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   Complaint for Patent Infringement 2  

 

Parties 

 
 1. Plaintiff SMTM Technology, LLC is a California limited liability company with 

its principal place of business in San Francisco, California.  

 2. Defendant Microsoft Corporation (“Microsoft”) is a Washington corporation with 

its principal place of business in Redmond, Washington.  

Jurisdiction and Venue 

 3. This action arises under the patent laws of the United States, 35 U.S.C. §§ 101 et 

seq.  

 4. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction over this action under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331 

and 1338(a).  

 5. This Court may exercise personal jurisdiction over Microsoft based on Microsoft’s 

continuous and systematic business in California and this District. This patent-infringement claim 

arises directly from Microsoft’s continuous and systematic activity in this District. In short, this 

Court’s exercise of jurisdiction over Microsoft would be consistent with the California long-arm 

statute and traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice.  

 6. Venue is proper in this District pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1391(b)(2) and 1400(b).  

Claim of Patent Infringement 

 7. On February 17, 2015, United States Patent No. 8,958,853 (the “‘853 patent”) was 

issued to Nick Bovis for the invention of a mobile device. Plaintiff owns the ‘853 patent 

according to an assignment from Bovis to Plaintiff. The ‘853 patent is attached hereto as Exhibit 

A. 

 8. Microsoft is infringing claims of the ‘853 patent. For example, the Lumia phones 

sold by Microsoft infringe claim 1 of the ‘853 patent.  
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   Complaint for Patent Infringement 3  

 

 

Prayer for Relief 

 Wherefore, Plaintiff prays for the following relief against Microsoft:  

  (a) Judgment that Microsoft has infringed the ‘853 patent;  

  (b) a reasonable royalty or lost profits;  

  (c) pre- and post-judgment interest at the maximum rate allowed by law; and  

  (d) for such other relief as the Court may deem just and proper.  

Demand for Jury Trial 

 Plaintiff demands a trial by jury on all matters and issues triable by jury.  

 

 

Date:  May 29, 2015 Respectfully Submitted, 

 

/s/ Todd C. Atkins         

 

Todd C. Atkins (CA Bar No. 208879) 

tatkins@siprut.com 

SIPRUT PC 

2261 Rutherford Road 

Carlsbad, CA 92008 

(619) 255.2380 

 

Matthew M. Wawrzyn (pro hac vice pending) 

mwawrzyn@siprut.com 

Stephen C. Jarvis (pro hac vice pending) 

sjarvis@siprut.com 

SIPRUT PC 

17 North State Street, Suite 1600 

Chicago, IL 60602 

(312) 236.0000  

      

Counsel for SMTM Technology, LLC  
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