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I. Statement of Relief Requested1

Party Lo (“Lo”) requests reconsideration of the PTAB’s Decision (Paper 101) and 2

Order (Paper 103) entered on 7 April 2014, which deny Lo authorization to renew its 3

request to file its deferred motion for judgment that the claims of Party Fan’s involved 4

U.S. Patent 8,195,415 (“the ’415 patent”) are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102 and 5

103 in view of the disclosure of two references: (1) U.S. Patent Application Publication 6

2009/0029377 (“the ’377 publication”), filed 23 July 2008, and (2) the ’377 publication’s 7

priority application, U.S. Provisional Application No. 60/951,438 (“the ’438 provisional”),8

filed 23 July 2007, taken alone or in combination with one or more of the listed 9

references. See Paper 16, at 1-2.  10

In its Motions List, Lo sought authorization under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102 and 103 11

based on the ’377 publication, which is the published version of Lo’s parent application 12

12/178,181, filed 23 July 2008, priority of which has been accorded to Lo in this 13

interference, and Lo’s earlier-filed provisional application, the ‘438 provisional, priority of 14

which was not accorded to Lo.  The statutory bases under 35 U.S.C. §102 and/or §103 15

for Lo’s arguments based upon these two references against the claims of the ’415 16

patent are distinct, as fully explained by Lo in co-pending IPR2013-00390 (“the ’415 17

IPR”).  18

Because the PTAB expressly denied institution in the ’415 IPR of Lo’s arguments 19

based upon the ’438 provisional, and because Party Fan (“Fan”) has asserted a 20

conception date in this interference as early as 18 December 2007, which would, if 21

proven, antedate the ’377 publication, but not the ’438 provisional, the PTAB should 22

reconsider its decision and permit Lo to file a motion for judgment on the grounds that 23

Fan’s involved claims are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103 in view of the ’438 24
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provisional, taken in combination with one or more of the references identified in Lo’s list 1

of proposed motions. Furthermore, in view of Fan’s priority statement filed in this 2

interference, Fan is limited to its asserted earliest corroborated conception date of “as 3

early as 18 December 2007.” This date, while earlier than the effective prior art date of 4

the ‘377 publication, is not earlier than the effective prior art date of the ‘438 provisional.5

While Fan is precluded in this interference from asserting a date of invention antedating 6

the ‘438 provisional, there is no such constraint on Fan in the ‘415 IPR. For this reason, 7

the priority phase of this interference is the proper forum for resolution of this issue. 8

II. Statement of Facts Relevant to the Request9

On 3 May 2013, the PTAB declared this interference.  Paper 1.  Count 1, the sole 10

count of the interference, corresponds to claim 1 of the ’415 patent, and the PTAB11

designated claims 1-17 of the ’415 patent as corresponding to the Count. Paper 1, at 4-12

5.  At the beginning of the motions phase, Lo requested authorization to file a motion for 13

judgment on the ground that Fan’s involved claims are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 14

§§ 102 and 103 in view of the ’377 publication, filed 23 July 2008, either alone or in 15

combination with other cited art.  Paper 16, at 1-2. That request expressly included 16

reliance on the disclosure of the ’438 provisional based on its earlier filing date, 23 July 17

2007. Id. The PTAB deferred Lo’s requested motion, but authorized Lo to renew its 18

request for the deferred motion following resolution of the parties’ motions for benefit.19

Paper 18, at 3.20

In its priority statement, Fan asserted a conception date as early as 21

18 December 2007.  Paper 24. Lo, in its priority statement, relied upon the filing date of 22

its first filed nonprovisional application, Application No. 12/178,181, filed 23 July 2008.  23

Paper 21.24
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On 26 June 2013, Lo filed IPR2013-00390 (the ’415 IPR) challenging the 1

patentability of claims 1-17 of the ’415 patent.1 Lo presented unpatentability grounds 1-2

10 under §§ 102 and 103 based on the ’377 publication, alone or in combination with 3

other references.  Lo also presented separate unpatentability grounds 11-16 under 4

§ 103 based on the ’438 provisional in combination with other references.  IPR Paper 1, 5

at 3-5.  On 9 December 2013, the PTAB instituted review of the ’415 patent claims 6

solely on grounds 1-6 based on the ’377 publication, which grounds argued the claims 7

were unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) and § 103.  IPR Paper 7, at 21-22.  The 8

PTAB denied review as to grounds 7-16, of which grounds 11-16 were based on the 9

’438 provisional and argued the claims were unpatentable under § 103, as redundant to10

the instituted grounds. Id. Lo filed a Request for Rehearing (IPR Paper 9), arguing 11

against the finding of redundancy, which the PTAB denied based on the rationale that12

the ’377 publication and the ’438 provisional have the same effective filing date for 13

common disclosure. IPR Paper 14, at 4.214

On 7 April 2014, the PTAB in this interference denied Lo authorization to file its 15

deferred motion for judgment that the claims of the ’415 patent are unpatentable under 16

1 Sequenom is the petitioner in IPR2013-00390, and is an identified real party-in-

interest in this interference. 

2 On 9 January 2014, Petitioner Sequenom filed a motion for joinder and a second 

IPR petition, IPR2014-00337, challenging the claims of the ’415 patent as unpatentable 

under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on the ’438 provisional in combination with one or more of 

the listed references.  That IPR petition is currently pending and has not been acted on 

by the PTAB.

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.


