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Petitioner Google Inc. (“Petitioner”) submits this Reply to Patent Owner’s 

Response in Opposition to the Petition for Inter Partes Review (the “Response” 

Paper 28) of U.S. Patent No. 7,765,482 (“the ’482 Patent”). 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The challenged claims are unpatentable.  

 

 However, despite longstanding precedent to 

the contrary, Patent Owner argues that making known steps less “cumbersome” 

renders the claims non-obvious. This argument fails. Indeed, that a known process 

was cumbersome suggests that a person of ordinary skill in the art would be 

motivated to combine known technologies to improve the process. As 

demonstrated by the Petition, a person of skill in the art would be motivated to 

combine the cited prior art. In view of those combinations, every challenged claim 

is obvious.  

Patent Owner’s attempt to overcome the strong obviousness showing by 

proffering evidence of alleged secondary considerations also fails. Patent Owner’s 

evidence is not credible.  

. And its technical expert 

admitted he had no independent opinion regarding commercial success, but rather 

that he “was told that that was the case by the attorneys that [he is] working with.” 
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