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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
____________ 

 
BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

____________ 
 

Laird Technologies, Inc., 
Petitioner, 

v. 
Parker Intangibles LLC and Parker-Hannifin Corporation, 

Patent Owners. 
____________ 

 
Case IPR2018-00049 
Patent 7,208,192 B2 

____________ 

PETITIONER’S NOTICE OF APPEAL 

Notice is hereby and herewith given that, pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 90.2(a) 

and 35 U.S.C. §§ 141(c) and 142, Petitioner Laird Technologies, Inc. appeals the 

Board’s Final Written Decision in IPR2018-00049 filed April 11, 2019 (Papers 68 

& 70) concerning U.S. Patent No. 7,208,192 (“the ’192 patent”), and from all other 

appealable underlying orders, decisions, rulings, and opinions that are adverse to 

Petitioner.  

For the limited purpose of providing the Director with the information 

requested in 37 C.F.R. § 90.2(a)(3)(ii), Petitioner states that the  issues to be 

addressed in its appeal may include, but are not limited to, the following: 
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 The Board incorrectly decided that Petitioner did not establish by a 

preponderance of the evidence that claims 1–17 of the ’192 patent are 

unpatentable;  

 The Board applied an improper standard for obviousness in requiring 

an express teaching, motivation, or suggestion of a certain limitation 

in Vyas1 or Nguyen,2 and contrary to KSR Int’l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 

550 U.S. 398, 402 (2007);  

 The Board failed to address evidence presented of secondary 

considerations of near-simultaneous invention as showing obvious-

ness, contrary to, e.g., Millennium Pharm., Inc. v. Sandoz Inc., 862 

F.3d 1356, 1367 (Fed. Cir. 2017) (“All of the Graham factors must be 

considered, including the objective indicia when present, before any 

conclusion regarding obviousness is reached.”) and Stratoflex, Inc. v. 

Aeroquip Corp., 713 F.2d 1530, 1539 (Fed. Cir. 1983) (holding that 

the district court’s statement that objective indicia “should be 

considered only in a close case . . . was error.”); 

 The Board incorrectly construed the word “cured” to have a different 

meaning in the prior art than in the claims in the ’192 patent;  

                                           
1 U.S. Patent No. 5,348,686 (“Vyas”). 
2 U.S. Patent No. 6,673,434 (“Nguyen”). 
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 The Board incorrectly failed to credit undisputed evidence that a 

person of ordinary skill in the art would have known that the materials 

described in the prior art would not be shipped to a customer until 

fully cured and, a fortiori, would not be dispensed by a customer until 

after being shipped when fully cured;  

 The Board incorrectly decided that parts of Dr. Hill’s testimony were 

not supported by underlying facts and data;  

 The Board incorrectly decided that Petitioner has not shown by a 

preponderance of the evidence that claims 1–9 and 11–17 would have 

been obvious over the combination of Vyas and Kalinoski3 as stated in 

Ground 1;  

 The Board incorrectly decided that Petitioner has not shown by a 

preponderance of the evidence that claims 1–13 and 17 would have 

been obvious over the combination of Sawa4 in view of Kalinosk as 

stated in Ground 2;  

 The Board incorrectly decided that Petitioner has not shown by a 

preponderance of the evidence that claims 1–13 and 17 would have 

                                           
3 U.S. Patent No. 6,096,413 (“Kalinoski”). 
4 U.S. Patent No. 5,227,081 (“Sawa”). 
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been obvious over the combination of Kalinoski in view of Sawa as 

stated in Ground 3;  

 The Board incorrectly decided that Petitioner has not shown by a 

preponderance of the evidence that claims 1, 2, 4–9, and 17 are 

unpatentable as anticipated by Aakalu5 as stated in Ground 4;  

 The Board incorrectly decided that Petitioner has not shown by a 

preponderance of the evidence that claims 1, 2–9, 12, 13, and 17 

would have been obvious over the combination of Aakalu and 

Kalinoski as stated in Ground 5;  

 The Board incorrectly decided that Petitioner has not shown by a 

preponderance of the evidence that claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 7–9, 12, 13, and 

17 would have been obvious over Nguyen as stated in Ground 6;  

 The Board incorrectly decided that Petitioner has not shown by a 

preponderance of the evidence that claims 1–13 and 17 would have 

been obvious over the combination of Nguyen and either Kalinoski or 

Aakalu as stated in Ground 7;  

 The Board incorrectly decided that Petitioner has not shown did not 

establish by a preponderance of the evidence that claims 2, 4, 5, 7–9, 

                                           
5 U.S. Patent No. 4,265,775 (“Aakalu”). 
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12, 13, and 17 would have been obvious over Nguyen as stated in 

Ground 8;  

 The Board incorrectly decided that Petitioner did not establish by a 

preponderance of the evidence that claim 8 would have been obvious 

over the combination of Aakalu and Misra6 as stated in Ground 9;  

 The Board incorrectly decided that Petitioner did not establish by a 

preponderance of the evidence that claim 8 would have been obvious 

over the combination of Aakalu and Shikata7 as stated in Ground 10; 

 The Board incorrectly decided that Petitioner did not establish by a 

preponderance of the evidence that claim 8 would have been obvious 

over the combination of Sawa, Kalinoski, and Misra as stated in 

Ground 11;  

 The Board incorrectly decided that Petitioner did not establish by a 

preponderance of the evidence that claim 8 would have been obvious 

over the combination of Sawa, Kalinoski, and Shikata as stated in 

Ground 12;  

 The Board incorrectly decided that Petitioner did not establish by a 

preponderance of the evidence that claim 8 would have been obvious 

                                           
6 U.S. Patent No. 6,339,120 (“Misra”). 
7 U.S. Patent No. 6,255,376 (“Shikata”). 
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over the combination of Kalinoski, Sawa, and Misra or Shikata as 

stated in Ground 13;  

 The Board incorrectly decided that Petitioner h did not establish by a 

preponderance of the evidence that claim 8 would have been obvious 

over the combination of Nguyen, Kalinoski, and Misra as stated in 

Ground 14;  

 The Board incorrectly decided that Petitioner did not establish by a 

preponderance of the evidence that claim 10 would have been obvious 

over the combination of Aakalu, Shikata, and Kalinoski as stated in 

Ground 15; and 

 Other of the Board’s findings conflict with the evidence of record and 

are not supported by substantial evidence, and other issues decided 

adversely to Petitioner. 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 90.3, this Notice of Appeal is timely, having been 

duly filed within 63 days after the date of the Final Written Decision. 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 90.2(a)(1), this Notice of Appeal is filed with the 

Director of the United States Patent and Trademark Office as provided in 

37 C.F.R. § 104.2 and with the Patent Trial and Appeal Board in the appropriate 

manner provided in § 41.10(a), 41.10(b), and/or 42.6(b), and with the United States 

Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit, accompanied with the requisite fee, and 
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(as reflected in the attached Certificate of Service) a copy is being served as 

provided in 37 C.F.R. § 42.6(e). 

June 7, 2019 /Philip D. Segrest, Jr./    
Edward D. Manzo, Reg. No. 28,139 

Lead Counsel for Petitioner 
Edward.Manzo@huschblackwell.com 

Philip D. Segrest, Jr. Reg. No. 39,021 
Backup Counsel for Petitioner  
Philip.Segrest@huschblackwell.com 

J. Aron Carnahan, Reg. No. 44,592 
Backup Counsel for Petitioner 
Aron.Carnahan@huschblackwell.com 

HUSCH BLACKWELL LLP 
120 South Riverside Plaza, Suite 2200 
Chicago, IL 60606 
Tel. 312-655-1500 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that, under 37 C.F.R. § 42.6, a copy of the foregoing 

PETITIONER’S NOTICE OF APPEAL was served on June 7, 2019, by 

electronic mail on the following attorneys of MCDONNELL BOEHNEN 

HULBERT & BERGHOFF LLP at the following electronic mail addresses: 

James V. Suggs  suggs@mbhb.com (lead counsel) 
S. Richard Carden  carden@mbhb.com (backup counsel) 
Joseph A. Herndon  herndon@mbhb.com (backup counsel) 
Amir Shenouda  shenouda@mbhb.com (backup counsel) 

 
 Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 90.2(a)(1), a copy was served by mail on the 

Director of the United States Patent and Trademark Office at:  

Office of the General Counsel 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

 
Dated: June 7, 2019 /Philip D. Segrest, Jr./   
 Edward D. Manzo, Reg. No. 28,139 

Lead Counsel for Petitioner 
Edward.Manzo@huschblackwell.com 

Philip D. Segrest, Jr. Reg. No. 39,021 
Backup Counsel for Petitioner  
Philip.Segrest@huschblackwell.com 

J. Aron Carnahan, Reg. No. 44,592 
Backup Counsel for Petitioner 
Aron.Carnahan@huschblackwell.com 

HUSCH BLACKWELL LLP 
120 South Riverside Plaza, Suite 2200 
Chicago, IL 60606 
Tel. 312-655-1500 
Fax. 312-644-1501 


