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I. COMPLIANCE WITH REQUIREMENTS FOR A PETITION 
FOR INTER PARTES REVIEW 

A. Certification the 833 Patent May Be Contested by 
Petitioners 

Petitioners certify they are not barred or estopped from requesting inter 

partes review of U.S. Patent No. 8,301,833 (“the 833 Patent”) (Ex. 1001).  No 

Petitioner, nor any party in privity with a Petitioner, has filed a civil action 

challenging the validity of any claim of the 833 Patent.  The 833 Patent has not 

been the subject of a prior inter partes review by any Petitioner or a privy of a 

Petitioner.   

Petitioners also certify this petition for inter partes review is filed within one 

year of the date of service of a complaint alleging infringement of a patent – no 

complaint alleging infringement of the 833 Patent has been served on any 

Petitioner.  Petitioners therefore certify this patent is available for inter partes 

review. 

B. Fee for Inter Partes Review (§ 42.15(a)) 

The Director is authorized to charge the fee specified by 37 CFR § 42.15(a) 

to Deposit Account No. 50-1597.   

C. Mandatory Notices (37 CFR § 42.8(b))  

The real parties of interest of this petition are the Petitioners: SK hynix Inc., 

SK hynix America Inc. and SK hynix memory solutions Inc. 
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