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

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
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PROXYCONN, INC., 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

MICROSOFT CORPORATION et al., 

Defendants. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CASE NO. SA CV11-1681 DOC (ANx) 

[Consolidated With Case Nos. SA 

CV11-1682 DOC (ANx), SA CV11-

1683 DOC (ANx), and SA CV11-1684 

DOC (ANx)]  

DEFENDANTS MICROSOFT 

CORPORATION, HEWLETT-

PACKARD COMPANY, DELL INC., 

AND ACER AMERICA 

CORPORATION’S NOTICE OF 

MOTION AND MOTION FOR 

SUMMARY JUDGMENT OF 

INVALIDITY 

Time: 8:30 a.m. 

Date: August 20, 2012 

Ctrm:  9D 

Before: Hon. David O. Carter 

 

Case 8:11-cv-01681-DOC-JPR   Document 71    Filed 07/03/12   Page 1 of 26   Page ID #:601

Page 1 of 26

 

MICROSOFT 

EXHIBIT 1013 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Mitchell 

Silberberg & 

Knupp LLP 

 

 1 
 DEFENDANTS’ MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
27434\3185335.1  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

  

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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