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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

 

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

 

ONE WORLD TECHNOLOGIES, INC., D/B/A TECHTRONIC 
INDUSTRIES POWER EQUIPMENT, 

Petitioner, 

v. 

CHERVON (HK) LIMITED, 
Patent Owner. 

 

IPR2020-00883 (Patent 9,060,463 B2) 
IPR2020-00884 (Patent 9,596,806 B2) 
IPR2020-00885 (Patent 9,648,805 B2) 
IPR2020-00886 (Patent 9,826,686 B2) 
IPR2020-00887 (Patent 9,986,686 B2) 
IPR2020-00888 (Patent 10,070,588 B2) 
PGR2020-00059 (Patent 10,477,772 B2) 
PGR2020-00060 (Patent 10,485,176 B2) 
PGR2020-00061 (Patent 10,524,420 B2) 

 

Before LINDA E. HORNER, BARRY L. GROSSMAN, JAMES J. 
MAYBERRY, and ALYSSA A. FINAMORE, 
Administrative Patent Judges.1 

MAYBERRY, Administrative Patent Judge.  

                                           
1 This is not an expanded panel.  Each of the four listed judges are part of 
one or more three-judge panels assigned to the listed proceedings. 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


IPR2020-00883 (Patent 9,060,463 B2) 
IPR2020-00884 (Patent 9,596,806 B2) 
IPR2020-00885 (Patent 9,648,805 B2) 
IPR2020-00886 (Patent 9,826,686 B2) 
IPR2020-00887 (Patent 9,986,686 B2) 
IPR2020-00888 (Patent 10,070,588 B2) 
PGR2020-00059 (Patent 10,477,772 B2) 
PGR2020-00060 (Patent 10,485,176 B2) 
PGR2020-00061 (Patent 10,524,420 B2) 
 

2 

ORDER2 
Conduct of the Proceeding 
37 C.F.R. §§ 42.5, 42.20(d) 

BACKGROUND 

On August 26, 2020, we held a conference call between the parties 

and Judges Horner, Grossman, Mayberry, and Finamore.  In the call, 

Petitioner, One World Technologies, Inc., d/b/a Techtronic Industries Power 

Equipment (“One World”) sought authorization to (1) file a Reply to the 

Patent Owner Preliminary Responses in IPR2020-00883, -00884, -00885, 

-00886, -00887, and -00888 and (2) update its mandatory notices in the six 

proceedings to add three real parties-in-interest (“RPIs”).  At the end of the 

conference call, Petitioner added that at least the RPI issue also may apply to 

three post-grant review proceedings:  PGR2020-00059, PGR2020-00060, 

and PGR2020-00061. 

Patent Owner, Chervon (HK) Ltd. (“Chervon”), objected to the 

requests. 

                                           
2 This Order addresses issues that are the same in all listed cases.  We do not 
authorize the parties to use this style heading for any subsequent papers at 
this time. 
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SUMMARY OF THE PARTIES’ POSITIONS  
AND PANEL’S ANALYSIS 

Reply 

One World requests to file a Reply to Chervon’s Preliminary 

Response to address discretionary denial under 35 U.S.C. § 314(a) and, 

specifically, Chervon’s analysis of the Fintiv factors.  On May 5, 2020, the 

Board made an Order in Apple Inc. v. Fintiv, Inc., precedential.  IPR2020-

00019, Paper 11 (PTAB Mar. 20, 2020) (precedential) (“Fintiv”).  The Order 

provides factors the Board balances in addressing whether the Board should 

exercise its discretion under § 314(a) to not institute a proceeding because of 

a parallel proceeding, as provided in our precedential decision in NHK 

Spring Co. v. Intri-Plex Techs., Inc., IPR2018-00752, Paper 8 (PTAB Sept. 

12, 2018) (“NHK”).  See Fintiv at 5–6.   

One World argued that we designated Fintiv precedential after One 

World had filed its Petitions in the six inter partes review proceedings but 

before Chervon’s Preliminary Responses.  One World also argued that NHK 

is distinguishable from the facts of these six inter partes review proceedings, 

so One World had no reason to address the issue in the Petitions.   

Chervon argued that One World should have addressed the parallel 

litigation and discretionary denial in its Petitions.  Chervon added that the 

Board designated NHK as precedential prior to One World filing its 
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Petitions, yet One World did not address the parallel district court litigation 

under NHK.   

We determine, based on our review of the current records of the six 

inter partes review proceedings, that additional briefing on this issue would 

not benefit the Board.  Accordingly, we deny One World’s request to file 

Replies to the Preliminary Responses in these six inter partes review 

proceedings.  We do not address this request for the three above-identified 

post-grant review proceedings.3   

 

Real Parties-in-Interest 

One World seeks authorization to update its mandatory notices to add 

three parties as real parties-in-interest in the six above-identified inter partes 

review proceedings without changing the filing date for the Petitions.  

During the call, One World also indicated that this issue may apply to the 

three above-identified post-grant review proceedings as well. 

One World indicated that Chervon’s contentions in its Preliminary 

Responses concerning One World’s failure to name all real parties-in-

interest are based on faulty facts, but One World stated it is willing to add 

                                           
3 As of the date of this Order, Chervon has not yet filed preliminary 
responses in the three post-grant review proceedings.  Should One World 
wish to file replies to any preliminary responses in the three post-grant 
review proceedings, One World must request authorization anew.   
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the parties identified by Chervon as real parties-in-interest.  One World 

defended its decision to originally not include the parties in the Petitions, 

arguing that the parties are not real parties-in-interest.  One World indicated 

that, if the current filing dates are maintained, then adding the parties would 

not result in a time bar under 35 U.S.C. § 315(b). 

Chervon responded that One World knew of these parties, two of 

which are co-defendants in parallel litigation, and had the obligation to 

identify the parties as real parties-in-interest in the Petitions.  Chervon 

contended that, if the parties are added now, the filing dates of the Petitions 

should change, resulting in a time bar for the parties.   

As an initial matter, we interpret One World’s request as seeking 

authorization to file a motion to update the identified real parties-in-interest 

without changing the filing date for the effected Petitions.  See 37 C.F.R. 

§ 42.20(a) (2020) (“Relief, other than a petition requesting the institution of a 

trial, must be requested in the form of a motion.”); see also 37 C.F.R. 

§ 42.8(a) (allowing updates to mandatory notices without a motion, but only 

for changes and only if made within the prescribed time frame).  For the 

reasons explained below, we grant authorization for the motion.  That is, 

prior to us allowing One World to update its mandatory notices to add the 

parties as real parties-in-interest, One World must demonstrate that such an 

update is warranted without a corresponding change in the filing dates of the 

Petitions.   

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.


