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Ex. 2008 [Hruska Dep.] at 87:24-89:21; POR at 28; Sur-Reply at 1-2
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Yamaki’s Preliminary Data Do Not Teach a Battery Configured 
to a CCV above 4.2V

Ex. 2008 [Hruska Dep.] at 89:22-90:8; POR at 28; Sur-Reply at 1-2
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POR at 13-15; Ex. 2007 [Yao Decl.], ¶129
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APPLE-1005 [Sakamoto], ¶6; POR at 17; Ex. 2007 [Yao Decl.], ¶¶71, 127
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APPLE-1005 [Sakamoto], ¶16; POR at 17; Ex. 2007 [Yao Decl.], ¶72
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POR at 32-33; Ex. 2007 [Yao Decl.], ¶135
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Yamaki-Sakamoto Does Not Include Sufficient Data to Enable 
A POSITA to Form A Reasonable Expectation of Success

POR at 27-28; Ex. 2008 [Hruska Dep.] at 53:16-56:5; Sur-Reply at 2-3
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POR at 27-28; Ex. 2008 [Hruska Dep.] at 53:16-56:5; Sur-Reply at 2-3
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POR at 27-28; Ex. 2008 [Hruska Dep.] at 53:16-56:5; Sur-Reply at 2-3
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Ex. 2019 [Yamaki File History] at 7; POR at 32-33; Sur-Reply at 4-5; Ex. 2007 [Yao Decl.], ¶136
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Ex. 2019 [Yamaki File History] at 7; POR at 32-33; Sur-Reply at 4-5; Ex. 2007 [Yao Decl.], ¶136
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“To be sure, to have a reasonable expectation of success, one must be motivated to 
do more than merely vary all parameters or try each of numerous possible choices 
until one possibly arrived at a successful result, where the prior art gave either 
no indication of which parameter were critical or no direction as to 
which of many possible choices is likely to be successful.” 

Pfizer, Inc. v. Apotex, Inc., 480 F.3d 1348, 1365 (Fed. Cir. 2007). 
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Ex. 2007 [Yao Decl.], ¶130; Sur-Reply at 5-8; POR at 33-36
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How Capacity Ratio Affects Battery Performance
Was Not Well-Understood

Ex. 2028 [Kim 2015] at 1; POR at 11; Ex. 2007 [Yao Decl.], ¶49
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“To often the obviousness analysis is framed as an inquiry into whether a [POSITA], 
with two (and only two) references sitting on the table in front of him, would have 
been motivated to combine … The real question is whether that skilled 
artisan would have plucked one reference out of the sea of prior art.” 

WBIP, LLC v. Kohler Co., 829 F.3d 1317, 1337 (Fed. Cir. 2016). 
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Ex. 2008 [Hruska Dep.] at 139:15-140:6; POR at 29-30; Sur-Reply at 5-8
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Ex. 2008 [Hruska Dep.] at 149:23-150:4; POR at 29-30; Sur-Reply at 5-8
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APPLE-1035 [Hruska Supp. Decl.], ¶26; Sur-Reply at 7 n.1
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Ex. 2030 [Yasunami], ¶66; POR at 50; Sur-Reply at 16
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Ex. 2030 [Yasunami], ¶66; POR at 50; Sur-Reply at 16



PATENT OWNER DEMONSTRATIVE 
EXHIBITS - NOT EVIDENCE IPR2023-01350 Slide 61

Yasunami Does Not Disclose A Battery Voltage >4.2V 

Ex. 2007 [Yao Decl.], ¶189; POR at 51-55
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Ex. 2008 [Hruska Dep.] at 161:21-162:11; Sur-Reply at 16
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Ex. 2007 [Yao Decl.], ¶192; POR at 55; Sur-Reply at 16-17
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Ex. 2007 [Yao Decl.], ¶194; POR at 56; Sur-Reply at 17-18
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A presumption of obviousness is overcome if the patentee can show that “the prior 
art taught away from the claimed invention” or “there were new and unexpected 
results relative to the prior art.” 

Allergan, Inc. v. Sandoz Inc., 796 F.3d 1293, 1305 (Fed. Cir. 2015). 
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POR at 58; Sur-Reply at 17; Ex. 2007 [Yao Decl.], ¶196
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POR at 58; Sur-Reply at 17; APPLE-1001 [the ’641 Patent] at 10:26-61
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POR at 19-20; Ex. 2007 [Koyama], ¶96
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Ex. 2030 [Yasunami], ¶2; POR at 18; Ex. 2007 [Yao Decl.], ¶¶75-77 
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POR at 18, 59-61; Ex. 2007 [Yao Decl.], ¶80 
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POR at 18, 59-61; Ex. 2007 [Yao Decl.], ¶81 
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Combining Yasunami and Koyama Produces Redundant 
Benefits and Obvious Drawbacks

Ex. 2030 [Yasunami], ¶44; POR at 18, 59-61
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Combining Yasunami and Koyama Produces Redundant 
Benefits and Obvious Drawbacks

Ex. 2007 [Yao Decl.], ¶203; POR at 18, 59-61; Sur-Reply at 18-20
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Combining Yasunami and Koyama Produces Redundant 
Benefits and Obvious Drawbacks

Ex. 2007 [Yao Decl.], ¶204; POR at 18, 59-61; Sur-Reply at 18-20



PATENT OWNER DEMONSTRATIVE 
EXHIBITS - NOT EVIDENCE IPR2023-01350 Slide 75

Combining Yasunami and Koyama Produces Redundant 
Benefits and Obvious Drawbacks

Ex. 2030 [Yasunami], ¶32; POR at 19, 61; Sur-Reply at 20-21
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Combining Yasunami and Koyama Produces Redundant 
Benefits and Obvious Drawbacks

Ex. 2007 [Yao Decl.], ¶205; POR at 61; Sur-Reply at 20-21
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APPLE-1001 [the ‘641 Patent], Cl. 11-14




