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I. INTRODUCTION 

Petitioners Axon EP and Screen Logix (collectively, “Axon”) reply under 37 

C.F.R. § 42.23 to Patent Owner Derrick Corp.’s (“Derrick”) Response to Petition 

filed on November 22, 2016. Paper 18 (“Resp.”). This reply confirms the Board’s 

initial determination that Claim 6 of the ’971 Patent is obvious over the prior art 

and should be cancelled. 

This IPR presents the simplest obviousness analysis the Board is likely to 

encounter. Claim 6 reads onto a screen that is structurally identical to Derrick’s 

own prior art (Bakula ’236) except for one minor detail: Bakula ’236 does not 

show its screen sub-assembly attached to the plate flanges. However, this was a 

routine manufacturing method and appears in other prior art (Bakula ’797). The 

Board found, and Derrick has not disputed, a person of ordinary skill in the art 

(“POSITA”) would have been motivated to modify Bakula ’236 to attach its screen 

sub-assembly to the plate flanges to better secure the screen sub-assembly to the 

plate. Paper 9 (“Decision”) at 24.  

Faced with overwhelming obviousness, Derrick misdirects the Board to an 

unclaimed vibratory screening machine rather than the screens covered by Claim 

6. Derrick disputes two elements in Bakula ’236 using the same arguments the 

Board already rejected as improperly importing limitations. Derrick accuses 

Axon’s expert of hindsight while failing to address the motivation that he actually 

presented and the Board adopted. And Derrick alleges secondary considerations 
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