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(Petition 34-35; Ex. 1108 at ¶¶259-265.).”  Opposition at 3 (emphasis added).  But 

Ford is certainly aware that establishing that the 216 Volt “battery” could be 

connected to and provide current to the starter motor is not adequate to 

demonstrate a prima facie case of obviousness.  Moreover, Ford’s above citation to 

pages 34-35 of its petition only confirms that Ford presented no evidence or 

argument in its petition that the Bumby references disclose providing current from 

the battery to the conventional starter motor or that such a configuration would be 

obvious.  Such arguments are absent from the pages on which Ford relies.   

Other key omissions show that Ford failed to present a prima facie case of 

obviousness in the first instance.  For example, Ford does not dispute that Dr. 

Davis’s argument that it was obvious to connect generic motors to generic power 

sources was purely conclusory and did not address why it would be obvious to 

connect the 12 volt conventional starter motor in the Bumby references to the high 

voltage (216 volt) hybrid traction battery.  Instead, Ford offers up an excuse—that 

it could not anticipate the arguments made in Paice’s Patent Owner’s Response.  

Such an argument is a red herring and should be ignored.  Paice merely identified 

holes in Dr. Davis’s opinion that were the natural result of Dr. Davis’s superficial 

analysis, which failed to consider the details of the specific conventional starter 

motor and high voltage battery.   
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