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SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

ZERAN V. AOL ISNOT APPLICABLE TO THISCASE ASTHISIS
NOT A DEFAMATION CASE BUT RATHER INVOLVES
CRIMINAL CONDUCT

ZERAN v. AOL DOESNOT BIND THIS COURT AND SHOULD NOT
BE FOLLOWED BECAUSE IT WRONGLY INTERPRETS SECTION
230 OF THE CDA

THE LOWER COURT ERRED IN FINDING THAT SECTION 230
OF THE CDA APPLIESRETROACTIVELY TO EVENTSGIVING
RISETO CLAIMSBEFORE ITSENACTMENT

WHERE THE TRIAL COURT FAILED TO GRANT PLAINTIFF
LEAVE TO AMEND HER COMPLAINT, THE COURT
COMMITTED REVERSI BLE ERROR
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