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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Board instituted inter partes review of the 884 patent on the ground of 

obviousness of claim 7 over Cohn (Ex. 1006) in view of Strahm (Ex. 1003). (Paper 

7, at 2) (“we determine Petitioner established a reasonable likelihood that it would 

prevail in showing the unpatentability of claim 7.”) Patent Owner filed its 

Response to the Petition on May 4, 2015. (Paper 9). Petitioner timely submits this 

reply under 37 C.F.R. § 42.23 pursuant to the February 10, 2015 Scheduling Order 

to rebut Patent Owner’s arguments. (Paper 8, at 6). With this reply, Petitioner also 

submits a rebuttal declaration by Professor Lawrence Carlson (Ex. 1013) that 

supports Petitioner’s position that claim 7 is obvious and not patentable. 

In view of all the evidence and analysis in the record of this proceeding, 

Petitioners have shown, by a preponderance of the evidence, that claim 7 is invalid 

under § 103 and thus must be canceled. Specifically, the Petition and all the 

evidence on record demonstrate that the teachings of Cohn and Strahm would 

motivate and provide ample reasons for a POSITA to combine the references, that 

every element of claim 7 was disclosed by the combination, and that the subject 

matter of the combination as claimed in claim 7 as a whole is a predictable and 

obvious combination. Patent Owner’s Response has failed to overcome this 

demonstration or otherwise rebut the unpatentability of claim 7. And Patent 

Owner’s reliance on secondary considerations to allege that claim 7 satisfies some 
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