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I. INTRODUCTION 

On February 24, 2016, the Board ordered an IPR with respect to the 

following grounds of unpatentability: 

(1) Whether claims 56-58 are unpatentable under § 103(a) as having been 

obvious over the combined disclosures of Tegal, Matsumura, Narita, Thomas and 

Wang ‘485;  

(2) Whether claims 60, 62, 63 and 71 are unpatentable under § 103(a) as 

having been obvious over the combined disclosures of Tegal, Matsumura, Narita, 

Thomas and Fischl; 

(3) Whether claims 51, 55 and 68 are unpatentable under § 103(a) as having 

been obvious over the combined disclosures of Tegal, Matsumura, Narita and 

Thomas;  

(4) Whether claims 56 and 59 are unpatentable under § 103(a) as having 

been obvious over the combined disclosures of Tegal, Matsumura, Narita, Wang 

‘391, Thomas and Wang ‘485;  

(5) Whether claim 61 is unpatentable under § 103(a) as having been obvious 

over the combined disclosures of Tegal, Matsumura, Narita, Thomas, Fischl and 

Ooshio; and  

(6) Whether claim 70 is unpatentable under § 103(a) as having been obvious 

over the combined disclosures of Tegal, Matsumura, Narita, Thomas, Fischl and 
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