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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

____________ 
  

BEFORE THE OFFICE OF THE UNDERSECRETARY AND DIRECTOR OF 

THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

____________ 

 

UNIFIED PATENTS INC., 

Petitioner, 

 

v. 

 

VILOX TECHNOLOGIES, LLC, 

Patent Owner. 

____________ 

 

IPR2018-00044 

Patent 7,302,423 B2 

____________ 

 

 

Before ANDREW HIRSHFELD, Commissioner for Patents, Performing the 
Functions and Duties of the Under Secretary of Commerce for Intellectual 
Property and Director of the United States Patent and Trademark Office. 
 

 

 

ORDER 
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The Office has received a request for Director review of the Final Written 

Decision in the above-captioned case.  Ex. 3100.  The request was referred to 

Mr. Hirshfeld, Commissioner for Patents, Performing the Functions and Duties of 

the Under Secretary of Commerce for Intellectual Property and Director of the 

United States Patent and Trademark Office.   

It is ORDERED that the request for Director review is denied; and 

FURTHER ORDERED that the Patent Trial and Appeal Board’s Final 

Written Decision in this case is the final decision of the agency. 
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Administrative Patent Judges

Administrative Patent Judge

35 U.S.C. § 318(a) and 37 C.F.R. § 42.73 

35 U.S.C. § 316(d) and 37 C.F.R. § 42.121 
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A. Procedural History 

inter partes
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B. Related Matters 

Smart Search Concepts LLC v. Buy.com Inc. 
Smart Search Concepts LLC v. Wal-Mart 
Stores Inc. 
Smart Search Concepts LLC v. Neiman 
Marcus Inc. 
Vilox Tech. LLC v. The Priceline Group, Inc. 
Vilox Tech. LLC v. Orbitz Worldwide, Inc. 
Vilox Tech. LLC v. Expedia, Inc. 
Vilox Tech. LLC v. Express, Inc. 
Vilox Tech. LLC v. Costco Wholesale Corp. 
Vilox Tech. LLC v. Mindgeek USA, Inc. 
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D. Illustrative Challenged Claim 
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