Parallel Networks, LLC v. Adidas America, Inc. et al

Doc. 331

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

TYLER DIVISION

PARALLEL NETWORKS, LLC,
Maintiff,
V.

ADIDAS AMERICA, INC.; ADIDAS
INTERACTIVE, INC.; AEROPOSTALE,
INC.; AMERICAN GIRL, LLC; AMERICAN
SUZUKI MOTOR CORPORATION;
ANDERSEN CORPORATION; ANDERSEN
WINDOWS, INC.; ASICS AMERICA
CORPORATION; AT&T INC.; BBY
SOLUTIONS,INC,;
BERGDORFGOODMAN.COM, LLC;
BESTBUY.COM,LLC;
BLOOMINGDALE'S, INC.; BRIGGS &
STRATTON CORPORATION; BRIGGS &
STRATTON POWER PRODUCTS GROUP,
LLC; BRUNSWICK BILLIARDS, INC,;
BRUNSWICK CORPORATION; CHICO'’S
RETAIL SERVICES, INC.; CITIZEN
WATCH COMPANY OF AMERICA, INC.;
DILLARD'’S, INC.; EASTMAN KODAK
COMPANY; GENERAL MOTORS LLC,;
THE GILLETTE COMPANY; THE
GOODYEAR TIRE & RUBBER
COMPANY; H-D MICHIGAN, INC,;
HARLEY-DAVIDSON, INC.; HASBRO,
INC.; HAYNEEDLE, INC.; HERMAN
MILLER, INC.; HSN INTERACTIVE LLC,;
HSN LP; THE J. JILL GROUP, INC.; JILL
ACQUISITION LLC; JONES
INVESTMENT COMPANY, INC.; JONES
RETAIL CORPORATION; KODAK
IMAGING NETWORK, INC.; KOHL'S
DEPARTMENT STORES, INC.; LG
ELECTRONICS USA, INC.; MACY’S
WEST STORES, INC.; MACYS.COM, INC,;
MATTEL, INC.; MITSUBISHI MOTOR
SALES OF AMERICA, INC.; MITSUBISHI
MOTORS NORTH AMERICA, INC,;

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
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MOTOROLA, INC.; MOTOROLA )
TRADEMARK HOLDINGS, LLC,; )
NAUTICA APPAREL, INC.; NAUTICA )
RETAIL USA, INC.; NAVISTAR, INC.; )
NEW BALANCE ATHLETIC SHOE, INC,; )
NISSAN NORTH AMERICA, INC.; PRL )
USA HOLDINGS, INC.; THE PROCTER & )
GAMBLE COMPANY; RALPH LAUREN )
MEDIA LLC; RUSSELL BRANDS, LLC; )
SUBARU OF AMERICA, INC.; SUNGLASS )
HUT TRADING, LLC; VICTORIA’S )
SECRET; WOLVERINE WORLD WIDE, )
INC.; and WOMEN’'S APPAREL GROUP, )
LLC d/b/a BOSTON APPAREL GROUP, )
LLC

Defendants.

LG ELECTRONICS USA, INC."S ANSWER, AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES, AND
COUNTERCLAIMS TO PARALLEL NETWORKS, LLC'S ORIGINAL
COMPLAINT FOR PATENT INFRINGEMENT

Defendant LG Electronics USA, Inc. (“LGEtesponds to the Original Complaint for
Patent Infringement (“Complaint”) filed by &htiff Parallel Networks, LLC (“Parallel
Networks”) as follows:

THE PARTIES

1. Parallel Networks LLC (“Parallel Networks” or “Plaintiff”) is a Texas Limited
Liability Company with its place of business at 100 E. Ferguson Street, Suite 602, in Tyler,
Texas.

RESPONSE
LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or

accuracy of the allegations in paragih 1 and therefore denies the same.



2. On information and belief, Defdant ADIDAS AMERICA, INC., is a
corporation with a place dfusiness in Portland, Oregon.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 2 and therefore denies the same.

3. On information and belief, Defendant ADIDAS INTERACTIVE, INC., is a
corporation with a place dfusiness in Portland, Oregon.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 3 and therefore denies the same.

4. On information and belief, Defendant AEROPOSTALE, INC., is a corporation
with a place of business in New York, New York.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 4 and therefore denies the same.

5. On information and belief, Defenda®MERICAN GIRL, LLC, is a corporation
with a place of business in Middleton, Wisconsin.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 5 and therefore denies the same.

6. On information and belief, Bendant AMERICAN SUZUKI MOTOR
CORPORATION is a corporation with aggle of business in Brea, California.

RESPONSE



LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 6 and therefore denies the same.

7. On information and belief, Defendant ANDERSEN CORPORATION is
corporation with a place diusiness in Bayport, Minnesota.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 7 and therefore denies the same.

8. On information and belief, Defendant ANDERSEN WINDOWS, INC., is
corporation with a place diusiness in Bayport, Minnesota.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 8 and therefore denies the same.

9. On information and belief, DefemitaASICS AMERICA CORPORATION is a
corporation with a @ce of business in Irvine, California.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 9 and therefore denies the same.

10. On information and belief, Defendant &T INC., is a corporation with a place
of business in Dallas, Texas.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth

accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 10 and therefore denies the same.

or

or

or

or

or



11. On information and belief, DefenddBY SOLUTIONS, INC, is a corporation
with a place of business in Richfield, Minnesota.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 11 and therefore denies the same.

12. On information and belief, Defendant BERGDORFGOODMAN.COM, LLC, is a
corporation with a place dfusiness in Dallas, Texas.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 12 and therefore denies the same.

13. On information and belief, DefendaBESTBUY.COM, LLC, is a corporation
with a place of business in Richfield, Minnesota.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 13 and therefore denies the same.

14. On information and belief, Bendant BLOOMINGDALE'S, INC., is a
corporation with a @ce of business in New York, New York.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 14 and therefore denies the same.

15. On information and belief, Defdant BRIGGS & STRATTON CORPORATION
is a corporation with a place of business in Wauwatosa, Wisconsin.

RESPONSE



LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 15 and therefore denies the same.

16. On information and belief, Bendant BRIGGS & STRATTON POWER
PRODUCTS GROUP, LLC, is a gmworation with a place of busess in Jefferson, Wisconsin.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 16 and therefore denies the same.

17. On information and belief, Defesmdt BRUNSWICK BILLIARDS, INC., is a
corporation with a @ce of business in Bristol, Wisconsin.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 17 and therefore denies the same.

18. On information and belief, Defdant BRUNSWICK CORPORATION is a
corporation with a @ce of business in Lake Forest, lllinois.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 18 and therefore denies the same.

19. On information and belief, Defend@@ATERPILLAR INC. is a corporation with
a place of business in Peoria, lllinois.

RESPONSE
LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or

accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 19 and therefore denies the same.



20. On information and belief, Defenda@HICO’S RETAIL SERVICES, INC,, is a
corporation with a @ce of business in Fort Myers, Florida.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 20 and therefore denies the same.

21. On information and belief, Bendant CITIZEN WA'CH COMPANY OF
AMERICA, INC., is a corporadn with a place of busiss in Torrance, California.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 21 and therefore denies the same.

22. On information and belief, Defendd_LARD’S, INC., is a corporation with a
place of business in Little Rock, Arkansas.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 22 and therefore denies the same.

23. On information and belief, Defendant EASTMAN KODAK COMPANY is a
corporation with a @ce of business in Rochester, New York.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 23 and therefore denies the same.

24. On information and belief, Bendant GENERAL MOTORS LLC is a
corporation with a @ce of business in Detroit, Michigan.

RESPONSE



LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 24 and therefore denies the same.

25. On information and beliefPefendant THE GILLETTE COMPANY is a
corporation with a @ce of business in Boston, Massachusetts.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 25 and therefore denies the same.

26. On information and belief, Defdant THE GOODYEAR TIRE & RUBBER
COMPANY is a corporation with place of business in Akron, Ohio.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 26 and therefore denies the same.

27. On information and belief, DefendaidtD MICHIGAN, INC., is a corporation
with a place of business Ann Arbor, Michigan.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 27 and therefore denies the same.

28. On information and belief, Defendant HARLEY-DAVIDSON, INC., is a
corporation with a @ce of business in iMvaukee, Wisconsin.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or

accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 28 and therefore denies the same.



29. On information and belief, DefendadASBRO, INC., is a corporation with a
place of business in Pawtucket, Rhode Island.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 29 and therefore denies the same.

30. On information and belief, DefenddhAYNEEDLE, INC., is a corporation with
a place of business in Omaha, Nebraska.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 30 and therefore denies the same.

31. On information and belief, Defendant HERMAN MILLER, INC., is a corporation
with a place of busires in Zeeland, Michigan.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 31 and therefore denies the same.

32. On information and belief, Defendant HSN INTERACTIVE LLC is a corporation
with a place of business Bt. Petersburg, Florida.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 32 and therefore denies the same.

33. On information and belief, Defendant &P is a corporatin with a place of
business in St. Petersburg, Florida.

RESPONSE



LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 33 and therefore denies the same.

34. On information and belief, DefemdaTHE J. JILL GROUP, INC., is a
corporation with a @ce of business in Tilton, New Hampshire.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 34 and therefore denies the same.

35. On information and belief, DefendahtL ACQUISITION LLC is a corporation
with a place of business in Tilton, New Hampshire.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 35 and therefore denies the same.

36. On information and belief, DefemdalONES INVESTMENT COMPANY, INC.,
is a corporation with a place of business in Wilmington, Delaware.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 36 and therefore denies the same.

37. On information and belief, DefemdaJONES RETAIL CORPORATION is a
corporation with a @lce of business in Bristol, Pennsylvania.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or

accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 37 and therefore denies the same.
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38. On information and belief, Defdant KODAK IMAGING NETWORK, INC., is
a corporation with a place of bnsss in Emeryville, California.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 38 and therefore denies the same.

39. On information and belief, DefendaOHL'S DEPARTMENT STORES, INC.,
is a corporation with a place of business in Menomonee Falls, Wisconsin.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 39 and therefore denies the same.

40. On information and belief, DefendaLG ELECTRONICS USA, INC,, is a
corporation with a plee of business in Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey.
RESPONSE

Admitted.

41. On information and belief, DefemdaMACY’'S WEST STORES, INC,, is a
corporation with a place dfusiness in Cincinnati, Ohio.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 41 and therefore denies the same.

42. On information and belief, DefenddACYS.COM, INC., is a corporation with
a place of business in San Francisco, California.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 42 and therefore denies the same.

43. On information and belief, Defendant MATTEL, INC., is a corporation with a
place of business in El Segundo, California.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 43 and therefore denies the same.

44. On information and belief, Defdant MITSUBISHI MOTOR SALES OF
AMERICA, INC., is a corporabn with a place of busiss in Cypress, California.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 44 and therefore denies the same.

45. On information and belief, Bendant MITSUBISHI MOTORS NORTH
AMERICA, INC., is a corporadn with a place of busiss in Cypress, California.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 45 and therefore denies the same.

46. On information and belief, DefenddWOTOROLA, INC., is acorporation with a
place of business in Schaumburg, Illinois.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or

accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 46 and therefore denies the same.
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47.  On information and belief, Defdant MOTOROLA TRADEMARK HOLDINGS,
LLC, is a corporation with a place biisiness in Libertyville, lllinois.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 47 and therefore denies the same.

48. On information and belief, Defdant NAUTICA APPAREL, INC., is a
corporation with a @ce of business in New York, New York.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 48 and therefore denies the same.

49. On information and belief, Defendant NAUTICA RETAIL USA, INC,, is a
corporation with a @ce of business in New York, New York.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 49 and therefore denies the same.

50. On information and belief, Defendda®VISTAR, INC., is a corporation with a
place of business in Warrenville, lllinois.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 50 and therefore denies the same.

51. On information and belief, Bndant NEW BALANE ATHLETIC SHOE,
INC., is a corporation with a placé business in Boston, Massachusetts.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 51 and therefore denies the same.

52. On information and belief, DefemdaNISSAN NORTH AMERICA, INC., is a
corporation with a @ce of business in Franklin, Tennessee.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 52 and therefore denies the same.

53. On information and belief, Defdant PRL USA HOLDINGS, INC, is a
corporation with a @ce of business in Wilmington, Delaware.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 53 and therefore denies the same.

54. On information and belief, Defdant THE PROCTER & GAMBLE COMPANY
is a corporation with a place of business in Cincinnati, Ohio.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 54 and therefore denies the same.

55. On information and belief, Defdant RALPH LAUREN MEDIA LLC is a
corporation with a @ce of business in New York, New York.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or

accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 55 and therefore denies the same.
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56. On information and belief, Bendant RUSSELL BRANDB, LLC, is a
corporation with a @ce of business in Bowling Green, Kentucky.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 56 and therefore denies the same.

57. On information and belief, Defendant SUBARU OF AMERICA, INC., is a
corporation with a plee of business in Cherry Hill, New Jersey.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 57 and therefore denies the same.

58. On information and belief, Defdant SUNGLASS HUT TRADING, LLC, is a
corporation with a place dfusiness in Mason, Ohio.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 58 and therefore denies the same.

59. On information and belief, DefendavitCTORIA’S SECRET is a corporation
with a place of business in Columbus, Ohio.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 59 and therefore denies the same.

60. On information and belief, DefendaVOLVERINE WORLD WIDE, INC., is a
corporation with a @ce of business in Rockford, Michigan.

RESPONSE

15



LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 60 and therefore denies the same.

61. On information and belief, Defdant WOMEN'S APPAREL GROUP, LLC
d/b/a BOSTON APPAREL GROUP, LLC WOMEN'S APPAREL GROUP, LLC"), is a
corporation with a placef business in West Bridgewater, Massachusetts.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 61 and therefore denies the same.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

62. This action arises under the patent laws of the United States, Title 35 of the
United States Code. This Court has subjedtengurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 88 1331 and
1338(a). On information and beljedDdefendants are subject to tieurt’s specific and general
personal jurisdiction, pursuant tlue process and the Texas Loagn Statute, due at least to
their substantial business in this forum, including at least a portion of the infringements alleged
herein. Without limitation, on information and beliefithin this state ta Defendants have made
and used the patented inventimmd have induced and contributedthat infringement with the
systems identified herein below. In addition,ioformation and belief, Defendants have derived
substantial revenues from their infringing adtsrther, on information and belief, Defendants
are subject to the Court’s general jurisdictiangluding from regularly doing or soliciting
business, engaging in other persistent coursesmduct, and deriving substantial revenue from
goods and services provided to s or entities in Texas. Fhdr, on information and belief,
Defendants are subject to the Court’'s personal jurisdiction at least due to their interactive

websites accessible from Texas.
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RESPONSE

LGE admits that the Complaint purportsstate a cause of action arising under Title 35
of the United States Code, and that 28 U.8&.1331 and 1338(a) grantsttict courts with
original jurisdiction over civil actions arising undghat Act. LGE denies that it has engaged in
any infringing acts in this district or elsewhexed denies that it is subject to the specific and
general jurisdiction of this Court pursuantdae process and/ordhTexas Long Arm Statute
based on its business activities in this forund apecifically objects télaintiff's conclusory
statements regarding those business activities. &@3its its website is or was accessible in this
District and to residents of Xas generally, but was not necessarily directed purposely or solely
at this District or the residentof Texas, and further deniesthemaining allegations of this
paragraph to the extent such allegations applyGé&. As to the allegations of this paragraph
that apply to any other Defendants, LGE lakk®wledge or information sufficient to form a
belief as to the truth or accuracy of swatlegations and therefore denies the same.

63.  Venue is proper in this distrighder 28 U.S.C. 88 1391(b), 1391(c) and 1400(b).
On information and belief, from and within thisdicial District each Defendant has committed
at least a portion of the infringements at issuthis case. Without liftation, on information and
belief, within this district the Defendants eaengaged in, contributed to, and induced the
infringing acts identified in this Complainin addition, on informatin and belief, Defendants
have derived substantial revenues from thaefringing acts and are subject to personal
jurisdiction in this District fo at least the reasorndentified above with respect to personal
jurisdiction within the State of Texas. Furthen information and belief, Defendants are subject
to the Court’s personal jurisdiction in this Dist at least due to #ir interactive web sites

accessible from this District.
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RESPONSE

LGE denies that the Eastemistrict of Texas is # most convenient venue for
adjudication of the claims raised by Plaintiff in this action and reserves the right to move to
transfer to a more convenient or appropriaaue pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1404. LGE denies
that it has committed, contributed to, and/or induaey acts of infringement in this District or
elsewhere. To the extent the remaining allegatibrisis paragraph are doted at LGE, they are
denied. To the extentéhallegations of this paragraph areedted to other entities, LGE lacks
sufficient information to admit or deny said gi&ions and therefore dies them. LGE further
avers that Plaintiff's joinder of multiple, unretat Defendants into this single action is improper
in that the claims asserted by Plaintiff in tRlemplaint do not arise out of the same transaction
or occurrence or series of transactions ctuorence as required byethFederal Rules and is
prejudicial to LGE.

COUNT |

INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. PATENT NO. 6,446,111

64. United States Patent No. 6,446,111 (“the ‘111 patent”) entitled “Method and
Apparatus for Client-Server Communication migsia Limited Capability Client Over a Low-
Speed Communications Link8sued on September 3, 2002.

RESPONSE

Without admitting that the patent is propeidgued or titled, LGE admits that the first
page of U.S. Patent No. 6,446,111 (“the '111 pateimtf)cates that the pent was issued on
September 3, 2002 and that the patent istledti‘Method and Apparatus for Client-Server

Communication Using a Limited @ability Client Over a Low-Speed Communications Link.”
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65. Parallel Networks is the assignee ofriglht, title and interesin the ‘111 patent.
Accordingly, Parallel Networks has standing tinfgrthis lawsuit for infringement of the ‘111
patent.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in thisrpgraph and therefore denies the same.

66. At least one claim of the ‘111 patent covers,ri@tiéa, various systems and
methods comprising a server coupled to a camuoations link that receives a request from a
client device and collects data items aduaction of the request, an executable applet
dynamically generated by the serverresponse to the cliemequest; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with the appletrable to be transferred over the communications
link to the client device.

RESPONSE

Denied.

67. On information and belief, DefendahDIDAS AMERICA, INC. has been and
now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patenthe State of Texas, ithis judicial district,
and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
www.shopadidas.corn, which comprises a sereepled to a communicatiodisik that receives
a request from a client device and collects datastas a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system

associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
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comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 67 and therefore denies the same.

68. On information and belief, sincedoeing aware of the ‘111 patent, ADIDAS
AMERICA, INC. has been and is now indirecthfringing by way of inducing infringement and
contributing to the infringement of at least claim lhef ‘111 patent in the State of Texas, in this
judicial district, and elsewhere in éh United States, by providing the website
www.shopadidas.com for use by ADIDAS AMERICA, INC.'s clients. ADIDAS AMERICA,
INC. is a direct and indirect infringer, and its clientsngsivww.shopadidas.com are direct
infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 68 and therefore denies the same.

69. On information and belief, sincedoening aware of thelll patent ADIDAS
AMERICA, INC. is and has been committing the act of inducing infringement by specifically
intending to induce infringemeily providing the identified websit® its clients and by aiding
and abetting its use. On information and bekDIDAS AMERICA, INC. knew or should have
known that through its acts it was and is indgcinfringement of the ‘111 patent. On
information and belief, ADIDAS AMERICA, INC. is and has been committing the act of

contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifiegebsite to its clients knowing
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that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use vsamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 69 and therefore denies the same.

70. Defendant ADIDAS AMERICA, INC. ishus liable for infringenent of the ‘111
patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 70 and therefore denies the same.

71. On information and belief, DefendaADIDAS INTERACTIVE, INC. has been
and now is infringing at least claiinthe ‘111 patent in the State of Texas, in this judicial district,
and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
www.shopadidas.com, which comprises a sereepled to a communicationisik that receives
a request from a client device and collects datastas a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 71 and therefore denies the same.

72. On information and belief, sincedoeing aware of the ‘111 patent, ADIDAS
INTERACTIVE, INC. has been and is nowndirectly infringing by way of inducing
infringement and contributing tthe infringement of at leastatin 1 of the ‘111 patent in the
State of Texas, in this judadi district, and elsewhere e United States, by providing the
website www.shopadidas.com for use by ADIDRSTERACTIVE, INC.’s clients. ADIDAS
INTERACTIVE, INC. is a direct and indect infringer, and its clients using
www.shopadidas.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 72 and therefore denies the same.

73. On information and belief, sincedoeing aware of thélll patent ADIDAS
INTERACTIVE, INC. is and has been coniting the act of inducing infringement by
specifically intending to inducafringement by providing the idéfied website to its clients
and by aiding and abetting its use. On infation and belief, ADIDAS INTERACTIVE, INC.
knew or should have known that through its d@ctgas and is inducing infigement of the ‘111
patent. On information and belief, ADIDAS TERACTIVE, INC. is and has been committing
the act of contributory infringement by intending to provide the identified website to its clients
knowing that it is a material part of the invemti&knowing that its use was made and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 73 and therefore denies the same.

74. Defendant ADIDAS INTERACTIVE, INC. ithus liable for infringement of the
‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 74 and therefore denies the same.

75. On information and belief, Defendant AEROPOSTALE, INC. has been and now
is infringing at least claim 1 thd11 patent in the State of Texas,this judicial district, and
elsewhere in the United States, by actia@wmnprising making and using its website at
www.aeropostale.com, which comprises a server eaufd a communications link that receives
a request from a client device and collects datagtas a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 75 and therefore denies the same.

76. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent,
AEROPOSTALE, INC. has been and is nawndirectly infringing by way of inducing

infringement and contributing tthe infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent in the
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State of Texas, in this judadi district, and elsewhere e United States, by providing the
website www.aeropostale.com for use by AER@GFALE, INC.’s clients. AEROPOSTALE,

INC. is a direct and indirect infringer, ant$ clients using www.aepostale.com are direct
infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 76 and therefore denies the same.

77. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent
AEROPOSTALE, INC. is and has been committing the act of inducing infringement by
specifically intending to inducanfringement by providing the idéfied website to its clients
and by aiding and abetting its use. On infation and belief, AEROPOSTALE, INC. knew or
should have known that through its acts it was iandducing infringement of the ‘111 patent.
On information and belief, AEROPOSTALE, @\ is and has been committing the act of
contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifiegebsite to its clients knowing
that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use veamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogyvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 77 and therefore denies the same.

78. Defendant AEROPOSTALE, INC. is thliable for infringement of the ‘111
patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 78 and therefore denies the same.

79. On information and belief, DefenmdaAMERICAN GIRL, LLC has been and
now is infringing at least claim 1 d¢ifie ‘111 patent in th8tate of Texas, in thjudicial district,
and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
www.americangirl.com, which comprises a s#Frwcoupled to a communications link that
receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsas$unction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by th@esein response to é¢hclient request; a
constituent system associated with the appletpesing a subset of the data items and a further
constituent system comprising a data interfaceals#ipy configured to provide a plurality of
operations associated with the setbef data items; with suclpplet operable to be transferred
over the communications lirtk the client device.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or

accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 79 and therefore denies the same.

80. On information and belief, since batng aware of thel'll patent, AMERICAN
GIRL, LLC has been and is now indirectlyfringing by way of inducing infringement and
contributing to the infringement of at least claim 1t ‘111 patent in the State of Texas, in this
judicial district, and elsewhere in éh United States, by providing the website
www.americangirl.com for use by AMERICAN BL, LLC’s clients. AMERICAN GIRL, LLC
is a direct and indirednfringer, and its clients using www.anngirl.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 80 and therefore denies the same.

81. On information and belief, sincedoening aware of the ‘111 patent AMERICAN
GIRL, LLC is and has been committing the aut inducing infringement by specifically
intending to induce infringemeity providing the identified websit® its clients and by aiding
and abetting its use. On information and é&lelAMERICAN GIRL, LLC knew or should have
known that through its acts it was and is indgcinfringement of the ‘111 patent. On
information and belief, AMERICAN GIRL, LLC is and has been committing the act of
contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifieebsite to its clients knowing
that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use vsamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 81 and therefore denies the same.

82. Defendant AMERICAN GIRL, LLC is thukable for infringement of the ‘111
patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficteio form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 82 and therefore denies the same.

83. On information and belief, Bendant AMERICAN SUZUKI MOTOR
CORPORATION has been and nowingringing at least claim 1 ahe ‘111 patent in the State

of Texas, in this judicial dtrict, and elsewhere in the lthkd States, by actions comprising
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making and using its website &tvw.suzukicycles.com, which comges a server coupled to a
communications link that receivesrequest from a client device and collects data items as a
function of the requests; an executable appleadyoally generated by the server in response to
the client request; a constituent system assocvatedhe applet comprising a subset of the data
items and a further constituent system comprising a data interface capability configured to
provide a plurality of operations associated with the subset of data items; with such applet
operable to be transfed®ver the communicationsik to the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 83 and therefore denies the same.

84. On information and belief, since bagnog aware of thelll patent, AMERICAN
SUZUKI MOTOR CORPORATION has been and new indirectly irringing by way of
inducing infringement and contribng to the infringement of déast claim 1 of the ‘111 patent
in the State of Texas, in this judicial distriahd elsewhere in the United States, by providing the
website www.suzukicycles.com for use AMERICAN SUZUKI MOTOR CORPORATION'’s
clients. AMERICAN SUZUKI MOTOR CORPORATIONs a direct and indirect infringer, and
its clients using www.suzukicyclemm are direct infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 84 and therefore denies the same.

85. On information and belief, sincedoening aware of the ‘111 patent AMERICAN
SUZUKI MOTOR CORPORATION is and Babeen committing the act of inducing

infringement by specifically intending to induicdringement by providinghe identified website
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to its clients and by aiding and abetting itse. On information and belief, AMERICAN
SUZUKI MOTOR CORPORATION knew or shouldVeaknown that through its acts it was and
is inducing infringement ofhe ‘111 patent. On informatn and belief, AMERICAN SUZUKI
MOTOR CORPORATION is and has been committthg act of contributory infringement by
intending to provide the identified website to iteerts knowing that it i® material part of the
invention, knowing that its use was made and tthfor infringement othe ‘111 patent, and
further knowing that the systera not a staple article or commodity of commerce suitable for
substantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 85 and therefore denies the same.

86. Defendant AMERICAN SUZUKI MOT& CORPORATION is thus liable for
infringement of the ‘111 patepursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 86 and therefore denies the same.

87. On information and belief, Defdant ANDERSEN CORPORATION has been
and now is infringing at least claim 1 of the ‘11ltqud in the State of Texas, in this judicial
district, and elsewhere in the United Statesablyons comprising making and using its website
at www.andersenstormdoorsathomedepot.commich comprises a server coupled to a
communications link that receivesrequest from a client device and collects data items as a
function of the requests; an executable appleadyocally generated by the server in response to

the client request; a constituent system assocvatbdhe applet comprising a subset of the data

28



items and a further constituent system comprising a data interface capability configured to
provide a plurality of operations associated with the subset of data items; with such applet
operable to be transfed®ver the communicationsik to the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 87 and therefore denies the same.

88. On information and belief, since bagnog aware of the ‘111 patent, ANDERSEN
CORPORATION has been and ismandirectly infringing by wayof inducing infringement and
contributing to the infringement of at least claim lhef ‘111 patent in the State of Texas, in this
judicial district, and elsewhere Ill the United States, by providing the website
www.andersenstormdoorsathomedepot.conmusw by ANDERSEN CORPORATION's clients.
ANDERSEN CORPORATION is a direct anddirect infringer, and its clients using
www.andersenstormdoorsathomedepot.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 88 and therefore denies the same.

89. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent ANDERSEN
CORPORATION is and has been committing the @fcinducing infringement by specifically
intending to induce infringemeily providing the identified websit® its clients and by aiding
and abetting its use. On information dmelief, ANDERSEN CORPORATION knew or should
have known that through its acts it was andnducing infringement othe ‘111 patent. On
information and belief, ANDERSEN CORPORAJN is and has been committing the act of

contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifigebsite to its clients knowing
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that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use vsamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 89 and therefore denies the same.

90. Defendant ANDERSEN CORPORATION tsus liable for infringement of the
‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 90 and therefore denies the same.

91. On information and belief, Defemd@ANDERSEN WINDOWS|INC., has been
and now is infringing at least claim 1 of the ‘11ltqud in the State of Texas, in this judicial
district, and elsewhere in the United Statesablyons comprising making and using its website
at www.andersenstormdoorsathomedepot.commich comprises a server coupled to a
communications link that receivesrequest from a client device and collects data items as a
function of the requests; an executable appleanyoally generated by the server in response to
the client request; a constituent system assocvatbdhe applet comprising a subset of the data
items and a further constituent system comprising a data interface capability configured to
provide a plurality of operations associated with the subset of data items; with such applet
operable to be transfed®ver the communicationsk to the client device.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 91 and therefore denies the same.

92. On information and belief, since bagnog aware of the ‘111 patent, ANDERSEN
WINDOWS, INC., has been and mow indirectly infringing byway of inducing infringement
and contributing to #infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent ithe State of Texas, in
this judicial district, and elsewhere ithe United States, by providing the website
www.andersenstormdoorsathomedepot.conusaer by ANDERSEN WINDOWS, INC.’s clients.
ANDERSEN WINDOWS, INC., is a direct anchdirect infringer, and its clients using
www.andersenstormdoorsathomedepot.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 92 and therefore denies the same.

93. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent ANDERSEN
WINDOWS, INC. is and has been committing the act of inducing infringement by specifically
intending to induce infringemeily providing the identified websit® its clients and by aiding
and abetting its use. On information antdldieANDERSEN WINDOWS INC., knew or should
have known that through its acts it was andnducing infringement othe ‘111 patent. On
information and belief, ANDERSEN WINDOWS, @, is and has been committing the act of
contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifiegebsite to its clients knowing
that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use veamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogyvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 93 and therefore denies the same.

94. Defendant ANDERSEN WINDOWS, INC., tisus liable for infringement of the
‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 94 and therefore denies the same.

95. On information and belief, Defendant ASICS AMERICA CORPORATION has
been and now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘patent in the State of Texas, in this judicial
district, and elsewhere in the United Statesablyons comprising making and using its website
at www.asicsamerica.com, which comprises evesecoupled to a communications link that
receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsas$unction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by th@esein response to é¢hclient request; a
constituent system associated with the appletprsing a subset of the data items and a further
constituent system comprising a data interfacealoip/ configured to provide a plurality of
operations associated with the setbef data items; with suclpplet operable to be transferred
over the communications lirtk the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 95 and therefore denies the same.

96. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent, ASICS
AMERICA CORPORATION has been and is nomdirectly infringing by way of inducing

infringement and contributing tthe infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent in the

32



State of Texas, in this judadi district, and elsewhere e United States, by providing the
website www.asicsamerica.com for use by ASICS AMERICA CORPORATION'’s clients.
ASICS AMERICA CORPORATION is a direct anddirect infringer, and its clients using
www.asicsamerica.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 96 and therefore denies the same.

97. On information and belief, sinceedoming aware of the ‘111 patent ASICS
AMERICA CORPORATION is and has been coitting the act of inducing infringement by
specifically intending to inducanfringement by providing the idéfied website to its clients
and by aiding and abetting its use. Omformation and belief, ASICS AMERICA
CORPORATION knew or should f1@ known that through its actit was and is inducing
infringement of the ‘111 patent. On infoation and belief, ASIS AMERICA CORPORATION
is and has been committing the act of cdmtiory infringement by iending to provide the
identified website to its clientenowing that it is a material paot the invention, knowing that its
use was made and adapted for infringementhef‘111 patent, and further knowing that the
system is not a staple article or commoditycofnmerce suitable for substantially noninfringing
use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 97 and therefore denies the same.

98. Defendant ASICS AMERICA CORPORATIQBIthus liable for infringement of

the ‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.
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RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 98 and therefore denies the same.

99. On information and belief, Defendant &T INC. has been and now is infringing
at least claim 1 the ‘111 patent in the State of Texas, in this judicial district, and elsewhere in the
United States, by actions comprising making andgugs website at www.bellsouth.com, which
comprises a server coupled to a communicationsthiakreceives a request from a client device
and collects data items asumétion of the requests; an exeahle applet dynamically generated
by the server in response to the client requestonstituent system associated with the applet
comprising a subset of the daems and a further constituentsggm comprising a data interface
capability configured to provide a plurality of opgoas associated with the subset of data items;
with such applet operable to be transferred ttve communications link to the client device.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragraph 99 and therefore denies the same.

100. On information and belief, since betng aware of the ‘111 patent, AT&T INC.
has been and is now indirectly infringing by wafyinducing infringement and contributing to
the infringement of at least claim 1 of the ‘11ltqud in the State of Texas, in this judicial
district, and elsewhere in the United Stalgsproviding the website www.bellsouth.com for use
by AT&T INC.’s clients. AT&T INC. is a directand indirect infringerand its clients using
www.bellsouth.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 100 and therefore denies the same.

101. On information and belief, since betng aware of the ‘111 patent AT&T INC.
is and has been committing the act of inducing infringement by specifically intending to induce
infringement by providing the identified website to its clients and by aiding and abetting its use.
On information and belief, AT&T INC. knew @hould have known that through its acts it was
and is inducing infringement of the ‘111 pate@h information and belief, AT&T INC. is and
has been committing the act of contributoryimfement by intending to provide the identified
website to its clients knowing thatis a material parof the invention, knowing that its use was
made and adapted for infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knowing that the system is not
a staple article or commodity of commestgtable for substantially noninfringing use.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 101 and therefore denies the same.

102. Defendant AT&T INC. is thus liablerfinfringement of the ‘111 patent pursuant
to 35 U.S.C. § 271.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 102 and therefore denies the same.

103. On information and belief, DefemdaBBY SOLUTIONS, INC. has been and
now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patenthe State of Texas, ithis judicial district,
and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at

www.bestbuy.com, which comprises a server coupled to a communications link that receives a
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request from a client device and collects datast@s a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated

with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 103 and therefore denies the same.

104. On information and belief, sindeecoming aware of the ‘111 patent, BBY
SOLUTIONS, INC. has been and is now indihgabfringing by way of inducing infringement
and contributing to #infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent ithe State of Texas, in
this judicial district, and elsewhere ithe United States, by providing the website
www.bestbuy.com for use by BBY SOLUTIONS, INCcBents. BBY SOLUTIONS, INC. is a
direct and indirect infringer, and its aties using www.bestbuy.comeadirect infringers.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 104 and therefore denies the same.

105. On information and belief, sindeecoming aware of the ‘111 patent BBY
SOLUTIONS, INC. is and has been committing #ut of inducing infringement by specifically
intending to induce infringemeily providing the identified websit® its clients and by aiding
and abetting its use. On information andidieBBY SOLUTIONS, INC.knew or should have

known that through its acts it was and is indgcinfringement of the ‘111 patent. On
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information and belief, BBY SOLUTIONS, INCis and has been committing the act of
contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifieebsite to its clients knowing
that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use vsamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 105 and therefore denies the same.

106. Defendant BBY SOLUTIONS, INC. isids liable for infringement of the ‘111
patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 106 and therefore denies the same.

107. On information and belief, Defendant BERGDORFGOODMAN.COM, LLC, has
been and now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘phtent in the State of Texas, in this judicial
district, and elsewhere in the United Statesablyons comprising making and using its website
at www.bergdorfgoodman.com, which comprisesraesecoupled to a communications link that
receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsagunction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by thwesein response to ¢éhclient request; a
constituent system associated with the appletprsing a subset of the data items and a further
constituent system comprising a data interfacealoipy configured to provide a plurality of
operations associated with the setbef data items; with suclpplet operable to be transferred

over the communications lirtk the client device.
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RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 107 and therefore denies the same.

108. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent,
BERGDORFGOODMAN.COM, LLC, has been andnsw indirectly infringing by way of
inducing infringement and contribng to the infringement of déast claim 1 of the ‘111 patent
in the State of Texas, in this judicial distriahd elsewhere in the United States, by providing the
website www.bergdorfgoodman.com for useBfRGDORFGOODMAN.COM, LLC'’s clients.
BERGDORFGOODMAN.COM, LLC, is a direct anddirect infringer,and its clients using
www.bergdorfgoodman.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 108 and therefore denies the same.

109. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent
BERGDORFGOODMAN.COM, LLC, is and babeen committing the act of inducing
infringement by specifically intending to induicdringement by providinghe identified website
to its clients and by aiding and abeffi its use. On information and belief,
BERGDORFGOODMAN.COM, LLC, knew or shoultave known that through its acts it was
and is inducing infringement of the ‘111 patent. On information and belief,
BERGDORFGOODMAN.COM, LLC, is and has been committing the act of contributory
infringement by intending to prode the identified website tositclients knowing that it is a

material part of the inventioknowing that its use was made aaahpted for infringement of the

38



‘111 patent, and further knowing ahthe system is not a staple article or commodity of
commerce suitable for substally noninfringing use.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 109 and therefore denies the same.

110. Defendant BERGDORFGOODMI.COM, LLC, is thusliable for infringement
of the ‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 110 and therefore denies the same.

111. On information and belief, Defendant BESTBUY.COM, LLC has been and now
is infringing at least claim 1 thd11 patent in the State of Texas,this judicial district, and
elsewhere in the United States, by actia@wmnprising making and using its website at
www.bestbuy.com, which comprises a server coupled to a communications link that receives a
request from a client device and collects datastas a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.

RESPONSE
LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or

accuracy of the allegations in paragih 111 and therefore denies the same.
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112. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent,
BESTBUY.COM, LLC has beerand is now indirectly infnging by way of inducing
infringement and contributing tthe infringement of at leastazn 1 of the ‘111 patent in the
State of Texas, in this judadi district, and elsewhere e United States, by providing the
website www.bestbuy.com for use by BESTBUYMOL.LC's clients. BESTBUY.COM, LLC
is a direct and indirect infiger, and its clients using wwhestbuy.com are direct infringers.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 112 and therefore denies the same.

113. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent
BESTBUY.COM, LLC is and has been contting the act of inducing infringement by
specifically intending to inducanfringement by providing the idéfied website to its clients
and by aiding and abetting its use. On infation and belief, BESTBUY.COM, LLC knew or
should have known that through its acts it was iandducing infringement of the ‘111 patent.
On information and belief, BESTBUY.COM,LC is and has been committing the act of
contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifiegebsite to its clients knowing
that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use veamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogyvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE
LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or

accuracy of the allegations in paragih 113 and therefore denies the same.
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114. Defendant BESTBUY.COM,LC is thus liable fo infringement of the ‘111
patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 114 and therefore denies the same.

115. On information and belief, Defendd@itOOMINGDALE'’S, INC. has been and
now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patenthe State of Texas, ithis judicial district,
and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
www.bloomingdales.com, which owrises a server coupled @ communications link that
receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsasgunction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by th@esein response to é¢hclient request; a
constituent system associated with the appletpesing a subset of the data items and a further
constituent system comprising a data interfaceals#ipy configured to provide a plurality of
operations associated with the setbef data items; with suclpplet operable to be transferred
over the communications lirtk the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 115 and therefore denies the same.

116. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent,
BLOOMINGDALE'S, INC. has been and is nowmdirectly infringing by way of inducing
infringement and contributing tthe infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent in the
State of Texas, in this judali district, and elsewhere ithhe United States, by providing the

website  www.bloomingdales.com for eus by BLOOMINGDALE'S, INC.s clients.
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BLOOMINGDALE’'S, INC. is a direct and indect infringer, ad its clients using
www.bloomingdales.com audirect infringers.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 116 and therefore denies the same.

117. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent
BLOOMINGDALE'S, INC. is andhas been committing the act of inducing infringement by
specifically intending to inducanfringement by providing the idéfied website to its clients
and by aiding and abetting its use. On infation and belief, BLOOMINGDALE'S, INC. knew
or should have known that throughaists it was and is inducingfilmgement of the ‘111 patent.
On information and belief, BLOOMINGDALE'S, IN. is and has been committing the act of
contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifieebsite to its clients knowing
that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use vsamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogyvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 117 and therefore denies the same.

118. Defendant BLOOMINGDALE'S, INC. isus liable for infringement of the ‘111
patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE
LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or

accuracy of the allegations in paragih 118 and therefore denies the same.
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119. On information and belief, Defdant BRIGGS & STRATTON CORPORATION
has been and now is infringing laast claim 1 the ‘111 patent the State of Texas, in this
judicial district, and elsewhere in the UnitBthtes, by actions comprising making and using its
website at www.homegeneratorsystems.cowhich comprises a server coupled to a
communications link that receivesrequest from a client device and collects data items as a
function of the requests; an executable appleadyoally generated by the server in response to
the client request; a constituent system assocvatedthe applet comprising a subset of the data
items and a further constituent system comprising a data interface capability configured to
provide a plurality of operations associated with the subset of data items; with such applet
operable to be transfed®ver the communicationsik to the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 119 and therefore denies the same.

120. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent, BRIGGS &
STRATTON CORPORATION has been and is nowlirectly infringing by way of inducing
infringement and contributing tthe infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent in the
State of Texas, in this judali district, and elsewhere ithhe United States, by providing the
website  www.homegeneratorsysternsxc for use by BRIGGS & STRATTON
CORPORATION's clients. BRIGGS & STRATTORORPORATION is a dect and indirect
infringer, and its clients using www.homegemtersystems.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE
LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or

accuracy of the allegations in paragih 120 and therefore denies the same.
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121. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent BRIGGS &
STRATTON CORPORATION is and has beemmuitting the act of inducing infringement by
specifically intending to inducanfringement by providing the idéfied website to its clients
and by aiding and abetting its use. Orioimation and belief, BRIGGS & STRATTON
CORPORATION knew or should f1@ known that through its actit was and is inducing
infringement of the ‘111 patent. On information and belief, BRIGGS & STRATTON
CORPORATION is and has been committing theadatontributory infringement by intending
to provide the identified website to its clients kmogvthat it is a material part of the invention,
knowing that its use was made and adaptedrfivtingement of the ‘111 patent, and further
knowing that the system is not a stapldéice or commodity of commerce suitable for
substantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 121 and therefore denies the same.

122. Defendant BRIGGS & STRATTON @&PORATION is thus liable for
infringement of the ‘111 patepursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 122 and therefore denies the same.

123. On information and belief, Bmdant BRIGGS & STRATTON POWER
PRODUCTS GROUP, LLC has been and now is igfiing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patent in the
State of Texas, in this judicial district, and@lhere in the United States, by actions comprising

making and using its website atww.homegeneratorsystems.comhich comprises a server
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coupled to a communications link that receivag@uest from a client device and collects data
items as a function of the requests; an execaitapplet dynamically generated by the server in
response to the client request; a constituent syassociated with the applet comprising a subset
of the data items and a further constitusgstem comprising a data interface capability
configured to provide a plurality of operations asated with the subset of data items; with such
applet operable to be transferred overabemunications link to the client device.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 123 and therefore denies the same.

124. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent, BRIGGS &
STRATTON POWER PRODUCTS GROUP, LLC hashend is now indidly infringing by
way of inducing infringement and contributing t@ timfringement of at least claim 1 of the ‘111
patent in the State of Texas, in this judicistrict, and elsewherm the United States, by
providing the website www.homegeneratoteyss.com for use by BRIGGS & STRATTON
POWER PRODUCTS GROUP, LLC’s clienBRIGGS & STRATTON POWER PRODUCTS
GROUP, LLC is a direct and indirectinfringer, and its clients using
www.homegeneratorsystems.com are direct infringers.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 124 and therefore denies the same.

125. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent BRIGGS &
STRATTON POWER PRODUCTS GROUP, LLC &nd has been committing the act of

inducing infringement by specifically imding to induce infringement by providing the
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identified website to its clients and by aiding and abetting its use. On information and belief,
BRIGGS & STRATTON POWER PRODUCTS GROUE.C knew or should have known that
through its acts it was and is inducing infringemeafithe ‘111 patent. On information and belief,
BRIGGS & STRATTON POWER PEBDUCTS GROUP, LLC is and has been committing the
act of contributory infringemeny intending to provide the idefied website to its clients
knowing that it is a material part of the invemti&knowing that its use was made and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 125 and therefore denies the same.

126. Defendant BRIGGS & STRATTON POWEPRODUCTS GROUP, LLC is thus
liable for infringement of the ‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficteio form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 126 and therefore denies the same.

127. On information and belief, Defend®RUNSWICK BILLIARDS, INC. has been
and now is infringing at least claiinthe ‘111 patent in the State of Texas, in this judicial district,
and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
www.brunswickbilliards.com, which comprises av& coupled to a communications link that
receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsas$unction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by thwesein response to ¢éhclient request; a

constituent system associated with the appletprsing a subset of the data items and a further
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constituent system comprising a data interfaceals#ipy configured to provide a plurality of
operations associated with the setbef data items; with suclpplet operable to be transferred
over the communications lirtk the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 127 and therefore denies the same.

128. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent,
BRUNSWICK BILLIARDS, INC. has been and mow indirectly infringing by way of inducing
infringement and contributing tthe infringement of at leastazm 1 of the ‘111 patent in the
State of Texas, in this judadi district, and elsewhere e United States, by providing the
website www.brunswickbilliards.com for ussy BRUNSWICK BILLIARDS, INC.’s clients.
BRUNSWICK BILLIARDS, INC. is a direct and indirect infringer, and its clients using
www.brunswickbilliards.conare direct infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 128 and therefore denies the same.

129. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent
BRUNSWICK BILLIARDS, INC. is and has beaommitting the act of inducing infringement
by specifically intendingo induce infringement bgroviding the identifiedvebsite to its clients
and by aiding and abetting its use. On infation and belief, BRUNSWICK BILLIARDS, INC.
knew or should have known that through its d@ctgas and is inducing infigement of the ‘111
patent. On information and belief, BRUNSWI@{LLIARDS, INC. is and has been committing

the act of contributory infringement by intending to provide the identified website to its clients
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knowing that it is a material part of the invemti&knowing that its use was made and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 129 and therefore denies the same.

130. Defendant BRUNSWICK BLIARDS, INC. is thus liable for infringement of
the ‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 130 and therefore denies the same.

131. On information and belief, Defemda@BRUNSWICK CORPORATION has been
and now is infringing at least claiinthe ‘111 patent in the State of Texas, in this judicial district,
and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
www.brunswickbilliards.com, which comprises av& coupled to a communications link that
receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsagunction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by thwesein response to ¢éhclient request; a
constituent system associated with the appletprsing a subset of the data items and a further
constituent system comprising a data interfacealoipy configured to provide a plurality of
operations associated with the setbef data items; with suclpplet operable to be transferred
over the communications lirtk the client device.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 131 and therefore denies the same.

132. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent,
BRUNSWICK CORPORATION has been and is nowlirectly infringing by way of inducing
infringement and contributing tthe infringement of at leastazm 1 of the ‘111 patent in the
State of Texas, in this judadi district, and elsewhere e United States, by providing the
website www.brunswickbilliards.com for e@isby BRUNSWICK CORPORTION’s clients.
BRUNSWICK CORPORATION is a direct and dimect infringer, ad its clients using
www.brunswickbilliards.conare direct infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 132 and therefore denies the same.

133. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent
BRUNSWICK CORPORATION is and has beemmuitting the act of inducing infringement by
specifically intending to inducafringement by providing the idéfied website to its clients
and by aiding and abetting its use. On infation and belief, BRUNSWICK CORPORATION
knew or should have known that through its @ctgas and is inducing infigement of the ‘111
patent. On information and belief, BRUNS®H CORPORATION is and has been committing
the act of contributory infringement by intending to provide the identified website to its clients
knowing that it is a material part of the invemti&knowing that its use was made and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogyvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 133 and therefore denies the same.

134. Defendant BRUNSWICK CORMRATION is thus liable for infringement of the
‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 134 and therefore denies the same.

135. On information and belief, Defendant CHICO’S RETAIL SERVICES, INC. has
been and now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘patent in the State of Texas, in this judicial
district, and elsewhere in the United Statesablyons comprising making and using its website
at www.chicos.com, which comprises a server coupled to a communications link that receives a
request from a client device and collects datast@s a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 135 and therefore denies the same.

136. On information and belief, sincecbening aware of the ‘111 patent, CHICO’S
RETAIL SERVICES, INC. has den and is now indirectly finging by way of inducing

infringement and contributing tthe infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent in the
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State of Texas, in this judadi district, and elsewhere e United States, by providing the
website www.chicos.com for use by CHICARETAILSERVICES, INC.'sclients. CHICO’S
RETAIL SERVICES, INC. is adirect and indirect infrger, and itsclients using
www.chicos.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 136 and therefore denies the same.

137. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent CHICO’'S
RETAIL SERVICES, INC. is ad has been committing the act of inducing infringement by
specifically intending to inducanfringement by providing the idéfied website to its clients
and by aiding and abetting its use. On infation and belief, CHICO’'S RETAIL SERVICES,
INC. knew or should have known that through itsarctvas and is inducing infringement of the
‘111 patent. On information and belief, CHICORETAIL SERVICES, INC. is and has been
committing the act of contributory infringement by intending to provide the identified website to
its clients knowing that it is a material parttbé invention, knowing that its use was made and
adapted for infringement of thell patent, and further knowing that the system is not a staple
article or commodity of commerce suitalfbr substantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 137 and therefore denies the same.

138. Defendant CHICO’'S RETAIL SERVICES, IN{@S.thus liable for infringement of
the ‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 138 and therefore denies the same.

139. On information and belief, Bdant CITIZEN WA CH COMPANY OF
AMERICA, INC. has been and now is infringinglagast claim 1 the ‘111 patent in the State of
Texas, in this judicial distrt, and elsewhere in the United States, by actions comprising making
and using its website at www.citizenwatch.comhich comprises a server coupled to a
communications link that receivesrequest from a client device and collects data items as a
function of the requests; an executable appleadyoally generated by the server in response to
the client request; a constituent system assocvatedhe applet comprising a subset of the data
items and a further constituent system comprising a data interface capability configured to
provide a plurality of operations associated with the subset of data items; with such applet
operable to be transfed®ver the communicationsik to the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 139 and therefore denies the same.

140. On information and belief, sincecbening aware of the ‘111 patent, CITIZEN
WATCH COMPANY OF AMERICA, INC. has beeand is now indirectlynfringing by way of
inducing infringement and contribng to the infringement of déast claim 1 of the ‘111 patent
in the State of Texas, in this judicial distriahd elsewhere in the United States, by providing the
website www.citizenwatch.com for use IBITIZEN WATCH COMPANY OF AMERICA,
INC.’s clients. CITIZEN WATCH COMPANY OFAMERICA, INC. is a direct and indirect
infringer, and its clients using wwwt@enwatch.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 140 and therefore denies the same.

141. On information and belief, sincecbening aware of the ‘111 patent CITIZEN
WATCH COMPANY OF AMERICA, INC. is ad has been committing the act of inducing
infringement by specifically intending to inducdringement by providinghe identified website
to its clients and by aidingnd abetting its use. On infornia and belief, CITIZEN WATCH
COMPANY OF AMERICA, INC. knew or shouldave known that through its acts it was and is
inducing infringement of the ‘111 paten®n information and belief, CITIZEN WATCH
COMPANY OF AMERICA, INC. is and hageen committing the act of contributory
infringement by intending to prode the identified website tositclients knowing that it is a
material part of the inventioknowing that its use was made aaahpted for infringement of the
‘111 patent, and further knowing ahthe system is not a staple article or commodity of
commerce suitable for substally noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

GE lacks knowledge or information sufficientftom a belief as to the truth or accuracy
of the allegations in paragrafgd1 and therefore denies the same.

142. Defendant CITIZEN WATCH COMPANYOF AMERICA, INC. is thus liable
for infringement of the ‘111 gant pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 142 and therefore denies the same.

143. On information and belief, DefenddDILLARD’S, INC. has been and now is

infringing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patent in tB&ate of Texas, in thigudicial district, and
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elsewhere in the United States, by actia@wmnprising making and using its website at
www.dillards.com, which comprises a server coupled to a communications link that receives a
request from a client device and collects datast@s a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 143 and therefore denies the same.

144. On information and belief, since becoghaware of the ‘111 patent, DILLARD’S,
INC. has been and is now indirectly infringibg way of inducing infringement and contributing
to the infringement of at least claim lof the ‘lddtent in the State of Texas, in this judicial
district, and elsewhere in the United States, by providing the website www.dillards.com for use
by DILLARD’S, INC.’s clients. DILLARD’S, INC. isa direct and indirect infringer, and its
clients using www.dillards.com are direct infringers.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 144 and therefore denies the same.

145. On information and belief, since becogaware of the ‘111 patent DILLARD'’S,
INC. is and has been committing the act of inducing infringement by specifically intending to

induce infringement by providintpe identified website to its clients and by aiding and abetting
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its use. On information and belief, DILLARD’8NC. knew or should hee known that through
its acts it was and is inducingfringement of the ‘111 patenOn information and belief,
DILLARD’S, INC. is and has been committing the a€tcontributory infringement by intending
to provide the identified website to its clients kmogvthat it is a material part of the invention,
knowing that its use was made and adaptedrfivingement of the ‘111 patent, and further
knowing that the system is not a stapldéice or commodity of commerce suitable for
substantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 145 and therefore denies the same.

146. Defendant DILLARD’S, INC. is thus liable for infringement of the ‘111 patent
pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 146 and therefore denies the same.

147. On information and belief, Defemd&ASTMAN KODAK COMPANY has been
and now is infringing at least claiinthe ‘111 patent in the State of Texas, in this judicial district,
and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
www.kodakgallery.com, which comprises a servaupled to a comonications link that
receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsasgunction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by thwesein response to ¢éhclient request; a
constituent system associated with the appletprsing a subset of the data items and a further

constituent system comprising a data interfacealoip/ configured to provide a plurality of
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operations associated with the setbsf data items; with suctpplet operable to be transferred
over the communications lirtk the client device.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 147 and therefore denies the same.

148. On information and belief, since begng aware of the ‘111 patent, EASTMAN
KODAK COMPANY has been and is now indirecthfringing by way of inducing infringement
and contributing to #infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent ithe State of Texas, in
this judicial district, and elsewhere ithe United States, by providing the website
www.kodakgallery.com for use by EASTMMW KODAK COMPANY'’s clients. EASTMAN
KODAK COMPANY is a direct and indirectinfringer, and its clients using
www.kodakgallery.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 148 and therefore denies the same.

149. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent EASTMAN
KODAK COMPANY is and has been committinthe act of inducing infringement by
specifically intending to inducafringement by providing the idéfied website to its clients
and by aiding and abetting its use. Oformation and belief, EASTMAN KODAK COMPANY
knew or should have known that through its @ctgas and is inducing infigement of the ‘111
patent. On information and belief, EASTNMIBKODAK COMPANY is and has been committing
the act of contributory infringement by intending to provide the identified website to its clients

knowing that it is a material part of the invemti&knowing that its use was made and adapted for
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infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 149 and therefore denies the same.

150. Defendant EASTMAN KODAK COMPANY ishus liable for infringement of
the ‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 150 and therefore denies the same.

151. On information and belief, Defendant GENERAL MOTORS LLC has been and
now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patenthe State of Texas, ithis judicial district,
and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
www.cadillac.com, which comprises a server coupited communications link that receives a
request from a client device and collects datastas a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or

accuracy of the allegations in paragih 151 and therefore denies the same.
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152. On information and belief, since betog aware of the ‘111 patent, GENERAL
MOTORS LLC has been and iswandirectly infringing by wayof inducing infringement and
contributing to the infringement of at least claim lhef ‘111 patent in the State of Texas, in this
judicial district, ancelsewhere in the United States, fypviding the website www.cadillac.com
for use by GENERAL MOTORS LLC’s client$<SENERAL MOTORS LLC is a direct and
indirect infringer, and & clients using www.cadillac.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 152 and therefore denies the same.

153. On information and belief, sincedmming aware of the ‘111 patent GENERAL
MOTORS LLC is and has been committing thet of inducing infringement by specifically
intending to induce infringemeity providing the identified websit® its clients and by aiding
and abetting its use. On information and &lel GENERAL MOTORS LIC knew or should have
known that through its acts it was and is indgcinfringement of the ‘111 patent. On
information and belief, GENERAL MOTORS LLC is and has been committing the act of
contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifigebsite to its clients knowing
that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use veamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogyithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE
LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or

accuracy of the allegations in paragih 153 and therefore denies the same.
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154. Defendant GENERAL MOTORBLC is thus liable for ifringement of the ‘111
patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 154 and therefore denies the same.

155. On information and belief, Defendant THE GILLETTE COMPANY has been and
now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patenthe State of Texas, ithis judicial district,
and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
www.gillette.com, which comprises a server caapto a communications link that receives a
request from a client device and collects datast@s a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 155 and therefore denies the same.

156. On information and belief, sindeecoming aware of the ‘111 patent, THE
GILLETTE COMPANY has been and is now inglctly infringing by way of inducing
infringement and contributing tthe infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent in the
State of Texas, in this judali district, and elsewhere ithhe United States, by providing the

website www.gillette.com for use by BHGILLETTE COMPANY'’s dients. THE GILLETTE
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COMPANY is a direct and indirect infringer, and its clients using www.gillette.com are direct
infringers.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 156 and therefore denies the same.

157. On information and belief, sindeecoming aware of ¢ ‘111 patent THE
GILLETTE COMPANY is and has been committirthe act of inducing infringement by
specifically intending to inducanfringement by providing the idéfied website to its clients
and by aiding and abetting its use. Ofoimation and beliefTHE GILLETTE COMPANY
knew or should have known that through its @ctgas and is inducing infigement of the ‘111
patent. On information argkelief, THE GILLETTE COMPANY is and has been committing the
act of contributory infringemeny intending to provide the idefied website to its clients
knowing that it is a material part of the invemti&knowing that its use was made and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogyithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 157 and therefore denies the same.

158. Defendant THE GILLETTE COMPANY is thdgble for infringement of the
‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE
LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or

accuracy of the allegations in paragih 158 and therefore denies the same.
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159. On information and belief, Defgant THE GOODYEAR TIRE & RUBBER
COMPANY has been and now is infringing at leelaim 1 the ‘111 patent ithe State of Texas,
in this judicial district, and elsewhere the United States, by actie comprising making and
using its website at www.goodyearotr.coryhich comprises a server coupled to a
communications link that receivesrequest from a client device and collects data items as a
function of the requests; an executable appleadyoally generated by the server in response to
the client request; a constituent system assocvatedhe applet comprising a subset of the data
items and a further constituent system comprising a data interface capability configured to
provide a plurality of operations associated with the subset of data items; with such applet
operable to be transfed®ver the communicationsik to the client device.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 159 and therefore denies the same.

160. On information and belief, sindeecoming aware of the ‘111 patent, THE
GOODYEAR TIRE & RUBBER COMPANY has beand is now indiretty infringing by way
of inducing infringement and caittuting to the infringement oét least claim 1 of the ‘111
patent in the State of Texas, in this judicilitrict, and elsewhere in the United States, by
providing the website www.goodyearotr.cdaor use by THE GOODYEAR TIRE & RUBBER
COMPANY’s clients. THE GOODYEAR TRE & RUBBER COMPANY is a direct and
indirect infringer, and itslients using www.goodyearotr.corn are direct infringers.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or

accuracy of the allegations in paragih 160 and therefore denies the same.
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161. On information and belief, sindeecoming aware of ¢ ‘111 patent THE
GOODYEAR TIRE & RUBBER COMPANY is anthas been committing the act of inducing
infringement by specifically intending to inducdringement by providinghe identified website
to its clients and by aidingnd abetting its use. On infoation and belief, THE GOODYEAR
TIRE & RUBBER COMPANY knew or should hadaown that through its acts it was and is
inducing infringement of the ‘111 patent. @iormation and belief, THE GOODYEAR TIRE &
RUBBER COMPANY is and has been committittte act of contributory infringement by
intending to provide the identified website to iteerts knowing that it i® material part of the
invention, knowing that its use was made and tthfor infringement othe ‘111 patent, and
further knowing that the systera not a staple article or commodity of commerce suitable for
substantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 161 and therefore denies the same.

162. Defendant THE GOODYEAR TIRE &UBBER COMPANY is thus liable for
infringement of the ‘111 patepursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 162 and therefore denies the same.

163. On information and belief, Defendant H-D MICHIGAN, INC. has been and now
is infringing at least claim 1 thd11 patent in the State of Texas,this judicial district, and
elsewhere in the United States, by actiamnprising making and using its website at

www.harley-davidson.com, which comprises a sergoupled to a comumications link that
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receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsas$unction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by th@esein response to é¢hclient request; a
constituent system associated with the appletpesing a subset of the data items and a further
constituent system comprising a data interfaceals#ipy configured to provide a plurality of
operations associated with the setbsf data items; with suctpplet operable to be transferred
over the communications lirtk the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 163 and therefore denies the same.

164. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent, H-D
MICHIGAN, INC. has been and is now inditgcinfringing by way of inducing infringement
and contributing to #infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent ithe State of Texas, in
this judicial district, and elsewhere in thmited States, by providing the website www.harley-
davidson.com for use by H-D MIGBAN, INC.’s clients. H-D MCHIGAN, INC. is a direct
and indirect infringer, and itdients using www.harleydavida.com are direct infringers.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 164 and therefore denies the same.

165. On information and belief, sinceedoming aware of the ‘111 patent H-D
MICHIGAN, INC. is and has been committing thet of inducing infringement by specifically
intending to induce infringemeily providing the identified websit® its clients and by aiding
and abetting its use. On information and beli¢-D MICHIGAN, INC. knew or should have

known that through its acts it was and is indgcinfringement of the ‘111 patent. On
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information and belief, H-D MICHIGAN, INC.is and has been committing the act of
contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifieebsite to its clients knowing
that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use vsamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 165 and therefore denies the same.

166. Defendant H-D MICHIGAN, INC. is thusable for infringement of the ‘111
patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 166 and therefore denies the same.

167. On information and belief, DefemdddARLEY-DAVIDSON, INC. has been and
now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patenthe State of Texas, ithis judicial district,
and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
www.harley-davidson.com, which comprises a sergoupled to a comumications link that
receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsasgunction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by thwesein response to ¢éhclient request; a
constituent system associated with the appletprsing a subset of the data items and a further
constituent system comprising a data interfacealoip/ configured to provide a plurality of
operations associated with the setbef data items; with suclpplet operable to be transferred

over the communications lirtk the client device.
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RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 167 and therefore denies the same.

168. On information and belief, sincecbening aware of the ‘111 patent, HARLEY-
DAVIDSON, INC. has been and is now indirecthfringing by way of inducing infringement
and contributing to #infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent ithe State of Texas, in
this judicial district, and elsewhere in thmited States, by providing the website www.harley-
davidson.com for use by HARLEY-DAVIDSON, [’s clients. HARLEY-DAVIDSON, INC.
is a direct and indirect infiger, and its clients using wwkarley-davidson.com are direct
infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 168 and therefore denies the same.

169. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent HARLEY-
DAVIDSON, INC. is and has been committing thet of inducing infringment by specifically
intending to induce infringemeily providing the identified websit® its clients and by aiding
and abetting its use. On information anelief, HARLEYDAVIDSON, INC. knew or should
have known that through its acts it was andnducing infringement othe ‘111 patent. On
information and belief, HARLEY-DAVIDSON, INCis and has been committing the act of
contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifiegebsite to its clients knowing
that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use veamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogyvithat the system is not a staple article or

commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.
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RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 169 and therefore denies the same.

170. Defendant HARLEY-DAVIDSN, INC. is thus liable for infringement of the
‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 170 and therefore denies the same.

171. On information and belief, DefendadASBRO, INC. has been and now is
infringing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patent in tB&ate of Texas, in thigidicial district, and
elsewhere in the United States, by actia@wmnprising making and using its website at
www.hasbro.com, which comprises a server calptea communications link that receives a
request from a client device and collects datast@s a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 171 and therefore denies the same.

172. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent, HASBRO,

INC. has been and is now indirectly infringibg way of inducing infringement and contributing
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to the infringement of at least claim 1 of the ‘lddtent in the State of Texas, in this judicial
district, and elsewhere in the United Stat®sproviding the website&sww.hasbro.com for use
by HASBRO, INC.’s clients. HASBRO, INC. is a dot and indirect infriger, and its clients
using www.hasbro.com ardirect infringers.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 172 and therefore denies the same.

173. On information and belief, sincecbening aware of the ‘111 patent HASBRO,
INC. is and has been committing the act of inducing infringement by specifically intending to
induce infringement by providintpe identified website to its clients and by aiding and abetting
its use. On information and belief, HASBRI®IC. knew or should have known that through its
acts it was and is inducing infringement of th&l patent. On information and belief, HASBRO,
INC. is and has been committing the act of abotory infringement by intending to provide the
identified website to its clientenowing that it is a material paot the invention, knowing that its
use was made and adapted for infringementhef‘111 patent, and further knowing that the
system is not a staple article or commoditycofnmerce suitable for substantially noninfringing
use.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 173 and therefore denies the same.

174. Defendant HASBRO, INC. is thus liabfor infringement of the ‘111 patent
pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 174 and therefore denies the same.

175. On information and belief, Defendat®YNEEDLE, INC. has been and now is
infringing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patent in tB&ate of Texas, in thigidicial district, and
elsewhere in the United States, by actia@wmnprising making and using its website at
www.bedsidetables.com, which comprises a eersoupled to a communications link that
receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsas$unction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by th@esein response to é¢hclient request; a
constituent system associated with the appletpesing a subset of the data items and a further
constituent system comprising a data interfaceals#ipy configured to provide a plurality of
operations associated with the setbsf data items; with suctpplet operable to be transferred
over the communications lirtk the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 175 and therefore denies the same.

176. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent,
HAYNEEDLE, INC. has been and is now inditilganfringing by way ofinducing infringement
and contributing to #infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent ithe State of Texas, in
this judicial district, and elsewhere ithe United States, by providing the website
www.bedsidetables.com for use by HAYNEEDLINC.’s clients. FAYNEEDLE, INC. is a
direct and indirect infringer, and its clientsing www.bedsidetables.caane direct infringers.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 176 and therefore denies the same.

177. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent
HAYNEEDLE, INC. is and has been committing @& of inducing infingement by specifically
intending to induce infringemeity providing the identified websit® its clients and by aiding
and abetting its use. On information abelief, HAYNEEDLE, INC. knew or should have
known that through its acts it was and is indgcinfringement of the ‘111 patent. On
information and belief, HAYNEEDLE, INC. isn@ has been committing the act of contributory
infringement by intending to prode the identified website tositclients knowing that it is a
material part of the inventioknowing that its use was made aaahpted for infringement of the
‘111 patent, and further knowing ahthe system is not a staple article or commodity of
commerce suitable for substally noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 177 and therefore denies the same.

178. Defendant HAYNEEDLE, INds thus liable for infrigement of the ‘111 patent
pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 178 and therefore denies the same.

179. On information and belief, DefemdaHERMAN MILLER, INC. has been and
now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patenthe State of Texas, ithis judicial district,

and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
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www.hermanmiller.com, which comprises a server coupled to a communications link that
receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsas$unction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by th@esein response to é¢hclient request; a
constituent system associated with the appletpesing a subset of the data items and a further
constituent system comprising a data interfaceals#ipy configured to provide a plurality of
operations associated with the setbsf data items; with suctpplet operable to be transferred
over the communications lirtk the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 179 and therefore denies the same.

180. On information and belief, sincecbening aware of the ‘111 patent, HERMAN
MILLER, INC. has been and is now indirecthyfringing by way of inducing infringement and
contributing to the infringement of at least claim lhef ‘111 patent in the State of Texas, in this
judicial district, and elsewhere in éh United States, by providing the website
www.hermanmiller.com for use by HERMAN MLER, INC.’s clients. HERMAN MILLER,
INC. is a direct and indirect infringer, aritg clients using www.hermanmiller.com are direct
infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 180 and therefore denies the same.

181. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent HERMAN
MILLER, INC. is and has been committing the adtinducing infringement by specifically

intending to induce infringemeily providing the identified websit® its clients and by aiding
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and abetting its use. On information and élel[HERMAN MILLER, INC. knew or should have
known that through its acts it was and is indgcinfringement of the ‘111 patent. On
information and belief, HERMAN MILLER, INCis and has been committing the act of
contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifieebsite to its clients knowing
that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use vsamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 181 and therefore denies the same.

182. Defendant HERMAN MILLER, INC. is thugble for infringement of the ‘111
patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 182 and therefore denies the same.

183. On information and belief, DefemdaHSN INTERACTIVE LLC has been and
now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patenthe State of Texas, ithis judicial district,
and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
www.hsn.com, which comprises a server coupgieda communications link that receives a
request from a client device and collects datastas a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system

comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
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with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 183 and therefore denies the same.

184. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent, HSN
INTERACTIVE LLC has been and is now inditBcinfringing by way of inducing infringement
and contributing to #infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent ithe State of Texas, in
this judicial district, and elsewhere in thaited States, by providing the website www.hsn.com
for use by HSN INTERACTIVE LLC’s clientsHSN INTERACTIVE LLC is a direct and
indirect infringer, andts clients using www.hsn.oo are direct infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 184 and therefore denies the same.

185. On information and belief, sindeecoming aware of the ‘111 patent HSN
INTERACTIVE LLC is and hasbeen committing the act oinducing infringement by
specifically intending to inducafringement by providing the idéfied website to its clients
and by aiding and abetting its use. On infation and belief, HSN INTERACTIVE LLC knew
or should have known that through aists it was and is inducingfilmgement of the ‘111 patent.
On information and belief, HSN INTERACTIVELC is and has been committing the act of
contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifiegebsite to its clients knowing

that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use veamade and adapted for
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infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 185 and therefore denies the same.

186. Defendant HSN INTERACTIVE LLC isas liable for infringement of the ‘111
patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 186 and therefore denies the same.

187. On information and belief, Defendd®N LP has been and now is infringing at
least claim 1 the ‘111 patent inetfstate of Texas, in this judadidistrict, and elsewhere in the
United States, by actions comprising makingl ausing its website at www.hsn.com, which
comprises a server coupled to a communicationsthiakreceives a request from a client device
and collects data items asumétion of the requests; an exehle applet dynamically generated
by the server in response to the client requestonstituent system associated with the applet
comprising a subset of the déiams and a further constituentstgm comprising a data interface
capability configured to provide a plurality of opéoas associated with the subset of data items;
with such applet operable to be transferred ¢ive communications link to the client device.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or

accuracy of the allegations in paragih 187 and therefore denies the same.
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188. On information and belief, since becoghaware of the ‘111 patent, HSN LP has
been and is now indirectly infiging by way of inducing infigement and contributing to the
infringement of at least claim 1 d¢ifie ‘111 patent in the State ofx&es, in this judicial district,
and elsewhere in the United States, by proggdhe website www.hsn.cofor use by HSN LP’s
clients. HSN LP is a direct and indirect infygr, and its clients using www.hsn.com are direct
infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 188 and therefore denies the same.

189. On information and belief, since betog aware of the ‘111 patent HSN LP is
and has been committing the act of inducing infringement by specifically intending to induce
infringement by providing the identified website to its clients and by aiding and abetting its use.
On information and belief, HSN LP knew or shoblave known that tlough its acts it was and
is inducing infringement of th&.11 patent. On information and belief, HSN LP is and has been
committing the act of contributory infringement by intending to provide the identified website to
its clients knowing that it is a material parttbé invention, knowing that its use was made and
adapted for infringement of thell patent, and further knowing that the system is not a staple
article or commodity of commerce suitalfbr substantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 189 and therefore denies the same.

190. Defendant HSN LP is thus liable for inffement of the ‘111 patent pursuant to

35U.S.C. § 271.
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RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 190 and therefore denies the same.

191. On information and belief, DefendaiE J. JILL GROUP, INC. has been and
now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patenthe State of Texas, ithis judicial district,
and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
www.jjill.com, which comprises a ser coupled to a communitans link that receives a
request from a client device and collects datast@s a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 191 and therefore denies the same.

192. On information and belief, since becogaware of the ‘111 patent, THE J. JILL
GROUP, INC. has been and is now indirectly infringing by way of inducing infringement and
contributing to the infringement of at least claim 1t ‘111 patent in the State of Texas, in this
judicial district, andelsewhere in the United States, flmpviding the website www.jjill.com for
use by THE J. JILL GROUP, INC.’s clients. THEJLL GROUP, INC. is a direct and indirect
infringer, and its clients usingww.jjill.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 192 and therefore denies the same.

193. On information and belief, since bewong aware of the ‘111 patent THE J. JILL
GROUP, INC. is and has been committing thé @icinducing infringement by specifically
intending to induce infringemeity providing the identified websit® its clients and by aiding
and abetting its use. On infoation and belief, THE J. JILL GRUP, INC. knew or should have
known that through its acts it was and is indgcinfringement of the ‘111 patent. On
information and belief, THE J. JILL GROUP, INC. is and has been committing the act of
contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifieebsite to its clients knowing
that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use vsamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 193 and therefore denies the same.

194. Defendant THE J. JILL GROUP, INCtlmus liable for infringement of the ‘111
patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 194 and therefore denies the same.

195. On information and belief, DefemdalILL ACQUISITION LLC has been and
now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patenthe State of Texas, ithis judicial district,

and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
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www.jjill.com, which comprises a ser coupled to a communitans link that receives a
request from a client device and collects datast@s a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 195 and therefore denies the same.

196. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent, JILL
ACQUISITION LLC has been and is now inditlcinfringing by way ofinducing infringement
and contributing to #infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent ithe State of Texas, in
this judicial district, and elsewhere in tbaited States, by providing the website www.jjill.com
for use by JILL ACQUISITION LLC’s clientsJILL ACQUISITION LLC is a direct and
indirect infringer, andts clients using www.jjill.com are direct infringers.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 196 and therefore denies the same.

197. On information and belief, sinceedoming aware of the ‘111 patent JILL
ACQUISITION LLC is and has been committing the act of inducing infringement by
specifically intending to inducafringement by providing the idéfied website to its clients

and by aiding and abetting its use. On infation and belief, JILL ACQUISITION LLC knew
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or should have known that throughaists it was and is inducingfilmgement of the ‘111 patent.
On information and belief, JILL ACQUISITIONLLC is and has been committing the act of
contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifieebsite to its clients knowing
that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use vsamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 197 and therefore denies the same.

198. Defendant JILL ACQUISITION LLC ishus liable for infringement of the ‘111
patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 198 and therefore denies the same.

199. On information and belief, Defendant JONES INVESTMENT COMPANY, INC.
has been and now is infringing l#ast claim 1 the ‘111 patent the State of Texas, in this
judicial district, and elsewhere in the UnitBthtes, by actions comprising making and using its
website at www.anneklein.com, which comprisegever coupled to a communications link that
receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsasgunction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by thwesein response to ¢éhclient request; a
constituent system associated with the appletprsing a subset of the data items and a further

constituent system comprising a data interfacealoip/ configured to provide a plurality of
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operations associated with the setbsf data items; with suctpplet operable to be transferred
over the communications lirtk the client device.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 199 and therefore denies the same.

200. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent, JONES
INVESTMENT COMPANY, INC. has been andnsw indirectly infringing by way of inducing
infringement and contributing tthe infringement of at leastatn 1 of the ‘111 patent in the
State of Texas, in this judadi district, and elsewhere e United States, by providing the
website www.anneklein.com for use by JONBS/ESTMENT COMPANY, INC.’s clients.
JONES INVESTMENT COMPANY, INC. is a direaind indirect infringer, and its clients using
www.anneklein.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 200 and therefore denies the same.

201. On information and belief, sincedoming aware of the ‘111 patent JONES
INVESTMENT COMPANY, INC. isand has been committing the act of inducing infringement
by specifically intendingo induce infringement bgroviding the identifiedvebsite to its clients
and by aiding and abetting its use. Orfoimation and belief, JONES INVESTMENT
COMPANY, INC. knew or should have known thddrough its acts it was and is inducing
infringement of the ‘111 patent. On infoation and belief, JONEBNVESTMENT COMPANY,
INC. is and has been committing the act of dbatory infringement by intending to provide the

identified website to its clientenowing that it is a material paot the invention, knowing that its
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use was made and adapted for infringementhef‘111 patent, and further knowing that the
system is not a staple article or commoditycofnmerce suitable for substantially noninfringing
use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 201 and therefore denies the same.

202. Defendant JONES INVESTMENT COMRY, INC. is thus liable for
infringement of the ‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 202 and therefore denies the same.

203. On information and belief, Defgant JONES RETAILCORPORATION has
been and now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘patent in the State of Texas, in this judicial
district, and elsewhere in the United Statesablyons comprising making and using its website
at www.anneklein.com, which comges a server coupled to anwmunications link that receives
a request from a client device and collects datastas a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 203 and therefore denies the same.

204. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent, JONES
RETAIL CORPORATION has been and is nawndirectly infringing by way of inducing
infringement and contributing tthe infringement of at leastatin 1 of the ‘111 patent in the
State of Texas, in this judadi district, and elsewhere e United States, by providing the
website www.anneklein.com for use by JONRE&TAIL CORPORATION’s clients. JONES
RETAIL CORPORATION is a direct and imdict infringer, and its clients using
www.anneklein.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 204 and therefore denies the same.

205. On information and belief, sincedoming aware of the ‘111 patent JONES
RETAIL CORPORATION is and has beennamitting the act of inducing infringement by
specifically intending to inducafringement by providing the idéfied website to its clients
and by aiding and abetting its use. On infation and belief, JONE RETAIL CORPORATION
knew or should have known that through its d@ctgas and is inducing infigement of the ‘111
patent. On information and belief, JONERETAIL CORPORATION is and has been
committing the act of contributory infringement by intending to provide the identified website to
its clients knowing that it is a material parttbé invention, knowing that its use was made and
adapted for infringement of thell patent, and further knowing that the system is not a staple
article or commodity of commerce suitalfbr substantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 205 and therefore denies the same.

206. Defendant JONES RETAIL CORPORATIA& thus liable for infringement of
the ‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 206 and therefore denies the same.

207. On information and belief, Defdant KODAK IMAGING NETWORK, INC. has
been and now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘patent in the State of Texas, in this judicial
district, and elsewhere in the United Statesablyons comprising making and using its website
at www.kodakgallery.com, which otorises a server coupled & communications link that
receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsas$unction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by th@esein response to é¢hclient request; a
constituent system associated with the appletprsing a subset of the data items and a further
constituent system comprising a data interfacealoip/ configured to provide a plurality of
operations associated with the setbef data items; with suclpplet operable to be transferred
over the communications lirtk the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 207 and therefore denies the same.

208. On information and belief, sincecbening aware of the ‘111 patent, KODAK
IMAGING NETWORK, INC. has been and is nowdirectly infringing by way of inducing

infringement and contributing tthe infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent in the
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State of Texas, in this judadi district, and elsewhere e United States, by providing the
website www.kodakgallery.com for use by KODAKIAGING NETWORK, INC.’s clients.
KODAK IMAGING NETWORK, INC. is a direct and indirect infniger, and its clients using
www.kodakgallery.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 208 and therefore denies the same.

209. On information and belief, sincecbening aware of the ‘111 patent KODAK
IMAGING NETWORK, INC. is and has been conttimg the act of inducing infringement by
specifically intending to inducanfringement by providing the idéfied website to its clients
and by aiding and abetting its use. Ofoimation and belief, KODAK IMAGING NETWORK,
INC. knew or should have known that through itsarctvas and is inducing infringement of the
‘111 patent. On information dnbelief, KODAK IMAGING NETWORK, INC. is and has been
committing the act of contributory infringement by intending to provide the identified website to
its clients knowing that it is a material parttbé invention, knowing that its use was made and
adapted for infringement of thell patent, and further knowing that the system is not a staple
article or commodity of commerce suitalfbr substantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 209 and therefore denies the same.

210. Defendant KODAK IMAGINGNETWORK, INC. is thus liable for infringement
of the ‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 210 and therefore denies the same.

211. On information and belief, Defendant KOHL'S DEPARTMENT STORES, INC.
has been and now is infringing laast claim 1 the ‘111 patent the State of Texas, in this
judicial district, and elsewhere in the UnitBthtes, by actions comprising making and using its
website at www.kohls.com, which comprises aee coupled to a eomunications link that
receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsas$unction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by th@esein response to é¢hclient request; a
constituent system associated with the appletpesing a subset of the data items and a further
constituent system comprising a data interfaceals#ipy configured to provide a plurality of
operations associated with the setbef data items; with suclpplet operable to be transferred
over the communications lirtk the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 211 and therefore denies the same.

212. On information and belief, sincecbening aware of the ‘111 patent, KOHL'S
DEPARTMENT STORES, INC. has been anch@w indirectly infringing by way of inducing
infringement and contributing tthe infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent in the
State of Texas, in this judali district, and elsewhere ithhe United States, by providing the
website www.kohls.com for use by KOHL'S PBRTMENT STORES, INC.'s clients.
KOHL’'S DEPARTMENT STORES, INC. is a direchd indirect infringer, and its clients using
www.kohls.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 212 and therefore denies the same.

213. On information and belief, sincecbening aware of the ‘111 patent KOHL'S
DEPARTMENT STORES, INC. is and has been committing the act of inducing infringement by
specifically intending to inducanfringement by providing the idéfied website to its clients
and by aiding and abetting its use. On information and belief, KOHL'S DEPARTMENT
STORES, INC. knew or should have known tilatough its acts itwas and is inducing
infringement of the ‘111 patent. On infoaton and belief, KOHL'S DEPARTMENT STORES,
INC. is and has been committing the act of abotory infringement by intending to provide the
identified website to its clientenowing that it is a material paot the invention, knowing that its
use was made and adapted for infringementhef‘111 patent, and further knowing that the
system is not a staple article or commoditycofnmerce suitable for substantially noninfringing
use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 213 and therefore denies the same.

214. Defendant KOHL'S DEPARTMENT $®JIRES, INC. is thus liable for
infringement of the ‘111 patepursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 214 and therefore denies the same.

215. On information and belief, Defenddr ELECTRONICS U8, INC. has been

and now is infringing at least claiinthe ‘111 patent in the State of Texas, in this judicial district,
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and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
www.lg.com, which comprises a server coupled to a communications linfetteaves a request

from a client device and collectiata items as a function of thequests; an executable applet
dynamically generated by the serverresponse to the cliemequest; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.

RESPONSE

Denied.

216. On information and belief, sinceedoming aware of the ‘111 patent, LG
ELECTRONICS USA, INC. has been and is navdirectly infringing by way of inducing
infringement and contributing tthe infringement of at leastatm 1 of the ‘111 patent in the
State of Texas, in this judali district, and elsewhere ithhe United States, by providing the
website www.lg.com for use by LG ELECTRONIQEA, INC.’s clients. LG ELECTRONICS
USA, INC. is a direct and indirect infringeand its clients using www.lg.com are direct
infringers.

RESPONSE

Denied.

217. On information and belief, sinceedmming aware of the ‘111 patent LG
ELECTRONICS USA, INC. is and has beemunitting the act of inducing infringement by
specifically intending to inducafringement by providing the idéfied website to its clients

and by aiding and abetting its use. On infation and belief, LG ELETRONICS USA, INC.
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knew or should have known that through its @ctgas and is inducing infigement of the ‘111
patent. On information and belief, LG ELECDRICS USA, INC. is and has been committing
the act of contributory infringement by intending to provide the identified website to its clients
knowing that it is a material part of the invemti&knowing that its use was made and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

Denied.

218. Defendant LG ELECTRONICS USA, INC.tlwus liable for infringement of the
‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

Denied.

219. On information and belief, DefenddACY’S WEST STORES, INC. has been
and now is infringing at least claiinthe ‘111 patent in the State of Texas, in this judicial district,
and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
www.macys.com, which comprises a server cadifie a communicationknk that receives a
request from a client device and collects datastas a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 219 and therefore denies the same.

220. On information and belief, sincecbening aware of the ‘111 patent, MACY'S
WEST STORES, INC. has been and is nawdirectly infringing by way of inducing
infringement and contributing tthe infringement of at leastatin 1 of the ‘111 patent in the
State of Texas, in this judadi district, and elsewhere e United States, by providing the
website www.macys.com for use by MACY’'S WESTORES, INC.’s cliats. MACY’S WEST
STORES, INC. is a direct and indirect infringand its clients using ww.macys.com are direct
infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 220 and therefore denies the same.

221. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent MACY’S
WEST STORES, INC. is and has been catting the act of inducing infringement by
specifically intending to inducafringement by providing the idéfied website to its clients
and by aiding and abetting its use. On infation and belief, MACY’'SWEST STORES, INC.
knew or should have known that through its d@ctgas and is inducing infigement of the ‘111
patent. On information and belief, MACY’S VB STORES, INC. is and has been committing
the act of contributory infringement by intending to provide the identified website to its clients
knowing that it is a material part of the invemti&knowing that its use was made and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 221 and therefore denies the same.

222. Defendant MACY’'S WEST STORES, INC.tiaus liable for infringement of the
‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 222 and therefore denies the same.

223. On information and belief, DefenddACYS.COM, INC. h& been and now is
infringing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patent in tB&ate of Texas, in thigidicial district, and
elsewhere in the United States, by actia@wmnprising making and using its website at
www.macys.com, which comprises a server cadigte a communicationknk that receives a
request from a client device and collects datast@s a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 223 and therefore denies the same.

224. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent,
MACYS.COM, INC. has been and now indirectly infringing byway of inducing infringement

and contributing to #infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent ithe State of Texas, in
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this judicial district, and elsewhere ithe United States, by providing the website
www.macys.com for use by MACYS.COM, INC.'sahts. MACYS.COM, INC. is a direct and
indirect infringer, and & clients using www.macys.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 224 and therefore denies the same.

225. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent
MACYS.COM, INC. is and has been committing the act of inducing infringement by specifically
intending to induce infringemeity providing the identified websit® its clients and by aiding
and abetting its use. On information andidie MACYS.COM, INC. knew or should have
known that through its acts it was and is indgcinfringement of the ‘111 patent. On
information and belief, MACYS.COM, INC. is and has been committing the act of contributory
infringement by intending to prode the identified website tositclients knowing that it is a
material part of the inventioknowing that its use was made aaahpted for infringement of the
‘111 patent, and further knowing ahthe system is not a staple article or commodity of
commerce suitable for substally noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 225 and therefore denies the same.

226. Defendant MACYS.COM, INC. is thusbia for infringement of the ‘111 patent
pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 226 and therefore denies the same.

227. On information and belief, DefemdaMATTEL, INC. has been and now is
infringing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patent in tB&ate of Texas, in thigidicial district, and
elsewhere in the United States, by actia@wmnprising making and using its website at
www.americangirl.com, which comprises a s#Frwcoupled to a communications link that
receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsas$unction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by th@esein response to é¢hclient request; a
constituent system associated with the appletpesing a subset of the data items and a further
constituent system comprising a data interfaceals#ipy configured to provide a plurality of
operations associated with the setbef data items; with suclpplet operable to be transferred
over the communications lirtk the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 227 and therefore denies the same.

228. On information and belief, sincedmming aware of the ‘111 patent, MATTEL,
INC. has been and is now indirectly infringibg way of inducing infringement and contributing
to the infringement of at least claim 1 of the ‘lddtent in the State of Texas, in this judicial
district, and elsewhere in thénited States, by providing the &te www.americangirl.com for
use by MATTEL, INC.’s clients. MATTEL, INC. is amiict and indirect infnger, and its clients
using www.americangirl.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 228 and therefore denies the same.

229. On information and belief, sincecbening aware of the ‘111 patent MATTEL,
INC. is and has been committing the act of inducing infringement by specifically intending to
induce infringement by providintpe identified website to its clients and by aiding and abetting
its use. On information and belief, MATTEL, INC. knew or should have known that through its
acts it was and is inducing infringement of th&l patent. On information and belief, MATTEL,
INC. is and has been committing the act of abotory infringement by intending to provide the
identified website to its clientenowing that it is a material paot the invention, knowing that its
use was made and adapted for infringementhef‘111 patent, and further knowing that the
system is not a staple article or commoditycofnmerce suitable for substantially noninfringing
use.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 229 and therefore denies the same.

230. Defendant MATTEL, INC. is thus liablfor infringement of the ‘111 patent
pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 230 and therefore denies the same.

231. On information and belief, Def@ant MITSUBISHI MOTOR SALES OF
AMERICA, INC., has been and now is infringinglaast claim 1 the ‘111 patent in the State of

Texas, in this judicial distrt, and elsewhere in the United States, by actions comprising making
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and using its website at www.mitsubishicarsigowhich comprises a server coupled to a
communications link that receivesrequest from a client device and collects data items as a
function of the requests; an executable appleadyoally generated by the server in response to
the client request; a constituent system assocvatedhe applet comprising a subset of the data
items and a further constituent system comprising a data interface capability configured to
provide a plurality of operations associated with the subset of data items; with such applet
operable to be transfed®ver the communicationsik to the client device.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 231 and therefore denies the same.

232. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent,
MITSUBISHI MOTOR SALES OF AMERICA, INC., has been and mw indirectly infringing
by way of inducing infringement and contributingtte infringement of akeast claim 1 of the
‘111 patent in the State of Texas, in this judidistrict, and elsewherin the United States, by
providing the website www.mitsubishicarsnedor use by MITSUBISHI MOTOR SALES OF
AMERICA, INC.’s clients. MITSUBISHI MOTORSALES OF AMERICA, INC., is a direct and
indirect infringer, and itslients using www.mitsubishicacem are direct infringers.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 232 and therefore denies the same.

233. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent
MITSUBISHI MOTOR SALES OF AMERICA, INC is and has been committing the act of

inducing infringement by specifically imding to induce infringement by providing the
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identified website to its clients and by aiding and abetting its use. On information and belief,
MITSUBISHI MOTOR SALES OF AMERICA, ING knew or should have known that through

its acts it was and is inducingfringement of the ‘111 patenOn information and belief,
MITSUBISHI MOTOR SALES OF AMERICA, INC is and has been committing the act of
contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifieebsite to its clients knowing

that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use vsamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 233 and therefore denies the same.

234. Defendant MITSUBISHI MOTOR SALESF AMERICA, INC., is thus liable
for infringement of the ‘111 gant pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 234 and therefore denies the same.

235. On information and belief, Bdant MITSUBISHI MOTORS NORTH
AMERICA, INC. has been and now is infringinglagst claim 1 the ‘111 patent in the State of
Texas, in this judicial distrt, and elsewhere in the United States, by actions comprising making
and using its website at www.mitsubishicarsigowhich comprises a server coupled to a
communications link that receivesrequest from a client devi@nd collects data items as a
function of the requests; an executable appleadyecally generated by the server in response to

the client request; a constituent system assocvatbdhe applet comprising a subset of the data
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items and a further constituent system comprising a data interface capability configured to
provide a plurality of operations associated with the subset of data items; with such applet
operable to be transfed®ver the communicationsik to the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 235 and therefore denies the same.

236. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent,
MITSUBISHI MOTORS NORTH AMERICA, INC. ha been and is nowdirectly infringing
by way of inducing infringement and contributingttee infringement of akeast claim 1 of the
‘111 patent in the State of Texas, in this jualidistrict, and elsewherin the United States, by
providing the website www.mitsubishicarsiedor use by MITSUBISHI MOTORS NORTH
AMERICA, INC.’s clients. MITSUBISHI MOTAGRS NORTH AMERICA, INC. is a direct and
indirect infringer, and itslients using www.mitsubishicacem are direct infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 236 and therefore denies the same.

237. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent
MITSUBISHI MOTORS NORTH AMERICA, INC.is and has been committing the act of
inducing infringement by specifically imding to induce infringement by providing the
identified website to its clients and by aiding and abetting its use. On information and belief,
MITSUBISHI MOTORS NORTH AMERICA, INC. knew or shoultave known that through its
acts it was and is inducing infringement tfe ‘111 patent. On information and belief,

MITSUBISHI MOTORS NORTH AMERICA, INC.is and has been committing the act of
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contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifieebsite to its clients knowing
that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use vsamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 237 and therefore denies the same.

238. Defendant MITSUBISHI MOTORS NORITAMERICA, INC. is thus liable for
infringement of the ‘111 patepursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 238 and therefore denies the same.

239. On information and belief, DefenddiOTOROLA, INC. has been and now is
infringing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patent in tB&ate of Texas, in thigudicial district, and
elsewhere in the United States, by actiamnprising making and using its website at
www.motorola.corn, which comprises a server cedgb a communications link that receives a
request from a client device and collects datastas a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 239 and therefore denies the same.

240. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent,
MOTOROLA, INC. has been and is now indirectly infringing by way of inducing infringement
and contributing to #infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent ithe State of Texas, in
this judicial district, and elsewhere ithe United States, by providing the website
www.motorola.com for use by MOTOROLA, INC.d&ients. MOTOROLA, INC. is a direct and
indirect infringer, and & clients using www.motorola.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 240 and therefore denies the same.

241. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent
MOTOROLA, INC. is and has been committing et of inducing infringement by specifically
intending to induce infringemeily providing the identified websit® its clients and by aiding
and abetting its use. On information and belief, MOTOROLA, INC. knew or should have known
that through its acts it was amlinducing infringement of the.11 patent. On information and
belief, MOTOROLA, INC. is and has been coitting the act of contributory infringement by
intending to provide the identified website to iteerts knowing that it i® material part of the
invention, knowing that its use was made and tathfor infringement othe ‘111 patent, and
further knowing that the systeim not a staple article or commodity of commerce suitable for
substantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 241 and therefore denies the same.

242. Defendant MOTOROLA, INC. is thuslii@ for infringement of the ‘111 patent
pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 242 and therefore denies the same.

243. On information and belief, Deigant MOTOROLA TRADEMARK HOLDINGS,
LLC has been and now is infringira least claim 1 the ‘111 patantthe State of Texas, in this
judicial district, and elsewhere in the UnitBthtes, by actions comprising making and using its
website at www.motorola.corn, which compriseseaver coupled to a communications link that
receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsas$unction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by th@esein response to é¢hclient request; a
constituent system associated with the appletprsing a subset of the data items and a further
constituent system comprising a data interfacealoip/ configured to provide a plurality of
operations associated with the setbef data items; with suclpplet operable to be transferred
over the communications lirtk the client device.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 243 and therefore denies the same.

244. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent,
MOTOROLA TRADEMARK HOLDINGS, LLC has beeand is now indirectly infringing by

way of inducing infringement and contributing t@ timfringement of at least claim 1 of the ‘111
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patent in the State of Texas, in this judiciistrict, and elsewhere in the United States, by
providing the website www.motorola.confor use by MOTOROLA TRADEMARK
HOLDINGS, LLC's clients. MOTOROLA TRADMARK HOLDINGS, LLC is a direct and
indirect infringer, and & clients using www.motorola.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 244 and therefore denies the same.

245. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent
MOTOROLA TRADEMARK HOLDINGS, LLC is &ad has been committing the act of inducing
infringement by specifically intending to inducdringement by providinghe identified website
to its clients and by aiding and abetting its use. On information and belief, MOTOROLA
TRADEMARK HOLDINGS, LLC knew or should havenown that through itacts it was and is
inducing infringement of the ‘111 patent. On information and belief, MOTOROLA
TRADEMARK HOLDINGS, LLC is and has been committing the act of contributory
infringement by intending to prode the identified website tositclients knowing that it is a
material part of the inventioknowing that its use was made aaahpted for infringement of the
‘111 patent, and further knowing ahthe system is not a staple article or commodity of
commerce suitable for substally noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 245 and therefore denies the same.

246. Defendant MOTOROLA TRADEMARKHOLDINGS, LLC is thus liable for

infringement of the ‘111 patepursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.
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RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 246 and therefore denies the same.

247. On information and belief, Defendant NAUTICA APPAREL, INC. has been and
now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patenthe State of Texas, ithis judicial district,
and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
www.nautica.corn, which comprises a server cedgb a communications link that receives a
request from a client device and collects datast@s a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 247 and therefore denies the same.

248. On information and belief, sincecbening aware of the ‘111 patent, NAUTICA
APPAREL, INC. has been andnsw indirectly infringing byway of inducing infringement and
contributing to the infringement of at least claim 1t ‘111 patent in the State of Texas, in this
judicial district, and elsewhere in the UmnitS8tates, by providing the website www.nautica.com
for use by NAUTICA APPAREL, INC.’s clientNAUTICA APPAREL, INC. is a direct and
indirect infringer, and & clients using www.nautica.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 248 and therefore denies the same.

249.  On information and belief, sincecbening aware of the ‘111 patent NAUTICA
APPAREL, INC. is and has been committing @et of inducing infringement by specifically
intending to induce infringemeity providing the identified websit® its clients and by aiding
and abetting its use. On information andidie NAUTICA APPAREL, INC. knew or should
have known that through its acts it was andnducing infringement othe ‘111 patent. On
information and belief, NAUTICA APPAREL, IN. is and has been committing the act of
contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifieebsite to its clients knowing
that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use vsamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 249 and therefore denies the same.

250. Defendant NAUTICA APPAREL, INC. isub liable for infringement of the ‘111
patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 250 and therefore denies the same.

251. On information and belief, DefenddUTICA RETAIL USA, INC. has been
and now is infringing at least claiinthe ‘111 patent in the State of Texas, in this judicial district,

and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
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www.nautica.com, which comprises a server cedgb a communicationigk that receives a
request from a client device and collects datast@s a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 251 and therefore denies the same.

252.  On information and belief, sincecbening aware of the ‘111 patent, NAUTICA
RETAIL USA, INC. has been and is now inditly infringing by way ofinducing infringement
and contributing to #infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent ithe State of Texas, in
this judicial district, and elsewhere ithe United States, by providing the website
www.nautica.com for use by NAUTICA RETAIUSA, INC.’s clients. NAUTICA RETAIL
USA, INC. is a direct and ingict infringer, and its clientasing www.nautica.com are direct
infringers.
RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 252 and therefore denies the same.

253. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent NAUTICA
RETAIL USA, INC. is and has been committingethct of inducing infringement by specifically

intending to induce infringemeily providing the identified websit® its clients and by aiding
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and abetting its use. On information andidieNAUTICA RETAIL USA, INC. knew or should
have known that through its acts it was andnducing infringement othe ‘111 patent. On
information and belief, NAUTICA RETAIL USAINC. is and has been committing the act of
contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifieebsite to its clients knowing
that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use vsamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 253 and therefore denies the same.

254. Defendant NAUTICA RETAIL USA, INC. ithus liable for infringement of the
‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 254 and therefore denies the same.

255. On information and belief, Defendant NAVISTAR, INC. has been and now is
infringing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patent in tB&ate of Texas, in thigudicial district, and
elsewhere in the United States, by actiammsnprising making and using its website at
www.intemationaltrucks.com, which comprises avee coupled to a aomunications link that
receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsas$unction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by thwesein response to ¢éhclient request; a
constituent system associated with the appletprsing a subset of the data items and a further

constituent system comprising a data interfacealoip/ configured to provide a plurality of
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operations associated with the setbsf data items; with suctpplet operable to be transferred
over the communications lirtk the client device.
RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 254 and therefore denies the same.

256. On information and belief, sincecbening aware of the ‘111 patent, NAVISTAR,
INC. has been and is now indirectly infringibg way of inducing infringement and contributing
to the infringement of at least claim 1 of the ‘lddtent in the State of Texas, in this judicial
district, and elsewhere in the Unite States, by providing the website
www.intemationaltrucks.com for use by NAVISTARNC.’s clients. NAVISTAR, INC. is a
direct and indirect infringerand its clients using www.im@ationaltrucks.com are direct
infringers.
RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 256 and therefore denies the same.

257. On information and belief, since betng aware of the ‘111 patent NAVISTAR,
INC. is and has been committing the act of inducing infringement by specifically intending to
induce infringement by providintpe identified website to its clients and by aiding and abetting
its use. On information and belief, NAVISTARNC. knew or should have known that through
its acts it was and is inducingfringement of the ‘111 patenOn information and belief,
NAVISTAR, INC. is and has beetommitting the act of contribory infringement by intending
to provide the identified website to its clients kimogvthat it is a material part of the invention,

knowing that its use was made and adaptedrfivtingement of the ‘111 patent, and further
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knowing that the system is not a stapldéice or commodity of commerce suitable for
substantially noninfringing use.
RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 257 and therefore denies the same.

258. Defendant NAVISTAR, INC. is thus ligbfor infringement of the ‘111 patent
pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.
RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 258 and therefore denies the same.

259. On information and belief, DefemddNEW BALANCE ATHLETIC SHOE, INC.
has been and now is infringing laast claim 1 the ‘111 patent the State of Texas, in this
judicial district, and elsewhere in the UnitBthtes, by actions comprising making and using its
website at www.newbalance.com, which comgiaeserver coupled to a communications link
that receives a request from a client device afidate data items as a function of the requests;
an executable applet dynamically generated leysdrver in response the client request; a
constituent system associated with the appletprsing a subset of the data items and a further
constituent system comprising a data interfacealoipy configured to provide a plurality of
operations associated with the setbef data items; with suclpplet operable to be transferred
over the communications lirtk the client device.
RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or

accuracy of the allegations in paragi 259 and therefore denies the same.
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260. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent, NEW
BALANCE ATHLETIC SHOE, INC. has been and now indirectly infringing by way of
inducing infringement and contribng to the infringement of déast claim 1 of the ‘111 patent
in the State of Texas, in this judicial distriahd elsewhere in the United States, by providing the
website www.newbalance.com for use by NEWIBACE ATHLETIC SHOE, INC.’s clients.
NEW BALANCE ATHLETIC SHOE, INC. is a direct and indice infringer, and its clients
using www.newbalance.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 260 and therefore denies the same.

261. On information and belief, sindeecoming aware of the ‘111 patent NEW
BALANCE ATHLETIC SHOE, INC. is and has been committing the act of inducing
infringement by specifically intending to inducdringement by providinghe identified website
to its clients and by aiding and abetting it®.u®n information and belief, NEW BALANCE
ATHLETIC SHOE, INC. knew or should have knowhat through its acts it was and is inducing
infringement of the ‘111 patent. On imfoation and belief, NEW BALANCE ATHLETIC
SHOE, INC. is and has been committing the act of contributory infringement by intending to
provide the identified website tits clients knowing that it is enaterial part of the invention,
knowing that its use was made and adaptedrfivtingement of the ‘111 patent, and further
knowing that the system is not a stapldice or commodity of commerce suitable for
substantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE:
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 261 and therefore denies the same.

262. Defendant NEW BAANCE ATHLETIC SHOE, INC. is thus liable for
infringement of the ‘111 patepursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 262 and therefore denies the same.

263. On information and belief, DefemdaNISSAN NORTH AMERICA, INC. has
been and now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘patent in the State of Texas, in this judicial
district, and elsewhere in the United Statesablyons comprising making and using its website
at www.nissanusa.com, which comprises a sarvapled to a communicatas link that receives
a request from a client device and collects datagtas a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 263 and therefore denies the same.

264. On information and belief, sincecbening aware of the ‘111 patent, NISSAN
NORTH AMERICA, INC. has been and is nowdirectly infringing by way of inducing

infringement and contributing tthe infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent in the
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State of Texas, in this judadi district, and elsewhere e United States, by providing the
website www.nissanusa.com for use by NISSAN NBIRAMERICA, INC.’s clients. NISSAN
NORTH AMERICA, INC. is a direct and ndirect infringer, and its clients using
www.nissanusa.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 264 and therefore denies the same.

265. On information and belief, sincecbening aware of thélll patent NISSAN
NORTH AMERICA, INC. is and has been romitting the act of inducing infringement by
specifically intending to inducanfringement by providing the idéfied website to its clients
and by aiding and abetting its use. On infation and belief, NISSAN NORTH AMERICA,
INC. knew or should have known that through itsarctvas and is inducing infringement of the
‘111 patent. On information and belief, NISIS NORTH AMERICA, INC. is and has been
committing the act of contributory infringement by intending to provide the identified website to
its clients knowing that it is a material parttbé invention, knowing that its use was made and
adapted for infringement of thell patent, and further knowing that the system is not a staple
article or commodity of commerce suitalfbr substantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 265 and therefore denies the same.

266. Defendant NISSAN NORTH AMERICA, INGs thus liable for infringement of
the ‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE:
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 266 and therefore denies the same.

267. On information and belief, Defendd®RL USA HOLDINGS, INC. has been and
now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patenthe State of Texas, ithis judicial district,
and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
www.ralphlauren.com, which comprises a senairpted to a communicatioigik that receives
a request from a client device and collects datagtas a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.
RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 267 and therefore denies the same.

268. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent, PRL USA
HOLDINGS, INC. has been and is now inditgdanfringing by way of inducing infringement
and contributing to #infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent ithe State of Texas, in
this judicial district, and elsewhere ithe United States, by providing the website
www.ralphlauren.com for use by PRL USA HOLDHS, INC.’s clients. PRL USA HOLDINGS,
INC. is a direct and indirect infringer, ani$ clients using www.rghlauren.com are direct
infringers.

RESPONSE:
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 268 and therefore denies the same.

269. On information and belief, sincecbening aware of the ‘111 patent PRL USA
HOLDINGS, INC. is and has been committing @t of inducing infringement by specifically
intending to induce infringemeity providing the identified websit® its clients and by aiding
and abetting its use. On information andidife PRL USA HOLDINGS, INC. knew or should
have known that through its acts it was andnducing infringement othe ‘111 patent. On
information and belief, PRL USA HOLDINGS, M is and has been committing the act of
contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifieebsite to its clients knowing
that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use vsamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 269 and therefore denies the same.

270. Defendant PRL USA HOLDINGS, INC. thus liable for infringement of the
‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 270 and therefore denies the same.

271. On information and belief, Defgant THE PROCTER & GAMBLE COMPANY
has been and now is infringing last claim 1 the ‘111 patent the State of Texas, in this

judicial district, and elsewhere in the UnitBthtes, by actions comprising making and using its
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website at www.gillette.com, which comprisesexver coupled to a communications link that
receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsas$unction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by th@esein response to é¢hclient request; a
constituent system associated with the appletpesing a subset of the data items and a further
constituent system comprising a data interfaceals#ipy configured to provide a plurality of
operations associated with the setbsf data items; with suctpplet operable to be transferred
over the communications lirtk the client device.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 271 and therefore denies the same.

272. On information and belief, sindeecoming aware of the ‘111 patent, THE
PROCTER & GAMBLE COMPANY has been and mow indirectly infringing by way of
inducing infringement and contribng to the infringement of déast claim 1 of the ‘111 patent
in the State of Texas, in this judicial distriahd elsewhere in the United States, by providing the
website www.gillette.com for use by THE BRTER & GAMBLE COMPANY'’s clients. THE
PROCTER & GAMBLE COMPANY is a direct anddirect infringer, and its clients using
www.gillette.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 272 and therefore denies the same.

273. On information and belief, sindeecoming aware of & ‘111 patent THE
PROCTER & GAMBLE COMPANY is and haveen committing the act of inducing

infringement by specifically intending to induicdringement by providinghe identified website
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to its clients and by aiding and abetting ite.u®n information and belief, THE PROCTER &
GAMBLE COMPANY knew or should have known thiirough its acts it was and is inducing
infringement of the ‘111 patent. On imfation and belief, THE PROCTER & GAMBLE
COMPANY is and has been committing the actcohtributory infringement by intending to
provide the identified website tits clients knowing that it is enaterial part of the invention,
knowing that its use was made and adaptedrfivingement of the ‘111 patent, and further
knowing that the system is not a stapldéice or commodity of commerce suitable for
substantially noninfringing use.
RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 273 and therefore denies the same.

274. Defendant THE PROCTER & GAMHBL COMPANY is thus liable for
infringement of the ‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.
RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 274 and therefore denies the same.

275. On information and belief, Defend&ALPH LAUREN MEDIA LLC has been and
now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patenthe State of Texas, ithis judicial district,
and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
www.ralphlauren.com, which comprises a senarpted to a communicatiotigik that receives
a request from a client device and collects datastas a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system

associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
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comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 275 and therefore denies the same.

276. On information and belief, sincecbening aware of the ‘111 patent, RALPH
LAUREN MEDIA LLC has beenand is now indirectly infringing by way of inducing
infringement and contributing tthe infringement of at leastaztin 1 of the ‘111 patent in the
State of Texas, in this judadi district, and elsewhere e United States, by providing the
website www.ralphlauren.com for use by RALRAUREN MEDIA LLC's clients. RALPH
LAUREN MEDIA LLC is a direct and indect infringer, and its clients using
www.ralphlauren.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 276 and therefore denies the same.

277. On information and belief, sincedoming aware of the ‘111 patent RALPH
LAUREN MEDIA LLC is and has been conitting the act of inducing infringement by
specifically intending to inducafringement by providing the idéfied website to its clients
and by aiding and abetting its use. On infation and belief, RALPH LAUREN MEDIA LLC
knew or should have known that through its @ctgas and is inducing infigement of the ‘111
patent. On information and belief, RALPH LREN MEDIA LLC is and has been committing

the act of contributory infringement by intending to provide the identified website to its clients
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knowing that it is a material part of the invemti&knowing that its use was made and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.
RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 277 and therefore denies the same.

278. Defendant RALPH LAUREMEDIA LLC is thus liablefor infringement of the
‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.
RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 278 and therefore denies the same.

279. On information and belief, Defendant RUSSELL BRANDS, LLC has been and
now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘111 patenthe State of Texas, ithis judicial district,
and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
www.russellathletic.com, which comprises a server coupled to a communications link that
receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsasgunction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by thwesein response to ¢éhclient request; a
constituent system associated with the appletprsing a subset of the data items and a further
constituent system comprising a data interfacealoipy configured to provide a plurality of
operations associated with the setbef data items; with suctpplet operable tde transferred
over the communications lirth the client device.

RESPONSE:
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 279 and therefore denies the same.

280. On information and belief, sincecbening aware of the ‘111 patent, RUSSELL
BRANDS, LLC has been and is nandirectly infringing by wayof inducing infringement and
contributing to the infringement of at least claim lhef ‘111 patent in the State of Texas, in this
judicial district, and elsewhere in éh United States, by providing the website
www.russellathletic.com for use by RUSSELL BRBS, LLC’s clients. RUSSELL BRANDS,
LLC is a direct and indirect fringer, and its clients using wwiussellathletic.com are direct
infringers.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 280 and therefore denies the same.

281. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent RUSSELL
BRANDS, LLC is and has been committing the act of inducing infringement by specifically
intending to induce infringemeily providing the identified websit® its clients and by aiding
and abetting its use. On information delief, RUSSELL BRANDS, LLCknew or should have
known that through its acts it was and is indgcinfringement of the ‘111 patent. On
information and belief, RUSSELL BRANDS, LLC is and has been committing the act of
contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifigebsite to its clients knowing
that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use veamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogyvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE:
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 281 and therefore denies the same.

282. Defendant RUSSELL BRANDSLC is thus liable for infringement of the ‘111
patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 282 and therefore denies the same.

283. On information and belief, Defend&itBARU OF AMERICA, INC. has been
and now is infringing at least claiinthe ‘111 patent in the State of Texas, in this judicial district,
and elsewhere in the United States, by actiomsprising making and using its website at
www.subaru.com, which comprises a server calptea communicationsnk that receives a
request from a client device and collects datast@s a function of the requests; an executable
applet dynamically generated by the server in response to the client request; a constituent system
associated with the applet conging a subset of the data itearsd a further constituent system
comprising a data interface capability configuregtovide a plurality of operations associated
with the subset of data items; with such applet operable to be transferred over the
communications link to the client device.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 283 and therefore denies the same.

284. On information and belief, sincecbening aware of the ‘111 patent, SUBARU
OF AMERICA, INC. has been and is now inditlg infringing by way ofinducing infringement

and contributing to #infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent ithe State of Texas, in
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this judicial district, and elsewhere ithe United States, by providing the website
www.subaru.com for use by SUBARU OF AMER\, INC.'s clients. SUBARU OF
AMERICA, INC. is a direct andndirect infringer, and itslents using www.subaru.com are
direct infringers.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 284 and therefore denies the same.

285. On information and belief, since becogiaware of the ‘11patent SUBARU OF
AMERICA, INC. is and has been committing the act of inducing infringement by specifically
intending to induce infringemeity providing the identified websit® its clients and by aiding
and abetting its use. On information and éfelSBUBARU OF AMERICA, INC. knew or should
have known that through its acts it was andnducing infringement othe ‘111 patent. On
information and belief, SUBARU OF AMERICANC. is and has been committing the act of
contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifigebsite to its clients knowing
that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use veamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 285 and therefore denies the same.

286. Defendant SUBARU OF AMERICA, INC. thus liable for infringement of the
‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE:
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 286 and therefore denies the same.

287. On information and belief, Deflgant SUNGLASS HUT TRADING, LLC has
been and now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘patent in the State of Texas, in this judicial
district, and elsewhere in the United Statesablyons comprising making and using its website
at www.sunglasshut.com, which mprises a server coupled ®© communications link that
receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsas$unction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by th@esein response to é¢hclient request; a
constituent system associated with the appletpesing a subset of the data items and a further
constituent system comprising a data interfaceals#ipy configured to provide a plurality of
operations associated with the setbsf data items; with suctpplet operable to be transferred
over the communications lirtk the client device.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 287 and therefore denies the same.

288. On information and belief, since betog aware of the ‘111 patent, SUNGLASS
HUT TRADING, LLC has beenand is now indirectly ifiinging by way of inducing
infringement and contributing tthe infringement of at leastaim 1 of the ‘111 patent in the
State of Texas, in this judali district, and elsewhere ithhe United States, by providing the
website  www.sunglasshut.com for use BYNGLASS HUT TRADING, LLC’s clients.
SUNGLASS HUT TRADING, LLC is a direct andhdirect infringer, and its clients using
www.sunglasshut.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE:
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 288 and therefore denies the same.

289. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent SUNGLASS
HUT TRADING, LLC is and has been committing the act of inducing infringement by
specifically intending to inducanfringement by providing the idéfied website to its clients
and by aiding and abetting itse. On information and belief, SUNGLASS HUT TRADING,
LLC knew or should have known that through itssatiwas and is inducing infringement of the
‘111 patent. On information and belieflUSGLASS HUT TRADING, LLC is and has been
committing the act of contributory infringement by intending to provide the identified website to
its clients knowing that it is a material parttbé invention, knowing that its use was made and
adapted for infringement of thell patent, and further knowing that the system is not a staple
article or commodity of commerce suital§br substantially noninfringing use.
RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 289 and therefore denies the same.

290. Defendant SUNGLASS HUT TRADING, LLC tkus liable for infringement of
the ‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.
RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 290 and therefore denies the same.

291. On information and belief, DefendafiCTORIA’S SECRET has been and now
is infringing at least claim 1 thd11 patent in the State of Texas,this judicial district, and

elsewhere in the United States, by actiamnprising making and using its website at
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www.victoriassecret.com, which gwprises a server coupled # communications link that
receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsas$unction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by th@esein response to é¢hclient request; a
constituent system associated with the appletpesing a subset of the data items and a further
constituent system comprising a data interfaceals#ipy configured to provide a plurality of
operations associated with the setbsf data items; with suctpplet operable to be transferred
over the communications lirtk the client device.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 291 and therefore denies the same.

292. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent,
VICTORIA’'S SECRET has been and is nowdirectly infringing by way of inducing
infringement and contributing tthe infringement of at leastazn 1 of the ‘111 patent in the
State of Texas, in this judali district, and elsewhere ithhe United States, by providing the
website www.victoriassecret.com for use by VICTORIA’'S SECRET's clients. VICTORIA'S
SECRET is a direct and indireatfringer, and its clients usy www.victoriassecret.com are
direct infringers.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 292 and therefore denies the same.

293. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent
VICTORIA’'S SECRET is and has been coittmg the act of inducing infringement by

specifically intending to inducafringement by providing the idéfied website to its clients
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and by aiding and abetting its use. On infation and belief, VICTORIA'S SECRET knew or
should have known that through its acts it was iandducing infringement of the ‘111 patent.
On information and belief, VICTORIA'S SERET is and has been committing the act of
contributory infringement by intending to provide the identifieebsite to its clients knowing
that it is a material part of the inventioknowing that its use vsamade and adapted for
infringement of the ‘111 patent, and further knogvithat the system is not a staple article or
commodity of commerce suitablerfsubstantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 293 and therefore denies the same.

294. Defendant VICTORIA'S SECRET isius liable for infringement of the ‘111
patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragih 294 and therefore denies the same.

295. On information and belief, DefemdaVOLVERINE WORLD WIDE, INC. has
been and now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘phtent in the State of Texas, in this judicial
district, and elsewhere in the United Statesablyons comprising making and using its website
at www.catfootwear.com, which comprises a sereoupled to a comumications link that
receives a request from a cliedgvice and collects data itemsagunction of the requests; an
executable applet dynamically generated by thwesein response to ¢éhclient request; a
constituent system associated with the appletprsing a subset of the data items and a further

constituent system comprising a data interfacealoip/ configured to provide a plurality of
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operations associated with the setbsf data items; with suctpplet operable to be transferred
over the communications lirtk the client device.
RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 295 and therefore denies the same.

296. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent,
WOLVERINE WORLD WIDE, INC. has been and now indirectly infringing by way of
inducing infringement and contribng to the infringement of déast claim 1 of the ‘111 patent
in the State of Texas, in this judicial distriahd elsewhere in the United States, by providing the
website www.catfootwear.com for use by WCERINE WORLD WIDE, INC.’'s clients.
WOLVERINE WORLD WIDE, INC. is a direct anthdirect infringer, and its clients using
www.catfootwear.com are direct infringers.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragi 296 and therefore denies the same.

297. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent
WOLVERINE WORLD WIDE, INC. is and ha been committing the act of inducing
infringement by specifically intending to induicdringement by providinghe identified website
to its clients and by aiding and abetting litse. On information and belief, WOLVERINE
WORLD WIDE, INC. knew or should have knowat through its acts it was and is inducing
infringement of the ‘111 patent. On infoation and belief, WOLVERIE WORLD WIDE, INC.
is and has been committing the act of cdmtiory infringement by iending to provide the

identified website to its clientenowing that it is a material paot the invention, knowing that its
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use was made and adapted for infringementhef‘111 patent, and further knowing that the
system is not a staple article or commoditycofnmerce suitable for substantially noninfringing
use.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 297 and therefore denies the same.

298. Defendant WOLVERINE WORLD WIDE, INGs thus liable for infringement of
the ‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 298 and therefore denies the same.

299. On information and belief, DefemdlaVOMEN’'S APPAREL GROUP, LLC has
been and now is infringing at least claim 1 the ‘patent in the State of Texas, in this judicial
district, and elsewhere in the United Statesattyons comprising making and using its web sites
at www.metrostyle.com and www.chadwicks.comhich comprises a server coupled to a
communications link that receivesrequest from a client device and collects data items as a
function of the requests; an executable appleadyocally generated by the server in response to
the client request; a constituent system assocvatbdhe applet comprising a subset of the data
items and a further constituent system comprising a data interface capability configured to
provide a plurality of operations associated with the subset of data items; with such applet
operable to be transfed®ver the communicationsk to the client device.

RESPONSE:
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 299 and therefore denies the same.

300. On information and belief, since betog aware of the ‘111 patent, WOMEN’S
APPAREL GROUP, LLC has been and is namdirectly infringing by way of inducing
infringement and contributing tthe infringement of at leastatin 1 of the ‘111 patent in the
State of Texas, in this judadi district, and elsewhere e United States, by providing the
websites www.metrostyle.com and www.chacks.com for use by WOMEN'S APPAREL
GROUP, LLC’s clients. WOMEN'S APPAREL GROURBLC is a direct and indirect infringer,
and its clients using www.metrostyle.comvorw.chadwicks.com are direct infringers.
RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 300 and therefore denies the same.

301. On information and belief, since becoming aware of the ‘111 patent WOMEN’S
APPAREL GROUP, LLC is and has been coittimg the act of inducing infringement by
specifically intending to inducmfringement by providing the idefigd web sites to its clients
and by aiding and abetting its use. On infation and belief, WBIEN'S APPAREL GROUP,
LLC knew or should have known that through itssattvas and is inducing infringement of the
‘111 patent. On informationna belief, WOMEN'S APPAREL GRUP, LLC is and has been
committing the act of contributory infringement by intending to provide the identified web sites
to its clients knowing that thegre a material part of the invidbon, knowing that its use was
made and adapted for infringement of the ‘phient, and further knowing that the systems are
not a staple article or commodity of comeesuitable for substantially noninfringing use.

RESPONSE:
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LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 301 and therefore denies the same.

302. Defendant WOMEN'S APPAREL GROUP, CLis thus liable for infringement
of the ‘111 patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 271.

RESPONSE:

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth or
accuracy of the allegations in paragh 302 and therefore denies the same.

303. As aresult of Defendants’ infringingrduct, Defendants should be held liable to
Parallel Networks in an amount that adequately compensates Parallel Networks for their
infringement, which, by law, can lo® less than a reasonable royalty.

RESPONSE:

LGE denies the allegations paragraph 303 to the extent swdlegations pply to LGE.

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to foarbelief as to the truth or accuracy of the
remaining allegations in paragraph 303, #retefore LGE denieall such allegations.

304. On information and belief, Defendants have had at least constructive notice of the
‘111 patent by operation of law, and there ape marking requirements that have not been
complied with.

RESPONSE:

LGE denies the allegations paragraph 304 to the extent swadlegations pply to LGE.

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to foarbelief as to the truth or accuracy of the

remaining allegations in paragraph 304, #retefore LGE denieall such allegations.
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COUNT II

WILLFUL INFRINGEMENT

305. On information and belief, prior to the filing of the complaint, Defendants’
infringement was willful and continues to be willful. On information and belief, prior to the
filing of this Complaint, Defendants were awaof the ‘111 patent and knew or should have
known that Defendants were infringing at leasiiral 1 of the ‘111 patent. On information and
belief, Defendants in their infringing activitiexted as they did despitan objectively high
likelihood that their actions constituted imigement of a valid patent. The Defendants’
infringing activities were interdnal and willful in that the risk of infingement was known to
Defendants or was so obvious thathbuld have been known to Defendants.

RESPONSE:

LGE denies the allegations paragraph 305 to the extent swadlegations pply to LGE.

LGE lacks knowledge or information sufficient to foarbelief as to the truth or accuracy of the

remaining allegations in paragraph 305, #retefore LGE denieall such allegations.

RESPONSE TO PARALLEL NETWORKS’ PRAYER FOR RELIEF

LGE denies that Plaintiff is entitled to a judgment or order against LGE and further
denies that Plaintiff is entitled to any aspecth# requested relief to @éhextent such relief is
sought against LGE. LGE avers that the Calmduld declare the case exceptional and award
LGE reasonable attorneys’ feesrguant to 35 U.S.C. § 285, togethwith its costs and interest
to the extent permitted by law.

To the extent that any allegations of the Complaint have not been previously specifically

admitted or denied, LGE denies them.
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AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES

Without assuming any burden that it wduhot otherwise have, LGE asserts the
following affirmative defenses. LGE reserve thght to amend its answer with additional
defenses, including the defense of unenforceahilitghe asserted pateniue to inequitable

conduct during prosecution of the patent, as further information is obtained.

FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

1. Noninfringement. LGE has not infringechntributed to the infringement of, or
induced the infringement of any valid claim thfe '111 patent either @hictly or indirectly,
literally or under the dgrine of equivalents.

SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

2. Invalidity. At least one or more dhe claims of the '111 patent are invalid
because they fail to satisfy one or more of theddens for patentabilitgpecified in Title 35 of
the United States Code, includingthaut limitation, 88 101, 102, 103, and/or 112.

THIRD AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

3. Estoppel. Parallel Networks is estoppediaw of the prior art and/or by virtue of
amendments, representations, and/or concessioade to the United States Patent and
Trademark Office during prosecutiah the application for the '11fatent, from construing any
claim to be infringed or thave been infringed by LGE.

FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

4, Limited Relief. Parallel Networks’ clais for relief are statutorily limited in
whole or in part by Title 35 dhe United States Code, includimgthout limitation, 35 U.S.C. 88

286 and/or 287.
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FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

5. Laches. Parallel Networks’ claims fdamages and other relief are barred in
whole or in part by the eqgable doctrine of laches, inaling but not limited to Parallel
Networks’ unreasonable delayasserting the '111 patent.

SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

6. Failure to State a Claim. The Coniptaand each and ewepurported claim for
relief therein fail to allege facts Bigient to state a claim against LGE.

SEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

7. No Injunctive Relief. Parallel Networkslaims for injunctive relief are barred
because there exist adequate remedies at ldvwarause Parallel Networks’ claims otherwise
fail to meet the requirements for such relief.

EIGHTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

8. Impermissible joinder of defendan®laintiff's joinder of multiple, unrelated
defendants into this single action is impropsder Rule 20 of the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure in that the claims aged by Plaintiff in this Complaint do not arise out of the same
transaction or occurrence or sergggransactions or occurrence as required by the Federal Rules,
and is prejudicial to LGE.

COUNTERCLAIMS

LGE pleads the following counterctas against Parallel Networks:

THE PARTIES

1. LGE is a Delaware corporation wiits headquarters at000 Sylvan Avenue,

Englewood Cliffs, NJ 07632, and is a wholly owrsedbsidiary of LG Electronics, Inc., which is
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a Korean corporation with its headqeamst at LG Twin Towers 20, Yeouido-dong,
Yeongdeungpo-gu, Seoul, Korea, 150-721.

2. Based on the allegations contained inGbenplaint, Parallel Networks has stated
that it is a Texas Limited Liability Companyith its place of business in Tyler, Texas.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

3. This is a claim for Declaratory Judgnt pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2201, which
arises from an actual and existing com@rsy between LGE and Parallel Networks.

4. This claim arises under the laws of the United States relating to patents, Title 35
of the United States Code. This Cours parisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1338(a).

5. Parallel Networks has consented to thesqu@al jurisdiction of this Court at least
by commencing its action for patent infringementhis District, as set forth in its Complaint.

6. To the extent the underlying actiorobght by Parallel Networks against LGE
proceeds in this District, venue is proper imstBistrict because the facts and circumstances
alleged in the counterclaims amdated to the facts and circurastes alleged in the Complaint
filed by Parallel Networks.

COUNT I—DECLARATORY JUDGMENT OF NON-INFRINGEMENT

7. LGE incorporates and realleges parpgsal-6 of its Counterclaims as if fully
stated herein.

8. Based on Parallel Networks’ filing of this action and at least LGE’s First
Affirmative Defense, an actual controversy has arisen and now exists between the parties as to
whether or not LGE hasfiinged the '111 patent.

0. Pursuant to the Federal Declaratduggment Act, 28 U.S.C. 8§ 2201 et seq., LGE

requests a declaration by the Court that LGE mat infringed, and does not infringe, any valid
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claim of the '111 patent, whether directly, iratitly, individually, jointly,contributorily, and/or
by inducement.

COUNT II—DECLARATORY JUDGMENT OF INVALIDITY

10. LGE incorporates and realleges parplgsal-9 of its Counterclaims as if fully
stated herein.

11. Based on Parallel Networks’ filing of this action and at least LGE's Second
Affirmative Defense, an actual controversy hasear and now exists between the parties as to
the validity of the clans of the '111 patent.

12. Pursuant to the Federal Declamatdundgment Act, 28 U.S.C. 82201 et seq., and
Title 35 of the United States Code, LGE requestieclaration by the Court that each claim of
the '111 patent is invalid for failing to satistile conditions for patentability specified in 35
U.S.C. § 101 et seq., including, watkt limitation, 8§ 101, 102, 103, and/or 112.

COUNT III—DECLARATORY JUDGMENT OF UNENFORCEABILITY

13. LGE incorporates and realleges paragrdphg of its Counterclaims as if fully
stated herein.

14. Based on Parallel Networks’ filing ofighaction and at least LGE’s Third, Fourth
and Fifth Affirmative Defenses, an actual qonersy has arisen and now exists between the
parties as to the enfordahty of the '111 patent.

15. Pursuant to the Federal Declaratdmggment Act, 28 U.S.C. 82201 et seq., LGE

requests a declaration by the Court thatcthans of the '111 pate are unenforceable.
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, LGE respectfully requests ttras Court enter judgment in LGE’s favor
against Parallel Networks angsue an order that includes:

A. A declaration that LGE has not and doesinbinge, either diretly, indirectly, or
otherwise, any valid and enfwable claim of the 111 patent;

B. A declaration that the clainaf the '111 patent are invalid;

C. A declaration that thé@11 patent is unenforceable;

D. A permanent injunction preventing Blel Networks, icluding its officers,
agents, employees, and all persons acting ircerbror participation with Parallel Networks,
from charging that the 111 paieis infringed by LGE:

E. A declaration that Parallel Netwks take nothing by its Complaint;

F. Denial of Parallel Networksequest for injunctive relief;

G. Dismissal of Parallel Networks’ Complaint with prejudice;

H. A judgment that this is an excemptal case under 35 U.S.C. § 285 and awarding
LGE its costs, expenses, disbursements and realsoatiorneys’ fees, together with interest,
including prejudgment interest; and

l. Such other relief as thiSourt deems just and proper.

Dated: November 29, 2010 Respectfully Submitted,
/sl Steven Lieberman
(with permission by Jennifer P. Ainsworth)
Steven Lieberman
Brian Tollefson
Joo Mee Kim
ROTHWELL, FIGG, ERNST & MANBECK, P.C.
1425 K. Street, NW, Suite 800
Washington, DC 20005

Telephone: (202) 783-6040
Facsimile: (202) 783-6031
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Jennifer Parker Ainsworth

Texas State Bar No. 00784720
jainsworth@wilsonlawfirm.com

WILSON, ROBERTSON & CORNELIUS, P.C.
909 ESE Loop 323, Suite 400

P.O. Box 7339 [75711]

Tyler, Texas 75701

Telephone No. (903) 509-5000

Facsimile No. (903) 509-5092

ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT
LG ELECTRONICS U.S.A., INC.
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The undersigned certifies ah the foregoing document wafiled electronically in
compliance with Local Rule CV-5(a). As suthis motion was served on all counsel who have
consented to electrongervice, Local Rule CV-5(a)(3), dhis the 29th day of November, 2010.

/s/ Jennifer P. Ainsworth
Jennifer P. Ainsworth
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