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I. Introduction 

Petitioner’s asserted Yang reference is prior art; it was not co-owned by the 

owner of the ’073 patent (i.e., Mr. Shen) at the time of invention. Under 35 U.S.C. 

§ 103(c), prior art is excluded from consideration as a ground for obviousness if it 

was owned by the same person or was subject to an obligation of assignment to the 

same person as the challenged patent. It is undisputed that Mr. Shen had not assigned 

the ’073 Patent to the owner of the Yang reference (i.e., Koninklijke Philips 

Electronics N.V. (“Philips”)) at the time of invention on December 20, 2002. Rather, 

Mr. Shen did not assign his rights in the ’073 Patent to Philips until 2004. The record 

does not show that Mr. Shen was under any obligation to assign his invention to 

Philips on December 20, 2002. While Patent Owner suggests that Mr. Shen’s 

employment agreement obligated him to assign his patent rights, Patent Owner has 

not produced any agreement. Nor does Mr. Shen’s declaration suggest that a written 

employment agreement exists, or that he ever signed one. Absent legal obligation to 

assign, Mr. Shen’s “sense” that he had some obligation to assign is irrelevant. Even 

if such self-interested testimony were credible, vague moral obligations cannot, as a 

matter of law, demonstrate a legal obligation of assignment. 

In the absence of normal facts demonstrating an obligation to assign, Patent 

Owner reverts to a narrow line of implied assignment cases under New York state 

law. Patent Owner supports this implied-in-law theory by proffering conclusory 
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statements by Mr. Shen that merely parrot the legal standard without offering any 

underlying facts that would support it. Mr. Shen’s declaration does not provide any 

meaningful details regarding his employment in 2002. For example, Mr. Shen does 

not even suggest that he had an employment agreement with Philips in 2002.  He 

does not indicate whether he was working on multiple projects, or what his full 

employment responsibilities were at the time. Indeed, the record evidence does not 

permit any accurate assessment of whether Mr. Shen was operating in a position of 

“general employment” rather than as a person specifically “hired to invent” as Patent 

Owner contends. The record evidence simply does not support such an analysis.  

Patent Owner’s evidence has not demonstrated that Yang is not available as prior art. 

At a minimum, institution of this proceeding is proper so as to permit appropriate 

discovery post-institution to further develop the record with respect to Mr. Shen’s 

status and actual legal obligations, if any. The Board should, accordingly, institute.  

1. Patent Owner Cannot Demonstrate an Express Obligation of Assignment 

Dynamic Data has not demonstrated—and seems to concede the lack of—any 

express obligation for Mr. Shen to assign the ’073 patent to Philips. An express 

obligation of assignment requires, as the term suggests, evidence of an actual, 

express agreement between Mr. Shen and Philips. The record does not contain any 

evidence to suggest there even was an employment agreement between Mr. Shen 

and Philips. Dynamic Data has not produced evidence of any employment 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
  Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

  Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
  With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

  Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
  Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

  Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


