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Patent Owner’s Demonstratives



Claim Summary

• Petition
• Challenged Claims

• 1-9
• 10-12, 15-20

• Institution Decision
• Independent Claim 1: “there is no explanation as to why the presentation of 

menu options on the display in Vauclair, with selection by user input, teaches 
that it is the graphical user interface that generates the [pairing] signal.” (DI, 47)

• Independent claim 10: “Petitioner has demonstrated a reasonable likelihood 
that it would prevail in its challenge to at least claim 10 as unpatentable[.]” (DI, 
43)

• Patent Owner’s Disclaimer
• Disclaimed claims 10-12, 15-20 (Ex. 2001)

• Remaining Claims
• 1-9
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Petitioner Alleges The Board 
Made “two errors”
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(Petitioner’s Reply, 1.)

Sur Reply, 1



• Response to Petitioner’s First Alleged Board Error:
• The Board fully considered the Petition’s combination of Kalliola & Vauclair

• DI, 45

• The Petition (and Declaration) Misread Vauclair
• “Vauclair teaches . . . a signal is generated by the graphical user interface and sent to the control circuitry to 

perform the pairing process sequence”
• Pet., 33-34, Ex. 1003, ¶¶168, 170

• The Petitioner’s Reply improperly presents a new Vauclair position and new combination
• Vauclair change: “user input 28 that is a keypad or scroll button that generates a pairing signal”

• Reply, 1-2
• Combination change: Combines Vauclair’s “user input 28” with Kalliola’s “touchscreen”

• The Petitioner’s new Vauclair position/combination fails on the merits
• Conclusory (no expert support)
• Kalliola, like Vauclair, teaches “keypad” input

• “user input 360” in the form of “keypads” (Ex. 1004, [0051]) 
• The combination of Kalliola and Vauclair’s keypad for pairing would not modify Kalliola’s “touch screen.”

• Sur Reply, 10

• Response to Petitioner’s Second Alleged Board Error:
• The Board expressly considered “user input 28” as an input element

• “Vauclair discloses that it is ‘user input 28’ that allows the user ‘to select from available menu options, to 
send a signal to the control circuitry 22.’”

• DI, 46
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Petition Erroneously Alleged Vauclair Taught “pairing 
signal generated by the graphical user interface”
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Petition Cites the Declaration, Which Also 
Erroneously Describes Vauclair
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(Ex. 1003)

POR, 14-19; Sur Reply, 2-4



Petition and Declaration Proposed Combining Vauclair’s
(Non-Existent) Graphical User Interface Generating 
Pairing Signals With Kalliola’s Touchscreen
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But neither Vauclair nor 
Kalliola teach  a GUI 
generating a pairing 
signal as claimed.

(POR, 18; Sur Reply, 6) (Pet., 35)

(Ex. 1003)



Petitioner’s Reply Admits: Vauclair Does Not Disclose a 
“graphical user interface” that generates a “pairing signal”
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(Reply, 1-2)

Sur Reply, 5-6



Petitioner’s Reply Interprets Vauclair
Differently than the Petition
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Asserts Vauclair’s
“graphical user interface” 
generates the pairing signal.

Asserts Vauclair’s “user 
input 28” generates the 
pairing signal.

Petition, 33:

Reply, 4: C
H

AN
G

E

POR, 14-19; Sur Reply, 6-10



Petitioner’s Reply: Combine Kalliola’s GUI with Vauclair’s
(non-GUI) “user input 28”
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Argument not 
presented in the 
petition. (Sur Reply, 9)

Conclusory, without  
declaration support.
(Sur Reply, 5, 9-10)

Neither reference 
discloses a GUI 
generating a pairing 
signal as claimed.
(POR, 18; Sur Reply, 6)

(Reply, 5)
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Argument not 
presented in the 
petition. (Sur Reply, 9)

Conclusory, without  
declaration support.
(Sur Reply, 7, 9-10)

Neither reference 
discloses a GUI 
generating a pairing 
signal as claimed.
(POR, 18; Sur Reply, 6)

(Reply, 8)

(Reply, 9)

Petitioner’s Reply: Combine Kalliola’s GUI with Vauclair’s
(non-GUI) “user input 28” (cont’d)



Petitioner’s Reply Cite Declaration ¶¶ 171-176:
Vauclair’s (Non-Existent) Graphical User Interface 
Generating Processor Signals
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Same misread 
of Vauclair

Relies on Vauclair’s
“processor signals” 
which are NOT 
generated “a 
graphical user 
interface”

Pet., 34-36, Reply, 9; Ex. 1003, ¶171, 
¶175; Sur Reply, 4-5, 7-9



Petitioner’s New Reply Argument Is 
Improper

• 37 C.F.R. § 42.23(b) (“A reply may only respond to 
arguments raised in the corresponding 
opposition, … [or] patent owner response[.]”)

• Intelligent Bio-Systems Inc. v. Illumina 
Cambridge Ltd., 821 F.3d 1359, 1366 (Fed. Cir. 
2016) (affirming Board’s refusal to address 
petitioner’s proposed modification of the prior 
art raised for the first time in its Reply).
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Petitioner’s New Reply Argument Is 
Unfounded

• Kalliola, like Vauclair, teaches a “keypad” input
• So the combination of Kalliola and Vauclair would not 

modify Kalliola’s “touch screen”
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(Ex. 1004, Kalliola)

(Ex. 1005, Vauclair)

No reason (other than 
hindsight) to instead 
use Kalliola’s touch 
screen for pairing.

Pet., 33; Sur Reply, 3, 6, 8, 10, 11



Vauclair Teaches that User Input 28 Provides 
the Pairing Signal to the Control Circuitry
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Ex. 1005

POR, 15-16

POR, 15-16



Alleged Error #2
• “Second, the Board overlooked that Vauclair’s ‘user input 28’ is an 

input element, not an action of a user. See Paper 6, 47 (‘It is the action of 
user input that selects and sends a signal’)” Reply, 1 (emphasis added).

• Incorrect:
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(DI, 46-47)

Sur Reply, 5-6, 12-13



Challenged Claims
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Ex. 1001, Claims 1-9


