
Patent No. 6,896,775     
IPR2014-00604 

  
  

 

 
 
 
UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE  

_____________________  
  

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD  
_____________________  

  
  

The Gillette Company 
Petitioner  

  
v.  
  

ZOND, LLC  
Patent Owner  

  
U.S. Patent No. 6,896,775   

  
_____________________  

  
Inter Partes Review Case No. 2014-00604  

_____________________  
  

PATENT OWNER’s PRELIMINARY RESPONSE 
UNDER 37 CFR § 42.107(a) 

  

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Patent No. 6,896,775  
IPR2014-00604  

  
  

 i 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

I.	   INTRODUCTION ..................................................................................................................1	  

II.	   TECHNOLOGY BACKGROUND ....................................................................................4	  

A.	   Overview of Plasma Generation Systems ......................................................................4	  

B.	   The ‘775 Patent: Dr. Chistyakov Invents an Improved Plasma Source. .....................7	  

III.	   SUMMARY OF PETITIONER’S PROPOSED GROUNDS ........................................15	  

IV.	   CLAIM CONSTRUCTION UNDER 37 C.F.R. §§ 42.104(B)(3) ...................................15	  

A.	   “Means for exchanging the strongly-ionized plasma with a second volume of 
feed gas.” .....................................................................................................................15	  

B.	   “Means For Applying an Electric Field Across the Weakly ionized Plasma 
…”................................................................................................................................17	  

C.	   “Means for Ionizing a Feed Gas” (Claim 36) and “Means for Ionizing a 
Volume of Feed Gas” (Claim 37). ............................................................................18	  

V.	   PETITIONER HAS FAILED TO SHOW A REASONABLE LIKELIHOOD 
OF PREVAILING. ..............................................................................................................20	  

A.	   Defects in Ground 1: Petitioner Failed To Demonstrate That Claims 30, 37 
are Obvious In view of Mozgrin Combined with Mozgrin’s Thesis and 
Lantsman ....................................................................................................................20	  

1.	   Overview of Claims 30, 37. ................................................................................20	  

2.	   Legal Standards for Comparison of the Claim to the Prior Art. .....................23	  

3.	   Scope and Content of Prior Art. .............................................................................24	  

a.	   Mozgrin’s Thesis Is Not Prior Art. .........................................................24	  

b.	   Overview of Mozgrin ...............................................................................26	  

c.	   Differences Between Mozgrin and the Claims ......................................27	  

4.	   Overview of Lantsman .......................................................................................29	  

5.	   Differences Between Lantsman and the Claims ...............................................32	  

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Patent No. 6,896,775  
IPR2014-00604  

  
  

 ii 

6.	   Conclusion ...........................................................................................................34	  

B.	   Defects in Ground 2: Petitioner Failed To Demonstrate That Claim 35 is 
Obvious In view of Mozgrin Combined with Mozgrin’s Thesis, Lantsman 
and Kudryavtsev .........................................................................................................35	  

1.	   Overview of Claim 35. .........................................................................................35	  

2.	   Differences Between Claim 35 and the Prior Art. .................................................38	  

a.	   Differences Between Mozgrin and Claim 35 .........................................38	  

b.	   Petitioner Failed to Prove Inherency ......................................................39	  

c.	   Incompatibilities of Kudravtsev and Mozgrin .......................................41	  

d.	   Differences Between Claim 35 and Kudravtsev ....................................43	  

3.	   Conclusion ............................................................................................................43	  

C.	   Defect in Ground 3: Petitioner Failed To Demonstrate That Claims 36 is 
Obvious In view of Mozgrin Combined with Kudryavtsev ....................................44	  

D.	   Defect in Ground 4: Petitioner Failed To Demonstrate That Claims 30, 37 
are Obvious In view of Wang Combined with Mozgrin and Lantsman ...............45	  

1.	   Overview of Wang. .............................................................................................45	  

2.	   Differences Between Wang and the Claims. ....................................................48	  

3.	   Differences Between Lantsman and Claims 30, 37 ..........................................49	  

4.	   Conclusion:  Petitioner Fails to Show a Reasonable Likelihood of 
Prevailing on Ground 4 Because They Fail to shown that Claims 30, 
37 are Obvious in View of Wang Combined With Mozgrin and 
Lantsman. .........................................................................................................51	  

E.	   Defect In Ground 5: Petitioner Failed To Demonstrate That Claim 35 is 
Obvious In view of Wang Combined with Mozgrin, Lantsman, and 
Kudryavtsev ................................................................................................................51	  

1.	   Review of the Claim Features at Issue ...................................................................51	  

2.	   Comparison to the Cited Art ...............................................................................52	  

3.	   Petition Fails to Prove Inherency. .....................................................................54	  

4.	   Incompatibilities of Kudravtsev and Wang ......................................................56	  

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Patent No. 6,896,775  
IPR2014-00604  

  
  

 iii 

5.	   Conclusion ............................................................................................................57	  

F.	   Defect In Ground 6: Petitioner Failed To Demonstrate That Claim 36 is 
Obvious In view of Wang Combined with Mozgrin ...............................................57	  

VI.	   CONCLUSION ....................................................................................................................59	  

 

  

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Patent No. 6,896,775  
IPR2014-00604  

  
  

 1 

I. Introduction 

The present petition for inter partes review of U.S. Patent No. 6,896,775 

(“the ‘775 patent”) is the second of two petitions filed by the Gillette Company 

challenging the ‘775 patent.  This petition challenges three independent claims 

30, 36, 37 and six dependent claims, nos. 31 – 35. 

Claims 30 and 37 are directed to a magnetically enhanced plasma 

processing method and apparatus for etching a substrate, wherein a substrate is 

positioned in proximity to a cathode and wherein a bias voltage is applied to 

the substrate to cause ions from a plasma to impact and etch the substrate’s 

surface.  To form ions for such etching, a feed gas is ionized into a strongly–

ionized plasma by an applied electrical pulse.  The strongly ionized plasma 

formed by the pulse is exchanged with a second volume of feed gas during the 

pulse to thereby generate strongly-ionized plasma made of a second plurality of 

ions.  As explained in the patent, “transporting the strongly-ionized plasma 

through the region 245 by a rapid volume exchange of the feed gas 264 

increases the level and the duration of the power that can be applied to the 

strongly-ionized plasma and, thus, generates a higher density strongly-ionized 

plasma in the region 246.”1 

                                         
1 Ex. 1101, ‘775 Patent, col. 10, lines 29 – 34. 
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