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Petitioner’s Demonstratives, June 11, 2025
*Menard, Inc. filed a petition and a motion for joinder in IPR2024-01469 and has been joined as a petitioner in this proceeding.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Luminex Ex. 1046 
Luminex v. Signify
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Key Issues

The Claimed Switch Locations Are Anticipated and/or Obvious

Claims 13, 15, and 16 Are Not Entitled to the ’424 Provisional’s Priority Date

Claim 13’s “Body” and “At Least One Coupling Feature” Are Obvious 

Reiff Discloses and/or Renders Obvious a CCT Switch

The Petition Is Not Time Barred

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



U.S. Patent No. 10,299,336
Patent Introduction
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EX1001, Fig. 8 (see e.g. Pet. at 12). EX1001, Fig. 9B (annotated) (see e.g. Pet. at 12). 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



U.S. Patent No. 10,299,336
Independent Claim 1
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

EX1001, Fig. 8 (see e.g. Pet. at 12). EX1001, Fig. 9B (annotated) (see e.g. Pet. at 12). 



U.S. Patent No. 10,299,336
Independent Claim 13

5
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

EX1001, Fig. 8 (see e.g. Pet. at 12). EX1001, Fig. 9B (annotated) (see e.g. Pet. at 12). 
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CCT Switches Were Known For Decades
Ducharme (EX1002) Filed in 2000

EX1002, 16:64-17:7 
(see Pet. At 6-7).

EX1027, ¶ 77 (see Reply at 4-5).

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE
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CCT Switches Were Known For Decades
Roberge (EX1011) Filed in 2003

EX1011, 42:51-54 (see Pet. at 48-49).

EX1027 ¶ 76 (see Reply at 4-5).

Dr. Krames “conceded that Roberge’s LED 
lighting units with housings ‘would be considered 
luminaire’ (id., 86:20-88:7).”  Reply at 12

EX1011, 42:57-59 (see Pet. at 48-49).

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



CCT Switches Were Well Known (cont.)
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EX1027, ¶ 70 (see Reply at 4-6).

“Dr. Krames himself disclosed LED lighting 
devices with adjustable CCT (3000K/ 
4000K/5000K) in 2014 ‘that can output a few 
specific spectra and be controlled by a simple 
mechanical switch” using the same tuning 
methods of the ’336 patent and Chaimberg. 
[EX1034], 26:15-17; EX1027, ¶¶70-74. The 
location of a well-known CCT switch amounts 
to an elementary, obvious design choice.”  
Reply at 5-6.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Key Issue #1: 
The Claimed Switch Locations Are 
Anticipated and/or Obvious

9DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Claimed Switch Locations
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Claim 1: “the 
switch is disposed 
remotely from the 
housing”

Claim 7: “the switch 
is disposed within the 
second cavity [of a 
junction box]”

Claim 11: “the 
switch is inaccessible 
when the housing is 
installed”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Chaimberg’s CCT “Switch Is Disposed Remotely from the 
Housing” (Claim 1)
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Junction box

Housing

Electrical 
Cable

Switch

EX1003, Fig. 1 (annotated). EX1001, Fig. 9B (annotated).

Reply at 2.
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Patent Owner and Dr. Krames Agree: A CCT Switch Can 
Touch The Housing, and Still Be Remote

DEMONSTRATIVE 
EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE
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EX1031, 69:17-20 (Dr. Krames Dep. Tr.)
(see Reply at 3-4).

Reply at 3.



Chaimberg Describes a Junction 
Box-mounted Switch (Claim 7) 
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EX1003, 1:48-50 (see Pet. at 17).

EX1003, 3:29-32 (see Pet. at 17).

“A known or obvious composition
does not become patentable
simply because it has been
described as somewhat inferior to
some other product for the same
use.”
In re Gurley, 27 F.3d 551, 553 (Fed. Cir. 1994)
(see Reply at 5).

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Chaimberg’s CCT Switch Is “Inaccessible when the 
Housing Is Installed” (Claim 11)
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EX1003, Fig. 2 (annotated) (see Pet. at 38).

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Institution 
Decision:
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Paper 14 at 27.

Paper 14 at 27.

Paper 14 at 33.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Halliwell Discloses the Claimed Switch Locations
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EX1012, 17:39-42 (see Pet. at 62-63).

EX1012, 18:31-41 (see Pet. at 62-63).

EX1012, 7:13-19 (see Pet. at 66).

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Institution 
Decision:

17

Paper 14 at 49.

Paper 14 at 55-56.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Key Issue #2: 
Claims 13, 15, and 16 Are not Entitled to 
the ’424 Provisional’s Priority Date

18DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE
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All Descriptions of Claim 13 Were Added In 2018

EX1008, 18:24-25.

Claim 13 of the ’336 Patent

13 [a] a body;

13 [b] at least one first coupling 
feature disposed on the body, wherein 
the at least one first coupling feature is 
configured to electrically couple to an 
electrical cable of the luminaire; and
13 [c] an actuator disposed on the 
body, wherein the actuator has a range 
of positions,
13 [d] wherein each position of the 
range of positions of the actuator 
corresponds to a CCT of the light 
emitted by the luminaire.

EX1001, 11:66-12:5 (see Pet. at 21).

’336 Patent Description (2018) ’424 Provisional:

 No express disclosure of CCT
switch “configured to 
electrically couple to an 
electrical cable of the luminaire”

 No inherent disclosure

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



PO Relies on Obviousness and Hindsight
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“It is the disclosures of the applications
that count. Entitlement to a filing data
does not extend to subject matter which is
not disclosed, but would be obvious over
what is expressly disclosed. It extends
only to that which is disclosed. … It is
not sufficient for purposes of the written
description requirement of § 112 that the
disclosure, when combined with the
knowledge in the art, would lead one to
speculate as to modifications that the
inventor might have envisioned, but failed
to disclose.”
Lockwood v. Am. Airlines, 107 F.3d 1565,
1571-72 (Fed. Cir. 1997)
(see Reply at 19).

“[The written description] test 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) (see Reply at 19).

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



21

The Provisional Does Not 
Describe an “Electrical Cable” 

EX2031, ¶233 (Krames Declaration) (see Reply at 16). 

EX1031, 109:2-10 (Krames Deposition) (see Reply at 18).

EX1031, 100:8-10 (Krames Deposition) (see Reply at 17-18). 

EX1031, 101:12-21 (Krames Deposition) (see Reply at 18). 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE
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The Provisional Does not Describe an “Electrical Cable” 

Sur-Reply at 4.

POR at 17.

“Electrical wiring (not illustrated) 
extends through an aperture 103 in the 
housing 105.”  EX1008, 18:24-25 
(see Reply at 16-17).

Patent Owner’s Argument Actual Disclosure in ’424 Provisional

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Key Issue #3: 
Claim 13’s “Body” and “At Least One 
Coupling Feature” Are Obvious (13[a] & 
13[b]) 

23DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE
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Chaimberg Discloses a “Body” and “Coupling Feature”

EX1003, Fig. 1 (cropped and annotated).

EX1003, 4:34-37 (see Pet. at 30).

EX1003, 3:49-50 (see Pet. at 31).

“The switch 18 provides a body wherein the slide button 31 is 
located.”  Pet. at 40.

“[T]he switch 18 includes at least one coupling feature and is 
configured to electrically couple to the electrical cable 15.”  
Pet. at 42.

Switch 18’s “conductor arms 32, 33 move based on slide 
button 31, controllably directing current to Chaimberg’s LEDs 
to achieve a desired CCT.”  Reply at 22;  EX1003, 4:30-5:10.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE
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Halliwell Discloses a “Body” 
and “Coupling Feature”

EX1012, Fig. 4 (cropped and annotated) (see 
Pet. at 77).

EX1012, 7:13-19 (see Pet. at 66). EX1012, 17:39-42 (see Pet. at 62-63).

EX1027, ¶98 (Eden Reply Dec.); Reply at 25.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE
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Reiff Discloses a “Body” and “Coupling Feature”

EX1013, Fig. 2 (annotated) (see Pet. at 88).

EX1013, 4:33-36 (see Pet. at 85).

Reply at 28.

“[T]he control box 64 …
provides and necessarily
includes a body for the switch.”
Petition, 85.

“Because the control box 64 is
located on the electrical cable
56, it is necessarily electrically
coupled to electrical cable 56,
and therefore must include at
least one coupling feature.”
Pet. at 86.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE
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Reiff Discloses a “Body” and “Coupling Feature”

Reply at 30.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Institution 
Decision:

28

Paper 14 at 49.

Paper 14 at 55-56.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Key Issue #4: 
Reiff Discloses and/or Renders Obvious a 
CCT Switch

29DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE
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Reiff Discloses and/or Renders 
Obvious a CCT Switch

EX1013, Fig. 2 (see Pet. at 88).

EX1013, 7:45-58 (see Reply at 32-33).

EX1013, 3:67-4:5 (see Reply at 32-33).

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE
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Reiff’s Broad Disclosures

EX1013, 1:5-20 (see Reply at 29-30).

EX1013, Abstract (see Reply at 33).

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE
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Reiff’s Broad Disclosures

EX1013, 3:41-58 (see Reply at 33).

EX1013, 1:50-55 (see Reply at 30).

EX1013, 6:43-45 (see Reply at 33).

EX1013, 3:41-49 (see Reply at 33).

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Institution 
Decision:

33

Paper 14 at 63.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Key Issue #5: 
The Petition Is Not Time Barred

34DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE
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Menard Is Not an RPI 

• The RPI determination “demands a flexible approach,” “with the heart 
of the inquiry focused on whether a petition has been filed at a party’s 
behest.” Uniloc 2017 LLC v. Facebook Inc., 989 F.3d 1018, 1027-28 
(Fed. Cir. 2021).
• Relevant considerations include “whether a party exercises or could 

exercise control over a petitioner’s participation in a proceeding, or 
whether a party is funding the proceeding or directing the proceeding.” 
Id. at 1028 (see Reply at 36). 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE
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Menard Is Not an RPI 

Paper 20 at 16.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE
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35 U.S. Code § 315(b)

An inter partes review may not 
be instituted if the petition 
requesting the proceeding is 
filed more than 1 year after the 
date on which the petitioner, 
real party in interest, or privy of 
the petitioner is served with a 
complaint alleging infringement 
of the patent. 

Sur-Reply at 28.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE
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Patent Owner’s “New” Evidence Does Not Alter The Director’s and Board’s Well-
Reasoned Decisions

Paper 26 at 18-19.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE
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Patent Owner’s “New” Evidence Does Not Alter The Director’s and Board’s Well-
Reasoned Decisions

Paper 26 at 18.

Paper 26 at 20.

Paper 26 at 21.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE
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Patent Owner’s “New” Evidence Does Not Alter The Director’s and Board’s Well-
Reasoned Decisions

Paper 26 at 19.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Conclusion

41DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned hereby certifies that, on June 6, 2025, a complete and entire 

copy of the foregoing Petitioner’s Demonstratives and Updated Exhibit List have 

been served via electronic  mail on Patent Owner’s lead and backup counsel at the 

following email addresses: 

Justin J. Oliver (Reg No. 44,986) 
JOliver@Venable.com 

John D. Carlin  (Reg No. 37,292)  
JCarlin@Venable.com  

Jason Dorsky (Reg No. 64,710) 
JMDorsky@Venable.com 

Stephen K. Yam (Reg No. 64,927) 
SYam@Venable.com 

Signify-IPRs@Venable.com 

Counsel for Patent Owner 

Dated: June 6, 2025 Respectfully submitted, 

By: /s/ Joshua R. Nightingale / 
Joshua R. Nightingale 
Reg. No. 67,865 
JONES DAY  
500 Grant Street, Suite 4500 
Pittsburgh, PA 15219 
jrnightingale@jonesday.com 
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