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PATENT OWNER’S PRELIMINARY RESPONSE TO PETITION FOR INTER PARTES

REVIEW OF U.S. PATENT NO. 9,454,748

I. Introduction

Fall Line Patents, LLC (hereinafter “Patentee), the owner of the entire interest in U.S.

Patent No. 9,454,748 (hereinafter the ‘748pPatent) hereby tenders its Preliminary Response to

Petition for Inter Partes Review (“IPE”) of the ‘748 patent. The above-mentioned petition

(hereinafter the “Petition”), which is now assigned Case IPR2018—00043, was filed by Unified

Patents, Inc. (hereinafter “Petitioner”) and accorded the filing date of October 6, 2017. As

explained in detail below, there is no reasonable likelihood that Petitioner would prevail in

establishing anticipation or obviousness of any of the challenged claims during inter partes

review.

II. Background of the Case

Litigation Involving the Subject Patent

The ‘748 patent is presently the subject of patent infringement lawsuits filed in the

Eastern District of Texas against the following entities:

 

 

 

 

 
  

 
6: l7-cv-00407

6: l7-cv-00408

6:17-cv—00203

Case Cation

Fall Line Patents, LLC v. Choice Hotels Int’l, Inc.

Fall Line Patents, LLC v. Uber Technologies, Inc.

Fall Line Patents, LLC v. Cinemark Holding

 
 

  

In addition to the cases listed above, Patentee states that the two cases listed below were

also filed in the Eastern District of Texas and both involved the ‘748 patent. However, both

cases have now been dismissed but notice of the termination of these cases is not yet of record 

in the Patent Office:
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