INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE

ROBERT BOSCH LLC,
Plaintiff,

V. C.A.No. 12-574-LPS-CIJB
ALBEREE PRODUCTS, INC,,

API KOREA CO,, LTD., and
SAVER AUTOMOTIVE PRODUCTS, INC.,

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

Defendants.
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JOINT STATUS REPORT

Plaintiff Robert Bosch LLC (“Bosch”) and Defendants Alberee Products, Inc. (* Albereg”),
API Korea's (“API”) and Saver Automotive Products, Inc.’s (“ Saver”) jointly submit this status
report, pursuant to Court order (D.l. 77).

M otion to dismiss

Bosch' s position is that defendants’ motion to dismiss docketed in C.A. No. 14-142-LPS

D.l. 6 raises the sameissues as their motionsto dismissin C.A. No. 12-574-LPS (D.l. 45, 46, 49).
The Court’sopinion in thiscase, D.I. 76, is therefore fully applicable to defendants’ motion in the
other case, and a corresponding order should issue.

Defendants position: Without waiving any argument or conceding any issue presented in

the two motions, and with the understanding that all of their rights are preserved for appeal, Saver
and Alberee’ s position with respect to the motion to dismissisthat as the Court has already
consolidated the two cases, C.A. No. 14-142-LPS and C.A. No. 12-574-LPS respectively, the
motion to dismiss with respect to C.A. No. 12-574-LPS is rendered moot. Without waiving any
argument or conceding any issue presented in the two motions, and with the understanding that all

of itsrights are preserved, APl Korea submits that the motion to dismissin C.A. No. 12-574-LPS



asit relatesto APl Korearemains undecided, but does not object to streamlined adjudication of the
pending motion to dismiss as the Court deems just and proper, taking into consideration its prior
ruling on the same issue.

Jurisdictional discovery with API

The parties agree that jurisdictional discovery should be completed by no later than
November 28, 2014. The parties disagree as to the permissible scope of jurisdictional discovery
and whether discovery served and answered previoudy in the ITC matter may be repeated in this
matter.

Plaintiff’s position: Jurisdictiona discovery with API has commenced. On September 17,

2014, Bosch served document requests on API seeking information regarding the relationship
among the defendants, and the distribution and sale of the accused products in Delaware and
throughout the United States. By October 10, 2014, Bosch will serve additional jurisdictional
discovery requests on APl in accordance with the Court’ s order.

Defendants argue that Bosch should not be permitted to repeat inquiries, requests for
information, or requests for documents to which Defendants responded in the ITC proceedings.
(Seeinfra pp. 3-4.) Bosch maintains that such restriction is not appropriate, and the full scope of
jurisdictional discovery must be allowed per the Court’s Order (D.1. 77). First, discovery in the
prior ITC proceeding had no relation to whether a U.S. District Court for the District of Delaware
has jurisdiction over API.> Second, API responded to the interrogatory referenced by defendants
on February 22, 2012. Bosch is entitled to inquire about API’s actions and activitiesin Delaware

since then. Third, the deposition of API principal, C.B. Lee, was limited to hisinteractions with

! The ITC hasin remjurisdiction over articlesimported into the United States, and does not

perform any “minimum contacts’ analysis.



Albert Lee (Alberee' s and Saver’s principal) and his visits to the United Statesin 1994 and 1995,
and did not cover any topics relevant to the existence of jurisdiction over API in this Court.

Defendants position: While Saver and Alberee take no position on jurisdictional

discovery relating to APl Korea, API Korea respectfully maintains that this Court lacks
jurisdiction over it with respect to this proceeding. API Koreafurther objects to any unreasonable
scope of discovery propounded by Plaintiff and objects to any obligation to complete production
of documentsrelating to jurisdictional discovery inlesstime than provided by the applicable Rules
of Civil Procedure.

Plaintiff has already taken discovery in the ITC proceedings relating to the jurisdictiona
issue. For example, in the ITC proceedings Plaintiff propounded an interrogatory to APl Korea
that asked API Koreato “[d]escribe the ownership, organizationa structure of, and relationship
between Saver and API, including the locations of any warehouses, subsidiaries and affiliated
companiesin the United States and identify the persons most knowledgeabl e about these matters.”
API Korearesponded to that interrogatory. Furthermore, inthe ITC proceedings Plaintiff took the
deposition of API Korea's principal, C.B. Lee, and questioned him at length about his visits and
interactions with Saver’s principal, Albert Lee (no relation). Given this, APl Korea objectsto
Plaintiff propounding any discovery or seeking to take any deposition whereby it attempts to
repest its prior inquiries Defendants submit that Plaintiff should not be permitted to repeat
inquiries, requests for information, or requests for production of documents to which Defendants
responded in the ITC proceedings.

M otion to amend

Bosch seeks to amend its complaint in this action to add three related patents and a party,

Costco Wholesale Corporation, aretaller of the accused products. (D.1. 74.) Bosch’s proposed



amendment is within the schedule limits, and has been made at the early stages of discovery.
Bosch respectfully requests that a decision on its motion be made expeditiously to allow Bosch to
conduct discovery related to the new patents and Costco, and to afford Costco an opportunity to
fully participate in this case. Bosch disagrees that the agreement between Costco Wholesale and
an unrelated Bosch entity has any relevance to this case, and will address the purported arbitration
defense if and when Costco Wholesale asserts such defense.

Defendants opposition to Plaintiff’s request to amend is fully set forth in their briefing

letter dated October 2, 2014. Defendants oppose amending the Complaint with respect to the new
patents for the reasons set forth in that correspondence. With regards to Costco Wholesale,

Defendants take no position at thistime except to aert the Court that Defendants' counsel has been
made aware of a potentially relevant agreement between Costco Wholesale and a Bosch entity that
may requirethe claims asserted by Plaintiff against Costco Wholesaleto be arbitrated. Counsel for

Plaintiff has been informed of this potentiality.
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