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Fully Removing the Clearcoat Patentably Distinguishes Claims 25 and 37 

Petitioner argues that “fully removing the clearcoat finish” does not 

patentably distinguish proposed substitute claims 25 and 37.  (Paper 52, Opp., 

II.A.1, p. 3: III.A.1. p. 11).  While Kuta does not use the word “partially”, Kuta 

discloses only partially removing the clearcoat.  Kuta explains that the sanding 

discs (the only tool disclosed for removing the clearcoat) is “unable” to reach the 

corners of the lens: 

 

Ex. 1002, ¶ [0023].  Petitioner argues that it would have been obvious to fully 

remove the clearcoat if the Kuta process were modified contrary to Kuta’s express 

purpose of avoiding the expense of removing and reinstalling lenses: 

 

Ex. 1002, ¶ [0010].  Kuta is limited to in situ treatment of the lenses, where the 

clearcoat is not (and apparently does not have to be) fully removed.  Petitioner has 

not shown it was obvious to ignore Kuta’s teachings (1) not to remove the lenses and 
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(2) that partial removal of the clearcoat was adequate.  Fully removing the clearcoat 

patentably distinguishes substitute claims 26 and 37.  See, (Paper 35, Response, 

II.C.1., p. 12-15; II.D.a. p 21-25). 

Evening the Lamp Surface Patentably Distinguishes Claims 25 and 37 

 Petitioner argues that “evening the lamp for surface by smoothing out the 

lamp surface to minimize any troughs created through the removal of the damage” 

does not patentably distinguish proposed substitute claims 25 and 37 (Paper 52, 

Opp., II.A.2. p. 5; III.A.2. p. 11).  Patent Owner submits evening the lamp surface is 

not disclosed in Kuta.  Evening the lamp surface patentably distinguishes substitute 

claims 25 and 37.  See, (Paper 35, Response, II.C.2. p. 15-17, II.D.1.b. p. 25-26). 

 Petitioner also argues that the evening step lacks of antecedent basis.  (Paper 

52, Opp., II.A., p. 3).  The language “removal of the damage” is supported by the 

preamble, “a method for refurbishing a lamp surface of a lamp having surface 

damage.”  In any event, Petitioner concedes (Paper 52, Opp., II.A. p. 3) that 

alternative claim 25’’ has adequate antecedent basis.  

Restoring to OE Condition Patentably Distinguishes Claims 25’, 25’’ and 37’ 

 

Petitioner argues that the amendment “wherein, the steps (b) through (h) are 

performed to restore the lamp to its original equipment condition” does not 

patentably distinguish substitute claims 25’ or 25’’ (Paper 52, Opp., II.B. p. 7; 

II.C.2. p. 9) or 37’ (Paper 52, Opp., III.B. p. 12).  However, the prior art does not 
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disclose a process that restores the lamp to its original equipment condition, or even 

that such a restoration is possible.  Kuta teaches only partially removing the 

clearcoat, and while this may be acceptable to a consumer, it does not achieve an 

original equipment condition.  This was confirmed by the unrebutted testimony of 

Patent Owner’s experts, A. Harvey Bell, who established that Kuta does not remove 

the original clear coat (EX2004 ¶¶ 54-55), and Mr. Katsamberis, has stated that, if 

the original clear coat finish is not fully removed from the lamp surface, it is not 

possible to achieve an original equipment condition.  (EX2007 at ¶¶ 27-29).  

Restoring to original equipment condition patentably distinguishes claims 25’, 25’’, 

and 37’.  See (Paper 35, Response, II.A.1. p. 7-8; II.D.1.a. p. 24-25; II.D.2. p. 32). 

Removing Damage Patentably Distinguishes Claims 25’’ and 37’’ 

 Petitioner argues that “removing the damage from the lamp surface” does not 

patentably distinguish proposed substitute claims 25’’ and 37’’ (Paper 52, Opp., 

II.C. p. 9, III.C. p. 12).  This language is appropriate as providing additional 

antecedent basis for the evening step in claims 25’’ and 37’’, which patentably 

distinguishes the claims over the prior art. 

Statically Neutralizing Distinguishes Claim 37 

 Petitioner argues that “Statically neutralizing debris on the lamp surface to 

facilitate removal of all of the debris on the lamp surface after all of the steps that 

create debris” does not patentably distinguish proposed substitute claim 37 (Paper 
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52, Opp., III.A.3., p. 11).  As explained in Patent Owner’s Response, p. 32, in Kuta 

the static neutralization occurs during the sanding process and before the buffing 

process.  Thus, the lamp surface is “statically neutralized to facilitate the removal of 

all of the debris on the lamp surface” before the process has stopped creating debris 

on the lamp surface.  There is no disclosure, for example, that after the buffing step 

(which Kuta describes as occurring after the grinding step), a further static 

neutralization is performed on the lens surface.  EX2004 at ¶ 79.  Instead, Kuta fails 

to teach neutralizing static to facilitate the removal of all of the debris from the lamp.  

Statically neutralizing patentably distinguishes claim 37.  See (Paper 35, Response, 

II.D.2. p. 31-33). 

The Substitute Claims Are Patentably Distinct over the Prior Art 

Petitioner argues that the Patent Owner has not shown that the substitute 

claims are patentably distinct over the prior art.  (Paper 52, Opp., IV. p. 13).  The 

Patent Owner submits that the original claims in the patent distinguish over the prior 

art, but in the event that giving the claims their broadest reasonable interpretation 

(37 C.F.R. § 42.100(b)) gives the claims broader meaning than their actual meaning, 

the Patent Owner has conditionally proposed amendments to the original claims to 

give effect to the actual meaning of the claims.  For each amendment, the Patent 

Owner explained how the proposed amendment distinguished over the prior art, with 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
  Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

  Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
  With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

  Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
  Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

  Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


