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Fee: In accordance with 37 C.F.R. §§ 42.15, 42.103, please charge the fee 

for Inter Partes Review of $27,200.00 to Deposit Account 02-4550. 

Identification of Challenge:  Pursuant to 35 U.S.C. §§ 311 et seq., Petitioner 

Microsoft Corporation (“Microsoft”) requests inter partes review of claims 6, 7, 9, 

11, 12 and 14 of U.S. Patent No. 6,757,717, issued to Proxyconn Inc.  Sections I-

VIII infra and Appendix A (Ex. 1001) provide the required statement of the precise 

relief requested for each claim challenged, per 37 C.F.R. § 42.104(b).  

Standing:  Microsoft certifies that this patent is available for inter partes 

review and that Microsoft is not barred or estopped from requesting an inter partes 

review challenging these claims on the grounds identified in this petition. Although 

Microsoft was served more than one year ago with a complaint asserting 

infringement of this patent, the normal statutory one-year bar under 35 U.S.C. § 

315(b) does not apply here because (1) the Board has already instituted an inter 

partes review trial on this patent on a timely first petition filed by Microsoft (Case 

No. IPR2012-00026), (2) Microsoft accompanies this second petition with a 

motion for joinder under 35 U.S.C. § 315(c), and (3) Proxyconn, the patent owner 

of record, has consented to such joinder (Ex. 1012).    

Real-Party-in-Interest:  Microsoft is the sole real-party-in-interest.   

Related Matters:  Proxyconn is asserting the ’717 patent against Microsoft 

and three Microsoft customers (Dell, HP and Acer) in a suit first filed November 3, 
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2011, now styled, Proxyconn Inc. v. Microsoft Corporation, et al., Case No. SA 

CV11-1681 DOC (JPRx) [consolidated with Case Nos. SA CV11-1682 DOC 

(JPRx), SA CV11-1683 DOC (JPRx), and SA CV11-1684 DOC (JPRx)], pending 

in the U.S. District Court for the Central District of California (“the ’717 

Concurrent Litigation”).  On September 18, 2012, Microsoft filed a Petition for 

Inter Partes Review requesting review of claims 1, 3, 10-12, 14 and 22-24 of U.S. 

Patent No. 6,757,717, now styled, Microsoft Corporation v. Proxyconn, Inc., Case 

No. IPR2012-00026 (TLG). 

Lead and Back-Up Counsel; Service Information: 

John D. Vandenberg (Lead Counsel, PTO Reg. No. 31312) 
john.vandenberg@klarquist.com 
Direct:  503-273-2338 
Stephen J. Joncus (Back-up Counsel, PTO Reg. No. 44,809) 
stephen.joncus@klarquist.com 
Direct:  503-473-0910 
Klarquist Sparkman LLP 
121 SW Salmon Street, Suite 1600 
Portland, Oregon 97204 
Tel.: 503-595-5300 
Fax: 503-595-5301 

Exhibits:  An accompanying Appendix and List of Exhibits submits 

petitioner’s Exhibits 1001 –1014 in support of this petition, including the 

following: 

Ex. 1001:  Appendix A (which is a part of this Petition), claim chart 

mapping the claims to prior art references HTTP DRP, Mattis and Yohe. 
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