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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE

YODLEE, INC,,

Plaintiff, 14-1445-LPS-CJB
v. JURY TRIAL DEMANDED
PLAID TECHNOLOGIES INC.,

Defendant. PUBLIC VERSION

YODLEE, INC.’S ANSWER TO PLAID TECHNOLOGIES, INC.’S COUNTERCLAIMS

Plaintiff Yodlee, Inc. (“Yodlee) answers the Counterclaims of Defendant Plaid
Technologies, Inc. (“Plaid”) as follows. The paragraphs are numbered to correspond to the
numbered paragraphs of Plaid’s Counterclaims against Yodlee. Except as expressly admitted
below, Yodlee denies the allegations and characterizations in Plaid’s Counterclaims.

ANSWER TO COUNTERCLAIMS

THE PARTIES

120. Yodlee admits that, on information and belief, Plaid is a corporation organized
and existing under the laws of the State of Delaware, with a principal place of business at 564
Market Street, San Francisco, California 94104. Yodlee is without sufficient knowledge or
information to admit or deny the remaining allegations set forth in Paragraph 120 of Plaid’s
Counterclaims and, on that basis, denies them.

121. Yodlee admits that Yodlee is a corporation organized and existing under the laws
of the State of Delaware with a principal place of business at 3600 Bridge Parkway, Suite 200,
Redwood City, California 94065. Yodlee further admits that it owns and operates a business that,

among other things, offers to software developers application programming interfaces that gather
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and/or process personal financial data. Yodlee otherwise denies all allegations of Paragraph 121
not specifically admitted.
JURISDICTION AND VENUE

122. Yodlee admits that Plaid’s counterclaims 1 through 21 purport to seek a declaratory
judgment that the patents-in-suit are not infringed, invalid and unenforceable under the Patent Laws
of the United States, Title 35, United States Code § 101, ef seq., and the Federal Declaratory
Judgment Act, 28 U.S.C. § 2201 and 2202. Yodlee admits that it has sued Plaid for infringement
of United States Patent No. 6,199,077 (the “’077 patent”), United States Patent No. 6,317,783 (the
“’783 patent”), United States Patent No. 6,510,451 (the “’451 patent”), United States Patent No.
7,263,548 (the “’548 patent™), United States Patent No. 7,424,520 (the “’520 patent”), United States
Patent No. 7,752,535 (the “’535 patent”), and United States Patent No. 8,266,515 (the “’515
patent”) (collectively, “Asserted Patents™) under 35 U.S.C. §§ 271, et seq. Yodlee denies that Plaid
is entitled to any relief pursuant to its Counterclaims because each of the Asserted Patents is
infringed by Plaid and is valid and enforceable. The remaining allegations of Paragraph 121 contain
legal conclusions to which no answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, said
allegations are denied.

123.  Yodlee admits that Plaid’s 22nd counterclaim purports to assert a violation of
section 2 of the Sherman Antitrust Act, 15 U.S.C. § 2. Yodlee denies that Plaid is entitled to any
relief pursuant to its Counterclaims. Yodlee denies the remaining allegations of Paragraph 123.

124.  Yodlee admits that Plaid’s 23rd and 24th counterclaims purport to assert violations
of Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code section 17200 and “the common law.” Yodlee denies that Plaid is entitled
to any relief pursuant to its Counterclaims. Yodlee further admits that Yodlee is a corporation

organized and existing under the laws of the State of Delaware with a principal place of business at
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3600 Bridge Parkway, Suite 200, Redwood City, California 94065. Yodlee further admits that, on
information and belief, Plaid is a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of
Delaware, with a principal place of business at 564 Market Street, San Francisco, California 94104.
Yodlee denies the remaining allegations of Paragraph 124.

125.  Yodlee admits that Plaid’s 25th counterclaim purports to assert a violation of
“common law unfair competition law” and the Lanham Act, 15 U.S.C. § 1125(a). Yodlee denies
that Plaid is entitled to any relief pursuant to its Counterclaims. Yodlee denies the remaining
allegations of Paragraph 125.

126. Yodlee admits that this Court now has subject matter jurisdiction over Plaid’s Ist
through 21st, 22nd, and 25th! Counterclaims. Yodlee denies that subject matter jurisdiction exists
over Plaid’s state law based Counterclaims, including the 23rd and 24th Counterclaim, and
respectfully requests that Court decline to exercise its supplemental jurisdiction regarding those
claims. Yodlee admits that venue is proper in this Court. Yodlee further admits that Yodlee has
filed an action for infringement of the Asserted Patents in this Court. Yodlee denies that Plaid is
entitled to any relief pursuant to its Counterclaims. Yodlee denies the remaining allegations of
Paragraph 126.

FIRST COUNTERCLAIM
(Declaratory Judgment of Non-Infringement of the ’077 Patent)

127.  Yodlee admits that Paragraph 127 of Plaid’s Counterclaims incorporates by

reference the allegations in the preceding paragraphs of Plaid’s Answer and Counterclaims. Yodlee

incorporates by references its responses as recited in the corresponding paragraphs of Yodlee’s

'Yodlee denies that subject matter jurisdiction exists over the 25th Counterclaim to the extent
Plaid bases its claim on common law, rather than Lanham Act based, allegations.
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Answer to Plaid’s Counterclaims, as well as the allegations of Yodlee’s Original Complaint for
Patent Infringement (D.I. 1). Plaid’s allegation in this Paragraph does not identify which of its 39
Affirmative Defenses it asserts are related to this Counterclaim and Yodlee denies that any of the
39 Affirmative Defenses provide support for this Counterclaim or provide a basis for relieving Plaid
from liability for Yodlee’s claims for patent infringement as alleged in Yodlee’s Original Complaint
(D.L 1).

128.  Denied.

129.  Denied.

SECOND COUNTERCLAIM
(Declaratory Judgment of Invalidity of the 077 Patent)

130. Yodlee admits that Paragraph 130 of Plaid’s Counterclaims incorporates by
reference the allegations in the preceding paragraphs of Plaid’s Answer and Counterclaims. Yodlee
incorporates by references its responses as recited in the corresponding paragraphs of Yodlee’s
Answer to Plaid’s Counterclaims, as well as the allegations of Yodlee’s Original Complaint for
Patent Infringement (D.I. 1). Plaid’s allegation in this Paragraph does not identify which of its 39
Affirmative Defenses it asserts are related to this Counterclaim and Yodlee denies that any of the
39 Aftirmative Defenses provide support for this Counterclaim or provide a basis for relieving Plaid
from liability for Yodlee’s claims for patent infringement as alleged in Yodlee’s Original Complaint
(D.L 1).

131.  Denied.

132.  Denied.

THIRD COUNTERCLAIM

(Declaratory Judgment of Non-Infringement of the *783 Patent)
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133.  Yodlee admits that Paragraph 133 of Plaid’s Counterclaims incorporates by
reference the allegations in the preceding paragraphs of Plaid’s Answer and Counterclaims. Yodlee
incorporates by references its responses as recited in the corresponding paragraphs of Yodlee’s
Answer to Plaid’s Counterclaims, as well as the allegations of Yodlee’s Original Complaint for
Patent Infringement (D.I. 1). Plaid’s allegation in this Paragraph does not identify which of its 39
Affirmative Defenses it asserts are related to this Counterclaim and Yodlee denies that any of the
39 Affirmative Defenses provide support for this Counterclaim or provide a basis for relieving Plaid
from liability for Yodlee’s claims for patent infringement as alleged in Yodlee’s Original Complaint
(D.L 1).

134.  Denied.

135.  Denied.

FOURTH COUNTERCLAIM
(Declaratory Judgment of Invalidity of the *783 Patent)

136. Yodlee admits that Paragraph 136 of Plaid’s Counterclaims incorporates by
reference the allegations in the preceding paragraphs of Plaid’s Answer and Counterclaims. Yodlee
incorporates by references its responses as recited in the corresponding paragraphs of Yodlee’s
Answer to Plaid’s Counterclaims, as well as the allegations of Yodlee’s Original Complaint for
Patent Infringement (D.I. 1). Plaid’s allegation in this Paragraph does not identify which of its 39
Affirmative Defenses it asserts are related to this Counterclaim and Yodlee denies that any of the
39 Affirmative Defenses provide support for this Counterclaim or provide a basis for relieving Plaid
from liability for Yodlee’s claims for patent infringement as alleged in Yodlee’s Original Complaint
(D.L 1).

137. Denied.

DOCKET

A R M Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com.



https://www.docketalarm.com/

Nsights

Real-Time Litigation Alerts

g Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time
alerts and advanced team management tools built for
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal,
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research

With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native
O docket research platform finds what other services can't.
‘ Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

Identify arguments that have been successful in the past
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips

° Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,

/ . o
Py ,0‘ opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

o ®
Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are
always at your fingertips.

-xplore Litigation

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more
informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of

knowing you're on top of things.

API

Docket Alarm offers a powerful API
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS

Build custom dashboards for your
attorneys and clients with live data
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal
tasks like conflict checks, document
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND

LEGAL VENDORS

Sync your system to PACER to
automate legal marketing.

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD? @ sales@docketalarm.com 1-866-77-FASTCASE




