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 Patent Owner Network-1 respectfully submits this response to the Petition as 

instituted by the decision to institute an Inter Partes Review of Patent No. 

8,205,237 (the “‘237 patent”).  IPR2015-00345, paper 6 (“Decision”). 

 Network-1 appreciates the guidance and concerns that the Board provided 

and raised in the Decision.  In this Response, Network-1 addresses the Board’s 

specific concerns.  In doing so, Network-1 provides an extensive and detailed 

technical analysis in the accompanying Declaration of expert Dr. George Karypis 

(ex. 2005, “Karypis Decl.”) that it was not permitted to submit along with its prior 

filings.1 

 In addition, Nework-1 quotes dozens of admissions from the deposition of 

Petitioner’s own Declarant, Dr. Pierre Moulin (ex. 2006), to corroborate most of 

the arguments made in this Response.   

 First, the Response addresses the claim constructions relevant to this IPR. 

                                           
1   To avoid duplication, to make the proceeding more efficient, and to avoid 

confusion (by citing multiple versions of Karypis Declarations), Patent Owner 

provides a single Karypis Declaration (ex. 2005) for the four related IPRs 

(IPR2015-00343, IPR2015-00345, IPR2015-00347, and IPR2015-00348).  As a 

result, certain paragraphs of the Declaration (e.g., ¶¶19-27, 38-44) are not directly 

relevant to this IPR. 
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