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Petitioner’s Demonstratives
Howard Industries, Inc.

v.
Capsa Solutions LLC

Case IPR2023-01274; IPR2023-01275
U.S. Patent Nos. 7,594,668 & 8,215,650
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Petitioner’s Main Points

Patent Owner only disputes a single 
claim element across all challenged 
claims of the ’668 and ’650 patents

“compartment[s] … disposed in the 
portion of the work platform [that] 
project[s] [from] the height 
adjustment mechanism in the forward 
direction”

All of Patent Owner’s arguments rely on an unduly narrowing claim 
construction

The Petitions demonstrate all challenged claims would have been 
obvious even under Patent Owner’s unduly narrow constructions
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1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 at 7, Paper 7 at 3-5

The Alleged Points of Novelty – ’668 Patent Prosecution

1274 Proceeding, Ex. 1003, 91-92
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1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 at 7, Paper 7 at 3-5

The Alleged Points of Novelty – ’668 Patent Prosecution

• First action allowance (’668 patent)
• 1274 Proceeding, Ex. 1002, 84, 87-92

• Parent ’030 application indicates 
actuator location (pending claim 24) 
was point of novelty

• 1274 Proceeding, Ex. 1003, 91-92, 99, 267, 
274

• Examiner refused to allow claim 43 with 
actuator merely recited “on” the work 
platform

• 1274 Proceeding, Ex. 1003, 10-13, 60, 66, 
267-275

1274 Proceeding, Ex. 1003, 91-92
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• Movable work surface disposed 
above a top of a compartment

1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 at 6-8

The Alleged Points of Novelty – ’650 Patent Prosecution

1275 Proceeding, Ex. 1002 at 132



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 6
’668 Patent, Claims 3-4; ’650 Patent, Claim 1

Capsa’s Only Challenged Element In This Proceeding
3. A cart comprising:

…
wherein the work platform includes a portion that projects from the height 
adjustment mechanism in the forward direction, the compartments are 
disposed in the portion of the work platform that projects from the height 
adjustment mechanism in the forward direction, and the compartments are 
configured to permit a user facing in the rearward direction to access an 
item within the compartments….

4. A cart comprising:
…
wherein the work platform includes a portion that projects from the height 
adjustment mechanism in the forward direction, the compartment is 
disposed in the portion of the work platform that projects from the height 
adjustment mechanism in the forward direction, and the compartment is 
configured to permit a user facing in the rearward direction to access an 
item within the compartment….

1. A cart comprising:
…
wherein the work platform includes a portion projecting, relative to the 
height adjustment mechanism, in the forward direction, wherein the 
compartment is disposed in the portion of the work platform projecting in 
the forward direction, and the compartment is configured to permit a user 
facing in the rearward direction to access the item within the 
compartment….
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Claim Construction

1. Compartments need not be enclosed
• The Petitions demonstrate the challenged claims are 

obvious under either parties’ construction

2. Compartments need not be disposed “entirely 
within” the forward projecting portion of the 
work platform 
• The Petitions demonstrate the challenged claims are 

obvious under either parties’ construction

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 at 2-9; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 at 2-8
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The intrinsic record is clear:

• Plain and ordinary meaning should 
apply. No lexicography or 
disavowal.

• Compartments are “for containing 
[an] item[s]”

• ’668 Patent, Claims 3 and 4, ’650 
Patent, Claim 1

• Example drawer embodiment 
comports with the plain meaning

Dictionary definitions confirm:

• “one of the parts or spaces into which an area is 
subdivided”

• The American Heritage College dictionary, Ex. 
1046 at 3

• “a subdivision of three-dimensional space”
• Webster’s Third New International Dictionary, Ex. 

1047 at 3

• “a separate division or section”
• Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, Ex. 2014 at 1

• “a part or space marked or partitioned off”
• https://www.dictionary.com/browse/compartment

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 at 2-5; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 at 2-5

Claim Construction | Compartment
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Claim Construction | Compartment
• No redefinition under SkinMedica, Inc. v. Histogen Inc.,

727 F.3d 1187 (Fed. Cir. 2013)
• Issue: Does “culturing…cells in three-dimensions” exclude the use of beads? Id. at 1196.

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 at 2-5; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 at 2-5

SkinMedica, Inc. v. Histogen Inc.,727 F.3d 1187 (Fed. Cir. 2013) ’668 and ’650 Patents

“Cell lines grown as a monolayer or on beads, as opposed to cells grown in three-
dimensions, lack the cell-cell and cell-matrix interactions characteristic of whole tissue in vivo.” 
Id. at 1197.

No comparison of 
drawers to alternative 

compartments
“Conventional conditioned cell culture medium, medium cultured by cell-lines grown as a 
monolayer or on beads, is usually discarded or occasionally used in culture manipulations such 
as reducing cell densities.” Id. at 1198.

No disparagement of 
alternative 

compartments

Prosecution Arguments: “To overcome an anticipation rejection, the patentees argued that 
‘[c]ulturing cells in three-dimensions results in the production of a conditioned medium having a 
different chemical composition than that of cells cultured by conventional means.’” Id. at 1198.

No prosecution 
statements describing 

compartments

Words of redefinition (i.e.) – “The cells are cultured in monolayer, beads (i.e., two-dimensions) 
or, preferably, in three-dimensions.” Id. at 1199. No words of redefinition
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Claim Construction | Compartment
• No redefinition under SkinMedica, Inc. v. Histogen Inc.,

727 F.3d 1187 (Fed. Cir. 2013)

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 at 2-5; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 at 2-5

’668 and ’650 Patents, Figs. 7-8

’668 and ’650 Patents
• No comparison of drawers to 

alternative compartments
• No disparagement of 

alternative compartments
• No prosecution statements 

describing compartments
• No redefinition words
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Claim Construction | compartment[s] … disposed in the portion of the work platform 
[that] project[s] [from] the height adjustment mechanism in the forward direction

• Patent Owner’s figures and construction contradict the claim language

1274 Proceeding, Paper 14 (POR) at 9, 36, 5-7, 1275 Proceeding, Paper 14 (POR) at 9, 27, and 
36

1274 Proceeding, Paper 14 (POR) at 9, 27, and 33
1275 Proceeding, Paper 14 (POR) at 9, 27, and 33
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Claim Construction | compartment[s] … disposed in the portion of the work platform 
[that] project[s] [from] the height adjustment mechanism in the forward direction

• Patent Owner’s figures and construction contradict the claim language

1274 Proceeding, Paper 14 (POR) at 9, 36, 5-7, 1275 Proceeding, Paper 14 (POR) at 9, 27, and 
36

1274 Proceeding, Paper 14 (POR) at 9, 27, and 33
1275 Proceeding, Paper 14 (POR) at 9, 27, and 33
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• Intrinsic Evidence confirms no requirement 
in the claims for the compartment to be 
disposed “entirely within” the work platform

Claim Construction | compartment[s] … disposed in the portion of the work platform 
[that] project[s] [from] the height adjustment mechanism in the forward direction

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 5-7, 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 5-7

’668 Patent, Claims 3 and 4,

A cart comprising:
…
wherein the work platform includes a portion that projects from the height 
adjustment mechanism in the forward direction, the compartment[s] 
[is/are] disposed in the portion of the work platform [that] project[s] 
[from] the height adjustment mechanism in the forward direction, and the 
compartments are configured to permit a user facing in the rearward 
direction to access an item within the compartments….

’668 Patent, 7:28-31; ’650 Patent, 7:28-31

wherein the actuator is disposed above the compartment and on the portion of the 
work platform projecting in the forward direction

’650 Patent, Claim 1
…
wherein the work platform includes a portion projecting, relative to the height 
adjustment mechanism, in the forward direction, wherein the compartment is 
disposed in the portion of the work platform projecting in the forward direction, and 
the compartment is configured to permit a user facing in the rearward direction to 
access the item within the compartment….

wherein the actuator is disposed above the compartment and on the portion of the 
work platform projecting in the forward direction
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1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 2-9; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 2-8

No Merit to Capsa’s “Top Mounted” Argument

1274 Proceeding, Paper 14 (POR) at 7, 9
1275 Proceeding, Paper 14 (POR) at 7, 9
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1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 5-7; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 5-7

Claim Construction | compartment[s] … disposed in the portion of the work platform 
[that] project[s] [from] the height adjustment mechanism in the forward direction

It is not impossible for drawers to extend rearward of the height adjustment mechanism

Kemnitzer Examination Tr., Ex. 2010 at 102:13-103:1.

Ex. 1040 at 20
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1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 5-7; 1275 Proceeding, Paper (Reply) 18 at 5-7

Claim Construction | compartment[s] … disposed in the portion of the work platform 
[that] project[s] [from] the height adjustment mechanism in the forward direction

It is not impossible for drawers to extend rearward of the height adjustment mechanism

Rydingward Examination Tr., Ex. 1045 at 42:12-43:7.
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1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 5-9; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 5-9

Claim Construction | compartment[s] … disposed in the portion of the work platform 
[that] project[s] [from] the height adjustment mechanism in the forward direction

No lexicography or disavowal in the specification

• [W]e have repeatedly warned against confining the claims to 
[disclosed] embodiments….In particular, we have expressly 
rejected the contention that if a patent describes only a single 
embodiment, the claims of the patent must be construed as being 
limited to that embodiment.

• Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d 1303, 1323 (Fed. Cir. 2005)
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1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 5-9; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 8-20

Claim Construction | compartment[s] … disposed in the portion of the work platform 
[that] project[s] [from] the height adjustment mechanism in the forward direction

• No lexicography or disavowal in the ’668 
patent 
• Applicant remarks were made in the 

’650 patent, after the ’668 patent issued 
• Challenged claims of the ’668 patent 

have no movable work surface

• “We also note that for Georgia–Pacific to be bound by the statement made 
to the PTO in connection with a later prosecution of a different patent, the 
statement would have to be one that the examiner relied upon in allowing 
the claims in the patent at issue.”

• Georgia-Pac. Corp. v. U.S. Gypsum Co., 195 F.3d 1322, 1333 (Fed. Cir. 1999), opinion 
amended on reh'g, 204 F.3d 1359 (Fed. Cir. 2000) 
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1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 5-9; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 8-20

Claim Construction | compartment[s] … disposed in the portion of the work platform 
[that] project[s] [from] the height adjustment mechanism in the forward direction

Georgia-Pac. Corp. v. U.S. Gypsum Co., 195 F.3d 1322, 1333 
(Fed. Cir. 1999), opinion amended on reh'g, 204 F.3d 1359 (Fed. 
Cir. 2000) 

• Citing Mannesmann Demag Corp. v. Engineered Metal 
Prods. Co., 793 F.2d 1279, 1284–85, 230 USPQ 45, 48 
(Fed. Cir. 1986) 

• “In cases where a patentees amendments were not 
required in response to an examiners rejection or critical 
to the allowance of the claims, no estoppel has been 
found.”
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No clear and unambiguous disclaimer

“[F]or prosecution disclaimer to attach, our precedent requires 
that the alleged disavowing actions or statements made during 
prosecution be both clear and unmistakable…[w]here the alleged 
disavowal is ambiguous, or even ‘amenable to multiple 
reasonable interpretations…we have declined to find prosecution 
disclaimer.’” 

Avid Tech., Inc. v. Harmonic, Inc., 812 F.3d 1040, 1045 
(Fed. Cir. 2016) (internal citations and quotations omitted)

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 8-9; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 7-8
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No clear and unambiguous disclaimer
No disavowal when prosecution statements are (1) ambiguous or (2) subject to multiple interpretations
• “independent storage unit” — whether “systems with independent storage units cannot use a central 

controller to access data, and, in particular, cannot use a central controller that identifies the storage unit on 
which data is stored in response to client requests.

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 7-9; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 7-8

Avid Tech., Inc. v. Harmonic, Inc., 812 F.3d 1040 (Fed. Cir. 
2016) – Alleged Disclaimer Disclaimer?

“Avid stated that its system ‘avoids using a central controller to access data’ 
and that ‘clients do not issue requests to a central controller that in turn [1] 
identifies storage units that store the data and [2] issues requests to storage 
units.’” Id. at 1046.

(1) No - Ambiguous
“The language on its face does not exclude a central controller that 
performs only one or the other of the two stated functions….” Id. at 

1046.

“Avid distinguished Boll, stating that ‘Boll’s assignment of a client to a 
server through a centralized interface for its transaction [is] contrary to the 
claim limitations noted above.’” Id. at 1046.

(2) No – Multiple Interpretations
“Rather than disclaiming a system in which the central controller 
tells the client which storage unit contains a given segment, the 

language can easily be read to be distinguishing Boll on the ground 
that each client application in Boll is connected to only one storage 
unit and conducts all of its transactions with that one storage unit.” 

Id. at 1046-47.
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1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 5-9; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 5-8

Claim Construction | compartment[s] … disposed in the portion of the work platform 
[that] project[s] [from] the height adjustment mechanism in the forward direction

The prosecution arguments in the ’650 patent are 
directed to the movable work surface

1274 Proceeding, Ex. 1002 at 132, 133, 133, 135, 137-143
1275 Proceeding, Ex. 1033 at 132, 133, 133, 135, 137-143

(1) Ambiguous – No statements unambiguously 
directed to claimed compartments 

(2) Multiple interpretations - lack of statements 
implicating compartments and NOT the 
amended claimed work surface cautions 
against PO’s construction
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(1) Ambiguous – No statements unambiguously directed to 
claimed compartments 

(2) Multiple interpretations - lack of statements implicating 
compartments and NOT the amended claimed work 
surface cautions against PO’s construction

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 5-9; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 
(Reply) at 5-8

Claim Construction | compartment[s] … disposed in the portion of the work platform 
[that] project[s] [from] the height adjustment mechanism in the forward direction

The Examiner raised Ellefson for its pivotable 
work surface

1275 Proceeding, Ex. 1030 at 4

1274 Proceeding, Ex. 1002 at 158
1275 Proceeding, Ex. 1033 at 158

Ellefson displays work 
surfaces that travel in 
arcuate directions
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1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 5-9; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 
(Reply) at 5-8

Claim Construction | compartment[s] … disposed in the portion of the work platform 
[that] project[s] [from] the height adjustment mechanism in the forward direction

The prosecution arguments in the ’650 patent are 
directed to the movable work surface

1274 Proceeding, Ex. 1002 at 138-139
1275 Proceeding, Ex. 1033 at 138-139

(1) Ambiguous – No statements unambiguously directed to 
claimed compartments 

(2) Multiple interpretations - lack of statements implicating 
compartments and NOT the amended claimed work 
surface cautions against PO’s construction
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’668 Patent Grounds ’650 Patent Grounds

1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 3; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 3

Petition Grounds
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Clark discloses compartments in 
two ways:

1. a cavity below the work surface 86 
and above the pullout keyboard 
tray 70

2. a drawer or pull-out tray located 
above or under the horizontal tray 
12.
1. Clark, 10:23-27, 15:33-36, 23:35-40

1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 24; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 20-24

Clark’s Compartments
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Clark’s cavity is disposed in the 
forward projecting portion

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 10-11; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 9-13

Clark’s Cavity Compartment disposed in the portion of the work platform [that] project[s] [from] the 
height adjustment mechanism in the forward direction

Clark, Fig. 2B (annotated)

1274 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, Ex. 1004 at ¶ 72.
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1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 10-13; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 9-13

Clark’s keyboard tray is not “top mounted”

Clark, Fig. 4B (annotated by Patent 
Owner’s Expert)

Ben-Tzvi Declaration, Ex. 2001 at ¶ 33.
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1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 10-13; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 9-13

Clark’s keyboard tray is not “top mounted”

Clark, Fig. 4B (annotated by Patent Owner’s 
Expert)Tr. of Examination of Ben-Tzvi, Ex. 1039 at 120:3-18.
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1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 10-13; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 9-13

Clark’s keyboard tray is not “top mounted”

Tr. of Examination of Ben-Tzvi, Ex. 1039 at 120:19-121:3.
Ben-Tzvi Declaration, Ex. 2001 at ¶ 33.
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Clark discloses compartments in 
two ways:

1. a cavity below the work surface 
86 and above the pullout 
keyboard tray 70

2. a drawer or pull-out tray located 
above or under the horizontal 
tray 12.

Clark’s Compartments

Clark, 10:23-37

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 9-22; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 9-20
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1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 12-13; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 8-20

Clark’s Compartments are disposed in the portion of the work platform [that] project[s] [from] the height 
adjustment mechanism in the forward direction

Tr. of Examination of Kemnitzer, Ex. 2010, 
135:2-5; see also id., 131:8-25, 133:16-135:5.
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“Implementing multiple drawers in medical carts 
was routine. Id.; Reeder, Figs 30, 32; Ellman, 2:18-
24, Figs 1-2. A POSITA would have been 
motivated to do so to improve the ability to 
organize unlike items in separate storage 
compartments.”
 1274 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration,      

Ex. 1004, ¶60; 
 1275 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration,     

Ex. 1003, ¶57.

“[S]ecurity of health information (medical 
histories, test results, prescriptions, etc.,) as well as 
the medications themselves, was a common 
concern in the medical cart industry. Ex. 1020 
(“Phoon”), [0004]-[0005]; Ex. 1021 
(“McDonald”), 1:35-55.”
 1274 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration,   

 Ex. 1004 at ¶47; 
 1275 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration,    

 Ex.1003 at ¶43.

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 12-13; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 8-20

Mr. Kemnitzer’s Opinion is Supported in the Record

Reeder, Fig. 30
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1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 15-16; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 9-20

Mr. Kemnitzer’s Opinion is Supported in the Record

Ellman“Implementing multiple drawers in medical carts 
was routine. Id.; Reeder, Figs 30, 32; Ellman, 2:18-
24, Figs 1-2. A POSITA would have been 
motivated to do so to improve the ability to 
organize unlike items in separate storage 
compartments.”
  1274 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, 

  Ex. 1004 at ¶60; 
 1275 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration,   

 Ex. 1003 at ¶57.

“[S]ecurity of health information (medical 
histories, test results, prescriptions, etc.,) as well as 
the medications themselves, was a common 
concern in the medical cart industry. Ex. 1020 
(“Phoon”), [0004]-[0005]; Ex. 1021 
(“McDonald”), 1:35-55.”
 1274 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration,  

 Ex. 1004 at ¶47; 
 1275 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration,   

 Ex. 1003 at ¶43.
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1. Clark is not “top mounted”

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 16; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 8-20

Capsa’s Top-Heavy Criticisms Lack Relevance and Merit

Clark, Fig. 4B (annotated by Patent Owner’s 
Expert, Dr. Ben-Tzvi)

’668 and ’650 patents, Fig. 10B
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• “Stability is influenced by factors such as the base area 
of the object, the mass distribution, and the position of 
the COG.”

• Ben-Tzvi Declaration, Ex. 2012, ¶81.

• “If an object is tilted, it will tip over if a vertical line 
from its COG falls outside the base…”

• Tr. of Examination of Kemnitzer, Ex. 2010, 60:23-61:20.

• “In order for the unit to tilt, the center of gravity has to 
pass beyond that line, that perimeter line of the base.”

• Id., 57:24-59:4.

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 16-21; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 8-20

Capsa’s Top-Heavy Criticisms Lack Relevance and Merit

Clark, Fig. 2C

2. Capsa ignores Clark’s base and mass distribution, 
factors essential to a stability analysis



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 37
1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 16-21; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 8-20

Capsa’s Top-Heavy Criticisms Lack Relevance and Merit

Ben-Tzvi Declaration, Ex. 2012, ¶ 76.

Tr. of Examination of Ben-Tzvi, 163:10-22.

2. Capsa ignores Clark’s base and mass distribution
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1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 16-21; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 13-20

Capsa’s Top-Heavy Criticisms Lack Relevance and Merit

Clark, Fig. 2C

Tr. of Examination of Ben-Tzvi, 180:7-11.

2. Capsa ignores Clark’s base and mass distribution
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2. Capsa ignores Clark’s base and mass distribution

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 16-21; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 13-20

Capsa’s Top-Heavy Criticisms Lack Relevance and Merit

Clark, 8:63-9:1

Ex. 1037, 11
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2. Capsa ignores Clark’s base and mass distribution

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 16-21; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 13-20

Capsa’s Top-Heavy Criticisms Lack Relevance and Merit

Tr. of Examination of Ben-Tzvi, 150:3-10.

Ex. 1037, 11
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3. Capsa’s lower COG does not, alone, improve stability

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 16-21; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 13-20

Capsa’s Top-Heavy Criticisms Lack Relevance and Merit

Ex. 1038, 1-2
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3. Capsa’s lower COG does not, alone, improve stability

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 16-21; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 13-20

Capsa’s Top-Heavy Criticisms Lack Relevance and Merit

Ex. 1038, 1-2 Tr. of Examination of Ben-Tzvi, 186:9-18.
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Reeder discloses compartments in 
three ways:

1. wire tray 372

2. storage containers 718

3. drawers

1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 56-61; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 56-62

Reeder’s Compartments

Reeder, Fig. 31 (annotated)
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Reeder discloses compartments in 
three ways:

1. wire tray 372

2. storage containers 718

3. drawers 346, 394

1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 56-61; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 56-62

Reeder’s Compartments

Reeder, Figs. 45-46 (annotated)
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Reeder discloses compartments in 
three ways:

1. wire tray 372

2. storage containers 718

3. drawers 346, 394

1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 56-61; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 56-62

Reeder’s Compartments

Reeder, Figs. 45-46 (annotated)
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The Petition explains a POSITA would have modified Reeder’s tray 
and container embodiments with Reeder’s drawer embodiments

1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 66-69; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 56-62

Reeder’s Compartments

Reeder, Figs. 45-46 (annotated)

• A POSITA would have been motivated to install 
drawers “to provide secure storage on the height 
adjustable cart.

• 1274 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, 
Ex. 1004, ¶147 (citing Reeder & Ellman).

• 1275 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, 
Ex. 1003 at ¶ 135-136.

• Implementing drawers in medical carts was well 
known and routine

• 1274 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, 
Ex. 1004, ¶133 (citing Reeder & Ellman).

• 1275 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, 
Ex. 1003 at ¶ 135-136.
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Capsa ignores Reeder’s base and the how the base affects 
stability

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 22-23; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 9-20

Capsa’s Top-Heavy Criticisms Lack Relevance and Merit

Tr. of Examination of Kemnitzer, Ex. 2010, 138:9-22.

Reeder, Fig. 31 (annotated)
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Capsa’s expert cannot determine if Reeder has a higher center of 
gravity than the ’668 and ’650 patents

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 22-23; 1275 
Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 9-20

Capsa’s Top-Heavy Criticisms Lack Relevance and Merit

Tr. of Examination of Ben-Tzvi, Ex. 1039 at 167:3-13.

Reeder, Fig. 31 (annotated)
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Capsa’s expert cannot determine if Reeder modified as proposed is 
unstable

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 22-23; 1275 
Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 9-20

Capsa’s Top-Heavy Criticisms Lack Relevance and Merit

Tr. of Examination of Ben-Tzvi, Ex. 1039, 180:12-17.

Reeder, Fig. 31 (annotated)
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Capsa’s secondary considerations argument faces critical 
shortcomings
 1. No sales evidence demonstrating commercial success
 2. Success attributed to unclaimed features
 3. No nexus between claimed features and commercial success
 4. No supporting evidence for long felt unmet need or copying 

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 24-27; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 23-26

Capsa’s Secondary Considerations Fall Short
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Appendix
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1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 at 3-6; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 at 3-6

The ’668 and ’650 Patents

“An aspect of the present invention relates to a 
cart including a work platform having a work 
surface and at least one compartment, a base, 
and a height adjustment mechanism for adjusting 
the height of the work platform relative to the 
base. The compartment can be a drawer. The 
work platform can accommodate drawers of 
different sizes.”
’668 Patent, 2:11-16; ’650 Patent, 2:12-17
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3. A cart comprising:
a work platform including a work surface and compartments for 
containing items;
a base configured to be movable in at least a rearward direction; and
a height adjustment mechanism for adjusting the height of the work 
platform relative to the base,
wherein the base includes a portion that projects from the height 
adjustment mechanism in a forward direction that is substantially 
opposite to the rearward direction,
wherein the work platform includes a portion that projects from the height 
adjustment mechanism in the forward direction, the compartments are 
disposed in the portion of the work platform that projects from the height 
adjustment mechanism in the forward direction, and the compartments 
are configured to permit a user facing in the rearward direction to access 
an item within the compartments,
wherein the height adjustment mechanism is configured to releasably lock 
the work platform at a plurality of heights,
wherein the height adjustment mechanism comprises:
a stationary casing connected to the base;
a telescoping casing connected to the work platform and configured to 
move relative to the stationary casing;
at least two drawer slides disposed between the stationary casing and the 
telescoping casing;
a driver configured to releasably lock the telescoping casing relative to 
the stationary casing; and
an actuator for controlling the driver, and
wherein the actuator is disposed above the compartments and on the 
portion of the work platform that projects in the forward direction.

4. A cart comprising:
a work platform including a work surface and at least one compartment 
for containing an item within the compartment;
a base configured to be movable in at least a rearward direction; and
a height adjustment mechanism for adjusting the height of the work 
platform relative to the base, 
wherein the height adjustment mechanism is configured to releasably lock 
the work platform at a plurality of heights, the height adjustment 
mechanism comprising:
a stationary casing connected to the base;
a telescoping casing connected to the work platform and configured to 
move relative to the stationary casing;
a driver configured to releasably lock the telescoping casing relative to 
the stationary casing; and
an actuator for controlling the driver,
wherein the base includes a portion that projects from the height 
adjustment mechanism in a forward direction that is substantially 
opposite to the rearward direction,
wherein the work platform includes a portion that projects from the height 
adjustment mechanism in the forward direction, the compartment is 
disposed in the portion of the work platform that projects from the height 
adjustment mechanism in the forward direction, and the compartment is 
configured to permit a user facing in the rearward direction to access an 
item within the compartment,
wherein the actuator is disposed above the compartment and on the 
portion of the work platform that projects in the forward direction.

’668 Patent, Claims 3 and 4

’668 Patent Independent Claims 3 and 4
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1. A cart comprising:

a work platform including a work surface and at least one compartment for 
containing an item within the compartment, wherein the work surface is disposed 
above a top of the at least one compartment;

a base configured to be movable in at least a rearward direction; and

a height adjustment mechanism for adjusting a height of the work platform 
relative to the base, wherein the height adjustment mechanism is configured to 
releasably position the work platform at a plurality of heights, the height 
adjustment mechanism comprising:

a driver configured to releasably position the work platform; and

an actuator for controlling the driver,

wherein the base includes a portion projecting, relative to the height adjustment 
mechanism, in a forward direction that is substantially opposite to the rearward 
direction,

wherein the work platform includes a portion projecting, relative to the height 
adjustment mechanism, in the forward direction, wherein the compartment is 
disposed in the portion of the work platform projecting in the forward direction, 
and the compartment is configured to permit a user facing in the rearward 
direction to access the item within the compartment,

wherein the actuator is disposed above the compartment and on the portion of the 
work platform projecting in the forward direction, and

wherein the work surface is movable relative to a remainder of the work platform 
from an extended position to a non-extended position.

’650 Patent, Claim 1

’650 Patent Independent Claim 1
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1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 25; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 13-20

Capsa’s predecessor did not invent height adjustable compartments

Dell, Fig. 1

Dell, 1:6-11
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Clark teaches all remaining elements of the independent claims except 
the actuator location and drawer slides

1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 22-43; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 20-43, 49-82

Clark’s Remaining Teachings are Undisputed

Clark, Figs. 4A-B 
(annotated)

• work platform (horizontal tray 12)

• work surface (pull-out keyboard tray 70)

• base configured to be movable in at least a 
rearward direction (arched cross-beam 76, 
runner beams 78, and casters 80)
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Clark teaches all remaining elements of the independent claims except 
the actuator location and drawer slides

1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 22-43; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 21-37, 56-78

Clark’s Remaining Teachings are Undisputed

Clark, Figs. 2A-B (annotated)

• a height adjustment mechanism comprising:

• a stationary casing

• a telescoping casing (vertical beam 22)

• a driver (gas spring 74 and shaft 72)

• wherein the HAM is configured to 
releasably lock the work platform at a 
plurality of heights

Clark, Fig. 4A
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Capsa does not contest that Manner teaches the actuator location

1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 37-41, 43; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 28-37, 78-81

Manner’s Teachings

Manner, Fig. 5 (annotated)

Manner, 9:24-36



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 59

• Clark’s actuator may be substituted with Manner’s actuator
• Manner, 9:17-31

• The combination “provide[s] flexibility in locating the 
actuator and to ensure operation of Clark’s drawer 
embodiments”

• 1274 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, Ex. 1004, ¶95 (citing 
evidence).

• 1275 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, Ex. 1003 at ¶ 86.

• Manner provides a motivation: “so that the actuating device 
80 can be easily activated by the user”

• Manner, 9:33-35

• It was routine and well understood by a POSITA to position 
an actuator at the front of a work platform for ease of access 
by the user

• 1274 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, Ex. 1004, ¶95 (citing 
evidence).

• 1275 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, Ex. 1003, ¶ 86 (citing 
evidence).

1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 17-18, 37-38, 43; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 10-
20, 27-29, 32-35, 68, 70-73

The Combination of Clark and Manner is Undisputed

Manner, Fig. 5 (annotated)
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It is undisputed Reeder teaches:

1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 46-86; 1275 
Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 49-82

Reeder’s Teachings

Reeder, Figs. 45-46 (annotated)

• work platform (upper support 716 and base frame 
720)

• work surface (keyboard 722)

• base configured to be movable in at least a rearward 
direction (base 712)

• 1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 at 55-62
• 1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 at 49-82
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It is undisputed Reeder teaches:

1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 46-86; 1275 
Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 49-82

Reeder’s Teachings

Reeder, Fig. 45 (annotated)

• a height adjustment mechanism comprising:

• a stationary casing (bottom support 
member 715)

• a telescoping casing (top vertical 
support member 714)

• 1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 
54-64, 73-75; 84-86

• 1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 
49-82
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It is undisputed Manner teaches:

• A height adjustment mechanism 
comprising:

• a driver configured to releasably 
lock…(piston rod 45 and gas spring 
44)

• an actuator disposed above the 
compartment and on the portion of 
the work platform that projects in 
the forward direction (actuating 
device 80)

1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 46-86; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 49-82

Manner provides the remaining elements of the height adjustment mechanism and the 
actuator location

Manner, Fig. 18
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• A height adjustment mechanism 
comprising:

• a driver configured to releasably 
lock…(piston rod 45 and gas spring 
44)

• an actuator disposed above the 
compartment and on the portion of 
the work platform that projects in 
the forward direction (actuating 
device 80)

1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 46-86; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 49-82

Manner provides the remaining elements of the height adjustment mechanism and the 
actuator location

Manner, Fig. 5

Capsa does not contest that Manner teaches the actuator location and 
details of the driver
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• Manner provides a motivation for the actuator location: “so that 
the actuating device 80 can be easily activated by the user”

• Manner, 9:33-35

• Manner’s driver and actuator provide the necessary details to 
implement Reeder’s height adjustment mechanism

• 1274 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, Ex. 1004 ¶¶118-
121.

• 1275 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, Ex. 1003 ¶¶157-
158.

• Gas springs were ubiquitous in the art. A POSITA would have 
understood the combination of Reeder and Manner would allow 
for easy adjustment of the height of the work platform.

• 1274 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, Ex. 1004 ¶120 
(citing Hartman and Dell).

• 1275 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, Ex. 1003, ¶125 
(citing Hartman and Dell)z.

• It was routine and well understood by a POSITA to position an 
actuator at the front of a work platform for ease of access by the 
user

• 1274 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, Ex. 1004, ¶176 
(citing evidence).

• 1275 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, Ex. 1003, ¶173 
(citing evidence).

1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 17-18, 37-38, 43; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 49-56, 
70-81

The Combination of Reeder and Manner is Undisputed

Manner, Fig. 5 (annotated)
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Capsa does not contest Santoro teaches the drawer slides

1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 14-15, 35-36

Santoro’s Teachings

Santoro, Fig. 14 (annotated)

Santoro, ¶ 36
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• Santoro provides “conventional slide 
mechanism…well known to those skilled 
in the art of drawer slides.”

• Santoro, ¶ 36

• A POSITA would have recognized the 
importance of reducing friction and 
enable free movement between 
telescoping sections of Clark’s height 
adjustment mechanism

• 1274 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, Ex. 
1004 ¶¶ 82, 50 (citing evidence).

1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 14, 17-18, 35-36 

The Combination of Clark/Reeder and Santoro is Undisputed

Santoro, Fig. 14 (annotated)
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Capsa’s secondary considerations argument faces critical shortcomings
 1. No sales evidence demonstrating commercial success

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 24-27; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 23-26

Capsa’s Secondary Considerations Fall Short

Tr. of Examination of Rydingsward, Ex. 1045, 26:9-11.
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Capsa’s secondary considerations argument faces critical shortcomings
 2. Success attributed to unclaimed features

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 24-27; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 23-26

Capsa’s Secondary Considerations Fall Short

Rydingsward Declaration, Ex. 2018, ¶ 14.
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Capsa’s secondary considerations argument faces critical shortcomings
 2. Success attributed to unclaimed features

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 24-27; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 23-26

Capsa’s Secondary Considerations Fall Short

Tr. of Examination of Rydingsward, Ex. 1045, 14:1-22.
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Capsa’s secondary considerations argument faces critical shortcomings
 3. No nexus between claimed features and commercial success

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 24-27; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 23-26

Capsa’s Secondary Considerations Fall Short

Tr. of Examination of Rydingsward, Ex. 1045, 15:1-9

Capsa cart sales are driven by aesthetics, touch screens, 
and fleet management software.
  

Tr. of Examination of Rydingsward, Ex. 1045, 23:7-24:1; 
25:1-26:1.
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Capsa’s secondary considerations argument faces critical shortcomings
 3. No nexus between claimed features and commercial success

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 24-27; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 23-26

Capsa’s Secondary Considerations Fall Short

Capsa cart sales are driven by aesthetics, touch screens, 
and fleet management software.
  

Tr. of Examination of Rydingsward, Ex. 
1045, 23:7-24:1; 25:1-26:1.

“[I]f the commercial success is due to an 
unclaimed feature of the device, the commercial 
success is irrelevant.”

Ormco Corp. v. Align Tech., Inc., 463 F.3d 1299, 
1312 (Fed. Cir. 2006)
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Capsa’s secondary considerations argument faces critical shortcomings
 3. No nexus between claimed features and commercial success

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 24-27; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 23-26

Capsa’s Secondary Considerations Fall Short

Height adjustable carts with compartments are known in the art.
  

Clark, Figs. 4A-B (annotated) Reeder, Figs. 45-46 (annotated) Dell, Fig. 4
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Capsa’s secondary considerations argument faces critical shortcomings
 3. No nexus between claimed features and commercial success

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 24-27; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 23-26

Capsa’s Secondary Considerations Fall Short

Height adjustable carts with compartments are known in the art.
  

“So too if the feature that creates the commercial success was 
known in the prior art, the success is not pertinent.”

Ormco Corp. v. Align Tech., Inc., 463 F.3d 1299, 1312 (Fed. Cir. 
2006
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Capsa’s secondary considerations argument faces critical shortcomings
 3. No nexus between claimed features and commercial success

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 24-27; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 23-26

Capsa’s Secondary Considerations Fall Short

No evidence commercial success comes from claimed drawers. 
Capsa sells the same carts without drawers with no modifications to their frame for stability
  

Ex. 1041 at 2 Ex. 1042 at 2
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Capsa’s secondary considerations argument faces critical shortcomings
 3. No nexus between claimed features and commercial success

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 24-27; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 
(Reply) at 23-26

Capsa’s Secondary Considerations Fall Short

Capsa sells the same carts without drawers with no modifications to their frame for stability
  

Ex. 1041 at 2

Tr. of Examination of Rydingsward, Ex. 1045, 34:17-35:8.
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Capsa’s secondary considerations argument faces critical shortcomings
 3. No nexus between claimed features and commercial success

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 24-27; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 23-26

Capsa’s Secondary Considerations Fall Short

Capsa sells the same carts without drawers with no modifications to their frame for stability
  

Tr. of Examination of Rydingsward, Ex. 1045, 37:20-38:5.Ex. 1042 at 2
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Capsa’s secondary considerations argument faces critical shortcomings
 3. No nexus between claimed features and commercial success

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 24-27; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 23-
26

Capsa’s Secondary Considerations Fall Short

No evidence commercial success comes from claimed drawers 

“[I]f the commercial success is due to an 
unclaimed feature of the device, the commercial 
success is irrelevant.”

Ormco Corp. v. Align Tech., Inc., 463 F.3d 1299, 
1312 (Fed. Cir. 2006)

“[w]hen the thing that is commercially successful 
is not coextensive with the patented 
invention…the patentee is not entitled to a 
presumption of nexus.”

Fox Factory, Inc. v. SRAM, LLC, 944 F.3d 1366, 
1373 (Fed. Cir. 2019)
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Capsa’s secondary considerations argument faces critical shortcomings
 4. No supporting evidence for long felt unmet need or copying 

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 24-27; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 23-26

Capsa’s Secondary Considerations Fall Short

Tr. of Examination of Rydingsward, Ex. 1045, 12:4-15.

Tr. of Examination of Ben-Tzvi, Ex. 
1039, 21:9-11.
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1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 38-39

The Dependent Claims in the ’650 Patent are Obvious

’650 Patent, Claim 2

Clark, Figs. 2A-B (annotated)

a height adjustment mechanism comprising:

• a stationary casing

• a telescoping casing (vertical beam 22)

• releasable lock mechanism
• Clark, 9:53-10:8 (“the operator releases the lever 42, which locks the 

tray at the desired height”)
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1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 82-83

The Dependent Claims in the ’650 Patent are Obvious

’650 Patent, Claim 2

Reeder, Fig. 45 (annotated)

a height adjustment mechanism comprising:

• a stationary casing (bottom support member 715)

• a telescoping casing (top vertical support member 
714)

• a driver configured to releasably lock…(piston rod 
45 and gas spring 44)
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1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 38-40, 85-86

The Dependent Claims in the ’650 Patent are Obvious

’650 Patent, Claim 3

Clark, Figs. 2A-B (annotated)
Manner, Fig. 18
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1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 38-40, 85-86

The Dependent Claims in the ’650 Patent are Obvious

’650 Patent, Claim 3

Clark, Figs. 2A-B (annotated)

1275 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, Ex. 1003, ¶102.
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1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 39-41, 85-86

The Dependent Claims in the ’650 Patent are Obvious

’650 Patent, Claim 3

Dell, Fig. 4

1275 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, Ex. 1003, ¶102.
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1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 41

The Dependent Claims in the ’650 Patent are Obvious

’650 Patent, Claim 5

1275 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, Ex. 1003, ¶104.
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1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 88

The Dependent Claims in the ’650 Patent are Obvious

’650 Patent, Claim 5

1275 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, Ex. 1003, ¶188-
189.

Reeder, Fig. 45 (annotated)
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1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 42

The Dependent Claims in the ’650 Patent are Obvious

’650 Patent, Claim 8

1275 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, Ex. 1003, ¶107.
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1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 90

The Dependent Claims in the ’650 Patent are Obvious

’650 Patent, Claim 8

a driver configured to releasably locked…(piston 
rod 45 and gas spring 44)

Manner, Fig. 5
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1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 89

The Dependent Claims in the ’650 Patent are Obvious

’650 Patent, Claim 6

Reeder, Figs. 45-46 (annotated)

Top surface 728 is moveable from a retracted position to an 
extended position relative to base frame 720

• Reeder, ¶ 0148



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 89
1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 43-46

The Dependent Claims in the ’650 Patent are Obvious

’650 Patent, Claim 6

The Combination of Clark with Hartman is undisputed

Hartman, Figs. 5A, 5B Hartman, Fig. 8
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1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 43-46

The Dependent Claims in the ’650 Patent are Obvious

’650 Patent, Claim 6

The Combination of Clark with Hartman is undisputed

Hartman, Figs. 5A, 5B 1275 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, Ex. 1003, ¶ 113.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 91

Work surface - a curved surface at the top of a cart large enough to 
dispense medication or hold work papers.

1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 15-16, 23-27; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 15-16, 
21-24, 57-62

Gillis’s sliding keyboard tray

Gillis, Fig. 6

Gillis, Figs. 1-2
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Work surface - a curved surface at the top of a cart large enough to 
dispense medication or hold work papers.

1274 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 15-16, 23-27; ; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 1 (Pet.) at 15-16, 21-
24, 57-62

Gillis’s sliding keyboard tray

Gillis, Fig. 6

1275 Proceeding, Kemnitzer Declaration, Ex. 1003, ¶ 63.
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Capsa’s Claim Construction is unduly limiting 

1274 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 12; 1275 Proceeding, Paper 18 (Reply) at 
11

Ex. 1036; see also Tr. of Examination of Ben-
Tzvi, Ex. 1039, 88:6-89:21, 96:20-102:4.
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