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I. INTRODUCTION 

U.S. Patent No. 7,392,300 (the “’300 patent”) is directed to a novel system 

and method for modeling a network using structured information and using the 

model in an event-driven system to simulate the effect of network events on the 

network.  ’300 patent (Ex. 1001) at Abstract, 2:51-62.  Patent Owner Hewlett-

Packard Company (“HP”) respectfully submits that the challenged claims of the 

’300 patent are patentable over the cited prior art. 

The Board instituted trial on a single ground set forth in the Petition:  

whether independent claims 1, 10, and 21 and dependent claims 7, 8, and 22 are 

obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over U.S. Patent Publication Number 

2002/0161883 to Matheny (“Matheny”) (Ex. 1003) in view of Harold et al., XML 

in a Nutshell (2001) (“Harold”) (Ex. 1004), U.S. Patent No. 5,796,951 to Hamner 

(“Hamner”) (Ex. 1005), and U.S. Patent No. 5,717,934 to Pitt (“Pitt”) (Ex. 1007).  

Although Petitioner also asserted an additional ground of obviousness using the 

same first three references and substituting U.S. Patent No. 6,256,635 (Ex. 1006) 

for Pitt, the Board did not institute review on that ground. 

Petitioner bears the burden of proving that the ’300 patent is unpatentable by 

a preponderance of the evidence.  35 U.S.C. § 316(e).  Petitioner has failed to 

demonstrate obviousness for at least four reasons. 
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