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STATEMENT OF COUNSEL 

Based on my professional judgment, I believe the panel decision is 

contrary to the following decisions of the Supreme Court of the United States 

or the precedents of this court: D’Agostino v. MasterCard Int’l Inc., 844 F.3d 945 

(Fed. Cir. 2016); McClain v. Ortmayer, 141 U.S. 419 (1891); Nike, Inc. v. Adidas 

AG, 812 F.3d 1326 (Fed. Cir. 2016); Fed. Power Comm’n v. Idaho Power Co., 344 

U.S. 17 (1952); Gonzales v. Thomas, 547 U.S. 183 (2006); Engel Indus., Inc. v. 

Lockformer Co., 166 F.3d 1379 (Fed. Cir. 1999).  

 

/s/Patrick M. Arenz                        
  Patrick M. Arenz 
  Attorney of Record for Petitioner 
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INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

The artificial Christmas tree industry lacked innovation for decades. In 

1977, for instance, Polygroup’s asserted Miller prior art reference disclosed an 

artificial tree that used a free-floating traditional plug-and-socket electrical 

connector hanging within a hollow tree trunk:  

          

Appx23; Appx474-475.   

After a user connected the plug-and-socket to form an electrical 

connection, she then had to align and connect the trunk portions separately to 

form a mechanical connection. Appx804 (Polygroup’s expert explaining that 

“Miller requires that the mechanical and electrical connection be done in 

separate steps”); Appx23 (“the electrical connection in Miller is independent of 

the mechanical connection of tree portions”). Artificial trees in general were 

notoriously difficult and time consuming to assemble. Appx2270-2271, 

Appx2570, Appx2679-2680.   
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 Johnny Chen of Willis Electric disrupted this stale industry with his 

“One Plug Tree” invention in 2010. It involved a modular lighted artificial tree 

having multiple trunk sections with electrical wiring internal to the trunk and 

connectors secured at the end of the trunk sections. Those fixed connectors 

allowed a user to mechanically and electrically connect the trunk sections at 

the same time, with a single coupling of the trunk portions. Appx41-96, e.g. 

at ’186 14:65-16:24, Figs. 14b, 15b;         

 

Appx46 (Fig. 4) (annotation added). This One Plug Tree invention allowed for 

a far simpler and quicker assembly than the prior art, like Miller. Appx2365. 
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 The Patent Office has extensively vetted the One Plug Tree inventions. 

In 2013, after a thorough prosecution over dozens of prior art references, the 

Patent Office issued U.S. Patent Nos. 8,454,186 and 8,454,187. See Appx41-

42, Appx69-70. The Patent Office later confirmed the patentability of the 

claims in 2014 after an anonymous third party sought ex parte reexamination. 

See Appx1553. Polygroup—the world’s largest manufacturer of artificial 

trees—then filed seven IPRs against the patents. See Appx2, Appx1552-1553. 

The Board concluded that Polygroup failed to prove unpatentability of any 

challenged claims in 2018. Addm4; Appx1550-1612. This court affirmed the 

Board’s conclusion in part. Polygroup Ltd. MCO v. Willis Elec. Co., Ltd., 759 F. 

App’x 934 (Fed. Cir. 2019). But the court remanded some claims for the Board 

to consider if Polygroup had proved them obvious based on Miller alone. Id. at 

936, 943; Addm4-5. 

 Up to this point in these lengthy proceedings, everyone understood that 

the mechanical and electrical connection between trunk portions occurred at 

the same time in the ’186 and ’187 patents. The Board, for instance, explained 

this conclusion in its original decision:   

 “Physically connecting the trunk sections during assembly of the 
tree also electrically connects the trunk sections.” Appx1554 
(emphasis added).  
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 “Structurally, that means that connecting one tree portion to 
another connects them mechanically and electrically because the tree 
portion module is designed such that the electrical and mechanical 
connectors are in certain locations and have certain structures to 
provide that modularity.” Appx1565 (emphasis added).  
 

This court likewise explained that “[t]he connectors are designed so that 

mechanically connecting trunk portions during assembly also creates an 

electrical connection between the trunk portions.” Polygroup, 759 F. App’x at 

936 (emphasis added). And even Polygroup’s own expert understood the plain 

language of the claims to require an “electrical connection must occur” when 

any mechanical connection between trunk portions is made. Appx399-400; 

Appx797. Nor did Polygroup offer any claim construction to the Board to 

interpret the claims differently.  

 On remand from this court, the Board confirmed this established 

understanding for claims 10, 11, 16-22, 25, 26, and 28 of the ’186 patent and 

claims 1-3, 5-9, 11, 12, 14 and 15 of the ’187 patent, and that Miller is 

fundamentally different and thus does not alone render the claims obvious. 

Appx21-25. The plain language of those claims require that “the mechanical 

connection between the tree/trunk portions results in the electrical 

connections.” Appx21; see also Appx24. Polygroup again appealed.  

 The panel issued a split decision. The Majority determined that “neither 

the claim language nor the specification requires such ‘coupling’ occur in a 
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single step.” Addm9. Rather than remand, the Majority found the claims on 

appeal unpatentable. Addm11. Judge Stoll in dissent found otherwise: “the 

plain claim language dictates that when the mechanical connection is made, an 

electrical connection is also made.” Addm13. Claim 1 of the ’187 patent, for 

instance, states that an electrical connection is formed “when the first tree portion 

and the second tree portion are mechanically coupled, ….” Id. (citing ’187 21:9-64) 

(emphasis in original). The claim language in the independent claims on 

appeal in the ’186 patent also requires the mechanical coupling of the trunk 

portions to “‘caus[e],’ ‘make,’ or ‘form’ the electrical connection.”  Addm14. 

Thus, “the plain language of those claims also requires simultaneous electrical 

and mechanical connection.” Id.  

REASONS FOR GRANTING REHEARING 

I. The Majority Overlooked Key Facts and Law. 

A. The Majority misunderstood the specification to broaden the 
plain claim language. 

The key dispute concerned what happens when the ends of the claimed 

trunk portions that contain trunk electrical connectors1 connect. The ’187 plain 

claim language says that an electrical connection is made “when” the ends of 

                                           
1 The claims require trunk portions that already include trunk electrical 
connectors and wiring harnesses/assemblies for light strings or such 
“connector assemblies.” Appx66-67 e.g. at 22:37-40, 23:33-40, 24:31-38; 
Appx95-96 e.g. at 21:10-34, 22:31-35.  
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the trunk portions/bodies are coupled. Appx95 at 21:38-42, 21:56-64, 22:54-

56. Claims 10 and 28 of the ’186 patent state that the coupling of the ends of 

trunk bodies “thereby caus[es]” the trunk connectors to make electrical 

connection. Appx67-68 at 22:49-57, 24:52-60; see also id. 23:53-64 (’186 patent 

claim 20 stating tree portions are mechanically and electrically connectable by 

aligning trunk portions and receiving them into connection).2 But the Majority 

never addressed the “thereby causing” language or the plain claim language 

that the electrical connection occurs “when” the mechanical coupling occurs in 

the ’187 patent claims. Rather, the Majority reached its conclusion that an 

electrical connection does not necessarily occur when the trunk portions are 

coupled or mechanically connected based on a series of specification excerpts. 

The Majority erred for two reasons.  

First, the Majority misconstrued the specification excerpts it relied on 

and overlooked the difference between manufacturing assembly steps of 

claimed tree/trunk portions and the consumer assembly of coupling of those 

trunk portions. Or the Majority overlooked the wherein claim limitations 

                                           
2 Even if the ’186 claim 20 language were less clear than other independent 
claims on appeal that the electrical connection (connection of the trunk 
electrical connectors) happens when or is caused by the mechanical coupling of 
the trunk portions, nothing in the claim 20 language justifies ignoring the plain 
language of the other independent claims at issue. 
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recited the electrical and mechanical connection between trunk portions feature 

of the claimed artificial trees; it did not recite manufacturing wiring or 

connections steps within trunk portions. At base, the Majority conflated 

specification disclosures about (1) how the trunk portions are manufactured 

(assembled) to contain the connectors and wiring harnesses secured within 

each trunk portion, with (2) how the assembled/manufactured trunk portions 

are able to form electrical connection when the portions are mechanically 

coupled, as claimed (because the trunk portions have electrical connectors 

secured at their ends that connect as the trunk walls connect). Indeed, the 

specification describes the invention as artificial trees which have been 

manufactured/assembled with coaxial-nature trunk connectors fixed at the 

ends of the trunk portions that allow for electrical connection (at any rotational 

orientation) when trunk portions are coupled as intended by a consumer:3  

 Appx57 at 2:54-62: “The second tree portion is mechanically and 

electrically connectable to the first tree portion by coupling a lower end 

                                           
3 The fact the connectors with electrical contacts are secured/fixed at the ends 
of the trunk portions as described in the specification is the structure that 
allows for electrical connection when or caused by the mechanical coupling of 
the trunk portions. While the coaxial nature of those fixed electrical contacts 
described in the specification is the structure that allows for that concurrent 
electrical connection independent of what rotational orientation at which the 
trunk portions are coupled as claimed in the independent claims at issue. 
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of the second trunk body to an upper end of the first trunk body … 

thereby causing the trunk connector of the first trunk portion to make an 

electrical connection with the trunk connector of the second trunk 

portion. …”;  

 Appx63 at 14:65-67: “connector assembly 212 is secured within lower 

end 123 of trunk body 121 of trunk portion 120, with plug 254 wedged 

tightly in place”; 

 Appx64 at 15:1-57: “Further, connector assemblies 200 and 212 are 

securely positioned within their respective trunk sections such that when 

[trunk portions are coupled] portions of connector assembly 200 and 

connector assembly 212 come into contact, thus forming a mechanical 

coupling … not only at the trunk walls, but also at the inside, center 

portions of [the trunk portions between parts of the connectors there]. … 

In addition to the mechanical coupling … the two portions become 

electrically connected. … the coaxial nature of connectors 200 and 212 

permit the electrical connection of the connectors at any rotational 

orientation about  a vertical axis. … A user simply aligns the trunk 

portion with the base portion or other trunk portion along a vertical axis 

and brings the trunk portion downward to couple with the stationary 
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base or trunk portion, thus mechanically coupling and electrically 

connecting the tree portions.”; see also 15:60-16:61; Figs. 14b, 15b. 

 See also Addm2-3 (summarizing Willis patents as directed to modular 

tree portions involving connector assemblies housed or “‘securely 

positioned within their respective trunk sections’” “designed to ‘permit 

the electrical connection of the connectors at any rotational orientation 

about a vertical axis’”); Addm10 (quoting specification disclosure at 

16:14-17 re trunk wiring harness being “already in electrical connection with 

connector assembly 200” when trunk portions are joined to electrically 

connect the connector assembly of each trunk portion). 

This court’s description of the specification on its first review confirms this 

same understanding: “The connectors are designed so that mechanically 

connecting trunk portions during assembly also creates an electrical connection 

between the trunk portions. The connectors form this electrical connection 

regardless of the rotational alignment of the trunk portions.” Polygroup, 759 F. 

App’x at 936 (emphasis added). 

Second, even if the Majority’s description of the specification excerpts 

was correct, established law does not allow the specification to broaden the 

plain claim language here. “The claim is the measure of [a patentee’s] right to 

relief, and while the specification may be referred to to limit the claim, it can 
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never be made available to expand it.” McClain, 141 U.S. at 424; Johnson & 

Johnson Assocs. Inc. v. R.E. Serv. Co., 285 F.3d 1046, 1052 (Fed. Cir. 2002) (en 

banc) (reiterating same conclusion and holding that disclosure outside the 

plain claim language is an unclaimed disclosure). That the broadest reasonable 

interpretation standard applies is immaterial to this bedrock principle of patent 

law. See, e.g., D’Agostino, 844 F.3d at 948-50 (holding Board erred in 

interpreting claim to reach other specification “embodiments” outside the plain 

claim language of “single merchant”). Indeed, the Manual of Patent 

Examining Procedure requires plain meaning, unless such meaning is 

inconsistent with the specification, for the “broadest reasonable interpretation” 

of claim language. MPEP § 2111.01. But this court’s own previous description 

confirms that the specification describes the plain meaning of the claims at 

issue. No “inconsistency” justifies reading the claims more broadly because the 

specification describes an invention within the plain meaning. Nor did 

Polygroup even argue that the specification broadened the plain claim 

language. Rehearing should be granted to correct this error, which the 

Majority overlooked.   
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B. Even under the Majority’s incorrect construction, the Majority 
should have at least remanded because the record shows Miller 
still fundamentally differs from the claims on appeal and 
includes extensive objective evidence of nonobviousness. 

The Majority erred when it found claims on appeal unpatentable because 

Willis Electric—as the prevailing party on the claims at issue at the Board 

below—has record evidence and arguments about what Miller fails to teach 

that have not been properly considered. A party has no duty or even “right of 

cross-appeal from a decision in its favor.” Nautilus Group, Inc. v. Icon Health and 

Fitness, Inc., 437 F.3d 1376, 1377 (Fed. Cir. 2006) (quotation omitted) 

(explaining appellee who received judgment in its favor may though present 

alternative grounds for affirmance arguments). For that reason, Willis Electric 

raised its evidence and arguments as alternative grounds for affirmance. 

AppelleeBr. 37-42 (explaining that Miller does not teach the “joined” branches 

with “affixed” light strings in the ’187 patent claims, that Miller does not teach 

the complete limitation requiring electrical connection “independent of” 

rotational orientation for all claims, and that Miller does not teach the claims 

on appeal when considered as a whole). The Board’s determination that 

Polygroup failed to prove unpatentability of these claims did not address these 

arguments and evidence, as it emphasized that Polygroup failed its burden 

“[f]or at least this reason” that Miller failed to teach a simultaneous connection. 

Appx25 (emphasis added); see also Appx23-24. The Majority’s decision short-
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cuts the due process of law for proper consideration of Willis Electric’s 

evidence and arguments. See, e.g., Apple Inc. v. Samsung Elecs. Co., 839 F.3d 

1034, 1056 (Fed. Cir. 2016) (“It is not [this court’s] role to reweigh the 

evidence or consider what the record might have supported.”). At minimum, 

the court should remand for further review.   

The Majority’s failure to consider secondary considerations of non-

obviousness was error too. Secondary considerations evidence “must always 

when present be considered en route to a determination of obviousness.” 

TransOcean Offshore Deepwater Drilling, Inc. v. Maersk Drilling USA, Inc., 699 F.3d 

1340, 1349 (Fed. Cir. 2012) (emphasis added); see also Nike, 812 F.3d at 1339-

40, 1347 (reversing Board decision for failure to consider secondary 

considerations in context of single reference obviousness argument).4 And the 

Board originally found “remarkable” secondary considerations evidence of 

non-obviousness. Appx1592. Yet the court neither addressed nor remanded for 

the Board to consider that strong evidence for the claims on appeal when it 

found that Miller renders the claims under its new constructions unpatentable. 

Once again, at minimum this court should remand for a complete and proper 

obviousness analysis of all claims on appeal.   

                                           
4 Nike was overruled in part, in regard to a different issue. Aqua Prods., Inc. v. 
Matal, 872 F.3d 1290, 1296 n.1 (Fed. Cir. 2017) (en banc). 
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 The Majority also erred when it found claim 20 of the ’186 patent 

unpatentable under its new construction. “Claim 20 provides that the tree 

portions can be connected mechanically and electrically ‘by aligning’ the trunk 

portions ‘such that a portion of the first trunk wall is coupled to a portion of 

the second trunk wall to form a first mechanical connection’ between the trunk 

portions, and a ‘portion of the first [trunk] connector is received by the second 

[trunk] connector, thereby forming a second mechanical connection between’ 

the trunk portions ‘and forming an electrical connection between’ the trunk 

wiring assemblies.” Addm10 (bold for emphasis; italics in original). Thus, the 

Majority found an “‘aligning’ step” forms the first mechanical connection, and 

an electrical connection follows. Addm10-11.  

 The Majority erred when it implicitly determined on its own that Miller 

teaches the electrical connection following after this aligning step. Not so. As 

Polygroup never disputed, the electrical connection can be created between 

Miller’s trunk portions only by first aligning and connecting the standard plug-

and-socket to first form an electrical connection and then separately later 

aligning (and connecting) the trunk portions. Appx2471. Put differently, Miller 

does not teach a structure that allows for aligning the trunk portions to form a 

mechanical connection, which then later allows for an electrical connection, as 

construed by the Majority. In fact, that would be impossible with Miller’s 
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structure. The Board’s decision should have been affirmed even under the new 

construction—not reversed—given the undisputed record evidence as to 

Miller’s operation. At minimum, the Majority should have remanded ’186 

claim 20 (and its dependent claims) for the Board to consider obviousness 

under this court’s new construction. 

The Majority opinion is unclear if it construed the other independent 

claims differently from claim 20. To the extent the Majority rejected the 

Board’s fact-finding that Miller differs from the other claims because, like 

claim 20, the mechanical and electrical connection of the trunk portions of the 

other claims could involve an alignment step followed by a receiving step 

instead of happening in a “single step,” Addm9-11, this still indicates the 

claims require mechanical and electrical connection caused by a single 

alignment step. Yet, as the Board found (and Polygroup did not dispute), 

Miller only teaches an electrical connection made by aligning and connecting 

the standard plug and socket on free-floating electrical cords entirely separately 

(independent) from either aligning or connecting/receiving trunk portions. 

Appx20, Appx23, Appx25. In other words, the structure of Miller requires 

multiple alignment (and multiple receiving/connection) steps. And the 

structure of Miller is still fundamentally different than the claimed structure 

that provides for an electrical connection without any separate alignment of 
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electrical contacts apart from the mechanical alignment and receiving the trunk 

portions together. See Appx20 (“Miller’s plug and socket connectors are loose, 

rather than fixed within the trunk portions like Patent Owner’s connectors”). 

Thus, the Board’s determinations that Polygroup failed to prove the claims 

obvious over Miller alone should have been affirmed. At a minimum, the case 

should have been remanded for the Board to consider obviousness in light of 

the Majority’s construction.  

C. The Board and Majority overlooked that the previous mandate 
precluded further adjudication over some claims on appeal. 

The Majority overlooked that its reversal of claims 17, 18, 19, 22, 26, 

and 28 of the ’186 patent and claims 1-15 of the ’187 patent is outside the scope 

of the court’s previous mandate. As the panel explained in discussing claim 7 

of the ’186 patent, the Board was precluded from further adjudication of “all 

issues within the scope of the appealed judgment.” Addm8 (quoting Hayward 

Indus., Inc., v. Pentair Water Pool & Spa, Inc., 814 F. App’x 592, 597 (Fed. Cir. 

2020); Engel, 166 F.3d at 1338). But the Majority overlooked that the Board’s 

decision on claims 17, 18, 19, 22, 26, and 28 of the ’186 patent and claims 1-15 

of the ’187 patent also relied not on Miller alone given the arguments 

Polygraph presented as to these claims. Rather, the Board considered Miller in 

combination with at least Lessner, Pan, Yang, and/or Janning for these 

claims. Appx8-9 & nn.12, 15; see also Appx38. Indeed, the Board’s decision 
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reflected Polygroup’s reliance—even on remand—on those references beyond 

Miller alone to teach elements of these claims. Id.; see also Appx1640-1642, 

Appx1649-1652, Appx1971,5 AppellantBr. 17-18 (Polygroup acknowledging 

reliance on art other than Miller for certain claim elements). Thus, the Board’s 

review was outside the original mandate as interpreted by the panel and those 

claims should not have been adjudicated further. The Majority’s reversal 

likewise violates the law of the case.  

Nor should the panel have remanded claim 7 of the ’186 patent. The 

mandate, as explained by the panel, limited review to Miller alone. Addm2, 

Addm7-8. Yet the panel acknowledged the Board’s decision that Polygroup 

failed to prove the claim obvious over Miller alone reflected Polygroup “had 

conceded that Miller alone does not teach every limitation of that claim and 

instead” relied on modifying Miller in view of Lessner. Addm6. The panel 

noted Polygroup also admitted at oral argument that it relied on Miller in 

combination with Lessner as to the claim, and the panel acknowledged 

Polygroup’s admission of reliance on other art to teach a claim element was 

appropriate evidence to consider Miller alone does not render unpatentable the 

                                           
5 Although Polygroup cited to pages of its remand brief related to the ’187 
patent, it appears to have included no pages from it in the Joint Appendix.  
This page can however be found in the record at page 3 of Paper 202 of 
IPR2016-01612. 
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claim. Addm8. The Board’s determination that Polygroup failed to prove these 

claims unpatentable over Miller alone reflecting Polygroup’s earlier same or 

similar admissions to the Board should have been affirmed. And the majority’s 

new claim construction did not even apply to claim 7 of the ’186 patent, so 

there was no reason (based on its claim construction or otherwise) to remand. 

D. The Majority overlooked that Polygroup did not even appeal 
claim 17 of the ’186 patent. 

Polygroup did not even appeal the Board’s determination that it failed to 

prove claim 17 of the ’186 patent obvious based on its Miller plus at least Yang 

argument. AppellantBr. 18 & n.5; see also AppelleeBr. 17 n.5. The Majority’s 

reversal of the Board’s determination on claim 17 was an unequivocal error. 

II. The Majority Opinion Is Contrary to Precedent. 

 Willis Electric identified key legal errors in the Majority’s decision above 

that are contrary to precedent. These errors warrant review en banc, if not by 

the panel, to reconcile the majority decision with precedent. These errors 

contrary to precedent include:  

 The Majority impermissibly relied on the specification to broaden the 

plain claim language. Cf. D’Agostino, 844 F.3d at 949-50 (holding Board 

erred in construing claims to reach “embodiments” described in 

specification outside the plain claim language of “single merchant”); see 

also § I.A, supra. 
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 The Majority reversed, rather than remanded, even though Willis 

Electric has never received the opportunity to litigate in full its 

alternative arguments for affirmance or have the fact-finder consider 

differences between Miller and the claims under any new constructions. 

Cf. Fed. Power Comm’n, 344 U.S. at 20 (holding court erred by usurping 

agency’s function: “[T]he function of the reviewing court ends when an 

error of law is laid bare. At that point the matter once more goes to the 

Commission for reconsideration.”); Gonzales, 547 U.S. at 187 (holding 

court erred by failing to apply “ordinary remand rule”); see also § I.B, 

supra.  

 The Majority decided that the claims on appeal were obvious without 

considering evidence of secondary considerations, or having any fact-

finder do so in considering obviousness of claims as newly construed 

over Miller. Cf. Nike, 812 F.3d at 1339-40, 1347 (reversing Board 

decision for failure to consider secondary considerations in context of 

single reference obviousness argument); see also p. 13, supra. 

 The Majority ignored the law of the case in violation of its own 

interpretation of the court’s prior mandate. Cf. Engel, 166 F.3d at 1383-

84 (holding court lacked jurisdiction to further consider arguments 

foreclosed by previous mandate); see also § I.C, supra. 
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These errors warrant en banc review.  

CONCLUSION 

Rehearing, either by the panel or en banc, should be granted in order to 

square the majority opinion with precedent. The Board’s determinations that 

Polygroup failed to prove the claims unpatentable should thus be affirmed. At 

a minimum, the clear errors in the opinion should be resolved.  

 
Respectfully submitted, 

/s/Patrick M. Arenz  
Ronald J. Schutz 
Patrick M. Arenz 
Brenda L. Joly 
Emily E. Niles 
ROBINS KAPLAN LLP 
800 LaSalle Avenue 
Suite 2800 
Minneapolis, MN  55402-2015 
Tel:  (612) 349-8500 
parenz@robinskaplan.com 
rschutz@robinskaplan.com 
bjoly@robinskaplan.com 
eniles@robinskaplan.com 
 

       Attorneys for Petitioner 
Willis Elec. Co., Ltd. 
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE 
 

The undersigned hereby certifies that this petition complies with the type-

volume limitation of Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure 35(b)(2)(A), 

40(b)(1). The brief contains 3,895 words, excluding the parts of the petition 

exempted by Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 32(f) and/or Federal Circuit 

Rules 32(b), 35(c)(2), 40(c). 

The undersigned also hereby certifies that this petition complies with the 

typeface requirements of Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 32(a)(5) and the type 

style requirements of Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 32(a)(6). The petition 

has been prepared in a proportionally spaced typeface using Microsoft Office Word 

2016 in 14-point Calisto MT type style, with 14-point or larger Calisto MT type 

style headings. 

As permitted by Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 32(g), the 

undersigned has relied on the word count of this word processing system in 

preparing this certificate. 

 
Dated:  February 18, 2022 By: /s/Brenda L. Joly   

   Brenda L. Joly 
   Counsel for Petitioner 
   Willis Elec. Co., Ltd. 

  

Case: 21-1401      Document: 46     Page: 42     Filed: 02/18/2022



 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on February 18, 2022, the COMBINED PETITION 

OF APPELLEE WILLIS ELECTRIC COMPANY, LTD. FOR PANEL 

REHEARING OR REHEARING EN BANC was filed with the Clerk of the 

Court for the United States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit using the 

appellate CM/ECF system which constitutes service on all parties represented 

by attorneys who have registered for the CM/ECF system, and that a copy 

was served on counsel of record for all parties by email through the system. 

 
Dated:  February 18, 2022  By: /s/Patrick M. Arenz                        

  Patrick M. Arenz 
               Counsel for Petitioner  

      Willis Elec. Co., Ltd.  
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