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Dear Mr. Horbaly: 

Newcgg Inc. ("Newcgg") respectfully brings to this Court's attention clerical errors in the 
opinion issued on January 22, 2013 in Soverain Sc:~{tware v. Newegg Inc., No. 2011-1009 ("Opinion"). 

First, there appear to be two clerical errors where the Opinion identifies "claim 34" as being at 
issue in the litigation instead of "claim 35," which is dependent on claim 34. The Opinion states that 
Soverain Software LLC ("Soverain") '"asserted claims 34 and 51 ofthc '314 patent and claim 17 ofthc 
'492 patent as a group called the 'shopping cart claims."' Opinion at p. 7 (emphasis added). Newegg 
respectfully notes that claim 35 was asserted in the litigation, not claim 34. See Soverain Software LLC 
v. Newegg Inc., 836 F. Supp. 2d 462, 467 (E.D. Tex. 2010) (''At trial, Soverain argued that Newegg used 
technology for its websitcs that infringed claims 35 and 51 ofthc '314 patent; claims 17, 41, and 61 of 
the '492 patent; and claims 60 aml79 ofthc '639patcnt."); see also id. at 468 ("Claims 35 and 51 ofthe 
'314 patent and claim and claim 17 of the '492 patent arc referred to as the 'shopping cart claims."'). 

Likewise, the Opinion states that "[ w]c conclude that the prior art CompuScrve Mall system, by 
clear and convincing evidence, rendered obvious the 'shopping cart' claims: claims 34 and 51 of the 
'314 patent and claim 17 of the '482 patent." Opinion at p. 15 (emphasis added). Newegg respectfully 
notes again that claim 35 was at issue in the litigation, not claim 34-' In addition, Newcgg respectfully 
notes that the '492 patent was at issue in the litigation, not the '482 patent. 

Second, there appear to be two clerical errors associated with the discussion of Claim 61 of the 
'492 patent. The Opinion states that claim 61 of the '492 patent depends from "claims 1 and 60." 
Opinion at pp. 17 (emphasis added). Ncwegg respectfully notes that claim 61 of the '492 patent 

1 Sovcrain did not dispute that the single, additional limitation in dependent claim 35 was found in the 
CompuScrvc Mall system. 
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depends ffom claims J2 and 60. See 5,909,492 Patent, Claim 61. Newcgg also respectfully notes that 
the claim language found on pages 18-19 of the Opinion that is identified as the text of claims I and 60 
of the '492 patent is instead that of claims I and 60 of the '639 patent. Compare U.S. Patent No. 
5,909,492, claims 1 & 60, with U.S. Patent No. 7,272,639, claims 1 & 60. 

To the extent that these were clerical errors, Newegg respectfully requests that the Court issue a 

corrected opinion. 

Edward R. Reines 

cc: Principal attorney for each party 
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