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I. Introduction 

Petitioners respectfully submit this Reply to Patent Owner’s Response.  To 

frame the issues, we begin by reviewing what is and what is not in dispute.   

In the Petition, Petitioners showed that the subject matters of claims 4-9 of 

the ’843 patent would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art as 

of 2003 over Suzuki in view of Nitta.  Petition at 8-30.  In particular, Petitioners 

showed that Suzuki discloses all steps of the “method for driving a liquid crystal 

display (LCD) panel” recited in claims 4-9 of the ’843 patent, but does not 

expressly disclose all details of the LCD panel recited in the preamble of claim 4.  

Id. at 9-21.  Petitioners further showed that Nitta discloses an active matrix LCD 

(“AMLCD”) panel, and therefore, discloses the recited LCD panel details.  Id.  

Petitioners then showed that a person of ordinary skill in the art would have been 

motivated to combine the driving method of Suzuki with the AMLCD panel of 

Nitta.  Id. at 9-15. 

In the Decision on Institution (“DI”), the Board agreed with Petitioners that, 

on the record before the Board, Suzuki discloses all of the claimed method steps.  

DI 9-12.  In response to the argument in Patent Owner’s Preliminary Response that 

the claimed method requires the application of two or more overdriven data 

impulses, the Board found that, assuming Patent Owner’s narrow construction, 

“Petitioner has accounted for this limitation in the prior art.”  DI 5.  In its 
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Response, Patent Owner does not rebut Petitioners’ showing, and the Board’s 

preliminary conclusion, that Suzuki discloses all method steps recited in claims 4, 

6 and 8, and specifically does not contest the Board’s finding that Suzuki discloses 

the application of two or more overdriven data impulses.  Therefore, there is no 

dispute on those points.    

Patent Owner does challenge the sufficiency of Petitioners’ showing that 

Suzuki discloses the limitations of claims 5 and 9, but does not provide evidence, 

through expert testimony or otherwise, that those limitations are in fact absent from 

Suzuki.  Patent Owner’s insufficiency argument ignores Suzuki’s explicit 

disclosures, and should be rejected.  Patent Owner also argues that Suzuki fails to 

disclose the limitation of claim 7, but that argument is based on narrow 

construction of claim 7 that is belied by the words of the claim, and, likewise, 

should be rejected. 

In the DI, the Board also agreed with Petitioners that, on the record before 

the Board, Nitta discloses the details of the LCD panel recited in the preamble of 

claim 4.  DI at 5.  Patent Owner does not contest the Board’s finding regarding 

Nitta.  Therefore, there is no dispute on that point. 

Aside from Patent Owner’s meritless arguments about dependent claims 5, 7 

and 9, the only material dispute before the Board is whether a person of ordinary 

skill in the art would have been motivated to combine Suzuki’s driving method 
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