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IPR2015-00887 
U.S. Patent No. 7,420,550 

1 
 

I. Introduction 
 

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

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. Of 

the seven grounds presented in the Petition, four were instituted. See Paper 9 at 16-

17. Each of these four instituted grounds include obviousness challenges of claims 

1-5 of the ‘550 patent, based on primary reference International Publication No. 

WO 02/075708 to Janssen et al. (“Janssen ‘708”). Id. 

The fatal defect in the Petition is that Janssen ‘708 is not directed to liquid 

crystal device (“LCD”) display technology at all. Rather, Janssen ‘708 discloses a 

matrix-style display that includes a lamp symbol in each pixel 100. The 

representative pixel from Janssen ‘708’s Fig. 3 is shown below: 
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