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I. INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to 35 U.S.C. §§ 311-319 and 37 C.F.R. § 42.100 et seq., K/S 

HIMPP (“Petitioner”) respectfully requests inter partes review of claims 1-20 of 

U.S. Patent 9,191,756 (EX1001, the “’756 patent”), filed on December 7, 2012 and 

issued on November 17, 2015, and which is currently assigned to III Holdings 4, 

LLC (“Patent Owner”).  The present Petition should be granted because there is a 

reasonable likelihood that Petitioner will prevail with respect to at least one of the 

claims challenged herein.  For the reasons detailed in the Petition, Petitioner 

respectfully requests that claims 1-20 of the ’756 Patent be judged unpatentable 

and canceled. 

The ’756 patent is directed to systems and methods for locating a lost 

hearing aid.  ’756 patent (EX1001) at Abstract, 1:14-15.  Hearing aids are small 

and expensive to replace.  Id. at 1:32-37. 

The ’756 patent recites three main steps for locating a hearing aid:  (1) 

establish a communication channel between a smart phone and a hearing aid (e.g., 

via a short range wireless protocol such as BLUETOOTH®); (2) monitor the 

communication channel; and (3) periodically store data related to the location of 

the smartphone as the hearing aid’s last location while the communication channel 

is open.  Id. at 2:3:22, 6:2-17 (claim 1). 
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