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PETITION FOR INTER PARTES REVIEW 

 

Mail Stop Patent Board 

Patent Trial and Appeal Board 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

 

Dear Sir: 

 

Pursuant to the provisions of 35 U.S.C. §§ 311-319, Raymarine, Inc. 

(“Petitioner”) hereby petitions the Patent Trial and Appeal Board to institute an 

inter partes review of claims 4, 6, 8-9, 12-15, 22, 27-28, 34-37, 43, 54-55, 63, and 

65-68 of United States Patent No. 8,305,840 (“the ’840 Patent,” Exhibit RAY-

1001) that issued on November 6, 2012, to Brian T. Maguire, resulting from U.S. 

Patent Application No. 12/460,139, filed on July 14, 2009. According to USPTO 

records, the ’840 Patent has recently been assigned to Navico Holding AS. 
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I. Mandatory Notices 

A. Real Party-in-Interest 

The real party-in-interest is Raymarine, Inc. a subsidiary of FLIR Systems, Inc. 

B. Related Matters 

As of the filing date of this petition, the ‘840 Patent was asserted against the real 

party-in-interest in Navico, Inc. v. Raymarine, Inc. 4:13-cv-00251 (N.D. Okla.).  

Petitioner filed petition IPR2013-00355 for inter partes review of claims 1-2, 5, 7, 

16-21, 23, 25, 30, 32, 38-42, 45, 64, and 70-73 of the ‘840 Patent on June 13, 2013.  

Concurrently with this petition, Petitioner is filing a petition for inter partes review 

of claims 3, 10-11, 24, 26, 29, 31, 33, 44, 46-53, 56-62, and 69 of the ‘840 Patent. 

C. Lead and Back-up Counsel and Service Information 

Lead Counsel  

David L. McCombs 

HAYNES AND BOONE, LLP 

2323 Victory Ave. Suite 700 

Dallas, TX 75219 

 

Phone: (972) 739-8636 

Fax: (214) 200-0853 

david.mccombs.ipr@haynesboone.com  

USPTO Reg. No. 32,271 

Back-up Counsel  

Julie M. Nickols 

HAYNES AND BOONE, LLP 

2323 Victory Ave. Suite 700 

Dallas, TX 75219 

 

 

Phone:  (972) 739-8640 

Fax:  (214) 200-0853 

julie.nickols.ipr@haynesboone.com 

USPTO Reg. No. 50,826 

 

Greg Michelson 

HAYNES AND BOONE, LLP 

18100 Von Karman Ave. 

Suite 750 

Irvine, California 92612 

 

Phone: (949) 202-3022 

Fax: (214) 200-0853 

greg.michelson@haynesboone.com 

USPTO Reg. No. 44,940 

Phillip B. Philbin Phone: (214) 651-5684 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


 Petition for Inter Partes Review of U.S. Patent No. 8,305,840 

2 

 

HAYNES AND BOONE, LLP 

2323 Victory Ave. Suite 700 

Dallas, TX 75219 

Fax: (214) 200-0672 

phillip.philbin.ipr@haynesboone.com 

USPTO Reg. No. 35,979 

  

II. Grounds for Standing 

Petitioner certifies that the ’840 Patent is eligible for inter partes review and 

Petitioner is not estopped or barred from requesting inter partes review of the ’840 

Patent. A complaint asserting that Petitioner infringes the ‘840 Patent was filed on 

April 29, 2013, but Petitioner has not yet been served.  Petitioner has not initiated a 

civil action challenging validity of any claim of the ‘840 Patent.  

III. Relief Requested 

Petitioner asks that the Board review the accompanying prior art, analysis, 

and declarations, institute a trial for inter partes review of claims 4, 6, 8-9, 12-15, 

22, 27-28, 34-37, 43, 54-55, 63, and 65-68 of the ’840 Patent, and cancel those 

claims as unpatentable. 

IV. The Reasons for the Requested Relief 

The full statement of the reasons for the relief requested is as follows: 

A. Summary of Reasons 

The ’840 Patent relates to a downward facing (referred to as “downscan” in 

the ‘840 Patent) imaging sonar system utilizing a rectangular (referred to as 

“linear” in the ‘840 Patent) transducer element to provide images of the sea floor 

and other objects in the water column beneath a vessel. In general, the ’840 Patent 

describes a sonar assembly with a conventional transducer having a rectangular 
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