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I. INTRODUCTION 

Petitioners seek inter partes review of claims 1-12 of U.S. Patent No. 

8,645,558 (“the ’558 patent”) based on a single primary reference, Mansley (Ex. 

1003).  Petitioners allege that Mansley anticipates independent claim 1 and the 

majority of the dependent claims, and renders the other dependent claims obvious. 

The Petition fails to demonstrate that Mansley discloses all the limitations of 

independent claim 1, and indeed Mansley manifestly does not.  The Petition does 

not meet its burden and should be denied. 

The ’558 Patent describes and claims a specific data processing system that 

achieves performance improvements in networked computer systems.  These 

techniques can be used in commercial environments where maximizing speed is 

hyper-critical, such as computerized systems for high speed trading (e.g., of stocks 

or commodities) where speed in receiving incoming information, processing that 

information and executing a transaction based on the received information can be 

the difference between a transaction being consummated or not, which can mean 

millions of dollars gained or lost for high speed traders. 

Patent Owner Solarflare Communications, Inc. (“Solarflare”) and Petitioners 

(collectively “Exablaze”) both sell specialized networking products to institutions 

that engage in high speed trading.  Solarflare filed suit against Exablaze in United 

States Federal Court for the District of New Jersey alleging infringement of the 

1
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