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NEWMAN & NEWMAN, ATTORNEYS AT LAw, LLP

Derek A. Newman (190467

S. Christopher Winter (190474
Venkat Balasubramani (18919

505 Fifth Avenue South, Suite 610
Seattle, WA 98104

Telephone: (206) 274-2800
Facsimile: (206) 274-2801

Attorneys for Plaintiffs

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

REGISTERSITE.COM, an Assumed
Name of ABR PRODUCTS INC., a
New York Corporation, et al.,

Plaintiffs,
v.

INTERNET CORPORATION FOR
ASSIGNED NAMES AND
NUll\/,[BERS, a California corporation,
etal.,

Defendants.

Case No. CV 04-1368 ABC (CWx)
Hon. Audrey B. Collins

bCORRECTED PLAINTIFFS’
PPOSITION TO MOTION BY
DEFENDANTS VERISIGN, INC.
AND NETWORK SOLUTI()NS,
INC. TO DISMISS FIRST
AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR
FAILURE TO STATE A CLAIM
PURSUANT TO FEbp. R. C1v. P.

12(b)(6)

DATE: July 12, 2004

TIME: 10:00 a.m.

COURTROOM: Room 680 —
Roybal Bldg.
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