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I. INTRODUCTION 

 Unified Patents, Inc. (“Petitioner”) respectfully submits this Petition for Inter 

Partes Review of claims 1-16 of U.S. Patent No. 7,092,671 (“the ’671 patent,” or 

“’671”) (EX1001).  The ’671 patent discloses an automated telephone dialing 

system, where a “specific telephone number is selectable from a list displayed on [a] 

handheld computer system,” and where the handheld computer system is 

“configured to control [a] telephone via [a] wireless communication such that the 

telephone dials the specific telephone number.”  See, e.g., ’671 patent, claim 1.  But 

there was nothing inventive about these claimed concepts when the ’671 patent was 

filed, and such concepts had been well-known long before the ’671 patent was filed.  

The ’671 patent’s claims would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 

the art at the time that the ’671 patent was filed.      

II. MANDATORY NOTICES 

A. Real Party-in-Interest 

 Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.8(b)(1), Unified Patents Inc. (“Unified” or 

“Petitioner”) certifies that Unified is the real party-in-interest, and further certifies 

that no other party exercised control or could exercise control over Unified’s 

participation in this proceeding, the filing of this petition, or the conduct of any 

ensuing trial.  
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B. Related Matters 

U.S. Pat. No. 7,092,671 (EX1001) is owned by Uniloc Luxembourg S.A. and 

is exclusively licensed to Uniloc USA (collectively “Uniloc”).  The status of cases 

asserting this patent is provided in the table below. 

Case Caption Case 
Number 

District Case Filed Status 

Uniloc USA, Inc. et 
al. v. Samsung 

Electronics America, 
Inc. et al. 

2:17-cv-
00562 

EDTX August 1, 2017 Dismissed, 
August 10, 

2017 

Uniloc USA, Inc. et 
al. v. Apple Inc. 

2:17-cv-
00457 

EDTX May 26, 2017 Pending 

Petition for Inter 
Partes Review by 

Apple Inc. 

IPR2018-
00282 

PTAB December 6, 
2017 

Pending 

 
The Uniloc USA, Inc. et al. v. Apple Inc. case is still in its early stages.  The 

Petition for Inter Partes Review by Apple Inc. is distinct from this Petition because 

it uses different prior art combinations that address the claims in a different way. 

C. Counsel 

Lead Counsel:  David L. Cavanaugh (Registration No. 36,476) 

Backup Counsel: Roshan Mansinghani (Registration No. 62,429) 

Backup Counsel: Jonathan Stroud (Registration No. 72,518) 

Backup Counsel: Michael Van Handel (Registration No. 68,292) 

Backup Counsel: Ellyar Y. Barazesh (Registration No. 74,096) 
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