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UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION 
Washington, D.C. 

Before the Honorable Bryan F. Moore 
Administrative Law Judge  

In the Matter of 

CERTAIN COMPACT WALLETS AND 
COMPONENTS THEREOF 

Investigation No. 337-TA-1355 

REBUTTAL EXPERT REPORT OF DR. THOMAS R. KURFESS 
REGARDING ALLEGED INVALIDITY AND MATERIALITY 
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I, Dr. Thomas R. Kurfess, Ph.D., P.E., hereby declare as follows: 

1. I am over the age of 18 and competent to make this declaration. 

2. I have been retained by K&L Gates LLP (“counsel”) to provide technical services 

and opinions relating to the matter of U.S. Patent No. 10,791,808 (which I sometimes refer to 

herein as the “’808 Patent”).  The opinions and comments formulated during this assessment are 

based on observations and information available at the time in the Investigation. 

3. In the paragraphs that follow, I explain my conclusions that Respondents’ expert, 

Dr. Kimberly Cameron, has not established that the asserted claims of U.S. Patent No. 10,791,808 

(the “‘808 Patent”) are invalid.  I further explain the evidence and analysis, and all the reasons, 

based upon which I have reached these conclusions.  If Dr. Cameron is permitted to offer the 

opinions contained in her August 25, 2023 Expert Report Regarding Invalidity of U.S. Patent No. 

10,791,808 (“Cameron Opening Report”), I expect to testify at an evidentiary hearing on the issues 

and opinions set forth in this report and any supplemental reports or declarations that I may prepare 

for this litigation in the future.  I also expect to testify at trial with respect to the matters addressed 

by Dr. Cameron or if asked about these matters by the Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) or by 

the parties’ counsel.  I may also testify on other matters relevant to this case set forth in other 

expert reports or declarations, or if asked by the ALJ or by the parties’ counsel. 

4. I also may present demonstrative or illustrative exhibits at trial to explain my 

opinions and the reasons for them to the jury. 

5. In forming my opinions, I have relied on my knowledge and experience in the 

relevant technology, as well as documents and information referred to in this report. 

6. The findings presented herein are made to a reasonable degree of scientific 

certainty. I have made every effort to accurately and completely investigate all areas of concern 
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identified during our investigation. I reserve the right to supplement this declaration if and when 

new information becomes available after this declaration is signed, including, but not limited to, 

additional discovery or documents, opinions of the court, and opinions and testimony of other 

experts in this Investigation. I reserve the right to respond to any opinions offered by other experts 

and to any testimony offered at any hearing in this matter.  And, I reserve the right to create 

graphics or demonstratives to support my opinions if called to testify at a hearing. 

I. BACKGROUND 

7. I have been retained by counsel to offer opinions on behalf of Complainant The 

Ridge Wallet LLC (“Ridge”) in this Investigation.  

8. I have been retained on behalf of Ridge, in the instant Report, to respond to an 

expert report regarding alleged patent invalidity and materiality submitted on behalf of 

Respondents: (1) Shenzhen Pincan Technology Co. Ltd. d/b/a ARW-Wallet (“ARW”) and (2) 

Shenzhen Swztech Co., Ltd d/b/a SWZA (“SWZA”) (“Respondents”)  

9. I am being compensated for my time in connection with this proceeding at my 

standard consulting rate, which is $650 per hour. My compensation is not contingent upon my 

findings, testimony rendered, or the outcome of this Investigation. 

A. Qualifications 

10. I received my Ph.D. in 1989 from Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) in 

Mechanical Engineering. Prior to that, I received dual S.M. degrees in Electrical Engineering & 

Computer Science and Mechanical Engineering. I received my S.B. in Mechanical Engineering in 

1986, also from MIT. 

11. I serve as the Chief Manufacturing Officer of the Georgia Institute of Technology, 

as well as the Executive Director of the Georgia Tech Manufacturing Institute.  I am also a 
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Professor of mechanical engineering and HUSCO/Ramirez Distinguished Chair in Fluid Power 

and Motion Control 

12. I have extensive experience in academia, governmental organizations, and private 

industries. 

13. My primary research areas include Manufacturing and Automation & 

Mechatronics, advanced automation, precision manufacturing, metrology, and technology policy. 

14. I focus on the design and development of advanced systems targeting complex 

production and optimization of products. My focus spans a wide array of technologies, including 

high precision manufacturing and metrology systems, as well as national and international 

manufacturing policy. 

15. I have worked on a variety of mechatronic and robotic systems in my career that 

include components and machines that are used is producing and assembling consumer products 

such as the wallets that are being considered. I have also authored several different book chapters 

and papers that discuss manufacturing and robotic systems and their implementation. I have taught 

engineering courses at both the undergraduate and graduate levels on the topics of mechanical 

design, control theory, robotics and advanced dynamics, and real-time signal processing and 

control, all of which are applicable to the manufacturing sector. 

16. I began my academic career at Carnegie Mellon University where I rose to the rank 

of Associate Professor. In 1994, I moved to the Georgia Institute of Technology and was appointed 

Professor in the George W. Woodruff School of Mechanical Engineering. In 2005, I was named 

Professor and BMW Chair of Manufacturing in the Department of Mechanical Engineering at 

Clemson University’s International Center for Automotive Research. In 2012, I returned to 

Georgia Tech as a Professor of Mechanical Engineering and the HUSCO/Ramirez Distinguished 
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Chair in Fluid Power and Motion Control. From 2019 to 2022, I was on a three-year leave of 

absence to serve as the Chief Manufacturing Officer for Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL). 

My responsibility at ORNL was to develop and execute a long-range plan for advanced 

manufacturing as it applies to ORNL, national laboratories, and the United States of America. 

17. Between 2012 and 2013, I took leave to serve as the Assistant Director for 

Advanced Manufacturing at the Office of Science and Technology Policy in the Executive Office 

of the President of the United States of America. In this position, I was responsible for engaging 

the Federal sector and the greater scientific community to identify possible areas for policy actions 

related to manufacturing. In this role, I also coordinated Federal advanced manufacturing R&D, 

addressing issues related to technology commercialization, identifying gaps in current Federal 

R&D in advanced manufacturing, and developing strategies to address these gaps. 

18. Additionally, I have served as a special consultant of the United Nations to the 

Government of Malaysia in the area of applied mechatronics and manufacturing, and as a 

participating guest at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory’s Precision Engineering 

Program. I also served as President for the Society of Manufacturing Engineers in 2018. 

19. Currently, I serve on the Board of Governors for the American Society of 

Mechanical Engineers, the National Center for Manufacturing Sciences, and the National Center 

for Defense Manufacturing and Machining, and on the Board of Trustees for the MT Connect 

Institute.  I am also the President of the American Society of Mechanical Engineers. 

20. I have significant experience in high precision manufacturing and metrology 

systems, which I bring to bear in this case. 

21. I have received several awards identified on my CV, attached hereto as Exhibit 1—

I am a Fellow of the American Association for the Advancement of Science, the Society of 
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Manufacturing Engineers, and the American Society of Mechanical Engineers, and an elected 

member of the U.S. National Academy of Engineering. 

B. Materials Considered 

22. In addition to my years of experience, I have considered at least the following 

materials in performing my analysis for this Declaration:  the materials listed in Dr. Cameron’s 

Opening Expert Report; (2) the August 14, 2023 Declaration of Scott Kaminski; (3) documents 

cited in the August 14, 2023 Declaration of Scott Kaminski; (4) certain Archive.org pages 

regarding a website belonging to a company doing business as “Storus;” and (5) and any other 

document referred to herein 

II. LEGAL FRAMEWORK 

23. I understand that the terms of a patent should generally have their plain and ordinary 

meaning in the field of the invention as understood by a person having ordinary skill in the art; 

this term is sometimes shortened to “POSA” or a “POSITA.” 

A. Person of Ordinary Skill in the Art 

24. I understand from counsel that the ALJ has made the following findings with regard 

to the qualifications of a POSA in connection with the ’808 Patent: 

Accordingly, I find that a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the ’808 
patent would have at least a bachelor’s degree in engineering or related fields, and 
some experience working in analyzing, designing, or creating mechanical devices 
such as wallets. More education (e.g., a Master’s degree) or work experience in the 
relevant field may compensate for a deficit in one of the relevant qualifications 
stated above. 
 

Ex. 3 at 6.  I agree with that conclusion, and have applied the ALJ’s findings herein. 

25. I am qualified to offer opinions as a POSA, as that term is defined by the ALJ, and 

throughout this report have used this baseline to offer my opinions. 

Page 6 of 116 RIDGE EXHIBIT 2014 
Shenzhen Pincan Tech. Co. Ltd. v. The Ridge Wallet LLC 

IPR2024-00340



  

7 
 

III. THE ALJ’S ADOPTED CLAIM CONSTRUCTIONS 

26. I understand that the parties have agreed on the meaning of several claim terms, 

and that the parties previously disputed the meaning of several claim terms.  I understand that the 

ALJ has adopted the parties’ agreed constructions and has ruled on the disputed constructions as 

follows: 

Claim Term ALJ’S Adopted Construction 
“channeling means” (Claim 1) Function:  “to minimize the profile of the wallet and 

hold position of the at least one encircling band with 
respect to each rigid plate while allowing freedom for 
the dynamic extension and contraction of the band 
over the entire running length thereof.” 
 
Structure:  “a groove spanning the extent of one or 
more of the rigid plates or a longitudinal bore through 
one or more of the rigid plates” 

“auxiliary feature” (Claims 1, 14) Plain and ordinary meaning 
“undercut” (Claims 1, 14) Plain and ordinary meaning 
“hook” (Claims 1, 14) Plain and ordinary meaning 
“interposed” (Claims 1, 14) Plain and ordinary meaning* 
“minimal silhouette” (Claims 1, 14) Plain and ordinary meaning* 
“minimize the profile” (Claim 1) Plain and ordinary meaning* 

27. I note that for the terms where I have included an asterisk above, Respondents 

previously contended that these terms were indefinite.  I submitted an expert declaration opining 

that they are not indefinite, and that the plain and ordinary meaning should govern.  The ALJ 

adopted my opinions, and found that these claim terms are not indefinite. 

28. I have applied the above constructions throughout my infringement and domestic 

industry, technical prong analysis herein.  

IV. LEGAL STANDARDS 

29. I am not a legal expert and offer no opinions on the law.  In preparation for this 

report, counsel has informed me of certain legal standards as they relate to patent law.  A summary 

of the relevant legal standards I applied in my analysis appear below. 
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A. The Presumption of Validity 

30. I understand that all patents enjoy a presumption of validity.  In other words, patents 

are presumed to have been correctly issued by the United States Patent and Trademark Office 

(“USPTO”) after undergoing a rigorous examination process.   

31. For this reason, I understand that Respondents’ burden to prove invalidity of the 

claims of the ‘808 Patent is a high burden.  Specifically, I am informed that the burden for proving 

a patent claim is invalid is one of “clear and convincing evidence.” I understand that one way this 

standard has been articulated is as follows: Clear and convincing evidence is evidence that 

produces a firm belief or conviction as to the truth of the matter sought to be established.  It is 

evidence so clear, direct, weighty, and convincing as to enable one to come to a clear conviction 

without hesitancy. 

32. I understand that clear and convincing evidence is a higher burden than the 

“preponderance of the evidence” standard used to show infringement and the technical prong of 

the domestic industry requirement.  While a preponderance of the evidence requires only that the 

issue sought to be proved is more likely than not (i.e., greater than 50%), clear and convincing 

evidence is a higher hurdle to overcome.  I analyzed Dr. Cameron’s Opening Report with this 

understanding in mind.   

33. I also understand that the first step in determining either validity or infringement is 

to properly construe the claims, something which the ALJ has done in this case as I explain below. 

B. Anticipation under 35 U.S.C. § 102 

34. I understand that, for a single prior art reference to be anticipating under 35 U.S.C. 

§ 102, it must disclose each element of the claim, arranged as set forth in the claim.  If a reference 

fails to expressly disclose one or more elements of the patent claim, the claim is anticipated only 

if the missing elements are disclosed inherently in the reference. 
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35. To establish such inherency, the evidence must make clear to a person of ordinary 

skill in the art that the missing claim element is necessarily present in the prior art reference or is 

the inevitable outcome of the process or thing that is explicitly described in the prior art reference.  

Inherency may not be established by a possibility, or even probability, that a certain result may 

arise from a given set of circumstances. 

36. I understand that, to anticipate a patent claim, a prior art reference must have an 

enabling disclosure.  That is, to anticipate a patent claim, the reference must provide sufficient 

information to allow one skilled in the art to practice what is required by the patent claim without 

undue experimentation.  

37. I understand that, in order to show that a particular “publication” is prior art, the 

“publication” must have been sufficiently accessible to the public interested in the art, and that 

dissemination and public accessibility are keys to determining whether a reference was 

“published” in this sense.  Accessibility goes to the issue of whether interested members of the 

public could obtain the information if they wanted to do so.  

38. I understand that a reference is “publicly accessible” upon a satisfactory showing 

that the document has been disseminated or otherwise made available so that persons interested 

and ordinarily skilled in the subject matter, exercising reasonable diligence, can locate it.  By way 

of example, I understand that a document may not constitute a printed publication if a customary 

search would not have rendered the work reasonably accessible even to a person informed of its 

existence.  In this context, I have been informed that the Copyright Office’s housing of a reference 

does not necessarily show that the reference was made available such that persons interested and 

ordinarily skilled in the subject matter or art, exercising reasonable diligence, can locate it. 
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39. I understand that, in order to show that a particular product was prior art, one must 

establish that this prior art product was known or used by the public and was accessible to the 

public.  The knowledge or use is accessible to the public if there has been no deliberate attempt to 

keep it secret.  I understand that the secret use of the process coupled with the sale of the product 

does not result in a public use of the process unless the public could learn the claimed process by 

examining the product. 

C. Obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

40. I understand that a patent claim can be invalid under 35 U.S.C. § 103 if the claimed 

subject matter as a whole would have been “obvious” to a person of ordinary skill in the art 

(“POSITA” or “POSA” as Dr. Cameron refers to it) as of the priority date of the patent based upon 

one or more prior art references.  I understand that an obviousness analysis should consider each 

of the following so-called “Graham factors”: (1) the scope and content of the prior art; (2) the 

differences between the claims and the prior art; (3) the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art; 

and (4) secondary considerations, if any (such as unexpected results, commercial success, long-

felt but unsolved needs, failure of others, copying by others, licensing, and skepticism of experts). 

41. I understand that a conclusion of obviousness may be based upon either a single 

prior art reference or a combination of prior art references.  However, I understand that merely 

demonstrating that each of the claim elements was independently known in the prior art does not 

prove that a claim composed of several known elements is obvious.  In other words, I have been 

informed that obviousness requires more than a mere showing that the prior art includes separate 

references covering each limitation in a claim.  Rather, obviousness requires the additional 

showing that a person of ordinary skill at the time of the invention would have selected and 

combined those elements in the normal course of research and development to yield the claimed 

invention. 
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42. Moreover, I understand that it can be important to identify a reason that would have 

prompted a person of ordinary skill in the relevant field to combine the elements in a way the 

claimed new invention requires.  

43. I further understand that, to determine obviousness, courts look to the interrelated 

teachings of multiple patents or other prior art references, the effects of demands known to the 

design community or present in the marketplace, and the background knowledge possessed by a 

person having ordinary skill in the art. 

44. I also understand that, in determining whether a combination of prior art references 

renders a claim obvious, it may be helpful to consider whether there is some teaching, suggestion, 

or motivation to combine the references and a reasonable expectation of success in doing so.  I 

understand, however, that the teaching, suggestion, or motivation to combine inquiry is not 

required and may not be relied upon in lieu of the obviousness analysis outlined above. 

45. I understand that the following exemplary rationales may lead to a conclusion of 

obviousness: the combination of prior art elements according to known methods to yield 

predictable results; the substitution of one known element for another to obtain predictable results; 

and the use of known techniques to improve similar devices in the same way. 

46. However, a claim is not obvious if the improvement is more than the predictable 

use of prior art elements according to their established functions.  Similarly, a claim is not obvious 

if the application of a known technique is beyond the level of ordinary skill in the art. 

47. Further, when the prior art teaches away from combining certain known elements, 

discovery of successful means of combining them is not obvious.  I understand that similar subject 

matter may not be sufficient motivation for a person of skill in the art to combine references if the 

references have conflicting elements. 
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48. I understand that, in order to be used in an obviousness combination, a prior art 

reference must be “analogous.” I understand that a prior art reference may be analogous if it is in 

the same field of endeavor as the other references with which it is combined, or if the reference is 

reasonably pertinent to solving the problems the inventors of the patent-at-issue sought to solve. 

49. I understand that obviousness of a patent claim cannot properly be established 

through hindsight, and that elements from different prior art references, or different embodiments 

of a single prior art reference, cannot be selected to create the claimed invention using the invention 

itself as a roadmap.  I understand that the claimed invention as a whole must be compared to the 

prior art as a whole, and courts must avoid aggregating pieces of prior art through hindsight that 

would not have been combined absent the inventors’ insight. 

50. I understand that obviousness is not established by simply combining previously 

known elements from the prior art.  A patent composed of several elements is not proved obvious 

merely by demonstrating that each of its elements was independently known in the prior art.  An 

invention is unpatentable as obvious if the differences between the patented subject matter and the 

prior art would have been obvious at the time of invention to a person of ordinary skill in the art. 

51. I understand that obviousness of a patent cannot properly be established by mere 

conclusory statements.  Instead, there must be some articulated reasoning with some rational 

underpinning to support the legal conclusion of obviousness.  When an expert opines that all the 

elements of a claim disparately exist in the prior art, the expert should provide the rationale to 

combine the disparate references.  A reason for combining disparate prior art references is a critical 

component of an obviousness analysis.  The obviousness analysis should be made explicit and 

needs to provide an articulated reasoning with some rational underpinning to identify the reason 
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that would have prompted a person of ordinary skill in the relevant field to combine the elements 

in the way the claimed invention requires. 

52. I also understand that inventions in most, if not all, instances rely upon building 

blocks long since uncovered, and claimed discoveries almost of necessity will be combinations of 

what, in some sense, is already known.  This is another reason why merely pointing to the elements 

being known in the art in separate locations is not the end of the obviousness inquiry. 

53. I understand that technical experts may testify to matters like the level of skill in 

the art at the time of the invention and what a skilled artisan might find obvious in light of the prior 

art without addressing objective indicia of non-obviousness.  However, where an expert purports 

to testify not just to certain factual components underlying the obviousness inquiry, but to the 

ultimate question of obviousness, the expert must consider all factors relevant to that ultimate 

question, including all objective evidence of nonobviousness.  Accordingly, I have undertaken 

such considerations here. 

54. I understand that, to render obvious a patent claim, the prior art references must be 

enabling.  That is, the references must provide sufficient information to allow one skilled in the art 

to practice what is required by the patent claim without undue experimentation.  I understand that, 

while a prior art reference may support any finding apparent to a person of ordinary skill in the art, 

prior art references that address different problems may not, depending on the art and 

circumstances, support an inference that the skilled artisan would consult both of them 

simultaneously. 

55. I also understand that obviousness does not exist where the prior art discourages or 

teaches away from the claimed invention. 
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56. I also understand that in evaluating whether patent claims are invalid as obvious, 

objective indicia of nonobviousness can be considered.  Such objective indicia of nonobviousness 

can include: 

(a) long-felt and unmet need in the art that was satisfied by the invention of the patent; 

(b) failure of others to achieve the results of the invention; 

(c) commercial success or lack thereof of the products and processes covered by the 

invention; 

(d) deliberate copying of the invention by others in the field; 

(e) taking of licenses under the patent by others; 

(f) whether the invention was contrary to the accepted wisdom of the prior art; 

(g) expression of disbelief or skepticism by those skilled in the art upon learning of the 

invention; 

(h) unexpected results achieved by the invention; 

(i) praise of the invention by others skilled in the art; and 

(j) lack of contemporaneous and independent invention by others. 

57. I understand that the obviousness analysis requires a comparison of the properly 

construed claim language to the prior art on a limitation-by-limitation basis. 

58. I understand that obviousness must be proven by clear and convincing evidence. 

D. Avoidance of Impermissible Hindsight 

59. It is my further understanding that although the “teaching, suggestion or 

motivation” test is not the sole test for judging whether art can be combined for the purposes of an 

obviousness assertion, the use of “impermissible hindsight” is still inappropriate when making 

such an assertion. 
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60. I understand that it is impermissible to use hindsight to arrive at the claimed 

invention.  My understanding is that to preclude hindsight in the obviousness analysis, which I 

understand to be improper, there must be evidence, at the time of the invention, there was some 

rationale or reason to make the variation or combination.  While this reason can come in the form 

of a teaching, suggestion, or motivation, such a rigid test is not required.  Exemplary rationales 

that may support a conclusion of obviousness include: 

(A) Combining prior art elements according to known methods to yield predictable results; 

(B) Simple substitution of one known element for another to obtain predictable results; 

(C) Use of known technique to improve similar devices (methods, or products) in the same 

way; 

(D) Applying a known technique to a known device (method, or product) ready for 

improvement to yield predictable results; 

(E) “Obvious to try” – choosing from a finite number of identified, predictable solutions, 

with a reasonable expectation of success; 

(F) Known work in one field of endeavor may prompt variations of it for use in either the 

same field or a different one based on design incentives or other market forces if the 

variations are predictable to one of ordinary skill in the art; 

(G) Some teaching, suggestion, or motivation in the prior art that would have led one of 

ordinary skill to modify the prior art reference or to combine prior art reference teachings 

to arrive at the claimed invention. 
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This list is not exhaustive, but it is instructive as to the types of reasons that are acceptable.  

Regardless, there must be some sort of factual underpinning to the rationale to support a finding 

of obviousness, and these factual underpinnings are paramount to ensuring that hindsight bias does 

not impermissibly infect an obviousness opinion.  For example, an invention composed of several 

elements is not proved obvious merely by demonstrating that each of its elements was, 

independently, known in the prior art. 

E. Rebutting Assertions of Invalidity 

61. Unlike proving infringement or the technical prong of the domestic industry 

requirement (where all elements of the asserted claims must be found in the accused product), to 

rebut an assertion of invalidity, it is my understanding that it is only necessary to show that at least 

one of the limitations of an Asserted Claim is not found in the prior art.  That is what I have done 

herein.  Moreover, my decision not to address certain elements of the Asserted Claims in this 

rebuttal expert report should not be considered to be an admission that those other limitations are 

found in the art cited by Dr. Cameron or that any alleged combination is proper.   

V. SUMMARY OF OPINIONS REGARDING PATENT VALIDITY 

62. In my opinion, none of the prior art Dr. Cameron relies on, alone or in the 

combinations she proposes, renders the claims of the ‘808 Patent invalid.   

63. With regard to the instances in which Dr. Cameron relies on combinations of prior 

art references, it is my opinion that Dr. Cameron has not articulated a sufficient basis (or rationale) 

for combinability.  Instead, she generally relies on improper hindsight bias, using the claims of the 

‘808 Patent as a blueprint to piece together the prior art references. 

64. In addition, at least the thing she refers to as SMCII does not constitute prior art, so 

it cannot be the basis for a determination of patent invalidity.   
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65. Finally, Dr. Cameron’s opinions about “materiality” are incorrect under my 

understanding of the law.  The SMCII is not prior art, and thus cannot be material, and in any event 

the potential relevance of the SMCII to invalidity did not even exist until after the ‘808 Patent 

issued.  Therefore, the lawsuit itself is also not material under my understanding of the law. 

VI. RESPONSE TO DR. CAMERON’S BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE PRIOR ART 
REFERENCES 

66. Dr. Cameron includes a summary of the various items she contends constitute prior 

art in this case at pages 31-40 of her Opening Expert Report.  I provide my brief commentary and 

reactions to her summaries below. 

A. U.S. PATENT NO. 9,125,464 (“MINN”) 

67. Minn was a reference that was considered during examination of the ‘808 Patent, 

and thus the claims of the ‘808 Patent are presumed valid over it.  In fact, Minn was used to reject 

the claims, indicating that the Examiner considered that reference so thoroughly that he used it in 

an office action, and the applicant overcame the rejections based on the same. 

68. Minn operates as Dr. Cameron describes, but there are three important things to 

note about its disclosure.   

69. First, Minn only contains a single, circular band, as compared to the three-sided 

band described and shown in the ‘808 Patent: 
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70. Thus, it does not hold cards or other content as securely as the ‘808 Patent’s designs, 

as cards can be inserted, pushed too far through the wallet, and come out the other side. 

71. Second, Minn does not contain a clear disclosure that any of its finger indentations 

line up from the front face all the way through to the back face.  Instead, Minn appears to rely on 

a design where a finger notch in some, but not all, layers is used to permit the materials held only 

in specific layers to be pushed out of the wallet. 

72. Third, Minn is based on a design whereby a pair of t-shaped openings in the surfaces 

engage a band, but the band does not wrap all the way around the outside of the plates.  What this 

means is that the footprint of the plates of Minn is actually larger than the largest contents that can 
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be held therein, so Minn does not achieve the profile minimalization or silhouette reductions 

obtained in the ‘808 Patent.  This is not surprising because the novel arrangement of the bands and 

grooves/channeling means in the ‘808 Patent are the features that permit the device to have a 

footprint that matches credit card contents while still permitting expansion to accommodate differ 

B. U.S. PATENT NO. 7,527,081 (“COATES”) 

73. Coates was a reference that was considered during examination of the ‘808 Patent, 

and thus the claims of the ‘808 Patent are presumed valid over it.  In fact, Coates was used to reject 

the claims, indicating that the Examiner considered that reference so thoroughly that he used it in 

an office action, and the applicant overcame the rejections based on the same. 

74. Coates describes a product of substantially different design than those described in, 

for example, Minn or the ‘808 Patent.  In particular, Coates describes product that has multiple 

panels or segments than be folded on top of each other in a bifold configuration: 

Page 19 of 116 RIDGE EXHIBIT 2014 
Shenzhen Pincan Tech. Co. Ltd. v. The Ridge Wallet LLC 

IPR2024-00340



  

20 
 

 

75. That means that the design considerations are substantially different than a situation 

where a pair of rigid panels essentially sandwiches card-like contents therebetween; the 

considerations about where and how to dispose the elastic are drastically different, and the design 

considerations for how the elastic stretches and contracts are different.   

76. Thus, while Dr. Cameron may be correct about a teaching of a “groove” (Cameron 

Opening Report at ¶111), the groove is inapplicable in the context of a product having a design 

like what is seen in the ‘808 Patent. 

C. U.S. PATENT NO. 5,944,080 (“PODWIKA”) 

77. Podwika was a reference that was considered during examination of the ‘808 

Patent, and thus the claims of the ‘808 Patent are presumed valid over it.  In fact, Podwika was 
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used to reject the claims, indicating that the Examiner considered that reference so thoroughly that 

he used it in an office action, and the applicant overcame the rejections based on the same. 

78. Podwika is a very different design for a device to hold cards and cash.  It is much 

more akin to wrapping an elastic band around several cards than to a product with two rigid plates 

that sandwich cards and other contents therebetween: 

 

79. It is a rudimentary device where the band can easily be added to and removed from 

the plate that forms the device, and as such there is no need for laminate-construction plates or any 

of the other features recited in the ‘808 Patent’s claims. 

D. U.S. PATENT 7,334,616 (“KAMINSKI”) 

80. Kaminski was a reference that was considered during examination of the ‘808 

Patent, and thus the claims of the ‘808 Patent are presumed valid over it.  Kaminski was not cited 

by the Examiner, which makes sense to me given how different Kaminski is from the claims of 

the ‘808 Patent. 

81. Kaminski is directed to a device similar to the one shown in Coates, meaning that 

it too is not about a device with a pair of opposing rigid plates to sandwich card-like contents.   
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82. This is particularly true with regard to the teachings Dr. Cameron relies on from 

Kaminski:  a purportedly removable money clip.  But given the simplicity of the device of 

Kaminski (i.e., a single piece of plastic into which a money clip can be snapped), the purportedly 

relevant teachings are not actually relevant to a device like that described in the ‘808 Patent.  It is 

therefore unsurprising that certain claim elements are simply missing from Kaminski, such as the 

requirement for an undercut of a recess with which certain other components engage. 
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E. U.S. PATENT APPLICATION PUBLICATION 2006/0010661 
(“MURPHY”) 

83. Murphy was not considered during examination of the ‘808 Patent, which is 

unsurprising given that it is a simple, straightforward money clip without any kind of card 

holder/wallet disclosure: 

 

84. In my opinion, disclosures like this are not relevant to the primary references Dr. 

Cameron relies on because this is essentially a paperclip made of bent metal.  I describe the impact 

this has on combinability (namely, that a POSITA would not combine this reference with the 

primary references) in the charts I attach hereto as Exhibits A-C. 

F. U.S. PATENT 5,103,884 (“ROMAN”) 

85. Roman, like Murphy, was not considered during examination of the ‘808 Patent 

and like Murphy is irrelevant to the claims of the ‘808 Patent because it discloses a simple money 

clip without any kind of a card holder concept: 

Page 23 of 116 RIDGE EXHIBIT 2014 
Shenzhen Pincan Tech. Co. Ltd. v. The Ridge Wallet LLC 

IPR2024-00340



  

24 
 

 

86. Indeed, the fact that Roman happens to be detachable from a “wallet” proves its 

inapplicability to the ‘808 Patent:  Roman is directed to attaching a rigid device (a clip) to a non-

rigid (e.g., leather) device.  Thus, the design considerations, including the ease of removability, 

are drastically different than the considerations a POSITA would experience working with devices 

like those described and claimed in the ‘808 Patent. 

G. U.S. PATENT 8,381,360 (“PRESTON-HALL”) 

87. Preston-Hall was a reference that was considered during examination of the ‘808 

Patent, and thus the claims of the ‘808 Patent are presumed valid over it.  In fact, Preston-Hall was 

used to reject the claims, indicating that the Examiner considered that reference so thoroughly that 

he used it in an office action, and the applicant overcame the rejections based on the same. 

88. Dr. Cameron only uses Preston-Hall for its disclosure of woven elastic: 
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89. However, this device is akin to a simple elastic band, and would not be suited to 

devices like that described in the ‘808 Patent, which relies on a pair of credit-card sized rigid 

members. 

H. KICKSTARTER THE RIDGE WALLET 2.0 (“KANE”) 

90. Kane is actually a pair of Kickstarter pages that illustrate two different iterations of 

a wallet product.  But importantly missing from each is any kind of removable money clip (or 

other auxiliary component) that can be removed from one of the plates of the illustrated wallet.  

Instead, the money clip is always integrated with the rigid plates; in the event a change is desired, 

the entire rigid plate would need to be replaced. 
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91. In addition, I note that some of the illustrations rely on rivets, not screws, further

indicating that a POSITA would not have considered the features recited in the claims of the ‘808 

Patent in the prior art time frame; it was not until Mr. Kane, the inventor of the ‘808 Patent and 

the designer of the Kickstarter products, realized the value of a removable money clip that anybody 

(POSITA or otherwise) recognized the value of such a feature. 

92. The fact that the success of the Ridge product coincided not with the initial

Kickstarter, but with the timing of Mr. Kane’s further innovation about a removable money clip, 

further demonstrates that the missing feature in the Kickstarter pages was not a coincidence:  it 

was instead the case that the addition of the patented features was indeed a patentable 

improvement. 

93. I also note that Dr. Cameron’s attempt to use one word (Kane) to describe several

references with different designs is improper as I understand the law.  Absent a discussion of a 

motivation to combine the multiple different products, Dr. Cameron’s analysis is deficient as 

assessing a single reference called Kane. 

I. SMCII

94. Dr. Cameron contends that “SMCII is prior art as of 2011 based on an April 23,

2021 declaration from Scott Kaminski that was submitted in Case No. 2:20-cv-04556-AB-JC.”  

However, Dr. Cameron does not appear to have considered Mr. Kaminski’s August 14, 2023 

declaration, which I submit herewith as ` 1.  Viewing those two declarations together, it is 

apparent that Dr. Cameron cannot show that anything called SMCII constitutes prior art to the 

‘808 Patent under a clear and convincing evidence burden. 

95. Dr. Cameron also discusses several invoices, which she attached as Appendix F to

her Opening Expert Report.  Dr. Cameron apparently did not review the affidavits of several people 

associated with the entities listed on those purported invoices, which state that the invoices are 
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essentially either fabricated or do not reflect actual sales of products made at any point in time.  

Those documents are attached to the Kaminski declaration I attached as Appendix 1.  That, coupled 

with the August, 2023 declaration of Mr. Kaminski, demonstrates the unreliability of the April, 

2021 declaration that Dr. Cameron relies on in her report. 

96. Dr. Cameron cites to some design drawings that are attached to Mr. Kaminski’s

April, 2021 declaration.  Again, reviewing the August, 2023 declaration, it is clear that those design 

drawings do not establish clear and convincing evidence that any thing is, in fact, prior art. 

97. I also understand that Mr. Daniel Kane will discuss, at the hearing in this matter,

that as a market participant beginning in the 2014 timeframe, he (and Ridge) were unaware of 

anything being sold as SMCII prior to the late 2010’s or early 2020’s.  I understand that certain 

web pages from Archive.org (attached hereto as Appendix 2) confirm that the SMCII product was 

not available for purchase in the prior art time frame. 

98. Accordingly, it is my opinion that Dr. Cameron will not be able to show that

anything called SMCII qualified as prior art at an y time.  I therefore disagree with her statement 

that “SMCII is prior art as of 2011…” Cameron Opening Report at ¶ 137. 

99. My further disagreements and responses to Dr. Cameron’s claim chart (the so-

called Exhibit C-1 to the Cameron Opening Report) are detailed in my Responsive Exhibit C to 

this Rebuttal Report. 

VII. MOTIVATION TO COMBINE

100. Dr. Cameron’s report contains a section titled “Motivation to Combine

References.”  (Cameron Opening Report at 40-42).  However, that short section does not actually 

discuss motivations to combine the references she relies on; instead, it contains general 

observations that seem to parrot back what I understand the law says about motivation to combine.  

While I do not disagree with her statements of the law, it is my opinion that nothing in this section 
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actually pertains to the references or theories she articulates in her report.  Indeed, in the analysis, 

it appears that the only prior art reference mentioned by name is Murphy (referred to erroneously 

at one point as Murray).  Cameron Opening Report at ¶141. 

101. I provide my detailed motivation to combine analyses in my responsive Exhibits A, 

B, and C, but I note at the outset that one of the most glaring problems Dr. Cameron has is that she 

essentially attempts to bolt on a money clip to her base reference wallets without any basis or 

reason to do so.  Just because money clips were known does not mean that a POSITA would have 

been motivated to solve the problems solved in the ‘808 Patent involving how to incorporate 

removable money clip into a wallet with a pair of rigid plates, each rigid plate essentially being 

made of a “sandwich” of materials to permit an elastic band to run therebetween.  The solutions 

described and claimed in the ‘808 Patent represent unique solutions to problems not previously 

solved, and the lack of a reference that illustrates such a combination is in fact evidence that the 

concepts recited in the ‘808 Patent’s claims are novel and non-obviousness. 

VIII. SECONDARY CONSIDERATIONS OF NON-OBVIOUSNESS 

102. Dr. Cameron does not present any theories about secondary considerations, instead 

purporting to “reserve the right” to respond to anything Ridge does in the future.  (Cameron 

Opening Report at ¶158.   

103. I understand that Ridge has asserted certain secondary considerations of non-

obviousness, to wit: 

Nevertheless, Ridge states as follows with regard to substantial secondary 
considerations evidence of non-obviousness. The astronomical success of Ridge’s 
domestic patent products, which only occurred when those products started to 
incorporate features like those disclosed and claimed in the ’808 Patent (and thus 
has nexus to the ’808 Patent), is a secondary consideration of non-obviousness. In 
addition, the extensive copying of Ridge’s domestic patent products (including the 
patented features of the products), including by SWZA, ARW, Mosaic, and the 
non-responding Respondents, constitutes a secondary consideration of non-
obviousness. This fact pattern establishes that the ’808 Patent satisfies a long-felt, 
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but unresolved need in the industry, and is reflective of commercial success. In 
particular, Respondent Mosaic’s commercial failings are evidence of secondary 
considerations of non-obviousness. For all these reasons, Ridge asserts that there 
are substantial secondary considerations of non-obviousness  

I agree with the above statement, and believe that these theories (and the evidence underlying the 

same) supports that the claims of the ‘808 Patent are non-obvious.  Particularly since I 

understand that Ridge’s sales history ties temporally to its inventions embodied in the ‘808 

Patent (as compared to earlier iterations of its products), there is a nexus between the success 

Ridge had in the marketplace and the claims of the ‘808 Patent, demonstrating that the claims are 

non-obvious.  I also note that the depositions of SWZA’s and ARW’s corporate representatives, 

which I discussed in my opening report, indicate that those entities bought products from 

factories that were copying Ridge’s designs in bulk in 2020 (but not before), further 

demonstrating that it was the ‘808 Patent’s claimed technology that drives the success not just of 

Ridge’s products but also of the factories abroad that permit infringers like SWZA and ARW to 

infringe. 

104. In addition, I understand that Ridge has had success in convincing certain infringers 

to cease and desist further sales of infringing wallets, which suggests that those third parties 

recognize the validity of the ‘808 Patent.  I also understand that Mosaic, a prior respondent in this 

Investigation, agreed to cease and desist from making the product that was accused of infringement 

as a part of its settlement with Ridge.  These types of agreements are secondary considerations 

evidence that further support a conclusion that the ‘808 Patent claims are not obvious. 

105. I reserve the right to further address any actual theories Dr. Cameron presents, if 

she is allowed to present them, on the issue of secondary considerations in the future. 
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IX. INEQUITABLE CONDUCT 

106. Dr. Cameron presents, for the first time in this case, an “analysis” of inequitable 

conduct.  In point of fact, she states that she believes certain items are “material” to patentability, 

saying that “SMCII and materials from the district court case are material to the patentability of 

the Asserted Claims and therefore should have been disclosed to the Patent Office.”  I understand 

that this theory is belated, and thus should not have been presented. 

107. Nevertheless, it is my opinion that nothing called “SMCII” can be considered 

material to patentability of the ‘808 Patent claims because there is no evidence that something 

called SMCII is actually prior art to anything.  As I noted above, there is substantial doubt about 

was sold and whether bearing the SMCII moniker, and indeed the evidence indicates that if 

something called SMCII was in fact ever sold, it was sold more recently (e.g., 2019). 

108. Regarding “materials from the district court case,” I understand that the law only 

holds district court case materials to be material after an assertion of invalidity has been levied.  

Since the ‘808 patent was not added to the case until after it issued, there cannot have been an 

invalidity theory presented in the district court case at a time when it could have been submitted 

to the USPTO.  Thus, it would be impossible for the district court case, which didn’t include the 

‘808 Patent until after it had issued, to have been disclosed to the office prior to issuance of the 

‘808 Patent. 

X. CONCLUSION 

109. For the reasons outlined above, I disagree with Dr. Cameron’s opinions about 

invalidity and inequitable conduct.  To the contrary, the claims of the ‘808 Patent, which were 

allowed over much of the prior art Dr. Cameron relies on, are valid and enforceable under my 

understanding of the law. 
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110. I understand that Respondents did not present contentions on invalidity during the 

pendency of the case, and as such Ridge asserts that Dr. Cameron’s opinions are procedurally 

improper.  Irrespective of the procedural impropriety, I note that I only first became aware of 

Respondents’ theories of invalidity when I saw Dr. Cameron’s opening report.  As such, I reserve 

the right to further respond to her opinions, including in the event she is allowed to add further 

opinions (e.g., regarding secondary considerations), and to the extent she provides more clarity 

around her current opinions. 

111. I declare that all statements made of my own knowledge are true and that all 

statements made on information and belief are believed to be true, and that these statements were 

made with the knowledge that willful false statements and the like are punishable by fine or 

imprisonment, or both, under section 1001 of Title 18 of the United States Code. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Dr. Thomas R. Kurfess, Ph.D. P.E.  
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RESPONSE TO DR. CAMERON’S EXHIBIT A 

As an initial matter, I note that Dr. Cameron relies on seven (7) various prior art references 

in combination to conclude that the analysis in Exhibit A renders the claims of the ‘808 Patent 

obvious.  I do not believe Dr. Cameron has articulated any rational basis to make the combinations 

she articulates, and instead believe that the sheer number of references, as well as her “pick and 

choose” approach to combination, indicates that in fact the combination she proposes is based on 

improper hindsight reconstruction.   

In addition, at least U.S. Patent No. 9,125,464 to Minn, U.S. Patent No. 7,334,616 to 

Kaminski, U.S. Patent No. 5,944,080 to Podwika, U.S. Patent No. 7,527,081 to Coates, and U.S. 

Patent No. 8,381,380 to Preston-Hall were all considered during examination of the ‘808 Patent.  

This not only confirms the presumption of validity I understand attaches to an issued U.S. Patent 

should be especially applicable here, but also indicates that the patent examiner agreed with me 

that the ‘808 Patent claims are patentable over the prior art on which Dr. Cameron relies in Exhibit 

A.   

And while U.S. Patent Application Publication 2006/0010661 to Murphy and U.S. Patent 

5,103,884 to Roman were not cited on the face of the ‘808 Patent, those references are particularly 

irrelevant to the claims of the ‘808 Patent.  Both of these references show only conventional, stand-

alone money clips and neither provides an indication or suggestion to include it in an overall 

wallet-type product.  Accordingly, the teaching of these two references is immaterial to the inquiry, 

as there is no reason whatsoever to include those teachings in any of the other, “base” references. 

With regard to Dr. Cameron’s analysis itself, I provide the following responses, on an 

element-by-element basis. 
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Element Claim Language Analysis 

1pre A compact wallet, comprising: Dr. Cameron cites to three disparate 
references in this element, but does not 
indicate any rationale for combining the 
references and certainly does not describe 
what the combination would look like.  To 
the extent she is relying here on some kind 
of a combination of references, her 
analysis is deficient. 

1a at least two rigid plates interposed 
to sandwich cardlike contents 
there between, each rigid plate 
having a longitudinal extent; 

Dr. Cameron relies only on Minn for this 
reference.  As will be detailed below, the 
“longitudinal extents” Dr. Cameron 
identifies in Minn demonstrate why the 
Minn reference is deficient in the elements 
that require minimizing the profile and the 
“minimal silhouette” are not met:  in Minn, 
the plates Dr. Cameron identifies are 
substantially larger in footprint than the 
contents of the wallet, as is demonstrated 
by the following figure from Dr. 
Cameron’s report: 

  
Accordingly, Dr. Cameron’s opinion on 
this claim element demonstrates the 
deficiency of her analysis in later claim 
elements. 
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1b at least one encircling elastic 
band interposed with the at least 
two rigid plates along 
longitudinal extents thereof to 
bias them inwardly and securely 
hold the card-like contents while 
providing elastic volume there 
between for adding or removing 
contents; 

Dr. Cameron has not demonstrated why the 
purported “at least one encircling elastic 
band” in Minn “securely holds the card-
like contents.”  In particular, in Minn, the 
elastic band is only wrapped around two 
ends of the wallet, meaning that contents 
slid into the wallet from one long side can 
also be slid out of the wallet from the other 
long side.  Accordingly, it is my opinion 
that Dr. Cameron cannot demonstrate that 
the at least one encircling elastic band she 
identifies does what is required by this 
claim element. 

1c a channeling means configured to 
minimize the profile of the wallet 
and hold position of the at least 
one encircling elastic band with 
respect to each rigid plate while 
allowing freedom for the dynamic 
extension and contraction of the 
band over the entire running 
length thereof; and, 

Dr. Cameron has not even attempted to 
apply the appropriate construction of 
“channeling means,” and as an initial 
matter her analysis is therefore deficient.  
In addition, Dr. Cameron asserts (without 
citation) that her purported modification 
“would be desirable to minimize the profile 
of the wallet.”  This deficient analysis 
plainly illustrates the hindsight bias Dr. 
Cameron uses to construct her multiple-
reference combination, and in my opinion 
is not sufficient to support any 
modification, much less the modification 
that would be required to result in this 
claim limitation. 
 
In addition, the structure of Podwika is 
substantially different than that of Minn 
(and of the ‘808 Patent claims):  Podwika 
is a single piece of material with an elastic 
band, akin to wrapping an elastic band 
around a credit card and sliding money into 
the elastic band.  It does not include the 
required at least two rigid plates, and as 
such substantial (and unsupported) 
modification would be needed to Minn, 
Podwika, and/or the combination, to result 
in something that even has the correct 
overall structure.  Dr. Cameron has 
provided no rational basis to make such 
modifications. 
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Coats has a similarly disparate structure, 
disclosing essentially a billfold with 
multiple panels that can be folded against 
one another.  Thus irrespective of whether 
Coates discloses an adhered panel over a 
groove, as Dr. Cameron asserts, Dr. 
Cameron has provided no rationale for 
modifying Minn and/or Coates to result in 
something like the structure of the ‘808 
Patent.  Due to the difference in structure 
between Coates and Minn and between 
Coates and the ‘808 Patent, it is my 
opinion that there is, in fact, no reason to 
make the proposed modifications. 
 
Moreover, because the combination of 
primary references Dr. Cameron appears to 
rely on provide for plates that extend 
relatively substantially beyond the 
footprint of cards and the like held 
therebetween, the combination she 
proposes (even if proper) would not 
“minimize the profile” of any compact 
wallet.  For this additional reason, Dr. 
Cameron’s analysis is deficient. 

1d an auxiliary feature removably 
attached to at least one of the at 
least two rigid plates, the 
auxiliary feature having a tang 
insertable into a recess formed 
inside the at least two rigid plates, 
the tang having a hook, the hook 
extending at an angle to the tang, 
the hook engaging an undercut of 
the recess to prevent inadvertent 
dislodgement of the auxiliary 
feature from the recess; 

This element contains Dr. Cameron’s most 
egregious “cobbling together” of prior art 
reference using only hindsight bias, and 
using the claims as a blueprint to piece the 
prior art together. 
 
Dr. Cameron does not mention her primary 
references (e.g., Minn) in this element 
because those references do not teach or 
suggest any kind of a money clip 
arrangement.  Instead, she leads by talking 
about the Kaminski patent, which is a 
plastic, two-part wallet that is nothing like 
the compact wallet (including the pair of 
rigid plates) described in the ‘808 Patent.  
Dr. Cameron provides no motivation or 
other rationale to incorporate what 
essentially amount to standalone money 
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clips with a wallet whose structure includes 
a pair of rigid plates that accommodate 
elastic to permit expansion and to provide 
the other beneficial features recited in the 
claims of the ‘808 Patent.   
 
Dr. Cameron also fails to indicate why the 
item in Kaminski she identifies as the 
“auxiliary feature” is “removably 
attachable” to anything.  Given the 
structure apparently illustrated, the money 
clip does not seem removably attachable to 
the plate of Kaminski.  In addition, there is 
no analysis in Dr. Cameron’s report of a 
recess “formed inside” of anything, as is 
required by this claim. 
 
Moreover, Dr. Cameron fails to identify 
anything as the “undercut” required by this 
claim element.  She refers to the 
“undercut” in the following way, for 
example:  “A POSITA would be motivated 
to add the option of the functionality of an 
accessory such as a money clip and 
incorporate the money clip of Kaminski 
and the corresponding recess with an 
undercut on the lamina construction.”  But 
she does not identify an undercut, and 
certainly does not indicate where that 
undercut would be in the “lamina 
construction” she refers to. 
 
Dr. Cameron also cites to Roman and 
Murphy as allegedly disclosing relevant 
money clips.  But nothing about those 
references suggests that they can be used to 
removably attach a money clip to a wallet 
having a pair of rigid plates; to the 
contrary, those references are standalone 
money clips whose purpose is to act as a 
money clip, not as a compact wallet. 
 
Importantly, Dr. Cameron’s cobbled-
together combination fails to take account 
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for the substantial issues around providing 
a wallet with a channeling means to 
accommodate elastic bands as claimed, 
while also providing for a removable 
auxiliary feature.  She seems to suggest 
that the prior art clips could be 
“incorporated,” without actually dealing 
with the fact that the inventors of the ‘808 
Patent actually had to overcome several 
problems related to how to incorporate a 
removable money clip while still 
permitting the pair of rigid plates with 
channeling means/grooves therethrough to 
provide for the expanding and contracting 
construction with the recited minimizing of 
profile/silhouette recited in this claim.  
 
In short, Dr. Cameron’s analysis amount 
hindsight reconstruction; merely using the 
claims as a blueprint to piece together 
multiple pieces of prior art.  There is no 
rationale to do so, and even if I assume she 
is correct that a combination can be made, 
there are several missing components in 
the combination (e.g., a recess inside 
something, an undercut).  I disagree with 
her analysis of this claim element. 

1e whereby, card-like contents may 
be carried with minimal silhouette 
on or with a person while 
allowing expandable capacity and 
ready access to individual 
contents from between the at least 
two rigid plates. 

Dr. Cameron’s analysis of this limitation 
amounts to the following:  “The 
combination discussed results in this 
limitation. The groove of Podwika 
minimized the silhouette and does not 
adversely affect the already present 
expandable capacity and ready access of 
Minn.”  As I discussed above, the apparent 
combination Dr. Cameron proposes does 
not disclose a minimal silhouette as 
claimed.  Instead, the “silhouette” of the 
apparent combination product extends 
beyond the footprint of the cards and 
materials held therein by at least several 
millimeters to a centimeter.  On the other 
hand, the ‘808 patent, and its use of 
grooves/channels, permits the only 
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additional thickness to be a shrinking 
thickness band, meaning that the rigid 
plates can have an identical footprint to the 
cards held therebetween.  
 
I disagree with Dr. Cameron that this 
element is met by her proposed 
combination. 

2 The compact wallet of claim 1, 
wherein the channeling means is 
a longitudinal groove in a first 
lamina of a laminate construction 
of each rigid plate, the groove 
slidingly receiving one part of the 
at least one encircling elastic 
band. 

My analysis of the “channeling means” 
limitation above applies equally here.  
There is no proper, non-hindsight-biased, 
reason to modify the prior art in the way 
Dr. Cameron proposes, and as such the 
combination of references does not teach 
this limitation. 

3 The compact wallet of claim 2, 
wherein a second lamina of the 
laminate construction of each 
rigid plate is removably attached 
to the first lamina to hold the at 
least one elastic band in capture 
and provide a smooth surface for 
glide purposes 

The deficiencies I identified above persist 
here; there is simply no teaching in the 
prior art (alone or in the combination 
proposed by Dr. Cameron) to provide for 
the required laminate construction short of 
relying on hindsight bias.  Accordingly, 
because she cannot show that the prior art 
is properly combined to meet the 
independent claim, Dr. Cameron also 
cannot show that the prior art is properly 
combined to meet this dependent claim. 
 

4 The compact wallet of claim 3, 
wherein the second lamina is 
attached to the first lamina by 
screws. 

The deficiencies I identified above persist 
here; there is simply no teaching in the 
prior art (alone or in the combination 
proposed by Dr. Cameron) to provide for 
the required laminate construction short of 
relying on hindsight bias.  Accordingly, 
because she cannot show that the prior art 
is properly combined to meet the 
independent claim, Dr. Cameron also 
cannot show that the prior art is properly 
combined to meet this dependent claim.  
 

9 The compact wallet of claim 1, 
further comprising a first elastic 
strap positioned over the ends of 
the at least two rigid plates 

For the reasons given above with respect to 
the independent claim, Dr. Cameron’s 
analysis of this dependent claim is likewise 
deficient. 
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transverse to the longitudinal 
extents, the positioning 
functioning to retain the cardlike 
contents from that end. 

12 The compact wallet of claim 1, 
further comprising aligned finger 
notches through proximal ends of 
the rigid plates to expose an edge 
of the card-like contents for the 
purpose of pushing the edge to 
elevate the contents into view 
through distal ends of the rigid 
plates, said edge providing a 
fulcrum to lever the proximal 
ends together for the purpose of 
fanning the distal ends apart in 
display of the contents. 

Dr. Cameron asserts without support that 
Minn has aligned finger notches.  But she 
does not opine that those notches are 
through the proximal ends of the rigid 
plates, or that they expose an edge of any 
card-like contents.  She does not even 
attempt to analyze the requirement to 
provide a fulcrum.  In short, Dr. Cameron’s 
analysis does not demonstrate that the prior 
art discloses the structural aspects of this 
claim limitation. 

13 The compact wallet of claim 1, 
wherein the encircling elastic 
band is comprised of woven 
elastic fabric 

Dr. Cameron relies on yet another 
reference to teach the additional 
requirements of this dependent claim.  She 
does not provide any rational basis to 
combine the reference as would be needed 
under her analysis, and as such it is my 
opinion that she cannot meet her burden to 
show that this dependent claim is obvious. 

14pre A compact wallet, comprising: See Claim 1pre. 
14a at least two rigid plates interposed 

to sandwich cardlike contents 
there between, each rigid plate 
having a groove along a 
longitudinal extent thereof, 

See Claim 1a. 
 
My analysis of the “channeling means” 
above with respect to Claim 1c also applies 
with respect to the recited “groove,” other 
than that the ALJ did not specifically 
construe “groove” (i.e., he did not hold that 
“groove” is a means-plus-function term). 

14b at least one encircling elastic 
band slidingly interposed in the 
grooves to bias the at least two 
rigid plates inwardly and securely 
hold the card-like contents while 
providing elastic volume there 
between for adding or removing 
contents, the grooves configured 
to hold position of the at least one 
encircling elastic band with 

See Claim 1b. 
 
My analysis of the “channeling means” 
above with respect to Claim 1c also applies 
with respect to the recited “groove,” other 
than that the ALJ did not specifically 
construe “groove” (i.e., he did not hold that 
“groove” is a means-plus-function term). 
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respect to each rigid plate while 
allowing freedom for the dynamic 
extension and contraction of the 
band over the entire running 
length thereof; and 

14c a recess formed inside at least one 
of the at least two rigid plates, the 
recess operable to receive a tang 
of an auxiliary feature, the recess 
having an undercut operable to 
engage a hook of the tang to 
prevent inadvertent dislodgement 
of the auxiliary feature from the 
recess when the auxiliary feature 
is removably positioned in at least 
one of the at least two rigid 
plates, the hook extending at an 
angle to the tang, 

See Claim 1d. 

14d whereby, card-like contents may 
be carried with minimal silhouette 
on or with a person while 
allowing expandable capacity and 
ready access to individual 
contents from between the at least 
two rigid plates. 

See Claim 1e. 

15 The compact wallet of claim 14, 
wherein the groove is in a first 
lamina of a laminate construction 
of each rigid plate, the groove 
slidingly receiving one part of the 
at least one encircling elastic 
band 

See Claim 2. 

16 The compact wallet of claim 15, 
wherein a second lamina of the 
laminate construction of each 
rigid plate is removably attached 
to the first lamina to capture the 
at least one elastic band and 
provide a smooth surface for 
glide purposes. 

See Claim 3. 

17 The compact wallet of claim 16, 
wherein the second lamina is 
attached to the first lamina by 
screws 

See Claim 4. 
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RESPONSE TO DR. CAMERON’S EXHIBIT B 

As an initial matter, Dr. Cameron relies on many of the same combination references as I 

have already addressed above, although in Exhibit B she relies on those references to modify some 

websites that come from the kickstarter.com domain and that relate to work done by Ridge prior 

to filing the ‘808 Patent.  In particular, for the claim elements related to the removable money clip, 

Dr. Cameron relies on Kaminski, Murphy, and Roman.  However, as I noted above with respect to 

Dr. Cameron’s Exhibit A, I do not believe Dr. Cameron has articulated any rational basis to make 

the combinations she articulates, and instead believe that the sheer number of references, as well 

as her “pick and choose” approach to combination, indicates that in fact the combination she 

proposes is based on improper hindsight reconstruction.   

In addition, at least U.S. Patent No. 7,334,616 to Kaminski, as well as the Kickstarter pages 

themselves, were considered during examination of the ‘808 Patent.  This not only confirms the 

presumption of validity I understand attaches to an issued U.S. Patent should be especially 

applicable here, but also indicates that the patent examiner agreed with me that the ‘808 Patent 

claims are patentable over the prior art on which Dr. Cameron relies in Exhibit B.   

While U.S. Patent Application Publication 2006/0010661 to Murphy and U.S. Patent 

5,103,884 to Roman were not cited on the face of the ‘808 Patent, those references are particularly 

irrelevant to the claims of the ‘808 Patent.  Both of these references show only conventional, stand-

alone money clips and neither provides an indication or suggestion to include it in an overall 

wallet-type product.  Accordingly, the teaching of these two references is immaterial to the inquiry, 

as there is no reason whatsoever to include those teachings in any of the other, “base” references.  

And given that the actual product described in the Kickstarter pages did not incorporate either 

money clip design, the evidence Dr. Cameron relies on actually supports the notion that the claims 

are non-obvious. 
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With regard to Dr. Cameron’s analysis itself, I provide the following responses, on an 

element-by-element basis. 

Claim 
Element Claim Language Analysis 

1pre A compact wallet, comprising: Dr. Cameron appears to cite to a pair of 
Kickstarter pages about different iterations 
of a product, but does not attempt to 
explain how these references would be 
combined.  I therefore believe she has not 
met her burden to establish obviousness of 
any element of any claim. 

1a at least two rigid plates interposed 
to sandwich cardlike contents 
there between, each rigid plate 
having a longitudinal extent; 

 

1b at least one encircling elastic 
band interposed with the at least 
two rigid plates along 
longitudinal extents thereof to 
bias them inwardly and securely 
hold the card-like contents while 
providing elastic volume there 
between for adding or removing 
contents; 

 

1c a channeling means configured to 
minimize the profile of the wallet 
and hold position of the at least 
one encircling elastic band with 
respect to each rigid plate while 
allowing freedom for the dynamic 
extension and contraction of the 
band over the entire running 
length thereof; and, 

Dr. Cameron has not even attempted to 
apply the appropriate construction of 
“channeling means,” and as an initial 
matter her analysis is therefore deficient.  
In addition, Dr. Cameron asserts (without 
citation) that her purported modification 
“would be desirable to minimize the profile 
of the wallet.”  This deficient analysis 
plainly illustrates the hindsight bias Dr. 
Cameron uses to construct her multiple-
reference combination, and in my opinion 
is not sufficient to support any 
modification, much less the modification 
that would be required to result in this 
claim limitation. 
 

1d an auxiliary feature removably 
attached to at least one of the at 
least two rigid plates, the 
auxiliary feature having a tang 

As an initial matter, Dr. Cameron appears 
to be mistaken about her analysis of the 
Kickstarter pages.  She seems to say that 
the Kickstarter pages disclose an “auxiliary 
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insertable into a recess formed 
inside the at least two rigid plates, 
the tang having a hook, the hook 
extending at an angle to the tang, 
the hook engaging an undercut of 
the recess to prevent inadvertent 
dislodgement of the auxiliary 
feature from the recess; 

feature removably attached to at least one 
of the at least two rigid plates,” but the 
evidence does not support that conclusion.  
Instead, the Kickstarter page states that the 
product includes “interchangeable 
faceplates” (not interchangeable money 
clips).  And from looking at the picture, it 
appears that the money clip and the 
faceplate are integrated components, 
meaning that the auxiliary feature is not 
removably attached to any one of the at 
least two rigid plates as is required. 
 
With regard to this Exhibit B, Dr. Cameron 
opines that “In Kane, a POSITA wanting to 
add a removable clip could incorporate the 
removable clips or their combinations 
discussed above that utilize a tang with a 
hook that extends at an angle and engages 
the undercut of a recess.”  But she provides 
no reason under what I understand to be 
the applicable law of obviousness for a 
POSITA to have made that motivation.  
Instead, as is true throughout her report, 
Dr. Cameron seems to be relying on the 
claims of the ‘808 Patent as a blueprint to 
piece together the prior art, which is not 
the standard for obviousness.  As such, it is 
my opinion that Dr. Cameron has not 
demonstrated that this element is obvious. 
 
After misstating what the Kickstarter pages 
say, Dr. Cameron discusses the Kaminski 
patent, which is a plastic, two-part wallet 
that is nothing like the compact wallet 
(including the pair of rigid plates) 
illustrated in the Kickstarter pages.  Dr. 
Cameron provides no motivation or other 
rationale to incorporate what essentially 
amount to standalone money clips with a 
wallet whose structure includes a pair of 
rigid plates as described that accommodate 
elastic to permit expansion and to provide 
the other beneficial features recited in the 
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claims.  In my opinion, modifying the 
device identified in the Kickstarter pages 
would not have been within the realm of a 
POSITA, as the Kaminski patent and the 
Kickstarter device are very different (and 
differently manufactured) devices. 
 
Dr. Cameron also fails to indicate why the 
item in Kaminski she identifies as the 
“auxiliary feature” is “removably 
attachable” to anything.  Given the 
structure apparently illustrated, the money 
clip does not seem removably attachable to 
the plate of Kaminski.  In addition, there is 
no analysis in Dr. Cameron’s report of a 
recess “formed inside” of anything, as is 
required by this claim. 
 
Moreover, Dr. Cameron fails to identify 
anything as the “undercut” required by this 
claim element.  She refers to the 
“undercut” in the following way, for 
example:  “A POSITA would be motivated 
to add the option of the functionality of an 
accessory such as a money clip and 
incorporate the money clip of Kaminski 
and the corresponding recess with an 
undercut on the lamina construction.”  But 
she does not identify an undercut, and 
certainly does not indicate where that 
undercut would be in the “lamina 
construction” she refers to. 
 
Dr. Cameron also cites to Roman and 
Murphy as allegedly disclosing relevant 
money clips.  But nothing about those 
references suggests that they can be used to 
removably attach a money clip to a wallet 
having a pair of rigid plates; to the 
contrary, those references are standalone 
money clips whose purpose is to act as a 
money clip, not as a compact wallet. 
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Importantly, Dr. Cameron’s cobbled-
together combination fails to take account 
for the substantial issues around providing 
a wallet with a channeling means to 
accommodate elastic bands as claimed, 
while also providing for a removable 
auxiliary feature.  She seems to suggest 
that the prior art clips could be 
“incorporated,” without actually dealing 
with the fact that the inventors of the ‘808 
Patent actually had to overcome several 
problems related to how to incorporate a 
removable money clip while still 
permitting the pair of rigid plates with 
channeling means/grooves therethrough to 
provide for the expanding and contracting 
construction with the recited minimizing of 
profile/silhouette recited in this claim.  
 
In short, Dr. Cameron’s analysis amount 
hindsight reconstruction; merely using the 
claims as a blueprint to piece together 
multiple pieces of prior art.  There is no 
rationale to do so, and even if I assume she 
is correct that a combination can be made, 
there are several missing components in 
the combination (e.g., a recess inside 
something, an undercut).  I disagree with 
her analysis of this claim element.  Her 
opinions are unsupportable when the 
reliance on hindsight reconstruction is 
removed. 
 

1e whereby, card-like contents may 
be carried with minimal silhouette 
on or with a person while 
allowing expandable capacity and 
ready access to individual 
contents from between the at least 
two rigid plates. 

 

2 The compact wallet of claim 1, 
wherein the channeling means is 
a longitudinal groove in a first 
lamina of a laminate construction 

My analysis of the “channeling means” 
limitation above applies equally here.  
There is no proper, non-hindsight-biased, 
reason to modify the prior art in the way 
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of each rigid plate, the groove 
slidingly receiving one part of the 
at least one encircling elastic 
band. 

Dr. Cameron proposes, and as such the 
combination of references does not teach 
this limitation. 

3 The compact wallet of claim 2, 
wherein a second lamina of the 
laminate construction of each 
rigid plate is removably attached 
to the first lamina to hold the at 
least one elastic band in capture 
and provide a smooth surface for 
glide purposes 

 

4 The compact wallet of claim 3, 
wherein the second lamina is 
attached to the first lamina by 
screws. 

 

9 The compact wallet of claim 1, 
further comprising a first elastic 
strap positioned over the ends of 
the at least two rigid plates 
transverse to the longitudinal 
extents, the positioning 
functioning to retain the cardlike 
contents from that end. 

 

12 The compact wallet of claim 1, 
further comprising aligned finger 
notches through proximal ends of 
the rigid plates to expose an edge 
of the card-like contents for the 
purpose of pushing the edge to 
elevate the contents into view 
through distal ends of the rigid 
plates, said edge providing a 
fulcrum to lever the proximal 
ends together for the purpose of 
fanning the distal ends apart in 
display of the contents. 

 

13 The compact wallet of claim 1, 
wherein the encircling elastic 
band is comprised of woven 
elastic fabric 

 

14pre A compact wallet, comprising: See Claim 1pre. 
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14a at least two rigid plates interposed 
to sandwich cardlike contents 
there between, each rigid plate 
having a groove along a 
longitudinal extent thereof, 

 

14b at least one encircling elastic 
band slidingly interposed in the 
grooves to bias the at least two 
rigid plates inwardly and securely 
hold the card-like contents while 
providing elastic volume there 
between for adding or removing 
contents, the grooves configured 
to hold position of the at least one 
encircling elastic band with 
respect to each rigid plate while 
allowing freedom for the dynamic 
extension and contraction of the 
band over the entire running 
length thereof; and 

 

14c a recess formed inside at least one 
of the at least two rigid plates, the 
recess operable to receive a tang 
of an auxiliary feature, the recess 
having an undercut operable to 
engage a hook of the tang to 
prevent inadvertent dislodgement 
of the auxiliary feature from the 
recess when the auxiliary feature 
is removably positioned in at least 
one of the at least two rigid 
plates, the hook extending at an 
angle to the tang, 

See Claim 1d. 

14d whereby, card-like contents may 
be carried with minimal silhouette 
on or with a person while 
allowing expandable capacity and 
ready access to individual 
contents from between the at least 
two rigid plates. 

 

15 The compact wallet of claim 14, 
wherein the groove is in a first 
lamina of a laminate construction 
of each rigid plate, the groove 
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slidingly receiving one part of the 
at least one encircling elastic 
band 

16 The compact wallet of claim 15, 
wherein a second lamina of the 
laminate construction of each 
rigid plate is removably attached 
to the first lamina to capture the 
at least one elastic band and 
provide a smooth surface for 
glide purposes. 

 

17 The compact wallet of claim 16, 
wherein the second lamina is 
attached to the first lamina by 
screws 
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RESPONSE TO DR. CAMERON’S EXHIBIT C 

Dr. Cameron opines about something she calls SMCII, which appears to be a reference she 

believes is described by a series of photographs and a series of line drawings.  She then notes that 

“SMCII is prior art as of 2011 based on an April 23, 2021 declaration from Scott Kaminski that 

was submitted in Case No. 2:20-cv-04556-AB-JC.”  In other words, that is her only basis for the 

opinion that something called SMCII does in fact constitute prior art. 

I have reviewed a declaration of Scott Kaminski dated August 14, 2023, which establishes 

that SMCII is not actually prior art.  Indeed, Mr. Kaminski is unable to recall any of the specific 

details of when anything actually occurred, and as such Dr. Cameron cannot establish that there is 

a piece of prior art called SMCII. 

In addition, I have reviewed certain declarations of people who allegedly purchased the 

SMCII (if Mr. Kaminski’s April 23, 2021 declaration is to be believed) in which those people 

indicate that they did not, in fact, purchase the wallets Mr. Kaminski said they did.  This further 

establishes that Dr. Cameron cannot prove that something called SMCII is in fact prior art. 

Lastly, I understand that various public sources, including a review of the Storus website 

(www.storus.com) on Archive.org indicates that the product offered for sale embodying the 

photographs in Dr. Cameron’s report was not in fact available for purchase until well after the ‘808 

Patent was even filed.  I understand that Mr. Kane will testify at the hearing that he was not aware 

of the SMCII when he launched his first Kickstarter, and was unaware of it when he filed his patent 

applications.  As such, I understand that Mr. Kane will provide further evidence that there is 

nothing in the prior art called SMCII, and certainly that the items in Dr. Cameron’s report (e.g., 

photos and line drawings) do not establish that something called SMCII qualifies as prior art to the 

‘808 Patent. 
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For these reasons, I intend to opine at the hearing in this investigation that the SMCII is 

not prior art, and that Dr. Cameron cannot establish that it is.  As a result, it would be unnecessary 

to speculate about whether the items in the claim chart do or do not disclose certain claim elements 

of the ‘808 Patent; since the claim chart does not cite to the prior art, it is not relevant to any claim 

or defense in this case. 

If Kaminski is to be believed, he came up with something very similar to the claims of the 

‘808 Patent well before the ‘808 Patent was filed, but that product sold in only extremely small 

quantities throughout its more than 12 year lifespan.  This indicates that he did not actually come 

up with the SMCII in 2010-2011.  If he had, presumably he would have had the same success I 

understand Mr. Kane will testify Ridge is having in the marketplace, as the designs are very similar.  

I also understand that other secondary considerations evidence related to the success of Ridge’s 

wallet, which really began to take off after Ridge began offering a version with a replaceable 

money clip, indicates that Mr. Kaminski’s design was not in fact prior art and was not available on 

the market. 

I understand as well that the Federal Circuit has cast doubt on the veracity of the evidence 

supporting Mr. Kaminski’s purported prior art, which doubt is only buttressed by his more recent 

affidavit. 

Lastly, I note that the Kaminski patent Dr. Cameron relies on throughout her charts looks 

vastly different than the purported SMCII product.  This both confirms that the combinations in 

which she tries to “bolt” the money clip from the Kaminski patent onto a wallet with two rigid 

plates is improper (if it had been proper, Kaminski would have disclosed it) and undermines that 

SMCII was prior art (if Kaminski had been in possession of the thing illustrated in Dr. Cameron’s 

Exhibit C, it would have been included in a patent application.   
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For the aforementioned reasons, it is my opinion that Dr. Cameron’s Exhibit C does not 

establish that the claims of the ‘808 Patent are obvious or otherwise cast doubt on the validity of 

the ‘808 Patent. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

WESTERN DIVISION 
 
 

MOSAIC BRANDS, INC. 
 

Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
THE RIDGE WALLET LLC, 
 

Defendant. 
 

Case No. 2:20-cv-04556-AB-JC 
 
AFFIDAVIT OF SCOTT 
KAMINSKI 
 
 
 
 
Honorable André Birotte Jr. 
 

 

 I, Scott Kaminski, swear to the following: 

1. I have personal knowledge of the facts stated herein, and if called to 

testify as a witness, I could and would testify competently thereto. 

2. Since I last submitted any declarations or affidavits in connection with 

Mosaic Brands, Inc.’s (“Mosaic”) litigation with The Ridge Wallet LLC (“Ridge”), 

I have re-reviewed various documents I previously reviewed regarding potential sales 

of wallets in the early 2010’s. 

3. Upon my further review of the design drawings I previously discussed 

(Exhibit 1), I am not certain those drawings were actually sent to any potential 

manufacturing partners, and as a result I am not certain any product was ever built to 

those specifications.  In addition, those hand-drawn design drawings illustrate several 

different potential products, so they do not differentiate whether or when any 

particular one of those design drawings was sent to any third party (either customer 

or manufacturer).  I do not remember for certain whether any of those designs shown 

in Exhibit 1 were ever actually built in the 2010-2011 timeframe. 
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4. Upon my further review of what appears to be a computer-generated 

drawing (Exhibit 2), I am not sure who generated that drawing, nor am I sure whether 

the date on that drawing is accurate.  I do not know for certain when or whether that 

particular drawing was used to build any products, and I cannot recall whether that 

drawing led to the creation of any product in the 2010-2011 time frame. 

5. Upon my further review of a document that appears to be an invoice 

from a Mr. Liu (Exhibit 3), I am not certain what that document is.  I am not certain 

what products that document is discussing, and I am not certain which design (if any) 

is being discussed in that document.  I am not certain whether the fee reflected on 

that document was paid, and I am not certain whether I ever received product from 

Mr. Liu.  I have been unable to locate Mr. Liu recently, and I am not certain who he 

is or where he is now. 

6. Upon my further review of a series of invoices to a set of golf courses 

(Exhibit 4), I am not certain that any wallet products were ever actually sold to those 

golf courses, and I am not certain what any products referenced in those documents 

looked like.  I am not certain whether those invoices resulted in any transfer of 

products, whether for payment or not for payment; it is possible they were draft 

invoices that were never sent to anybody. 

7. I have provided all the documentation and things I have regarding work 

I was doing relating to wallets in the 2010-2011 timeframe to Ridge in connection 

with the various lawsuits between Mosaic and Ridge.  I am unaware of any other 

locations where such documents or things would be, and as a result, I have provided 

all documents that might be relevant to Ridge.  Particularly given my recent move 

from California to Tennessee, to the best of my knowledge, there are no additional 

relevant documents or things that I have not already produced.  

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of 

America that the foregoing is true and correct. 
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Executed on this 14th day of August, 2023 at Franklin, Tennessee. 

 

 

 By: ___________________ 
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