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I. INTRODUCTION 

The patent owner Parthenon Unified Memory Architecture LLC (“Patent 

Owner”) hereby submits the following response to the Petition for Inter Partes 

review (“Petition”) filed by HTC Corp., HTC America, Inc., LG Electronics, 

Inc., Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd., and Samsung Electronics America, Inc. 

(collectively, “Petitioner”) regarding certain claims of U.S. Patent No. 

7,777,753 (“`753 Patent”) filed on June 24, 2015 and Decision Granting 

Institution of Inter Partes Review 37 C.F.R. 42.108 issued on January 6, 2016 

(“Institution Decision”).  

The Board instituted an Inter Partes review with respect to the following 

three proposed grounds: 

1. Alleged Ground C: Obviousness of claims 1 and 2 under 35 U.S.C. § 

103 over Bowes and the MPEG Standard; 

2. Alleged Ground D: Obviousness of claim 3 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

over Bowes, the MPEG Standard and Stearns; and 

3. Alleged Ground E: Obviousness of claim 4 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 over 

Bowes, the MPEG Standard and Shanley.  

For the reasons discussed below, Bowes and the MPEG Standard do not 

render claims 1 and 2 obvious. Claims 3 and 4 are allowable for at least the 
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