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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT & TRADEMARK OFFICE 
______________________ 

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 
______________________ 

 
 

TALARI NETWORKS, INC., 

Petitioner, 

v. 

FATPIPE NETWORKS INDIA LIMITED, 

Patent Owner. 
______________________ 

 
Case IPR2016-00976 
Patent U.S. 6,775,235 

______________________ 
 
 

RESPONSE TO PETITION FOR INTER PARTES REVIEW 
 

 Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.120 Exclusive Licensee, FatPipe, Inc. (“FatPipe” 

or “Patent Owner”), submits this Response to Petition for Inter Partes Review 

(“Response”) to the Petition for Inter Partes Review of United States Patent No. 

6,775,235 filed by Petitioner, Talari Networks, Inc. (“Talari” or “Petitioner”). 
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