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question? Sorry.

M5. OBRIEN. Wuld you mnd rereading it
for me, | don't knowif | can.

(Read back.)

A. No. | have no reason to believe one way or
t he ot her.

Q Do you have any reason to believe that
Lycos woul dn't have licensed the patents in this
agreenment for $3.2 million in 20047

M5. ALBERT: (Objection. Specul ation.

A. | have no reason. Wat we woul d have done
in 2004, | nean, like | said, a lot of this was
internally driven. W would have been a nuch
di fferent conpany back then, larger in all respects,
much bi gger parent conpany, and just the overall
busi ness forces woul d have been different. This was
| argely driven by our lack of profitability at the
time, our need for sone cash, things |like that.

G rcunstances being conpletely different, |I have no
| dea what we woul d have done back then.

Q And just to confirm was Lycos profitable
in 2004?

A.  No.

Q Was Lycos profitable in 20057
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