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ALOFT MEDIA, LLC,

V.

ORACLE CORPORATION, et al.

Plaintiff,

Defendants.

Doc. 87

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS

TYLER DIVISION

Civil Action No. 6:09-cv-304

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED
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PLAINTIFF ALOFT MEDIA, LLC’S ANSWER TO

DEFENDANT FAIR ISAAC CORP.’S COUNTERCLAIMS

Plaintiff Aloft Media, LLC (“Aloft”) responds to each of the numbered paragraphs of the

Counterclaims of Fair Isaac Corp.’s (“FICO”), as set forth in its Original Answer to Plaintiff’s

Second Amended Complaint for Patent Infringement as follows:

62.

63.

64.

65.

Admitted.

Admitted.

Admitted.

Admitted.

COUNTERCLAIMS

I. PARTIES

1. JURISDICTION AND VENUE
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I11. COUNT ONE

Declaratory Judgment of Non-Infringement of the ‘898 Patent

66.  Aloft admits that a controversy exists for purposes of declaratory judgment
jurisdiction but denies that FICO’s Counterclaims have any merit whatsoever.

67.  Aloft admits that FICO purports to contend that a judicial declaration is necessary
and appropriate so that FICO may ascertain its rights with respect to the ‘898 patent. Aloft
denies the remaining allegations of paragraph 67.

68. Denied.

I11. COUNT TWO

Declaratory Judgment of Invalidity of the ‘898 Patent

69.  Aloft restates and incorporates by reference each answer to Counterclaim paragraphs
62-68, but Aloft denies the allegations in those paragraphs unless specifically admitted therein.

70.  Aloft admits that a controversy exists for purposes of declaratory judgment
jurisdiction but denies that FICO’s Counterclaims have any merit whatsoever.

71.  Aloft admits that FICO purports to contend that a judicial declaration is necessary
and appropriate so that FICO may ascertain its rights with respect to the ‘898 patent. Aloft
denies the remaining allegations of paragraph 71.

72. Denied.

IV. COUNT THREE

Declaratory Judgment of Non-Infringement of the ‘910 Patent

73.  Aloft admits that a controversy exists for purposes of declaratory judgment

jurisdiction but denies that FICO’s Counterclaims have any merit whatsoever.



74.  Aloft admits that FICO purports to contend that a judicial declaration is necessary
and appropriate so that FICO may ascertain its rights with respect to the ‘910 patent. Aloft
denies the remaining allegations of paragraph 74.

75.  Denied.

V. COUNT FOUR

Declaratory Judgment of Invalidity of the ‘910 Patent

76.  Aloft restates and incorporates by reference each answer to Counterclaim paragraphs
62-75, but Aloft denies the allegations in those paragraphs unless specifically admitted therein.

77.  Aloft admits that a controversy exists for purposes of declaratory judgment
jurisdiction but denies that FICO’s Counterclaims have any merit whatsoever.

78.  Aloft admits that FICO purports to contend that a judicial declaration is necessary
and appropriate so that FICO may ascertain its rights with respect to the ‘910 patent. Aloft
denies the remaining allegations of paragraph 78.

79. Denied.

VI. COUNT FIVE

Declaratory Judgment of Unenforceability of the ‘898 and ‘910 Patents

80.  Aloft restates and incorporates by reference each answer to Counterclaim paragraphs
62-79, but Aloft denies the allegations in those paragraphs unless specifically admitted therein.

81.  Aloft admits that a controversy exists for purposes of declaratory judgment
jurisdiction but denies that FICO’s Counterclaims have any merit whatsoever.

82.  Aloft admits that FICO purports to contend that a judicial declaration is necessary
and appropriate so that FICO may ascertain its rights with respect to the ‘910 patent. Aloft

denies the remaining allegations of paragraph 82.



83. Denied.

84.  Aloft admits that Michael W. Kusnic is a named inventor on the ‘898 Patent and the
‘910 Patent, but lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the
allegations in the balance of paragraph 84 and therefore denies them.

85.  Aloft lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the allegations
in paragraph 85 and therefore denies them.

86.  Aloft admits that a book entitled “Meeting of the Minds” authored by Vincent P.
Barabba refers to a process it calls the “Dialogue Decision Process.” Aloft is without sufficient
information to form a belief about the remaining allegations in paragraph 86 and therefore denies
the same.

87.  Aloft admits that Dan L. Owen is a named inventor on the ‘898 and ‘910 Patents.
Aloft also admits that the quote, “Dan Owen made significant contributions to the section on
pages 84 through 88,” appears on page 84 of his book “Meeting of the Minds.” To the extent not
admitted, Aloft denies the remaining allegations of paragraph 87.

88.  Aloft lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the allegations
in paragraph 88 and therefore denies them.

89.  Aloft lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the allegations
in paragraph 89 and therefore denies them.

90.  Aloft lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the allegations
in paragraph 90 and therefore denies them.

91.  Aloft lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the allegations

in paragraph 91 and therefore denies them.



92.  Aloft admits that a book entitled “Meeting of the Minds” authored by Vincent P.
Barabba refers to a process it calls the “Dialogue Decision Process.” Aloft lacks sufficient
information to for a belief about the remaining allegations in paragraph 92, therefore those
allegations are denied.

93.  Aloft lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the allegations
in paragraph 93 and therefore denies them.

94.  Aloft lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the allegations
in paragraph 94 and therefore denies them.

95.  Aloft lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the allegations
in paragraph 95 and therefore denies them.

96.  Aloft lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the allegations

in paragraph 96 and therefore denies them.

97. Denied.
98.  Denied.
99. Denied.
100. Denied.

VIl. PRAYER FOR RELIEF

Aloft denies that FICO is entitled to any relief, and specifically denies that FICO is

entitled to any of the relief requested in paragraphs a-i of FICO’s Prayer for Relief.

Viil. DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

Aloft Media, LLC, under Rule 38 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, requests a trial

by jury of any issues so triable by right.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that all counsel of record who are deemed to have
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