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I. Introduction and Argument 
 

a. The Serial Nature of This Petition is an Abuse of the Administrative 
Process 

 

Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd., Samsung Display Co., Ltd. (collectively, 

“Samsung”), and Sony Corporation (“Sony”) (Sony and Samsung are collectively 

referred to as the “Petitioners”) filed the current Petition for inter partes review of 

claims 1-5 of U.S. Patent No. 7,420,550 (“the ’550 patent”) on March 16, 2015.  

But this filing represents only the most recent of many similar requests for Board 

resources filed by a common group of accused infringers in litigation with Patent 

Owner Surpass Tech Innovation LLC (“Surpass”). 

More than five months previously, on October 3, 2014, three Sharp entities 

filed two petitions for IPR against Surpass: IPR2015-00021 challenging claims 1, 

4, 8, and 9 of U.S. Patent No. 7,202,843; and IPR2015-00022 challenging claims 

1-5 of the ‘550 patent (hereinafter these petitions will be collectively referred to as 

the “First Round Petitions”).1 

                                                            
1 Because Patent Owner Surpass has already introduced the ‘550 patent and its 

claims in its preliminary response in IPR2015-00022, this Preliminary Response 

will begin by explaining the many reasons why this second-bite at the apple should 
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