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’730 Claims Are Unpatentable

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT -- NOT EVIDENCE 3IPR2024-00232, Paper 29 at 1

• Proxense concedes that the ’730 claims are unpatentable.
– Proxense filed a Request for Adverse Judgment
– “has conceded” that the ’730 claims are unpatentable over the 

prior art 

• “Concession of unpatentability…of the contested subject matter” 37 
C.F.R. § 42.73(b)

• Proxense admits the ’730 claims are unpatentable over Ludtke



’954 Claims Are Unpatentable
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• For same reasons Proxense concedes the ’730 claims are 
unpatentable, the ’954 claims are unpatentable

• ’954 claims and ’730 claims are nearly identical
• Main difference is certain limitations in ’730 claim 1 are deleted in 

’954 claim 1:
– “verifying a user during authentication…” in preamble
– “wherein the biometric data…”
– “possessing a list of device ID codes…”
– “wherein the application is selected from a group consisting of…”

• Some limitations are added in ’954 claim 1:
– “and other codes”
– “to a third party that operates a”
– “at an application”
– “a trusted authority indicating…”

• Proxense did not challenge or argue any differences in its IPR papers
IPR2024-0232, -0233, Ex. 1001; POR; POSR



’954 Claims Are Unpatentable
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IPR2024-0232, -0233, Ex. 1001

The ’954 claims are unpatentable for the same reasons as the ’730 claims.
’954 
Claim 1

’730 
Claim 1



’954 Claims Are Unpatentable
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1. A method for verifying a user during authentication of an integrated device, comprising the steps of:

persistently storing biometric data of the a user and a plurality of codes and other data values comprising a device ID code 
uniquely identifying the an integrated device and a secret decryption value in a tamper proof format written to a storage 
element on the integrated device that is unable to be not capable of being subsequently altered; wherein the biometric 
data is selected from a group consisting of a palm print, a retinal scan, an iris scan, a hand geometry, a facial recognition, a 
signature recognition and a voice recognition;

responsive to receiving a request for a biometric verification of the user, receiving scan data from a biometric scan;

comparing the scan data to the biometric data to determine whether the scan data matches the biometric data;

responsive to a determination that the scan data matches the biometric data, wirelessly sending one or more codes and 
other values from the plurality of codes and the other data values for authentication by an agent that is a third-party to a 
third party that operates a trusted authority possessing a list of device ID codes uniquely identifying legitimate integrated 
devices, wherein the one or more codes and other data values includes the device ID code; and

responsive to authentication of the one or more codes and the other data values by the agent, receiving, at an application, 
an access message from the agent trusted authority indicating that the trusted authority successfully authenticated the one 
or more codes and other data values sent to the third party and allowing the user access to an the application, wherein the 
application is selected from a group consisting of a casino machine, a keyless lock, a garage door opener, an ATM machine, a 
hard drive, computer software, a web site and a file.

Red – indicates claim language deleted

Blue – indicates claim language added

’954 Claim 1 - marked up versus ’730 Claim 1

IPR2024-0232, -0233, Ex. 1001
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12 16. A method for authenticating a verified user using a computer processor configured to execute 
method steps, comprising:
wirelessly receiving one or more codes and other data values from a plurality of codes and other data values 
including a device ID code, wherein the plurality of codes and other data values comprises the device ID 
code uniquely identifying the an integrated device and a secret decryption value associated with a 
biometrically verified user, the device ID code being registered with an agent that is a third-party trusted 
authority possessing a list of device ID codes uniquely identifying legitimate integrated devices for 
authentication, the trusted authority operated by a third party;
requesting authentication of the integrated device using the one or more codes and the other data values by 
the agent, wherein the authentication determines whether the one or more codes and the other data values 
are-legitimate trusted authority;
receiving, at an application, an access message from the agent trusted authority indicating that the trusted 
authority successfully authenticated the one or more codes and other data values to the third party; and
in response to a positive receiving the access message, allowing the biometrically verified user access to an 
application, wherein the application is selected from a group consisting of a casino machine, a keyless lock, a 
garage door open.
Red – indicates claim language deleted

Blue – indicates claim language added

’954 Claim 16 - marked up versus ’730 Claim 12

IPR2024-0232, -0233, Ex. 1001



’954 Claims Are Unpatentable
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• Proxense relied on the same arguments for the ’954 claims 
and ’730 claims:
– Patent Owner Responses in the ’954 and ’730 IPRs are nearly identical

IPR2024-00232, -00233, POR 

POR in ’954 IPR POR in ’730 IPR 



’954 Claims Are Unpatentable
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• Proxense relied on the same arguments for the ’954 claims 
and ’730 claims:
– Patent Owner Sur-Replies in the ’954 and ’730 IPRs are nearly identical

IPR2024-00232, -00233, PO Sur-Replies 

PO Sur-Reply in ’954 IPR PO Sur-Reply in ’730 IPR 



Overview of Issues

    Issue Basis Slides
1 Whether Ludtke alone or in combination with 

the knowledge of a POSITA discloses or renders 
obvious “a third party that operates a trusted 
authority” / “the trusted authority” / “a third 
party trusted authority.”

28-33

2 Whether Ludtke alone or in combination with 
the knowledge of a POSITA discloses or renders 
obvious “receiving, at an application, an access 
message from the trusted authority…allowing the 
user access to the/an application.”

34-41

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT -- NOT EVIDENCE 10



Overview of Issues (Cont.)

Issue Basis Slides
3 Whether Mr. Carrothers qualifies as a POSITA. 42-44

4 Whether Patent Owner’s Untimely Arguments 
and Exhibits Regarding the ’730 Reexam in the 
Sur-Reply Should Be Allowed.

45-46

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT -- NOT EVIDENCE 11



Overview of ’954 Patent 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT -- NOT EVIDENCE 12IPR2024-00233, Pet. 1-3; Ex. 1001

• Title: Biometric Personal Data 
Key (PDK) Authentication

• Earliest Claimed Priority: Dec. 
20, 2004

• 29 Claims
– Independent: 1 (method), 12 

(device), 16 (method), 22 (system) 
– Dependent: 2-11, 13-15, 17-21, 23-

29
– Same specification as ’730 Patent

    



Overview of ’954 Patent 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT -- NOT EVIDENCE 13D.I. 3-7; POR 3-4; Ex. 1001, FIGs. 2, 3 



Overview of ’954 Patent 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT -- NOT EVIDENCE 14IPR2024-00233, Pet. 1-3; Ex. 1001, FIGs. 6, 7 



’954 Patent - Claim 1 
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1.   A method comprising:
     persistently storing biometric data of a user and a plurality of codes and other data 
values comprising a device ID code uniquely identifying an integrated device and a secret 
decryption value in a tamper proof format written to a storage element on the integrated 
device that is not capable of being subsequently altered;
     responsive to receiving a request for a biometric verification of the user, receiving scan 
data from a biometric scan;
     comparing the scan data to the biometric data to determine whether the scan data 
matches the biometric data;
     responsive to a determination that the scan data matches the biometric data, wirelessly 
sending one or more codes and other values from the plurality of codes and other data 
values for authentication to a third party that operates a trusted authority, wherein 
the one or more codes and other data values includes the device ID code; and
     receiving, at an application, an access message from the trusted authority 
indicating that the trusted authority successfully authenticated the one or more codes and 
other data values sent to the third party and allowing the user access to the 
application.

IPR2024-00233, Ex. 1001



Overview of ’954 Grounds

Ground Basis Cited Art ’954 Claims

1 103 Ludtke (Ex. 1005) 1-2, 4-7, 10, 12-13, 15-
16, 18-19, 22-27

2 103 Ludtke and 
Kon (Ex. 1006)

3, 14, 17

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT -- NOT EVIDENCE 16IPR2024-00233, Pet. 1

Patent Owner’s Arguments Are All Based on Ground 1
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Claim Construction

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT -- NOT EVIDENCE 18Pet. 4; D.I. 8, 12; POR 5-7; RPOR 4; Ex. 2017 

Term Construction ’954 
Claims

“device ID code” “a unique code identifying a device” 1, 3, 12, 
14, 16, 22

“access message” “a signal or notification enabling or 
announcing access”

1, 12, 16

“a third party that 
operates a 
trusted authority” 
/ “the trusted 
authority”

“an entity separate from the parties to a 
transaction”

1, 12, 22, 
16

No Terms Need to Be Construed Now to Resolve Issues



Claim Construction

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT -- NOT EVIDENCE 19Pet. 4; D.I. 8, 12; POR 5; Ex. 2017 

No Terms Need to Be Construed Now to Resolve Issues



Claim Construction

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT -- NOT EVIDENCE 20

• PO argues an alternative construction for “third party trusted 
authority”: 
• “at least one of the parties to the claimed transaction must be the 

application” POR 7

• The Board rejected this construction in the Institution Decision 
(D.I. 11). 

• PO’s alternative construction excludes at least one embodiment:
• ’954 Patent: “application” includes a “financial account” such as 

a “savings account” and a “file” Ex. 1001, 6:18-26; Gray Reply Decl., ¶14; 
RPOR 5-6

• A “file” is not a principal party to a transaction. Gray Reply Decl., ¶13; 
RPOR 5.

• “[A] claim construction exclud[ing] a preferred embodiment is 
rarely, if ever correct.” Sequoia Tech., LLC v. Dell, Inc., 66 F.4th 1317, 1327 (Fed. Cir. 
2023); D.I. 11; RPOR 5; Gray Reply Decl. ¶11 (citing Ex. 1001, 6:37-51, Figs. 3-4)
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Overview of Ludtke

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT -- NOT EVIDENCE 22Pet. 5-8; Ex. 1005, Cover



Overview of Ludtke

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT -- NOT EVIDENCE 23
Pet. 5-8; Ex. 1005, Abstract, 3:32-36, 6:36-44; D.I. 
13-16



Overview of Ludtke

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT -- NOT EVIDENCE 24
Pet. 5-8; Ex. 1005, Abstract, 3:32-36, 6:36-44;
D.I. 13-16



Overview of Ludtke (Cont.)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT -- NOT EVIDENCE 25Pet. 5; Ex. 1005 11:66-12:7, 14:19-21, 38:26-29



Overview of Ludtke (Cont.)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT -- NOT EVIDENCE 26

Pet. 6, 25; Ex. 1005 28:41-45, 29:5-12, 7:42-48, 
9:26-34, FIG. 6 

The Transaction Privacy Clearing House (“TPCH”) is a trusted 
third-party agent, separate from the transaction device, personal 
POS terminal and the back-end transacting entity (e.g., vendor).



Overview of Ludtke (Cont.)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT -- NOT EVIDENCE 27Pet. 5-8; Ex. 1005, FIG. 15; D.I. 13-16
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’954 Patent Claim 1

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT -- NOT EVIDENCE 29

1.   A method comprising:
     persistently storing biometric data of a user and a plurality of codes and other data 
values comprising a device ID code uniquely identifying an integrated device and a secret 
decryption value in a tamper proof format written to a storage element on the integrated 
device that is not capable of being subsequently altered;
     responsive to receiving a request for a biometric verification of the user, receiving scan 
data from a biometric scan;
     comparing the scan data to the biometric data to determine whether the scan data 
matches the biometric data;
     responsive to a determination that the scan data matches the biometric data, wirelessly 
sending one or more codes and other values from the plurality of codes and other data 
values for authentication to a third party that operates a trusted authority, wherein 
the one or more codes and other data values includes the device ID code; and
     receiving, at an application, an access message from the trusted authority indicating 
that the trusted authority successfully authenticated the one or more codes and other data 
values sent to the third party and allowing the user access to the application.

IPR2024-0233, Ex.1001
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• Ludtke’s TPCH 440 v. 
consumer 430 and 
vendors 450.  D.I. 14; Ex. 1005, 
FIG. 4; 6:36-44 

• Acts as third party 
trusted authority. RPOR 7; 
Pet. 28-29; Ex. 1005, 9:35-39, Fig. 6; D.I. 
20-24.

• Meets Board’s 
Construction. Pet. 6-7, 25-28; 
RPOR 4; D.I. 12.

• PO’s repeated 
arguments rejected. POR 

4-6; D.I. 20-24 
Pet. 6-7, 25-28; D.I. 14; POR 4-6; RPOR 4, 7
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• Ludtke’s TPCH is “an entity separate from the parties to a 
transaction” D.I. 8, 11-12, 23.

• TPCH is not the user nor the vendor in the transaction. 
– TPCH is not the user or transaction device RPOR 7

– TPCH is not the external retailer or the vendor RPOR 7 

– TPCH “functions as the middleman” Pet. 26-28; Ex.1005, 7:44-48; D.I. 20; 
Ex. 1003 ¶ 106

Pet. 6-7, 25-28; Ex. 1003, ¶ 106; D.I. 20; RPOR 4, 7
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• Ludtke’s TPCH is not “an application” as defined by the 
patent. RPOR 7

– “application” is defined as “a resource that can be accessed by a 
verified and authenticated user.” EX1001, 6:19-24. RPOR 7.

– TPCH is not an “application” because it is not accessed by a 
verified and authenticated user of the transaction device

• Rather, it “functions as the middleman of the distribution channel.” Pet. at 31 
(quoting Ludtke, 7:44-48). RPOR 7-8.

Pet. 6-7, 25-28, 31; D.I. 20; RPOR 4, 7
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• PO repeats the same arguments the Board considered and rejected 
at institution. D.I.  2,11-12, 20-24; RPOR 9.
– PO argues “the ability to pay the vendor with the user’s account (the private 

information) is the application” POR at 14; RPOR 9.

– This argument suggests that anything enabling the user to pay a vendor is an 
application (and therefore cannot be a third party). RPOR 9.

– Such a reading is unsupported by evidence. RPOR 9.

– Relies solely on Mr. Carrothers’ conclusory testimony. RPOR 9

• PO’s argument implies that the ’954 Patent’s “trusted key authority” 
is also an application––and by PO’s logic––not a third party. RPOR 9.

D.I. 2, 11-12, 20-24; RPOR 9
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’954 Patent Claim 1
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1.   A method comprising:
     persistently storing biometric data of a user and a plurality of codes and other data 
values comprising a device ID code uniquely identifying an integrated device and a secret 
decryption value in a tamper proof format written to a storage element on the integrated 
device that is not capable of being subsequently altered;
     responsive to receiving a request for a biometric verification of the user, receiving scan 
data from a biometric scan;
     comparing the scan data to the biometric data to determine whether the scan data 
matches the biometric data;
     responsive to a determination that the scan data matches the biometric data, wirelessly 
sending one or more codes and other values from the plurality of codes and other data 
values for authentication to a third party that operates a trusted authority, wherein the one 
or more codes and other data values includes the device ID code; and
     receiving, at an application, an access message from the trusted authority 
indicating that the trusted authority successfully authenticated the one or more codes and 
other data values sent to the third party and allowing the user access to the 
application.

IPR2024-00233, Ex. 1001
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• Ludtke discloses “receiving, at an application, an access message 

from the trusted authority…allowing the user access to the 
application”:

• TPCH “issues a transaction confirmation back to the personal POS terminal” (an 
access message from the trusted authority) after “validating that the transaction 
device is in good standing and…has sufficient funds for the transaction” Ex. 1005, 
29:12-22; Pet. 30; EX1003, ¶107
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• No dispute:  Ludtke’s transaction confirmation is sent 
from the TPCH and received at an application. RPOR 10

• Ludtke:   TPCH validates the transaction device  sends 
a “transaction confirmation”  a “content provider” has 
content “delivered to the transaction device”  allows 
user access. RPOR 10-11 (citing Pet. 31-32; Ludtke, 29-15-20, 31:41-50; 
Ex.1003, ¶114).
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• Ludtke discloses “receiving, at an application, an access message 

from the trusted authority…allowing the user access to the 
application”:

• TPCH’s “transaction confirmation” (an access message from the trusted authority) is 
“reflect[ed] back to the web browser [(application)] and transaction device” and 
“[s]ecure distribution of physical (or electronic) content to the user is performed” 
based on the confirmation. Ex. 1005, 29:15-22, 29:29-30; Pet. 30; Ex. 1003, ¶110
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• Ludtke discloses “receiving, at an application, an access message 

from the trusted authority…allowing the user access to the 
application”:

• TPCH’s transaction confirmation (an access message) allows the user to 
access “content or a reference to the content” Ex. 1005, 29:15-20, 29:29-30, 
31:41-52; Ex. 1003, ¶¶ 107-114; Pet. 29.

• “[s]ecure distribution of physical (or electronic) content to the user is 
performed” based on the confirmation. Ludtke, 29:29-30; Pet. 30; Ex. 1003, ¶110 

• The distributed content includes the content itself or a reference to that 
content, such as a “web-URL.” Ex. 1003, ¶ 110; Pet. 30.
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• ’954 Patent describes that “an application” can be “computer 

software,” “a web site,” or “a file”  Ex. 1001,  6:19-24.

• Thus, Ludtke discloses receiving, at a web browser webpage (an 
application), a transaction confirmation (an access message from 
the trusted authority) that allows the user to access electronic 
content on the web browser (allowing the user access to 
application). Ex. 1003, ¶110; Pet. 30.
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• Ludtke also discloses downloading “new functionality,” 

software, and services (an application) on the transaction device, 
and accessing the service (allowing the user access to the 
application) after receiving the transaction confirmation (an 
access message from the trusted authority) at the transaction 
device. Ex. 1003, ¶111-112; Pet. 30-31.

• The downloaded functionality and software/service is an “an 
application” Ex. 1005, 19:45-50, 31:11-52; Ex. 1001, 6:18-24; Ex. 1003, ¶ 113; Pet. 31.

• after the TPCH issues a “transaction confirmation” (an access message)—a 
“content provider” has the content “delivered to the transaction device” 
thereby allowing the user to access the service(s) offered by the downloaded 
functionality/software. Ex. 1005, 29:15-20, 31:41-50; Ex. 1003, ¶ 114; Pet. 31-32.
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POSITA:  “at the time of the purported invention would 
have had at least a bachelor’s degree in Computer or 
Electrical Engineering or an equivalent engineering discipline, 
and at least three years of experience in the field of 
encryption and security, or the equivalent … . Additional 
education could substitute for professional experience, and 
significant work experience could substitute for formal 
education” Pet. 4-5; Ex. 1003 ¶¶ 31-32, 53-55.

• POSITA definition adopted by Board.  RPOR 3; D.I. 13

• No challenge to POSITA definition after institution.  
RPOR 2-3
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• Mr. Carrothers doesn’t meet POSITA definition. RPOR 3; Ex. 

2018

• PO does not claim Mr. Carrothers testifies as a POSITA. 
RPOR 3 (citing POR; EX2018).

• Mr. Carrothers’ declaration should be given no weight 
RPOR 3

• Kyocera Senco Indus. Tools Inc. v. Int’l Trade Comm’n, 22 F.4th 1369, 1376–77 (Fed. Cir. 
2022)

• Nespresso USA, Inc. v. K-fee System GmbH, IPR2023-00485, Paper 26 at 9-14 (Sep. 10, 
2024) 

• PO’s Sur-Reply arguments are too late. RPOR 4
• Nespresso, IPR2023-00485, Paper 26 at 12 (“Patent Owner’s attempt to establish 

Dr. Howle’s qualifications in the Sur-reply … is too little too late.”)
• In re NuVasive, 842 F.3d 1376, 1380-81 (Fed. Cir. 2016) 
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• Patent Owner’s arguments and exhibits were not 
raised in the POR.
– They violate the Board’s Rule on Sur-Replies and should 

not be allowed.

– Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply arguments at pp.  10-17 should 
not be allowed.

– Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply Exhibits 2020-2025 should not 
be allowed. 

POSR 10-17



Mere Interaction With an Application
is Not Access to the Application

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT -- NOT EVIDENCE 47

• Patent Owner’s argument that mere interaction with an application equates to 
access to the application should be rejected. RPOR 12.

• Patent Owner’s argument that “a user must have been allowed access to the website [application] prior to 
receipt of the confirmation from the TPCH”—conflates mere interaction with an application with access to 
the content of the application following user authentication. RPOR 11 (citing POR 20)

• See POR 19 (“the user gains access to these resources at the beginning of the transaction”).

• Wrongly suggests that the user cannot have any interaction whatsoever with the application prior to 
authentication—narrow reading of “access” would exclude disclosed embodiments of the ’954 Patent 
RPOR 11

• ’954 Patent discloses that a “slot machine” is a type of application, and that the user interacts with the 
slot machine prior to authorization (e.g., the user can input user data and attempt to play). RPOR 11-
12

• Such simple interaction is not “access” —the user cannot access the content (the actual game) of that 
slot machine until the user is authenticated. RPOR 12 (citing Ex. 1001, 4:34-36, 6:63-7:3, 7:21-26)

• ’954 Patent also describes an “open system, where unknown users can attempt authentication (e.g., in a 
public grocery store).” RPOR 12 (citing Ex. 1001, 6:48-51)

• Such an “attempt” would require interaction with the resource to be accessed, but as the ’954 Patent 
explains, access happens after authentication. RPOR 12 (citing EX1001, 6:48-51)

• Constructions that exclude embodiments are “presumptively incorrect.” RPOR 12 (citing D.I. at 11)

• See Sequoia Tech., LLC v. Dell, Inc., 66 F.4th 1317, 1327 (Fed. Cir. 2023)



Patent Owner’s Arguments Fail to Address
the Mapping in Petition

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT -- NOT EVIDENCE 48

• Patent Owner presumes that the vendor is the application—this is 
not the mapping in the Petition. RPOR 12-13 (citing Pet. 28-30, 30-32)

• Pet. 28-30 (explaining that Ludtke’s content or a reference to content on a webpage 
corresponds to the claimed application to be accessed)

• Pet. 30-32 (explaining that Ludtke’s services prescribed by the downloaded 
software/functionality also correspond to the claimed application to be accessed).

• Patent Owner ignores Ludtke’s disclosure that “[s]ecure 
distribution of physical (or electronic) content to the user is 
performed” once the transaction is authorized RPOR 13 

• after the TPCH authenticates the transaction device ID, and the TPCH sends an 
indication of an approval of the transaction to be performed. RPOR 13 (citing Pet. 
31-32; Ex. 1005, 29:15-20, 31:41-50; Ex. 1003, ¶114).



Overview of ’730 Patent 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT -- NOT EVIDENCE 49IPR2024-00232, Pet. 1-3; Ex. 1001

• Title: Biometric Personal Data 
Key (PDK) Authentication

• Earliest Claimed Priority: Dec. 
20, 2004

• 17 Claims
– Independent: 1 (method), 8 

(device), 12 (method), 15 (system) 
– Dependent: 2-7, 9-11, 13-14, 16-17
– Same specification as ’954 Patent 

   



’730 Patent - Claim 1 
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1. A method for verifying a user during authentication of an integrated device, comprising the steps of:
persistently storing biometric data of the user and a plurality of codes and other data values comprising a 

device ID code uniquely identifying the integrated device and a secret decryption value in a tamper proof 
format written to a storage element on the integrated device that is unable to be subsequently altered; 
wherein the biometric data is selected from a group consisting of a palm print, a retinal scan, an iris scan, a 
hand geometry, a facial recognition, a signature recognition and a voice recognition;

responsive to receiving a request for a biometric verification of the user, receiving scan data from a 
biometric scan;

comparing the scan data to the biometric data to determine whether the scan data matches the biometric 
data;

responsive to a determination that the scan data matches the biometric data, wirelessly sending one or 
more codes from the plurality of codes and the other data values for authentication by an agent that is a 
third-party trusted authority possessing a list of device ID codes uniquely identifying legitimate 
integrated devices, wherein the one or more codes and other data values includes the device ID code; and

responsive to authentication of the one or more codes and the other data values by the agent, receiving 
an access message from the agent allowing the user access to an application, wherein the 
application is selected from a group consisting of a casino machine, a keyless lock, a garage door opener, an 
ATM machine, a hard drive, computer software, a web site and a file.

IPR2024-00232, Ex. 1001



Overview of ’730 Grounds

Ground Basis Cited Art ’730 Claims

1 103 Ludtke (Ex. 1005) 1-6, 8, 9, 11, 12, 14-17

2 103 Ludtke and 
Kon (Ex. 1006)

3, 10, 13

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT -- NOT EVIDENCE 51

Patent Owner’s Arguments Are All Based on Ground 1

IPR2024-00232, Pet. 1 
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