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~ IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT @Eﬂ@@ |
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK o @@Py

‘CITIGROUP, INC, AND CITIBANK, N.A.,

[ . e ’ . ,“‘; d ‘ P
Plaintiffs, . PP IR SRR [S

3. . - . . G IITRE

DATATREASURY CORP ORATION,

De‘:fsndam.

DECLARATRY .}UDGMENTCOMPLMN T

Phintiffs Citigroup, Inc.. and Citibank, N.A. (collectively “Cztzﬂmup) for - thmr G

1. Citigroup, Inc., is a Delaware corpotation having 2 principg]

399 Park Avenue, New York, New York 10043, Citibank, N.A. is a banki SZ?D}SI(SLIWW

Citigroup.

2. Defendant De&aTreasury is a Delaware corporation having its principal place-of -

business at 175 Pinelawn Drive, Melville, New York 11747,

JURISDICTION

3 This.is an action for declaratory relief brought wiider the Federal Declaratery
Judgment Act, Title 28, United States Code, §§ 2201 and 2202, relating to the infringement of
Umnited Sﬁat_es Patent Nos. 5,910,988 and 6,032,137, Thi-s.(jéﬁrt has subject matter jurisdiction
pursuant to 28 USC§§ 2201 and 2202 and under 28 U.8.C. §§ 1331 an:d 1338(&) because this

action arises under the patent laws of the United States, including 35 U.S.C. § 271 et seq.
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citizen of this state and has committed acts within this judicial district giving rise to this action
and has established minimum contacts with the forum such that the exercise of jurisdiction

over the DataTreasury would not offend traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice.

VENUE

5. DataTreasury has committed acts within this iudicial district that give 1ise to
this action and does business in this district. Venue is proper in this district pursaant (o

28 11.S.C. §& 1391(b) and (c) and 1400(b).

COUNT 1
DECLARATORY JUDGMENT FOR NON-INFRINGEMENT AND INVALIDITY OF
U.S. PATENT NO. 5,910,988

6. To the extent not inconsistent, Citigroup 1mcorporates by reference paragraphs

1-5, and pleads the same as if set forth herein at length.

7. U.S. Patent No. 5,510,988 (“the “988 Patent”) was issued by the U.S. Patent and

Trademark Office on June §, 1999. DataTreasury claims to own all rights in and to the ‘988

Patent.
8. DataTreasury has asserted that Citigroup infringes the “988 Patent.
9. An actual controversy exists between Citigroup and DataTreasury regarding the

infringement and invahdity of the ‘988 Patent.

10. Citigroup has not directly infringed, contributed to the infringement of, or

induced infringement of any valid, enforceable clamm of the ‘088 Patent, nor is it directly
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enforceable claim of the “988 Patent.

11, The ‘988 Patent is invalid for failing to satisfy the conditions of patentability set
forth in Title 35 of the United States Code, including, for example, Sections 101, 102, 103 and

112 thereof.

COUNTII
DECLARATORY JUDGMENT FOR NON-INFRINGEMENT AND INVALIDITY OF
U.S. PATENT NO. 6,032,137

12. To the extent not inconsistent, Citigroup incorporates by reference paragraphs

1-11, and pleads the same as if set forth herein at length.

13. .S, Patent No. 6,032,137 (“the ‘137 Patent”) was issued by the U.S. Patent and
Trademark Office on February 29, 2000. DataTreasury claims to own all rights i1 and to the

‘137 Patent.
14. DataTreasury has asserted that Citigroup infringes the ‘137 Patent.

i5. An actual controversy exists between Citigroup and DataTreasury regarding the

infringement and invalidity of the “137 Patent.

16.  Citigroup has not directly infringed, contributed to the infringement of, or
induced infringement of any valid, enforceable claim of the “137 Patent, nor is it directly
infringing, contributing to the miringement of, or inducing infringement of any valid,

enforceabie claim of the “137 Patent.
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forth in Title 35 of the United States Code, including, for example, Sections 101, 102, 103 and

112 thereof.

PRAYER FOR RELIEK

WHEREFORE, Citigroup respectfully requests a judgment against Datalreasury ajsA

follows:

A, that this Court enter a declaratory judgment that Citigroup does not
infringe the ‘988 Patent;

B, that this Court enter a declaratory judgment that the ‘988 Patent is
invalid,

C. that this Court enter a declaratory judgment that Citigroup does not
infringe the “137 Patent; |

D. that this Court enter a declaratory judgment that the “137 Patent is
invalid,

E. fhat this Court declare this an exceptional case and award Citigroup its

costs, expenses and reasonable attorneys’ fees pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 285 and all other

possible statutes, rules and common taw; and

E. that this Court award Citigroup any and all other relief to which it may

be entitled, or which this Court deems proper and just.
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