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Ayla does not dispute that the examiner and the Court previously considered 

the same references and arguments that Ayla advances; that they did so with  

respect to the same or “undisputedly similar” claims; that the examiner allowed the 

’053 patent over those same references and arguments; and that the Court rendered 

numerous factual findings that run directly contrary to Ayla’s asserted grounds.  

Ayla nevertheless insists, without any valid justification, that the Board should  

retread that ground and institute Ayla’s petition.  The Board should not do so. 

Institution under these circumstances would render meaningless the effi-

ciency aims of the AIA.  With respect to § 325(d), Ayla points to nothing in its  

petition or declaration that the examiner failed to consider.  Without any genuine 

basis for alleging examiner error under Advanced Bionics, Ayla wholly ignores 

that case and resorts instead to misconstruing the prosecution record.  With respect 

to § 314(a), despite conceding the close similarity of the claims of the related ’154 

and ’053 patents, Ayla provides no reason to second-guess the Court’s post-trial 

findings bearing directly on Ayla’s art and arguments.  And rather than addressing 

the known objective evidence of record, Ayla instead asserts unabashedly that the 

Court’s findings are unsupported by “competent expert testimony” (which is un-

true) and that “it is premature to address” those findings “at this stage” (which  

ignores several Board decisions holding precisely the opposite).   

The Board thus should exercise its discretion and deny Ayla’s petition. 
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I. Ayla’s Petition Should Be Denied under § 325(d) 

Despite the issuance of Advanced Bionics being a principal basis for its  

request for a reply, Ayla’s reply never once cites that decision or applies its two-

part framework.  See, e.g., EX1044 (Hearing Tr.) at 22 (“the Bionics case put forth 

the two-factor test ... and we should be allowed to address that”).  Untethered to the 

relevant Board precedent, Ayla instead argues (at 1) that the Board must institute 

because “‘the mere citation of references in an IDS’” does not justify denial. 

As an initial matter, Ayla fails to appreciate that “if either condition” of the 

first part of Advanced Bionics is satisfied, then the only remaining question is 

“whether the petitioner has demonstrated that the Office erred.”  IPR2019-01469, 

Paper 6, at 8 (emphasis added).  Because Ayla does not dispute that every one of 

its relied-upon references was considered by the examiner, part one of Advanced 

Bionics is necessarily met.  Id. at 20; see Pat. Owner Prelim. Resp. (POPR) 30-31. 

Under part two of Advanced Bionics, Ayla has not demonstrated Office  

error.  POPR 38-42.  Unlike in Ayla’s cited cases (at 1-2), Ayla’s references were 

not simply listed on an IDS.  Rather, Patent Owner disclosed to the examiner a 

complete IPR petition and two accompanying declarations—which discussed the 

relevant disclosures of each of Ayla’s references; combined those references in the 

same way as Ayla; and presented Ayla’s same unpatentability arguments directed 

to substantially the same claim limitations.  POPR 14-15, 30-36; EX1021; 

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.


