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I. STATEMENT OF THE PRECISE RELIEF REQUESTED 

Petitioner Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd. requests rehearing of the Patent 

Trial and Appeal Board’s Decision entered February 14, 2017 (Paper 6, 

“Decision”) denying institution of inter partes review for claims 13-26, 64, and 65 

(“challenged claims”) of U.S. Patent No. RE 40,264 E (“the ’264 patent”).  

Petitioner respectfully submits that the Board overlooked and misapprehended 

evidence of record when it denied institution for the challenged claims.  For the 

reasons set forth below, Petitioner requests rehearing of the Board’s decision not to 

institute inter partes review of claims challenged claims.    

II. LEGAL STANDARD 

“A party dissatisfied with a decision may file a request for rehearing.”  

37 C.F.R. § 42.71(d).  “The request must specifically identify all matters the party 

believes the Board misapprehended or overlooked, and the place where each 

matter was previously addressed in a motion, an opposition, or a reply.”  Id.   

Institution decisions are reviewed on rehearing for an abuse of discretion.  

See 37 C.F.R. § 42.71(c).  An abuse of discretion occurs when a “decision [i]s 

based on an erroneous conclusion of law or clearly erroneous factual findings, 

or . . . a clear error of judgment.”  Apple Inc. v. DSS Technology Management, Inc., 

IPR2015-00369, Paper No. 14 at 3 (August 12, 2015) (citing PPG Indus. Inc. v. 

Celanese Polymer Specialties Co., 840 F.2d 1565, 1567 (Fed. Cir. 1988)).  
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III. STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR RELIEF REQUESTED 

Petitioner respectfully requests rehearing of the Board’s decision to deny 

institution of the challenged claims.  (Decision at 21.)  The Board’s sole reason for 

denying institution was that a feature recited in claim 13-the only independent 

claim at issue-was not taught by the combination of Okada I (Ex. 1006), Incropera 

(Ex. 1007), and Anderson (Ex. 1008).  Specifically, the Decision found that Okada 

I in combination with Incropera and Anderson does not teach that “the thermal 

mass of the substrate holder is selected for a predetermined temperature change 

within a specific interval of time during processing,” as recited in independent 

claim 13.  (Decision at 19-20.)  However, as explained below, the Decision 

overlooked and misapprehended evidence of record that demonstrates that when 

the teachings of all three references are combined, the combination teaches the 

above feature recited in claim 13.  Therefore, Petitioner respectfully requests that 

the Board reconsider its decision denying institution of the challenged claims.  

A. The Decision Overlooked or Misapprehended the Teachings of 
Incropera  

The Decision equated the combination set forth in the Petition here to the 

petitions filed by Lam, stating that “the proffered combination does not properly 

account” for the feature of “selecting” a thermal mass of the substrate holder for a 

specific rate of temperature change.  (Decision at 19.)  But the Decision erred in 

putting the teachings of Incropera in the same bucket as the references cited in 
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Lam’s petitions.  (Id., “Incropera . . . stand[s] for essentially the same 

proposition—namely, whether a solid object is of low or high thermal mass 

impacts the rate at which it changes temperature.”)   

Specifically, the Decision overlooked or misapprehended Incropera’s 

disclosure that equation 5.6 can be used to “select” the thermal mass by filling in 

the temperature (T = desired temperature, Ti = initial temperature) and time (t = 

time to change from Ti to T) values in equation 5.6.  (Pet. at 28; Ex. 1002 at ¶ 62.)  

Therefore, Incropera does not simply stand for the proposition that the thermal 

mass affects a change in temperature.  Rather, an ordinary skilled artisan would 

have known based on Incropera that for a certain desired temperature change (T = 

desired temperature, Ti = initial temperature) and time (t = time to change from Ti 

to T)), the precise “thermal mass” would have to be selected using equation 5.6.  

(Pet. at 30, “Incropera would have suggested to one of ordinary skill in the art that 

if a predetermined temperature change in a predetermined amount of time is 

required for an object, the thermal mass of the object must be selected by the 

designer of the object so that the object is able to achieve the predetermined 

temperature change in a predetermined amount of time.”; see also Ex. 1002 at ¶ 

63.)  Because the Decision overlooked or misapprehended the above specific 

teachings of Incropera, the Decision appears to have overlooked how 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.


