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I. INTRODUCTION 

Petitioner argues that the substitute claims are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 

103 over a single reference, U.S. Patent Publication Application No. 2008/0164840 

(“Kato”) without showing how or why one skilled in the art would modify Kato to 

arrive at the claimed invention. The Board should therefore grant Patent Owner’s 

contingent Revised Motion to Amend (Paper 28) and substitute original claims 6, 

16, and 17 of U.S. Patent No. 10,804,740 (the “’740 Patent”) with substitute claims 

21, 22, and 23, respectively, if the original claims of the ’740 Patent are found 

unpatentable. 

II. Legal standard – 35 U.S.C. § 103 Obviousness  

Petitioner has the burden of showing that the amended claims are 

unpatentable over the prior art by a preponderance of the evidence. 37 C.F.R. § 

42.121(d)(2); Aqua Products Inc. v. Matal, 872 F.3d 1290, 1324 (Fed. Cir. 2017) 

(en banc). When alleging that claims of a patent are obviousness over a single prior 

art reference, Petitioner must explain how and why one skilled in the art would 

“modify that reference to arrive at the claimed invention.” ARENDI SARL v. Apple 

Inc., 832 F. 3d 1355, 1361 (Fed. Cir.  2016) (citing K/S Himpp v. Hear-Wear 

Techs., LLC, 751 F.3d 1362 (Fed. Cir. 2014)).  

III. Overview of the ’740 Patent.  

As explained in Patent Owner’s Response (Paper 17 at p. 2-5), the ’740 

Patent teaches a wireless power receiver that uses a discrete connecting unit to 

interconnect the coil of the wireless power receiver to a separate circuit. Ex. 1001, 

5:30-33, see, e.g., Figs. 26-28. The ’740 Patent provides that the overall thickness 
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of the wireless power receiver (1000) can be reduced by as much as the thickness 

of the connecting unit (300) with an adhesive layer (710) having a receiving space 

(130) configured to receive at least a portion of the thickness of connecting unit. 

Id., 1:20-2:53; 8:50-54; 16:4-13; 18:46-53; Figs. 26-28. 1:20-2:53. As shown in, 

e.g., Fig. 28, the adhesive layer (710) has an upper surface and a lower surface (top 

planer surface and opposite bottom planer surfaces) that generally define the 

thickness of the adhesive layer. The adhesive layer (710) has a portion cut out 

therefrom, which is identified as the receiving space (130), that disrupts the 

otherwise continuous adhesive layer (710).  The receiving space (130) extends 

outward from the inside of the coil (220/320) so that the interconnection at the 

outside of the coil (at 210/310) falls within the boundary of the receiving space 

when viewed from the top. See id., Fig. 26-27.  

IV. U.S. Patent Pub. No. 2008/0164840 (“Kato”).  

Kato is directed to a “noncontact power-transmission coil [that] includes a 

planar coil and a printed-circuit board. The planar coil is formed by spirally 

winding a linear conductor made of a single or twisted wire in a substantially same 

plane.”  Ex. 1017, Abstract. Kato’s disclosure provides only for the planar coil to 

be adhered to the flexible printed-circuit board when the noncontact power-

transmission coil is fully assembled. Id. at [0034], [0043], [0065-66], [0080-82], 

[0097] (all explaining that the planar coil is “stuck” to the flexible circuit board). 

Kato consistently teaches that the adhesion sheets 41, 42, 43 cover the entirety of 

the planar portion of the coil to which the adhesion sheets are attached. Id., [0065], 

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.


