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I. INTRODUCTION 
 

Petitioner requests rehearing, pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.71(c)-(d), of 

the Board’s decision not to institute the IPR with respect to Claims 33 and 

34 at pages 31-33 and 39 of its Institution Decision (Paper 11, May 5, 2016).  

II.  STANDARD FOR RECONSIDERATION  

When rehearing a decision on petition, the Board will review the 

decision for an abuse of discretion. See 37 C.F.R. § 42.71(c). An abuse of 

discretion may be determined if a decision is based on an erroneous 

interpretation of law, if a factual finding is not supported by substantial 

evidence, or if the decision represents an unreasonable judgment in weighing 

relevant factors. See Arnold Partnership v. Dudas, 362 F.3d 1338, 1340 

(Fed. Cir. 2004). The party challenging the decision has the burden of 

showing a decision should be modified, and the request for rehearing must 

specifically identify all matters the party believes the Board misapprehended 

or overlooked and the place where each matter was previously addressed in 

its papers. 37 C.F.R. § 42.71(d).  

III.  SUMMARY OF THE GROUNDS 

The grounds for rehearing and institution are that the Board abused its 

discretion by:  
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1. Misconstruing Claims 33-34 and prior art, including incorrectly 

referring to “filtering out ‘frequencies lower than a suspension 

rebound frequency of the vehicle’”;  

2. Failing to give weight to the determination by the Central 

Reexamination Unit (“CRU”) that the same limitations of Claims 

33 and 34 were found in the same prior art reference (“Okuchi”) 

relied upon by Petitioner, and the Patent Owner’s acquiescence 

during the reexamination proceedings by not contesting the CRU’s 

determinations regarding Claims 33 and 34;  

3. Failing to give proper weight, in the context of the institution 

standard, to the opinion of the only expert, Dr. Wilhelm, that 

Claims 33 and 34 are obvious; and 

4. Failing to give weight to the Patent Owner’s waiver of reliance on any 

limitations of dependent Claims 33 and 34 in opposing institution. 

IV. DETAILED DISCUSSION  

 1. Claim 33 requires “that the controller is programmed to be 

responsive to changes in a suspension height of the vehicle that occur at a 

frequency lower than a suspension rebound frequency of the vehicle.” Non-

institution with respect to Claims 33 and 34 apparently is based on the Board 

not having been persuaded on the record that Okuchi teaches or suggests that 
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limitation. Claim 34 recites the same language as claim 33, but adds 

“thereby ignoring frequency changes in the suspension height of the vehicle 

that are a result of bumps in the road.” That language explains the purpose of 

the programming of the controller, as claimed in both claim 33 and 34, 

which as pointed out in the Petition (pp. 48-51, including the claim charts), 

is disclosed, or at least suggested, by the following statement in Okuchi: 

Since it is generally expected that the pitch angle 
does not largely change, strong filtering is 
performed so as to remove high frequency 
components of a vibration at the time of driving 
and the change in the pitch angle due to 
unevenness of the road surface, thereby preventing 
the actuator from responding.” 
 

(KOITO 1017 at 6:29-38) (emphasis added)  

We note that the Board apparently misspoke or misunderstood Claims 

33-34 and/or Okuchi when it said “Petitioner, however, has not identified 

any teaching or suggestion in Okuchi of filtering out ‘frequencies lower than 

a suspension rebound frequency of the vehicle.’” (Institution Decision, Paper 

11, p. 32, lines 20-22). Contrary to the implication of the Board’s statement, 

Claims 33 and 34 do not require filtering out any lower frequencies. Instead, 

they require that the controller be “responsive” to the lower frequencies. 

Likewise, Okuchi describes filtering out only the high frequency 

components, thereby allowing the ECU and actuators to continue to be 
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responsive to lower frequencies. Thus, Okuchi, like Claims 33-34, discloses 

a controller responsive to the lower frequencies for the same purpose.  

Although Okuchi does not appear expressly to use the phrase “a 

suspension rebound frequency,” Okuchi does, as pointed out in the Petition 

(pp. 48-51), describe the following:  

* A controller (i.e., ECU 20) that receives signals from height 

sensors 11F, 11R attached to front and rear suspensions of a vehicle 

(KOITO 1017 at 4:58 – 5:8; FIG. 1). See Petition at p. 48, lines 15-17, 

and claim charts at pp. 49-50. 

* The controller supplies signals to the headlight actuators 35R, 

35L (KOITO 1017 at 5:16-19 and 5:52-64). See Petition at p. 48, line 

17 – p. 49, lines 2, and claim charts at pp. 49-50. 

* Performing filtering so as to remove high frequency 

components of a vibration at the time of driving and the change in the 

pitch angle due to unevenness of the road surface, thereby preventing 

the actuator from responding to the changes caused merely by 

unevenness of the road surface (KOITO 1017 at 6:29-38). See 

Petition, claim charts at pp. 49-50; see also p. 51, lines 8-11.   

The clear implication of Okuchi is that, when the high frequency 

components that are due to unevenness of the road surface are removed, the 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
  Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

  Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
  With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

  Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
  Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

  Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


