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I. INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF RELIEF REQUESTED (37 
C.F.R. §42.22(A)) 

Kingston Technology Company, Inc. (“Petitioner”) hereby petitions for 

institution of inter partes review of U.S. Patent No. 6,157,589 (the “’589 

Patent”) (Ex. 1001).  The ’589 Patent issued on December 5, 2000.  Polaris 

Innovations Limited (“Patent Owner”) is the assignee of record with the 

USPTO.  Petitioner respectfully requests cancellation of claims 11 and 12 of the 

’589 Patent based on the grounds of unpatentability herein.  The prior art and 

other evidence offered with this Petition establishes that all elements in the 

challenged claims of the ’589 Patent were well known as of the earliest alleged 

priority date, and that the claimed methods and systems recited in the ’589 Patent 

are obvious. 

II. GROUNDS FOR STANDING (37 C.F.R. §42.104(A)) 

Petitioner certifies that the ’589 Patent is available for review under  35 

U.S.C. § 311(c) and that Petitioner is not estopped from requesting an inter 

partes review challenging claims 11 and 12 on the grounds identified herein. 

III. MANDATORY NOTICES (37 C.F.R. §42.8(A)(1)) 

A. Real Party-In-Interest (37 C.F.R. §42.8(b)(1)) 

Petitioner Kingston Technology Company, Inc., is the real party in interest. 

B. Identification of Related Matters (37 C.F.R. §42.8(b)(2)) 

The following matter would be affected by a decision in this proceeding:  
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