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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  

DISTRICT OF NEVADA  
 
BALLY GAMING, INC., 
 

Plaintiff, 
 
v. 

 
EUNIVERSE, INC.,  
 

Defendant. 
 

Lead Case No. 3:03-cv-0062-LRH-VPC 

Relevant to Case No. 3:03-cv-0063-LRH-VPC 

Judge Larry R. Hicks 

Magistrate Judge Valerie P. Cooke 

PLAINTIFF BALLY GAMING, INC.’S 
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CLAIM PURSUANT TO FED. R. CIV. P. 12 
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