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[. INTRODUCTION

In this inter partes review, Micron Technology, Inc., Micron
Semiconductor Products, Inc.,and Micron Technology Texas LLC
(collectively “Petitioner”) challenge the patentability of claims 15-20 and
22-33 of U.S. Patent No. 10,489,314 B2 (Ex. 1001, “the *314 patent”),
which is assignedto Netlist, Inc. (“Patent Owner”).

We have jurisdiction under 35 U.S.C. § 6. This Final Written
Decision, issued pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 318(a), addresses issues and
arguments raised during the trialin this inter partes review. Forthe reasons
discussed below, we determine that Petitioner hasnot proven by a
preponderance of the evidence that claims 15-20 and 22—-33 of the *314
patent are unpatentable. See 35 U.S.C. § 316(e) (2018) (“In an inter partes
review instituted underthis chapter, the petitioner shall have the burden of
proving a proposition of unpatentability by a preponderance of the
evidence.”).

A. Procedural History

Petitioner filed a Petition (Paper 2, “Pet.”) challenging claims 15-20

and 22-33 of the 314 patent on the following ground:

Claim(s) Challenged | 35 U.S.C. § Reference(s)/Basis
15-20,22-33 103(a)! Halbert,? JESD21-C3

Pet. 2—-3. Patent Owner filed a Preliminary Response. Paper9. As

authorized, Petitioner filed a preliminary reply (Paper 11), and Patent Owner

! The Leahy-Smith America Invents Act (“AIA”), Pub. L. No. 112-29, 125
Stat. 284, 287-88(2011), amended 35 U.S.C. § 103 and became effective
March 16, 2013. Petitionerapplies the pre-AlA version of § 103. Pet. 2-3.
2 Ex. 1005, US 2002/0112119 A1, published Aug. 15, 2002.

3 Ex. 1006, PC2100 and PC1600 DDR SDRAM Registered DIMM Design
Specification, JEDEC Standard 21-C (January 2002).
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filed a preliminary sur-reply (Paper 12). Trial was instituted on the asserted
ground of unpatentability. Paper 15 (“Inst. Dec.”),27.

During thetrial, Patent Owner filed a Response (Paper 19, “PO
Resp.”), Petitioner filed a Reply (Paper 25, “Pet. Reply”), and Patent Owner
filed a Sur-reply (Paper 26, “PO Sur-reply”).

An oral hearing was held on August 15, 2023, a transcript of which
appears in the record. Paper 33.

Petitioner relies on testimony from Dr. Vojin Oklobdzija. Ex. 1003.
Patent Owner relies on testimony from Dr. Steven Przybylski. Ex. 2003.
The parties have entered in the record transcripts for depositions of these
declarants. Exs. 1013,2004.

B. Real Parties in Interest

The parties identify themselves as the real partiesin interest. Pet. 90;
Paper 3, 1.

C. Related Matters

As required by 37 C.F.R. § 42.8(b)(2), the parties identify various
related matters, including IPR2022-00744, in which we are issuing a final
written decision concurrently with this Decision. Pet. 90; Paper 3, 1.

D. lllustrative Claim

The ’314 patent s titled “Memory Module with Data Buffering.”

Ex. 1001, code (54). Independent claim 15 is reproduced below.

15. A memory module operable in a computer system to
communicate data with a memory controller of the computer
system via a N-bit wide memory bus in response to read or write
memory commands received from the memory controller, the
memory module comprising:

a printed circuit board having a plurality of edge
connections configured to be electrically coupled to a
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corresponding plurality of contacts of a module slot of the
computer system;

logic coupled to the printed circuit board and configured
to receive a first set of input address and control signals
associated with a first read or write memory command and to
output a first set of registered address and control signals in
response to the first set of input address and control signals, the
first set of input address and control signals including a first
plurality of input chip select signals, the first set of registered
address and control signals including a first plurality of
registered chip select signals corresponding to respective ones of
the first plurality of inputchip select signals, the first plurality of
registered chip select signals including a first registered chip
select signal having an active signal value and one or more other
registered chip select signals each having a non-active signal
value;

memory devices mounted on the printed circuit board and
arranged in a plurality of N-bit wide ranks, wherein the plurality
of N-bit wide ranks are configuredto receive respective ones of
the first plurality of registered chip select signals, wherein a first
N-bit wide rank in the plurality of N-bit wide ranks receiving the
first registered chip select signal having the active signal value is
configured to receive or output a first burst of N-bit wide data
signals and a first burst of data strobes associated with the first
read or write command;

circuitry coupled between data and strobe signal lines in
the N-bit wide memory bus and corresponding data and strobe
pins of memory devices in each of the plurality of N-bit wide
ranks; and

wherein the logic 1s further configured to, in response to
the first read or write memory command, output first control
signals to the circuitry, and wherein the circuitry is configured to
enable data transfers between the first rank and the memory bus
through the circuitry in response to the first control signals so
that respective N-bit wide data signals of the first burst of N-bit
wide data signals and respective data strobes of the first burst of
data strobes are transferred through the circuitry in accordance
with an overall CAS latency of the memory module; and
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wherein the data transfers between the first rank and the
memory bus through the circuitry are registered data transfers
and the circuitry is configured to add a predetermined amount of
time delay for each registered data transfer through the circuitry
such that the overall CAS latency of the memory module is
greater than an actual operational CAS latency of each of the
memory devices.

II. ANALYSIS
A. Principles of Law

A patent claim is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) if the
differences between the claimed subject matter and the prior art are such that
the subject matter, as a whole, would have been obvious at the timethe
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said
subject matter pertains. KSR Int’l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S. 398, 406
(2007). The question of obviousness is resolved on the basis of underlying
factual determinations including (1) the scope and content of the prior art;
(2) any differences between the claimed subject matter and the prior art;
(3) the level of ordinary skill in theart; and (4) any secondary
considerations, ifin evidence. Grahamv. John Deere Co. of Kan. City, 383
U.S. 1, 17-18 (1966).

B. Level of Ordinary Skill in the Art

Petitioner contends that a person of ordinary skill in the art “would
have been someone with an advanced degree in electrical or computer
engineering and at least two years workingin the field, or a bachelor’s
degree in such engineering disciplines and at least three years working the
field,” and Petitioner identifies particular knowledge that a person of

ordinary skill in the art would have had. Pet.3—4 (citing Ex. 1003 452).
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At institution, Petitioner’s proposed skill level was adopted, with the
exception of the phrases “at least.” Inst. Dec. 12.

Patent Owner does not provide a different assessment of thelevel of
ordinary skill, but Dr. Przybylskistates that an individual with the level of
experience identified by Petitioner “would have less knowledge and
familiarity” than presumed by Petitioner’s definition. Ex. 2003 q46.

Dr. Przybylski, however, provides no further discussion explaining this
apparent disagreement with Petitioner, nor does he set forth what level of
knowledge and familiarity a person of ordinary skill in the art would have
had.

Based on the complete trial record, we determine that Petitioner’s
proposed skill level is consistent with the level of ordinary skill evidenced
by the ’314 patent and the asserted prior art, and we adopt that skill level
with the exception of the phrases “at least,” which introduce vagueness as to
the amount of experience.

C. Claim Construction

We need not construe expressly any claim terms to decide theissues
before us. See Realtime Data, LLCv. lancu,912F.3d 1368, 1375 (Fed. Cir.
2019) (“The Board is required to construe ‘only those terms. . . that are in
controversy, and only to the extent necessary to resolve the controversy.””
(quoting Vivid Techs., Inc. v. Am. Sci. & Eng’g, Inc.,200F.3d 795, 803
(Fed. Cir. 1999))).

D. Obviousness over Halbert and JESD21-C
(Claims 15-20, 22-33)

Petitioner asserts that claims 1520 and 22—-33 would have been
obvious over the combined teachings of Halbert and JESD21-C. Pet. 15-84.

Patent Owner argues that the claims are not unpatentable. PO Resp. 12-52;
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PO Sur-reply 1-25. For the reasons discussed below, we determine that
Petitioner’s contentions do not show that claims 15-20 and 22—-33 are
unpatentable over the asserted ground.

Independentclaim 15 recites amemory module comprising

[15.3] logic . . . configured to receive a first set of input address
and control signals associated with a first read or write memory
command and to output a first set of registered address and
control signals in response to the first set of input address and
control signals, [15.4] the first set of input address and control
signals including a first plurality of input chip select signals,
[15.5] the first set of registered address and control signals
including a first plurality of registered chip select signals
corresponding to respective ones of the first plurality of input
chip select signals, [15.6] the first plurality of registered chip
select signals including a first registered chip select signal
having an active signal value and one or more other registered
chip select signals each having a non-active signal value

(emphasis added; Petitioner’s limitation identifiers in brackets (see Pet. x)).
Independent claim 28 is directed to a memory module having similarly
recited logic, including the active and non-active signal value subject matter
emphasized above. Petitioner relies on the same arguments for this subject
matter in both claims. See Pet. 78 (for claim 28, referringto claim 15).

For the teaching of amemory module, Petitioner identifies Halbert’s

memory module 100 in Figure 4, reproduced below. Pet. 15-16.
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Halbert’s Figure 4 is a block diagram of memory module 100 including
memory ranks 140 and 142, module controller 110, and datainterface circuit
120. Ex. 1005 99 27-28. Petitioner argues that Halbert’s disclosure of
modulecontroller 110 teachesrecitation 15.3. Pet. 18—19.

For recitation 15.4 (“the first set of input address and control signals
including a first plurality of input chip select signals™), Petitioner relies on
Halbert’s disclosure of bank select signals BO SEL#and B1 _SEL#in
Halbert’s Figure 2 to teach chip select signals and argues that it would have
been obvious to include those bank select signals in Halbert’s Figure 4
memory module “to select whether datais transferred to/from memory
devicerank 140 or 142.” Pet. 20-22 (citing Ex. 1005999, 37, Figs. 2, 4;
Ex. 1003 9]/ 244-245).

Alternatively, Petitioner relies on JESD21-C for teaching a first
plurality of input chip select signals SO and S1 as shown in the Raw Card
Version N diagram in JESD21-C. Pet. 22-23 (citing Ex. 1006, 15; Ex. 1003
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9§ 146). Petitioner argues that the Card N block diagram showstwo physical
banks of SDRAM and that chip select SO corresponds to the bank that
includes DO—D17 memory devices, while chip select S1 corresponds to the
bank that includes D18—D35 memory devices. Pet. 22-23 (citing Ex. 1006,
15; Ex. 1003 9 246). According to Petitioner, this is similar to what is
disclosed in Figure 4 of Halbert where there are memory devices in two
ranks—ranks 140 and 142. Pet.23. Petitioner argues that both references
are in the same field and are directed toward improving the design of
memory modules using SDRAM. Pet. 23-24 (citing Ex. 1003 247).
Petitioner argues that one of ordinary skill would have been motivated to
design thememory modules of Halbert to comply with an industry wide
standardsuch as JEDEC. Pet.24 (citing Ex. 1003 9 247). Further,
according to Petitioner, one of ordinary skill would have been motivated to
combine JESDC-21C with Halbert because Halbert’s goal is to improve on
dual-bank registered DIMMs and JESD21-C is a specification that defines
registered DDR SDRAM DIMMs. Pet. 24 (citing Ex. 1003 9 247).

For recitation 15.5 (“the first set of registered address and control
signals including a first plurality of registered chip select signals
corresponding to respective ones of the first plurality of input chip select
signals”), Petitioner identifiesRBO_SEL#and RB1_SEL#in Halbert’s
Figure 2 as registered chip select signals. Pet. 27-28 (citing Ex. 100599,
Fig. 2; Ex. 1003 9 251). Petitioner argues that, in the proposed combination
in which chipselect signals are implemented in Halbert’s Figure 4, module
controller 110 “would have a plurality of registered chip selects as outputs
because there are multiple memory device ranks 140 and 142, and there
would be registered chip selects to select whether data is transferred to/from

memorydevice rank 140 or 142.” Pet. 28-29 (citing Ex. 1005, Fig. 4;
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Ex. 1003 § 252); see also Pet. 29-31 (similarly asserting for the combination
of Halbert and JESD21-C“there would [be] a first plurality of registered
chip selects output from module controller 110 in Fig. 4 that correspondto
the first plurality of input chip select signals”).

For recitation 15.6 (“the first plurality of registered chip select signals
including a first registered chip select signal having an active signal value
and one or more other registered chip select signals each having a non-active
signal value”), Petitionerargues the following:

Halbert discloses Limitation [15.6]. As discussed above,
Halbert discloses a first plurality of registered chip select signals
RBO SEL# and RB1 SEL#. Referring to Fig. 2 below,
RBO SEL# has an active signal value when selecting the D0O-
D08 memory ranks for data transfers. When RBO_SEL# has an
active signal value, RB1 SEL# has a non-active signal value
because the D10-D18 memory ranks are not selected for data
transfers. . ..

RBO SEL# having an active signal value while
RB1_SEL# has a non-active signal value is reflected in Fig. 3
below. ... AsshowninFig. 3, RBO SEL#is low to indicate that
it has an active signal value at all times the registered address and
control signals are active, while RB1 _SEL# is high to indicate
that it has anon-active signal value during those times.

Pet. 31-32 (citing Ex. 1005, Figs. 2, 3; Ex. 1003 44 255-256).
Thus, Petitioner relies on Halbert’s Figure 2 prior art embodiment for
the subject matter of claim 15 recitingactive and non-active chip select

signals. SeePet.31-32. Halbert’sFigure 2 is reproduced below.
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Halbert’s Figure 2 is a block diagram of registered Dual In-Line Memory
Module (DIMM) 24 having two banks of memory, one bank having memory
devices DO0-DO0S8 and the other bank having memory devices D10-D18.
Ex. 1005 99. Registered bank select signals RBO SEL#and RB1 SEL#
control, respectively, banks DO0-D08 and D10-D18. Ex. 1005 99 9-10,
Fig. 2; see Pet. 31 (explainingthat RBO_SEL# is active to select DO0—D08
while RB1 SEL#is inactive).

Patent Owner argues that Petitioner failed to meet its burden with
respect torecitation 15.6. PO Resp. 12-22. In particular, Patent Owner
argues that “Petitioners provide no obviousness analysis at all relating to”
recitation 15.6 and instead rely only on Halbert’s Figure 2 prior art
disclosures. PO Resp. 12—13.

Petitioner counters that its contentions for recitation 15.5 already

explain why a person of ordinary skill in the art “would have included

11
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registered chipselect signals in Fig. 4.” Pet. Reply 2. Petitioner asserts that
recitation 15.6 “directly relates to howregistered chip select signals
normally function” and, therefore, that “no additional obviousness analysis
for” this subject matter “is required because the teachings of registered chip
select signals have already been incorporatedinto Fig. 4, and Limitation
[15.6]1s directed to using the registered chip select signals in the manner
they normally operate, as illustrated in Halbert’s Fig. 3.” Pet. Reply 2-3.

For the reasons explained below, we agree with Patent Owner that
Petitioner’s assertions for limitation 15.6 are inadequate.

As outlined above, Petitioner presents reasoning as to why a person of
ordinary skill in the art would have included chip select signals in Halbert’s
Figure 4 device. See Pet. 20-31 (addressing limitations 15.4 and 15.5). But
Petitioner’s contentions about the use of chip select signals do not address
sufficiently how Halbert’s Figure 4 device would operate with active and
non-active chipselect signals, as recited in claim 15. Indeed, as Patent
Owner points out (PO Resp. 12), Petitioner’s contentions for limitation 15.6
only rely on Halbert’s Figure 2 prior art device. See Pet. 31-32. Petitioner’s
lack of explanation as to how active and non-active signals would affect the

operation of Halbert’s Figure 4 device is significant, as explained below.

12
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Halbert’s Figure 5 is reproduced below.
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Halbert’s Figure 5 is a timing diagram for two consecutive read operations
for the memory module of Figure 4. Ex. 100599 16, 37. Halbert explains
that each ofranks 140 and 142 is “capable of performing m-bit-wide data
transfers,” and as shown in Halbert’s Figure 4, reproduced above earlier in
this section, bus RDQO corresponds to rank 140 and bus RDQ1 corresponds
torank 142. Ex. 10059 30. Withreference to Figure 5, Halbert explains
that first and secondread commands are clocked in at times T4 and TS5,
respectively. Ex. 10059 37. “At T7n, device array 140/142 takes MDQS
high, signifying that data outputs ‘DO_al’and ‘DO_a2’ are being driven
respectively onto buses RDQO and RDQ1 at that time.” Ex. 1005 9] 39.
Halbert explains that at time T8n, “the memory devices begin data output of
theresultsofthe second READ operation,” which is shown in Figure 5 as
“DO_bl”on bus RDQO and “DO_b2” on busRDQ1. Ex. 1005 942.

13
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Halbert discloses that multiplexer/demultiplexer (MUX/DeMUX) 124 in
Figure 4 selects data from either register 126 or from register 128 to output
tobuffer 122, which are then output on line DQ. Ex. 10059 33. Halbert
explains that “[d]ata is serialized from the data registers onto the memory
data bus by reading 2m bits into the data registers during one memory device
read cycle, and then driving these bits, m at a time, through MUX 124.”

Ex. 1005 9 33. Asshown in Halbert’s Figure 5, over one clock cycle (T7n—
T8n), each of ranks 140 and 142 outputs one piece of m-bit-wide data, and
over one clock cycle (T8-T9), those twopieces of m-bit-wide data are
output on line DQ to the system memory data bus. Halbert explains that the
second read operation proceeds in the same fashion as the first and that
“[t]he net result is that the memory databus transfers 4m bits of data in two
memory bus clock cycles (four m-bit transfers), with only two data accesses
performed at each memory device on the module.” Ex. 10059 42. Thus,
Halbert’s memory module outputs data to the system memory data bus at
twice the rate that each of ranks 140 and 142 outputsdata. See Ex. 2003

94/ 68—73 (Dr. Przybylski’s credible testimony explaining Halbert’s data
rates).

Dr. Przybylski testifies that Halbert operates “multiple memory ranks
concurrently to increase bandwidth of the memory system.” Ex.2003 9119
(citing Ex. 1005 99/ 24, 30; Ex. 2004, 84:19-85:9, 97:8—17). We credit this
testimony because it is based on Halbert’s express disclosure, as discussed
above and shown in the Figure 5 timing diagram.

Turningback to the claim language, limitation 15.6 recites “the first
plurality of registered chip select signalsincluding a first registered chip
select signal having an active signal value and one or more otherregistered

chip select signalseach having anon-active signal value.” Petitioner’s

14



IPR2022-00744
Patent 10,489,314 B2

contentions correctly assert that Halbert’s Figure 2 memory device would
have active and non-active signals at the same time because one bank of
memory devices wouldbe selected while the other bank is not selected, as
discussed above. See Pet. 31-32 (discussing Halbert’s Figures 2 and 3). But
these contentions do not address sufficiently theuse of such signalsin
Halbert’s Figure 4 memory module, which Petitioner contendsis the recited
“memory module” and which Petitioner proposes to modify with chip select
signals. See Pet. 15—16 (“Halbert further discloses the components of a
memory module, e.g., as depicted in Fig. 4 below.”), 21-22 (asserting that it
would have been obviousto include chip select signals in the Figure 4
memory module).

As discussed above, Halbert’s Figure 5 shows ranks 140 and 142
operating concurrently to increase the throughput of the memory. This is not
to say that Halbert cannot be configured to operate with activeand
non-active signals such that ranks 140 and 142 do not operate concurrently.
Indeed, Halbert disclosesthat “/g/enerally, multiple ranks will receive the
same address and commands, and will perform memory operations with the
interface circuit concurrently” (Ex. 1005 930 (emphasis added)), which
suggeststhat the memoryneed not be limited to concurrently-operating
ranks. Butasthe Federal Circuit has stated, “obviousness concerns whether
a skilled artisan not only could have made but would have been motivated to
make the combinations or modifications of prior art to arrive at the claimed
invention.” Belden Inc. v. Berk-Tek LLC, 805 F.3d 1064, 1074 (Fed. Cir.
2015). Halbert’s Figure 5 shows operating ranks 140 and 142 concurrently
to increase memory throughput. If active and non-active signals are applied
toranks 140 and 142 in Halbert’s Figure 5, the increased memory

throughput would be eliminated by operatingonly one of the ranks at a time.

15
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In other words, Halbert’s Figure 4 memory module would operate at therate
of each of ranks 140 and 142, rather than “twice the data rate” of the ranks.
See Ex. 1005 9 24. Petitioner’s analysis for limitation 15.6 does not
sufficiently address Halbert’s Figure 4, much less “explain why a person of
ordinary skill in the art would have combined elements from specific
references in the way the claimed invention does,” accounting for the
performance impact of not operating ranks 140 and 142 concurrently. See
ActiveVideo Networks, Inc. v. Verizon Comm ’ns, Inc.,694 F.3d 1312, 1328
(Fed. Cir. 2012).

Therefore, Petitioner’s contentions that using chip select signals
would have been obviousin Halbert’s Figure 4 do not sufficiently address
the particular requirement of having a “first plurality of registered chip select
signals including a first registered chip select signal having an active signal
value and one or more other registered chip select signals each havinga non-
active signal value.”

Petitioner further argues that “it is undisputed that data from each rank
in Fig. 4 is output ontothe memory bus one rank at atime” and, therefore,
that “a selection of which rank to outputthe data from must occur.” Pet.
Reply 5. Petitioner asserts that bodily incorporation is not the test for
obviousness but that “the prior art registered chip select signals operation
concepts described with respect to Figs. 2 and 3 could have been
implementedin Fig. 4 in a variety of well-known and obvious ways.” Pet.
Reply 6-7. Accordingto Petitioner,

the use of active and non-active chip select signals (similar in
operation to RDQS and REG#_SEL) could be used to trigger
selecting DO _al from rank 140 (and not DO a2 from rank 142)
to be sent to buffer 122, while active and non-active chip select

16
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signals for ranks 142 and 140, respectively, are used a half-clock
cycle laterto send DO a2 onto the memory bus.

Pet. Reply 7 (citing Uber Techs., Inc. v. X One, Inc.,957 F.3d 1334, 1341
(Fed. Cir. 2020)).

These arguments are not persuasive. We agree with Petitioner that
there is ultimately a selection of data between ranks 140 and 142 to put onto
the memory bus during a read operation. Halbert explains that thisis
performed by multiplexer/demultiplexer (MUX/DeMUX) 124 as follows:
“either data signals DQO (from register 126) or data signals DQ1 (from
register 128) can be multiplexed to buffer 122 when the module is reading
from memory device array 140/142.” Ex. 10059 33. This selection happens
using signals DIR and REG_SEL after registers 126 and 128 have received
data from ranks 140 and 142 in aread operation. Ex. 1005 99 32-35.

But Petitioner’s argument falls short if the chip select signals are only
used for selectingat the MUX/DeMUX because claims 15 and 28 recite that
the memory devices are “configured to receiverespective ones of the
plurality of registered chip select signals.” Ifthe active andnon-active
signals are only used at the MUX/DeMUX and are not sent to the memory
devices (ranks 140 and 142), then the combination does not show memories
that are “configured to receive respective ones of the plurality of registered
chip select signals.” Thus, we find Petitioner’s reliance on Uber
Technologies misplaced because Petitioner’s Reply contentions do not show
a “predictable variation” of Halbert’s Figure 4 that still meets the claims.
See Uber Techs., 957 F.3d at 1340 (“The combination of Okubo with
Konishi's known server-side plotting is obvious because it would have been

a ‘predictable variation’ of Okubo’s system as written, using a technique that

17
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was known to one of ordinary skill in the art.” (quoting KSR, 550 U.S. at
417)).

Furthermore, Petitioner’s argument that bodily incorporation is not the
test for obviousness is misplaced because the combined teachings do not
suggest the subject matter of recitation 15.6. Thatis, Petitioner hasnot
provided adequate reasoning to apply active and non-active chip select
signals toranks 140 and 142, as discussed above.

For all the reasons discussed above, Petitioner has not proven by a
preponderance of the evidence that the subject matter of claims 15 and 28
would have been obviousover the combined teachings of Halbert and
JESD21-C. Dependent claims 16-20,22-27, and 29-33 stand with their

respective independent claims.

III. CONCLUSION
For the reasons discussed above, we determine that Petitioner has not
proven, by a preponderance of the evidence, that claims 15-20 and 22—-33 of

the ’314 patent are unpatentable, as summarized in the following table:

35 Claim(s) Claim(s)
Claim(s) U.S.C.§ Reference(s)/Basis Shown Not Shown
T Unpatentable | Unpatentable
15-20, 103(a) | Halbert, 15-20,22-33
22-33 JESD21-C
IV. ORDER

Accordingly, it is
ORDERED that claims 15-20 and 22—33 of the *314 patenthave not

been shown to be unpatentable; and
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FURTHER ORDERED that, because this is a Final Written Decision,
parties to the proceeding seeking judicial review of the Decision must

comply with the notice and servicerequirements of 37 C.F.R. § 90.2.
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FOR PETITIONER:

Juan Yaquian
WINSTON & STRAWN LLP
jyaquian@winston.com

FOR PATENT OWNER:

Rex Hwang

Ryan Hargrave

Michael Ricketts

SKEIRMONT DERBY LLP
rhwang@skiermontderby.com
rhargrave@skiermontderby.com
mricketts@skiermontderby.com
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