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LIST OF EXHIBITS

The present comments by third party requester Cisco Systems are accompanied by the

following reference materials that, pursuant to 37 CFR 1.943, are excluded from the page limit

restrictions.

Exhibit F ': Bradner, “The Internet Standards Process — Revision 3,” Request for Comments

2026, Internet Engineering Task Force (Oct. 1996).

Exhibit G: Burnside & Keromytis, “Accelerating Application—Level Security Protocols,”

The 11th IEEE International Conference on Networks, 2003, pp. 313-318.

Exhibit H: Copy of catalog listing from Boston University Digital Common website, listing

the Martin reference with an issue date of February 21, 1998.

Exhibit 1: Copy of Technical Reports Archive listing from Boston University Computer

Science Department which includes a link to the Martin paper. The link to the

Martin paper was archived at archive.org on January 22, 1998 and retrieved by

the Wayback Machine.

Exhibit J: Boston University Computer Science Department Technical Reports

Instructions, available at: http://wvvw.cs.bu.edu/techreports/INSTRUCTIONS.

Exhibit K: U. Moller, “Implementation eines Anonymisierungsverfahrens fiir WWW-

Zugriffe,” Diplomarbeit, Universitat Hamburg (July 16, 1999), citing to Martin

at page 77.

Exhibit L: Joint Claim Construction Chart for US 7490151, VirnetX v. Cisco, No. 6:10-cv-

00417, Docket No. 194 (Dec. 21, 2011) (selected pages).

' Exhibits A-E are part of the originally filed Request for Reexamination.
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