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I. INTRODUCTION 
Uniloc Luxembourg S.A. (the “Patent Owner”) submits this Owner’s 

Preliminary Response to Petition IPR2017-1800 for Inter Partes Review (“Pet. at _” 

or “Petition”) of United States Patent No. 8,243,723 B2, System and Method for 

Instant VoIP Messaging, (“the ’723 Patent” or “EX1001”) filed by Samsung 

Electronics America, Inc. (“Petitioner”).  

Petitioner argues that Claims 1–3 would have been rendered obvious to a 

person having ordinary skill in the art (a “PHOSITA”) in 2003 in view of a user 

interface patent to Griffin, EX1005, and an application for patent to Zydney, 

EX1006. 

The Board should deny IPR2017-1800 in its entirety. First, the petition, 

references, and grounds stated, are duplicative and redundant over IPR2017-1365. 

Second, Petitioner fails to satisfy the All Elements Rule. Instead, Petitioner 

impermissibly attempts to fill in missing limitations, at least in part, by offering 

claim interpretations that are expressly proscribed by the unambiguous claim 

language. The user interface patent to Griffin does not describe instant voice 

messaging or packet-switched networks. In addition, the references cannot and 

should not be combined as the Petitioner suggests.  

II. RELATED MATTERS 
The ’723 Patent is in a family of patents including United States Patent Nos. 

8,199,747 (the ʼ747 Patent); 7,535,890 (the ʼ890 Patent); 8,724,622 (the ʼ622 
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Patent); and 8,995,433 (the ‘433 Patent).1 The diagram below how this family of 

patents is interrelated. 

 

 

                                           
1 All five related patents derive from United States Patent Application 

No. 10/740,030 and are referred to collectively as members of the ’723 Patent’s 

“family.” 
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