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Hesai Technology Co., Ltd. v. Ouster, Inc.

IPR2023-01421
U.S. Patent No. 11,175,405

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Grounds

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim(s) challengedGround

21, 23, 26-31, 341. Pacala + Droz

24-25, 32-332. Pacala + Droz + Villenueve

21, 23-333. Hall + Borowski + Spector

344. Hall + Borowski + Spector + Droz
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Patent Owner’s Arguments

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

ClaimsPatent Owner’s ArgumentsGrounds

21, 26Droz does not disclose a “stop region”1-2

AllNo motivation to combine Pacala and Droz1-2

AllNo motivation to combine Hall and Spector3-4

AllNo motivation to combine Borowski and Spector3-4

AllNo motivation to combine Hall and Borowski3-4

21, 26Secondary considerations of nonobviousness1-4
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’405 Patent Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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’405 Patent Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001 (405 patent) at Cl. 21
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’405 Patent Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001 (405 patent) at Cl. 21
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’405 Patent Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001 (405 patent), 11:37-56, Fig. 2
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’405 Patent Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001 (405 patent), 37:14-38, Fig. 17



9

Summary of Prior Art

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Summary of Prior Art: Pacala (Ex. 1004)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1004, [0013]-[0014]; Pet. 14

Ex. 1004, Fig. 2; Pet. 14

* * *
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Summary of Prior Art: Droz (Ex. 1006)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1006, 4:1-28; Pet. 6

Ex. 1006, Fig. 3B; Pet. 17
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Summary of Prior Art: Hall (Ex. 1008)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1008, 6:31-47; Pet. 45-46

Ex. 1008, Fig. 3; Pet. 45
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Ex. 1009, [0053]; Pet. 47

Summary of Prior Art: Borowski (Ex. 1009)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1009, [0078]; Pet. 47
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Summary of Prior Art: Spector (Ex. 1005)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1005, 3:43-61; Pet. 48-49

Ex. 1005, Fig. 1; Pet. 49
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Obviousness of  the ’405 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Summary of Disputes

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• PO relies on an incorrect new construction of “stop region,” and Droz 
discloses a stop region even under PO’s construction

• PO’s arguments on motivation to combine relies on improper “bodily 
incorporation” and are not supported by the evidence

• PO lacks evidence of secondary considerations, and PO’s arguments 
cannot overcome the weight of the prior art

ClaimsPatent Owner’s ArgumentsGrounds

21, 26Droz does not disclose a “stop region”1-2

21, 26No motivation to combine Pacala and Droz1-2

21, 26No motivation to combine Hall and Spector3-4

21, 26No motivation to combine Borowski and Spector3-4

21, 26No motivation to combine Hall and Borowski3-4

21, 26Secondary considerations of nonobviousness1-4
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Hall and Spector: Summary of Dispute

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Arguments

The Petition provides multiple reasons why a POSITA would combine Hall and Spector

PO raises improper “bodily incorporation” arguments

Patent Owner’s Arguments

Spector’s aperture array is too low resolution to use in Hall’s LiDAR system
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Hall and Spector: 
PO’s Bodily Incorporation Argument is Legally Incorrect

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Allied Erecting & Dismantling Co. v. Genesis Attachments, 825 F.3d 1373, 1381 (Fed. Cir. 2016)

Contrary to Allied's position, “it is not necessary that [Caterpillar and Ogawa] 
be physically combinable to render obvious the ['489 patent].” … “The test for 
obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary reference may be 
bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference,” … but rather 
whether “a skilled artisan would have been motivated to combine the 
teachings of the prior art references to achieve the claimed invention.”

Reply 15
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Hall and Spector: Argument in the Petition

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet. 57-58; Ex. 1003 (Shanley Decl.) ¶191

No dispute that Spector 
would reduce cross-talk in 
Hall’s system
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Hall and Spector: 
PO’s Argument Assumes Bodily Incorporation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR 49 
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Hall and Spector: 
PO’s Bodily Incorporation Argument is Legally Incorrect

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Elbrus Int’l Ltd. v. Samsung Elecs. Co., 738 F. App’x 694, 698 (Fed. Cir. 2018) 

Second, Elbrus argues that combining Lu with Sukegawa would lead to an 
inoperable circuit absent significant additional design work. However, “it is not 
necessary that [Sukegawa and Lu] be physically combinable to render [a claim] 
obvious.” … That is so because “ ‘[t]he test for obviousness is not whether the 
features of a secondary reference may be bodily incorporated into the 
structure of the primary reference,’ but rather whether ‘a skilled artisan would 
have been motivated to combine the teachings of the prior art references to 
achieve the claimed invention.’ ” … Therefore, Elbrus’s argument that 
combining Sukegawa and Lu could lead to an unworkable circuit is “basically 
irrelevant.”

Reply 17
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Hall and Spector: 
No New Theory on Reply

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply 16

Neither Spector nor the Petition require a particular spacing between 
apertures in the aperture array

PO’s argument challenges a combination Petitioner never advanced
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Hall and Spector: 
POSITA Would Be Capable of Fitting Spector’s Aperture Array to Hall’s System

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply at 16-17; Ex. 2011 (Shanley Dep.) 56:4-20
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Borowski and Spector: Summary of Dispute

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Arguments

The Petition provides multiple reasons why a POSITA would combine Borowski and 
Spector

PO’s argument is not supported by the weight of the evidence

Patent Owner’s Arguments

A POSITA would not use Borowski’s SPADs with Spector’s aperture arrays because SPADs 
have a low fill factor
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Borowski and Spector: 
Argument in the Petition

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet. 57-58; Ex. 1003 (Shanley Decl.) ¶ ¶ 189-191

Petition provides undisputed motivations to apply both Borowski’s and 
Spector’s teachings to Hall’s system 
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Borowski and Spector:
PO’s Argument Based on Spector

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply 18; POR 56; Ex. 1005 (Spector) 3:49-54
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Borowski and Spector:
PO Does Not Establish that SPADs Have Small Fill Factors

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply 20-21; Ex. 1032 (Takai), 1
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Borowski and Spector:
PO Does Not Establish that SPADs Have Small Fill Factors

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply 20-21; Ex. 1032 (Takai), 8
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Borowski and Spector:
PO Does Not Establish that SPADs Have Small Fill Factors

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply 20-21; Ex. 1032 (Takai), 2
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Borowski and Spector:
Vinogradov Does Not Support PO’s Conclusion

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply 19-20; Ex. 2014 (Vinogradov), 3-4
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Borowski and Spector: 
Vinogradov Does Not Support PO’s Conclusion

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Medichem, S.A. v. Rolabo, S.L., 437 F.3d 1157, 1165 (Fed. Cir. 2006)

Likewise, a given course of action often has simultaneous advantages and 
disadvantages, and this does not necessarily obviate motivation to 
combine. See [Winner Int'l Royalty Corp. v. Wang, 202 F.3d 1340 (Fed. Cir. 
2000)] at 1349 n. 8 ("The fact that the motivating benefit comes at the 
expense of another benefit, however, should not nullify its use as a basis to 
modify the disclosure of one reference with the teachings of another. Instead, 
the benefits, both lost and gained, should be weighed against one another.").

Reply 20
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Hall and Borowski: Summary of Dispute

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Arguments

The Petition provides multiple reasons why a POSITA would combine Hall and Borowski

PO’s “teaching away” argument is legally incorrect

PO’s vague concerns about noise does not render the references uncombinable

Patent Owner’s Arguments

Hall teaches away from SPADs because it discloses APDs as photodetectors

A POSITA would not be motivated to use SPADs in Hall’s system because Hall is “noisy”
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Hall and Borowski: 
Argument in the Petition

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet. 57; Ex. 1003 (Shanley Decl.) ¶¶ 189-190

Hall expressly identifies a 
problem that Borowski’s SPAD 
arrays solve
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Hall and Borowski:
Hall’s Disclosure of APDs Does Not Teach Away from SPADs

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s argument that there is no motivation to combine because Hall 
discloses APDs is legally incorrect

In re Mouttet, 686 F.3d 1322, 1332-33 (Fed. Cir. 2012)

Thus, the “mere disclosure of alternative designs does not teach away.” … This 
court has further explained that just because better alternatives exist in the 
prior art does not mean that an inferior combination is inapt for obviousness 
purposes.
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Hall and Borowski:
Hall’s Disclosure of APDs Does Not Teach Away from SPADs

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

KSR Int’l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S. 398, 422 (2007)

When there is a design need or market pressure to solve a problem and there 
are a finite number of identified, predictable solutions, a person of ordinary 
skill has good reason to pursue the known options within his or her technical 
grasp. If this leads to the anticipated success, it is likely the product not of 
innovation but of ordinary skill and common sense. In that instance the fact 
that a combination was obvious to try might show that it was obvious under §
103.
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Hall and Borowski:
PO’s “Noise” Arguments Lack Support

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s vague allusion to “noise” in Hall does not render Hall and Borowski 
“incompatible”

• No evidence that Hall’s system is particularly noisy

• No evidence that the amount of noise in Hall’s system would render SPADs 
inoperable

• No evidence that a POSITA would not be capable of mitigating noise

Reply 23-24
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Hall and Borowski:
Hall’s Disclosure of “Noise”:

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply 23-24
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Hall and Borowski:
PO’s “Noise” Arguments Lack Support

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dr. Shanley identifies numerous well-known techniques for mitigating noise in 
optical systems

Reply 24; Ex. 1003 (Shanley Decl.) ¶¶ 53, 56 
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Hall and Borowski:
PO’s “Noise” Arguments Lack Support

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Hall, Spector, Borowski, and related references all disclose techniques for 
reducing noise at the photosensor

Reply 24-25

Ex. 1008 (Hall), 7:13-27

Ex. 1005 (Spector), 6:11-20

Ex. 1009 (Borowski), [0053]
Ex. 1025 (Borowski-838), [0205]
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Hall and Borowski:
PO’s “Noise” Arguments Lack Support

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Contemporaneous references demonstrate that SPADs may be used in LiDAR 
systems and are not rendered “inoperable” by noise

Reply 25-26; Ex. 1032 (Takai), 8
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Grounds 3-4, Motivation to Combine Hall and Borowski: 
PO’s “Noise” Arguments Lack Support

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Medichem, S.A. v. Rolabo, S.L., 437 F.3d 1157, 1165 (Fed. Cir. 2006)

Likewise, a given course of action often has simultaneous advantages and 
disadvantages, and this does not necessarily obviate motivation to 
combine. See [Winner Int'l Royalty Corp. v. Wang, 202 F.3d 1340 (Fed. Cir. 
2000)] at 1349 n. 8 ("The fact that the motivating benefit comes at the 
expense of another benefit, however, should not nullify its use as a basis to 
modify the disclosure of one reference with the teachings of another. Instead, 
the benefits, both lost and gained, should be weighed against one another.").

Reply 20
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Grounds 1-2, Cls. 21, 26 (“stop region”): Summary of Dispute

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Arguments

PO’s new claim construction improperly imports a limitation from an embodiment

Droz’s “absorbing layers” 368 and 378 provide a “stop region” even under PO’s 
construction

Patent Owner’s Arguments

“stop region” should be construed as “an optically non-transparent region that defines a 
field of view for a photosensor”

Droz’s “absorbing layers” are not a “stop region”
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Grounds 1-2, Cls. 21, 26 (“stop region”): Claim Language

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001 (’405 Patent), cl. 21 Ex. 1001 (’405 Patent), cl. 26
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Grounds 1-2, Cls. 21, 26 (“stop region”): PO’s Proposed Construction Is Incorrect

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s Proposed Construction

“stop region” should be construed as “an optically non-transparent region that defines a 
field of view for a photosensor”

Additional language is drawn from an exemplary embodiment:

Reply 3

Ex. 1001 (’405 patent), 37:17-23
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Grounds 1-2, Cls. 21, 26 (“stop region”): PO’s Proposed Construction Is Incorrect

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Thorner v. Sony Comp. Entm’t Am. LLC, 669 F.3d 1362, 1365-66 (Fed. Cir. 2012)

It is not enough for a patentee to simply disclose a single embodiment or use a 
word in the same manner in all embodiments, the patentee must “clearly 
express an intent” to redefine the term. … It is likewise not enough that the 
only embodiments, or all of the embodiments, contain a particular limitation. 
We do not read limitations from the specification into claims; we do not 
redefine words.

Reply 3
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Grounds 1-2, Cls. 21, 26 (“stop region”): PO’s Proposed Construction Is Incorrect

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Numerous other embodiments disclose “stop regions” that are not limited to 
“defining a field of view”

Reply 4

Ex. 1001 (’405 patent), 38:44-47

Ex. 1001 (’405 patent), 38:66-39:2

Ex. 1001 (’405 patent), 40:56-63
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Grounds 1-2, Cls. 21, 26 (“stop region”): PO’s Proposed Construction Is Incorrect

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

A stop region may prevent light from travelling between adjacent channels

Reply 4; Ex. 1001 (’405 patent), 41:7-29, Fig. 20D
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Grounds 1-2, Cls. 21, 26 (“stop region”): PO’s Proposed Construction Is Incorrect

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s counterexamples are incorrect

Reply 4; POR 28-29; Ex. 1001 (’405 patent), Figs. 19A-19B

The “spacer structures” are not stop regions 
because they are not in the aperture layer
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Grounds 1-2, Cls. 21, 26 (“stop region”): Claim Language

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001 (’405 Patent), cl. 21 Ex. 1001 (’405 Patent), cl. 26
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Grounds 1-2, Cls. 21, 26 (“stop region”): PO’s Proposed Construction Is Incorrect

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s extrinsic evidence does not define the term “stop region”

Reply 4-5; POR 30-31; Ex. 2013, 49; Ex. 2007, 21
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Grounds 1-2, Cls. 21, 26 (“stop region”): Droz Discloses a Stop Region

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

No dispute that if PO’s proposed construction is rejected, Droz discloses the 
limitation

Pet. 28
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Grounds 1-2, Cls. 21, 26 (“stop region”): 
Droz Discloses a Stop Region Under PO’s Construction

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Droz expressly discloses an “aperture” surrounded by “opaque material” that 
defines a field of view

Reply 7; Ex. 1006 (Droz) 13:61-66, Fig. 3B
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Grounds 1-2, Cls. 21, 26 (“stop region”): 
Droz Discloses a Stop Region Under PO’s Construction

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply 8; Ex. 1006 (Droz) 16:18-21, Fig. 3B (modified)

Ex. 2017 (Shanley Reply Dep.), 13:12-19
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Grounds 1-2, Motivation to Combine Pacala and Droz: Summary of Dispute

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Arguments

The Petition provides multiple reasons why a POSITA would combine Pacala and Droz

PO raises improper “bodily incorporation” arguments

PO misstates Dr. Shanley’s testimony

Patent Owner’s Arguments

Droz’s waveguides are too large and heavy to incorporate in Pacala’s system

The combination is outside the level of skill of a POSITA
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Grounds 1-2, Motivation to Combine Pacala and Droz: 
PO’s Bodily Incorporation Argument is Legally Incorrect

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR 38

PO’s argument is premised on a flawed bodily incorporation theory

Obviousness does not require Petitioner to establish how to “incorporate” one 
reference into another
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Grounds 1-2, Motivation to Combine Pacala and Droz: 
PO’s Bodily Incorporation Argument is Legally Incorrect

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Allied Erecting & Dismantling Co. v. Genesis Attachments, 825 F.3d 1373, 1381 (Fed. Cir. 2016)

Contrary to Allied's position, “it is not necessary that [Caterpillar and Ogawa] 
be physically combinable to render obvious the ['489 patent].” … “The test for 
obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary reference may be 
bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference,” … but rather 
whether “a skilled artisan would have been motivated to combine the 
teachings of the prior art references to achieve the claimed invention.”

Reply 10
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Grounds 1-2, Motivation to Combine Pacala and Droz: 
PO’s Bodily Incorporation Argument is Legally Incorrect

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Uber Techs., Inc. v. X One, Inc., 957 F.3d 1334, 1341 (Fed. Cir. 2020)

Ultimately, however, it does not matter whether Okubo teaches cellular 
transmission or merely DGPS transmission, because Konishi undisputedly 
discloses a cellular network. "[I]t is not necessary that [two pieces of prior art] 
be physically combinable to render obvious" the asserted patent. … Rather, 
the question is "whether the claimed inventions are rendered obvious by the 
teachings of the prior art as a whole." In re Etter , 756 F.2d 852, 859 (Fed. Cir. 
1985) (noting that whether one prior art reference can be incorporated into 
another is "basically irrelevant.").

Reply 10
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Grounds 1-2, Motivation to Combine Pacala and Droz: 
PO’s Bodily Incorporation Argument is Legally Incorrect

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

In re Mouttet, 686 F.3d 1322, 1332-33 (Fed. Cir. 2012)

It is well-established that a determination of obviousness based on teachings 
from multiple references does not require an actual, physical substitution of 
elements. … Rather, the test for obviousness is what the combined teachings 
of the references would have suggested to those having ordinary skill in the 
art. … The Board properly found that an electrical engineer with several years 
of related industry experience would indeed have recognized that Falk's 
arithmetic processor could have been combined with Das's wired crossbar 
array to predictably yield Mouttet's claimed computing device.

Reply 10
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Grounds 1-2, Motivation to Combine Pacala and Droz: 
PO’s Bodily Incorporation Argument is Legally Incorrect

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply 11-15

• The claims do not require a particular size or weight

• The prior art is not limited to specific sizes or weights

• No evidence that Pacala must be small or that Droz must be large or heavy

Petitioner is not required to describe how to build a real-world system in order 
to establish that the combination is obvious
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Grounds 1-2, Motivation to Combine Pacala and Droz:
PO’s Misstates Dr. Shanley’s Testimony

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply 12-13; Ex. 2011 (Shanley Dep.), 57:6-58:5

Dr. Shanley testified that a team would typically design a real world system
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Grounds 1-2, Motivation to Combine Pacala and Droz:
PO’s Misstates Dr. Shanley’s Testimony

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply 12-13; Ex. 2011 (Shanley Dep.), 56:4-20

An engineer fresh out of school could use a CAD system to combine Pacala
and Droz
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Secondary Considerations of Nonobviousness: Summary of Dispute

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Arguments

PO offers no evidence of “industry skepticism” regarding SPADs, and the evidence 
contradicts PO’s assertion

Numerous papers demonstrated that SPADs could be used in LiDAR systems before the 
’405 patent

Patent Owner’s Arguments

There was industry skepticism about using SPADs in LiDAR devices

Others failed to incorporate SPADs into LiDAR devices
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Secondary Considerations of Nonobviousness: Industry Skepticism

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s only evidence of “industry” skepticism is a design choice Petitioner’s 
expert made in 2008

POR 63
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Secondary Considerations of Nonobviousness: Industry Skepticism

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner presented extensive evidence that others actively pursued the use 
of SPADs in LiDAR systems for years before the ’405 patent

Reply 27-28

Ex. 1028 (Marino), 2

Ex. 1029 (Matsubara), 1

Ex. 1032 (Takai), 8
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Secondary Considerations of Nonobviousness: Failure of Others

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO relies exclusively on Vinogradov’s lack of awareness of SPAD-based 
LiDAR receivers

POR 64-65; Ex. 2014 (Vinogradov), 4
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Secondary Considerations of Nonobviousness: Failure of Others

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply 28-29; Ex. 1033 (Shanley Reply Decl.) ¶37


