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I. INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 311 and 37 C.F.R. § 42.100, Microsoft Corporation 

(“Microsoft” or “Petitioner”) petitions for inter partes review (“IPR”) of claims 1-

20 of U.S. Pat. No. 7,908,343 B2 (“the 343 Patent,” Ex. 1001), currently owned by 

Bradium Technologies LLC (“Bradium” or “Patent Owner”). This Petition shows 5 

that there is a reasonable likelihood that Petitioner will prevail with respect to at 

least one of the claims 1-20 challenged under 35 U.S.C. § 314(a). As demonstrated 

by the evidence in this Petition, claims 1-20 are unpatentable under pre-AIA 35 

U.S.C. §103(a).  

II. MANDATORY NOTICES UNDER 37 C.F.R. § 42.8(B) 10 

REAL PARTY IN INTEREST: Petitioner is the only real party in interest 

and there are no other real parties in interest under 35 U.S.C. §312(a)(2) and 37 

C.F.R. §42.8(b)(1). 

RELATED MATTERS: The 343 Patent and two other patents in the same 

family, U.S. Patent Nos. 7,139,794B2 and 8,924,506B2, are being asserted against 15 

Petitioner in an on-going patent infringement lawsuit brought by Patent Owner in 

Bradium v. Microsoft, 1:15-cv-00031-RGA, filed on Jan. 9, 2015. Petitioner filed 

its first IPR petition on the 343 Patent under PTAB Case No. IPR2015-01434 on 

Jun. 16, 2015 and PTAB denied the institution on Dec. 23, 2015. This Petition is a 
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