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I. INTRODUCTION 

Petitioner provides this Opposition under 37 C.F.R. § 42.23 to Patent 

Owner’s Motion to Exclude dated January 22, 2014 (Paper 19) (“Motion”).  The 

Motion seeks to exclude Petitioner’s Reply (Paper 17), the Second Iezzi 

Declaration (Ex. 1018) and the Exhibits accompanying the Second Iezzi 

Declaration (collectively, the “Reply Submissions”).  As the moving party, Patent 

Owner has the burden of proof to establish that it is entitled to the requested relief.  

See 37 C.F.R. § 42.20(c).  The Motion should be summarily denied.   

The Board instituted this trial based on its finding that the prior art reference 

Kuwahara raises a prima facie case of invalidity for claim 1.  (Institution Decision 

(Paper 8) at 9-11, 21.)  In its Corrected Response (Paper 16), Patent Owner 

challenged this finding by concocting deficiencies in Kuwahara, where the Board 

had found none.  Petitioner rebutted each and every deficiency in its timely Reply 

Submissions.  These submissions were not to fill any “holes” in Kuwahara as 

Patent Owner asserts, but rather to rebut Patent Owner’s groundless attacks on 

Kuwahara.  

Moreover, the Patent Owner has distorted this proceeding’s history in 

attempting to claim that Petitioner has raised a “new ground of rejection.”  Patent 

Owner asserts that the prima facie case in the Petition (Paper 3) and the Board’s 

Institution Decision was based “entirely” or “exclusively” on a 500 Angstrom 
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island spacing in Kuwahara’s examples 1 and 2.  This assertion is meritless.  

Kuwahara is to be considered in its entirety, and neither the Petition nor the 

Board’s Institution Decision suggested that only portions of Kuwahara were to be 

considered.  Moreover, Patent Owner fails to provide the proper context in which 

Petitioner cited the spacing range of Kuwahara.  Kuwahara discloses a metallized 

layer having metal islands spaced “between 100 and 5000 Å” and then provides 

two “examples” in that range.  (Ex. 1007 at 3:1-15; 4:6-7; 5:12-28.)  However, 

Patent Owner attempted to limit Kuwahara to a single spacing in that range, so 

Petitioner cited Kuwahara’s spacing range “between 100 and 5000 Å” as rebuttal. 

Finally, Patent Owner asserts that it has been “ambushed” and “prejudiced.”  

Its shrill claims are misplaced.  Rebuttal, such as provided by Petitioner, is 

envisioned in the framework for inter partes review.  Furthermore, the framework 

permits cross-examination of any declarant – including a reply declarant – as 

routine discovery and further permits, if necessary, the submission of observations 

on that cross-examination.  See 37 C.F.R. § 42.51(b)(1)(ii); Scheduling Order 

(Paper 9) at 4.  Here, Patent Owner has failed to cross-examine Dr. Iezzi.  Patent 

Owner now muses that “perhaps it would have deposed Dr. Iezzi,” but it has only 

itself to blame for not conducting routine discovery. 

Thus, the Motion should be summarily denied for these reasons, which are 

also addressed in detail below.    
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II. PETITIONER’S REPLY SUBMISSIONS WERE RESPONDING TO 

PATENT OWNER’S ATTACKS ON KUWAHARA 

When one properly considers the Petition, the Institution Decision and the 

Patent Owner’s Response, it is clear that Petitioner was simply rebutting the 

attacks against Kuwahara raised by Patent Owner in its Response. 

In its Petition, Petitioner explained that Kuwahara anticipates claim 1, 

because it discloses two thermoplastic layers and a discontinuous layer between 

them, with the discontinuous layer including discrete islands of metal in an 

adhesive.  (See, e.g., Petition at 7-12; Iezzi First Dec. (Ex. 1017) at ¶¶ 37-39, 50-

58.)  With respect to the discontinuous layer, Petitioner pointed to Kuwahara’s roll 

coating an adhesive over a metallized layer and then applying heat and pressure to 

laminate all the layers together.  (Id.)  The Board “evaluat[ed] the disclosure of 

Kuwahara” and did not find it deficient.  (Institution Decision at 9-11, 21.)  It 

determined that a prima facie case of invalidity had been met based on the 

evidence and instituted this trial.  (Id.) 

Patent Owner’s Response attacked the finding of invalidity by concocting 

five deficiencies in Kuwahara.  In its Reply, Petitioner simply quoted or cited to 

each purported deficiency and rebutted it with analysis backed up with testimony 

as discussed below.        

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.


