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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT--NOT EVIDENCE



Issues to be Decided

 Validity of Claims 1-5 and 7-14
 Petitioner has asserted 3 grounds based on 6

references.

Pet. at 4
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Issues to be Decided

 Validity of Amended Claims

 Patent Owner has proposed amendments 21-29 to
substitute original claims 1-5, 7, 9-10, and 13.
Paper 25 at 1-2 and 27-29

Paper 28 at 22

 Petitioner argues that the following references teach the
proposed amended claims.
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The ’835 Patent

20 Claims, 2 Independent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT--NOT EVIDENCE



Inventions of the ‘835 Patent

 The ’835 Patent discloses a novel, improved lighting panel including:
 A reflector on the first side of a substrate (element 55).

 A brightness enhancement film on the reflector (element 70).

 A planar diffuser sheet between the reflector (element 60).

 Emitting lighting having a first orientation from the lighting panel (element 73A)
and reflecting lighting having a second orientation back into the lighting panel
(element 73B).

 Additional layers on the BEF (claim 4) or an additional diffuser sheet between the
reflector sheet and the BEF (claim 8).

Ex. 1001 at pg. 6
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Claim Construction

Ex. 1001 at 22:33-52

While the term “on” has not been
construed Patent Owner submits that
an air gap is not an intervening layer.

Paper. 13 at pg. 4
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Original Claims: Ground 1

 Mok’s does not teach a BEF on the reflector, but a
BEF above or close to (e.g., adjacent) the diffuser
16. The BEF and diffuser are spaced by distance 48.

 Holman confining structure 72 is a lighting element
72 and is not an “intervening element”. Thus,
Holman does not disclose a BEF “on” the reflector.

 Lamb, similarly, does not disclose a BEF “on” a
reflector as demonstrated by Fig. 2. The “reflector
sheet 127” is separated from all the other layers
and elements.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT--NOT EVIDENCE



Original Claims: Ground 1

 A POSITA would not be motivated to combine the references. Mok discloses a significant

separation between the BEF and diffuser sheet (e.g., 50mm). Petitioner has not explained

how combining this disclosure with Holman would outweigh the drawbacks of a large

increase in panel thickness.

 As stated by the Board, Petitioner does not offer convincing evidence that the references

would render claims 4 or 8 obvious.

Paper 7 at 30-31
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Original Claims: Grounds 2 and 3

 Epstein does not disclose a BEF “on” the guiding

layer, as shown in Fig. 11, there is an air gap

between guiding layer 610 and BEF 662.

 Lastly, neither Ko, nor Kretman make up for this

lack of disclosure. Ko’s Fig. 1 demonstrates all

the layers, including reflector 118, as being

spaced apart.
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Patent Owner’s Amended Claims

 Patent Owner’s amended claims do not add new matter
and have written support.

Paper 25 at 3

 The ‘835 Patent’s
specification match
the originally filed
disclosure (see, Ex.
1002 at 282-330).
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Patent Owner’s Amended Claims

Ex. 1001 at 7:20-31

 The inventors of the ‘835 understood that a substrate
comprising a metal core printed circuit board could be
mounted on a lighting tile.
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Grounds 1 & 2 - Amended Claim 21(a)

 Epstein also does not disclose a
lighting tile to which substrate
308/408 is mounted to.

 Mok does not disclose that base
panel 12 is mounted to a lighting
tile.

 None of the other references (e.g., Lamb, Holman, Park, and/or Li) disclose a substrate
comprising a PCB mounted to a lighting tile as claimed.
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Grounds 1 & 2 - Amended Claims 21 (b) & (c)

 None of the other references (e.g., Lamb, Holman, Park, Grootes and/or Li) disclose
these limitations.

 Neither Mok, nor Holman disclose this
limitation. Mok’s base panel 12 is not
mounted to a lighting tile.

 Epstein does not disclose substrate 308
as being mounted to any other layer or
that lighting elements 306 are mounted
on tile 304. Rather, Epstein teaches a
plurality of lighting units 306 arranged in
a tile 304; tile 304 does not include any
layers other than 308, 310, and 312 as
shown by Figs. 3B and 3C.
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Grounds 1 & 2 - Amended Claim 21(g)

 None of the other references (e.g., Lamb, Holman, Ayabe, Park, and/or Li) disclose
these limitations.

 The claim requires that a reflector is
mounted to the lighting tile.

 As stated previously, neither Mok nor
Epstein disclose a lighting tile. Additionally,
neither reference teach a reflector that is
mounted to a lighting tile.

 Li discloses a reflector 2 on a light source
module 1, see Fig. 1, but not that the light
source module is mounted to a separate
element or that reflector 2 is mounted to a
lighting tile.

 Petitioner has not offered compelling
evidence as to why these references teach
a reflector mounted to a lighting tile.
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Grounds 1 & 2 - Amended Claim 21(h)

 As stated for previous claim elements, none of the prior art references teach
a lighting tile as claimed. Epstein’s substrate 408 is not a lighting tile, and
therefore the intermediate layer 422/522/622 does not cover a lighting tile.

 Holman’s disclosures in Figs. 3, 7, 13, and 14 refer to an LED chip 70 which is
located inside of package element 161… the sidewall reflector of Fig. 14 is a
packaging element and is not outside the package.

 None of the other references (e.g., Lamb, Holman, Saccomanno, Ayabe,
Park, and/or Li) disclose these limitations.
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Grounds 1 & 2 - Amended Claim 22

 The claim requires that a lens surrounds
each of the packaged solid state lighting
devices.

 Mok discloses a lens 36 that is only on
top of the LED and reflector cup, but not
a lens that surrounds the light emitting
elements 14.
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Grounds 1 & 2 - Amended Claim 22

 Park’s Fig. 3 demonstrates a single lens
part 330 mounted on top of LED package
300.

 Li discloses a lens above each packaged
LED light source (Ex. 1033 at 11).

 On top of or above is not equivalent to
surrounding, thus, neither reference
renders the claim obvious.

 None of the other references (e.g., Lamb, and/or Holman)
disclose these limitations.
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Grounds 1 & 2 - Amended Claim 23

 Epstein’s Fig. 11 demonstrates that LED
620 is the only element in contact with
the sidewalls of intermediate layer 620.
This is illustrated by the red annotation.

 In Epstein, only the top surface of layer
622 is in contact with guiding layer 610.
Therefore, Epstein does not render this
claim obvious.
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Grounds 1 & 2 - Amended Claim 23

 Holman discloses that the sidewall 230 is
“sloped at an angle, α… and covers a 
height M, 234, that is made approximately
equal to the thickness of the LED chip 70”
(Ex. 1006 at 38). The red annotations on
Fig. 13 illustrate that the sidewalls 230 are
not in contact with the diffuser with no
intervening element.

 Neither Holman, nor Epstein render this
claim obvious.

 None of the other references (e.g., Mok and/or Lamb Holman)
disclose these limitations.
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Conclusion

• The original grounds 1-3 fail because the combination
of the respective references do not render obvious an
BEF on the reflector.

• The amended claims are not rendered obvious
because the combination of petitioner’s references
(e.g., Mok, Holman, Lamb, Epstein, Ayabe, Saccomano,
Li, Park, Mueller and/or Grootes) fails to disclose a
lighting tile and all the limitations relating thereto, a
lens surrounding each packaged solid state lighting
device, or planar diffuser contacting the sidewalls of
the reflector as claimed.
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