


regarding the mandates of state regulations and whether certain products are acceptable under
insurance regulations are legal conclusions to which no response is required. To the extent that a
response is required to the allegations regarding the mandates of state regulations and whether
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other respects, the allegations contained in Paragraph 3 are denied.

4. Aurora admits that CCC, Mitchell, and Audatex North America, Inc. (“Audatex’)
provide estimatics and total loss valuation products. In all other respects, the allegations
contained in Paragraph 4 are denied.

PARTIES AND JURISDICTION
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Aurora is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a beliez as to the truth of these

allegations. The allegations are therefore denied.
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14. Aurora admits that components of TLV systems may be a database containing
vehicle sales information and application software that accesses the database and calculates the

PO PP | PPN S PPy PP I e Al A
~dle 4 41 11 4. 4 .1 B 14

7

|

GEOGRAPHIC MARKET

ANTICOMPETITIVE EFFECTS
17. Aurora denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 17 and each of its subparts.
ENTRY
18. Aurora denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 18.
19. Aurora denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 19.

VIOLATIONS



FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE
The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted.
SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

The contemplated relief would not be in the public interest.

OTHER AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES
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