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I. INTRODUCTION 

 

Everstar Merchandise Co., Ltd. (Petitioner) respectfully requests Post-Grant 

Review of U.S. Patent No. 10,119,664 (the “’664 patent”) (Ex. 1001) and the 

cancellation of claims 1-10 (the “Challenged Claims”). 

Net lights such as the ones claimed have been on sale for years, long before 

the application for the ’664 patent was filed.  In 2008, Petitioner purchased a net 

light product with the claimed structure and characteristics save for a reinforced 

intermediate conductive wire.  Reinforced conductive wires, as claimed, further 

have been known well-before the date of the alleged ’664 invention, and the UL 

standards for decorative lighting have even contemplated the use of wires with a 

reinforced polymer strand since at least 2002.  Further, Patent Owner filed the 

application that led to the ’664 patent years after filing a series of applications in 

another patent family that cover substantially the same subject matter, and yet 

Patent Owner failed to bring the most relevant of those co-pending applications to 

the Patent Office’s attention.  The ’664 patent represents a brazen attempt to 

unlawfully extend a monopoly for an alleged invention that should not have been 

granted patent protection in the first instance, as decorative lighting products and 

art with the claimed features were known and available long before the priority 

date.  The Challenged Claims of the ’664 patent are unpatentable. 
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