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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 1-25 

of U.S. Patent No.9,253,239 (the “239 Patent,” Ex.1001), owned by Bradium 

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

The 239 Patent attempts to broadly claim a well-known concept in the art of 

dividing large sets of imagery (such as geographic imagery) into “image parcels” 

at varying levels of detail to allow users to browse such imagery online. The cited 

Reddy and Hornbacker show how this concept was well-known and documented in 

detail before the priority date of the 239 Patent.   10 

This Petition demonstrates that Claims 1-25 are unpatentable under pre-AIA 

35 U.S.C.§103.   

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

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 15 

C.F.R.§42.8(b)(1). 

RELATED MATTERS: The 239 Patent and three other patents in the same 

family, U.S. Patent Nos.7,139,794 B2, 7,908,343 B2, and 8,924,506 B2, are being 

asserted against Petitioner in an on-going patent infringement lawsuit brought by 

Patent Owner in Bradium Techs. v. Microsoft, 1:15-cv-00031-RGA, filed January 20 
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