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I. INTRODUCTION 

Plaintiffs have recently sued a number of technology companies for infringement 

of several patents related to certain internet advertising methods.  LinkedIn is their latest target.  

Plaintiffs attempt to embellish their instant Complaint—which advances claims of direct 

infringement of nine asserted patents—with boilerplate claims of induced, contributory, and 

willful infringement for four of the asserted patents, in a superficial attempt to inflate damages.  

But Plaintiffs’ theory that LinkedIn had the knowledge of Plaintiffs’ patents required to support 

Plaintiffs’ claims of induced, contributory, and willful infringement is based entirely on allegations 

of Microsoft’s knowledge of a subset of those patents.  Microsoft is LinkedIn’s parent company, 

but it is well-established that a parent’s knowledge cannot, without more, be imputed to a 

subsidiary.  LinkedIn now moves to dismiss Plaintiffs’ add-on claims for induced, contributory, 

and willful infringement under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(6).  The scant factual allegations and 

conclusory recitation of elements in Plaintiffs’ Complaint do not permit this Court to “draw the 

reasonable inference” that LinkedIn actively induced or contributed to others’ direct infringement, 

or that LinkedIn willfully infringed any of the asserted patents.  See Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 U.S. 

662, 678 (2009).  In particular, the Complaint fails to allege facts sufficient to infer that LinkedIn 

had knowledge of the four patents for which Plaintiffs allege induced, contributory, and willful 

infringement; that any third party directly infringed the patents-in-suit; or that LinkedIn took active 

steps to encourage, recommend, or promote infringement.  Accordingly, LinkedIn respectfully 

requests that the Court dismiss Plaintiffs’ claims for induced, contributory, and willful 

infringement of the ʼ139, ʼ146, ʼ398, and ʼ878 patents. 
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