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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 1



Overview

1. Overview of the ’641 Patent and Prior Art
2. Claim Construction

A. Charge cut-off voltage

B. Capacity ratio limitation

3. Grounds 1 and 2: Uemura Anticipates and Renders Obvious Claims 1-8
4. Grounds 5 and 6: Abe Anticipates and Renders Obvious Claims 1-8  
5. Grounds 3-4 and 8-9: Claims 9-18 are Obvious over Uemura/Iwaizono/Guyomard
6. Grounds 7, 10: Claims 2-4, and 6-18 are Obvious over Abe/Guyomard/Iwaizono

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 2



Overview of the ’641 Patent and Prior Art

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 3



’641 Patent:  Problem and Solution

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 4

Petition, 1-2; Ex. 1001, 1:36-63, 3:3-16, 4:57-64.

• The prior art did not utilize the full capacity of battery materials 
because charge cut-off voltage was limited to 4.2V

• Increasing charge cut-off voltage was known to increase 
capacity but it reduced cycle life, e.g., by causing “deposition of 
excessive lithium ions on the surface of negative electrode as 
metallic lithium” 

Problem



’641 Patent:  Problem and Solution

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 5

Petition, 13; Ex. 1002, ¶22.



Independent Claims of the ’641 Patent  

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 6

Ex. 1001, 16:54-61, 17:5-11.

Charge cut-off 
voltage

Capacity ratio

1

2



Uemura Solves the Same Problem as the ’641 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 7

Petition, 2; Ex. 1002, ¶90; Ex. 1009, ¶¶[0033], [0081].

Properly adjust capacity ratio Charge cut-off voltage of 4.3 V



Abe Solves the Same Problem as the ’641 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 8

Petition, 2; Ex. 1002, ¶94; Ex. 1005, ¶¶[0008], [0009].

Problem



Abe Solves the Same Problem as the ’641 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 9

Petition, 2; Ex. 1002, ¶¶156-157; Ex. 1005, ¶¶[0018], [0078].

Properly adjust capacity ratio

Charge cut-off voltage of 4.3 V



Guyomard Solves One of the Problems of the ’641 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 10

Petition, 28-30; Ex. 1002, ¶¶97-98, 186; Ex. 1008, 2:34-3:7.

Problem



Guyomard Solves One of the Problems of the ’641 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 11

Petition, 28-30; Ex. 1002, ¶186; Ex. 1008, 3:34-4:3, 8:32-9:8.

Optimize electrolyte Increase charge cut-off voltage



Claim Construction

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 12



There Are Two Main Issues For Claim Construction

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 13

Pet. Reply, 3-7; Ex. 1001, 16:54-61, 17:5-11.

1.  Does a POSITA have to measure the capacity of a battery to determine its actual 
voltage, or can a POSITA review the battery design to determine its charge cut-off 
voltage?



There Are Two Main Issues For Claim Construction

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 14

Pet. Reply, 7-9; Ex. 1001, 16:54-61, 17:5-11.

2.   Does “theoretic capacity” mean something different than what Patent Owner told the 
Court?



RJ Tech Seeks to Avoid Invalidity By Reinterpreting Claim Constructions it Successfully Advanced in the 
Trial Court

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 15

Petition, 8-11; Pet. Reply, 3-9; Ex. 2010, 31.

• The position in the Petition is what RJ Tech argued for 
and won in the District Court

• RJ Tech persuaded the Apple Court that a “charge 
cut-off voltage” is a “charging voltage” 

• RJ Tech persuaded the Apple Court that the patent 
specification expressly defined “theoretic capacity” to 
mean “capacity”



Charge Cut-Off Voltage:  RJ Tech Told the Court that the Charge Cut-Off Voltage is a “Charging Voltage” 
based on Intrinsic and Extrinsic Evidence 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 16

Pet. Reply 5; Ex. 1032, 12, 13; Ex. 1043, 67:17-68:8.
*https://www.eurekalert.org/multimedia/714911

What RJ Tech Told the Court RJ Tech’s Position Here

Dr. Yan Yao*



Charge Cut-Off Voltage:  RJ Tech Distinguished Between “Fully Charged” and the Designed “Charge 
Cut-Off Voltage”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 17

Pet. Reply, 12; Ex. 1032, 9-10; Ex. 1043, 49:8-12

What RJ Tech Told the Court

RJ Tech’s Position Here



Charge Cut-Off Voltage:  The Specification Indicates Charge Cut-Off Voltage is a Charging Voltage As 
RJ Tech Told the Court

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 18

Pet. Reply 4; Ex. 1001, 4:27-37, 9:49-55.



Charge Cut-Off Voltage: The Specification Indicates Charge Cut-Off Voltage is a Charging Voltage As 
RJ Tech Told the Court

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 19

Pet. Reply 4-5; Ex. 1001, 13:1-59.



Charge Cut-Off Voltage :  RJ Tech’s Expert Used “Charging Voltage” Interchangeably with “Charge Cut-
Off Voltage”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 20

Ex. 1037.

What Dr. Yao Told the Court What Dr. Yao Told the Board



Charge Cut-Off Voltage:  RJ Tech Asserted “Charge Cut-Off Voltage” is a “Charging Voltage” in the 
Samsung Litigation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 21

Ex. 1048, 5.



The Patent Claims and Specification Show “Charge Cut-Off Voltage” is Context Dependent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 22

Pet. Reply, 6-7; Ex. 1001, 2:1-3, 2:25, 17:5-11, 

The claims indicate where a charge cut-off voltage 
is for a secondary lithium-ion cell or battery, making 
RJ Tech’s proposed “full cell” limitation redundant

The specification discusses “charge cut-off voltage”
in the context of a “half cell” using metallic lithium



RJ Tech’s Expert Admits “Charge Cut-Off Voltage” is Context Dependent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 23

Pet. Reply, 7; Ex. 1043:, 88:6-21, 96:2-9. 



Capacity Ratio Limitation:  The Petition Applied RJ Tech’s Construction

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 24

Petition, 10-11; Ex. 1016, 4; Ex. 1031, 8-10.



Capacity Ratio Limitation:  The Construction RJ Tech Argued For and Won Does Not Include “Theoretic”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 25

Pet. Reply, 7-9; Ex. 1032, 18-19; Ex. 2010, 14, 16.

RJ Tech Told the Court the Specification Defined 
“Theoretic Capacity” as “Capacity”

The Court Agreed with RJ Tech 
that the Patent Defined “Theoretic Capacity” as “Capacity”



Capacity Ratio Limitation:  The Construction RJ Tech Argued For and Won Does Not Include “Theoretic”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 26

Pet. Reply, 7-9; Ex. 1041, 20:5-9, 23:10-15; POR, 34, 62.

RJ Tech Told the Court That “Theoretic” Should 
Not Be in The Construction 

RJ Tech Tells the Board the Opposite



Capacity Ratio Limitation:  The Construction RJ Tech Argued For and Won in the C.D. Cal. Does Not 
Include “Theoretic”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 27

Pet. Reply, 7-9; Ex. 1032, 13-14, 20-21; POR, 25; Ex. 1043, 134:11-22. 

RJ Tech Told the Court That Capacity is Measured
RJ Tech Tells the Board the Opposite



Claims 1-8: 
Anticipated and Rendered Obvious by Uemura

(Grounds 1-2)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 28



There is No Dispute Uemura Discloses the Preambles

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 29

Petition, 16-17; Ex. 1009, Abstract, ¶¶[0002], [0021], [0081].

[1P] “A method for improving the capacity, average operating voltage and specific energy of a secondary lithium ion cell or battery, characterized in that”; 
[5P] “A secondary lithium ion cell or battery, characterized in that”



Uemura Discloses the Charge Cut-Off Voltage

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 30

Petition, 17; Ex. 1009, ¶[0081].
.

[1A]: “the charge cut-off voltage of the secondary lithium ion cell or battery is greater than 4.2 V but less than 5.8 V;” 
[5A] “the secondary lithium ion cell or battery has a charge cut-off voltage of greater than 4.2 V but less than 5.8 V”

Charge cut-off 
voltage

Capacity ratio

1

2



Uemura Discloses the Charge Cut-Off Voltage

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 31

Petition, 17; Ex. 1002, ¶113; Pet. Reply, 11-12. 
*https://www.lithiumion.expert/

Charge cut-off 
voltage

Capacity ratio

1

2

[1A]: “the charge cut-off voltage of the secondary lithium ion cell or battery is greater than 4.2 V but less than 5.8 V;” 
[5A] “the secondary lithium ion cell or battery has a charge cut-off voltage of greater than 4.2 V but less than 5.8 V”

Marc Juzkow*



Uemura Discloses the Charge Cut-Off Voltage

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 32

Ex. 2008, 113:2-4, 119:15-18, 120:13-17.

Charge cut-off 
voltage

Capacity ratio

1

2

[1A]: “the charge cut-off voltage of the secondary lithium ion cell or battery is greater than 4.2 V but less than 5.8 V;” 
[5A] “the secondary lithium ion cell or battery has a charge cut-off voltage of greater than 4.2 V but less than 5.8 V”



Uemura Discloses the Charge Cut-Off Voltage

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 33

Pet. Reply, 12; Ex. 1044, ¶¶58-59.

Charge cut-off 
voltage

Capacity ratio

1

2

[1A]: “the charge cut-off voltage of the secondary lithium ion cell or battery is greater than 4.2 V but less than 5.8 V;” 
[5A] “the secondary lithium ion cell or battery has a charge cut-off voltage of greater than 4.2 V but less than 5.8 V”



Uemura Discloses the Capacity Ratio Limitation By Disclosing a Range

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 34

Petition 17-27; Ex. 1009, ¶[0033].

[1B]: “a ratio of positive electrode material to negative electrode material of the secondary lithium ion cell or battery is from 1:1.0 to 1:2.5 as calculated by a specific capacity with a 
charge voltage limited to 4.2 V”; 
[5B] “a ratio of positive electrode material to negative electrode material of the secondary lithium ion cell or battery is from 1:1.0 to 1:2.5, as calculated by a theoretic capacity with a 
charge cut-off voltage set at 4.2 V.”

Charge cut-off 
voltage

Capacity ratio

1

2



Uemura Discloses the Capacity Ratio Limitation By Disclosing Specific Embodiments

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 35

Petition 17-27; Ex. 1009, FIG. 3.
.

Charge cut-off 
voltage

Capacity ratio

1

2



A POSITA Would Understand that Uemura Teaches “As Calculated . . . With a Charge Cut-Off Voltage 
Set at 4.2V”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 36

Petition 20-24; Ex. 1002, ¶¶117-120.
.

Charge cut-off 
voltage

Capacity ratio

1

2



A POSITA Would Understand that Uemura Teaches “As Calculated . . . With a Charge Cut-Off Voltage 
Set at 4.2V”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 37

Petition 24-27; Ex. 1002, ¶¶121-123.
.

Charge cut-off 
voltage

Capacity ratio

1

2



RJ Tech’s Responses to Grounds 1 and 2

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 38

• Uemura does not disclose the charge cut-off limitation

• Uemura does not disclose the capacity ratio limitation

• Uemura is not enabled

• Uemura has obvious errors such that a POSITA would ignore it



RJ Tech’s POPR Admitted Uemura Applies Constant Current Charging

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 39

POPR at 14, 36; Ex. 1009, ¶[0081].

POPR

Uemura



RJ Tech Told The Court it is Well-Known Constant Current Charging is Applied Until The Battery 
Reaches its Charge Cut-Off Voltage

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 40

Pet. Reply, 12; Ex. 2022, ¶¶32-33.



RJ Tech Told The Court it is Well-Known Constant Current Charging is Applied Until The Battery 
Reaches its Charge Cut-Off Voltage

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 41

Ex. 1043, 20:10-20; Ex. 2006, ¶119.

What Dr. Yao Told the Court What Dr. Yao Told the Board



RJ Tech’s POR is Inconsistent with its Previous Statements Concerning Constant Current Charging

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 42

Pet. Reply, 12; Ex. 1032, 9-10; POR, 29.

What RJ Tech Told the Court

RJ Tech’s POR



RJ Tech’s POR is Inconsistent with its Previous Statements Concerning Constant Current Charging

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 43

Pet. Reply, 11-12; Ex. 1044, ¶57.

Charge cut-off 
voltage

Capacity ratio

1

2

[1A]: “the charge cut-off voltage of the secondary lithium ion cell or battery is greater than 4.2 V but less than 5.8 V;” 
[5A] “the secondary lithium ion cell or battery has a charge cut-off voltage of greater than 4.2 V but less than 5.8 V”



RJ Tech’s Interpretation of Charge Cut-Off Voltage is Different from What it Told the Court

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 44

Pet. Reply, 1, 3-4, 6; Ex. 1043, 49:8-12, 197:6-13, 201:2-17.



RJ Tech Failed to Apply the Court’s Claim Construction for the Capacity Ratio Limitation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 45

Pet. Reply, 13-14; POR, 22; Ex. 1043, 121:11-19, 134:14-22.

RJ Tech Purports to Follow the Court’s Claim Construction

Dr. Yao Did Not Apply
the Court’s Construction



RJ Tech’s Argument is Not Supported By Intrinsic Evidence

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 46

Pet. Reply, 13-14; POR at 24; Ex. 1043, 127:1-9. 

RJ Tech Tells the Board Theoretic Capacity is the 
“Maximum Capacity” Without Intrinsic Support



RJ Tech’s Argument is Inconsistent with Dr. Yao’s Prior Testimony

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 47

Pet. Reply, 13-14; POR at 24; Ex. 2022, ¶46. 

Dr. Yao Told the Court it is Not a Maximum

RJ Tech Tells the Board 
Theoretic Capacity is the “Maximum Capacity”



RJ Tech’s Argument is Inconsistent with the Intrinsic Evidence

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 48

Pet. Reply, 1-2, 7-9, 13-14; Ex. 2006, ¶109; Ex. 1043, 124:2-19. 



RJ Tech Asserts “Theoretic” Capacity is Not Measured, But Admits Measurement is Required

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 49

Pet. Reply, 13-14; POR at 24; 
Ex. 1043, 141:11-142:18.

RJ Tech Asserts “Capacity” Does Not Include 
Experimentally Determined Capacity

Dr. Yao Admits Experimentation is Required



RJ Tech Asserts “Theoretic” Capacity is Not Measured, But Applies a Measured Value in Manipulating 
Uemura’s Capacity Ratio

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 50

Pet. Reply, 13-14; POR at 24, 36; Ex. 1043, 167:4-14; Ex. 2009, 500. 

But RJ Tech Asserts the “Theoretic” Capacity For 
Uemura is a Measured ValueRJ Tech Asserts “Capacity” Does Not Include 

Experimentally Determined Capacity



RJ Tech Asserts “Theoretic” Capacity is Reversible Capacity, But Applies Irreversible Capacity in 
Manipulating Uemura’s Capacity Ratio

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 51

Pet. Reply, 13-14; POR at 39; Ex. 1043, 167:4-9; Ex. 2006, ¶67. 

RJ Tech Asserts “Theoretic” Capacity
is the Reversible Capacity

But RJ Tech Applies an “Initial” Capacity at 
4.3V That Declines Rapidly Upon Cycling



RJ Tech’s “Theoretic” Capacity is Not Based on a Charging Rate a POSITA Would Use

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 52

Ex. 1044, ¶¶62-64.

Charge cut-off 
voltage

Capacity ratio

1

2



RJ Tech is Incorrect About Uemura’s Anodes in Manipulating Uemura’s Capacity Ratio

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 53

Pet. Reply, 14; Ex. 1044, ¶¶52-55.

Charge cut-off 
voltage

Capacity ratio

1

2



Uemura is Presumed to be Enabled

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 54

Pet. Reply, 15-16.

Prior art printed publications are presumed to be enabling.

A prior art reference “need not enable it’s full disclosure, but instead, 
it only needs to enable the portions of its disclosure alleged to 
anticipate the claimed invention.”

In re Antor Media Corp., 
689 F.3d 1282, 1288-89 (Fed. Cir. 2012)

Id. at 1290 



Uemura Enables Each Element of the Claims

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 55

Pet. Reply, 15-17; 
Ex. 1001, 17:5-11; 

Ex. 1009, ¶¶[0002], 
[0033], [0081].

Preamble

Charge cut-
off voltage

Capacity 
ratio



RJ Tech Provided No Evidence That Examples 5-17 Are Not Enabled And Thus Cannot Rebut The 
Presumption of Enablement

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 56

Pet. Reply, 15-17; Ex. 1043, 244:3-13, 248:18-249:7.



Dr. Liang’s Testing is Flawed

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 57

Pet. Reply, 17-20; Ex. 1044, ¶¶17-27.
*https://www.uh.edu/news-events/stories/2019/october-2019/10102019-yao-doe-lithium.php

• LiBeyond, Dr. Yao’s own company, performed the testing
• Only tried to synthesize Examples 1-3 one time allegedly using “Uemura’s 

process”
• Did not employ Uemura’s process parameters
• First time Dr. Liang ever tried to synthesize layered complexes based on 

lithium, manganese, and other metals, but did not modify any parameters even 
though he obtained the wrong color and did not produce Uemura’s materials

• Failed to use proper experimental controls
• Failed to record material aspects of his testing

Dr. Liang and Dr. Yao*



Dr. Liang Did Not Even Try to Recreate Uemura’s Examples

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 58

Pet. Reply, 17-19; Ex. 1044, ¶¶28-43.

Dr. Liang’s TestingUemura’s Disclosure

“deep gray powder”“brown slurry” and “brown powder”1. Color

500°C for several hoursN/A2. Pre-annealing step

N/AUse of citric acid or ammonium 
bicarbonate

3. Coprecipitation method

N/AGrinding material “to 20 μm or smaller 
in average particle diameter”

4. Control particle size

Hand-operated mortar and pestleTwo tons per square centimeter5. Pressure to form electrode

N/A150ºC for 16 hours6. Heat electrode to remove 
moisture

MolybdenumStainless steel7. Current collector

7.14mm self-standing electrode12mm diameter disk8. Electrode dimensions



Dr. Liang Did Not Even Try to Recreate Uemura’s Examples

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 59

Pet. Reply, 17-19; Ex. 1044, ¶¶28-43.

Dr. Liang’s TestingUemura’s Disclosure

PolyethylenePolypropylene film9. Separator

N/ACarbon black, acetylene black, or citric 
acid

10. Control partial pressure of 
oxygen during baking

3 examples17 examples and 1 comparative example11. Examples



Dr. Liang’s Testing is Unreliable and Unscientific

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 60

Pet. Reply, 17-19; Ex. 1044, ¶6.



Multiple Prior Art Publications Contradict RJ Tech’s Criticisms of Uemura’s Method of Synthesis 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 61

Pet. Reply, 19-20; Ex. 1044, ¶¶46-51; Ex. 1047, 695; Ex. 1045, 16.



RJ Tech Has Not Shown Errors in Uemura That Would Cause a POSITA to Ignore its Disclosures

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 62

Pet. Reply 20-21; POR, 49; Ex. 1043, 183:13-184:12. 

RJ Tech Criticizes the Uniformity of 
Uemura’s Cathode Capacities 

Dr. Yao Admitted Uemura
Calculated Cathode Capacity



Claims 1-8: 
Anticipated and Rendered Obvious by Abe

(Grounds 5-6)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 63



There is No Dispute Abe Discloses the Preambles

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 64

Petition, 34-35; Ex. 1005, ¶¶[0017], [0078].

[1P] “A method for improving the capacity, average operating voltage and specific energy of a secondary lithium ion cell or battery, characterized in that”; 
[5P] “A secondary lithium ion cell or battery, characterized in that”



Abe Discloses the Charge Cut-Off Voltage

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 65

Petition, 35; Ex. 1005, ¶[0078]; Ex. 1002, ¶¶160-161.

[1A]: “the charge cut-off voltage of the secondary lithium ion cell or battery is greater than 4.2 V but less than 5.8 V;” 
[5A] “the secondary lithium ion cell or battery has a charge cut-off voltage of greater than 4.2 V but less than 5.8 V”

Charge cut-off 
voltage

Capacity ratio

1

2



Abe Discloses the Charge Cut-Off Voltage

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 66

Petition, 35; Ex. 1005, ¶[0078]; Ex. 1002, ¶161.

Charge cut-off 
voltage

Capacity ratio

1

2

[1A]: “the charge cut-off voltage of the secondary lithium ion cell or battery is greater than 4.2 V but less than 5.8 V;” 
[5A] “the secondary lithium ion cell or battery has a charge cut-off voltage of greater than 4.2 V but less than 5.8 V”



RJ Tech’s POPR Admits That Abe’s Voltage Range Partially Overlaps with the Claimed Range

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 67

POPR at 15; Pet. Reply, 22-25.



Abe Discloses the Capacity Ratio Limitation By Disclosing a Range

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 68

Petition, 37-40; Ex. 1005, ¶¶[0018], [0078]. 

[1B]: “a ratio of positive electrode material to negative electrode material of the secondary lithium ion cell or battery is from 1:1.0 to 1:2.5 as calculated by a specific capacity with a 
charge voltage limited to 4.2 V”; 
[5B] “a ratio of positive electrode material to negative electrode material of the secondary lithium ion cell or battery is from 1:1.0 to 1:2.5, as calculated by a theoretic capacity with a 
charge cut-off voltage set at 4.2 V.”

Charge cut-off 
voltage

Capacity ratio

1

2



Abe Discloses the Capacity Ratio Limitation By Disclosing A Specific Embodiment

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 69

Petition, 37-40; Ex. 1005, ¶¶[0102]-[0103], Table 1. 

Charge cut-off 
voltage

Capacity ratio

1

2



A POSITA Would Understand that Abe Teaches “As Calculated . . . With a Charge Cut-Off Voltage Set at 
4.2V”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 70

Ex. 1002, ¶166; Petition, 38-39; Ex. 1005, ¶[0078].

Charge cut-off 
voltage

Capacity ratio

1

2



A POSITA Would Understand that Abe Teaches “As Calculated . . . With a Charge Cut-Off Voltage Set at 
4.2V”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 71

Ex. 1002, ¶167; Petition, 39-40.

Charge cut-off 
voltage

Capacity ratio

1

2



RJ Tech’s Expert Admits it was Conventional to Use 4.2V to Determine a Capacity Ratio

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 72

Ex. 1043, 265:6-15, 265:22-266:6; Petition, 40; Pet. Reply, 25.

Charge cut-off 
voltage

Capacity ratio

1

2



RJ Tech’s Responses to Grounds 4 and 5

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 73

• Abe does not disclose the charge cut-off limitation

• Abe does not disclose the capacity ratio limitation



Charge Cut-Off Voltage:  RJ Tech’s Expert Provided No Opinions on the Key Portion of Abe

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 74

Pet. Reply, 22-24; Ex. 2006, ¶188 (annotated); Ex. 1043, 262:22-263:9.



Capacity Ratio Limitation: RJ Tech Failed to Apply the Court’s Claim Construction 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 75

Pet. Reply, 25-26; POR, 61-62; Ex. 1043, 121:11-19, 134:14-22.

Charge cut-off 
voltage

Capacity ratio

1

2



Claims 9-18: 
Anticipated and Rendered Obvious by Uemura in 

View of Iwaizono and/or Guyomard
(Grounds 3-4, 8-9)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 76



The POR Failed To Raise Any Independent Issues With Grounds 3-4 and 8-9

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 77

POR, 52-53; Petition, 28-34, 51-60; Pet. Reply, 22.

• The POR did not raise any issues with Grounds 3-4 and 8-9 beyond its arguments 
concerning independent claims 1 and 5 

• Thus, for the unrebutted reasons discussed in the Petition, if the claims 1-8 are 
invalidated under Grounds 1 or 2, claims 9-18 must be invalidated as well



Claims 2-4, 6-18: 
Anticipated and Rendered Obvious by Abe in View 

of Iwaizono and/or Guyomard
(Grounds 7, 10)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 78



RJ Tech Does Not Dispute That the Combination of Abe, Guyomard, and Iwaizono Teaches the 
Additional Limitations of Claims 2-4 and 6-18 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 79

POR, 62-65; Petition, 41-51, Pet. Reply, 26, 28.

• The POR did not raise any issues with Claims 2-4 and 6-18 beyond its arguments concerning 
independent claims 1 and 5 

• The POR only asserts:
1. There is no motivation to combine Abe with Guyomard
2. There is no reasonable expectation of success



There is an Explicit Motivation to Combine Abe with Guyomard and a Reasonable Expectation of 
Success

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 80

Petition, 48-51; Ex. 1002, ¶¶182-190; Pet. Reply, 26-28.

Abe’s 
LiMn2O4 cell

Guyomard’s 
electrolyte for a 

LiMn2O4 cell

Secondary LiMn2O4 cell 
charged to 4.5V, retains 90% 

capacity after 500 cycles



RJ Tech’s Criticisms of the Motivation to Combine and Reasonable Expectation of Success Lack Merit

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 81

POPR, 15.

RJ Tech’s POPR



RJ Tech’s Criticisms of the Motivation to Combine Based on Guyomard Lack Merit 
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POR, 64; Ex. 1005, 9:5-8; Ex. 1004, 18; Pet. Reply, 26-27.

RJ Tech’s Argument

Guyomard’s Disclosure

Patent Office Characterization of Guyomard



RJ Tech’s Criticisms of the Reasonable Expectation of Success Lack Merit
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POR, 65; Ex. 1005, 9:5-8; Ex. 1004, 18; Pet. Reply, 27-28.

RJ Tech’s Argument

Guyomard’s Disclosure

Patent Office Characterization of Guyomard



PO Sur-Reply, 27; Ex. 2008, 106:16-22; Ex. 1043, 108:13-22.

RJ Tech’s New Argument Concerning Claims 11-18 in its Sur-Reply is Not Supported By Expert 
Testimony 
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Conclusion
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