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I. STATEMENT OF MATERIAL FACTS IN DISPUTE 

Petitioner did not submit a statement of material facts in its Petition for Inter 

Partes review (“Petition”).  Accordingly, no response to a statement of material facts 

is necessary pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §42.23(a), and no facts are admitted. 

II. INTRODUCTION 

Patent Owner e-Watch, Inc. (hereinafter “Patent Owner”) respectfully submits 

this Patent Owner Response under 35 U.S.C. §§311–319 and 37 C.F.R. §42.120.  It is 

being timely filed by September 22, 2015. 

“In an inter partes review instituted under this chapter, the petitioner shall have 

the burden of proving a proposition of unpatentability by a preponderance of the 

evidence.” 35 U.S.C. §316(e).  Petitioner’s propositions of unpatentability fail to meet 

that burden with respect to any of the claims of U.S. Patent No. 7,643,168 (“’168 

Patent”). 

A. Statement of Relief Requested 

Pursuant to 35 U.S.C. §316, Patent Owner respectfully requests that the Patent 

Trial And Appeal Board (“Board” or “PTAB”) find that originally issued claims 1-31 

of the ‘168 Patent are not invalid and, specifically, that claims 1-31 of the ‘168 Patent 

are patentable in view of the instituted grounds of unpatentability. 
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