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Mail Stop Inter Partes Review 

Commissioner for Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

 

 

Pursuant to the provisions of 35 U.S.C. §§ 311-319, McClinton Energy 

Group L.L.C. (“Petitioner” or “MEGCO”) hereby petitions the Patent Trials and 

Appeals Board to institute an Inter Partes Review of claims 1-20 (all claims) of 

United States Patent No. 8,079,413 (“the ’413 Patent,” Exhibit 1001), which issued 

on December 20, 2011, to W. Lynn Frazier, resulting from Patent Application No. 

13/194,871 filed on July 29, 2011.  According to USPTO records, the ’413 Patent 

is assigned to Magnum Oil Tools International LLC.   
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I. Mandatory Notices 

A. Real Party-in-Interest 

The parties in interest for Petitioner are the McClinton Energy Group LLC, 

Jaycar Energy Group LLC, SurfFrac Wellhead Equipment Co., Motor Mills 

Snubbing LLC, and Tony D. McClinton. 

B. Related matters 

The ’413 patent was asserted against the parties-in-interest in Magnum Oil 

Tools Int’l LLC v. Tony D. McClinton et al., Case No. 2:12-cv-00099 (S.D. Tex).  

Stan Keeling, an employee of Jaycar, is also a defendant in the Magnum lawsuit. 

This petition also has bearing on at least three pending patent applications, 

U.S. Patent Application Nos. 12/317,497, filed December 23, 2008, 13/329,077, 

filed December 16, 2011 and 13/329,096, filed December 16, 2011. 

C. Lead and Back-up Counsel and Service Information 

Lead Counsel  

John Russell Emerson 

HAYNES AND BOONE, LLP 

2323 Victory Ave. Suite 700 

Dallas, TX 75219 

 

Phone:  214-651-5328 

Fax:   214-200-0884 

russ.emerson@haynesboone.com 

USPTO Reg. No. 44,098 

 

Back-up Counsel  

Dustin Johnson 

HAYNES AND BOONE, LLP 

2323 Victory Ave. Suite 700 

Dallas, TX 75219 

 

 

Phone:  972-739-6969 

Fax:   972-692-9080 

ipr.thomas.king@haynesboone.com 

USPTO Reg. No. 47,684 
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