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Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.107, Patent Owner Centria (“Centria”) hereby 

submits this Preliminary Response to Petitioner ATAS International Inc.’s 

(“ATAS”) Petition for Inter Partes Review of U.S. Design Patent No. D527,834 

(“the ’834 Patent”).  Under 37 C.F.R. § 42.107(b), this Preliminary Response is 

timely filed within three months of the May 7, 2013 Notice of Filing Date 

According to Petition and Time for Filing Patent Owner Preliminary Response. 

I. INTRODUCTION 
 
 Petitioner ATAS makes no fewer than nine independent and distinct 

attempts to demonstrate to this Board that there is a reasonable likelihood the 

claimed design of the ’834 patent is invalid.  This approach highlights the 

weakness of each argument standing alone.  Every argument made by ATAS is 

fatally flawed because none of the prior art asserted in its Petition looks 

sufficiently close to any embodiment of the ’834 Patent to render obvious, let alone 

anticipate, the claimed design.  Moreover, nowhere does ATAS explain why or 

how the combinations of references and the precise alleged modifications for 

obviousness purposes would have occurred. 

 A serious threshold issue with ATAS’s Petition is that the Petition makes 

various representations about the prior art in the form of visual depictions that are 

not images from the prior art printed publications being relied on by ATAS.  See, 

e.g., Petition at 25-26, 34-35, 43-44 (submitting “prepared drawings” such as 
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