Case 4:11-cv-00541-RH-CAS Document 40 Filed 01/30/12 Page 1 of 22

UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
NORTHERN DI STRI CT OF FLORI DA

GLOBAL COVMUNI CATI ONS, | NC.,
Plaintiff, CASE NO.
V.

PDI COVMMUNI CATI ONS, | NC.,
NORTH AMERI CAN CABLE EQUI PMENT, | NC.,
PERFECTVI SI ON MANUFACTURI NG, I NC., and
DSI DI STRI BUTI NG | NC. ,
Def endant s.
/

AVENDED
COVPLAI NT FOR DAMAGES AND | NJUNCTI VE RELI EF
(JURY TRI AL REQUESTED)

Plaintiff G.LOBAL COVMUNI CATI ONS, INC. (“GLOBAL COM') sues
PDI COVMUNI CATI ONS, I NC. (“PDI ™), NORTH AMERI CAN  CABLE
EQUI PMENT, INC. (“NORTH AMERI CAN'), PERFECTVI SI ON MANUFACTURI NG,
INC. (“PERFECT 10"), and DSI DISTRIBUTING INC (“DSl”) for
infringenent of certain patents held by GLOBAL COM and all eges:

THE PARTI ES, JURI SDI CTI ON AND VENUE

1. GOBAL COM is a Florida corporation having its
princi pal place of business in Tallahassee, Florida, and it is
t he hol der of certain patents as described in this Conpl aint.

2. Each of the Defendants is a satellite Master System
Qperator (“MsO') which sells infringing equipnment into the
Northern District of Florida.

3. PDI is a Florida corporation, having its principal

pl ace of business in Boca Raton, Florida, and during the tines
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relevant to this <case, sold infringing equipnment into the
Northern District of Florida .

4. NORTH AMERI CAN is a Pennsylvania corporation, having
its principal place of business in Wst Chester, Pennsylvani a,
and during the tines relevant to this case sold infringing
equi prent into the Northern District of Florida.

5. PERFECT 10 is a privately held corporation, having its
princi pal place of business in North Little Rock, Arkansas, and
during the times relevant to this case had various distribution
centers |located throughout the country, including the State of
Florida, and sold infringing equipnent into the Northern
District of Florida.

6. DSI, which pronotes itself as “the nation’s | argest
distributor of satellite and consuner electronic equipnent,” has
its principal place of business in Des Mines, |lowa, and during
the times relevant to this case nmintained various |ocations
t hroughout the country, including the State of Florida, and sold
i nfringing equipnent into the Northern District of Florida.

7. This action arises wunder 28 U S C. 81338(a); the
events giving rise to this cause of action occurred in the
Northern District of Florida; and jurisdiction is proper in this
court.

8. Venue is proper in this court.
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9. Al conditions precedent to bringing this suit have
been perfornmed or have been wai ved.

GENERAL ALLEGATI ONS

10, G.OBAL COM was forned in the 1980's to develop
technology and hardware relating to the home satellite
tel evi si on market.

11. G.OBAL COM has consistently sought to devel op, patent,
and mar ket new technol ogy.

12. The hone satellite television narket began as
unaut hori zed interception of satellite broadcasts intended for
network affiliates. In the late 1980's the signals were
scranbl ed, and a system whereby subscribers would pay for the
use of set-top descranblers was created. However, the subscri ber
service was a “by product” of a technology that was not designed
for home use.

13. In the wearly 1990's several conpanies sought to
develop a satellite television system that was specifically
desi gned for hone use. The first operational system was |aunched
by SkyPix in 1992, to limted success.

14. Around the sane time period Hughes Comrunications,
Inc. - an established satellite comrunications provider -
decided to enter the home satellite television market. Hughes

called its system “DirecTV.” By 1994, Hughes had | aunched two
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hi gh- powered Ku-band satellites designed specifically for its
DirecTV system

15. The DirecTV satellite signal is received by a
relatively small dish nmounted on or near the exterior of a
subscri ber’s hone. The dish includes a focusing reflector that
concentrates the satellite’s signal to a feed horn. A | ow noise
block (“LNB”) then selects a subset of the available satellite
signals as directed by a television “set top box” and feeds them
into a coaxial cable. The coaxial cable transmts the signals
to the controlling set top box (alternatively referred to as an
“STB”, or a “receiver”). The STB actually decodes the signals
and creates the video i mages di spl ayed on the user’s television.

16. The frequencies wused for satellite communications
(typically in the 10 - 20 gigahertz range) are not suitable for

transm ssion over a coaxial cable between the dish and the

receiver. They nmust be converted to much |ower frequencies -
typically 950-1450 negahertz - in a process which is comonly
referred to as “down converting.” CGrcuitry associated with the

LNB often perforns the down converting. For this reason, an LNB
is sonetinmes referred to as a | ow noi se bl ock down converter.

17. Early in the devel opnent of hone satellite technol ogy,
GLOBAL COM realized a significant shortcomng in the systens

bei ng devel oped. The selection of the subset of signals down
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converted by an LNB is actually controlled by the set top box.
Wen a user selects a particular channel, the LNB has to sel ect
the appropriate subset of data available on the feed horn for
t hat channel

18. This arrangenent created a one dish/one television
par adi gm Each dish had to be linked to a single receiver that
controlled it. Unlike the existing cable systens, a user having
two or nore televisions feeding from the sane dish had no
ability to independently select the channels for each
t el evi si on. Wile a single dish could feed nultiple
televisions, all televisions wuld receive the sanme program

19. The problem was even worse for nulti-dwelling units
(“MDU s”) such as apartment conplexes and condom ni umns. VDU
owners had reached arrangenents with cable providers to provide
i ndependent service to each residential unit. In order to
provide such a service using a satellite system a separate dish
had to be provided for each individual residential unit and each
di sh had to have a clear line of sight to the satellite.

20. CGLOBAL COM foresaw the problens that dish satellite
tel evision systens would encounter in seeking to displace cable
installations for homes with nultiple television sets and for

Multi Dwelling Units. Even before the creation of dedicated
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hone satellite systems, GLOBAL COM was working on a solution to
this multi-receiver problem

21. CG.OBAL COM devel oped hardware specifically designed
for digital downlink satellite signals (as opposed to the anal og
signals that had existed in the satellite comunication world
prior to the early 1990’s). As an exanple, G.OBAL COM was the
first conpany to successfully field a spectrum analyzer for
field technicians to use in installing and correctly orienting
digital dishes (its GS-1000 hardware). The GS-1000 underwent
testing in the sumer of 1992. Product devel opnent conti nued
t hrough 1993 and 1994.

22. By late 1994 the hone satellite television market had
taken off. However, the single dish/single television problem
per si st ed. The problem stemed from the inability to feed
signals of nore than one polarity from the LNB to the set top
box at one time on a single coaxial cable.

23. GL.OBAL COM recogni zed that some of its MDU technol ogy
could be applied to solve this problem On Feb. 22, 1995,
GLOBAL COM filed a patent application entitled “Satellite
Broadcast Receiving and Distribution Systenif (U S. Patent
Application No. 08/838,677). This application disclosed GLOBAL
COMs “frequency stacking” technology which allows nultiple

satellite signals to be sent over a single coaxial cable.
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24. In the termnology used in U S. patent prosecution,
the Feb. 1995 filing becane a “parent” application for nunerous
“child” applications which disclosed additional inprovenents and
devel opnents nmade by G.OBAL COM The patents resulting from
these filings have become known as the “Single Wre” patents.
They are referred to as the Single Wre patents because they
pertain to various hardware and nethods for controlling and
transmtting nultiple satellite signals over a single coaxial
cable or optical fiber “wire.” The technol ogy enbodied in the
Single Wre patents solved the one di sh/one tel evision problem

25. Stated very sinplistically, the Single Wre technol ogy
“stacks” nultiple signals on a single coaxial cable by using a
front-end “stacker” and a back-end “destacker.” The stacker is
| ocated on the input end of the coaxial cable. The destacker is
| ocated on the output end. The stacker assigns non-interfering
frequency blocks to each signal that is to be fed onto the
cabl e. It then converts each raw signal to the desired
frequency block before feeding it onto the cable. Miltiple
signals are then fed down the sanme cable. They do not interfere
because they reside in different frequency bands. The destacker
reverses the process by splitting the stacked signals,
converting each individual signal back to a normal frequency

bl ock, and placing each individual signal on a single coaxial
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cable or optical fiber output “wre.” For exanple, if four
separate signals are stacked over the cable leading from the
stacker, the destacker would have four separate output cables -
each carrying one of the signals. These four output cables
m ght go to four separate televisions (each of which could then
be individually tuned) to a different channel.

26. In early 1995 G.OBAL COM made contact with DirecTV.
GLOBAL COM represented that it had developed a solution to the
one dish/one receiver problem and offered to work with DirecTV
to integrate the solution into the existing system Over the
next several nonths, GLOBAL COM provided technical information
regarding its products to DirecTV.

27. In Septenber of 1996, GLOBAL COM began advertising its
Single Wre technology in Private Cable & Wreless Cable
magazi ne. GLOBAL COM received nunerous responses and began
di scussing the licensing of its technol ogy.

28. Around the sane tine period, G.OBAL COM Heifner
Conmuni cat i ons (“HCl "), and Foxcom began al pha testing G.OBAL
COMs “Digital Wave” hardware wth Foxconis SDTV fiber-optic
delivery system The conbined system all owed MDU subscribers to
choose between a traditional cable system a satellite system or
both (all within a single MDU environnent and using a single

coaxi al cable to each subscriber).
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29. In February of 1997, GLOBAL COM HC, and Foxcom again
col |l aborated to denonstrate the Single Wre technology in an
integrated system The system was denonstrated to Echostar,
Primestar, and DirecTV. The sanme system was al so denonstrated
at the Satellite Broadcasting and Comrunications Association
(“SBCA”) show in Las Vegas (March of 1997).

30. In Septenber of 1997 DirecTV undertook a detailed
evaluation of the system developed by GOBAL COM HC, and
Foxcom (the *“conmbined Digital Wave systeni). DirecTV gained
access to and evaluated a fully operating system including all
t he hardware. The persons involved in this testing were D pak
Shaw of DirecTV, Ilvan More of HCI, Mr Alon of Foxcom and
Austin Coker of GLOBAL COM

31. In OCctober of 1997, Private Cable & Wreless Cable
magazine ran a cover story explaining the features of the
conbined Digital Wwvwe system The nagazine ran additional
stories covering other facets of the Single Wre technology in
addi ti onal issues.

32. Around the sane tinme period, it was becom ng apparent
t hat phone service providers having fiber optic networks would
soon be able to provide television programiing as well. The
Single Wre technology offered advantages in this field as well.

Accordingly, the conbined Digital Wave system was submtted to
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phone service providers such as Southwestern Bell for
eval uati on.

33. Throughout this tinme period GLOBAL COM continued to
develop the Single Wre technol ogy. Addi ti onal pat ent
applications were filed regarding these devel opnents.

34. In the latter part of 1997 and early 1998 GLOBAL COM
per sonnel worked with DirecTV engineers to conplete an
operational systemusing the Single Wre technol ogy.

35. HCI and Foxcom had access to GLOBAL COM s technol ogy
via its prior association with G.OBAL COM In 1998, Foxcom
entered into a contract wth California Amplifier, 1Inc. to
produce the “stacked” LNB and down converter hardware for the
Single Wre system Al though this was done wthout G.OBAL
COMWM s know edge, the result was that the “stacked” LNB
technol ogy becane well known in the industry.

36. Around this sane tinme period, PrinmeStar, Foxcom and
WENet (successor to HCl) installed a functioning system — using
GLOBAL COM's patented technology — in a 300-unit MU in the
Chi cago area. A second |l arge MDU using the sane technol ogy was
installed in the San Franci sco area.

37. In the fall of 1998, Hughes Network Systens (an
affiliate of DrecTV) tested an integrated MU solution

including GCOBAL COM s Digital Wave system As a result of the

10
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success of these tests, Hughes showcased the system by feeding
live signals to nultiple denp receivers showing DirecTV and
DirecPC services at the 1998 SBCA show in Nashville, Tennessee.

38. In August of 1999, GLOBAL COM s Digital Wave product
was selected as a Private Cable & Wreless Cable nmagazine' s top
20 reader’s choice award w nner.

39. By this tine the original DrecTV brand was owned by
DirecTV, Inc. (hereinafter “DirecTV’'), a subsidiary of Hughes
El ectronics Corp. DirecTV increased its market share by
purchasi ng ot her conpani es. One of the biggest purchases was
its acquisition of Prinestar.

40. Al satellite service providers seek to provide nore
channels to the custoners. Adding nore channels generally
requires adding nore satellites. As a result of its
acquisitions and internal developnent, DirecTV had at |east
three satellites providing service.

41. Each satellite nmust be parked in its own orbit, and
each nust be offset sonmewhat from its neighbors. In order to
use a single dish to receive signals from multiple satellites,
multiple feed horns are provided on a single dish. The feed
horns are angularly offset on the dish so that each is pointed
(using a reflection off the dish surface itself) toward a

different satellite. Thi s arrangenent exacerbated the existing

11
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problem of transferring the received data from the dish to the
receiver.

42. G.OBAL COMs single wire technology also provided a
solution to the problem of feeding signals from nore than one
satellite through a single wire froma single dish.

43. In 1998 and 1999 DirecTV used GLOBAL COMs Single Wre
t echnol ogy. DirecTV described GLOBAL COMs Digital Wave system
as a very useful and reliable product.

44, DirecTV and its conpetitors offer satellite broadcast
services to subscribing custoners. Each of those require the
installation of equipnment that contains parts and technol ogy
covered by GLOBAL COMs Patents at the subscriber’s |ocation
(“the infringi ng equi pnent”).

45. Most of this infringing equipnment is acquired from one
of four Master System Operators (“MSO s”) who are the Defendants
in this case.

46. Each DirecTV custoner utilizes hardware that is
devel oped and/or procured by at |least one of the Defendant
Master System Operators (“MSO s”). Key conponents of this
hardware infringe on GLOBAL COM S Patents.

47. The MBSO s provide the equipnent according to
specifications provided by DirecTV, and the installers are hired

to place the equi pnment in a subscriber’s hone.

12
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48. The overarching D recTV specifications allow the
satellite reception hardware to be obtained from any of the
Def endant s. The hardware all confornms to the specifications
which DirecTV establishes, and it is therefore all conpatible
with the DirecTV network.

49. By the early 2000's, G.OBAL COM had obtained four U S.
patents covering the Single Wre technology (with other patents
still pending). In this period, G.LOBAL COM becane aware that
some of DirecTV s products used the Single Wre technol ogy.

50. Although sone of DirecTV's wuses were authorized,
GLOBAL COM had not authorized the use of its Single Wre
technology for the “stacked LNB" dishes required for the
reception of signals fromnultiple satellites. The hardware was
made by others, as approved and directed by DirecTV.

51. In 2003 DrecTV selected a design known as the
“DirecTV nmulti-satellite dish antenna.” This design was
manuf actured by KTl Antenna Division, a subsidiary of California
Amlifier, Inc. The design used a triple-head LNB capable of
receiving multiple satellites. In order for multiple users to
have full channel capacity, the design required that sone of the
satellite signal be block converted to different frequency

bl ocks.

13
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52. G.OBAL COM acquired a functioning KTI dish nmade
according to the 2003 DirecTV specifications and analyzed it.
GLOBAL COM determined that the KTI dish design included block
conversion of different satellite frequencies — as described and
claimed in GLOBAL COM s patents.

53. (GLOBAL COM raised its concerns with DirecTV and sone
of its M5O s but no resol ution was reached.

54. In March of 2004, G.OBAL COM filed a conplaint for
patent infringenent against DirecTV. This conplaint was filed
in the Northern District of Florida.

55. The G.OBAL COM patent infringenent claim against
DirecTV was ultimately settled by a witten agreenent between
DirecTV and GLOBAL COM

56. G.OBAL COM and DirecTV ultimtely entered a |icense
agreenent covering the patents for the Single Wre technol ogy.
That |icense agreenent covered the period from the settlenent of
the 2004 patent infringenment claimup through Decenber 31, 2007.
The |icense agreenent covered the MSOs for the sane period.
Thus, the MSOs use of GLOBAL COM s patented technology was
i censed up through the end of 2007.

57. G.OBAL COM sought to obtain a renewal of the I|icense
agreenent with DirecTV. The |license agreenent expired on

Decenber 31, 2007 and was not renewed. Since that tine, the

14
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M5O s have not been authorized to use G.OBAL COMs Single Wre
t echnol ogy.

THE DEFENDANTS ROLE

58. Each of the defendants in this case is a Master System
Qperator (“MsO) of the DirecTV system Each MSO sells hardware
to be installed for the wuse of subscribers of the DirecTV
system Each Defendant MSO also offers engineering support
services to the technicians who actually install the equi pnent.

59. The Defendant MSO s also contract wth independent
conmpanies who perform the installation and maintenance of the
hardware used to receive the DirecTV broadcasts. They perform
technical training and marketing work as well.

THE SI NGLE W RE PATENTS

60. Several patent applications were filed covering the
Single Wre technology (hereinafter “Single Wre Patents”).
These applications have now been issued as U S. Patents (. The
followwng table presents the relevant information as to the

ei ght issued Single Wre Patents at issue in this case:

Patent No. |Filing | ssue Appl . Ref er ence
Dat e Dat e No. Name
5,805,975 |4/9/1997 9/ 8/ 1998 838, 677 ‘975 Pat ent

6,122,482 |12/31/1997 | 9/19/2000 |09/001, 484 |*482 Patent

6, 334,045 | 7/21/2000 |12/25/2001|09/621,464 |'045 Patent

6, 397,038 |9/18/ 2000 |9/18/2000 |09/664,443 |'038 Patent

15
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6,947,702 |1/23/2002 |9/20/2005; |10/052, 344; |'702 Patent
Rei ssue Rei ssue
5/ 3/ 2011 95/ 000, 293
7,542,717 |3/24/2005 |6/2/2009 11/089, 131 | ‘717 Patent
7,826,791 |12/10/2008 |10/2/2010 |12/314,439 |‘791 Patent
8,095,064 |9/2/2010 1/10/ 2012 |12/874,318 |‘'064 Patent
61. G.OBAL COM is the owner by assignnent of all

Single Wre Patents.

62.

has been
agr eenent

conti nued

i ncor porating

consent of GLOBAL COM

63.

Wre Patents to the Defendants in this case, but
reached. Followi ng the expiration of the 2007
between G.OBAL COM and DirecTV, the
pronoti on, sale and wuse of satellite
the Single Wre Patents has been wthout
All condi ti ons pr ecedent have been

sati sfied or waived.

64.

Al l

COUNT |

GLOBAL COM has previously sought to license its Single

— PATENT | NFRI NGVENT (AS TO PDI)

i ncor porated herein.

65.

contributed to and induced infringenent

‘038,

Def endant

‘702,

‘717,

PDI is

‘791,

al l egations prior

and

to Count |

infringing and has

‘064 Patents

provisions of 35 U.S.C. 88271 (a)-(g).

16
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66. PDI is aware and has been aware of the existence of
the Single Wre Patents. PDI's infringenment of the Single Wre
Patents has been and continues to be willful and deliberate.

67. PDI'’s infringenent of the Single Wre Patents has
caused and is causing irreparable harm to G.OBAL COM GLOBAL
COM is entitled to damages in an amount to be determ ned at
trial as a result of PD’'s infringenent, to entry of an
i njunction against further infringenment by PDI, and to trebling
of danmges.

COUNT 1 — PATENT I NFRI NGEMENT (AS TO NORTH AMERI CAN)

68. Al allegations prior to Count | are realleged and
i ncor porated herein.

69. Def endant NORTH AMERICAN is infringing and has
infringed and contributed to and induced infringement of the
‘975, ‘482, '045, '038, ‘702, ‘717, ‘791, and ‘064 Patents under
one or nore provisions of 35 U S.C. 88271 (a)-(qQ).

70. NORTH AMERICAN is aware and has been aware of the
exi stence of the Single Wre Patents. NORTH AMERI CAN' s
infringenent of the Single Wre Patents has been and continues
to be willful and deliberate.

71. NORTH AMERICAN' s infringenent of +the Single Wre
Patents has caused and is causing irreparable harm to G.OBAL

com GLOBAL COM is entitled to damages in an anount to be

17
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determ ned at trial as a result of NORTH AMERI CAN s
i nfringenent, to entry of an injunction against further
i nfringenent by NORTH AMERI CAN, and to trebling of damages.

COUNT |11 — PATENT | NFRI NGEMENT (AS TO PERFECT 10)

72. Al allegations prior to Count | are realleged and
i ncor porated herein.

73. Defendant PERFECT 10 is infringing and has infringed
and contributed to and induced infringenent of the ‘975, ‘482,
‘045, *038, 702, *717, ‘791, and ‘064 Patents under one or nore
provisions of 35 U S.C. 88271 (a)-(g).

74. PERFECT 10 is aware and has been aware of the
exi stence of the Single Wre Patents. PERFECT 10’s infringenent
of the Single Wre Patents has been and continues to be wllful
and del i berate.

75. PERFECT 10's infringenment of the Single Wre Patents
has caused and is causing irreparable harm to G.OBAL COM
GLOBAL COM is entitled to danages in an amount to be determ ned
at trial as a result of PERFECT 10’'s infringenent, to entry of
an injunction against further infringenent by PERFECT, and to
trebling of damages.

COUNT |V — PATENT | NFRI NGEMENT (AS TO DSI)

76. Al allegations prior to Count | are realleged and

i ncor porated herein.

18
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77. Defendant DSI is infringing and has infringed and
contributed to and induced infringenent of the ‘975, ‘482, ‘045,
‘038, ‘702, ‘717, '791, and ‘064 Patents under one or nore
provisions of 35 U S.C. 88271 (a)-(g).

78. DSI is aware and has been aware of the existence of
the Single Wre Patents. DSI's infringenent of the Single Wre
Patents has been and continues to be willful and deliberate.

79. DSI's infringement of the Single Wre Patents has
caused and is causing irreparable harm to G.OBAL COM GLOBAL
COM is entitled to danages in an anount to be determ ned at
trial as a result of DSI's infringenent, to entry of an
i njunction against further infringenment by DSI, and to trebling

of danmages.

19
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PRAYER FOR RELI EF —ALL COUNTS

VWHEREFORE, GLOBAL COM prays for relief against the

Def endants and request that the Court enter judgnent against

each of the Defendants and in favor of GLOBAL COM as fol | ows:

A

That the Court hold that each Defendant has infringed
the 975, ‘482, ‘045, ‘038, ‘702, ‘717, ‘791, and ‘064
Pat ent s;

That the Court enter a permanent injunction against
further infringenent of the ‘975, ‘482, ‘045, ‘038,
‘702, 717, *791, and ‘064 Patents by each Defendant
as well as its officers, subsidiaries, enployees, and
affiliates;

That the Court or der each Def endant to pay
conpensatory danmages to GLOBAL COM pursuant to 35
U S. C 8284;

That the Court find each Defendant guilty of wllful
infringenent of the ‘975, ‘482, ‘045, ‘038, ‘702,
‘717, 791, and ‘064 Patents and enter an order
trebling damages pursuant to 35 U. S. C. §285;

That the Court deem this an exceptional case and award
GLOBAL COM reasonabl e attorney fees and costs pursuant
to 35 U.S.C. 8285; and

Such other relief as the Court deens just and proper.

20
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JURY TRI AL
GLOBAL COM hereby requests a trial by jury pursuant to
Fed. R CGiv.P. 38(b) on all issues so triable.
Dat ed: January 30, 2012

_/'s/ John Wl ey Horton

J. Wley Horton, Esq.

wi | ey@enni ngt onl aw. com

PENNI NGTON, MOORE, W LKI NSON
BELL & DUNBAR, P. A

215 S. Monroe Street, 2" Floor

Tal | ahassee, FL 32301

850 222-3533 — office

850 222-2126 - fax

Co- Counsel for Plaintiff

Guy M Burns, Esq.
guyb@ pfirmcom
JOHNSON, POPE, BOKOR,
RUPPEL & BURNS, LLP
403 E. Madi son Street, Suite 400
Tanpa, FL 33602
813 225-2500 — office
813 223-7118 — fax
Co- Counsel for Plaintiff

M chael J. Brickman, Esq.

nbri ckman@ pwb. com

Janmes C. Bradl ey, Esq.

j bradl ey@ pwb. com

Nina H Fields, Esq.

nfiel ds@ pwb. com

Cat herine H MEl veen, Esg.

knctel veen@ pwb. com

RI CHARDSON, PATRI CK,
VESTBROOK & BRI CKMVAN

174 East Bay Street

Charl eston, SC 29401

843 727-6520 — office

843 727-3103 - fax

Co- Counsel for Plaintiff

21
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CERTI FI CATE _OF SERVI CE

| hereby certify that on January 30, 2012, | electronically
filed the foregoing with the Cerk of Court using the CM ECF
system which will automatically send a notice of electronic
filing to all persons registered for ECF as of that date.

James P. Judkins (FL Bar No. 174168)

j judki ns@ eadyfortrial.com

Larry D. Sinpson (FL Bar No. 176070)

| si npson@ eadyfortrial.com

Judki ns, Sinpson, high & Schulte

Post O fice Box 10368

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32302-2368

Phone: 850-222-6040; Fax: 850-561-1471

Louis L. Touton

|1 tout on@ onesday. com

Kevin G MBride

kgntbri de@ onesday. com

Jones Day

555 South Flower Street, Fiftieth Floor
Los Angel es, California 90071

Phone: 213-243-2465; Fax: 213-243-2539

| hereby certify that on January 30, 2012,
following via email transm ssion:

Krista S. Schwartz
ksschwart z@ onesday. com

Jones Day
77 \West \Wacker
Chicago, Illinois 60601-1692

Phone: 312-782-3939; Fax: 312-782-8585

J. Jason WIIlians

jjw lliams@ onesday. com

Jones Day

1420 Peachtree Street, N E., Suite 800
Atl anta, Georgia 30309-3053

Phone: 404-581-8286; Fax: 404-581-8330

Attorneys for the Defendants

| served the

s/ Janes C. Bradley

Attorney for the Plaintiff
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