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I. INTRODUCTION 

The ‘983 patent is directed to a security system with motion detectors that 

activate cameras when motion is detected in a monitored area to capture video or 

still image data of a potential threat.  Ex. 1001 at 1:15-30; 5:67-6:6; 13:51-16:47.  

The captured image data can be viewed by a person and/or image processing can 

be performed on the captured images to evaluate the threat.  Id.; see also Id. at 

9:35-46.   

The instituted grounds (claims 1-8, 11 and 18-20 obvious over Milinusic and 

Osann, and claims 9, 10 and 12-17 obvious over Milinusic, Osann and Ozer) 

demonstrate the unpatentability of all claims (1-20) of the ‘983 patent.      

The Patent Owner Response (“POR”) does not challenge the reasons for 

combining the references in either ground, nor that the resulting combinations meet 

the majority of the limitations in claims 1-20.  The POR raises only two challenges 

to the instituted grounds. 

For independent claims 1 and 11 and most of the dependent claims, the POR 

raises only the same argument the Board has twice rejected - that CPU 360 in 

Milinusic’s server allegedly does not receive an image obtained by at least one 

camera.  POR at 1-2.  This argument is based on (1) a narrow interpretation of 

“receive” that is not its broadest reasonable interpretation (“BRI”); and (2) a 

mischaracterization of Milinusic.  Milinusic’s CPU “receives” image data under 
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