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I. INTRODUCTION 

Patent Owner Micrografx, LLC (hereafter “Patent Owner”) hereby 

respectfully submits this Preliminary Response to the Petition seeking Inter Partes 

review in this matter. This filing is timely under 35 U.S.C. § 313 and 37 C.F.R. 

§ 42.107, as it is being filed within three months of the April 8, 2014 mailing date of 

the Notice granting the Petition a filing date.  

A trial should not be instituted in this matter as none of the grounds relied 

upon in the Petition gives rise to a reasonable likelihood of Petitioner prevailing with 

respect to any claim of U.S. Patent No. 5,959,633 (“the ’633 Patent”). 

II. AUTHORIZATION FOR PAYMENT OF FEES 

The Board is authorized to charge any fees incurred by the Patent Owner in 

this Case IPR2014-00532 to Deposit Account No. 504592. 

III. SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 

The challenged claims recite a computerized system comprising a computer 

program that is “operable to: access an external shape . . . , the external shape 

comprising external capabilities; and delegate the production of a graphical image of 

the external shape to the external capabilities.” With respect to Ground 1 based on 

asserted anticipation by Walton, Petitioners failed to present a reasonable likelihood 

that Walton discloses external shapes with external capabilities and a computer 

program that delegates the production of a graphical image of the external shape to 

the external capabilities.  Petitioners cannot show that a computer program can 
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