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I. INTRODUCTION

On December 3, 2013, Greene’s Energy Group, LLC (“GEG” or

“Petitioner”) filed a petition1 for inter partes review (“Petition”) seeking

cancellation of claims 1 and 22 of U.S. Patent No. 6,179,053 (“the ’053 Patent”)

(Pet. Ex. 1001). Patent Owner Oil States Energy Services, L.L.C. (“OSES or

“Patent Owner”) filed a timely Preliminary Response on March 13, 2014. The

Patent Trial and Appeal Board ultimately instituted inter partes review on both

claims 1 and 22 as described in the decision to institute inter partes review

(“Institution Decision”) issued on June 10, 2014. However, the Board granted trial

as to only one ground presented in the Petition: the alleged anticipation of claims 1

and 22 of the ’053 Patent by Canadian Patent Application No. 2,195,118 (“the ’118

Application”) (Pet. Ex. 1003), which was Ground 2 of the Petition. The Board

denied the two other grounds presented in the Petition.

Patent Owner respectfully submits its Response under 37 C.F.R. § 42.120 to

address Ground 2 of the Petition as well as to address comments made by the

Board in the Institution Decision. In support of this Response, Patent Owner

submits the Declaration of Dr. Gary Wooley, dated August 26, 2014 (“Wooley

Decl.”) (Ex. 2012), which details his technical analysis of the challenged claims.

1 Petitioner filed a Reformatted Petition on January 17, 2014. All citations to
the Petition are to the Reformatted Petition, Paper No. 6.
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