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2DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Has Not Established Any Ground of Unpatentability

Pet., 3; Inst. Dec., 5

Ground 1 Petitioner Fails to Show Anticipation by the ’888 Publication
for Claims 1-12

Ground 2 Petitioner Fails to Show Anticipation Over Stowers 2008
for Claims 1-5, 7-10, and 12

Ground 3 Petitioner Fails to Show Obviousness Over Stowers 2008
for Claims 1-10 and 12

Ground 4 Petitioner Fails to Show Obviousness Over Stowers 2008 and Stowers 2009
for Claim 8

Ground 5A/B Petitioner Fails to Show Anticipation or Obviousness Over Trikeriotis
for Claims 1, 3, 6-7, 9, and 11-12

Motion to 
Amend Petitioner’s 112, 102, and 103 Arguments Fail



3DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Invention Claimed in the ’564 Patent

Ex. 1001

EX1001, Claims 1, 6, 7, 12



4DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Has Not Established Any Ground of Unpatentability

Pet., 3; Inst. Dec., 5

Ground 1 Petitioner Fails to Show Anticipation By the ’888 Publication
for Claims 1-12

Ground 2 Petitioner Fails to Show Anticipation Over Stowers 2008
for Claims 1-5, 7-10, and 12

Ground 3 Petitioner Fails to Show Obviousness Over Stowers 2008
for Claims 1-10 and 12

Ground 4 Petitioner Fails to Show Obviousness Over Stowers 2008 and Stowers 2009
for Claim 8

Ground 5A/B Petitioner Fails to Show Anticipation or Obviousness Over Trikeriotis
for Claims 1, 3, 6-7, 9, and 11-12

Motion to 
Amend Petitioner’s 112, 102, and 103 Arguments Fail



5DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Has Not Established Anticipation by the ’888 Publication

 Written Description Legal Standard

 Specification Provides Sufficient Written Description

 The ’867 Application Description

 Sufficient Under Precedent

 Prosecution History

 Petitioner Provides No Proper Legal Basis for its Theory

 Petitioner Misconstrues Prosecution Statements

POR, 6-24; Sur-Reply, 2-8



6DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

 Written Description Legal Standard

 Specification Provides Sufficient Written Description

 The ’867 Application Description

 Sufficient Under Precedent

 Prosecution History

 Petitioner Provides No Proper Legal Basis for its Theory

 Petitioner Misconstrues Prosecution Statements

Written Description Legal Standard

POR, 6-7, 17, 22, 23; Sur-Reply, 2-4



7DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Written Description Legal Standard

POR, 6-7, 17, 22, 23; Sur-Reply, 2-4

 The written description requirement is satisfied when the relied-upon disclosure “reasonably conveys to 
those skilled in the art that the inventor had possession of the claimed subject matter as of the filing 
date.” 

 “The specification need not expressly recite the claimed range to provide written description support.

 “[T]he level of detail required to satisfy the written description requirement varies depending on the 
nature and scope of the claims and on the complexity and predictability of the relevant technology.”  

 When predictable claim limitations are at issue “a lower level of detail is required to satisfy the written 
description requirement than for unpredictable arts.”

 The test for written description support “requires an objective inquiry into the four corners of the 
specification from the perspective of a person of ordinary skill in the art.”

Ariad Pharms., Inc. v. Eli Lilly & Co., 598 F.3d 1336, 1351 (Fed. Cir. 2010) (en banc)

Ariad, 598 F.3d, 1351

Ariad, 598 F.3d, 1352

RAI Strategic Holdings, Inc. v. Philip Morris Prods. S.A., 92 F.4th 1085, 1090 (Fed. Cir. 2024) 
(quoting Hologic, Inc. v. Smith & Nephew, Inc., 884 F.3d 1357, 1361 (Fed. Cir. 2018))

RAI Strategic Holdings, Inc. v. Philip Morris Prods. S.A., 92 F.4th 1085, 1090 (Fed. Cir. 2024)
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The ’867 Application Description

POR, 7-23; Sur-Reply, 2-4, 7

 Written Description Legal Standard

 Specification Provides Sufficient Written Description

 The ’867 Application Description

 Sufficient Under Precedent

 Prosecution History

 Petitioner Provides No Proper Legal Basis for its Theory

 Petitioner Misconstrues Prosecution Statements



9DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPOR, 7

 The ’564 patent was filed as a continuation from the ’867 
application. 

 Same disclosures in both

The ’867 Application Description



10DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPOR, 8; Sur-Reply, 2

EX1001, 14:43-61; EX1004, 23:14-26

Specification Discloses Several Exemplary Thicknesses

 From about 1 nm to about 25 nm

 From about 1 nm to about 40 nm

 From about 1 nm to about 50 nm

 No more than about 250 nm

 No more than about 1 micron 

 Examples: 10-50 nm; 20 nm

The ’867 Application Description

EX1001, 22:30-23:41; EX1004, 35:10-37:2



11DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPOR, 8; Sur-Reply, 4

EX1001, 14:43-61; EX1004, 23:14-26

Specification Discloses Several Exemplary Thicknesses

 “additional ranges of thicknesses within the explicit ranges”

The ’867 Application Description



12DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPOR, 10; Sur-Reply, 2-4

EX1001, 14:43-61; EX1004, 23:14-26

Specification Discloses How to Vary and Measure Thickness

 The specification describes how the thickness can be 
varied and explains variables that affect the thickness.

 Concentrations – EX1004, 11:18-20, 21:3-7

 Coating Techniques – EX1004, 12:20-25, 22:21-30

 Spin Speeds – EX1004, 23:1-13

 The specification also describes how the thickness can 
be evaluated to confirm a desired thickness.

The ’867 Application Description



13DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPOR, 9, 12-14, 18; Sur-Reply, 3, 7

Petitioner Agrees Changing Thickness Is Predictable

The ’867 Application Description

Pet., 49

Pet., 50

Pet., 60



14DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPOR, 9, 12-14, 18; Sur-Reply, 3, 7

The ’867 Application Description

EX2017, 26:3-12

Dr. Holland Agrees Changing Thickness Is Predictable

EX2011, 175:13-16; see also id., 56:14-57:16

EX1002, ¶131; see also EX1040, ¶132 (same)

EX2017, 25:14-18



15DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Sufficient Under Precedent

POR, 6-24; Sur-Reply, 2-8

 Written Description Legal Standard

 Specification Provides Sufficient Written Description

 The ’867 Application Description

 Sufficient Under Precedent

 Prosecution History

 Petitioner Provides No Proper Legal Basis for its Theory

 Petitioner Misconstrues Prosecution Statements



16DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Sufficient Under Precedent

POR, 6-7, 17, 22-23; Sur-Reply, 4, 7

POR, 22-23

RAI Strategic Holdings, Inc. v. Philip Morris Prods. S.A., 92 F.4th 1085 (Fed. Cir. 2024)

RAI, 92 F.4th, 1090



17DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPOR, 6-7, 9, 12; Sur-Reply, 4

Sufficient Under Precedent

EX2017, 33:7-10; see also id., 32:14-33:10

Pet., 15

But Express Disclosure Not Required

RAI, 92 F.4th, 1090 

Petitioner Demands Express Disclosure

Dr. Holland Demands Express Disclosure



18DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Provides No Proper Legal Basis for its Theory

POR, 6-24; Sur-Reply, 2-8

 Written Description Legal Standard

 Specification Provides Sufficient Written Description

 The ’867 Application Description

 Sufficient Under Precedent

 Prosecution History

 Petitioner Provides No Proper Legal Basis for its Theory

 Petitioner Misconstrues Prosecution Statements



19DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Provides No Proper Legal Basis for its Theory

POR, 18-20; Sur-Reply, 5

 Petition: “estopped” – No authority or basis

 Reply:  “public notice function”

 Teva – Regarding indefiniteness and claim 
construction

Pet., 17

Reply, 6



20DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCESur-Reply, 5-6

 Petitioner Entirely Fails to Explain Theory

 Simply argues “such statements may be highly 
relevant” and includes this string cite:

 In Bradford, “compelling disclaimer” was found because the patentee argued (1) a parent patent did not 
have a feature to overcome double patenting and (2) the parent patent did have the feature to support 
written disclosure.

 Here, by contrast, Lam argues that Inpria’s prosecution arguments distinguishing a different document 
(Stowers 2009, not the priority ’867 application) with a different range and disclosures than in the 
priority document should “estop” Inpria from claiming priority.  

 Not a “clear and unambiguous disavowal.”

Petitioner Provides No Proper Legal Basis for its Theory

No Disclaimer Under Bradford

Reply, 6

Bradford Co. v. Conteyor N. Am., Inc., 603 F.3d 1262, 1269-70 (Fed. Cir. 2010)

Storage Tech. Corp. v. Cisco Sys., Inc., 329 F.3d 823, 833 (Fed. Cir. 2003) 



21DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Prosecution History

POR, 6-24; Sur-Reply, 2-8

 Written Description Legal Standard

 Specification Provides Sufficient Written Description

 The ’867 Application Description

 Sufficient Under Precedent

 Prosecution History

 Petitioner Provides No Proper Legal Basis for its Theory

 Petitioner Misconstrues Prosecution Statements



22DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Misconstrues Prosecution Statements

POR, 20; Sur-Reply, 6-7

EX1007, 508

Prosecution History Comparing Claimed Range to Prior Art

EX1009, 264

Pet., 33, 39

Petitioner Argues Claimed Range Is Not Critical



23DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPOR, 20; Sur-Reply, 6-7

EX1007, 508

Petitioner Misconstrues Prosecution Statements

Stowers 2009

Claim 1



24DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPOR, 20; Sur-Reply, 6-7

 From about 1 nm to about 25 nm

 From about 1 nm to about 40 nm

 From about 1 nm to about 50 nm

 No more than about 250 nm

 No more than about 1 micron 

 Additional ranges of thicknesses within 
the explicit ranges

 Examples: 10-50 nm, 20nm

Prosecution history 
compared 

claimed thickness to 
Stowers 2009 thickness

Specification Ranges

Petitioner Misconstrues Prosecution Statements for Claim 1

Stowers 2009

X

WD compares claim to 
entire specification Claim 1



25DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPOR, 24; Sur-Reply, 7-8

 From about 1 nm to about 25 nm

 From about 1 nm to about 40 nm

 From about 1 nm to about 50 nm

 No more than about 250 nm

 No more than about 1 micron 

 Additional ranges of thicknesses within 
the explicit ranges

 Examples: 10-50 nm, 20nm

Specification Ranges

Petitioner Misconstrues Prosecution Statements for Claim 6

EX1001, Claim 6

Stowers 2009

XX



26DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Has Not Established Any Ground of Unpatentability

Pet., 3; Inst. Dec., 5

Ground 1 Petitioner Fails to Show Anticipation by the ’888 Publication
for Claims 1-12

Ground 2 Petitioner Fails to Show Anticipation Over Stowers 2008
for Claims 1-5, 7-10, and 12

Ground 3 Petitioner Fails to Show Obviousness Over Stowers 2008
for Claims 1-10 and 12

Ground 4 Petitioner Fails to Show Obviousness Over Stowers 2008 and Stowers 2009
for Claim 8

Ground 5A/B Petitioner Fails to Show Anticipation or Obviousness Over Trikeriotis
for Claims 1, 3, 6-7, 9, and 11-12

Motion to 
Amend Petitioner’s 112, 102, and 103 Arguments Fail



27DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Stowers 2008 Arguments Are Deficient

 Stowers 2008 Is Not Prior Art

 Claim 1 – Petitioner’s “Same Films” Inherency Theory

 Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands – Extinction Coefficient

 Claim 1 – Exposure … Alters the Chemical Properties

 Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation Relative to Conventional Radiation Based Resists

 Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … at a Dose of No More Than 100 mJ/cm2

POR, 25-28, 31-47; Sur-Reply, 8-18



28DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Stowers 2008 Is Not Prior Art

 Stowers 2008 Is Not Prior Art

 Claim 1 – Petitioner’s “Same Films” Inherency Theory

 Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands – Extinction Coefficient

 Claim 1 – Exposure … Alters the Chemical Properties

 Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation Relative to Conventional Radiation Based Resists

 Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … at a Dose of No More Than 100 mJ/cm2

POR, 25-28; Sur-Reply, 8-10
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Stowers 2008 Is Not Prior Art – Embargo

POR, 27-28; Sur-Reply, 8

 Petition – Lam submitted Dr. Hall-Ellis Declaration

 Dr. Hall-Ellis relied on “entered”                       
field in MARC record:

`

EX1006, 41

EX1006, ¶47



30DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Stowers 2008 Is Not Prior Art – Embargo

POR, 25-28; Sur-Reply, 8-10

 POR – Inpria showed that Stowers 2008 was unavailable prior to critical date due to one year embargo

 Jason Stowers Declaration:

 Contemporaneous email:

 Embargo functionality 
handled separately

EX2008, ¶7

EX2008, 6

EX2012, 1



31DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Stowers 2008 Is Not Prior Art – Embargo

Sur-Reply, 9-10

 Reply – Lam never cites Hall-Ellis and instead includes new Engelbert Email and Stewart Declaration

 Engelbert Email

EX1042, 1

EX2012, 1

Contradicted by Key Email



32DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Stowers 2008 Is Not Prior Art – Embargo

Sur-Reply, 9

 Reply – Lam never cites Hall-Ellis and instead includes new Engelbert Email and Stewart Declaration

EX1041, ¶8
EX2013, ¶¶8-9

Supplemental Stewart DeclarationOriginal Stewart Declaration
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ProQuest Received

Stowers 2008 Is Not Prior Art – Timeline

POR, 25-28; Sur-Reply, 8-10

OSU Library Record Entered

Dissertation defense
ProQuest Made Available

’564 Patent Effective Filing DatePre-AIA 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 
Critical Date

EX2008, 6
Stowers Email

EX2013, ¶8

EX1006, 41

EX1008, 5

EX1001, Cover

August 14, 2008 October 21, 2008 December 7, 2008 August 5, 2009 December 8, 2009 February 23, 2010 August 5, 2010



34DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 1 – Petitioner’s “Same Films” Inherency Theory

 Stowers 2008 Is Not Prior Art

 Claim 1 – Petitioner’s “Same Films” Inherency Theory

 Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands – Extinction Coefficient

 Claim 1 – Exposure … Alters the Chemical Properties

 Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation Relative to Conventional Radiation Based Resists

 Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … at a Dose of No More Than 100 mJ/cm2

POR, 31-37; Sur-Reply, 10-14
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 “To serve as an anticipation when the reference is silent about the asserted inherent characteristic, such 
gap in the reference may be filled with recourse to extrinsic evidence. Such evidence must make clear 
that the missing descriptive matter is necessarily present in the thing described in the reference, and 
that it would be so recognized by persons of ordinary skill.”

 “Inherency, however, may not be established by probabilities or possibilities.”

 “The inherent result must inevitably result from the disclosed steps.”

Legal Standard – Inherency

POR, 32; Sur-Reply, 10

Inherency Has a High Burden of Proof

Cont’l Can Co. USA v. Monsanto Co., 948 F.2d 1264, 1268 (Fed. Cir. 1991)

In re Oelrich, 666 F.2d 578, 581 (C.C.P.A. 1981)

In re Montgomery, 677 F.3d 1375, 1380 (Fed. Cir. 2012)



36DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Did Not Prove That the Films Are Identical

POR, 32-35; Sur-Reply, 10-13

Pet., 37

POR, 33-34

Petition Did Not Acknowledge Differences

Pet., 44

Pet., 47



37DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Did Not Prove That the Films Are Identical

POR, 33-34; Sur-Reply, 11-13

Reply, 12

Reply Disregards Differences

POR, 33-34
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Petitioner Did Not Prove That the Films Are Identical

Sur-Reply, 12-14

Dr. Holland’s Conclusory
 Disregard of Rest Times

EX1040, ¶46

EX2017, 70:21-71:9

Dr. Holland’s New Reference

EX1040, ¶47

Dr. Holland Recognized
Importance of Ligand Exchange



39DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Did Not Prove That the Films Are Identical

Sur-Reply, 12-13

Dr. Holland’s Conclusory
Disregard of Initial Spin

EX1040, ¶49

EX2017, 73:14-24

Dr. Holland Recognized 
Importance of Initial Spin



40DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Did Not Prove That the Films Are Identical

Sur-Reply, 10-11

EX2008, 6

Dr. Stowers Email About Magic Sauce Supports Patent Owner



41DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands

 Stowers 2008 Is Not Prior Art

 Claim 1 – Petitioner’s “Same Films” Inherency Theory

 Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands – Extinction Coefficient

 Claim 1 – Exposure … Alters the Chemical Properties

 Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation Relative to Conventional Radiation Based Resists

 Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … at a Dose of no More Than 100 mJ/cm2

POR, 37-38; Sur-Reply, 13-14



42DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands – Extinction Coefficient

POR, 37; Sur-Reply, 13-14

Petition Is Conclusory

Pet., 35

EX1002, ¶100

Dr. Holland Adds No Support



43DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands – Extinction Coefficient

POR, 37-38; Sur-Reply, 13-14

Dr. Banerjee Explains Theory Is Nonsensical

EX2009, ¶45

Dr. Holland Could Not Explain Theory

EX2011, 148:8-17; see also id. 147:4-156:3



44DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands – Extinction Coefficient

Sur-Reply, 14

Reply Repeats Argument Dr. Holland Includes New Reference

EX1040, ¶53

Reply, 14



45DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands – Extinction Coefficient

Sur-Reply, 14

New Reply Arguments Should Be Rejected

Reply, 14

Reply, 13



46DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Alternative Rationales Also Fail

 Stowers 2008 Is Not Prior Art

 Claim 1 – Petitioner’s “Same Films” Inherency Theory

 Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands

 Claim 1 – Exposure … Alters the Chemical Properties

 Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation Relative to Conventional Radiation Based Resists

 Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … at a Dose of no More Than 100 mJ/cm2

POR, 38-41



47DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 1 – Exposure … Alters the Chemical Properties

POR, 38-41

Petitioner Wrongly Assumes Patterning Necessarily Means Alters the Chemical Properties 

Pet., 40-41

Dr. Banerjee Testifies Patterning Can Be 
Chemical or Physical Change

EX2009, ¶41



48DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation

 Stowers 2008 Is Not Prior Art

 Claim 1 – Petitioner’s “Same Films” Inherency Theory

 Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands

 Claim 1 – Exposure … Alters the Chemical Properties

 Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation Relative to Conventional Radiation Based Resists

 Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … at a Dose of No More Than 100 mJ/cm2

POR, 41-44; Sur-Reply, 14-16
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Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation

POR, 41-42; Sur-Reply, 14-15

Density Inherency Theory

Pet., 52

Pet., 53
Pet., 53



50DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation

POR, 42-44; Sur-Reply, 14-15

EX2009, ¶50

EX2011, 182:13-22

Dr. Holland Admits EUV Absorption Can Vary

EX2011, 225:21-24

Dr. Banerjee Shows Not Inherent



51DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation

Sur-Reply, 15-16

EX1040, ¶77

Dr. Holland’s Unsupported Extrapolation in Reply

EX2017, 100:4-16



52DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation

Sur-Reply, 15

EX1033, 188:4-11

EX1033, 180:8-20

Reply, 16

Dr. Banerjee Did Not Admit Inherency

Petitioner’s Reply



53DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation

POR, 44; Sur-Reply, 16

Petitioner Failed to Prove 2011 Films Are the Same

Pet., 53-54

EX1022, 3



54DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … No More Than 100 mJ/cm2

 Stowers 2008 Is Not Prior Art

 Claim 1 – Petitioner’s “Same Films” Inherency Theory

 Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands

 Claim 1 – Exposure … Alters the Chemical Properties

 Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation Relative to Conventional Radiation Based Resists

 Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … at a Dose of No More Than 100 mJ/cm2

POR, 44-47; Sur-Reply, 17-18



55DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … No More Than 100 mJ/cm2

POR, 44-45; Sur-Reply, 17

Petition Relies Only on ZircSOx Dose

Pet., 54-55



56DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … No More Than 100 mJ/cm2

POR, 45-47

Petition Applies HafSOx Correlation

EX1022, 3

Pet., 55

EX2011, 203:9-12



57DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … No More Than 100 mJ/cm2

Sur-Reply, 17-18

Petitioner’s New Reply Theories Should Be Rejected

Reply, 18

Reply, 18



58DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Has Not Established Any Ground of Invalidity

Pet., 3; Inst. Dec., 5

Ground 1 Petitioner Fails to Show Anticipation by the ’888 Publication
for Claims 1-12

Ground 2 Petitioner Fails to Show Anticipation Over Stowers 2008
for Claims 1-5, 7-10, and 12

Ground 3 Petitioner Fails to Show Obviousness Over Stowers 2008
for Claims 1-10 and 12

Ground 4 Petitioner Fails to Show Obviousness Over Stowers 2008 and Stowers 2009
for Claim 8

Ground 5A/B Petitioner Fails to Show Anticipation or Obviousness Over Trikeriotis
for Claims 1, 3, 6-7, 9, and 11-12

Motion to 
Amend Petitioner’s 112, 102, and 103 Arguments Fail



59DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 5A/B – Petitioner’s Trikeriotis Arguments Are Deficient

 Trikeriotis (EX1024) Is Not Prior Art

 Petitioner’s Ground(s) Are Facially Deficient 

 Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands

 Claim 6 – Average Thickness of 5 nm to 25 nm

 Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation Relative to Conventional Radiation Based Resists

 Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … at a Dose of No More Than 100 mJ/cm2

POR, 28-30, 47-61; Sur-Reply, 18-25



60DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Trikeriotis (EX1024) Is Not Prior Art

 Trikeriotis (EX1024) Is Not Prior Art

 Petitioner’s Ground(s) Are Facially Deficient

 Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands

 Claim 6 – Average Thickness of 5 nm to 25 nm

 Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation Relative to Conventional Radiation Based Resists

 Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … at a Dose of No More Than 100 mJ/cm2

POR, 28-30; Sur-Reply, 18-19



61DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Trikeriotis (EX1024) Is Not Prior Art

POR, 28-31; Sur-Reply, 18-19

Pet., 58

Pet., 23

Pet., 58

Petition Relies on Exhibit 1024



62DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Trikeriotis (EX1024) Is Not Prior Art

POR, 28-29; Sur-Reply, 18

Exhibit 1024 Is a Print Copy From the Library of Congress 

EX1024, 1 EX1024, 3



63DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Trikeriotis (EX1024) Is Not Prior Art

POR, 28-30; Sur-Reply, 18

Dr. Hall-Ellis Testified That Exhibit 1024 Was Available After Priority Date

EX1006, ¶59

EX1006, ¶62

EX1006, ¶63



64DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Trikeriotis (EX1024) Is Not Prior Art

Sur-Reply, 18-19

Lam Abandons Hall-Ellis in Reply – Relies on Print Cover and Patrick Franzen

EX1043, ¶9

Reply, 19

EX2018, 30:18-31:15



65DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Trikeriotis (EX1024) Is Not Prior Art

Sur-Reply, 18-19

Reply & MTA Sur-Reply Shift Reliance to Electronic Publication

Reply, 19

EX1043, ¶9

EX1006, ¶60MTA Sur-Reply, 8



66DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Trikeriotis Ground(s) Are Facially Deficient

 Trikeriotis (EX1024) Is Not Prior Art

 Trikeriotis Ground(s) Are Facially Deficient

 Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands

 Claim 6 – Average Thickness of 5 nm to 25 nm 

 Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation Relative to Conventional Radiation Based Resists

 Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … at a Dose of No More Than 100 mJ/cm2

POR, 47-50; Sur-Reply, 19



67DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Trikeriotis Ground(s) Are Facially Deficient

POR, 47-50; Sur-Reply, 19

POR, 47

Petitioner’s Missing Obviousness Ground

 “[I]t does not follow that every technically anticipated invention would also have been obvious.”

 “[T]he initial petition [must] identify ‘with particularity’ the ‘evidence that supports the grounds for the 
challenge to each claim.”

Cohesive Techs., Inc. v. Waters Corp., 543 F.3d 1351, 1363 (Fed. Cir. 2008)

Intelligent Bio-Sys., Inc. v. Illumina Cambridge Ltd., 821 F.3d 1359, 1369 (Fed. Cir. 2016)

Sur-Reply, 19



68DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands

 Trikeriotis (EX1024) Is Not Prior Art

 Trikeriotis Ground(s) Are Facially Deficient

 Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands

 Claim 6 – Average Thickness of 5 nm to 25 nm 

 Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation Relative to Conventional Radiation Based Resists

 Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … No More Than 100 mJ/cm2

POR, 50-55; Sur-Reply, 19-22



69DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands 

POR, 50-51

Dr. Holland Adds No Support or Analysis

EX1002, ¶152Pet., 58-59

Petition Only Quotes Without Analysis



70DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands 

POR, 55

Dr. Holland Could Not Explain Further – Points to DPAP

EX2011, 215:13-20

EX2011, 218:18-23

EX1024, 20

EX1027, 2

Trikeriotis

Ober



71DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands

POR, 51

Pet., 62

Petitioner Asserts Ober Shows Films of Trikeriotis

EX1002, ¶161 n.6
EX1027, 1

Ober Contradicts Petitioner’s Theory
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Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands

POR, 54

Photoactive Compound (        ) Is Radiation Sensitive, Not the “Organic Ligands” (        )

Ex. 1027, 2 (Fig. 2)

EX2009, ¶59

Dr. Banerjee



73DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands

Sur-Reply, 21-22

Petitioner Did Not Prove Blue Ligands (        ) Are Photosensitive

Reply, 24

EX1027, Fig. 2

EX1033, 181:19-182:11

Reply

Ober
Dr. Banerjee



74DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands

Sur-Reply, 19-20

Board Should Reject New Decarboxylation Theory in Reply

Reply, 25



75DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 6 – Average Thickness of 5 nm to 25 nm

 Trikeriotis (EX1024) Is Not Prior Art

 Trikeriotis Ground(s) Are Facially Deficient

 Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands

 Claim 6 – Average Thickness of 5 nm to 25 nm 

 Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation Relative to Conventional Radiation Based Resists

 Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … No More Than 100 mJ/cm2

POR, 56-57



76DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 6 – Average Thickness of 5 nm to 25 nm 

POR, 56-57

Pet., 60

Dr. Holland Adds No Analysis Petition Conclusory

EX1002, ¶157

EX1024, 21

Trikeriotis



77DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 6 – Average Thickness of 5 nm to 25 nm 

POR, 56-57

New Reply Theory

Reply, 21

EX1024, 15

Pet., 48; 
Pet., 48-51 (full section regarding Stowers 2008 claim 1)
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Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation

 Trikeriotis (EX1024) Is Not Prior Art

 Trikeriotis Ground(s) Are Facially Deficient

 Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands

 Claim 6 – Average Thickness of 5 nm to 25 nm 

 Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation Relative to Conventional Radiation Based Resists

 Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … No More Than 100 mJ/cm2

POR, 57; Sur-Reply, 22-23



79DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation

POR, 57; Sur-Reply, 22-23

Deficient Density Inherency Theory

Pet., 60-61

EX1002, ¶136



80DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation

Sur-Reply, 22-23

EX1044, 2

New Reply Theories Should Be Rejected

EX2017, 106

Reply, 25-26

EX1040, ¶79



81DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … No More Than 100 mJ/cm2

 Trikeriotis (EX1024) Is Not Prior Art

 Trikeriotis Ground(s) Are Facially Deficient

 Claim 1 – Radiation Sensitive Ligands

 Claim 6 – Average Thickness of 5 nm to 25 nm 

 Claim 7 – High Absorption of EUV Radiation Relative to Conventional Radiation Based Resists

 Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … No More Than 100 mJ/cm2

POR, 57-60; Sur-Reply, 23-25



82DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … No More Than 100 mJ/cm2

POR, 57-58

Petition Relied on “Sensitivity D0.8” and Fig. 5A of Trikeriotis

Pet., 61-62

EX1024, Fig. 5A



83DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … No More Than 100 mJ/cm2

POR, 59

Dr. Holland Added D0.8 Annotation But Could Not Explain

EX1002, ¶161.

EX2011, 228:18-24, 239:9-15



84DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … No More Than 100 mJ/cm2

Sur-Reply, 23-24

Reply Presents New and Unsupported Explanation of D0.8

Reply, 27

EX1040, ¶86



85DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 12 – Effectively Patterned … No More Than 100 mJ/cm2

Sur-Reply, 24-25

Lam’s New Explanation of D0.8 Is Unsupported

EX1037, 41 (final page of exhibit) EX1046, 1 (Cover) EX1047, 186 (Photocuring)
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The Motion to Amend

MTA Reply, 1-12

Ground 1 Petitioner Fails to Show Anticipation by the ’888 Publication
for Claims 1-12

Ground 2 Petitioner Fails to Show Anticipation Over Stowers 2008
for Claims 1-5, 7-10, and 12

Ground 3 Petitioner Fails to Show Obviousness Over Stowers 2008
for Claims 1-10 and 12

Ground 4 Petitioner Fails to Show Obviousness Over Stowers 2008 and Stowers 2009
for Claim 8

Ground 5A/B Petitioner Fails to Show Anticipation or Obviousness Over Trikeriotis
for Claims 1, 3, 6-7, 9, and 11-12

Motion to 
Amend Petitioner’s 112, 102, and 103 Arguments Fail



87DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Motion to Amend

 Proposed Amendments

 Motion to Amend Is Compliant

 Petitioner’s Section 112 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Section 102 and 103 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Stowers 2008 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Trikeriotis Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Keszler Arguments Fail

MTA Reply, 1-12



88DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Proposed Amendments

 Proposed Amendments

 Motion to Amend Is Compliant

 Petitioner’s Section 112 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Section 102 and 103 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Stowers 2008 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Trikeriotis Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Keszler Arguments Fail

MTA, 13-15; MTA Reply, 1-12



89DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Proposed Amendments

MTA, 6-8, 13-15

MTA, 13-14



90DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Motion to Amend Is Compliant

 Proposed Amendments

 Motion to Amend Is Compliant

 Petitioner’s Section 112 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Section 102 and 103 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Stowers 2008 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Trikeriotis Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Keszler Arguments Fail

MTA, 8, 14; MTA Reply, 12



91DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Motion to Amend Is Compliant

MTA, 8, 14; MTA Reply, 12

MTA, 14

“In the similar contexts of claim reissuance and reexamination, which likewise disallow a patent owner 
from enlarging the scope of its claims, we have explained that a claim ‘is broader in scope than the 
original claim[ ] if it contains within its scope any conceivable apparatus or process which would not 
have infringed the original patent.’”
 

MPEP § 1412.03 (II)

Sisvel Int'l S.A. v. Sierra Wireless, Inc., 81 F.4th 1231, 1237 (Fed. Cir. 2023) (citations omitted).



92DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Section 112 Arguments Fail

 Proposed Amendments

 Motion to Amend Is Compliant

 Petitioner’s Section 112 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Section 102 and 103 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Stowers 2008 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Trikeriotis Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Keszler Arguments Fail

MTA Reply, 1-6



93DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Section 112 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Section 112 Arguments Fail

 Radiation Sensitive Ligands

 Metal Ions with Radiation Sensitive Ligands

 Enablement

 About 25

 Metal Ions

 Terms of Degree

 High Absorption

 Conventional Resists

 Effectively Patterned

 IPXL Method/Apparatus

MTA Reply, 1-6



94DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s 112 Arguments Fail – Radiation Sensitive Ligands

MTA Reply, 1-2

Opp., 3

Petitioner Fails to Support Its Argument That the Claims Are Directed to a Broad Genus 

EX1040, ¶146

MTA Sur-Reply, 2



95DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s 112 Arguments Fail – Radiation Sensitive Ligands

MTA Reply, 1-2

EX1001, 12:22-33

EX1001, 12:11-15

EX1001, Fig. 1, 3:6-9

Petitioner Has Not Shown Specification Guidance Is Inadequate



96DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s 112 Arguments Fail – Metal Ions With Radiation Sensitive Ligands

MTA Reply, 1-2

Petitioner Provides No Support for Theory of Ligand Radiation Sensitivity Dependent on Metal

Opp., 5

EX1040, ¶149



97DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s 112 Arguments Fail – Metal Ions With Radiation Sensitive Ligands

MTA Reply, 1-2

Dr. Holland’s Conclusory Testimony Is Contradicted By Her Other Opinions

EX1040, ¶54



98DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

 Petitioner’s Enablement Argument Relies on Its Written Description Analysis

 Petitioner Provides Conclusory Testimony Without Explaining Why “Undue Experimentation.”  (EX1040, ¶159.)

 No Wands Factors Analysis

Petitioner’s 112 Arguments Fail – Enablement

MTA Reply, 3

Petitioner’s Enablement Argument Falls With Its WD Argument

Opp., 7 Opp., 8



99DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s 112 Arguments Fail – About 25

MTA Reply, 3-5

 Petitioner applies incorrect Packard standard, (Opp., 8-9), not Nautilus where the “claims, read in light 
of the specification delineating the patent, and the prosecution history, fail to inform, with reasonable 
certainty, those skilled in the art about the scope of the invention.”

 Terms of degree are “ubiquitously used in patent claims” without being indefinite. 

Nautilus, Inc. v. Biosig Instruments, Inc., 572 U.S. 898, 901 (2014)

Ecolab, Inc. v. Envirochem, Inc., 264 F.3d 1358, 1367 (Fed. Cir. 2001); MPEP § 2173.05(b)

EX1001, 14:55-61

EX1007, 504

Specification Prosecution History

EX1007, 495



100DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Section 112 Arguments Fail – Metal Ions

MTA Reply, 5

Petitioner Fails to Prove “Metal Ions” Is Indefinite

MTA Reply, 5

EX1001, 10:65-11:42

Specification Includes Metals and Metalloids

Petitioner Conceded Phosphorous Can Be Metalloid



101DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Section 112 Arguments Fail – Terms of Degree

MTA Reply, 5-6

Dr. Holland Understood Claims 7 and 12

MTA Reply, 6

Petitioner Ignored the Specification

MTA Reply, 5-6



102DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Section 112 Arguments Fail – IPXL Method/Apparatus

MTA Reply, 6

Patent Owner’s Claims Recite an Apparatus With Particular Capabilities

MTA Reply, 6

MTA Sur-Reply, 7

Petitioner Does Not Apply IPXL to the Claims

MTA, 13 



103DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Stowers 2008 Arguments Fail

 Proposed Amendments

 Motion to Amend Is Compliant

 Petitioner’s Section 112 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Section 102 and 103 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Stowers 2008 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Trikeriotis Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Keszler Arguments Fail

MTA Reply, 7-9



104DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 13 – Petitioner’s Stowers 2008 Arguments Fail

MTA Reply, 7-9

EX1008, 18

EX1008, 68

Stowers 2008 Background Stowers 2008 Example 3

Petitioner’s Arguments Fail for About 25 nm



105DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 13 – Petitioner’s Stowers 2008 Arguments Fail

MTA Reply, 7-9

Petitioner Provides No Analysis for Pattern Collapse to 
Reduce Stowers 2008’s 30 nm Films to 25 nm

Petitioner’s Arguments Fail for About 25 nm

Opp., 15



106DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 19 – Petitioner’s Stowers 2008 Arguments Fail

MTA Reply, 7-9

EX1008, 143

EX1040, ¶137

Stowers 2008 Discloses Different Ratio Dr. Holland Relies on Hindsight

Petitioner’s Arguments Fail For Radiation Sensitive Ligand Ratio

EX1008, 68

Petitioner Relies on Stowers 2008 Conclusions



107DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Trikeriotis Arguments Fail

 Proposed Amendments

 Motion to Amend Is Compliant

 Petitioner’s Section 112 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Section 102 and 103 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Stowers 2008 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Trikeriotis Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Keszler Arguments Fail

MTA Reply, 9



108DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Trikeriotis Arguments Fail

MTA Reply, 9

Lam Argues “Taught By Trikeriotis” But Identifies No Express Teachings for About 25 nm

Opp., 16

MTA, 13



109DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Trikeriotis Arguments Fail

MTA Reply, 9

Lam Relies on Generalized Statements While Ignoring Trikeriotis’s “Thicker Films”

EX1024, 15

EX1024, 18 (Fig. 3)

EX1024, 21



110DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Trikeriotis Arguments Fail

MTA Reply, 9

New Sur-Reply Argument for “Future Feature Sizes”

MTA Sur-Reply, 10-11

EX1040, ¶¶133-134

Dr. Holland Never Mentions 
“Future Feature Sizes”



111DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Keszler Arguments Fail

 Proposed Amendments

 Motion to Amend Is Compliant

 Petitioner’s Section 112 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Section 102 and 103 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Stowers 2008 Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Trikeriotis Arguments Fail

 Petitioner’s Keszler Arguments Fail

MTA Reply, 10-12



112DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Keszler Arguments Fail

MTA Reply, 10-11

Petitioner Argues Keszler Anticipates Claims 13-18 and 20-23 and Renders Obvious Claim 19

Opp., 17



113DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Keszler Arguments Fail – Claim 13

MTA Reply, 10-11

Petitioner Improperly Cites Various, Distinct Embodiments in Keszler for Anticipation

 “[A]nticipation is not proven by multiple, distinct teachings that the artisan might somehow combine to 
achieve the claimed invention.”

Microsoft Corp. v. Biscotti, Inc., 878 F.3d 1052, 1069 (Fed. Cir. 2017).

Opp., 17-18

Opp., 19
Opp., 20



114DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Keszler Arguments Fail – Claim 13

MTA Reply, 10-11

Petitioner Improperly Cites Various, Distinct Embodiments in Keszler for Anticipation

EX1038, 40:7-23

EX1038, 44:7-27



115DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Keszler Arguments Fail – Claim 13

MTA Reply, 10-11

Petitioner Improperly Cites Various, Distinct Embodiments in Keszler for Anticipation

EX1038, 28:4-21

EX1038, 43:15-26



116DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Keszler Arguments Fail – Claim 13

MTA Reply, 11

Opp., 19

Petitioner Relies on Same Faulty “Same Components” Inherency Argument



117DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Keszler Arguments Fail – Claim 13

MTA Reply, 11

EX1038, 40:7-23

Petitioner Does Not Prove Keszler’s Example 4 Films Are the Same as the ’564 Patent Films

POR, 33-34; MTA Reply 10-11



118DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Keszler Arguments Fail – Claim 18

MTA Reply, 11

Opp., 22

EX1022, 3

Petitioner Relies on “Same Films,” Density Inherency, and a 2011 Document for EUV Absorption

Petitioner Fails to Link Keszler Films to Exhibit 1022’s “Current Generation” Films

Opp., 22



119DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Keszler Arguments Fail – Claim 19

MTA Reply, 11

Petitioner’s Conclusory “Optimize” Argument for Radiation Sensitive Ligand Ratio

Opp., 23



120DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Keszler Arguments Fail – Claim 23

MTA Reply, 11-12

EX1038, 33:13-18

EX1038, 60 (Fig. 16)

Petitioner Relies on No Pattern for “Effective Patterning”

Opp. 24-25
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Patent Owner Demonstratives

U.S. Patent No. 9,823,564
Case:  IPR2024-00033

Oral Hearing:  January 30, 2025

United States Patent and Trademark Office 
Before the Patent Trial and Appeal Board

Lam Research Corp., Petitioner v. Inpria Corp., Patent Owner




