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I. INTRODUCTION

The patent owner Parthenon Unified Memory Architecture LLC (*Patent
Owner”) respectfully requests that the Board deny the Petition for Inter Partes
review (“Petition”) filed by Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd., and Samsung
Electronics America, Inc. (collectively, “Petitioner”) regarding certain claims of
U.S. Patent No. 5,812,789 (“789 Patent”) because the Petition fails to
demonstrate a reasonable likelihood that the Petitioner would prevail as to at least
one of the challenged claims, as required under 35 U.S.C. § 314(a).

The Petition proposes six grounds challenging claims 1, 3-6, 11 and 13
(“challenged claims”). Specifically, the Petitioner contends that certain
challenged claims are invalid as anticipated by Lambrecht (Ground A). The
Petitioner also contends that certain dependent challenged claims are obvious in
view of Lambrecht and Artieri (Ground B) or Moore (Ground C). Additionally,
the Petitioner contends that certain challenged claims are obvious in view of
Rathnam and Lambrecht (Ground D). Finally, the Petitioner contends that certain
dependent challenged claims are obvious in view of Rathnam and Lambrecht
further in view of Moore (Ground E) or Slavenburg (Ground F).

Ground A fails at least because Lambrecht does not disclose all limitations

of independent claim 1 and, therefore, does not anticipate that claim. By
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