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I. INTRODUCTION 

Patent Owner (“PO”) attempts to distinguish claims 1-4 and 6 of U.S. Patent 

No. 6,700,602 (“’602  Patent”) over the prior art by arguing that they do not teach 

or suggest: (1) monitors “mounted at the junction of the sidewall and ceiling”; (2) 

screens “substantially flushed with the adjacent wall surface structure of the car”; 

and (3) screens “directed obliquely downwardly towards seats.”  (PO Scott Blair’s 

Response (“Response”), 2, 42).  PO mischaracterizes the cited references, because 

they clearly disclose at least (1) and (3), and Petitioner has provided ample 

evidence showing why a person of ordinary skill in the art (“POSITA”) would 

have been motivated to place screens “substantially flushed” with the adjacent 

surfaces of a railcar to arrive at the claimed combinations.  Contrary to PO’s 

assertions, doing so would not have been difficult, but well within the knowledge 

and ability of a POSITA prior to the filing date of the ’602 Patent.   

The central theme in PO’s argument appears to be that Sasao and Namikawa 

cannot be physically combined with a reasonable expectation of success, because 

Sasao allegedly pertains to different types of televisions and physical environments 

than Namikawa, and a POSITA could not use the teachings of Sasao to modify 

Namikawa to arrive at the claimed inventions.  But this is the same argument that 

the Board already rejected in its Decision on Institution.  (Paper No. 11, 23-24 

(“Patent Owner’s arguments… are based on the notion that a person of ordinary 
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