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Petitioner Fails To Carry Its Burden

2

• No disclosure of limitations 1.3(b) and (c)

• Masumoto does not disclose limitations 1.3(b) and (c)

• No disclosure of limitation 1.4

• Swafford does not disclose limitation 1.4
• Takashi does not disclose limitation 1.4

• No disclosure of dependent claim 7 or 11

• Masumoto does not disclose the broadcast limitation of Claim 7 
• Masumoto does not disclose the UDP multicast limitation of Claim 11

• Failed to carry burden as to all claims: “communication stage”

• No motivation to combine

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Petitioner Fails To Carry Its Burden

3

• No disclosure of limitations 1.3(b) and (c)

• Masumoto does not disclose limitations 1.3(b) and (c)

• No disclosure of limitation 1.4

• Swafford does not disclose limitation 1.4
• Takashi does not disclose limitation 1.4

• No disclosure of dependent claim 7 or 11

• Masumoto does not disclose the broadcast limitation of Claim 7 
• Masumoto does not disclose the UDP multicast limitation of Claim 11

• Failed to carry burden as to all claims: “communication stage”

• No motivation to combine

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



4
POR, 5-7; Hart, ¶¶26-33

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The ’669 Patent: 
Syncing Videos On Many Store-Shelf Displays

’669 Patent, Fig. 6 (annotated)



5
POR, 32-35; Hart ¶¶132-53 

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Peer-to-Peer: Each Device Transmits and Determines

’669 Patent, Claim 1  

Each device transmits

Each device determines



6
POR, 23-25; Hart, ¶¶67-68 

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Each Device Transmits and Determines

’669 Patent, Claim 1  

Are designed to transmit
and

Are designed to determine



7
POR, 22-23

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Designed, Adapted, and Configured Require Specific 
Configuration

Aspex Eyewear, Inc. v. Marchon Eyewear, Inc., 
672 F.3d 1335, 1349 (Fed. Cir. 2012) 



8
POR, 24-27; Hart, ¶¶67-68, 70-73; Sur-Reply, 15-18

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Claims Expressly Reference Two Devices Each Configured 
to Reciprocally Transmit and Determine

’669 Patent, Claim 1



9
POR, 24-27; Hart, ¶¶67-68, 70-73; Sur-Reply, 15-18

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Claims Expressly Reference Two Devices Each Configured 
to Reciprocally Transmit and Determine

’669 Patent, Claim 1



10
POR, 7, 24-25; Hart, ¶¶29-33, 68

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Specification Shows Reciprocal/Bilateral Communication

Ex. 1001, Fig. 3 



Start
(Ex. 1001, 5:46)

11
POR, 7, 24-25; Hart, ¶¶29-33, 68 

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Specification Shows Reciprocal/Bilateral Communication

Ex. 1001, Fig. 3 (annotated) 



Start
(Ex. 1001, 5:46)

Send video
(Ex. 1001, 5:46-47)

12
POR, 7, 24-25; Hart, ¶¶29-33, 68

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Specification Shows Reciprocal/Bilateral Communication

Ex. 1001, Fig. 3 (annotated) 



Start
(Ex. 1001, 5:46)

Send video
(Ex. 1001, 5:46-47)

13
POR, 7, 24-25; Hart, ¶¶29-33, 68

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Specification Shows Reciprocal/Bilateral Communication

Playback video
(Ex. 1001, 5:47-48)

Ex. 1001, Fig. 3 (annotated) 



Start
(Ex. 1001, 5:46)

Send video
(Ex. 1001, 5:46-47)

14
POR, 7, 24-25; Hart, ¶¶29-33, 68

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Specification Shows Reciprocal/Bilateral Communication

Playback video
(Ex. 1001, 5:47-48)

Wait 1 second
6A transmits PPD to 6B
6B transmits PPD to 6A

(Ex. 1001, 5:49-55)

Ex. 1001, Fig. 3 (annotated) 



Start
(Ex. 1001, 5:46)

Send video
(Ex. 1001, 5:46-47)

15
POR, 7, 24-25; Hart, ¶¶29-33, 68

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Specification Shows Reciprocal/Bilateral Communication

Playback video
(Ex. 1001, 5:47-48)

Wait 1 second
6A transmits PPD to 6B
6B transmits PPD to 6A

(Ex. 1001, 5:49-55)

6A compares received PPD to its frame
6B compares received PPD to its frame

(Ex. 1001, 5:56-58)

Ex. 1001, Fig. 3 (annotated) 



Start
(Ex. 1001, 5:46)

Send video
(Ex. 1001, 5:46-47)

16
POR, 7, 24-25; Hart, ¶¶29-33, 68

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Specification Shows Reciprocal/Bilateral Communication

Playback video
(Ex. 1001, 5:47-48)

Wait 1 second
6A transmits PPD to 6B
6B transmits PPD to 6A

(Ex. 1001, 5:49-55)

6A compares received PPD to its frame
6B compares received PPD to its frame

(Ex. 1001, 5:55-58)

Each device detecting >2 frame difference
sends correction

(Ex. 1001, 5:59-65)

Ex. 1001, Fig. 3 (annotated) 



17
POR, 8-9, 25-26; Hart, ¶¶49, 69-73

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

File History: Reciprocal/Bilateral Communication

’669 Patent File History, 140-41 



18
POR, 8-9; Hart, ¶49

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

File History: Reciprocal Exchange

’669 Patent File History, 115-16 



Master 
Display

19
POR, 28-30; Hart, ¶¶112-27

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Masumoto 5th Embodiment

Masumoto, Fig. 1 (excerpted, annotated),  [0108]

Display 
A

Display 
B

Display 
C

Only 1 Master 
Display

ID’d @ Start up or 
installation

Masumoto, Fig. 9 



20
POR, 28-30; Hart, ¶¶112-27  

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Masumoto 5th Embodiment

Master 
Display

Display 
A

Display 
B

Display 
C

Notification 
Request to A

Notification 
Request to B

Notification 
Request to C

Masumoto, Fig. 1 (excerpted, annotated), [0108]

Masumoto, Fig. 9 (annotated)



21
POR, 28-30; Hart, ¶¶112-27  

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Masumoto 5th Embodiment

Master 
Display

Display 
A

Display 
B

Display 
C

A sends frame # 
+ time

B sends frame # + 
time

C sends frame # + 
time

Masumoto, Fig. 1 (excerpted, annotated), [0110]

Masumoto, Fig. 9 (annotated)



22
POR, 28-30; Hart, ¶¶112-27

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Masumoto 5th Embodiment

Master 
Display

Display 
A

Display 
B

Display 
C

A = frame 7190 
@120 sec

Desired @ 120 = 120 
sec x 60 fps = 7200

Correction  7200-
7190=10 

Masumoto, Fig. 1 (excerpted, annotated), [0111]-[0115]

Masumoto, Fig. 9 (annotated)



23
POR, 28-30; Hart, ¶¶112-27

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Masumoto 5th Embodiment

Master 
Display

Display 
A

Display 
B

Display 
C

Notification to skip 
10 frames only to A

Masumoto, Fig. 1 (excerpted, annotated), [0118]

Masumoto, Fig. 9 (annotated)



24
POR, 32-35; Hart, ¶¶145-53; Sur-Reply, 19

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Masumoto’s Master Determines Synchronicity By Calculating a 
“Desired Frame,” and Not Its Own Displayed Frame

Masumoto, [0112]-[0115]



25
POR, 28-35; Sur-Reply, 15-19; Hart, ¶¶104-05, 110, 116-17, 127, 139, 141-53 

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Masumoto Does Not Disclose

• Master never transmits 
PPD to other playback 
devices

• Non-master devices never 
determine synch based on 
received PPD

• Master device never 
determines whether it is in 
sync

’669 Patent, Claim 1



26
POR, 29-32; Hart, ¶¶112-31; Sur-Reply, 15-18

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Only One Master Display

Masumoto, [0076]



Petitioner Fails To Carry Its Burden

27

• No disclosure of limitations 1.3(b) and (c)

• Masumoto does not disclose limitations 1.3(b) and (c)

• No disclosure of limitation 1.4

• Swafford does not disclose limitation 1.4
• Takashi does not disclose limitation 1.4

• No disclosure of dependent claim 7 or 11

• Masumoto does not disclose the broadcast limitation of Claim 7 
• Masumoto does not disclose the UDP multicast limitation of Claim 11

• Failed to carry burden as to all claims: “communication stage”

• No motivation to combine

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



28
POPR, 11; POR, 35-38; Hart, ¶¶154-60; Sur-Reply, 19-22 

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Swafford Does Not Teach Limitation 1.4

Swafford, Fig. 39



29
POR, 35-38; Hart, ¶¶154-60; Sur-Reply, 19-22 

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Swafford Does Not Teach Limitation 1.4

Petition, 28-29

’669 Patent, Claim 1



30
POR, 35-38; Hart, ¶¶154-60; Sur-Reply, 19-22

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Swafford Does Not Teach Limitation 1.4

Reply, 17
’669 Patent, Claim 1

Petition, 28-29



31
POR, 35-38; Hart, ¶¶154-60; Sur-Reply, 19-22 

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Swafford Does Not Teach Limitation 1.4

Petition, 14

Swafford, [0388]



32
POR, 35-38; Hart, ¶¶154-60; Sur-Reply, 19-22 

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Swafford Does Not Teach Limitation 1.4

Swafford, Fig. 29

Swafford, [0287]



Petitioner Fails To Carry Its Burden

33

• No disclosure of limitations 1.3(b) and (c)

• Masumoto does not disclose limitations 1.3(b) and (c)

• No disclosure of limitation 1.4

• Swafford does not disclose limitation 1.4
• Takashi does not disclose limitation 1.4

• No disclosure of dependent claim 7 or 11

• Masumoto does not disclose the broadcast limitation of Claim 7 
• Masumoto does not disclose the UDP multicast limitation of Claim 11

• Failed to carry burden as to all claims: “communication stage”

• No motivation to combine

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Takashi Does Not Teach 1.4

34

Takashi, Fig. 14Takashi, Fig. 5

POR, 52-59; Hart, ¶¶193-212; Sur-Reply, 24-25
IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Takashi Does Not Teach 1.4:
Petitioner’s Misleading Colorization

35

Reply, 26

Takashi, [0051]

Takashi, [0021]

POR, 52-59; Hart, ¶¶193-212; Sur-Reply, 24-25
IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Takashi Does Not Teach 1.4 Display D 
Extending Into Housing

36
POR, 52-59; Hart, ¶¶193-212; Sur-Reply, 24-25

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Takashi, [0020]

Takashi, Fig. 14 (annotated)



Takashi Does Not Teach 1.4:
Petitioner’s Misleading Colorization

37
Tentzeris, ¶180POR, 52-59; Hart, ¶¶193-212; Sur-Reply, 24-25 

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



38
POR, 52-59; Hart, ¶¶193-212; Sur-Reply 24-25

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply, 25    

“Could Be Overlapping” Is Insufficient



Petitioner Fails To Carry Its Burden

39

• No disclosure of limitations 1.3(b) and (c)

• Masumoto does not disclose limitations 1.3(b) and (c)

• No disclosure of limitation 1.4

• Swafford does not disclose limitation 1.4
• Takashi does not disclose limitation 1.4

• No disclosure of dependent claim 7 or 11

• Masumoto does not disclose the broadcast limitation of Claim 7 
• Masumoto does not disclose the UDP multicast limitation of Claim 11

• Failed to carry burden as to all claims: “communication stage”

• No motivation to combine

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Petitioner Fails To Carry Its Burden

40

• No disclosure of limitations 1.3(b) and (c)

• Masumoto does not disclose limitations 1.3(b) and (c)

• No disclosure of limitation 1.4

• Swafford does not disclose limitation 1.4
• Takashi does not disclose limitation 1.4

• No disclosure of dependent claim 7 or 11

• Masumoto does not disclose the broadcast limitation of Claim 7 
• Masumoto does not disclose the UDP multicast limitation of Claim 11

• Failed to carry burden as to all claims: “communication stage”

• No motivation to combine

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Masumoto Does Not Teach “Broadcast”

41
POR, 39-40; Hart, ¶¶161-64; Sur-Reply, 25-28 

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’669 Patent, Claim 7



Masumoto Discloses Targeted Transmission; 
Not Broadcast

42
POR, 39-40; Hart, ¶¶161-64; Sur-Reply, 25-28 

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Masumoto, [0117]-[0118]



43
POR, 39-40; Hart, ¶¶161-64; Sur-Reply, 25-28

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Broadcasting Does Not Discriminate by Recipient

'669 Patent, 3:21-28     

Hart, ¶162



On Reply, Petitioners Contend that “Transmitting” and 
“Broadcasting” Are the Same, and Rely on New Embodiments

44
POR, 39-40; Hart, ¶¶161-64; Sur-Reply, 25-28 

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Reply, 18-19   



Claims Use Broadcasting and Transmitting Differently

45
POR, 39-40; Hart, ¶¶161-64; Sur-Reply, 25-28 

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’669 Patent, Claim 7

’669 Patent, Claim 1



Claims Use Broadcasting and Transmitting Differently

46
POR, 39-40; Hart, ¶¶161-64; Sur-Reply, 25-28 

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’669 Patent, 1:44-54



47
POR, 39; Hart, ¶161; Sur-Reply, 27-28

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s New Argument Should Be Disregarded and Fails

Petition 
(Fig. 9 Embodiment)

Reply 
(Fig. 5 Embodiment)

Petition, 43 
(citing Masumoto, Fig. 9)      

Reply, 19 
(citing Masumoto, [0079] (describing Steps S7, S8))    



48
Sur-Reply, 27-28

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioners’ New Reliance on Figure 5 Is Untimely

Henny Penny Corp. v. Frymaster LLC, 938 F.3d 1324, 1330-31 (Fed. Cir. 2019) (cleaned up)

“[A]n IPR petitioner may not raise in reply an entirely new rationale 
for why a claim would have been obvious.” 



Petitioner Fails To Carry Its Burden

49

• No disclosure of limitations 1.3(b) and (c)

• Masumoto does not disclose limitations 1.3(b) and (c)

• No disclosure of limitation 1.4

• Swafford does not disclose limitation 1.4
• Takashi does not disclose limitation 1.4

• No disclosure of dependent claim 7 or 11

• Masumoto does not disclose the broadcast limitation of Claim 7 
• Masumoto does not disclose the UDP multicast limitation of Claim 11

• Failed to carry burden as to all claims: “communication stage”

• No motivation to combine

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Claim 11 Requires the Use of UDP Multicast

50
POR, 40-42; Hart, ¶¶165-69; Sur-Reply, 28

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

'669 Patent, Claim 11



Petitioners First Focus on UPD (Not Multicast), and then
Conflate Them As Interchangeable in the ’669 Patent

51
POR, 40-42; Hart, ¶¶165-69; Sur-Reply, 28

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petition

Reply

Petition, 46

Reply, 20



The ’669 Patent Does Not Treat 
UDP and UDP Multicast as the Same 

52
POR, 40-42; Hart, ¶¶165-69; Sur-Reply, 28

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’669 Patent, 3:65-67



Petitioners Offer No Reason to Modify the 
Prior Art to Use UDP Multicast

53
POR, 40-42; Hart, ¶¶165-69; Sur-Reply, 28

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Hart Decl., ¶¶166-67    

Ex. 2002, Tentzeris Deposition, 68:19-22    



Petitioner Fails To Carry Its Burden

54

• No disclosure of limitations 1.3(b) and (c)

• Masumoto does not disclose limitations 1.3(b) and (c)

• No disclosure of limitation 1.4

• Swafford does not disclose limitation 1.4
• Takashi does not disclose limitation 1.4

• No disclosure of dependent claim 7 or 11

• Masumoto does not disclose the broadcast limitation of Claim 7 
• Masumoto does not disclose the UDP multicast limitation of Claim 11

• Failed to carry burden as to all claims: “communication stage”

• No motivation to combine

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



55
Sur-Reply, 3-6 

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“Communication stage”

DI, 11  

’669 Patent, Claim 1



56
Sur-Reply, 3-6

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Functional Analysis Not Permitted

Reply, 11-12  



57
 Sur-Reply, 4 

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

37 C.F.R. §42.104(b)(3)

Functional Analysis Not Permitted

(3) How the challenged claim is to be construed. Where the claim 
to be construed contains a means-plus-function or step-plus-
function limitation as permitted under 35 U.S.C. 112(f), the 
construction of the claim must identify the specific portions of 
the specification that describe the structure, material, or acts 
corresponding to each claimed function 



58
 Sur-Reply, 4

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Functional Analysis Not Permitted

Fresenius USA, Inc. v. Baxter Int’l, Inc., 582 
F.3d 1288, 1299 (Fed. Cir. 2009) 



Petitioner Fails To Carry Its Burden

59

• No disclosure of limitations 1.3(b) and (c)

• Masumoto does not disclose limitations 1.3(b) and (c)

• No disclosure of limitation 1.4

• Swafford does not disclose limitation 1.4
• Takashi does not disclose limitation 1.4

• No disclosure of dependent claim 7 or 11

• Masumoto does not disclose the broadcast limitation of Claim 7 
• Masumoto does not disclose the UDP multicast limitation of Claim 11

• No motivation to combine

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



60
Petition, 2-3

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Presents Two Grounds

Ground Prior Art
1 Swafford + Masumoto
2 Masumoto + Kipp + Takashi

Petition, 2-3  



61
Request for Director Review, 7

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Must Prove the Combinations are Obvious

Harmonic Inc. v. Avid Tech., Inc., 815 F.3d 1356, 1363 (Fed. Cir. 2016)

“In an IPR, the petitioner has the burden from the onset to show with particularity 
why the patent it challenges is unpatentable.” (citing 35 U.S.C. § 312(a)(3))

35 U.S.C. § 312(a)(3)

IPR petitions must identify “with particularity…the evidence that supports the 
grounds for the challenge to each claim.”



62
Institution Decision, 40

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Board Was Skeptical of the Combinations

DI, 40  



63
Institution Decision, 41

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Board Was Skeptical of the Combinations

DI, 41



64
Institution Decision, 7, 60

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Board Instituted Without Competing Testimony

DI, 60

DI, 7



65
POR, 20; Hart, ¶59

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner Provided Dr. Hart’s Testimony,
Which Petitioner Did Not Rebut

Hart, ¶ 59



66

Dr. Hart's Testimony is Determinative

Hart, ¶¶ 8, 10, 11, 15 

Tentzeris, ¶¶  2, 8

POR, 20; Hart, ¶¶8, 10, 11, 15; Ex. 2005; Tentzeris, ¶¶2, 8; Ex. 1011 
IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



67
Ex. 1004, Ex. 1005

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1: Swafford and Masumoto Differ Fundamentally

Swafford, Cover (with Fig. 43) Masumoto, Cover (with Fig. 1)



68
POR, 42-48; Sur-Reply, 29

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1: Swafford and Masumoto Differ Fundamentally

Hart, ¶173

Hart, ¶176



69
POR, 42-48; Sur-Reply, 29

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1: Swafford's Displays Present No Problem for 
Masumoto to Fix

Hart, ¶177

Hart, ¶178



70
POR, 42-48; Sur-Reply, 29

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1: LCD Displays Are Not a 
Routine Reason for Combination

Hart, ¶180



71
POR, 42-48; Sur-Reply, 29

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1: A Swafford-Masumoto Combination is 
Unnecessary, and Creates Problems

Hart, ¶181



72
Ex. 1005, Ex. 1006, Ex. 1008

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 2: Masumoto, Kipp, and Takashi Differ 
Fundamentally

Masumoto Kipp Takashi



73
POR, 61-66; Sur-Reply, 29

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Hart, ¶224

Ground 2: Masumoto, Kipp, and Takashi Differ 
Fundamentally



74
POR, 61-66; Sur-Reply, 29

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 2:  A Masumoto/Kipp Combination Creates 
Problems

Hart, ¶221

Hart, ¶221

Hart, ¶223



75
POR, 61-66; Sur-Reply, 29

IPR2024-00188 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 2:  Masumoto/Kipp/Takashi Creates a Technical 
Incongruency Unmotivated By A Business Premise

Hart, ¶225



Conclusion
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