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The undersigned, acting on behalf of the patent owner, Cellspin Soft, Inc. 

(“Cellspin”), and, pursuant to 37 U.S.C. § 42.120107(a) and 35 U.S.C. § 316313, 

respectfully responds in opposition to the petition of GoPro, Inc., Garmin 

International, Inc. and Garmin USA, Inc. (collectively “Petitioner”) for Inter Partes 

Review (“IPR”) and request that institution be denied, including because Petitioner 

fails to establish a reasonable likelihood that it would prevail on any claim. 

 

Dated: August 22, 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 
2501 Saltus Street 
Houston, TX 77003 
P: 713-234-0044 
F: 713-224-6651 
E: sschlather@ip-lit.com 
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