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Petition for Inter Partes Review of U.S. Patent No. 6,838,738 

1 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Petitioner Preciseley Microtechnology Corp. ( “Preciseley” or “Petitioner”) 

respectfully requests inter partes review for claims 1-50 (“the Challenged Claims”) 

of U.S. Patent No. 6,838,738 (“the ’738 patent,” attached as Ex. 1001) in 

accordance with 35 U.S.C. §§ 311–319 and 37 C.F.R. § 42.100 et seq. 

The claimed inventions of the ’738 patent are directed generally to MEMS 

electrostatic comb drive actuators for controlling micro-optical components.  Ex. 

1001 at Title, Abstract, and 1:40-46.
1
  As demonstrated by various prior art 

references (e.g., Exhibits 1002-1008), each and every feature claimed in the ’738 

patent was well-known in the art prior to the patent’s earliest effective filing date.  

The ’738 patent merely combined certain well-known features in an obvious and 

predictable way, as discussed in further detail in this Petition.      

The claim charts and arguments presented in Section VII of this Petition, 

supported by the Declaration of Dr. Ezekiel J. Kruglick (Ex. 1013), demonstrate by 

a preponderance of the evidence that the identified prior art references render 

unpatentable each and every one of the Challenged Claims of the ’738 patent. 

II. MANDATORY NOTICES  

                                                           
1
This petition cites to various exhibits by citing page (or column) and line 

number references, as follows:  “Ex. [No.] at [page/column]:[lines].” 
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