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I. INTRODUCTION 

There are three fundamental problems with both of Petitioner’s proposed 

grounds of obviousness.   

First, Petitioner’s alleged motivations to combine do not provide any reason 

to combine the art of record in the manner proposed.  In other words, Petitioner has 

not provided a nexus between the alleged motivations to combine and the ways in 

which Petitioner proposes to actually combine the art.  For example, Petitioner 

suggests there was a motivation to move Ruan’s ratchet gear from one end of a 

shaft to another.  Based on this alleged motivation to move the gear, Petitioner 

argues that a skilled person would then combine the gear with another component 

in Ruan called the “fixed base” (as would be required to address the challenged 

claims).  But Petitioner offers no evidence for this second step of combining the 

gear and base.  Even if there was a motivation to move Ruan’s ratchet gear, 

Petitioner offers no motivation to create a new hybrid part.   

Similarly, Petitioner suggests that Boice taught the need for a so-called 

“secondary ratchet”1 and that this need provided a motivation to combine Boice 

with Ruan, which disclosed another “secondary ratchet.”  Based on this alleged 
                                           
1 Petitioner uses the terms “primary ratchet” and “secondary ratchet” as short-hand 

for several claim limitations, but they are misnomers because there is only one 

ratchet in the ’140 patent and the asserted art.  EX2002 ¶ 89 (Carr Decl.). 
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