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I. MANDATORY NOTICES  

A. Real Parties-in-Interest 

EMC Corporation and VMware, Inc. (“Petitioner”) are the real parties-in-

interest.   

B. Related Matters 

The ‘280 patent is one of an extensive patent family of continuation and 

divisional applications.  Exhibit 1008 shows the patent family, with patents in red 

and blue including the ‘280 patent being asserted in the litigation PersonalWeb 

Technologies LLC v. EMC Corporation and VMware, Inc. (No. 6:11-cv-00660-

LED) (E.D. Tex.), served on December 16, 2012.   

Petitioner is also seeking Inter Partes Review of related U.S. Patents Nos. 

5,978,791, 7,945,539, 7,945,544, 7,949,662, and 8,001,096, and requests that they 

be assigned to the same Board for administrative efficiency.  Moreover, there are 

several continuing applications related to this family that remain pending (shown 

on Exhibit 1008 in green).  Because they share a common disclosure with the ‘280 

patent, these applications may be used as a basis to present patentably indistinct 

claims that may issue prior to the determination of the PTAB in this or related Inter 

Partes Reviews.  The issuance of indistinct claims is at least inconsistent with Rule 

37 C.F.R. 42.73(d)(ii) and would be an “end-around” the reasonable number of 

substitute claims that are permitted in an IPR proceeding.  Petitioner respectfully 

requests that the PTAB suspend from further prosecution, sua sponte, the 
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