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The undersigned, acting on behalf of the patent owner, Cellspin Soft, Inc. (“Cellspin”), 

and, pursuant to 37 U.S.C. § 42.120 and 35 U.S.C. § 316, respectfully responds in opposition to 

the petition of Panasonic Corporation of North America et al. (“Petitioner” or “Panasonic”) for 

Inter Partes Review (“IPR”) be denied, including because Petitioner fails to establish a reasonable 

likelihood that it would prevail on any claim. 

 
Dated: January 30, 2019 Respectfully submitted, 

 
/s/ John J. Edmonds  
John J. Edmonds, Reg. No. 56,184 
EDMONDS & SCHLATHER, PLLC 
355 South Grand Avenue, Suite 2450 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Telephone: 213-973-7846 
Facsimile: 213-835-6996 
Email: pto-edmonds@ip-lit.com 
  
Stephen F. Schlather, Reg. No. 45,081 
EDMONDS & SCHLATHER, PLLC 
1616 S. Voss Road, Suite 125 
Houston, TX 77057 
P: 832-715-1092 
F: 832-415-2535 
E: sschlather@ip-lit.com 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
The lead inventor of USP 9,258,698 (“‘698 patent”), Gurvinder Singh, is also the founder 

and president of Cellspin Soft, Inc. (“Cellspin” or “Owner”), an innovative company that, for many 

years, designed and provided innovative products and services, primarily its own line of social 

media, blogging, and advertising services.   

Petitioner fails to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that claims 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 10, 

11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, and 20 are unpatentable. Petitioner’s argument fails to render any 

claim obvious due to, inter alia, at least six essential claimed requirements noted in the Summary 

of Arguments below.  Moreover, Petitioner’s declaration of Dr. Strawn impermissibly uses 

hindsight to arrive at alleged obviousness, it fails to provide a logical nexus between alleged 

motivations to combine and the specific features being combined, and it fails to support rendering 

any of the challenged claims obvious.  

I. SUMMARY OF ARGUMENTS. 

The references and combination of refences do not disclose many of the teachings of the 

‘698 patent. Without limitation, these key points are not shown or rendered obvious any of the 

prior art asserted by Petitioner: 

 Paired wireless connection between a camera and a mobile device; 

 Cyrtographic authentication of the mobile device by the camera; 

 Mashita teaches away from a cellular phone using HTTP;  

 Combining Mashita with Hirashi would not work;  

 GUI’s in general and specifically not for image deletion on the wirelessly connected digital 

camera; and 

 For claims 5 and 8, a single mobile application performing all the required functions (e.g., 

request, store, HTTP media upload, delete using GUI).   
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