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METHOD EOR DYNAMIC ASSOCIATION OF ELECTRONICALLY
STORED INFORMATION WITH ITERATIVE WORKFLOW CHANGES

L Field of the Invention

[0001] This invention relates to management and storage of electronic information.
More particularly, this invention relates to new structures and methods for creating
felationships between users, applications, files and folders.

Ii. Background of the Invention

[0002] Digital communications sol.utions are presently supplied to users in ways that
are completely divorced from their business context. A particular itern of communication
provides little or no inherent understanding of how that communication furthers the
purpose and intent of the group or enterprise. In other words, an email inbox collects
emails about all topics, business and personal. The email application itself is not
discerning about topic, priority or context beyond perhaps rudimentary “message filters”
that will look for certain key words or people then place those items in targel foldeés.
Generally, it simply presents a sequential list of messages received. Similarly, a fax
machine receives fax pages in sequence. A fax machine is not discerning about top{c,
priority or context. [t simply outputs fax pages. Once received, it remains the task of
the recipieﬁt to sort, categorize and organize these items of communication in ways
most meaningful to that person. The organization task generally occurs outside the
context of the particular communications lool itself.

[0003] Typical methods for organization of communications are limited and
fragmented. For example, for an email, the recipient may either leave all email in the

inbox or move it to another electronic folder. For a fax, the recipient is likely to place

that fax in a file folder that is identified by project name or name of recipient. These




typical methods of organizing communications are wholly inadequate for a number of
reasons:

[06004] 1. Organization — the recipient is left to do all the work of organization and
categorization of the communications rather than having the systems themselves doing
that work for them, automatically.

[0005] 2. Leadership — the linkage between business strategy and an individual act
of communication is non-existent.

[6006] 3. Categorization — the items themselves rarely apply to only one topic of
interest. As such, under current systems, the items would need to be manually stored
in multiple locations (either electronic or "brick and mortar” folders). For example, a fax
letter to a sales manager may contain informaticn about contact addresses, market
inteiligence: data, specific product requests, and financial accounting.

[0007] 4. Knowledge Sharing — items often relate to organizational issues for
which one or mare work groups need access; access that is denied when the recipient
“buries” that item in his/her personal filing system, electronic or otherwise.

[ocosl 5. Context — prior art communications teols do not know the business and/or
personal context(s} within which files are created and used. For example, a person may
create three files in a word processor, one relating {o sales, the second relating to
operations and the third relating to his sor’s football team. However, the word
processor itself has no way of knowing to automatically store those three files in at least
three different places.

[0009] 6. Security & Privacy — the applications and their file storage methods are

generally insecure; they do not conform to a single, dependable security model.




[0010} Known software applications create and store files ouiside of a contexiual
framework. For example, when a user creates a Microsoft Word (*.doc) file in Microsoft
Word 2000, the user must select a single folder within which to store that file. The file
may be stored in an existing folder or the user may create a new folder to receive the
file. This file management method is known as Lightweight Directory Application
Protocol (LDAP). LDAP borrowed the physical world paper file management scheme
where a machine/application creates files, stores those files in individual folders and
stores those folders in cabinets. Under this scheme, context is completely independent
of the application. File context is limited to the decision made by the user about which
folder the file should be stored. The user decision does not adequately represent reflect
the true context of the file given that the file may contain information that could

reasonable be stored in muliipte foiders.

{oat11] Another limitation of LDAP is that littte or no information is contained within

the file about the user and the context and circumstances of the user at the time the file
was created. Current processes designed to add context to files such as the “meta-
data” tagging approach, involve having a knowledge officer view files after they have
been stored and create meta-data tags with additional key words associated with the file
for search purposes. |

[0012]) MNotwithstanding the usefuiness of the abave-described methods, a need still

exists for a communications tool that assocciates files generated by applications with

individuals, groups and topical context.




IH. Summary of the Invention

[0013] It is an object of the invention to provide a communication tool that
séamlessly facilitates, collects, compiles and distributes communication data.

[0014] It is a further object of the invention to provide a communication tool that links
communication data fo enterprise leadership priorities.

[0015] It is another objective of the invention to provide a communication tool that
Aperforms communications tasks while simultaneously reminding the user of his/her
individual work priorities.

[0016] it is still a further object of the invention to provide a communication tool that
automatically stores contextual information relating to an item of communication and
utilizes that contextual in performance of communication tasks.

- [0017] Sill another object of the invertion is to provide a communication tool that
integrates two or more different communication applications such as telephony, unified
messaging, decision support, document management, portals, chat, collaboration,
search, vote, relationship management, calendar, personal information management,
profiling, directory management, executive information systems, dashboards, cockpits,
tasking, meeting, conferencing, etc. into a common application.

[0018] Still a further object of the invention is to provide a structure for defining
relationships between complex collections of data.

[0019] Yet another object of the invention is fo provide a process for autornating

workflow between multiple entities.

[0020]
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[0621] Given the following enabling description, the Iinvention should become
evident to a person of ordinary skill in the art.

V. Description of the Embodiments

[0022] In the past, intuitive, dynamic, changeable workflow processes have proved
to be tco dynamic and expensive for automation. The present invention utilizes
“boards” and “webs” to automate workflow processes and define relationships between
data and applications. As users create and change their contexts, the files and
applicétions automatically follow, dynamically capturing those shifts in context.

[0023] As used herein, a "board” is defined as a coliection of data _and application
functionality refated to a user-defined topic. For example, a user defined topic may be a
department of a company or a project that involves the company. In the case of a
project, the board preferably includes ali of the data relating to th‘at proje_:ct including
email, tasks, calendar events, ideas, discussions, meetings, phone calls, files, contact
records, people, etc. Data and applications may be grouped in a board based on the
identity of the tag.

[0024] As used herein, the term “web” refers to a collection of interelated boards.
Boards in a web may have, for example, a parent-child relationship. A given board may
have more than one parent and may have more than one child. A board may not be its
~own child or its own parent. However, boards may have various relationships ¢ each
other. For example, a board may be part of a circular relationship of any complexity
such as the following: A is parentto B; B is parentto C and C is parentio A.

[0025] In accordance with the invention, webs may be used to maintain the location

of content within a complex and shanging set of boards and support automation of the




workflow process. Automation of the workflow process may shown by the following

exampla,

Example

The workflow process to be automated is A>B—>C. Three different people
are assigned to each item. Therefore A(1,2,3) = B{4,5,6) =» C(7.8,9). The workflow
change desired in this example is A > B/C = C.

In the known environment, LDAP, it is necessary for the automation
sequence to predetermine how work data flows from A to B and C. Then, the
_ automation module for inputs fo D must be spelled out and rewritten to consolidate split
input from B and C. As such, the automation support for this workflow change will
always lag behind the ability of the people involved to start working with the new
| workflow assumptions.
| In contrast, in accordance with the present invention, webs and boards are .
preferably the context for applications, files and foideré- Hence, the workflow process
lmay be readily reorganized by making a change to one or more of the webs and
boards.

In preferred embodiments, webs may be utilized to maintain the location of
content within a complex and changing set of boards. Content is preferably associated
with a routing algorithm referred to herein as a webslice. Thus the content has an
intelligent quality whereby upon a change of structure of the web, the content knoWs

which board or boards it should be on both before and after the change of structure. In

keeping with a preferred aspect of the invention, the location of the conient may be




determined at dynamically at run using the routing algorithm. Alternatively, the loction
of content may be determined by detecting changes in structure, detecting the
ternporary location fo the content on the boards in the routing algorithm before and after

the change and adjusting the location of the affected content as part of the change in

structure.
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ATTACHMENT 2

“board” Module
“WEB VERSION 17 WORKING DESCRIPTION

Webs are collections of boards and a collection of parent-child relationships between
those boards. Boards in 2 web may have more than one parent and my have more than
one child. A board may not be its own child (and thus may not be its own parent), but
may participate in a circular relationship of any complexity (A is parent to B. B is parent
to C. C is parent to A).

WebSlices are a way of representing an algorithm that's ultimate output 15 a set of boards.
A webslice consists of a Web, a starting board, and a traversal (of arbitary complexity).
Take for example a web of boards a b and ¢ where b and ¢ are children of'a. A webslice
that referenced this board, started at a and used a traversal of "all cihldren" would return b
and c. If the smae traversal on the same web had started at b, the empty set would be the
result.

Webs can be utilized to maintain the location of content within a complex and changing
set of boards. If content has a webslice associated with it, then any change of structure in
the web would still result in the content (with the webslice) knowing what boards it
should be on both before and after the change of structure. Actually effecting this change
of location can be done by allowing the "location” to be determined dynamically at run
time using the webslice or can be accomplished by detecting changes in structure,
detecting the (temporary) location of the content on the boards in the slice before and
after the change and adjusting the location of the affected content as part of the change in
web structure.

CIAP also facilitates a new business workflow process. Workflow automation is
currently a site-specific effort. The workflow between A to B to C must be clearly
specified in all its variables prior to automation. Automation fixes this workflow in code.
Changes to the workflow require manual changes to the code. Predictable, repeatable,
transactional and hierarchical workflow processes are best suited to this approach. LDAP
and hierarchical storage models work best in this environment. Multiple applications
wark independently of the storage, generating and reporting data te and from the storage
medel.

Intuitive, dynamic, changeable workflow processes have proved too dynamic and
expensive for automation. CIAP changes that. CIAP is key off users and context, not oftf
of applications and files. As users create and change their contexts, the files and
applications automatically follow, dynamically capturing those shifts of context.
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Professional services consulting is currently held hostage by a cumbersome, expensive,
time-consuming and often dehumanizing process known as “change management.” The
modus operandi of these firms s lo for the implementation of that firm’s change model.
These models have a variety of names: Balanced Scorecard, Critical Success Factors,
Vital Signs, etc. These models are often intended to replace traditional “commmand and
control” models. Generally this is an either/or process. This change in the workflow

~ practices in a company is time consuming. Generally these new processes begin a spate
of new automation projects to support these changes. However, as any professional
services person knows, the automation, like the change process itself, is iterative.
Typically 50% of the changes initially championed will not work. Then 25% of the
secondary changes will not work. Then, 12.5 of the third round of changes will not
work... and so on. As a consequence, automation always lags behind, many times
terms of years,

CIAP allows professional services providers to support I'T automation professionals with
an approach to automation support of workflow changes that changes and adapts as the
organization learns with little to no change to the underlying IT architecture.

To use a simple example, A = B > C is the workflow process we want to automate. We
assign 3 different people to each item, Therefore A(1.2,3) 2 B(4,5,6) 2> C(7.8,9).

LDAP Implementation
Persons (1,2,3.4,5,6,7,8,9) > Applications -> Afiles, Bifiles, Cfiles = Afolders,
Bfolders, Cfolders.

Now let’s say a workflow change is proposed to look like this: A = B/C = D.Inan
LDAP environment, before the people involved have any automation support for this
change, the automation sequence pre-determine how work data flows from Ato B& C.
Then, the automation module for inputs to I must be spelled out and rewritten 1o
consolidate split input from B & C. In other words, the automation support for this
change will always lag behind the ability of the people involved to start working with the
new workflow assumptions. LDAP structure forces a regimented, minimalistic approach
_ to the automation of workflow processes.

CIAP Implementation
Persons (1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9) > Web > Aboard,Bboard,Choard (incl. Applications, Files,
Folders)

Now let’s say the workflow changes to A > B/C = D. In a CIAP environment a simple
adjustment is made (o the webs & boards table and the entire workflow process is
reorganized with all the relevant data files appropriate reorganized and available. This
should always be the first step in the change process. The first step in the change process
should always be the instantaneous reorganization of the people and topic associations
along with the communications tools. At this stage in the change, no predictable,
repeatable, transactional or hierarchical process can be established. That can only comme
with time and consistency. Some processes must remain flexible; unpredictable, yet they




are processes nonetheless. CIAP allows for the simultaneous automation of repeatable
and dynamic processes.

In CIAP, the People, Webs and Boards become the automatic context for Applications,
Files and Folders. In LDAP the Applications, Files and Folders have no inherent
relationship to the People or their Context. The implications of this difference on the
autornation of workflow process are profound.

Locking at the code for Web {my comments in []'s}:
package com.leader.osapplication.board; :

import java.util.*;

import com.leader.util.*:

import com.leader.debug.*;

import com.leader.persist.*;

import com.leader.persist.vbsf.*;

import com.leader.osapplication.*;

import com.leader.csapplication.field.*;

import com.leader.csapplication.util.*;

import com.leader.osapplication.actiocns.*;
import com.leader.osapplication. framewcrk.™*;
import com.leader.osapplication.excepticn.™*; E
import com.leader.csapplication.interfaces.*;
import com.leader.ocsapplication.sessionstate.*;

P .
* n collections of beoards with connected relationships tylng them
together. i

* The sterectypical example is an org c¢hart in a company where each
person is

* a node on the web.

" .

* @fauthor Jeff R. Lamb

* Bauthor Beltsy Foote

* @author Eric Rosenberg

>/
public class Web extends Content {

public static final Slring RELATIONSHIPS_LIST FIELD ID =
"existingRelaticonshipsList™;

public static final String CHILD _BOARD FIELD ID = "childBeard”;

public static final String PARENT_BOARD FIELD ID = "parentBoard”;

[These are the relationships that make up the web. If a board
participates in any relationship in this collection, then they are part
of this web]

private Collection relationships =
CollectionFactory.getPersistenceCapableCollegtion{);

[Webs-are named to allow them to be easy to work with for the users]

private String name:;




/**

* VBSE required no argument constructoxr.
*/

private Web () {
super () ;

}

/**
* Constructor
+ @param name the name to give this Web

*/

public Web(String name) {
this{):
this.name = name;

1

//CT

public ContentlInterface newCcntent (Map palrs, RequestState

requestState) throws LeaderExcepiion {

return new Web(TextField,convert("name",pairs}};

}

//CL
public void setCurrentValues (Map pairs, RequestState requestState) {

if {pairs.containsKey("webNameTextField“)){
setWame [ (String)pairs.get ("webNameTextField”)) s
}
}

/7/CI
public String getvalidForAddErrorMessage () {
String errorMessage = null;
if {(getName{) == null [/ v equals(getName{}.trim(})){
errorMessage = "You must designate a name for your Web . ™":

}

return errorMessager

}

//CT
public int getContentToolCode () {
refturn LeaderConstants.BOARD WEB_TOOL:

}

J**SEX/
puklic String getName () {
return name;

1

/**SE*/

public veoid setName (String name){
this.name = name;

}

/*'k

* padd a WebRelaltionship to the Web.
* @param relationship The relationship te add.
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*/
public void addWebRelationship (WebRelationship relaticnship) {
if (relationship != null){
relationships.add{relationship);
}
}

/ﬁr*
* Remove a WebRelationship from the Web.
* @param relationship The relationship to remove.

*f
public void removeWebRelationship{WebRelationship relationship){
if{relationship = null){

relationships.remove(relationship)r
-}
}
/3\'*
* Remcocve a WebRelationship from the Web.
* fparam relationshipid The object id of the relationship te remove.
*/
public void removeWebRelationship (Long relationshipld){
if{relationshipId !'= null)}{
Iterator iterator = relationships.iterator():
while{iterator_hasNext (}){
WebRelationship relationship =
(WebRelationship}iterator.next{):
if (relationshipld.equals{relationship.getTId{))){
removeWebRelatlionshipi{relationship) s

!

1

/**
* Get all the WebRelationships on this Web. If there are no
relationships,
* return a 0 length array.
* Rreturn WebRelationship array.
>/
privaté WebRelationship[] getWebRelationships(){
return {(WebRelationship [!inew RrraylList(relationships}.toRrray(new
WebRelationshiplrelationships.size()]}; //WebRelationship
[1)relationships.tohrray (new WebRelationship({relationships.size()]);

}

/-kir
* petermine whether a givea bpard 1s in this web.
* @param board Board we want to check on.
* @return boolean True if board is in this web, false otherwise.
*/
public boolean contains (Board board) {
List webBoards = getBoardsList{}:
return webBoards.contains (beard);
-

/**
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* Get all the beoard inciuded in this Web., If there are no
relationships,
* and hence no boards, return an empty List.
* @return Beoard{] Array of boards in this Web.
*
/
public List getBoardsList ()|
List beoardhList = new ArrayList():;
WebRelationship(] relations = getWebRelationshipsi{);
for (int i=0; i < relations.length:; i++}{
Board parent = relations[i].getParent(};
Board child = relations[i]l.getChild();
if {tboardList.contains (parent}) boardlist.add!parent):
if {!boardList.contains (child)) boardList.add(child);
}

return beardList:;

}

l/-i-*
* Get all the Children of a Board on this Web.
* @param board the board te find children of.’
* @return Set of children Boards. 0 size set if 'board parameter 1is
null
* pr when there are no children.
*/
public Set getChildren(Board bocard){
Set childrenSet = new llashSet{);
if({board == null){
* return childrenSet;
H
Iterator allRelationships = relationships.iterator():
while (allRelationships.hasNext({)) {
WebRelaticonship relationship =
(WebRelationshiplalliRelationships.next ()
if (relationship.getParent().getId(}.equals{board.getId(})]{
childrenSet.add{relationship.getChild(]}};
i
}

return childrenSet;

}

I/**
* Get all the Parents of a Board on this Web.
* @param board the board to find parents of.

* @return Set of parent Boards. 0 size set if board parameter is
null

* or when there are no parents.

*/

public Set getParents(Board boardj{
Set parentsSet = new HashSet(}:
if(board == null)|
return parentsSet;

}

Tterator allReiationships = relationships.iterator{}:
while {(allRelationships.hasNext()){
WebRelationship relationship =
{WebRelationshiplallRelationships.next();
if {relationship.getChild() .getld(}.eguals(becard.getId{)})}{

W :ilu‘.
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parentsSet.add (relationship.getParent{)};

}
1

return parentsSet;

1

/-k*'
* Get all the Pearxs (all children of 2ll parents of the board) .
* Eparam board the board to find siblings of.

* @return Set of Beards. 0 size set if board parameter is null
* or when there are no peers.
*/

public Set getPeers(Board board){

Set childrenOfPazents = new HashSet ()7

if(board == pull){
return childrenOfParents;

}

Set parentBoards = getParents {boazrd):’

Tterator parentBoardsIterator = parentBoards.iterator();

while{parentBoardsIterator.hasNext ()} {
Set children = getChildren((Bcard)parentBoardsIterator.nExt()};
childrenDfParents.addall (children};

p o

childrenOfParents. remove {board) ;

return childrenCfParents;

1

//CI
public Field[] getDisplayFields{ReguestState requestState) throws
LeaderException{
List fields = new ArrayList(): .
rewtField texrField = new TextField("name”,getName(}, "Web Name") ;7

textField.setLinkText {" {Edit) "};

textField.setUrllId(LeaderConstants.BOARD WEB TOOL, ""+getld(}]);

FieldUtilities.makeFieldAToclActivator{textField, requestState,
this, getContentToolCode(),getContentToollode())

fields.add(textField) ;

Field{] dateFields = DateField.getCompconentFields (new
DateTimeFieldigetLastModified{))}:;

dateFields[0) .setTitle("Last Modified Date");

Fields.add(darteFields (03}

fields.add{dateFields{1]);

return (Field[])fields.toArray(new Field(fields.size(}])’

}

/eI
public String getbisplaylame () {
retura "Web™;

}

JICx
public Form getForm(ReguestState requestState, int displayCode, int

toolCode) |
Debug.println{"Web_getForm: for " + this, Debug.DEBUG):
Form form = new ConcreteForm({"webForm”, "General Web Attributes™);
int pagelndex = O; .
int selectedIndex = requestState.getMultiPagelndex();
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toolCode = getContentToolCode();

//Web name sub-form.

Page page = new ConcretePage {"createWebPage”, pagelndex,
selectedIndex):

SsubForm sub = new ConcreteSubForm("webNameSubForm”, "Web name”) ;

sub.add (new TextFielid("webNameTextrield™, (getName(} != null ?
getName () : ""), "Web name"”, true)):; ’

page.add{sub};

//Existing relaticnships sub-form.

sub = new ConcreteSubForm("existingWebRelationshipsSubForm”,
"Existing Web Relationships"™);

sub.add (getWebRelationshipslistField(requestState.getPairsMap(})});

IinterfacehAction action = new
Interfacedction ("removeRelationship”, "Remove Relationship”, toolCode,

true);

action.addActionListener {RemoveWebRelationshipActionlListener.  GROBAL) ;
action.addInterfacelistener (AddIntexrfacelistener . GLOBAL);
action.setErrorInterfacelistener (AddInterfacelistener.GLOBAL);
sub.addBction{action};
page.add{sub};

//Aadd new Relationships sub-form

sub = new ConcreteSubForm{"createRelationshipsSubForm™, "Create New
Relationship");

SingleSelectGroupkKeyField boardDropbDown = new
BoardKeyField (PARENT_ BOARD FIELD ID, "Parent Board™, null,
requestState.getCurrentUser () .getId{}));

sub.add (boardDropbDown)} ;

boardDropDown = new BoardKeyField(CHILD BOARD _FIELD ID, “"Child
Board", nulli, requestState.getCurrentUser () .getIid{)};

sub.add (boardDropDown) ;

action = new InterfaceAction("addRelationship”,"Add
Relationship", toclCode, true) ;

action.addactionListener (AddWebRelationshiphctionlistener.GLOBAL);

action.addInterfacelistencr (AddInterfacelistener GLOBAL);

action.setErrorInterfacelistener (AddInterfacelistener.GLOBAL);
sub.addAction(action);

page.add{sub};

form.add{page)
return form;

}

/**VBSF*/
private Collection getRelationshipsCollection() (
return relaticnships;

}

/**+VBSE*/
private veid setRelationshipsCollection{Collection collection) {
this.relationships = collection;

I

fate
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/**
* Return a Field representing a list view of the web relationships
in this
* web. This is used by the getForm method, and by the
MyContextinterface.
* Qparam pairs SE
* @return a Field ’ .
*/
public Field getWebRelationshipsListiield(Map pairs){
Iterator iterator = relationships.iteratoxr();
List displayFieldsList = new ArrayList();

Long[] keys = new Long[relationships.size(}1;
for{int 1=0; iterator.hasNext{); i++}{
WebRelationship relationship — (WebRelationship)iterator.next();

keys{il = relationship.getId{};
displayFieldsList.add{relationship. getDisplayFields(}}

1

Long([] selectedKeys =
MultiSelectlistKeyField.convert (RELATTONSHIPS LIST FIELD_ID, pairs);

Field[][] displayFields = (Field] ][])dlspldyFleldSLlSt toArray {new
Fietld[relationships.size(}][0]);

MoltiSelectl.istKeyField relationshipsList = new
MultiSelectlListKeyField(RELATIONSHIPS LIST_ FIELD ID, keys, "Existing
Web Relationships", selectedKeys, displayFields:};

return relationshipsList;

}
}

[END Web.java]
Looking at the code for WebSlice.Jjava:
package com.leader.ocsapplication.board;

import com. leader.osapplication. framework. *;
import ¢om.leader.osapplication.*;

import com.leader.osapplication.util.*;

import com. leader.csapplication.exception.*;
import com.leader.osapplication.sessionstate.™
import com.leader.debug.*

import java.util.*;

/*-k

* A collection of enough information to isolate a set of boards from
the set

* of all boards. This is typically codified as a Web to use, a
starting beard

* and a Traversal. The Traversal is then used to travel across the Web
from

* the starting beard and return a list of Boards.

k3

* @author Jeff R. Lamb

* @author Eric Rosenberg

*/
public class WebSlice extends abhstractPersistedCbject{

private Web web;
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private Board hoard;
private Traversal travexsal;

/F*YBSEY/
private WebSlice{){
super|};

}

/-ﬁ-*
* Constructor
+ @param webToUse which Web is this WebSlice a slice of
* @param boardToUse when you start moving around the Web, where do
you ’
* gtart from?
* @param traversalToUse what traversal {strategy) should bec used to
* move around the Web to carve out this WebSlice
*/
public WebSlice(Web webTolUse, Board beardToUse, Traversal
traversalToUse) {
this{):
setWeb (webToUse) ;
setBoard (boardToUse) ;
setTraversal (EraversalToUse};

}

/**
* Return the boards that are currently part of this webslice. This
can
* change as the web that the webslice lies on is edited.
* @return the boards that are a member of the slice

*/
public Board{] getBoards(}{
return getTraversal().getBoards (web, board);
}
JF*

* gpecify the web that that this webslice is taken from.
* @param webToUse the web to use if coming up with the set of boards
the
* web slice represents
*f
public void setWeb (Web webToUse!{ this.web = webTolUse: }

/*-}r
* Get the web that the webslice is taken from.
* @return web that the web slice is a part of
«f

public Web getiWeb(){ return this.web;}

P .
* Specify the board that is the starting peint for this webslice
* @param boardToUse the board that is the starting point for the
webslice
* @throws IllegalArgumentException if boardTolse is not in this web
*f
public void setBoard(Board boardToUse) {
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// These null checks are to bypass the 'contains' check when VBSF

mnay : .
// be using this method with a null value or before setting web.
if (boardToUse == null I| web == null |1 web.contains (boardToUse) ) {
this.becard = boardToUse; ;
}
else{ :

// throew an IllegalArgumentException if boardTeoUse is NOT in
// webToUse.
throw new IllegallhrgumentException("The starting Beard of a
WebSlice must be part of the Web.");
}
}

/ir*
* Get the board that is the starting point for the webslice
* @return board that is the starting point for the webslice
*/ ‘

public Board getBoard(}!{ return this.bcard;}

VLS
* Specify the traversal used to get the boards for this webslice
* @param traversalToUse S8
*/

public void setTraversal (Traversal traversalToUse) {

this.traversal = traversalTolUse;

}

/’*ir
* Get the traversal used to get the boards for this webslice
* @return traversal used to get the boards for this webslice
*/

public Traversal getTraversall(){ return this.traversal; }

/**VBSE*/
private int getTraversalCode{}) { return
TraversalFactory.getCode (traversal}; }

[**VBSF*/
private void sefTraversalCode{int code)!{ this.traversal =
TraversalFactory.getTraversal (code) !}

)
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTY
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE

LEADER TECHNOLOGIES, INC,, a
Delaware corporation,
Civil Action No. 08-862-JJF/LPS
Plaintiff-Counterdefendant,

FACEBOOK, INC.,

a Delaware corporation,
Defendant-Counterclaimant.

)

)

)

)

. )
v. )
)

)

)

)

)

LEADER TECHNOLOGIES, INC.’S RESPONSES TO FACEBCOK, INC.’S FOURTH
SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS, 12-18)

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 33, Plaintiff Leader Technologies, Inc. (“Leader”) hereby
subrmits the following responses to Defendant Facebook, Inc.’s “Facebook™) Fourth Set of

Interrogatories {(Nos. 12-18).

PRELIMINARY STATEMENTS

The specific responses set forth below are for the purposes of discovery only and Leader
neither waives nor intends to waive, but expressly reserves, any and all objections it may have to
the relevance, competence, materiality, admissibility or use at trial of any information,
docurmnents or writings produced, identified or referred to herein, or to ﬁle introduction of any
evidence at trial relating to the subjects covered by such responses, All such objections may be
made at any time up to and including the time of trial.

A. Leader’s investigation is ongoing, Pursuant to Fed. R, Civ. P. 26(e), Leader
specifically reserves the right to supplement and amend these responses and, if necessary, to

assert additional objections arising from further investigation,



B. Leader expressly reserves its right to rely, at any time including trial, upon
subsequently discovered information or information omitted from the specific responses set forth
below as a result of mistake, oversight or inadvertence.

C. The specific responses set forth below are based upon Leader’s interpretation of
the language used in the requests, and Leader reserves its right to amend or supplement further
responses in the event that Defendant asserts an interpretaﬁon that differs from Leader’s
interpretation,

D. Leader’s response to a particular request shall not be interpreted as implying that
responsive documents and things exist or that Leader acknowledges the appropriateness of the
request.

E. The following responses are based on information reasonably available to Leader
as of the date of this response. Leader’s investigation is continuing and ongoing and Leader

expressly reserves the right to revise and/or supplement its responses.

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

The following General Objections apply to each request and are hereby
incorporated by reference into the individual response to each request, and shall have the same
force and effect as if fully set forth in the individual resﬁonsa to each request.

1. Leader objects to each request to the extent it purports to require Leader to do
anything beyond what is required by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, the Local Rules of
this Court, and other applicable law,

-2. Leader objects to Defendant’s “Instructions” to the extent they seek to impose
obligations beyond those permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, the Local Rules of

this Court, or other applicable law,




3. Leader objects to each request to the extent it seeks information protected by the
attorney-client privilege, the attorney work-product doctrine, and/or any other applicable
privilege or immunity.

4. Leader objects to each request to the extent it is phrased in a manner that would
render it overly broad, vague or afnbiguous, or would require subjective judgment or speculation
on the part of Leader. Leader responds to these requests by construing them in light of the scope
of the issues in this action.

5. Leader objects to each request to the extent it seeks to elicit information that is
subject to a right of privacy under the relevant provisions of federal and state law.

6. Leader objects to each request to the extent it seeks to elicit third-party
confidential information.

7. Leader objects to each request to the extent it purports to place an obligation on
Leader to obtain information that is as readily available to Defendant as it is to Leader.

3. Leader objects to each request to the extent it calls for information not in the
possession, cﬁstody or control of Leader.

9. Leader objects to each request to the extent it is not properly limited in time
and/or improperly attempts to capture information, if any, created prior to issvance of U.S, Patent
No. 7,139,761 (“the “76] Patent™).

10.  Leader objects to each request to the extent it calls for expert testiiﬁony.

1L Leader objects to each request to the extent it calls for interpretation and

application of legal conclusions and contentions of the parties.



OBJECTIONS TO DEFINITIONS

bA N1

A, Leader objects to Defendants definition of “you,” “your,” “Leader,” and
“Plaintiff” as overly broad. Leader shall construe the terms to mean Leader Technologies, Inc,,
and their employees, agents and attorneys.

B. Ieader objects to Defendants definition of “Document” to the extent it seeks to
define that term more broadly than allowed under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and/or

the Federal Rules of Evidence., Leader shall construe the term in a manner consistent with said

Rules.

LEADER TECHNOLOGIES, INC,’S RESPONSES AND SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS TO
FACEBOOK, INC.’S FOURTH SET OF INTERROGATORIES-(NOS. 12-18)

INTERROGATORY NO. 12

Identify with particularity the data created on the facebook.com website, if any, that you
contend constituie the “user-defined data created by user interaction of a user in a first context,”
as recited in claim 1 of 1J.S. Patent No. 7,139,761.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 12

Leader incorporates by reference the General Objections. Leader objects to this |
Interrogatory 1o the extent that it is vague and ambiguous. Leader objects to this Interrogatory to
the extent Facebook has only produced a lirnited number of technical documents despite the
Court’s order, Leader objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it is premature, as the Court has
not yet construed claim terms of the ‘761 Patent. Leader objects to this Interrogatory to the
extent that it calls for expert testimony.

Subject to and without waiving the forgoing Specific and General Objections, Leader

responds as follows: non-limiting examples of infringing functionality found thus far, including




“user~-defined data created by user interaction of a user in a first context,” as recited in Claim 1 of
U.S, Patent No. 7,139,761, are identified in Leader’s Initial and Supplemental Responses to
Interrogatory 1, which are incorporated herein by reference.

INTERROGATORY NO. 13

For each item or type of user-defined data identified in response to Interrogatory No. 12,
identify with particularity the first context, if any, in which the user-defined data was allegedly
created.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 13

Leader incorporates by reference the General Objections. Leader objects to this
Interrogatory to the extent that it is vague and ambiguous. Leader objects to this Interrogatory to
the extent Facebook has only produced al limited number of technical documents despite the
Court’s order. Leader objects to this Interrogatory fo the extent it is premature, as the Court has
not yet construed claim terms of the‘ ‘761 Patent. Leader objects to this Interrogatory to the
extent that it calls for expert testimony.

Subject to and without waiving the forgoing Specific and General Objections, Leader
responds as follows: non-limiting examples of infringing functionality found thus far, inciuding a
first context in which user-defined data is created, are identified in Leader’s Initial and
Supplemental Responses to Interrogatory 1, which are incorporated herein by reference.

INTERROGATORY NO. 14

Identify and describe with particularity all user actions and events on facebook.com by
which “a change of the user from the first context to a second context,” as recited in claim 1 of

U.S. Patent No. 7,139,761, is allegedly accomplished.



RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 14

Leader incorporates by reference the General Objections, Leader objects to this
Interrogatory fo the extent it is overbroad to the extent it asks for “all user actions and events.”
Leader objects to this Interrogatory to the extent that it is vague and ambiguous. Leader objects
to this Interrogatory to the extent Facebook has only produced a limited number of technical
documents despite the Court’s order. Leader objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it is
premature, as the Court has not yet construed claim terms of the “761 Patent. Leader objects to
this Interrogatory to the extent that it calls for expert testimony.

Subject to and without waiving the forgoing Specific and General Objections, Leader
responds as follows: non-limiting examples of infringing functionality found thus far, including
“a change of the user from the first context to a second context,” as recited in Claim 1 of U.S.
Patent No. 7,139,761, are identified in Leader’s Initial and Supplemental Responses to
Interrogatory 1, which are incorporated herein by reference.

INTERROGATORY NO. 15

-For each user action or event identified in response to Interrogatory No. 14, identify with
particularity the first context and the second context.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NOG. 15-

Leader incorporates by reference the General Objections. Leader objects to this
Interrogatory to the extent that it is vague and ambiguous. Leader objects to this Interrogatory to
the extent Facebook has only produced a limited number of technical documents despite the
Court’s order. Leader objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it is premature, as the Court has
not yet construed claim terms of the ‘761 Patent, Leader objects to this Interrogatory to the

extent that it calls for expert testimony.




Subject to and without waiving the forgoing Specific and General Objections, Leader
responds as follows: non-limiting examples of infringing fanctionality found thus far, including a
first context and a second context, are identified in Leader’s Initial and Supplemental Responses
to Interrogatory 1, which are incorporated herein by reference.

INTERROGATORY NO. 16

For each item or type of user-defined data identified in response to Interrogatory No. 12,
identify and describe with particularity all user actions and events on facebook.com by which
“the user accesses the data from the second context,” as recited in claim 1 of U.S. Patent No.
7,139,761.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 16

Leader incorporates by reference the General Objections. Leader objects to this
Intetrogatory to the extent it is overbroad to the extent it asks for “all user actions and events.”
Leader objects to this Interrogatory to the extent that it is vague and ambiguous. Leader objects
to this Interrogatory to the extent Facebook has only produced a limited number of technical
documents despite the Cowrt’s order. Leader objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it is
premature, as the Court has not yet construed claim terms of the *761 Patent. Leader objects to
this Interrogatory to the extent that it calls for expert testimony.

Subject to and without waiving the forgoing Specific and General Objections, Leader
responds as follows: non-limiting examples of infringing functionality found thus far, including
user actions and events by which “the user accesses the data from the second context,” as recited
in Claim 1 of U.S. Patent No. 7,139,761, are identified in Leader’s Initial and Supplemental

Responses to Interrogatory 1, which are incorporated herein by reference.



INTERROGATORY NO. 17

For each action and/or event identified in response to Interrogatory No. 16, identify with
particularity the second context, if any, in which the data is allegedly accessed by the user.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 17

Leader incorporates by reference the General Objections. Leader objects to this
Interrogatory to the extent that it is vague and ambiguous. Leader objects to this Interrogatory to
the extent Facebook has only produced a limited number of technical documents despite the
Court’s order. Leader objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it is premature, as the Court has
not yet construed claim terms of the ‘761 Patent. Leader objects to this Interrogatory to the
extent that it calls for expert testimony.

Subj ect to and without waiving the forgeing Specific and General Objections, Leader
responds as follows: non-limiting examples of infringing functionality found thus far, including a
second context in which data is accessed by a user, are identified in Leader’s Initial and
Supplemental Respouses to Interrogatory 1, which are incorporated herein by reference.

INTERROGATORY NO. 18

For each product and/or service that LTI has marked with U.S. Patent No. 7,139,761,
describe, with particularity, the process employed for each such marking, including but not
limited to an identification of the beginning and end date(sj of the marking of that product and a
description of the analysis, if any, by which the decision to mark such product was reached.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 18

Leader incorporates by reference the General Objections. Leader objects to this
Interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad and unduly burdensome to the extent it seeks

information regarding the process employed for each marking of a Leader product and/or




service. Leader objects to this Interrogatory to the extent that it is vague and ambiguous. Leader
objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it seeks information protected by the attorney-client
privilege, the work product doctrine, or any other ai)plicable law, privilege, doctrine, or
immunity.

Subject to and without waiving the forgoing Specific and General Objections, Leader
responds as follows: Leader has the policy of marking material related to Leader2Leader® or
related to the Digital Leaderboard® engine with U.S. Patent No. 7,139,761, starting when the

patent was issued on November 21, 2006.

POTTER ANDERSON & CORROON LLP

OF COUNSEL: ‘

Paul J. Andre By: %K e

Lisa Kobialka. Philip A. Rover (#3215)

KING & SPALDING LLP Hercules Plaza

333 Twin Dolphin Drive P.0O. Box 851

Suite 400 Wilmington, DE 19899

Redwood Shores, CA 94065 (302) 984-6000

(650) 590-0700 provner@potieranderson.com

Dated: October 15, 2009 Attorneys for Plaintiff and Counterdefendant

937754 Leader Technologies, Inc.




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Philip A. Rovner, hereby certify that on October 15, 2009, true and correct
copies of the within document were served on the following counsel of record, at the addresses

and in the maaner indicated:

BY EMAIL AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

Thomas P. Preston, Esq.
Steven L. Caponi, Esq.
Blank Rome LLP
1201 Market Street
Wilmington, DE 19801
Preston-T(@blankrome.com
caponi{@blankrome.com

Heidi L. Keefe, Esq.

Mark R. Weinstein, Esq.
Jeffrey Norberg, FEsq.

Cooley Godward Kronish LLP
Five Palo Alto Square

3000 El Camino Real

Palo Alto, CA 94306-2155
hkeefe(@cooley.com
mweinstein(@cooley.com
inorberg(@cooley.com

Potter Anderson & Corroon LLP
Hercules Plaza

P. 0. Box 951

Wilmington, DE 19899

(302) 984-6000
provner{@potteranderson.com
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VERIFICATION
1, Michael T. McKibben, Chairman and Founder of Leader Technologies, Inc., being duly

sworn, deposes and says that I am authorized to sign this Verification and that T am toformed and
believe that the factual statements in Plaintiff Leader Technologies, Inc.’s Response fo
Facebook, Inc.’s Interrogatory No., 18 is true and correct to the best of my knowledge,
information and belief, I declare under penalty of perjury under the Iaws of the State of Ohio

and the United States fhat the above statement is true and correct.

et 19 2005 T O Wy

Date Michkael T. McKibben
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE

LEADER TECHNOLOGIES, INC,, a
Delaware corporation,

Civil Action No. 08-862-JTF/LPS
Plaintiff-Counterdefendant,

FACEBOOK, INC,,
a Delaware corporation,

)
)
)
)
)
V. )
)
)
)
)
Defendant-Counterclaimant. )
LEADER TECHNOLOGIES, INC.’S RESPONSES TO

FACEBOOK, INC.’S SECOND SET OF REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS TG
LEADER TECHNOLOGIES, INC. (NOS. 21-25)

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 36, Plaintiff Leader Technologies, Inc. (“Leader™) hereby
submits the following objections and responses (collectively the “Responses”) fo Defendant
Facebook, Ine.’s (“Facebook™) Second Set of Requests for Admissions to Leader Technologies,
Inc. (Nos. 21-25) (collectively the “Requests™).

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

The specific responses set forth below are for the purposes of discovery only and Leader
neither waives nor intends to waive, but-expressly reserves, any and all objections it may have to
the relevance, competence, materiality, admissibility or use at trial of any information,
documents or writings produced, identified or referred to herein, or to the introduction of any
evidence at frial relating to the subjects covered by such responses. All such objections may be
made at any time up to and including the time of trial.

A. Leader’s investigation 1s ongoing. Pursuant to Fed.R.Civ.P. 26(e}, Leader
specifically reserves the right to supplement and amend these Responses and, if necessary, to

assert additional objections arising from further investigation.



B. Leader expressly reserves its right to rely, at any time including trial, upon
subsequently discovered information or information omitted from the specific Responses set
forth below as a result of mistake, oversight or inadvertence.

C. The specific responses set forth below are based upon Leader’s interpretation of
the language used in the Requests, and Leader reserves its right to amend or supplement further
Responses in the event that Facebook asserts an interpretation that differs from Leader’s
mterpretation.

D. Ieader’s Response to a particular Request shall not be interpreted as implying that
Leader acknowledges the appropriateness of the Request.

E. The following Responses are bases on information reasonably available to Leader
as of the date of this Response. Leader’s investigation is continuing and ongoing and Leader
expressly reserves the right -to revise and/or supplement its Responsés.

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

The following General Objecﬁons apply to each Request and are hereby incorporated by
reference into the individual Response to each Request, and shall have the same force and effect
as it fully set forth in the individual Response to each Request.

1. Leader objects to each Request to the extent it purports to require Leader to do
anything beyond what is required by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, the Local Rules of
this Court, and other applicable law.

2. Leader objects to Facebook’s “Instructions™ as to the extent they seek to impose
obligations beyond those permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, the Local Rules of

this Court, or other applicable law.



3. Leader objects to each Reguest to the extent it seeks information protected by the
attorney-client privilege, the attorney work-product doctrine, and/or any other applicable
privilege or immunity.

4. Leader objects to each Request to the extent it is phrased in a manner that would
render it overly broad, vague or ambiguous, or would require subjective judgment or speculation
on the part of Leader. Leader responds to these Requests by construiﬁg them in light of the
scope of the issues in this action.

5. Leader objects to each Request to the extent it seeks to elicit information that is
subject to a right of privacy under the relevant provisions of federal and state law.

0. Leader objects to each Request to the extent it seeks to elicit third-party
confidential information. |

7. Leader objects to each Request to the extent it purports to place an obligation on
Leader to obtain information that is as readily availably to Facebook as it is to Leader.

8. Leader objects to each Request to the extent it calls information not in the
possession, custody or confrol of Leader.

9. Ieader objects to each Request to the extent it is not properly limited in time
and/or improperly atterpts to capture information, if any, created prior to issuance of U.S. Patent
No. 7,139,761 (“the “761 Patent™).

OBJECTIONS TO DEFINITIONS

A, Leader objects to Facebook’s definition of “you,” “your,” “LTL” and “Plaintiff”
as overly broad. Leader shall construe the terms to mean Leader Technologies, Inc., and their

employees, agents and attorneys.



FEADER TECHNOLOGIES’ SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO
FACEBOOK’S REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS (NOS. 21-25)

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 21

Admit that LTT had not conducted any analysis relating to whether Leader2Leader may
be properly marked with the ‘761 patent mumber at the time it was first marked.

RIESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 21:

Leader objects to this Request to the extent it asks for a legal conclusion. Leader objects
to this Request as vague and ambiguous, particularly as to the terms “any analysis” and “may be
properly marked.” Leader further objects to this request to the extent it calls for information
protected by the attorney-client privilege, the attorney work product doctrine, and/or any other
applicable privilege or immunity.

Subject to its Specific and General Objections, Leader denies this Request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 22:

Admit that neither LTI nor any person in a position to legally bind LTT had any
reasonable belief that it was properly marking Leader2Leader at the time of marking any relevant
products, services, manuals, brochures, promotional materials, and/or advertising materials.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 22:

Leader objects to this Request to the extent it asks for a legal conclusion. Leader objects
to this Request.as vague and ambiguous, particularly as to the term “properly marking” and “at
the time of marking.” Leader further objects to this request to the extent it calls for information
protected by the attorney-client privilege, the attorney work product doctrine, and/or any other
applicable privilege or immunity.

Subject to its Specific and General Objections, Leader denies this Reguest.



REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 23:

Admit that neither I.TI nor any person in a position to legally bind LTI currently have
any reasonable belief that it has been properly marking Leader2l eader.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 23:

Leader objects to this Request to the extent it asks for a legal conclusion. Leader objects
to this Request as vague and ambiguous, particularly as to the term “any reasonable belief™ and
“propetrly markjng..” Leader farther objects to this request to the extent it calls for information
protected by the attorney-client privilege, the attorney work product doctrine, and/or any other
applicable privilege or immtunity.

Subject to its Specific and General Objections, Leader denies this Request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO, 24:

Admit that Facebook and LTI are not competitors.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 24;

Leader objects to this Request as vague and ambiguous, particularly as to the term
“competitors.”
Subject to its Specific and General Objections, Leader denies this Request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 25:

Admit that no LTT product contains a “computer-implemented tracking component . . . ;
for tracking the change of the user from the first context to a second context . . . and dynamically

updating the stored metadata based on the change.”



RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 25:

Leader objects to this Request to the extent it asks for a legai conclusion. Leader objects
to this Request as vague and ambiguous, particularly to the term “contains.” Leader further
objects to this request to the extent it calls for information protected by the atiorney-client
privilege, the attorney work product doctrine, and/or any other applicable privilege or immunity.
Furthermore, Ieader objects to this Request to the extent it is premature, as the Cowt has not yet
construed claim terms of the ‘761 Patent.

Subject to its Specific and General Objections, Leader denies this Request.

POTTER ANDERSON & CORROON LLP

OF COUNSEL: | Q
By: _ VA A

Paul J. Andre Philip A. Rowner (#3215)

Lisa Kobialka Hercules Plaza

James Hannah P.O. Box 951

KING & SPALDING LLP Wilmington, DE 19899

333 Twin Dolphin Drive ' (302) 984-6000

Suite 400 provoer{@potiteranderson.com
Redwood Shores, CA 94065

(650) 590-0700 Attorneys for Plaintiff-Counterdefendant

Leader Technologies, Inc.
Dated: November 20, 2009
943349



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Philip A. Rovner, hereby certify that on November 20, 2009, true and correct
copies of the within document were served on the following counsel of record, at the addresses

and in the manner indicated:

BY EMAH., AND HAND DELIVERY

Thomas P. Preston, Esq.
Steven L. Caponi, Esq.
Blank Rome LLP

201 Market Street
Wilmington, DE 19801
Preston-T@blankrome.com
caponif@blankrome.com

BY E-MAIL

Heidi L. Keefe, Fsq.

Mark R. Weinstein, Fsq.
Jeffrey Norberg, Esq.

Cooley Godward Kronish LLP
Five Palo Alto Square

3000 El Camino Real

Palo Alto, CA 94306-2155
hkeefe(@cooley.com
mweinsteinf@cooley.com
norberg{@cooley.com

ou 2

Philip A. Rovner (#3215)
Potter Anderson & Corroon LLP
Hercules Plaza '

P. O. Box 951

Wilmington, DE 19899

(302) 984-6000
provner{@potteranderson.com

904147v1



T, Micligel T. MeKibbien, Chiirtan and Founder of Leader Techuolopies, In, being-duly

sworn; deposes and says that T.am anthorized tosign this Verification and that L am informed and
believethat the factadl statemerits ih Leader Technologles, Tne"s Respoiises to Fasehivol
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