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I. Introduction		
 

a. The Petition’s Analysis of the Asserted Art is Fundamentally Flawed  
 

LG Display Co., Ltd. (“LG”) filed the current Petition (Paper 2, “Pet.”) for 

inter partes review of claims 1, 4, 8, and 9 of U.S. Patent No. 7,202,843 (“the ‘843 

patent”) on March 17, 2015. Of the four grounds presented in the Petition, only one 

ground was instituted. See Paper 9 at 12. Specifically, the only instituted challenge 

raises the question of whether claims 4, 8, and 9 of the ‘843 patent are anticipated 

by Korean Patent Application No. 2000-0073673 to Lee (“Lee”) (Ex. 1010). 

However, the Petition includes a fatal defect in its interpretation of Lee. 

Both the Petition and the Petition’s supporting technical declaration of Richard G. 

Zech (“Zech”) rely on Lee’s Fig. 12 for technical interpretation of Lee’s 

disclosure. According to Lee, “an overshoot driving is conducted in a first sub 

frame n+ out of the divided picture frame, and a driving with the overshot value 

rolled back to an originally desired target value is conducted in a second sub 

frame n-.” Lee at 25:10-13 (emphasis added). Zech relies on this disclosure when 

interpreting Lee’s Fig. 12 (an annotated version of which is shown below). 
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