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I. INTRODUCTION 

Patent Owner Limestone Memory Systems LLC (“LMS”) respectfully 

submits this Preliminary Response in accord with 35 U.S.C. § 313 and 37 C.F.R. 

§ 42.107, responding to the Petition for Inter Partes Review (the “Petition”) filed 

by Micron Technology, Inc. (“Micron” or “Petitioner”) regarding claims of United 

States Patent No. 6,233,181 (“the ‘181 patent”)1. Because the Petition incorrectly 

characterizes the disclosures of the prior art, it does not demonstrate a reasonable 

likelihood that claim 3 of the ‘181 patent is unpatentable. Claim 5 depends from 

claim 3 and is therefore not invalid for all of the same reasons as discussed below 

                                                 
1 Micron has also filed four other petitions for inter partes review of four other 

patents (5,805,504; 5,894,441; 5,943,260; and 6,697,296) at issue in the co-

pending litigation between the parties, Limestone Memory Sys. LLC v. Micron 

Tech. Inc., 8:15-cv-00278 (C.D. Cal.) (“the co-pending litigation”). See IPR2016-

00093–IPR2016-00097. The co-pending litigation, as well as 9 other consolidated 

suits against other defendants asserting one or more of the patents at issue in the 

co-pending litigation, have been stayed pending the outcome of the Board’s 

decisions on institution in these IPRs. See Limestone Memory Sys. LLC v. Micron 

Tech. Inc. et al., 8:15-cv-00278 (C.D. Cal.), Doc. 69, January 12, 2016 (Order 

Granting Motions to Stay Cases Pending Inter Partes Review). 
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