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1 

Patent Owner Image Processing Technologies LLC (“Patent Owner”) hereby 

respectfully submits this Preliminary Patent Owner’s Response to the Petition filed 

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

(collectively, “Petitioner”) on November 30, 2016 in case IPR2017-00357 for 

review of claims 1, 4, 6, 9, 18, 24, 25 and 27 of U.S. Patent No. 8,989,445 (the 

“’445 patent”). 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Board should not institute review because the Petition fails to establish a 

reasonable likelihood that the Petitioner would prevail with respect to any of the 

challenged claims.   

As to each of Grounds 1, 2 and 3, Petitioner fails to show that a POSA 

would have combined the asserted references Gilbert, Brady and Hashima (claims 

1, 4, 6, 9, 24, 25 and 27) and additionally Altan (claim 18) to arrive at the claimed 

subject matter.   

The Board should decline to institute an inter partes review of claims 1, 4, 

6, 9, 18, 24, 25 and 27 of the ’445 patent. 

II. OVERVIEW OF THE ’445 PATENT 

The ’445 patent is directed to efficient, real time identification and 

localization of a wide range of moving objects using histograms.  E.g., ’445 patent, 

Ex. 1001 at 1:37–42; 9:17–24; 16:48–56.  The inventor developed a system that 
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