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Central Reexamination Unit (CRU) 
Commissioner for Patents 
United States Patent & Trademark Office 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
 
Sir, 

 Presented herewith is a request for inter partes reexamination of United States Patent No. 
6,502,135 (the ’135 patent), entitled “Agile Network Protocol for Secure Communications with 
Assured System Availability.”   The inventors of the ’135 patent are Edmund Colby Munger, 
Douglas Charles Schmidt, Robert Dunham Short, Victor Larson and Michael Williamson.  The 
present assignee of the ’135 patent is VirnetX Corporation, as recorded at Reel 018757, Frame 
0326.  A list of all exhibits submitted with this reexamination request is provided in the 
accompanying transmittal letter for this request for inter partes reexamination.  
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