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Alexsam’s Opposition (D.E. 201) is irreconcilable with the indisputable record, unbound 

by facts, untethered to law, and unconstrained by prior rulings rejecting Alexsam’s arguments. 

Alexsam’s revisionist justifications for its actions, including misleading omissions, unreasonable 

interpretations of this Court’s Orders, and outright fabrications, are no excuse for its exceptional 

and vexatious conduct. Alexsam lost this case, behaved unacceptably in doing so, and, thus, 

compensation is due FIS and sanctions due Alexsam: 

• First, because Alexsam lost, it must pay FIS’s enumerated costs. See 28 U.S.C. § 1920. 

• Second, because Alexsam’s litigation positions and conduct stand out—e.g., when it: (1) 
filed a complaint alleging breach of a contract (the Settlement and License Agreement 
(“SLA”)) Alexsam terminated; (2) sought reconsideration by accusing the Court of 
disregarding evidence and failing to cite authority explicitly included in the Court’s Order; 
(3) appealed to the wrong court on the theory that patent invalidity claims do not arise 
under patent law; (4) argued that this Court’s Orders are nullities that cannot be followed, 
and (5) refused to accept that this Court, the Eleventh Circuit, and the Federal Circuit have 
all found this to be a “patent case”—Alexsam must compensate FIS for its attorneys’ fees 
and costs incurred in this case.  See 35 U.S.C. § 285. 

• Third, because Alexsam was vexatious—e.g., when it: (1) rebuffed FIS’s offers to 
withdraw its counterclaims so it could drive up FIS’s costs; (2) reneged on promises made 
in open court; (3) withheld material facts from a mediation; (4) sued FIS on claims this 
Court barred it from bringing; (5) threatened to seek sanctions from FIS even though 
Alexsam lost; (6) moved to oppose a pro forma bill of costs knowing that the costs of 
responding would far exceed the minimal costs sought; and (7) forced FIS and the Court 
into emergency action by moving to strike a pleading on the eve of its response deadline—
Alexsam should be sanctioned. See 28 U.S.C. § 1927. 

I. The Background Of The Case Shows Alexsam’s Bad Faith And Unreasonable Conduct 

Alexsam brought this case allegedly “believing in good faith that the SLA remained in 

force,” D.E. 201 at 1, but Alexsam withheld material information about its own termination of 

the SLA from its Complaint, attempting to prevent the Court making its own determination. 

Alexsam also claims that it did not sue FIS for patent infringement because of the SLA, but 

Alexsam threatened FIS with infringement throughout this case1 and used it as the basis for 

                                           
1 See, e.g., D.E. 117 at 6 (“Defendants enjoyed in being free from being sued for infringement 
while the SLA was in force . . .”.) (emphasis added); see also, id. at 3, D.E. 87 at 2. 
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Alexsam’s second suit against FIS.2 Not until the appeal did Alexsam change positions and 

claim that a patent infringement suit was never an option, whether the SLA existed or not.3  

A. Alexsam Left FIS No Choice But To Litigate Its Invalidity Counterclaim  

After the Court found the SLA terminated (D.E. 106), FIS offered to withdraw its 

counterclaim without prejudice. See D.E. 192-8. Alexsam has no answer for its refusal, but 

without agreement FIS could not voluntarily dismiss its counterclaims lest it risk losing such 

claims in the future, e.g., in a threatened infringement action (supra, n. 1) or the baseless fraud 

action that Alexsam was then plotting (see Alexsam’s Second Complaint).  

Alexsam misleadingly claims that FIS stated its invalidity counterclaim was unnecessary. 

See D.E. 201 at 2 (arguing that FIS “continued to litigate [its] invalidity counterclaim” despite 

admitting that “[i]f the Court grants the MSJ, there will be no need for this discovery . . . .”). But 

in fact, FIS’s statement specifically referred only to discovery related to Alexsam’s “licensing 

and patent-enforcement efforts,” D.E. 109 at 1—i.e., Alexsam’s SLA claims, not the invalidity 

counterclaims. Alexsam omits this central context.   

Additionally, Alexsam misrepresents that FIS agreed that Alexsam only needed to 

produce “selected documents” relevant to FIS’s invalidity counterclaim. See D.E. 201 at 2. At 

the July 1, 2016 hearing, Alexsam, without reservation, agreed to produce “all invalidity 

documents. . . .” D.E. 192-10 at 8:2-8, 9:6-7. Not until July 18, three days after its agreed-upon 

deadline to produce “all” invalidity documents, did Alexsam state it would only produce self-

selected documents. See D.E. 192-11. Indeed, in the interim between promising in open court to 

turn over all invalidity materials and breaking that promise, Alexsam decided it would be 

“ridiculous” to comply with its discovery obligations. D.E. 201 at 2 (stating that “it was 
                                           
2 See Alexsam, Inc. v. Fidelity Nat’l Info. Servs., Inc., No. 0:16-cv-61909-BB (S.D. Fla.), D.E. 1-
3 (“Alexsam’s Second Complaint”), at ¶ 60 (“[FIS] prevented Alexsam from . . . filing a patent 
infringement action, which could only be filed if the [SLA] terminated . . . .”). 
3 See, e.g., D.E. 192-3 at 10 (“In addition to the fact that [FIS was] covered by the terms of SLA, 
the doctrine of res judicata prevents Alexsam from raising infringement because that claim was 
asserted and relinquished in the Prior Litigation.”) (emphasis added); D.E. 192-4 at 19 (same). 
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ridiculous to continue to review and produce documents associated with [FIS’s] claim . . . .”) 

(emphasis added).  

B. FIS Followed The Court’s Orders And Rules In Moving For Fees 

The record shows that FIS respected this Court’s rules and orders.4 The relevant facts are:  

(1) Fourteen days after the Court entered Final Judgment in FIS’s favor (D.E. 159), FIS 
moved for attorneys’ fees and costs (D.E. 160, 161).5 After Alexsam served its own 
motion for attorneys’ fees on FIS,6 the Court stayed issues related to fees and costs, 
ordering the parties “meet and confer regarding any motion for fees and costs within 
twenty-one (21) days after the [appeals court mandate], and . . . file any motion for 
fees and costs no later than thirty (30) days after the [appeals court mandate].” D.E. 
171.7   

(2) The Federal Circuit mandate affirming judgment in FIS’s favor issued on February 15, 
2018. D.E. 175. Following this Court’s Order (D.E. 171), FIS met and conferred with 
Alexsam 12 days after the mandate, see Ex. 2. and FIS renewed its motion for fees and 
costs on March 19, 2018. D.E. 177.8 Simultaneously, FIS moved to bifurcate the 
issues of entitlement and the amount of liability (D.E. 176), which the Local Rules 
permit.   

(3) The Court denied FIS’s motion to bifurcate and, on April 10, ordered FIS to refile its 
motion for attorneys’ fees after proceeding with the requirements of L.R. 7.3. D.E. 188 
(the “7.3 Order”). Thereafter, FIS followed the 7.3 Order and L.R. 7.3’s requirements, 
serving its motion and required accompanying materials within 30 days, holding a 
meet and confer with Alexsam 21 days later, and filing its motion within 60 days.  

Alexsam does not dispute these facts—instead Alexsam has concocted a theory that, 

despite the Court instructing FIS to refile its motion once it complied with L.R. 7.3, which takes 

                                           
4 For a complete discussion, see D.E. 197 at 1-8; D.E. 206 at 7-10. 
5 FIS’s motion arose from Alexsam’s conduct, so FIS believed L.R. 7.3 inapplicable. D.E. 169.   
6 Alexsam purportedly served its motion on FIS under L.R. 7.3, but without at least the detailed 
invoice or fee-arrangement information required by L.R. 7.3(a)(4) and (6). See Ex. 1 at Ex. G 
(The blue highlighting in the exhibit has been provided by FIS for the Court’s convenience. The 
yellow highlighting was included in version of the document Alexsam served on FIS.) 
7 In requiring the parties to file attorneys’ fees motions within 30 days of the mandate, the 
Court’s September 16 Order (D.E. 171) does not on its face contemplate the 60 days required for 
L.R. 7.3’s procedures.  
8 March 19 was 32 days after the Federal Circuit’s mandate, but as the 30th day fell on a 
Saturday, March 17, FIS’s Motion for Bill of Costs and Attorneys’ Fees (D.E. 177) was timely.  
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sixty (60) days, FIS had to refile its motion within six (6) days of the Court’s 7.3 Order.9 D.E. 

201 at 11. Thus, Alexsam’s position is that the 7.3 Order was a de facto denial of FIS’s motion 

on procedural grounds because FIS could only have met L.R. 7.3’s requirements by serving its 

motion 24 days before the 7.3 Order instructed FIS to do so. On this point, Alexsam has been 

explicit: “[a]s of the [7.3] Order, there was no way for [FIS] . . . to comply with L.R. 7.3.” See 

D.E. 197 at 2 (quoting from Alexsam’s now-stricken Motion to Strike at 9) (emphasis added). 

Alexsam’s argument that the 7.3 Order barred FIS from moving for fees while ostensibly 

instructing FIS how to refile its motion renders the 7.3 Order a nullity and makes no sense. See, 

e.g., Fla. Ass’n of Rehabilitation Facilities v. Fla. Dep’t of Health & Rehabilitative Servs., 225 

F.2d 1208, 1220 (11th Cir. 2000) (declining to read district court order as a “nullity”).10 

II. Alexsam’s Revisionist Explanations Do Not Justify Its Unreasonable Conduct 

Alexsam’s excuses do not justify any of its improper conduct. 

(1) Alexsam based this entire case on the frivolous contention that FIS breached the SLA that 
Alexsam itself had previously terminated. Moreover, Alexsam purposefully withheld the 
evidence of its termination from the Court when it filed the Complaint to prolong this 
baseless case and drive up FIS’s costs. 

Alexsam purportedly sued FIS in “good faith,” but provides no excuse for having 

withheld material documents showing Alexsam’s termination of the SLA. Leaving this evidence 

outside the pleadings frustrated a motion to dismiss. Alexsam also made unverified statements to 

support the allegations in its Complaint, asserting, for instance, that “Alexsam continued to 

accept Defendants’ royalty payments” and “neither party mentioned nor referenced . . . any 

alleged termination of the SLA . . . [after 2009],” D.E. 87 at 16, which the undisputed facts 
                                           
9 Even if the 7.3 Order gave FIS only six days to move for fees, as Alexsam contends, Alexsam 
has not shown any prejudice suffered during the alleged delay. See Tobnick v. Novella, 884 F.3d 
1110, 1115 (11th Cir. 2018) (affirming District Court decision to allow 7.3 motion when failure 
to strictly comply with Local Rules was not prejudicial). 
10 Moving the goalposts further, Alexsam also argues that “L.R. 7.3(b) required [FIS] to provide 
Plaintiff with supporting evidence 30 days after the appellate mandate was issued, and to file not 
later than 60 days after the mandate issued.” D.E. 201 at 8. This proposed timeline runs afoul of 
the Court’s Order requiring FIS to move for fees with 30 days of the mandate. See D.E. 171. 
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contradict. See, e.g., D.E. 77 ¶¶ 9–11 (FIS declaration that Alexsam did not cash any tendered 

checks until May 2015, just before filing suit); D.E. 87, Ex. H at H-1 (November 4, 2010 e-mail 

in which Alexsam’s counsel explicitly mentions “Alexsam’s termination for breach.”).  

(2) After the Court dismissed Alexsam’s claims with prejudice, Alexsam sought reconsideration 
by “merely reiterate[ing] the same arguments previously asserted.”  

While Alexsam claims it sought reconsideration in good faith, it simply reiterated 

arguments on the same facts. This is objectively an exceptionally tenuous legal tactic, even if 

Alexsam subjectively believed it justified. See Procaps S.A. v. Patheon Inc., No. 12-24356-CIV, 

2014 WL 5786830, at *2 (S.D. Fla. Oct. 2, 2014).   

(3) Alexsam frustrated FIS’s ability to pursue its counterclaim with frivolous discovery disputes. 

The record shows that Alexsam twice promised to produce all invalidity materials, once 

in discovery responses, see D.E. 109 at 3, and once in open court, but broke both. Indeed, 

Alexsam decided that producing the material it promised was “ridiculous,” and instead only 

provided self-selected documents. D.E. 201 at 2. Even now, the only excuses Alexsam musters 

are (1) a manufactured claim that FIS admitted invalidity discovery was unnecessary, supra at 2, 

and (2) that FIS should have compelled Alexsam to produce documents sooner. D.E. 201 at 9.  

(4) Alexsam refused FIS’s offer to dismiss its counterclaim without prejudice.  

Alexsam says that FIS tells “only part of the story,” D.E. 201 at 10, but FIS only left out 

what Alexsam has now fabricated. Alexsam implies that it refused FIS’s offer to withdraw its 

counterclaims without prejudice after the Court found the SLA terminated because FIS 

introduced a “new theory”: “that certain products for which AlexSam sought payment were 

substantially different than those for which Defendants had been paying . . . .” Id. This was not 

“new”—it was FIS’s position since before this case began. See, e.g., D.E. 76-3 (2009 letter from 

FIS distinguishing the products for which Alexsam sought payment from those for which FIS 

had been paying). But even if this was “new,” Alexsam says it was “first” introduced in a filing 

dated July 5, 2016, see D.E. 201 at 10 (citing D.E. 130), which is more than a week after 
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Alexsam refused FIS’s offer to dismiss without prejudice. See D.E. 192 at 8. Thus, Alexsam’s 

argument that FIS’s supposedly “new” theory predicated Alexsam’s refusal cannot be true. 

(5) Alexsam mediated in bad faith. 
 
Alexsam claims that, leading into the July 12, 2016 mediation, “the possibility of the 

parties reaching a settlement was almost nonexistent.” D.E. 201 at 10. If Alexsam held this 

position, it was not disclosed to FIS. Indeed, in a June 20, 2016 letter, FIS confirmed that it 

“remain[ed] open to a resolution of this matter . . . .” D.E. 201-3 at C-2; see also D.E. 201-5 

(Alexsam asking to postpone mediation without mention of Alexsam’s apparent position that 

settlement was unattainable).  

Worse, because it cannot deny that it intentionally withheld the fact of Alexsam’s Second 

Complaint from FIS, Alexsam searches for a reason “why AlexSam had a duty to discuss [the 

Second Complaint] at mediation . . . .” D.E. 201 at 10. Here is one: “[f]raud may be established 

by either an intentional misrepresentation or an omission of a material fact.” Berg v. Capo, 994 

So. 2d 322, 327 (Fla. 3d DCA 2007). Here is another: “[u]nder [ABA] Model Rule 4.1, in the 

context of a negotiation, including a caucused mediation, a lawyer representing a party may not 

make a false statement of material fact to a third person.” ABA, Formal Opinion No. 06-439, *8 

(2006).11 It is hard to believe that Alexsam was genuinely ignorant of these rules as it claims— 

more likely, Alexsam withheld its second lawsuit hoping FIS would agree (under false pretenses) 

from raising invalidity in future suits.12 This is predatory. 

 

                                           
11 “Misrepresentations can also occur by . . . omissions that are the equivalent of affirmative false 
statements.”  ABA Model Rules of Prof’l Conduct R. 4.1, cmt. 1. 
12 Alexsam accuses FIS of disclosing confidential mediation communications, but FIS has only 
disclosed two facts: (1) when Alexsam filed the second lawsuit; and (2) when FIS first learned of 
it. Under Alexsam’s theory, FIS could never disclose when it learned of the second suit, because 
doing so would necessarily reveal that Alexsam withheld this fact at the intervening mediation.  
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(6) Despite having its claims dismissed and this Court’s rulings in FIS’s favor summarily 
affirmed on appeal, Alexsam served and threatened to file its own motion for attorneys’ fees 
based on allegedly vexatious and bad faith conduct by FIS. 

Alexsam claims that even though Alexsam won the case, it chose not to move for fees 

against FIS. D.E 201 at 10. The Court, in its discretion, dismissed FIS’s counterclaims without 

prejudice. D.E. 156. FIS offered Alexsam the same weeks earlier, only Alexsam refused. This 

does not make Alexsam the “prevailing party.” See Raniere v. Microsoft Corp., No. 2017-1400, 

*11, *17 (Fed. Cir. Apr. 18, 2018) (a “prevailing party” receives a judicially sanctioned change 

in the legal relationship between the parties, and a dismissal without prejudice is the “opposite 

of” an adjudication on the merits.) (citations omitted).  

(7) Alexsam appealed this Court’s decisions to the wrong circuit court (the Eleventh Circuit), 
compelling FIS to move to transfer the appeal to the right one (the Federal Circuit), and yet 
again incur unnecessary expenses. 

Despite Alexsam still disputing that this is a patent case, the law is that the Federal 

Circuit has jurisdiction over cases involving compulsory patent counterclaims. 28 U.S.C. § 

1295(a)(1). Alexsam’s refusal to heed this law forced FIS to incur unnecessary expenses in 

transferring Alexsam’s appeal. Were this alone not exceptional, Alexsam further claims that the 

“Eleventh Circuit transferred the case . . . without briefing . . .” D.E. 200 at 11, which is plainly 

false. See, e.g., D.E. 192-3 (Alexsam’s opposition to FIS’s Eleventh Circuit transfer motion).  

III. Attorneys’ Fees And Sanctions Are Warranted 

Compensatory fee awards under § 285 and sanctions under § 1927 are levied by courts in 

their discretion, after considering the totality of the circumstances. See Octane Fitness, LLC v. 

ICON Health & Fitness, Inc., 134 S.Ct. 1749, 1756 (2014) (applying § 285); Spolter v. Suntrust 

Bank, 403 Fed.Appx. 387, 391 (11th Cir. 2010) (unpublished) (applying § 1927).13 

                                           
13 Alexsam complains FIS did not raise § 285 until the case was complete, D.E. 201 at 14-15, but 
§ 285 does not apply until there is a “prevailing party,” which Alexsam still contests now, even 
after losing its appeal. 
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From the onset of this case through this present motion, Alexsam’s positions have been 

exceptionally weak, e.g., supra at 1, and it has unreasonably embellished information to support 

them, e.g., supra at 4-7. This stands out, and § 28514 entitles FIS to compensation for all its fees 

and costs incurred as a result.15 See, e.g., Kinglite Holdings Inc. v. Micro-Star Int’l Co., 2016 

WL 6953449, *2-3 (C.D. Cal. 2016) (awarding invalidity costs even though defendant won on 

other grounds); see also Deep Sky Software, Inc. v. Southwest Airlines Co., 2015 WL 10844231, 

*2-3 (S.D. Cal. Aug. 19, 2015) (awarding fees for Patent Office proceedings); Mathis v. Spears, 

857 F.2d 749, 757 (Fed. Cir. 1988). Alexsam also multiplied the proceedings and forced 

unnecessary costs on FIS repeatedly. Supra at 1. This is vexatious, and 28 U.S.C. § 1927 exists 

to sanction such conduct. Further, even if none of Alexsam’s actions are independently 

sanctionable, their cumulative effect evinces a course of conduct mired in bad faith, and the 

Court need not draconianly “apply Rules and statutes containing sanctioning provisions to 

discrete occurrences before invoking inherent power to address remaining instances of 

sanctionable conduct . . . .” Chambers v. Nasco, Inc. 501 U.S. 32, 51-52 (1991). 

IV. FIS Reasonably Billed For Necessary Tasks And Alexsam Did Not Properly Object 

Alexsam’s objections to FIS’s fees are defective. Alexsam did not follow L.R. 7.3’s 

requirements for objecting to either (1) specific time entries or (2) billing rates. Additionally, (1) 

each task FIS undertook was a reasonable response to Alexsam’s unreasonable claims and 

conduct; and (2) Alexsam provides no evidence that FIS’s counsel’s rates are unreasonable. 

                                           
14 Alexsam proclaims that it is “without merit” to suggest that § 285 applies. D.E. 201 at 14. But 
this case invokes patent law, so it unquestionably does. See Interspiro USA, Inc. v. Figgie Intern. 
Inc., 18 F.3d 927, 933 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 
15 Alexsam’s argument that FIS is not the “prevailing party” because the invalidity counterclaim 
never reached the merits, D.E. 201 at 14, ignores the law. A “prevailing party” is one that 
“fulfilled its primary objective whenever the plaintiff’s challenge is rebuffed,” even without 
success on the merits of a patent claim. Raniere, No. 2017-1400, *11-15 (Fed. Cir. Apr. 18, 
2018) (citation omitted). FIS sought to, and did, defeat Alexsam’s claims. 
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A. Alexsam’s Objections To Specific Tasks Performed By FIS Fail 

L.R. 7.3(b) states that a “respondent [to a motion under L.R. 7.3] shall describe in writing 

and with reasonable particularity each time entry or nontaxable expense to which it objects . . . .” 

Alexsam claims that it “objected to every entry” in FIS’s invoices, D.E. 201 at 5, but this is 

misleading. During the meet-and-confer process, Alexsam did not identify a single time entry to 

which it objects. Instead, Alexsam made only general objections, see ex. 3 (Alexsam’s 

objections), even after prompting by FIS to provide specific objections. See Ex. 4 at 1, 4. 

Alexsam also complains that it would be “impractical” to review FIS’s bills, but, because of L.R. 

7.3’s meet-and-confer schedule, Alexsam had 21 days to do just that.16  

Additionally, Alexsam argues that it should not have to compensate FIS for seven tasks: 

(1) FIS’s invalidity counterclaim; (2) its summary judgment motion; (3) its expert fees; (4) its 

mediation costs;17 (5) the appeal; (6) responding to Alexsam’s Second Complaint; and (7) 

preparing a CBM petition. D.E. 201 at 18-20. These fees are recoverable because prevailing 

parties can be compensated for all sums incurred “in the preparation for and performance of legal 

services related to the suit.” Mathis, 857 F.2d at 757; c.f. Takeda Chem. Indus., Ltd. v. Mylan 

Labs., Inc., 549 F.3d 1381, 1391 (Fed. Cir. 2008) (expert fees recoverable under court’s inherent 

powers). These tasks were all incurred in FIS’s reasonable responses to Alexsam’s SLA 

claims.18  

                                           
16 In another new complaint that Alexsam omitted from the meet-and-confer process, Alexsam 
alleges FIS has “no valid basis” for redacting its invoices and that FIS “block billed,” D.E. 201 at 
17, but Alexsam knows that FIS redacted its invoices to protect confidential privileged 
communications. See ex. 4 at 4. Moreover, Alexsam identified no specific entry that is “so vague 
or block billed as to prevent meaningful review.” See Raniere at *7 (quoting district court). 
17 Notably, Alexsam threatened FIS with both expert and mediation costs. See Ex. 1 at Ex. G, 
rows 12-17, 35. 
18 Additionally, because all the claims in this case involve the same operative facts, there are no 
unrecoverable “discrete and unsuccessful claims.” See Hensley v. Eckerhart, 461 U.S. 424, 435 
(1983) (finding that where “the [party’s] claims for relief . . . involve a common core of facts . . . 
[s]uch a lawsuit cannot be viewed as a series of discrete claims.”). 
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B.  Alexsam’s Objections To FIS’s Counsel’s Rates Fail 

L.R. 7.3(a) states: “[i]f a party objects to an hourly rate, its counsel must submit an 

affidavit giving its firm’s hourly rates for the matter and include any contingency, partial 

contingency, or other arrangements that could change the effective hourly rate.” Alexsam did not 

submit such an affidavit, so its objections are deficient.  

But even had Alexsam properly objected, it provides no evidence that FIS’s counsel’s 

rates are unreasonable. Alexsam disputes neither McGuire Woods’ rates nor that Finnegan’s 

rates are commensurate with the AIPLA economic survey, see D.E. 192-13, which courts use to 

determine reasonable rates for patent matters. See, e.g., View Eng’g, Inc. v. Robotic Vision Sys., 

Inc., 208 F.3d 981, 987-88 (Fed. Cir. 2000). Instead, Alexsam parrots that this is “actually a 

breach of contract case,” D.E. 201 at 19, even though courts at every stage have said that it is a 

patent case, and that South Florida is the “relevant legal community,” even though Alexsam also 

used out-of-state counsel. See LendingTree, LLC v. Zillow, Inc., 2014 WL 12738633, at *3-4 

(W.D.N.C. Dec. 8, 2014). Indeed, Alexsam characterized this case as one that “dealt with issues 

that were challenging and not clearly defined by case law precedent.” D.E. 200 at 6 n. 9. Thus, 

Alexsam’s argument that FIS did not need specialized attorneys should be rejected. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons and authorities, and those in FIS’s Motion for Bill of Costs and 

Attorneys’ Fees (D.E. 192), FIS respectfully requests that the Court declare the case exceptional, 

sanction Alexsam for its conduct, and compensate FIS for its reasonably incurred fees and costs. 
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Dated: July 10, 2018 MCGUIREWOODS LLP 

  /s/  Emily Y. Rottmann 
R. Eric Bilik (FL Bar No. 987840) 
ebilik@mcguirewoods.com 
Emily Y. Rottmann (FL Bar No. 93154) 
erottmann@mcguirewoods.com 
MCGUIREWOODS LLP 
50 North Laura Street, Suite 3300 
Jacksonville, Florida  32202 
Telephone: (904) 798-3200 
Facsimile:  (904) 798-3207 
 - and -  
Jeffrey Berkowitz (admitted pro hac vice) 
jeffrey.berkowitz@finnegan.com 
FINNEGAN, HENDERSON, FARABOW,  
GARRETT & DUNNER LLP 
Two Freedom Square 
11955 Freedom Drive 
Reston, Virginia 20190 
Telephone: (571) 203-2700 
Facsimile:  (202) 408-4400  
R. Benjamin Cassady(admitted pro hac vice) 
r.benjamin.cassady@finnegan.com 
FINNEGAN, HENDERSON, FARABOW,  
GARRETT & DUNNER LLP  
901 New York Avenue, NW  
Washington, DC 20001 
Telephone: (202) 408-6088 
Facsimile: (202) 408-4400 

Attorneys for Defendants/Counterclaim Plaintiffs 
Wildcard Systems, Inc., eFunds Corporation, and 
Fidelity National Information Services, Inc. 
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lee@hgdlawfirm.com 
Timothy C. Davis (Fla. Bar No. 571880) 
tim@hgdlawfirm.com 
HENINGER GARRISON DAVIS, LLC 
2224 1st Avenue North 
Birmingham, Alabama  35203 
Telephone:  (202) 326-3336 
Facsimile:  (202) 326-3332 
Attorneys for Plaintiff/Counterclaim- 
Defendant Alexsam, Inc. 

 
/s/ Emily Y. Rottmann  

Attorney 
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