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I. Introduction		
 

In the Petition for inter partes review of U.S. Patent No. 7,202,843 (the 

“’843 patent” or “Shen”), the Sharp Petitioners challenged the validity of claims 1, 

4, 8, and 9 on four grounds in total. Of these four grounds, only the fourth ground 

was instituted by the Board. The first three grounds were dismissed at the Petition 

stage and do not constitute part of this inter partes review. See Institution Decision, 

paper 10 at 15; 37 C.F.R. § 42.120 (a). 

The fourth and sole ground subject to inter partes review alleges that claims 

4, 8, and 9 of the ‘843 patent are anticipated by U.S. Patent Application 

Publication No. US 2004/0196229 to Ham (“Ham”), which was cited on the face 

of the ‘843 patent and was even mentioned by the examiner in the ‘843 patent’s 

statement on reasons for allowance. But the Petition fails to establish by a 

preponderance of the evidence that Ham anticipates claim 4 for at least three 

reasons, each of which is independently sufficient to warrant the confirmation of 

claim 4’s validity over Ham. Further, Petitioners’ failure to meet the necessary 

burden of proving claim 4’s unpatentability is also fatal to Petitioners’ challenge of 

claims 8-9, which depend from independent claim 4.  
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