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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Delaware denied defendants’ Rule 12(b)(6) motion
to dismiss a patent infringement action involving U.S. Patent No. 7,724,143. The court held that the
complaint plausibly alleged direct infringement of the patent’s “primary source” limitation, indirect
infringement, and infringement claims against Omni-ID USA, Inc. The court emphasized that disputes
concerning infringement merits and claim construction were not appropriately resolved at the pleading
stage.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought a patent-infringement action against HID Global
Corporation and Omni-ID USA, Inc. Defendants moved to dismiss
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) for failure to state a
claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, disregards legal conclusions, and determines
whether the facts plausibly show an entitlement to relief. The
complaint is construed in the light most favorable to the plaintiff. In
patent cases, the complaint need not plead infringement on an element-
by-element basis but must provide factual allegations plausibly
articulating why the accused product infringes.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged direct infringement of claim 1's limitation that the fold acts as a
primary source of a magnetic field.

2. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged indirect infringement, including pre-suit knowledge of the
asserted patent and specific intent to induce infringement.

3. Whether the complaint plausibly stated patent-infringement claims against Omni-ID USA, Inc. based on
allegations that HID acquired Omni-ID and jointly developed, manufactured, and sold the accused
products with it.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint adequately pleaded direct infringement because its claim chart alleged that the fold
region acted as a primary source of a magnetic field by forming a continuous conductive loop between
the antenna's first and second surfaces and producing a localized magnetic dipole.

2. The complaint adequately pleaded indirect infringement by alleging facts supporting pre-suit knowledge
of the asserted patent and by alleging that defendants supplied materials and instructions intended to
cause third parties to infringe.

3. The complaint adequately stated infringement claims against Omni-ID because allegations that HID
acquired Omni-ID and that the companies jointly developed, manufactured, and sold the allegedly
infringing technology were sufficient to provide notice and permit further discovery.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A plaintiff need not prove its case at the pleading stage.” (at 4)

“Instead, it is enough that a complaint place the alleged infringer on notice of what activity is being accused
of infringement.” (at 4)

“The purpose of a motion to dismiss is to test the sufficiency of the complaint, not to decide the merits.” (at 6)

“these allegations, which must be taken as true, are sufficient at the pleadings stage to make it plausible that
[defendants] indeed intended that its customers infringe” (at 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

VTT alleged that HID Global Corporation and Omni-ID USA, Inc. infringed claim 1 of U.S. Patent No.
7,724,143, which covers an antenna construction for RFID transponders and requires a fold acting as a primary
source of a magnetic field. VTT's claim chart identified the accused RFID products and alleged that the fold
region formed a continuous conductive loop producing a localized magnetic dipole. VTT also alleged that HID



had received a 2018 letter identifying the asserted patent, supplied promotional and instructional materials to
third parties, and jointly developed, manufactured, and sold accused products with Omni-ID after acquiring
Omni-ID.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

VTT Technical Research Centre of Finland Ltd. filed a complaint alleging infringement of U.S. Patent No.
7,724,143 by defendants' RFID products. Defendants moved to dismiss allegations of direct infringement,
indirect infringement, and infringement by Omni-ID USA, Inc. The court denied the motion to dismiss and
ordered defendants to answer or otherwise respond within 14 days under Rule 12(a)(4)(A).
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