IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
Inre: U.S. Patent No. 7,552,124
Inventors: Vladimir Drukin

Serial No.: 09/658.,671

Filed: June 17, 2004
Issued: June 23, 2009
Entitled: “Natural Language for Programming a Specialized Computing System”

Request for Reexamination Filing Date: July 17, 2017

Mail Stop Ex Parte Reexam

Attn: Central Reexamination Unit
Commissioner for Patents

P.O. Box 1450

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450

REQUEST FOR EX PARTE REEXAMINATION OF U.S. PATENT NO. 7,552,124
INCLUDING AMENDMENT

Dear Sir:

Pursuant to 35 U.S.C. §§ 302-305 and 37 C.F.R. § 1.510, IXI IP, LLC (the “Requestor”
or “Patent Owner”) hereby requests ex parte reexamination of claims 6-10 of U.S. Patent No.
7,552,124, entitled “Natural Language for Programming a Specialized Computing System,”

which issued on June 23, 2009.
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