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I. INTRODUCTION 

U.S. Patent No. 7,881,902 (“the ’902 patent,” Ex. 1001) is generally directed 

to monitoring periodic human motions, such as walking, running, biking, and other 

activities.  To do this, the ’902 patent uses a device that includes an accelerometer, 

which detects acceleration associated with the periodic human motion.  And, when 

the accelerometer fails to detect acceleration associated with the periodic motion, 

the monitoring device enters a low power sleep mode. 

As this Petition shows, the prior art renders obvious claims 1-6 and 9-10 of 

the ʼ902 patent.  Accordingly, HTC Corporation and HTC America, Inc. (together 

“HTC”), as well as LG Electronics, Inc. (“LG”) (collectively “Petitioners”) therefore 

respectfully request that these claims be held unpatentable and cancelled. 

This Petition is substantively the same as IPR2018-00424, which was 

instituted on August 2, 2018, and this Petition is being filed concurrently with a 

motion for joinder with respect to that proceeding. 

II. MANDATORY NOTICES 

A. Real Party-in-Interest 

HTC Corporation and HTC America, Inc., as well as LG Electronics, Inc., LG 

Electronics U.S.A., Inc., and LG Electronics MobileComm USA, Inc., are the real 

parties-in-interest to this inter partes review petition. 
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