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Slide 2 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Prosecution

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 1, 6-7

Ex-1002, 21 Ex-1002, 15



Slide 3 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Prior publications by inventors (not disclosed by applicant)

(Ex-1007) (Ex-1005)

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 10-11, 13-15

Ground 1: Goossens2002Ground 2: Goossens2003



Slide 4 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Prior publications by inventors (not disclosed by applicant)

Goossens2003 (Ex-1007) ’449 Patent (Ex-1001) 

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 3-5, 13-15, 55-57 

(Ex-1007, Fig. 4.5, pp. 72, 71, 65, 74) (Ex-1001, Fig. 1, 7:31-33, 10:62-66, 10:24-26, 11:20-22)



Slide 5 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Goossens2003 + Drake

“A POSITA would have understood that using Drake’s QoS management process would improve the performance 

and efficiency of Goossens2003’s NOC by ensuring that connections established by IPs are able to provide the 

required services . . . . A POSITA would have understood that mature networking technologies like those described 

by Drake could be usefully applied in the context of newer networks on chip.” 

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 52-53

Drake teachings 
(composite annotations)

Goossens2003 



Slide 6 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Goossens2003 + Drake

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 51-52: 



Slide 7 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Goossens2003 + Drake

Petition(-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 52-53:  



Slide 8 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Goossens2003 + Drake

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 53-54:  



Slide 9 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Technology and Motivations

Petition (-1081 IPR, Paper 1), 51, 58. 62 ,63
Reply (Paper 43), 5-6

Dr. Mowry testimony (Ex-1003): 



Slide 10 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Technology and Motivations

Petition (-1081 IPR, Paper 1), 52
Reply (Paper 43), 5-6

Dr. Mowry testimony (Ex-1003): 



Slide 11 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Technology and Motivations

Dr. Mowry testimony (Ex-1003): 

Petition (-1081 IPR, Paper 1), 51, 53, 58. 62, 63
Reply (Paper 43), 5-6



(Ex-1009)

(Ex-1008)

Slide 12 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Technology and Motivations

Ex-1003, ¶¶30-34, 63, 82, 166
Ex-1043, ¶¶17-32, 38

Additional evidence corroborates: 

(Ex-1014)

Dr. Mowry testimony
(Ex-1003): 

(Ex-1013)

(Ex-1015)



Slide 13 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Goossens2003 + Drake

“A POSITA would have understood that using Drake’s QoS management process would improve the performance 

and efficiency of Goossens2003’s NOC by ensuring that connections established by IPs are able to provide the 

required services . . . . A POSITA would have understood that mature networking technologies like those described 

by Drake could be usefully applied in the context of newer networks on chip.” 

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 52-53

Drake teachings 
(composite annotations)

Goossens2003 



Slide 14 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Goossens2003

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 55

Claim 1[a]: “a plurality of processing 
modules (M; I; S; T)” 



Slide 15 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Goossens2003

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 57, 61 

Claim 1[c]: “at least one resource 
manager (RM) for managing resources of 
the network (N)”

Claim 1[g]: “wherein the resource 
manager determines whether the at least 
one connection with said communication 
channels is available based on the 
connection properties being available”



Slide 16 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Goossens2003

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 62-63 

Claim 2: “…at least one communication 
manager (CM) for managing the 
communication between different 
modules”



Slide 17 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Goossens2003

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 65 

Claim 6[a]: “wherein said first module (M; 
I) is adapted to issue a request (REQ)
for a connection with at least one of said 
second modules to said
communication manager (CM)”



Slide 18 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 23-24, 32-33 

Claim 1[c]: “at least one resource 
manager (RM) for managing resources of 
the network (N)”

Claim 1[g]: “wherein the resource 
manager determines whether the at least 
one connection with said communication 
channels is available based on the 
connection properties being available”

Goossens2002 (similar to Goossens2003)



Slide 19 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake’s QoS teachings

Ex-1003 (Dr. Mowry Decl.), ¶67

Petion (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 12-13



Slide 20 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake’s QoS teachings – Resource Manager

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 23-26, 57-58

Ex-1003 (Dr. Mowry Decl.), ¶¶91-94, 173 

[. . . ]

[. . . ]



Slide 21 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake’s QoS teachings – Communication Manager

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 35-38, 62-63

Ex-1003 (Dr. Mowry Decl.), ¶¶118-119; 
see also id. ¶¶ 120-122, 130, 187, 195 



Slide 22 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake’s QoS teachings – Communication Manager 

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 35-38, 62-63

Ex-1003 (Dr. Mowry Decl.), ¶120; 
see also id. ¶¶ 117-122, 130, 187, 195 



Slide 23 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Institution Decision 

Institution Decision (-00338 IPR, Paper 10), 85 (Ground 2, Goossens2003); 
see also id. 66 (Ground 1, Goossens2002)

Reply (Paper 43), 1, 10 



Slide 24 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake and the claimed “first module”

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 40-41
Reply (Paper 43), 6, 14-21

Application 11 in Drake’s source station 10 requests a QoS connection

Ex-1006, 4:26-30

Drake: 



Slide 25 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake and the claimed “first module”

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 40-41
Reply (Paper 43), 6, 14-21

Application 11 in Drake’s source station 10 requests a QoS connection

Ex-1003, ¶129

Dr. Mowry testimony: 



Slide 26 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake and the claimed “first module”

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 40-41 
Reply (Paper 43), 6, 14-21

Application 11 in Drake’s source station 10 requests a QoS connection

Ex-1003, ¶130

Dr. Mowry testimony: 



Slide 27 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake and the claimed “first module”

Reply (Paper 43), 3-4

Application 11 in Drake’s source station 10 requests a QoS connection

[. . . ]

Dr. Mowry testimony (first deposition): 

Ex-2078, 174:10-175:13



Slide 28 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake and the claimed “first module”

Ex-1043, ¶15

Application 11 in Drake’s source station 10 requests a QoS connection

Reply (Paper 43), 2-4

Dr. Mowry testimony (second declaration): 



Slide 29 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake and the claimed “first module”

Application 11 in Drake’s source station 10 requests a QoS connection

PO Response (Paper 35), 18-19: 



Slide 30 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake and the claimed “first module”

PO’s new post-institution claim construction: 

[. . . ]

PO Response (Paper 35), 13



Slide 31 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake and the claimed “first module”

Reply (Paper 43), 2-4

Ex-1043, ¶7

Dr. Mowry testimony regarding new claim construction:



Slide 32 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Goossens2003 + Drake

“A POSITA would have understood that using Drake’s QoS management process would improve the performance 

and efficiency of Goossens2003’s NOC by ensuring that connections established by IPs are able to provide the 

required services . . . . A POSITA would have understood that mature networking technologies like those described 

by Drake could be usefully applied in the context of newer networks on chip.” 

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 52-53

Drake teachings 
(composite annotations)

Goossens2003 



Slide 33 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ’449 Patent

Ex-1001, Fig. 3, see also id. 9:66-10:64

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 4-5
Exhibit 1003, ¶¶50-51



Slide 34 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Technology and Motivations

Petition (-1081 IPR, Paper 1), 10 
Reply (Paper 43), 5-6

Dr. Mowry testimony (Ex-1003):  



Slide 35 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Technology and Motivations

Reply (Paper 43), 5-6

Dr. Mowry testimony (Ex-1003): 



Slide 36 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Technology and Motivations

Petition (-1081 IPR, Paper 1), 20, 54
Reply (Paper 43), 5-6
Ex-1003, ¶¶33, 166, 82

’449 patent: 

(Ex-1001, 1:61-67)



Slide 37 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Only documents PO’s expert cites

PO Response (Paper 35), vii



Slide 38 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake’s QoS-12 component not “redundant”

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 51-54, 62-63
Reply (Paper 43), 8-9, 15

Drake teachings Goossens2003 

Ex-1003 (Dr. Mowry Decl.), ¶170 
(annotations of Goossens2003, Fig. 4.5) 

Exhibit 1003 (Dr. Mowry Decl.), ¶¶93, 121
(composite annotations of Drake, Fig. 1) 



Slide 39 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake’s QoS-12 component not “redundant”

Reply (Paper 43), 8
Institution Decision (Paper 10), 64 

“The Board stated that ‘[i]f . . . Kabemoto already addresses [the] 
problem [of cache coherency] through the use of a known technique 
similar to that of Bauman's, [it] fail[ed] to see why one of ordinary skill in 
the art would regard Bauman's technique as an obvious improvement to 
Ka-bemoto.’ But the Board's reasoning belies its conclusion. That Ka-
bemoto and Bauman address the same problem and that Bauman's 
cache was a known way to address that problem is precisely the reason 
that there's a motivation to combine under KSR and our precedent.

And contrary to the Board's suggestion, Intel never had to show that 
replacing Kabemoto's secondary cache with Bauman's secondary cache 
was an ‘improvement’ in a categorical sense. Intel just had to show that 
Bauman's secondary cache was a ‘suitable option’ to replace 
Kabemoto's secondary cache.

Intel Corp. v. PACT XPP Schweiz AG, 61 F.4th 1373, 1380-81 (Fed. Cir. 
2023) (internal citations omitted) 



Slide 40 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake’s QoS-12 component not “redundant”

Reply (Paper 43), 9 

Dr. Mowry testimony:

Ex-1043, ¶¶51-52 



Slide 41 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake’s QoS-12 component not “redundant”

Reply (Paper 43), 9 

Goossens2003 (Exhibit 1007): 



Slide 42 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake’s QoS-12 component not “redundant”

Reply (Paper 43), 9, 15 

Dr. Mowry testimony:

Ex-1043, ¶67 



Slide 43 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake’s QoS “requestor manager” 12

Reply (Paper 43), 9

Dr. Mowry testimony: 

Ex-1043, ¶28



Slide 44 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake’s QoS “requestor manager” 12

Reply (Paper 43), 9

Drake: 

Ex-1006, 4:32-37, 4:62-65 and Fig. 1

[. . . ]



Slide 45 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake’s QoS-12 component not “redundant”

PO Sur-Reply (Paper 55), 8-10

PO Sur-Reply, Paper 55, p. 10, arguing “QoS-12 is 

not a standard part included in all stations attached 

to LAN 17 (see target station 29)” 



Slide 46 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake’s QoS-12 component not “redundant”

Paper 55, 8-10

Ex-2088, 43:14-44:3, 45:1-15  

Dr. Mowry testimony:



Slide 47 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Interfacing: off-chip LAN vs. on-chip

Reply (Paper 43), 12

(Ex-2070, ¶77)

(Ex-1043, ¶15)

Off-chip LAN – network interface/network adapter components within host/computer unit
PO’s Expert: 

(Ex-1043, ¶28)

Dr. Mowry: 



Slide 48 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Interfacing: off-chip LAN vs. on-chip

Reply (Paper 43), 12

On-chip – network interface outside of IP modules

(Ex-1003, ¶170 )

(Ex-2070, ¶78)

(Ex-1037, 80:25-81:8)

PO’s Expert: Dr. Mowry: 

(Ex-1043, ¶27)



Slide 49 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Interfacing: off-chip LAN vs. on-chip

Reply  (Paper 43), 9-12

Dr. Mowry testimony: 
[. . . ]

[. . . ]

Ex-1043 ¶¶25-26, 61;  see also id. ¶¶52-57 



Slide 50 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Purported “space constraints”
Goossens2003 (Ex-1007): 

Reply (Paper 43), 12-13



Slide 51 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Purported “space constraints”

Reply (Paper 43), 12-13

Dr. Mowry testimony:

Ex-1043, ¶¶20-23



Slide 52 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Purported “space constraints”

Reply (Paper 43), 12-13

Goossens2002 (Ex-1005): 



Slide 53 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake does not teach away

PO Response (Paper 35), 30, 52  
Reply (Paper 43), 11-12, 14
Ex-1043, ¶¶55, 117 

PO contends “Drake teaches that it would be complex to 
implement QoS in the network,” citing Ex-1006, 2:57-3:3  

Ex-1006 (Drake), 2:57-3:3:   Ex-1006 (Drake), 4:66-67:



Slide 54 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake does not teach away

PO Response (Paper 35), 30 and 52  
Reply (Paper 43), 11-12, 14
Ex-1043, ¶¶55, 117 

Dr. Mowry testimony:

PO contends “Drake teaches that it would be complex to 
implement QoS in the network,” citing Ex-1006, 2:57-3:3  

Ex-1003, ¶93

Ex-1043, ¶¶38, see also id. 45

Ex-1003, ¶173



Slide 55 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Communication Manager – NI a “natural” place to implement 

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 62-63
Reply (Paper 43), 10-11 

Ex-1003, ¶¶184-185 Ex-2078, 203:10-204:9

Dr. Mowry testimony 
(first declaration):

Dr. Mowry testimony 
(first deposition): 

Ex-1043, ¶¶29, 38

[. . . ]

Dr. Mowry testimony 
(second declaration): 



Slide 56 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Resource Manager – in a circuit on the same IC chip 

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 58
Reply (Paper 43), 6-8, 11-12, 14

Dr. Mowry testimony:

Ex-1003, ¶173

Ex-1043, ¶¶38, see also id. 45



Slide 57 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Reasonable expectation of success

Reply (Paper 43), 12-13

PO Response (Paper 35), 30: Petitioner’s showing: 

• Petition, pp.18-20 (citing Dr. Mowry, 
Ex-1003, ¶¶80-82, Ex-1005, Ex-1006, 
Ex-1001)

• Petition, pp.52-54 (citing Dr. Mowry, 
Ex-1003, ¶¶164-166, Ex-1007, Ex-
1006, Ex-1001 

• Reply (Paper 43, 13-14) (citing Dr. 
Mowry, Ex-1043 ¶¶33-39)



Slide 58 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake’s QoS teachings – Communication Manager

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 35-38, 62-63

Ex-1003 (Dr. Mowry Decl.), ¶¶118-119; 
see also id. ¶¶ 120-122, 130, 187, 195 



Slide 59 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake teaches separate QoS “components”

Drake: 

Reply (Paper 43), 12-13, n.6

Dr. Mowry testimony: 

Ex-1043, ¶31, see also id. ¶¶56-57, 118-119Ex-1006, 4:26-37, Fig. 1 



Slide 60 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake and the claimed “first module”

Reply (Paper 43), 2-4

Ex-1043, ¶7

Dr. Mowry testimony regarding new claim construction:



Slide 61 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Goossens2003 + Drake

“A POSITA would have understood that using Drake’s QoS management process would improve the performance 

and efficiency of Goossens2003’s NOC by ensuring that connections established by IPs are able to provide the 

required services . . . . A POSITA would have understood that mature networking technologies like those described 

by Drake could be usefully applied in the context of newer networks on chip.” 

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 52-53

Drake teachings 
(composite annotations)

Goossens2003 



Slide 62 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake’s QoS teachings: data path

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 40-41 
Reply (Paper 43), 6, 14-21

Ex-1043 (Dr. Mowry Decl.), ¶83 Ex-1043 (Dr. Mowry Decl.), ¶90 



Slide 63 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake’s QoS teachings: data path

PO’s expert agrees return path the same:

Reply (Paper 43), 18, 19-20

Ex-1036, 2 
Ex-1037, 59:22-60:8, 61:9-13 

PO’s expert agrees:



Slide 64 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake’s QoS teachings

Drake: Claim 6[b]/10[c]: “said 
communication manager 
(CM) is adapted to 
forward said request 
(REQ) for a connection 
with communication 
channels each having a 
specific set of connection 
properties to said 
resource manager (RM)”

Petition, (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 41-42
Reply (Paper 43), 17-19

Ex-1043 (Dr. Mowry Decl.), ¶83 Ex-1006 (Drake), 
4:32-37, 4:50-54, 4:62-65

[. . . ]



Slide 65 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake’s QoS teachings

Dr. Mowry testimony:Claim 6[b]/10[c]: “said 
communication manager 
(CM) is adapted to 
forward said request 
(REQ) for a connection 
with communication 
channels each having a 
specific set of connection 
properties to said 
resource manager (RM)”

Reply (Paper 43), 17-19

Ex-1043, ¶¶83, 85, see also id. ¶¶ 83-87

[. . . ]



Slide 66 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake’s QoS teachings

Ex-1043 (Dr. Mowry Decl.), ¶¶88-93 

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 42-43, 47, 67, 69
Reply (Paper 43), 19-21

Claim 6[c]/10[e]: “said 
resource manager (RM) 
responding with the 
availability of the 
requested connection 
to said communication 
manager (CM)”

Drake:

Ex-1003 (Dr. Mowry Decl.), ¶¶133 , 197



Slide 67 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake’s QoS teachings

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 42-43
Reply (Paper 43), 19-21

Claim 6[c]/10[e]: “said 
resource manager (RM) 
responding with the 
availability of the 
requested connection 
to said communication 
manager (CM)”

Drake:

Ex-1006, 4:55-65, 8:20-29, 14:22-27



Slide 68 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Drake’s QoS teachings

Dr. Mowry testimony: Claim 6[c]/10[e]: “said 
resource manager (RM) 
responding with the 
availability of the 
requested connection to 
said communication 
manager (CM)”

Reply (Paper 43), 19-21

Ex-1043, ¶¶90, 92; see also id. ¶¶88-93 



Goossens2003, Goossens2002:
Printed Publication Prior Art



Slide 70 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Goossens2003, Goossens 2002 Are Prior Art 

Priority date: October 7, 2003

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 3, 7-8



Slide 71 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Goossens2003 Is Prior Art 

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 8-10
Reply (Paper 43), 24-25

Declaration of UT Librarian Sean 
O’Bryan: Textbook catalogued by 
April 2003 (Ex-1027)

Declaration of Librarian Sylvia Hall-
Ellis, Ph.D: Textbook catalogued by 
May 2003 (Ex-1035)



Slide 72 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Goossens2002 Is Prior Art 

Petition (-01081 IPR, Paper 1), 8-10
Reply (Paper 43), 26-28

Declaration of Gordon MacPherson, 
IEEE records custodian (Ex-1025)

Goossens2002 publication 
(Ex-1005)



Slide 73 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Goossens2002 Is Prior Art 

Reply (Paper 43), 26-28

Declaration of librarian Sylvia D. 
Hall-Ellis, Ph.D.  (Ex-1046)

Declaration of Prof. Nikil Dutt, Ph.D 
(attended DATE 2002) (Ex-1044) 

(Ex-1047 – Linda Hall Library 
copy (Kansas City, MO))

(Ex-1039 – DATE Archives)



Slide 74 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Goossens2002 Is Prior Art 

Reply (Paper 43), 26-28

U.S. Copyright Office Record 
(Ex-1038)

Library of Congress Record 
(Ex-1048)
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