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M[CHAEL J. SACKSTEDER CCSS No. [9 1605) 
msacksteder@fenwick.com 
MARC S. ELZWEIG (CSS No. 269965) 
melzweig@fenwick.com 
FENW[CK & WEST LLP 
555 California Street, 12th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 4104 
Telephone: (415) 875-2300 
Facsimile: (415) 28 1- 1350 

Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
CAESARS INTERACTIVE ENTERTAINMENT, 
INC. and PLA YTIKA LTD. 

UN ITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

SAN FRANCISC~ IVIS~ 'OJ 

CAESARS INTERACTIVE 
ENTERTAINMENT, INC. and PLAYTIKA 
LTD. , 

Plaint iffs, 

v. 

[ST TECHNOLOGY, LLC, 

Defendant. 

Case No. : _______ _ 

COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY 
JUDGMENT 

DEMAND FOR JURY T RIAL 

Plaintiffs Caesars Interactive Entertainment, Inc. ("Caesars Interactive") and PJaytika Ltd. 

("PJaytika") (collectively "Plaintiffs") for their Complaint for Declaratory Judgment against 

Defendant 1st Technology LLC ("1st Technology") aver the following: 

NAT URE OF THE ACTION 

1. 1st Technology is the purported assignee of the following U.S. Patent 

No. 5,325,423 ("the '423 patent"), entitled "Interactive Multimedia Communication System"; 

u.s. Patent No. 5,564,001 ("the '001 patent"), entitled "Method and System for Interactively 

Transmitting Multimedia Infonnation Over a Network Which Requires a Reduced Bandwidth"; 

U.s . Palent No. 5,745,379 ("the '379 patent") , entitled "Method for the Production and 

Transmission o f Enhanced Multimedia Infonnation"; and U.S. Patent No. 5,845,088 ("the '088 
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patent"), entitled " Method for the Production and Transmission of Enhanced Interactive 

2 Mult imedia Infonnation" (collectively "the I st Technology Patents"). 

3 2. 1st Technology has communicated to Plaintiffs its intention to assert its rights 

4 under the I st Technology Patents based on Plaintiffs' ongoing and/or planned activit ies. 

5 Plaintiffs do not infringe and have not infringed the I st Technology Patents, and therefore have 

6 rights to engage in the complained-of activities. Plaintiffs seek a declaration of their lega l ri ghts. 

7 Plaintiffs Caesars Interactive and Playtika bring this action to obtain declaratory judgments of 

8 non-infringement of each of the I st Technology Patents. 

9 PARTIES 

10 3. Plaintiff Caesars Interactivc Entertainment, Inc. is a corporation organized and 

11 cxisting under the laws of Dclawarc, with its principal place of business at One Caesars Palace 

12 Drive, Las Vegas, Nevada 89109. 

13 4. Plaintiff Playtika Ltd. is a limited company organized and existing under the laws 

14 of Israel , with its principal place of business at 23 Menachcm Begin Street, 15th Floor, Tel Aviv, 

15 Isracl66183 . 

16 5. On infonnation and belief, 1st Technology is a li mited liability company organized 

17 and existing under the laws of Nevada, with its principal place of business at 10080 Alta Drive, 

18 Suite 200, Las Vegas, Nevada 89 145. 1st Technology may be served at its agent for service of 

19 process, Doug Morgan, at 99 Almaden Boulevard Suite 1000, San Jose, California 951 13 . 

20 GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 

21 6. Plai ntiffs arc infonned and believe and on that basis allege that 1 st Technology is 

22 the assignee of the 1st Technology Patents. On infonnation and belicf, the documents attached to 

? ' -, this Complaint a5 Exhibit A (the '423 Patent), Exhibit B (the 'DOl Patent), Exhibit C (the '379 

24 Patent) and Exhibit D (the '088 Patent) are true and corrcct copies of the 1 st Technology Patents. 

25 7. On or about April 26, 20 12, counscl representing 1 st Technology sent a letter to 

26 Mi lch Garber, the CEO of Caesars Interactive, which presented the '001, '3 79, '088, and '423 

27 patents as patents enforced by 1st Technology. Further, the April 26, 20 12 letter alleged that 

28 "significant portions of the 1st Technology patent portfolio appear to cover Caesars Interact ive's 
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online gaming Slotmania and Caesars Casino products, services, and systems." The letter sought 

2 a li cense agreement with Caesars Interactive and signaled 1 st Technology's willingness to bring 

3 litigation if Caesars Interact ive and 1 st Technology were unable to reach a negotiated settlement. 

4 8. Following the April 26, 2012 1etter, Caesar Interactive engaged 1st Technology in 

5 discussions to detennine whether a settlement was warranted or could be reached. During the 

6 course of these discussions, on or about October I, 20 I 2, 1 st Technology sent to Caesars 

7 Interactive a "representative claim chart." purporting to show how Caesars Interactive, including 

8 its online gaming avai lable from Playtika.com, infringed claim 26 of the '001 patent. 

9 9. On or about November 14, 2012, Jason Thayn, counsel representing 

10 I st Technology sent an emai l to Larry Granatelli , counsel for Caesar Interactive, stating that 

I I I st Technology had "started its major IP li tigation campaign" by filing complaints against several 

12 

13 

entities. This emai l also stated that if 1st Technology and Caesar Interactive were unable to 

conclude a li cense agreement, I st Technology would be " forced to pass the matter on to [its] IP 

14 li tigation attomeys." 

15 I O. On or about Novcmbcr 30, 2012, Mr. Thayne sent an email on behalf of 1st 

t 6 Technology to Mr. Granatell i, pursuant to their efforts to negotiate a li cense agreement. The 

17 November 3D, 20 12 email stated that I st Technology required a good faith li censing offer from 

18 Caesars Interacti ve by December 7, 201 2, or 1st Technology would "cease negotiating with 

19 Caesars and [would] also pass this matter on to its litigation law firm , Flachsbart & Grccnspoon, 

20 to proceed with litigation against Caesars for its Playtika play gaming offerings and future real 

2 I money otferings." 

22 II. Plaintiffs do not infringe and have not infringed, either directly, contributoril y, or 

23 by inducement, any valid and enforceable claim of the I st Technology Patents, either literally or 

24 under the doctrine of equivalents. 

25 12. As a result of 1st Technology's actions, Plaintiffs ri sk a sui t for infringement by 

26 engaging in the complained·of activity. 

27 JU RI SDI CTION AND VENUE 

28 13. This action arises under the patent laws of the United States, 35 U.S.C. §§ 101 
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el seq. 

2 14. Thi s Court has subject matter jurisdiction over this action pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 

3 §§ 1331 , 1338(a), 220 I, and 2202. 

4 15. This Court has personal jurisdiction over 1st Technolob'Y, and venue is proper in 

5 thi s District. 1st Teclmology is registered as an active, fo reign limited liability company with the 

6 California Secretary of State, list ing a mailing address in Los GaLOs, California and a registered 

7 agent in San Jose, California, both o f which are located within the Northern Distri ct ofCalifomia. 

8 Further, on information and belief, Scott W. Lewis, the controll ing manager of 1st Technology 

9 and listed inventor on each of the I st Technology Paten ts, is a resident of Los Gatos. in addition, 

to on infonnation and belief, one or more of the I st Technology patents was prosecuted on behalf of 

II l sI Teclmology andlor its predecessors in interest by the Sawyer Law Group of ralo Alto, 

12 California. 

16. This Court can enter the declaratory relief sought in thi s Complaint because an 13 

14 actual case and controversy exists between the parties within the scope of thi s Court's jurisdiction 

15 pursuant to 28 U.S.c. § 2201. An actual case and controversy exists because, on or about 

16 November 14, 20 12, I st Technology communicated to Plaintiffs its intention to assert its rights 

17 under the 1st Technology Patents by pursuing claims of infringement against Plaintiffs based on 

18 their ongoing andlor planned activities. Moreover, I st Technology has a demonstrated proclivity 

19 to bring suits based on allegations of infringement of one or more of the I st Technology Patents. 

20 See Is/ Technology. LLC v. Cake Gaming. NV, Case No. I l-cv-00722 (N.D. lit tenninated 

21 June 1,201 2); 1st Technology. LLC v. Merge Gaming el al., Case No. II-cv-06463 (N.D. Ill. 

22 filed Sep. 15, 20 II ); lSI Technology. LLC v. HIIIII. LLC, Case No. 12-cv-09029 (N.D. III. filed 

23 Nov. 9, 2012); lsI Technology. LLC v. liovio, Case No. 12-cv-09044 (N.D. II I. filed Nov. 9, 

24 2012); lst Technology. LLC v. Facebook, Case No. 1 2-cv-09 104 (N.D. Ill. terminated Nov. 19, 

25 20J2); 1st Technology. LLC v. Midasplayer.com Ltd. , Case No. I 2-cv-09 I 07 (N .D. 111. filed 

26 Nov. 13, 2012); 1st Technology. [LC v. Wild Tangenl, Case No. 12-ev-09139 (N .0 . II I. filed 

27 Nov. 14, 201 2); lsI Technology. [LC, v.liiol Games. Inc., Case No. 12-ev-09 168 (N.D. III. liled 

28 Nov. 15, 2012); lSI Technology, LLC v. Pandora Media. Inc., Case No. 12-cv-09385 (N.D. III. 
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filed Nov. 26, 2012). Plaintiffs do not infiinge and have not infringed the I st Technology 

2 Patents, and therefore they have a right to engage in the complained~of activity. As a result of 

31st Technology's actions, Plaintiffs risk a sui t for infringement by engaging in the complained-of 

4 activity. 

5 VENUE 

6 17. Venue is proper in this District pursuant 10 28 U .S.C. §§ 1391 (b), (c) and 1400(b). 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

INTRADJSTRI CT ASSIGNMENT 

18 . This is an Intellectual Property Action subject to assignment on a district-wide 

basis pursuant to Civil Local Rule 3-2(c). 

F IRST C AUSE O F ACTION 
(Declaratory Judgment of Non-[nfringement of (he '423 Patent) 

19. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference paragraphs 1 through 18, inclusive, as 

13 though fully scI forth herein. 

14 20 . Plaintiffs do not make, use, offer for sale, sell, import, or export, and have not ever 

15 made, used, offered to sell, sold, imported, or exported, any method, device, or apparatus that 

16 infringes, either directly, contributorily, or by inducement, any va lid and enforceable claim of the 

17 '423 patent, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents. 

18 21. There is an actual controversy, within the meaning of28 U.S.C. §§ 2201 and 2202, 

19 between Plaintiffs and 1 st Technology concerning the non-infringement of the ' 423 patent. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

22. Plain tiffs are entitled to a declaratory judgment that they do not infringe, either 

directly, contributorily. or by inducement, any val id and enforceable claim of the '423 patent, 

either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents. 

SECOND CAUSE O F ACTION 
(Declara tory J udgment of Non-Infringement of the '001 Patent) 

23. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference paragraphs 1 through 18, inclusive, as 

26 though fully set forth herein. 

27 24. Plaintiffs do not make, use, offer for sale, sell , import, or export, and have not ever 

28 made, used, offered to sell, sold, imported, o r exported, any method, device, or apparatus that 

COMPLAINT FOR D ECLARATORY JUDGMENT 5 



" 
~ 

Ii , 
• " ~ 
i • ~ 

infringes, either directly, contributoril y. or by inducement, any valid and enforceable claim of the 

2 '001 patent, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents. 

3 25. There is an actual controversy. within the meaning of28 U.S.C. §§ 2201 and 2202, 

4 between Plaintiffs and 1st Technology conccming the non-infringement of the '001 patent. 

5 26. Plainti ffs are entitled to a declaratory j udgment that they do not infringe, ei ther 

6 directl y, contributorily, or by inducement, any valid and enforceable claim of the '001 patent, 

7 either literall y or under the doctrine of equivalents. 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Declaratory Judgment of Non-Infringement of the '379 Patent) 

27. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference paragraphs I through 18, inclusive, as 

though full y set forth herein. 

28 . Plainti ffs do not make, use, offer for sale, sell , import, or export, and have not ever 

made, used, offered to sell , sold, imported, or exported , any method, device, or apparatus that 

infringes, either directly, contributorily, or by inducement, any valid and enfo rceable claim of the 

'379 patent, either li terally or under the doctrine of equivalents. 

29. There is an actual controversy, within the meaning of28 U.S.C. §§ 2201 and 2202, 

between Plaintiffs and 1st Techno logy concerning the non- infringement of the '379 patent. 

30. Plaintiffs arc entitled to a declaratory judgment that they do not infringe, either 

directl y, contributorily, or by inducement, any valid and enforceable claim of the '379 patent , 

either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents. 

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Declaratory Judgment of Non-Infringement of the ' 088 Patent) 

31. Plainti ffs hereby incorporate by reference paragraphs I through 18, inclusive, as 

24 though full y set forth herein. 

25 32. Plaintiffs do not make, use, offer for sale, sell , import, or export, and have nOI ever 

26 made, used, offered to sell , sold, imported, or exported, any method, device, or apparatus that 

27 infringes, either di rectl y, con tributoril y, or by inducement, any valid and enforceable claim of the 

28 ' 088 patent, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents. 
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33. There is all actual con troversy, within the meaning of28 U.S.c. §§ 2201 and 2202, 

2 between Plaintiffs and 1 st Technology concerning the non-infringement of the '088 patent. 

3 34. Plaintiffs are entitled to a declaratory judgment that they do not infringe, either 

4 directly, contributorily, or by inducement, any valid and enforceable claim of the '088 patent, 

5 either litera ll y or under the doctrine of equivalents. 

6 JURY DEMAND 

7 35. Pursuan t to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 38(b), Plaintiffs demand a j ury trial on 

8 all issues triable of right by ajury. 

9 PRAYER FOR RELI E F 

10 WHEREFORE, Plai ntiffs Caesars Interactive Entertainment, Inc. and Playtika Ltd. pray 

11 for judgment agai nst Defendant I st Technology. LLC as follows: 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

2 1 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

c) 

f) 

For a declaration that Plaintiffs do not infringe, either directly, contributorily, or by 

inducement, any valid and enforceable claim of U.S. Patent No. 5,325,423, either 

literally or under the doctrine of equivalents; 

For a declaration that Plaintiffs do not infringe, either di rectly, contributoril y, or by 

inducement, any valid and enforceable claim of U.S. Patent No. 5,564,001, either 

literally or under the doctrine of equivalents; 

For a declaration that Plaintiffs do not infringe, either directl y, contributorily, or by 

inducement, any valid and enforceable claim of U.S. Patent No.5,745,379, either 

literall y or under the doctrine of equivalents; 

For a declaration that Plaintiffs do not infringe, either directly, contributorily. or by 

inducement, any valid and enforceable claim of U.S. Patent No. 5,845,088, either 

literally or under the doctrine of equivalents; 

For a declaration that Plaintiffs case against 1st Technology is an exceptional case 

within the meaning of35 U.S .c. § 285; 

For an order awarding costs and attorneys' fees to Plaintiffs; and 
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g) For such other relief as this Court deems just and proper. 

2 Dated: December 6, 2012 
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8 
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10 

II 
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13 

14 

15 
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17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

26 

27 

28 
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FENWICK & WEST LLP 

B~~ 
Altorney for Plaintiffs 
CAESARS INTERACTIVE ENTERTAINMENT, 
INC. and PLA YTlKA LTD. 
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