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Samsung’s Petition should be denied because it fails to name SEA as an 

RPI. PO DD Br., 17-19; POPR, 4-12. Samsung does not dispute that SEA has a 

preexisting, established relationship with Petitioner SEC and with RPI SSI. Rather, 

Samsung admits: “SSI is a wholly-owned subsidiary of SEA, which itself is a 

wholly-owned subsidiary of SEC.” EX2027, 1. SEA is also a respondent in the co-

pending ITC case and a co-plaintiff in Samsung’s Delaware DJ action. DD Br., 18-

19; POPR, 7-9. Nor does Samsung dispute SEA would be a clear beneficiary of 

this IPR. Instead, Samsung represented to the Delaware court that an “immediate, 

real, and justiciable controversy exists” between SEA and Netlist regarding the 

’035 patent. EX2004, 3. SEA is an RPI that has a significant stake in this IPR. 

Samsung’s Reply merely incorporates arguments from other papers but does 

not contest these facts. Reply, 1. Samsung has not sought authorization to correct 

its RPI listing. Nor could it—the recent de-designation of Proppant and Adello 

confirms Samsung cannot correct its RPI listing, and institution should be denied. 

All Samsung’s Petitions against Netlist’s ITC patents have the same fatal defect.  

Samsung also presents inconsistent interpretations of “memory operation” in 

its Petition and DJ complaint. POPR, 12-15. Samsung’s Reply does nothing to re-

solve or explain the inconsistency. Instead, it merely points to one sentence in the 

DJ complaint that provides alleged examples of trainings that are not memory op-

erations, and then incorrectly concludes that its positions are consistent. Reply, 1. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
STERNE, KESSLER, GOLDSTEIN & FOX PLLC 

/Richard M. Bemben/  

Richard M. Bemben  
Registration No. 68,658 
Lead Attorney for Patent Owner 

Date: February 13, 2026 

1101 K Street, NW, 10th Floor  
Washington, DC 20005 
(202) 371-2600 
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