survive certification as a class 

action.  On the contrary, Defendants’ conduct was proper and lawful in all respects and Plaintiff 

cannot satisfy the typicality requirement for class certification. 

126. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 126 of the Amended Complaint.  It 

is specifically denied that Defendants engaged in any false advertising, that Plaintiff was 

fraudulently deceived by KM&A, that other clients were fraudulently deceived, that Plaintiff has 

any viable claims against KM&A, and that Plaintiff’s claims can survive certification as a class 

action.  On the contrary, Defendants’ conduct was proper and lawful in all respects and Plaintiff 

cannot satisfy the requirement for class certification that she would fairly and adequately 

represent the interests of the members of the class. 

127. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 127 of the Amended Complaint.  

Plaintiff has not retained competent class action counsel who has substantial experience in the 

prosecution of class action cases.  

128. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 128 of the Amended Complaint.  It 

is specifically denied that Defendants engaged in any false advertising, that Plaintiff was 

fraudulently deceived by KM&A, that other clients were fraudulently deceived, that Plaintiff has 

any viable claims against KM&A, and that Plaintiff’s claims can survive certification as a class 

action.  On the contrary, Defendants’ conduct was proper and lawful in all respects and Plaintiff 

cannot satisfy the superiority requirement for class certification.  To the extent there are other 

individuals who believe they have claims against KM&A, individual litigation would not be 
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unduly burdensome and would not involve undue expense or delay.  Because of the 

predominance of individual issues, as well as other reasons, a class action would not involve few 

management difficulties, would not provide any benefits with regard to unitary adjudication, 

economies of scale or comprehensive supervision, and would not promote judicial economy and 

efficiency, parity or judicial consistency.  For the same reasons, the proposed conduct of this 

case as a class action would not conserve resources, nor is it necessary to protect the rights of 

putative class members, nor would it meet due process requirements or be fair to Defendants. 

129. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 129 of the Amended Complaint.  It 

is specifically denied that Defendants engaged in any false advertising, that Plaintiff was 

fraudulently deceived by KM&A, that other clients were fraudulently deceived, that Plaintiff has 

any viable claims against KM&A, and that Plaintiff’s claims can survive certification as a class 

action.  On the contrary, Defendants’ conduct was proper and lawful in all respects and Plaintiff 

cannot satisfy the requirements for class certification, nor can she show that she or putative class 

members are entitled to injunctive relief. 

130. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 130 of the Amended Complaint. It is 

specifically denied that Defendants engaged in any false advertising, that Plaintiff was 

fraudulently deceived by KM&A, that other clients were fraudulently deceived, that Plaintiff has 

any viable claims against KM&A, and that Plaintiff’s claims can survive certification as a class 

action.  On the contrary, Defendants’ conduct was proper and lawful in all respects and Plaintiff 

cannot satisfy the requirements for class certification.  In particular, Defendants deny the 

averments of each of the subparagraphs of Paragraph 130 of the Amended Complaint and state 

as follows: 
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a. Common questions do not predominate; rather, individual issues 

predominate over any common issues and there are not numerous persons with claims 

similar to those asserted by Plaintiff; 

b. There is no basis for Plaintiff’s estimate of the size of the putative class 

and Plaintiff is unable to establish numerosity; 

c. Because individual issues predominate over common issues, and for other 

reasons, individual claims would not present any risk of inconsistent or varying 

adjudication or incompatible standards of conduct and/or adjudications; 

d. After reasonable investigation, Defendants are without knowledge or 

information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the averment concerning 

Plaintiff’s awareness of other litigation; 

e. Neither this forum nor any other forum is appropriate for the litigation of 

this case as a class action, as Plaintiff cannot satisfy the requirements for class 

certification; 

f. Because individual issues predominate over common issues, and for other 

reasons, there are no complexities or expenses of claims of other persons that could 

warrant class certification of Plaintiff’s claims; 

g. Because individual issues predominate over common issues, and for other 

reasons, the amounts of any recoveries by other persons in comparison to the expense of 

litigation does not warrant class certification of Plaintiff’s claims; and 
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h. Defendants’ conduct was proper and lawful in all respects and neither 

Plaintiff nor members of the putative class are entitled to equitable or declaratory relief. 

ANSWER TO COUNT I 
Alleged Professional Negligence 

Wolfe v. Kraemer, Manes & Associates LLC 
 

131. Defendants incorporate by reference the preceding paragraphs and their New 

Matter.  

132. The averments of Paragraph 132 of the Amended Complaint are admitted. 

133. Paragraph 133 of the Amended Complaint consists of legal conclusions to which 

a response is not required. 

134. Paragraph 134 of the Amended Complaint consists of legal conclusions to which 

a response is not required. 

135. Paragraph 135 of the Amended Complaint consists of legal conclusions to which 

a response is not required.  KM&A denies that it breached any duty owed to Plaintiff.  KM&A 

denies the averments of each of the subparagraphs of Paragraph 135.  On the contrary, the statute 

of limitations on Plaintiff’s claim against her former employer did not run during the period of 

time she was represented by KM&A and KM&A therefore did not fail to file a timely charge, 

fail to inform Plaintiff of the existence of the statute of limitations or perform an adequate 

investigation.  KM&A had an appropriate calendar system in place, it properly supervised its 

attorneys and staff, it assigned an appropriate volume of cases to individual attorneys and it 

assigned appropriate tasks to paralegals.  In further answer to Paragraph 135 of the Amended 

Complaint, KM&A incorporates by reference its Preliminary Objections to Count I and its Brief 

in Support of Preliminary Objections, at 5-7. 
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136.  Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 136 of the Amended Complaint.  

The statute of limitations did not run on December 26, 2016.  In further answer to Paragraph 136, 

KM&A incorporates by reference the preceding paragraph, its Preliminary Objections to Count I 

and its Brief in Support of Preliminary Objections, at 5-7. 

137. Defendants deny Paragraph 137 of the Amended Complaint. The statute of 

limitations did not run on December 26, 2016, KM&A did not breach its duty to Plaintiff, and 

Plaintiff did in fact subsequently pursue a hostile work environment claim against her former 

employer and win a settlement.  In further answer to Paragraph 137, KM&A incorporates by 

reference Paragraphs 135 and 136 above, its Preliminary Objections to Count I and its Brief in 

Support of Preliminary Objections, at 5-7. 

138. Defendants deny Paragraph 138 of the Amended Complaint. The statute of 

limitations did not run on December 26, 2016, KM&A did not breach its duty to Plaintiff, and 

Plaintiff did in fact subsequently pursue a hostile work environment claim against her former 

employer and win a settlement.  In further answer to Paragraph 138, KM&A incorporates by 

reference Paragraphs 135 through 137 above, its Preliminary Objections to Count I and its Brief 

in Support of Preliminary Objections, at 5-7. 

WHEREFORE, KM&A requests that Count I be dismissed and that judgment be 

entered in its favor and against Plaintiff, with costs assessed against Plaintiff. 
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ANSWER TO COUNT II 
Alleged Fraud 

Wolfe v. Kraemer, Manes & Associates LLC and Michael Kraemer 

139. Defendants incorporate by reference the preceding paragraphs and their New 

Matter.  In answer to Count II of the Amended Complaint, Defendants further incorporate their 

Preliminary Objections to Count II and their Brief in Support of Preliminary Objections, at 7-11. 

140. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 140 of the Amended Complaint.  

KM&A and Mr. Kraemer did not at any time solicit fraudulent misrepresentations.  To the 

contrary, every single representation contained in a review or rating of KM&A on the internet, to 

the best of KM&A’s and Mr. Kraemer’s knowledge, was the honest, good faith, legitimate, and 

accurate version of that individual person’s opinions, experiences, or knowledge relating to the 

firm.  

141. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 141 of the Amended Complaint.  

KM&A and Mr. Kraemer did not at any time solicit fraudulent misrepresentations.  To the 

contrary, every single representation contained in a review or rating of KM&A on the internet, to 

the best of KM&A’s and Mr. Kraemer’s knowledge, was the honest, good faith, legitimate, and 

accurate version of that individual person’s opinions, experiences, or knowledge relating to the 

firm. 

142. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 142 of the Amended Complaint.  

KM&A and Mr. Kraemer did not at any time solicit fraudulent misrepresentations.  To the 

contrary, every single representation contained in a review or rating of KM&A on the internet, to 

the best of KM&A’s and Mr. Kraemer’s knowledge, was the honest, good faith, legitimate, and 
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accurate version of that individual person’s opinions, experiences, or knowledge relating to the 

firm. 

143. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 143 of the Amended Complaint.  

KM&A and Mr. Kraemer did not at any time solicit fraudulent misrepresentations.  To the 

contrary, every single representation contained in a review or rating of KM&A on the internet, to 

the best of KM&A’s and Mr. Kraemer’s knowledge, was the honest, good faith, legitimate, and 

accurate version of that individual person’s opinions, experiences, or knowledge relating to the 

firm.  Therefore, there was no reliance by Plaintiff on any fraudulent reviews. 

144. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 144 of the Amended Complaint.  

KM&A and Mr. Kraemer did not at any time solicit fraudulent misrepresentations.  To the 

contrary, every single representation contained in a review or rating of KM&A on the internet, to 

the best of KM&A’s and Mr. Kraemer’s knowledge, was the honest, good faith, legitimate, and 

accurate version of that individual person’s opinions, experiences, or knowledge relating to the 

firm.  Therefore, there was no reliance by Plaintiff on any fraudulent reviews and her 

engagement of KM&A was not caused by any such reviews. 

145. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 145 of the Amended Complaint.  

Plaintiff did not suffer damages arising out of her attorney-client relationship with KM&A, and 

to the extent she incurred any damages, those damages were not proximately caused by events 

preceding her decision to hire KM&A.  

146. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 146 of the Amended Complaint. 

KM&A and Mr. Kraemer did not act with malice or reckless indifference to the rights of their 

prospective clients or to Plaintiff and acted properly and lawfully in all respects.  To the contrary, 
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KM&A fights every day for the rights of individuals who are harmed and who rely on KM&A 

for aggressive and professional representation.  

147.  Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 147 of the Amended Complaint.  

Plaintiff did not suffer damages arising out of her attorney-client relationship with KM&A, and 

to the extent she incurred any damages, those damages were not proximately caused by events 

preceding her decision to hire KM&A. 

WHEREFORE, KM&A and Michael Kraemer request that Count II be dismissed 

and that judgment be entered in their favor and against Plaintiff, with costs assessed against 

Plaintiff. 

ANSWER TO COUNT III 
Alleged Negligent Misrepresentation 

Wolfe v. Kraemer, Manes & Associates LLC, Michael Kraemer, and Prabhu Narahari 

148. Defendants incorporate by reference the preceding paragraphs and their New 

Matter.  In answer to Count III of the Amended Complaint, Defendants further incorporate their 

Preliminary Objections to Count III and their Brief in Support of Preliminary Objections, at 11-

14. 

149. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 149 of the Amended Complaint.  

Defendants never solicited false information, never asked anyone to post anything deceptive, and 

to the best of Defendants’ knowledge, everything positive contained in the reviews and ratings 

for KM&A on the internet is accurate and represents the legitimate, good faith opinions, 

experiences, and knowledge of private individuals who chose to publish those posts.  

150. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 150 of the Amended Complaint. 

Any individual with an internet connection is free to publish a review or rating of any business. 
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Review sites allow anyone to publish their reviews, and the businesses themselves do not have 

any control over which reviews are published and which are not.  Furthermore, Defendants never 

solicited false information, never asked anyone to post anything deceptive, and to the best of 

Defendants’ knowledge, everything positive contained in the reviews and ratings for KM&A on 

the internet is accurate and represents the legitimate, good faith opinions, experiences, and 

knowledge of private individuals who chose to publish those posts.  Accordingly, Defendants 

deny that they had a duty to use reasonable care in ensuring that online reviews were written by 

“actual clients.”  In addition, for the above reasons, Defendants exercised reasonable care with 

respect to online reviews of the firm.  

151. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 151 of the Amended Complaint.  To 

the best of Defendants’ knowledge, none of the Google reviews is false in any way.  

152. Defendants deny Paragraph 152 of the Amended Complaint.  To the best of 

Defendants’ knowledge, none of the Google reviews is false in any way.  Plaintiff therefore 

could not have relied on allegedly false reviews in deciding to hire KM&A. 

153. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 153 of the Amended Complaint.  To 

the best of Defendants’ knowledge at the time, the statements contained in Mr. Narahari’s 

September 22, 2017 letter were true and based on the information provided by Mr. Harris. 

Accordingly, Narahari exercised reasonable care in his communications with Plaintiff. 

154. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 154 of the Amended Complaint.  

Narahari did not make any misrepresentations.  Accordingly, Plaintiff could not have relied on 

any alleged misrepresentations, nor could she have incurred any emotional distress or any other 

damages as a result of such alleged misrepresentations. 
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155. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 155 of the Amended Complaint.  To 

the best of Defendants’ knowledge, none of the Google reviews are fraudulent in any way, and 

the alleged fraudulent Google reviews could not have proximately caused any of Plaintiff’s 

alleged damages.  

WHEREFORE, Defendants request that Count III be dismissed and that judgment 

be entered in their favor and against Plaintiff, with costs assessed against Plaintiff. 

ANSWER TO COUNT IV 
Alleged Civil Conspiracy 

Wolfe v. Kraemer, Manes & Associates LLC, Michael Kraemer, and Prabhu Narahari 

156. Defendants incorporate by reference the preceding paragraphs and their New 

Matter.  In answer to Count IV of the Amended Complaint, Defendants further incorporate their 

Preliminary Objections to Count IV and their Brief in Support of Preliminary Objections, at 14-

15. 

157. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 157 of the Amended Complaint.  

Neither KM&A nor Mr. Kraemer incentivized KM&A’s employees or anyone else to solicit 

false reviews, nor did they direct employees to conspire with anyone to solicit fraudulent 

misrepresentations.  To the best of Defendants’ knowledge, none of the positive reviews or 

ratings of KM&A is false in any way or contain fraudulent misrepresentations.  

158. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 158 of the Amended Complaint.  To 

the best of Defendants’ knowledge, none of the positive reviews or ratings of KM&A is 

fraudulent in any way.  Accordingly, KM&A’s employees could not have conspired with anyone 

to write alleged fraudulent reviews. 
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159. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 159 of the Amended Complaint.  

There was no conspiracy to defraud prospective clients, and there were no false reviews.  

Accordingly, neither KM&A nor Mr. Kraemer took any overt acts in furtherance of the alleged 

conspiracy and, in particular, they did not offer paid time off in exchange for soliciting alleged 

false reviews. 

160. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 160 of the Amended Complaint.  

There was no conspiracy to defraud prospective clients, and there were no false reviews.  Mr. 

Narahari’s letter to Plaintiff was based in good faith on information provided by Mr. Harris, who 

approved the letter.  

161.  Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 161 of the Amended Complaint. 

Defendants did not act with malice or reckless indifference to the rights of prospective clients or 

to Plaintiff.  Defendants deny that the engaged in the alleged “above acts” and incorporate by 

reference Paragraphs 156 through 160 above. 

162. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 162 of the Amended Complaint.  

The alleged conspiracy did not exist and Plaintiff therefore could not have suffered any damages 

as a result of the alleged conspiracy.  

WHEREFORE, Defendants request that Count IV be dismissed and that judgment 

be entered in their favor and against Plaintiff, with costs assessed against Plaintiff. 
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ANSWER TO COUNT V 
Alleged Violations of the UTPCPL 

Wolfe v. Kraemer, Manes & Associates LLC 

163. Defendants incorporate by reference the preceding paragraphs and their New 

Matter. In answer to Count V of the Amended Complaint, Defendants further incorporate their 

Preliminary Objections to Count V and their Brief in Support of Preliminary Objections, at 16-

19. 

164. Paragraph 164 of the Amended Complaint consists of legal conclusions to which 

a response is not required.  Defendants deny that they solicited false and/or misleading online 

reviews or that they engaged in any unfair methods of competition or unfair or deceptive acts or 

practices.  Defendants acted properly and lawfully in all respects.  Defendants deny the 

averments of each of the subparagraphs of Paragraph 164 and in particular (i) did not cause 

likelihood of confusion or misunderstanding as to the source, sponsorship, approval or 

certification of any goods or services, (ii) did not cause likelihood of confusion or 

misunderstanding as to affiliation, connection or association with, or certification by, another, 

(iii) made no misrepresentations concerning any goods or services, and (iv) did not engage in any 

fraudulent or deceptive conduct. 

165. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 165 of the Amended Complaint.  

Defendants deny that the above conduct—meaning alleged violations of the Pennsylvania Unfair 

Trade Practices and Consumer Protection Law—occurred.  KM&A did not engage in any 

fraudulent, deceptive, unfair, or unlawful conduct in violation of that or any other law.  
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166. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 166 of the Amended Complaint.  

Defendants deny that the above conduct—meaning alleged violations of the Pennsylvania Unfair 

Trade Practices and Consumer Protection Law—occurred. KM&A did not engage in any 

fraudulent, deceptive, unfair, or unlawful conduct in violation of that or any other law.  

167. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 167 of the Amended Complaint.  

Defendants deny that the above conduct—meaning alleged violations of the Pennsylvania Unfair 

Trade Practices and Consumer Protection Law—occurred. KM&A did not engage in any 

fraudulent, deceptive, unfair, or unlawful conduct in violation of that or any other law.  

168. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 168 of the Amended Complaint.  

Defendants deny that the above conduct—meaning alleged violations of the Pennsylvania Unfair 

Trade Practices and Consumer Protection Law—occurred.  KM&A did not engage in any 

fraudulent, deceptive, unfair, or unlawful conduct in violation of that or any other law.  

169. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 169 of the Amended Complaint. 

Defendants deny that the above conduct—meaning alleged violations of the Pennsylvania Unfair 

Trade Practices and Consumer Protection Law—occurred. KM&A did not engage in any 

fraudulent, deceptive, unfair, or unlawful conduct in violation of that law.  Accordingly, Plaintiff 

could not have suffered any ascertainable loss of money as the result of the conduct alleged in 

the Amended Complaint. 

WHEREFORE, KM&A requests that Count V be dismissed and that judgment be 

entered in its favor and against Plaintiff, with costs assessed against Plaintiff. 
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ANSWER TO COUNT VI 
Alleged Violations of Civil RICO 

Wolfe v. Kraemer, Manes & Associates LLC, Michael Kraemer, and Prabhu Narahari 

170. Defendants incorporate by reference the preceding paragraphs and their New 

Matter. In answer to Count VI of the Amended Complaint, Defendants further incorporate their 

Preliminary Objections to Count VI and their Brief in Support of Preliminary Objections, at 20-

25. 

171. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 171 of the Amended Complaint.  

KM&A does not advertise in West Virginia.  

172. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 172 of the Amended Complaint.  

Defendants did not participate in a pattern of racketeering activity.  Defendants acted properly 

and lawfully in all respects and did not defraud Plaintiff or anyone else. 

173. Defendants deny the averments of Paragraph 173 of the Amended Complaint.  

Defendants did not engage in any activity to create a fraudulent media presence of reviews.  

Defendants acted properly and lawfully in all respects and did not defraud Plaintiff or anyone 

else. 

174. Paragraph 174 of the Amended Complaint consists of legal conclusions to which 

a response is not required.  Defendants deny that they engaged in wire fraud or any other form of 

fraud. Defendants acted properly and lawfully in all respects.  

175. Paragraph 175 of the Amended Complaint consists of legal conclusions to which 

a response is not required.  Defendants deny that they engaged in any racketeering activity.  

Defendants acted properly and lawfully in all respects. 
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176. Paragraph 176 of the Amended Complaint consists of legal conclusions to which 

a response is not required.  Defendants deny that they conducted the affairs of an enterprise 

through a pattern of racketeering activity.   Defendants did not engage in any racketeering 

activity and acted properly and lawfully in all respects. 

177. Paragraph 177 of the Amended Complaint consists of legal conclusions to which 

a response is not required.  Defendants deny that they engaged in any conspiracy in violation of 

18 U.S.C. § 1962(d) or otherwise.  Defendants acted properly and lawfully in all respects. 

178. Paragraph 178 of the Amended Complaint consists of legal conclusions to which 

a response is not required.  Defendants deny that they engaged in any racketeering activity, and 

no individuals ever posted reviews of KM&A under the guise that they were clients.  Defendants 

acted properly and lawfully in all respects. 

179. Paragraph 179 of the Amended Complaint consists of legal conclusions to which 

a response is not required.  Defendants deny that Plaintiff suffered any damages as a direct and 

proximate result of any alleged racketeering activities on the part of Defendants, as no such 

racketeering activities ever occurred.  

WHEREFORE, Defendants request that Count VI be dismissed and that judgment 

be entered in their favor and against Plaintiff, with costs assessed against Plaintiff 
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NEW MATTER 

180. Defendants incorporate by reference the preceding paragraphs.  

KM&A did not Commit Malpractice 

181. The statute of limitations on Plaintiff’s underlying purported hostile work 

environment claim did not run on December 26, 2016. 

182. Plaintiff continued to remain employed with virtually all of the same coworkers 

for months after her alleged sexual assault on March 1, 2016, and she continued to experience 

the same alleged retaliation and hostile conditions she complained about up to March 1, 2016.  

183. At the time Plaintiff terminated KM&A, KM&A advised her that her claims were 

still viable and could be filed under a continuing violation theory.  

184. On information and belief, Plaintiff did in fact file her hostile work environment 

claim with her new counsel, litigate that claim under the continuing violation theory, and settle 

that claim for a monetary award.  

185. Now Plaintiff seeks to recover damages that she has already received for a case 

she has already settled.  

Plaintiff’s Underlying Purported Hostile Work Environment Claim was 
Weak and of No or Limited Value  

186. Plaintiff never suffered an adverse employment action such as demotion, 

promotion denial, or termination from her employer during the course of the alleged hostile work 

environment, or at any other time.  
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187. Plaintiff made the decision never to report her alleged harasser to management 

because, in her own words, she didn’t “want[] to see him lose his job and make him or his family 

suffer.”  

188. Plaintiff’s employer finally found out about the alleged harassment because a 

representative of the employer saw a tape of Plaintiff discussing her alleged harassment with 

another coworker.  

189. Plaintiff realized the tape could inadvertently reveal her conversation discussing 

the alleged harassment that she had so far avoided bringing to the attention of the employer.  

190. Plaintiff stated in her own words that “everything could have been on [the tape],” 

and she “didn’t want Mike reviewing the tape and going to Doug,” so as soon as they returned to 

the station, she “asked if he could pull the tape.”  

191. After Plaintiff’s employer finally learned about her allegations of harassment, it 

promptly investigated and terminated the man she accused of harassing her.  

192. Plaintiff continued to work for the same employer for several months after that 

incident, and ultimately resigned voluntarily to take another job where she made more money.  

193. Plaintiff suffered no lost wages or adverse employment action as a result of the 

alleged hostile work environment or harassment.  

194. Regardless of any possible statute of limitations issue, Plaintiff’s claim was 

subject to significant defenses, and her ability to win her case against the employer at trial was 

always in serious doubt, because of, among other reasons, her lack of damages, lack of reporting, 

and the lack of legal culpability on the part of the employer.  

195. Plaintiff’s case against her employer would likely have settled, at most, for 

nuisance value, regardless of any possible statute of limitations issue.  
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196. If Plaintiff’s claims of sexual assault are true, then she did have a viable case for 

civil assault and battery against the man she accused.   

197. The statute of limitations for civil assault and battery is two years.  

198. Based on information and belief, Plaintiff failed to pursue her civil assault and 

battery case.  

199. Plaintiff was represented by counsel at the time the statute of limitations expired 

for her civil assault and battery claim.  

200. Plaintiff failed to mitigate any damages she alleges she incurred in connection 

with KM&A’s representation of her. 

Class Certification is Impossible 

201. Plaintiff’s request that Counts II through VI be certified as class action claims is 

purely frivolous. 

202. The reasons why Counts II through VI are not appropriate for class certification 

are numerous and include:  (i) Plaintiff’s failure to define an ascertainable class and her improper 

attempted request for certification of a “fail-safe” class; (ii) Plaintiff’s inability to show 

commonality; (iii) Plaintiff’s inability to show typicality; (iv) Plaintiff’s inability to show that 

she and her counsel could adequately represent the proposed class; (v) Plaintiff’s inability to 

show predominance of class-wide issues over individual issues (due to, among other reasons, the 

requirement that Plaintiff prove justifiable reliance in connection with her claims of common law 

fraud, negligent misrepresentation, alleged violations of the UTPCPL and alleged violations of 

RICO); (vi) Plaintiff’s inability to show that she would adequately represent the interests of 

putative class members; and (vii) Plaintiff’s inability to show that her counsel is competent and 

experienced with the prosecution of class-wide claims. 
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203. In addition, the vast majority of the putative class members received excellent 

legal representation from KM&A, enjoyed positive outcomes, ended their relationship with the 

firm on positive terms, did not rely to their detriment on any alleged misrepresentations and 

incurred no damages.  

204. Because Plaintiff is frivolously requesting class certification with respect to 

claims that clearly are not proper for class certification, Defendants at the appropriate time will 

request the imposition of sanctions on Plaintiff and her counsel, including an award of all 

attorney fees and costs incurred by Defendants in opposing class certification. 

The Statute of Limitations Bars Counts II, III, and IV 

205. Count II of the Amended Complaint purports to assert a cause of action for fraud.  

206. Count III of the Amended Complaint purports to assert a cause of action for 

negligent misrepresentation.  

207. Count IV of the Amended Complaint purports to assert a cause of action for civil 

conspiracy for fraud.  

208. The statute of limitations for fraud is two years.  42 Pa.C.S. § 5524. 

209. The statute of limitations for negligent misrepresentation is two years.  42 Pa.C.S. 

§ 5524. 

210. The statute of limitations for civil conspiracy is two years.  42 Pa.C.S. § 5524. 

211. Plaintiff hired KM&A on December 1, 2016, after she allegedly viewed and relied 

on the public reviews and ratings of KM&A.  

212. If Plaintiff had a cause of action against KM&A for fraud, negligent 

misrepresentation, or civil conspiracy for fraud, that cause of action accrued no later than 

December 1, 2016.  
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213. Two years from December 1, 2016 is December 1, 2018.  

214. The present case was filed on December 11, 2018, more than two years after 

Plaintiff’s alleged causes of action for fraud, negligent misrepresentation, or civil conspiracy for 

fraud accrued.  

215. Therefore, Counts II, III, and IV of the Amended Complaint are barred by the 

statute of limitations.  

216. Although Plaintiff claims that she first discovered the allegedly false reviews in 

December 2018, she either had discovered the relevant alleged facts regarding KM&A’s online 

reviews, or she could have reasonably discovered such underlying facts by exercising the 

diligence required by law.  

217. Many facts were publicly and obviously available to make Plaintiff aware on or 

before December 1, 2016 that some of the positive reviews from KM&A were made by non-

clients.  

218. For instance, Plaintiff was able to determine on her own by the filing of the 

Amended Complaint that the September 29, 2016 five-star rating by “Briana S” was made by 

Briana Schweizer.  

219. Briana Schweizer is publicly listed on KM&A’s website as its office manager and 

is one of the staff members Plaintiff talked to on December 1, 2016.  

220. Plaintiff also was able to determine on her own that the September 28, 2016 

review by Natasha Richardson was made by a KM&A paralegal who is also publicly listed as a 

KM&A staff member.  
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221. Even more obviously, the review by Natasha Richardson states, “Very happy to 

be of service to the clients who need our services. Our job is to make the experience as painless 

as possible.” 

222. As a further example, the June 23, 2015 review by Matthew Love makes it clear 

that he was an employee of KM&A when he states, “I’ve had the pleasure of working with some 

of the attorneys at Kraemer, Manes & Associates and can say that this firm is truly incredible.  

Their attorneys are easy to reach, extremely knowledgeable, and highly dedicated to resolving 

their clients’ legal issues while protecting their rights. I highly recommend Kraemer, Manes & 

Associates if you are looking for a top-notch legal professional to advise and/or represent you.” 

223. Through reasonable diligence, Plaintiff could have discovered that some of the 

positive reviews of KM&A were posted by non-clients and/or employees on or before December 

1, 2016.  

224. Plaintiff was represented continuously by counsel following her termination of 

KM&A.  

225. Plaintiff was represented by counsel on December 1, 2018, when the statute of 

limitations ran for Counts II, III, and IV.  

KM&A’s Positive Reviews are Accurate 

226. Every single positive review of KM&A on Google contains the good faith and 

accurate opinions, experiences, and knowledge of the firm as posted by the individual reviewer.  

227. None of the positive reviews of KM&A on Google contains any information that 

is false or misleading.  

228. No positive reviews were posted for KM&A on Google by non-clients who 

pretended to be clients.  
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229. At no time did KM&A ever ask or encourage anyone to lie or post anything 

deceptive on Google.  

230. Any Google user is free to post his or her opinions about a business in the form of 

a rating or review.  

231. Just because a person works for KM&A does not mean that person has no 

relevant opinions, experience, or knowledge about the firm.  

232. In fact, a person who works for KM&A has a great deal of information on which 

to base a review or rating of the firm if he or she chooses to post that information publicly.  

233. A person who knows KM&A or its staff personally or has worked with them in a 

professional setting has sufficient information on which to base a review or rating of the firm if 

he or she chooses to post that publicly.  

234. Furthermore, many KM&A employees and friends of the firm have received legal 

representation, informal legal consultation, or personal service from the KM&A staff.  

235. A rating or review is not fraudulent, false, deceptive, or misleading merely 

because it is posted by a non-client.  

KM&A’s Five-Star Google Rating was not Affected by Non-Client Reviews 

236. On or about December 1, 2016, when Plaintiff hired KM&A, she saw that the 

firm had a five-star rating on Google based on its reviews and ratings.  

237. Even if all of the non-client reviews had been disregarded, except for the two 

negative reviews (by persons who identified themselves as non-clients), Plaintiff still would have 

seen a five-star rating of KM&A.  See Exhibit 1.  

238. The only two negative reviews on KM&A’s Google profile at the time Plaintiff 

hired KM&A were from individuals who state in the text that they were not clients of KM&A.  
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239. Of course, individual businesses have no ability to force individuals to write 

reviews or to delete reviews they do not want to be publicly available.  

The Amended Complaint Relies on Confidential Business Information  
about KM&A that Plaintiff Received from a Disgruntled Former Employee 

240. After this action was initiated by filing a praecipe for writ of summons, Plaintiff 

received confidential information about KM&A’s marketing and business practices from 

defendant Martell Harris and other former employees.  

241. Mr. Harris is a disgruntled former employee who was fired from KM&A for 

cause.  

242. If there had been any malpractice on the part of KM&A, Mr. Harris is the KM&A 

employee who committed that malpractice as Plaintiff’s attorney when the statute of limitations 

allegedly expired.  

243. After being fired, Mr. Harris warned KM&A employees that “something is 

coming,” insinuating revenge.  

244. By disclosing KM&A’s confidential business and marketing information, Mr. 

Harris breached his contractual obligations to KM&A.   

Ms. Wolfe’s Claims are Brought in Bad Faith 

245. Plaintiff’s primary legal counsel is a direct competitor of KM&A as a plaintiffs’ 

employment lawyer in Pittsburgh.  

246. If KM&A is harmed by this litigation, that benefits Plaintiff’s counsel as a direct 

competitor.  
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247. KM&A is being harmed by the financial burdens of this litigation and the 

irreparable damage to its reputation from the baseless and sensational, but very public allegations 

in Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint.  

248. KM&A is being harmed by the media coverage of this case, which, on 

information and belief, has been fueled and encouraged by Plaintiff’s counsel.  

249. Counts II through VI of this action are based on a frivolous legal theory that non-

client reviews are inherently false, fraudulent, misleading, deceptive, and/or unfair.  

250. Plaintiff and her counsel know, or should know, that none of the positive reviews 

for KM&A on Google are actually false, fraudulent, misleading, deceptive, and/or unfair.  

251. Plaintiff and her counsel know, or should know, that without a non-frivolous legal 

theory and without sufficient factual basis, that pursuing Counts II through VI (and requesting 

class certification with respect to such claims) is unethical, unlawful and represents the wrongful 

use of civil proceedings. 

252. In addition, Plaintiff and her counsel are now aware, through Exhibit 1 attached 

hereto, that KM&A’s five-star rating was warranted even if the favorable non-client reviews are 

ignored.  This confirms beyond any doubt whatsoever Plaintiff could not have been damaged by 

her purported reliance on KM&A’s five-star rating and any continued pursuit of Counts II 

through VI would reflect bad faith in the extreme. 

Plaintiff’s Own Counsel Christine Elzer has Numerous “False” Google Reviews 

253. Plaintiff’s primary legal counsel, Ms. Elzer, has received multiple Google reviews 

from non-clients.  

254. As of the date the Amended Complaint was filed, Ms. Elzer had seven positive 

Google reviews for her business.  
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255. Over half of Ms. Elzer’s Google reviews—four or five—were written by non-

clients. 

256. Ms. Elzer received a positive Google review from an individual with the screen 

name Dennis McMaster in which the reviewer makes it clear he was not represented by Ms. 

Elzer.  

257. Despite not having represented Dennis McMaster, Ms. Elzer thanked him for his 

positive review and affirmed it with her own comment.  

258. Ms. Elzer received a positive Google review from an individual with the screen 

name Fred Depriest, and Ms. Elzer many months later publicly stated that she did not represent 

that reviewer.   

259. Ms. Elzer received another positive Google review from a second individual with 

the screen name Fred Depriest, and Ms. Elzer many months later publicly admitted that she did 

not represent that reviewer. 

260. Ms. Elzer received a positive Google review from an individual with the screen 

name anthony moralessr, and based on information and belief, Ms. Elzer did not represent that 

reviewer. 

261. Ms. Elzer received a positive Google review from an individual with the screen 

name John Carter, Jr, and Ms. Elzer later publicly stated that she did not represent that reviewer.  

262. Only two out of the seven positive Google reviews for Ms. Elzer—Lauren Tomer 

and Zachary Benkovitz—appear to be from actual clients that Ms. Elzer represented.  

263. Plaintiff did not know that many of the reviews praising Ms. Elzer were posted by 

non-clients at the time she hired Ms. Elzer.  
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264. Based on information and belief, Plaintiff relied on Ms. Elzer’s Google reviews 

when selecting her as an attorney, just as she claims to have relied on KM&A’s Google reviews.  

265. If non-client reviews are inherently false, misleading, deceptive, or fraudulent to 

the public and potential clients, then Plaintiff was defrauded by Ms. Elzer’s non-client Google 

reviews into hiring Ms. Elzer.  

266. If non-client reviews are inherently false, misleading, deceptive, or fraudulent to 

the public and potential clients, Ms. Elzer is guilty of the same legal violations of which Plaintiff 

accuses KM&A.  

267. The presence of non-client reviews on Ms. Elzer’s own attorney’s Google 

business page actually demonstrates how common the practice of leaving non-client reviews is.   

268. The truth, clear and obvious to any reasonable person, is that anyone who wants 

to share his or her opinions, knowledge, or experience regarding Ms. Elzer is free to do so in the 

form of a Google review, and by doing so that person is not participating in a criminal 

racketeering enterprise or a conspiracy to defraud the public.  

Additional Claim-Specific New Matter 
 
269. Counts II through VI fail to state valid causes of action because they fail to allege, 

and Plaintiff is unable to prove, that Defendants made any misrepresentations to her. 

270. Except for a bare allegation that she suffered “emotional distress” (for which 

Plaintiff may not recover for reasons set forth below), the only damages claimed by Plaintiff in 

Counts II through VI are the damages related to the alleged legal malpractice – i.e., the alleged 

loss of her claim for hostile work environment due to the alleged running of the statute of 

limitations. 
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271. Although Plaintiff alleges that she retained KM&A in reliance on favorable 

reviews of KM&A, Plaintiff cannot establish that her act of retaining KM&A was the proximate 

cause of any damages she may have later incurred through the alleged malpractice.  Plaintiff’s 

alleged harm – the supposed running of the statute of limitations on her hostile work 

environment claim – could not be regarded as foreseeable by an ordinary person as the natural 

and probable outcome of Plaintiff’s decision to retain KM&A because of its positive reviews. 

272. To the extent that Plaintiff incurred compensable harm through the loss of a claim 

against her former employer – which Defendants deny – any such harm was due to the 

subsequent and causally-removed alleged professional negligence, not from any reliance Plaintiff 

says she placed on positive online reviews by third parties that led her to engage KM&A. 

273. For the reasons set forth above in Paragraphs 269 through 272, Plaintiff cannot 

establish that the damages she seeks to recover in Counts II through VI were proximately caused 

by the wrongful conduct alleged in those accounts related to the firm’s favorable online reviews. 

274. Count III of the Amended Complaint is barred by the economic loss doctrine. 

275. Plaintiff cannot recover damages for alleged emotional distress (alleged in Count 

III of the Amended Complaint) because of the absence of any physical impact or physical injury, 

and also because of the absence of a physical manifestation of the alleged emotional distress. 

276. Count IV fails to state a valid claim for civil conspiracy because it fails to allege, 

and Plaintiff is unable to prove, that a valid underlying cause of action exists with respect to the 

conduct allegedly undertaken on behalf of the supposed conspiracy. 

277. Count V fails to state a valid claim for violation of the Unfair Trade Practices and 

Consumer Protection Law (UTPCPL), and Plaintiff is unable to prove such a violation, because 

the UTPCPL does not apply to conduct of attorneys in connection with the practice of law. 
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278. Any verdict or judgment in favor of Plaintiff on Count V would violate Article V, 

Section 10(c) of the Pennsylvania Constitution, which confers on the Supreme Court of 

Pennsylvania the exclusive power to regulate the conduct of attorneys qua attorneys. 

Reservation 

279. Defendants reserve the right to demand, through the filing of appropriate motions 

and/or the initiation of litigation upon termination of this action in Defendants’ favor, that 

damages be assessed against Plaintiff, her counsel and all other responsible parties as a result of 

the improper filing and maintenance of this action.  Such claims include, but are not limited to 

Defendants’ claims for compensatory damages, punitive damages, attorneys’ fees and other 

expenses incurred in defending this action, and the damages caused by Plaintiff’s wrongful use 

of civil proceedings, i.e., her initiation and maintenance of this action in a grossly negligent 

manner and without probable cause, and primarily for a purpose other than that of securing the 

proper adjudication of the claims on which the proceeding purports to be based, as authorized by  

42 Pa.C.S. §§ 8351, et seq. 

WHEREFORE, Defendants request that judgment be entered in their favor and  
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against Plaintiff on all counts, with costs assessed against Plaintiff.  

Michael J. Betts   
Michael J. Betts 
Pa. I.D. No. 33378 
Michael J. Betts LLC 
235 Alpha Drive, Suite 301B 
Pittsburgh, PA  15238 
(412) 935-7073 
Email:  mbetts@bettsllc.com 

 
Counsel for Defendants, 
Kraemer, Manes & Associates 
LLC, Prabhu Narahari and  
Michael Kraemer 

 
Date:  June 20, 2019 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 1 
 
 
 



All Google reviews prior to December 1, 2016 (the date that Wolfe retained KM&A)  
Access date: 2/11/2019 
 
 
INCLUDING ALL REVIEWS 
59    total reviews  
57    5-star reviews 
2      1-star reviews 
Total estimated raw rating: 4.864 
Rounded star rating: 5 stars 

 
 
ONLY CONFIRMED REVIEWS (Clients, Legal 
Services, Consultations, Advice, Business 
Dealings, Representation.) 
38    Total reviews  
37    5-star reviews 
1      1-star review 
Total estimated raw rating: 4.8947 
Rounded star rating: 5 stars 

 
*Note if the person is unknown, they could easily have called for a consultation and left a review.  
 
REVIEW (screenshot) CLIENT NOTES 

 

 
CLIENT 

 

 
 Family Friend 

 
 Employee, Assisted 

KM&A Attorneys  

 
 Unknown 

 
 Unknown 

 
 Family Friend 

 
 Family Friend 

 

CLIENT  

 
CLIENT  

 

CLIENT  

 
 Unknown/Friend  



 
 Unknown/Friend 

 
 Unknown/Friend 

 
 Unknown/Friend 

 
 Unknown/Friend 

 
 Unknown/Friend 

 
 Unknown/Friend 

 
CLIENT 

 

 
 Unknown/Friend 

 
CLIENT: Did 
consultation 
with KM&A 

 

 
CLIENT: Did 
consultation 
with KM&A 

 

 
 Unknown/Friend 

 

CLIENT 

 

 
CLIENT  

 
CLIENT  

 
CLIENT 

 

 

CLIENT 

 

 

 

One of two negative 
reviews – admits she was 
not a client 



 

 

One of two negative 
reviews – admits he was 
not a client. Might be a 
mistake, never heard back.  

 

Family of 
Advice/Consult. 

CLIENT 

 

 

 Former Employee, 
Assisted KM&A 
Attorneys 

 
CLIENT 

 

 

CLIENT 

 

 
CLIENT 

 

 
 Family Friend 

 

CLIENT 
 

 
CLIENT 

 

 CLIENT  

 

CLIENT 
 

 

CLIENT 

 

 
CLIENT 

 

 
 Family Friend 



 
CLIENT / 

Represented 
her family 
members 

 

 

CLIENT / 
Represented 
her family 
members 

 

 
 Former Employee, 

Assisted KM&A 
Attorneys 

 

CLIENT- 
Represented 
His Mother 

 

 

Business we 
work with.  

 

 
CLIENT 

 

 

CLIENT 

 

 
CLIENT 

 

 
CLIENT 

 

 
CLIENT 

 

 
CLIENT 

 

 

 Former Employee, 
Assisted KM&A 
Attorneys 

 
CLIENT 

 

 

CLIENT 

 



 

CLIENT 

 

 

CLIENT 
 

 
CLIENT  

 



 
 

 

 
 
 

VERIFICATION 
 

 I hereby state that the facts above set forth are true and correct to the best of my 

knowledge, information, and belief. I understand that the statements herein are made subject to 

the penalties of 18 Pa.C.S. 4904 relating to unsworn falsification to authorities. 

 

 
 
 

  

 
Michael Kraemer, Founding Partner of KM&A 
 
Dated: June 20, 2019 



 
 

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE 
 

I certify that this filing complies with the provisions of the Public Access Policy of the 

Unified Judicial System of Pennsylvania: Case Records of the Appellate and Trial Courts that 

require filing confidential information and documents differently than non-confidential 

information and documents. 

Michael J. Betts   
Michael J. Betts 
Pa. I.D. No. 33378 

 
Counsel for Defendants, 
Kraemer, Manes & Associates, LLC 
Prabhu Narahari and Michael Kraemer 

 



 
 

 

 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I certify that on June 20, 2019, a copy of the foregoing Answer and New Matter was 

served to each of the following by electronic mail: 

Gregory G. Paul, Esquire 
Morgan & Paul, PLLC 
First and Market Building 
100 First Avenue, Suite 1010 
Pittsburgh, PA  15222 
Email:  gregpaul@morgan-paul.com 

 
Christine T. Elzer, Esquire 
Elzer Law Firm, LLC 
First and Market Building 
100 First Avenue, Suite 1010 
Pittsburgh, PA  15222 
Email:  celzer@elzerlaw.com 

 
 

Michael J. Betts   
Michael J. Betts 

 




