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TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR COUNSEL OF RECORD HEREIN: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on August 20, 2012 at 8:30 a.m., Defendants 

Microsoft Corporation, Hewlett-Packard Company, Dell Inc., and Acer America 

Corporation (“Defendants”) will bring on for hearing this Motion for summary 

judgment, before the Honorable David O. Carter, in courtroom 9D at 411 West 

Fourth Street, Santa Ana, California 92701. 

Defendants, by and through undersigned counsel, hereby move this Court 

pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 56 for summary judgment that all claims of the asserted 

patent are invalid under 35 U.S.C. § 112, ¶ 2.     

This Motion is based on the attached Memorandum of Points and 

Authorities, the Declaration of Darrell D.E. Long, the Declaration of Sean-Michael 

Riley, the Statement of Undisputed Facts, and any matters of which this Court may 

take judicial notice, and such additional evidence or argument as may be presented 

at or before the hearing on this matter. 

This Motion is made following the conference of counsel pursuant to Local 

Rule 7-3 on June 21, 2012. 

 

DATED: July 3, 2012 KARIN G. PAGNANELLI 

MITCHELL SILBERBERG & KNUPP LLP 

 

STEPHEN J. JONCUS  

SALUMEH R. LOESCH 

JOHN D. VANDENBERG 

KLARQUIST SPARKMAN, LLP 

By: /S/Karin G. Pagnanelli  

Karin G. Pagnanelli 

Attorneys for Defendants 

Microsoft Corporation, Hewlett-Packard 

Company, Dell Inc., and Acer America 

Corporation 
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