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

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

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

“Petitioner”) on March 31, 2017, in case IPR2017-01218 for review of claims 3–

6 of U.S. Patent No. 8,983,134 (the “’134 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.   

For challenged claims 4–6, as to each of Grounds 1 and 2, Petitioner has not 

shown that the asserted references teach or suggest at least the following elements: 

(i) “successively increasing the size of a selected area until the boundary of the 

target is found,” (claim 4) and (ii) “adjusting a center the selected area based upon 

a shape of the target until substantially the entire target is within the selected area,” 

(claim 5) as a part of “forming the at least one histogram” on a “frame-by-frame 

basis” as required by claims 4 and 5 respectively and thus dependent claim 6.   

For challenged claim 3, as to Ground 1, Petitioner has not shown that either 

Gerhardt or Bassman teaches or suggests all elements of claim 1, from which claim 

3 depends. 
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