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Petitioners’ Demonstratives.002

Overview of the ’287 Patent

Pet. (Paper 9), 7–8Ex. 1001 (’287 Patent), Fig. 1

Ex. 1001 (’287 Patent), Fig. 2 (annotated) 

Ex. 1001 (’287 Patent)

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence



Petitioners’ Demonstratives.003

The Challenged Claims of the ‘287 Patent Are Unpatentable

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Ground 1: Claims 12–23 are obvious in view of Karppanen (Ex. 1006)

Ground 2: Claims 1, 4–5, 8–12, 14–17, 21–23 are obvious over 
Nagashima (Ex. 1007) in view of Karppanen (Ex. 1006) 

Ground 4: Claims 1, 4–5, 8–23 are obvious over Ohta (Ex. 1004), in view 
of Marumoto (Ex. 1005) and in further view of Yare (Ex. 1013)

Ground 5: Claims 12–20 are obvious over Kitamura (Ex. 1017) in view 
of Harris (Ex. 1018)

Ground 3: Claims 1, 4–5, 8–23 are obvious over Ohta (Ex. 1004) in view 
of Marumoto (Ex. 1005)

Pet. (Paper 9), 5



Bachelor’s degree in a pertinent discipline, such as 
mechanical engineering, physics, product design, or a 
related field. Such a person would also have 2-4 years 
of experience in working with electronic displays and 
have an understanding of product design issues and 
failure modes associated with electronic displays.

OR
5-7 years of experience in the field working with 
electronic displays and have a similar understanding 
of product design issues and failure modes associated 
with electronic displays.

Person of Ordinary Skill in the Art

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.004

Pet. (Paper 9), 7; Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶ 37



Claim Construction

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.005

Claim Term Petitioners’
Construction

Patent Owner’s
Construction

“closed loop gas cooling chamber” 
(Claim 1, 4–5, 8 –11)

“closed loop of isolated gas”
(Claim 12–20) 

“closed loop of cooling gas” 
(Claim 21–23)

“gas pathway within a display 
housing containing gas that is 

essentially isolated from external 
air”

“a gas pathway forming a 
complete loop within a 

display housing” [“closed 
loop” only]

“open loop of ambient air which 
passes through the housing and 

along the backlight” 
(Claim 12)

“open loop of ambient air which 
passes through the housing and is 

in thermal communication with 
the backlight”

Plain and ordinary meaning

Pet. (Paper 9), 9–12; POR (Paper 19), 8–10; Reply (Paper 32), 2; Sur-Reply (Paper 44), 4–5; Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶¶ 75–76



Claim Construction: “Closed loop”

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.006

Ex. 1001 (’287 Patent), 4:4–15

Ex. 1001 (’287 Patent), Abstract

Ex. 1012 (D. Del. Memo. Op.), 8



Claim Construction: “Closed Loop”

Petitioners’ Demonstratives.007Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

POR (Paper 19), 11

Ex. 1042 (FID), 244



Claim Construction: “Open Loop . . . Along the Backlight”

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.008

Ex. 1042 (FID), 106



The Examiner Interpreted “Along the Backlight” Broadly

Petitioners’ Demonstratives.009Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Ex. 1020 (’079 Patent, File History), 204 

Pet. (Paper 9), 11–12; Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶¶ 75–76Ex. 1019 (Heady), Fig. 3 (annotated)



Patent Owner Amended the Claims to Require Ambient Air “Contact” the Backlight

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0010

Ex. 1019 (Heady), Fig. 3 (annotated)
Ex. 1020 (’079 Patent, File History), 223



’287 Patent, Ground 1: Obvious in 
View of Karppanen

Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0011Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence



Disputes Regarding Karppanen Disclosure

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0012

Claim Term(s) Claims
“closed loop of isolated gas” 12, 18, 22
“open loop of ambient air which passes 
through the housing and along the 
backlight”

12

“one or more electronic components for 
driving the LCD positioned within the rear 
cooling chamber”

15

“the intended direction of closed loop 
isolated gas flow is substantially 
perpendicular to the intended direction of 
open loop of ambient air flow”

17



Claim 12 of ’287 Patent is Obvious in View of Karppanen (Ex. 1006)

12 [pre]

12 [a]

12 [b]

12 [c]

Karppanen

Undisputed

Undisputed

Undisputed

Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0013Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Ex. 1001 (’287 Patent), Claim 12



Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0014

Karppanen Discloses a Closed Loop of “Isolated Gas”

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Ducting
(66)

Display 
Element 

(26)

Front 
Plate 
(46)

Closed 
Loop

Fans 
(64)

Ex. 1006 (Karppanen), Fig. 2 (annotated)
Pet. (Paper 9), 28–29; Reply (Paper 32), 2–4; Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶ 118

Ex. 1006 (Karppanen), 4:34-36

Ex. 1006 (Karppanen), 4:6-8

Ex. 1006 (Karppanen), 7:31-38



Ex. 1006 (Karppanen), 7:9-11

Karppanen Discloses an “Open Loop of Ambient Air Which 
Passes Through the Housing and Along the Backlight” (Claim 12)

First 
Heat 

Transfer 
Part 
(60)

Cooling 
Elements 

(32)

Second Heat 
Transfer Part 

(62)

Second Heat 
Transfer Part 

(62)

Cooling 
Space (20)

Ex. 1006 (Karppanen), Fig. 2 (annotated)

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0015

Pet. (Paper 9), 29–32, 44; Reply (Paper 32), 4–6; Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶ 119–123, 184

Ex. 1006 (Karppanen), 8:29-36



Claim 15 Does Not Require the “Rear Cooling Chamber” Contain 
the Closed Loop

Ex. 1001 (’287 Patent), Claim 15

Ex. 1001 (’287 Patent), Claim 12

Ex. 1001 (’287 Patent), Claim 14

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0016



Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0017

Karppanen Renders Obvious “One or More Electronic Components for 
Driving the LCD Positioned Within the Rear Cooling Chamber” (Claim 15)

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Pet. (Paper 9), 26–32 (Claim 12), 35 (Claim 15); Reply (Paper 32), 5; Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶¶ 135-37

Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶ 136

Ex. 1006 (Karppanen), 3:28–34



Karppanen Renders Obvious a Closed Loop Airflow “Substantially 
Perpendicular” to the Open Loop Airflow (Claim 17)

Pet. (Paper 9), 37–39; Reply (Paper 32), 6; Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶¶ 141–42

Ex. 1006 (Karppanen), Fig. 3 (annotated) Ex. 1006 (Karppanen), Fig. 2 (annotated) 

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0018



Patent Owner’s Expert Admits that Karppanen Discloses 
Horizontal Airflow in the Open Loop

Reply (Paper 32), 6; Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶¶ 141–42

Ex. 1043 (Pokharna Dep.), 28:23-29:2 

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0019

POR (Paper 19), 19



’287 Patent, Ground 2: Obvious in 
View of Nagashima and Karppanen

Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0020Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence



Disputes Regarding Nagashima and Karppanen Disclosures

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0021

Claim Term(s) Claims
“closed loop” of “isolated gas” 4, 12, 22

“coolable by a combination of” 1, 12, 21

“intended direction of closed loop isolated 
gas flow is substantially perpendicular to 
the intended direction of open loop of 
ambient air flow”

17, 5



Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0022

Nagashima Discloses a “Closed Loop” of “Isolated Gas”

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Pet. (Paper 9), 48–51; Reply (Paper 34), 6–7; Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶¶ 212–19

Ex. 1007 (Nagashima), Fig. 2 
(annotated)

Ex. 1007 (Nagashima), Fig. 1



Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0023

Motivation to Combine Nagashima With Karppanen

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

As Nagashima recognizes, ambient air may contain contaminants, which could damage 
vital electronic components

Modifying Nagashima with Karppanen’s sealed closed loop cooling chamber 
advantageously constrains the flow of air and ensures proper circulation of air within the 
chamber 

Combination includes using known techniques (using a fan to move heated air) 
according to known methods (employing a closed loop in a sealed chamber) to obtain 
predictable results of reliable energy, temperature, and pressure efficiency

Pet. (Paper 9), 64; Reply (Paper 34), 7; Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶¶ 216, 287–91; Ex. 1007 (Nagashima), 6:11–16



Nagashima Discloses that the LCD is “Coolable By a 
Combination” of the Open and Closed Loops 

Pet. (Paper 9), 53–55; Reply (Paper 34), 8–10; Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.) ¶¶ 226–29

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0024

Ex. 1007 (Nagashima), Fig. 10 (annotated) Ex. 1007 (Nagashima), Fig. 4 (annotated)



Nagashima Discloses that the LCD is “Coolable By a 
Combination” of the Open and Closed Loops 

Ex. 1043 (Pokharna Dep. Tr.) 38:18-39:12; Reply (Paper 34), 9

Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0025Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Ex. 1007 (Nagashima), Fig. 4 (annotated)



Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0026

Patent Owner’s Expert Conceded That Nagashima’s Open Loop Air Flows Vertically

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Pet. (Paper 9), 55–56; Reply (Paper 32), 10Ex. 1043 (Pokharna Dep. Tr.), 40:8–19

Ex. 1007 (Nagashima), Fig. 10 (annotated)



Nagashima’s Closed Loop Air Flows Substantially in a Horizontal Direction 

Pet. (Paper 9), 56; Reply (Paper 32), 10; Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶ 232

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0027

Ex. 1007 (Nagashima), Fig. 1 (annotated) Ex. 1007 (Nagashima), Fig. 1 (annotated)



’287 Patent, Ground 3: 
Obvious in View of Ohta and 

Marumoto

Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0028Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence



Disputes Regarding Ohta and Marumoto Disclosures

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0029

Claim Term(s) Claim(s)
“housing” 1, 12, 18, 21
“closed loop” of “isolated gas” 1, 12, 22
“a liquid crystal display (LCD) positioned 
within the housing and having a backlight” 12

“an open loop of ambient air which passes 
through the housing and along the 
backlight”

12

“coolable by a combination of [the closed 
loop and open loop]” 1, 12, 21

“one or more electronic components for 
driving the LCD positioned within the rear 
cooling chamber”

15, 9

“the intended direction of closed loop 
isolated gas flow is substantially 
perpendicular to the intended direction of 
open loop of ambient air flow”

17, 5



Ohta Renders Obvious a “Housing” (Claims 1, 12, 18, 21)

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0030

Pet. (Paper 9), 65; Reply (Paper 32), 12–13 

Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶ 300

Ex. 1004 (Ohata), ¶¶ [0030]–[0031] 



Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0031

Ohta and Marumoto Renders Obvious a “[LCD] Positioned 
Within the Housing and Having a Backlight” (Claim 12)

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶ 411

Pet. (Paper 9), 74–75, 84–85; Reply (Paper 32), 19; Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶¶ 351, 409–12

Ex. 1005 (Marumoto), Fig. 1



Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0032

Ohta and Marumoto Renders Obvious a “Closed Loop” of 
“Isolated Gas” (Claims 1, 12, 22)

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Ex. 1004 (Ohta), Fig. 3 (annotated), ¶¶ [006], [0021] Ex. 1005 (Marumoto), Fig. 1 (annotated), ¶¶ [006]-[007]

Pet. (Paper 9), 66–67, 83–84; Reply (Paper 32), 13–15; Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl. ¶¶ 319–21 



Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0033

Ohta and Marumoto Renders Obvious an “Open Loop of Ambient Air 
Which Passes Through the Housing and Along the Backlight” (Claim 12)

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Pet. (Paper 9), 75; Reply (Paper 32), 15–16; Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶¶ 351–56
Ex. 1004 (Ohta), Fig. 3 (annotated)



Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0034

Ohta and Marumoto Renders Obvious “Coolable By a 
Combination of” a Closed Loop and Open Loop (Claims 1, 12, 21)

Ex. 1004 (Ohta), ¶ [0021] 

Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶ 317 

Pet. (Paper 9), 69–70; Reply (Paper 32), 16; Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶¶ 316–17

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence



Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0035

Ohta and Marumoto Renders Obvious “Electronic Components for Driving the LCD 
Positioned Within the Rear Cooling Chamber” (Claims 15, 9)

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Pet. (Paper 9), 78, 73; Reply (Paper 32), 16–17; Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶¶ 367, 330–32

Rear cooling 
chamber

Ex. 1004 (Ohta), ¶ [0019] 
Ex. 1004 (Ohta), Fig. 3 (annotated)



Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0036

Ohta and Marumoto Render Obvious an “Intended Direction” of 
“Substantially Perpendicular” Airflow (Claims 5, 17)

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Pet. (Paper 9), 70–72 (Cl. 5), 78 (Cl. 17); Reply (Paper 32), 17–18; Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶¶ 323–24, 371

Ex. 1004 (Ohta), Fig. 3 (annotated)  



Motivation to Combine Ohta with Marumoto 

Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0037

Pet. (Paper 9), 83–85; Reply (Paper 32), 18–19; Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶¶ 405–14

A POSITA would have been motivated to replace the liquid cooling medium in Ohta with 
gas as taught by Marumoto in order to:

• Reduce maintenance costs
• Prevent leakage of liquid cooling fluid
• Reduce energy costs

A POSITA would have been motivated to replace Ohta’s plasma display with an LCD as 
taught by Marumoto because:

• Plasma displays suffer from poor contrast 
• LCD provides strong contrast without need for colored equipment or dyed fluids 

A POSITA would have had a reasonable expectation of success 

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence



’287 Patent, Ground 4: Obvious in 
View of Ohta, Marumoto, and Yare

Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0038Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence



Ohta and Marumoto in view of Yare Renders Obvious a “Housing”

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0039

Pet. (Paper 9), 105–07; Reply (Paper 32), 18; Ex. 1002 (Smith-Gillespie Decl.), ¶¶ 416–21 Ex. 1013 (Yare), 7:8–20

Ex. 1013 (Yare), 1:4–6

Ex. 1013 (Yare), Fig. 1



Secondary Considerations

Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0040Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence



No Secondary Considerations of Nonobviousness 

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0041

Long-Felt but Unmet Need

Failure of Others

Copying

Commercial Success

Industry Praise and Licensing



• No evidence exists that Patent Owner’s alleged invention met any 
long-felt need 
• Samsung’s 2015 White Paper identifies other companies that “for years” were “designing and 

building screens built to run and last outdoors” (Ex. 2025 at 2)

• Prior art such as Karppanen (Ex. 1006) and Yare (Ex. 1013) disclosed 
cooling systems for outdoor displays

• No evidence that Samsung failed 
• Ormco Corp. v. Align Tech., Inc., 463 F.3d 1299, 1313 (Fed. Cir. 2006) (“With respect to 

‘failures of others,’ Align has submitted evidence that, prior to the introduction of the 
successful Invisalign and RW & B products, other orthodontists had tried and failed to 
develop a functional, invisible orthodontic system. Again, the evidence does not suggest 
that these prior attempts failed because the devices lacked the claimed features.”)

No Long-Felt but Unmet Need or Failure of Others

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0042

Reply (Paper 32), 26



• Infringement is not copying
• Iron Grip Barbell Co., Inc. v. USA Sports, Inc., 392 F.3d 1317, 1325 

(Fed. Cir. 2004) (“Not every competing product that arguably falls 
within the scope of a patent is evidence of copying. . . Rather, 
copying requires the replication of a specific product”).

• No evidence that Samsung ever sought to replicate any product 
features

No Copying

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0043

Reply (Paper 32), 23–24



• Presumption of nexus does not apply
• Coextensiveness requires more than a showing that claims cover a product 

that practices the patent
• ALJ found no infringement of Claim 12 

• No evidence that claimed features of the cooling system drive sales

No Commercial Success

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0044

Ex. 2038, 7; Reply (Paper 32), 24–26



• None of Patent Owner’s cited evidence establishes industry praise 
tied to the features of the alleged invention 
• Ex. 2001: Romulus Stoain of SDS’s generic email does not identify any specific 

product
• Ex. 2025: Samsung’s White Paper does not mention Patent Owner
• Ex. 2032: Palmer testimony does not indicate that specific features of Samsung’s 

cooling system leads customers to request Samsung displays

• No evidence that the licenses (Exs. 2049, 2051–52) were taken based 
on the merits of the alleged invention of the ’287 Patent

No Industry Praise or Licensing

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0045

Reply (Paper 32), 26–27



‘287 Patent: Challenged Claims

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0046

Claim 4

Independent Claim 1

Claim 8

Claim 5

Claim 9

Claim 10

Claim 11



‘287 Patent: Challenged Claims

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0047

Independent Claim 12 Claim 16Claim 14

Claim 13 Claim 15 Claim 17



‘287 Patent: Challenged Claims

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0048

Independent Claim 18

Claim 20

Claim 19



‘287 Patent: Challenged Claims

Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence Petitioners’ Demonstratives.0049

Independent Claim 21 Claim 22

Claim 23
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §§ 42.6(e) the undersigned hereby certifies that on 

April 18, 2024 (per party agreement) and April 22, 2024 “PETITIONERS’ 

HEARING DEMONSTRATIVES” were served upon lead counsel for Patent 

Owner, pursuant to Patent Owner’s agreement to accept such service by email as 

set forth in Patent Owner’s Mandatory Notices.  

John C. Alemanni – jalemanni@kilpatricktownsend.com 

Carl Sanders – csanders@kilpatricktownsend.com 

Michael T. Morlock – mmorlock@kilpatricktownsend.com 

Courtney Dabbiere – cdabbiere@kilpatricktownsend.com 

David A. Reed – dreed@kilpatricktownsend.com  

Andrea A. Anderson – andie.anderson@ktslaw.com  

 

Dated: April 22, 2024 /Sanjeet K. Dutta/ 
 Sanjeet K. Dutta (Reg. No. 46,145) 

GOODWIN PROCTER LLP 
601 Marshall Street 
Redwood City, California 94063 
Email: sdutta@goodwinlaw.com 
Tel.: +1 (650) 752-3100  
Fax: +1 (650) 853-1038 
 
Lead Counsel for Petitioner 
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