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Petitioner BMW of North America, LLC (“BMW” or “Petitioner”) filed a 

petition for inter partes review (the “Petition”) of claims 3, 5, 7, 14-16, 31-32, and 

36 of U.S. Patent No. 7,241,034 (“the ‘034 Patent”). Patent Owner Advanced 

Microscopy, Inc. (“Patent Owner” or “AMI”) respectfully requests that the Petition 

be denied as redundant, so as to “secure a just, speedy, and inexpensive resolution 

of the proceedings.” 37 C.F.R. § 42.1. 

The Petition includes eights grounds for invalidity all based on obviousness 

under 35 U.S.C. § 103.  The grounds are grouped into three categories based on 

one of three primary prior art references: U.S. Patent No. 6,229,263 to Izawa 

(“Izawa”), Japanese Patent Application No. JP2001-2777938 to Nishimura et al. 

(“Nishimura”), and U.S. Patent No. 5,562,336 to Gotou (“Gotou”).  The secondary 

references include U.S. Patent No. 5,868,488 to Speak (“Speak”), U.S. Patent 

Appl. Publ. No. 2001/0012206 (“Hayami”); Japanese Patent Application 

Publication H01-223042 (“Uguchi”); U.S. Patent No. 6,671,640 (“Okuchi”); UK 

Published Patent Application GB 2309774 (“Takahashi”).1 

                                                 
1 The Petition also identifies additional references in it its list of Exhibits, including 

Exs. 1016-1019, but does not offer these references in any ground for challenging 

the claims of the ‘034 Patent or specify where each element of the claim is found 

in the prior art patents or printed publications relied upon.  See 37 C.F.R. § 
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This proceeding, IPR2016-00196, involves the same patent (i.e., the ’034 

Patent) and similar prior art that is involved in three currently pending but as of yet 

uninitiated proceedings:   

Proceeding Patent Claims Challenged 

IPR2016-00079 ’034 Patent 3-39 

IPR2016-00193 ’034 Patent 3-39 

IPR2016-00501 ’034 Patent 3, 5, 7, 14-16, 31-32, 36 

The prior art and obviousness arguments in this proceeding are the same or 

substantially similar to those raised in the three other proceedings, the original 

prosecution, and the previous reexaminations.  Each prior art reference involves 

various systems for movement of a headlight either in the horizontal or vertical 

direction, but the prior art here similarly fails to teach or suggest each and every 

feature of the reexamined independent claims 3 and 7 of the ‘034 Patent, and the 

modifications and combinations for obviousness are suggested using improper 

hindsight without providing a sufficient motivation to do so. 

                                                                                                                                                             
42.104(b)(4). As such, 37 C.F.R. § 42.104(b)(5) provides that the Board may 

exclude or give no weight to these references since the Petition “has failed to state 

[the] relevance or to identify specific portions of the evidence that support the 

challenge[s].” 
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Petitioner has not explain why the grounds set forth in this Petition are better 

than any of the prior art involved in these other three proceedings, the original 

prosecution, or the previous reexaminations, or why the grounds based on Izawa, 

Nishimura, or Gotou are not understood reasonably as being based on 

“substantially the same prior art or arguments” that were presented in these other 

three proceedings, the original prosecution, or the previous reexamination. 35 

U.S.C. § 325(d); see Prism Pharma Co., Ltd. v. Choongwae Pharma Corp., 

IPR2014-00312, Paper 14 at 12-13 (PTAB, July 8, 2014) (rejecting the petition 

because the same prior art and substantially the same arguments were presented to 

the Office during prosecution); U.S. Endodontics, LLC v. Gold Standard 

Instruments, LLC, IPR2015-01476, Paper 13 at 9 (PTAB, October 26, 2015) 

(rejecting the petition because the same prior art and substantially the same 

arguments were presented to the Office during other co-pending Inter Partes 

Review proceedings);.  As such, the Board should deny this Petition as redundant.2 

                                                 
2 Patent Owner’s present response is limited to the redundancy of the prior art 

references and arguments as set forth in the Petition.  Patent Owner does not waive 

the right to make additional arguments on the merits if the Petition is granted and 

the Inter Partes Review of the ‘034 Patent is instituted, and Patent Owner hereby 

expressly reserves the right to do so.     
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Dated: February 19, 2016 Respectfully submitted, 

  By: / Brett M. Pinkus / 

 
 
 
 

 

Brett M. Pinkus 
Reg. No.  59,980 
FRIEDMAN, SUDER & COOKE 
604 E. Fourth Street, Suite 200 
Fort Worth, TX  76102 
Phone: (817) 334-0400 
Fax: (817) 334-0401 
pinkus@fsclaw.com  
 
Lead Counsel for Patent Owner 
 
 

 

  

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.


