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Roadmap
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1. ’803 patent (“Bandy”) is not “by another”

2. Petitioner has failed to show motivation to combine Beck and Heller

3. Petitioner has failed to show any disclosure of sensor unit comprising a 
“unique identification ID number” in Beck/Heller/Lovejoy combination

4. Construction of “the remote server authenticates said unique sensor ID 
associated with said unique wireless device ID”
A. Petitioner has failed to show any “association” in 

Beck/Heller/Lovejoy combination
B. Petitioner has failed to show any “association” in ’803 patent



The ’307 Patent
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The ’307 Patent

Ex. 1001 (’307 Patent), Cover
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The ’307 Patent

Ex. 1001 (’307 Patent), Fig. 1

POR, 4-5
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The ’307 Patent
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The ’307 Patent



8 IPR2024-00425 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The ’307 Patent
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Petitioner’s grounds

Grounds Claims Prior Art

1 1, 2, 5, 9, 10 ’803 patent

2 3 ’803 patent + Heller

3 1-3, 5, 9, 10 Beck + Heller + Lovejoy



’803 patent is not “by another”
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The ’803 Patent is not “by another”
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• Dr. Bandy contributed only the “binary tree traversal 
protocol”

• The “binary tree traversal protocol” is not properly relied 
on in the Petition

• The “binary tree traversal protocol,” and interrogation 
protocols that isolate tags generally, are useless for the 
invention claimed in the ‘307 Patent



Petitioner’s position
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• The ’803 Patent is “by another” because Dr. Bandy 
contributed an interrogation protocol known as the 
“binary tree traversal protocol” for limitations [1k] and 
[1j]. 



Dr. Bandy explained his contribution
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Ex. 1030, 24:13-20

Ex. 1030, 25:6-16

Ex. 1033 (Supp. Sarrafzadeh Decl.), ¶ 20



Dr. Bandy did not contribute a communications interface
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Ex. 1030, 58:13-15

Q:

A:
Ex. 1030, 58:16-17

Ex. 1030, 59:4-8



Dr. Bandy testified that Claim 1 of the ’803 Patent 
was all “John’s stuff”
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Ex. 1030, 71:3-6



Dr. Bandy testified that Dr. Peeters invented the ’307 Patent
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Ex. 1030, 53:2-10

Ex. 1030, 46:1-14



Petitioner did NOT rely on 
binary tree traversal interrogation 
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Pet., 29



Petitioner did NOT rely on 
binary tree traversal interrogation 
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Pet., 29



Petitioner did NOT rely on 
binary tree traversal interrogation 
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Ex. 1005, 16:41-51 

Pet., 29



Interrogation was well-known in the prior art
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Ex. 1005, 11:2-8 



Dr. Peeters was already familiar with techniques for 
wireless interrogation of tags to identify a particular tag
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Ex. 1009, 10:44-67 

Ex. 1009, 11:1-12 

Ex. 1009, Cover 

Sur-reply, 16-17



Petitioner did NOT rely on 
binary tree traversal interrogation 
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Pet.,23

Pet., 24



Petitioner did NOT rely on 
binary tree traversal interrogation 

23 IPR2024-00425 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1005, 5:6-18

Ex. 1005, 5:23-30

Pet., 23-24



Dr. Bandy contributed only the “binary tree traversal protocol”
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Ex. 1005, 5:6-18

Ex. 1005, 5:23-30

Ex. 1005, 16:41-51 
Pet., 23-24, 29



Dr. Sarrafzadeh did NOT consider prior art interrogation
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Ex. 2024, 24:3-9 

Sur-reply, 20



The “binary tree traversal protocol” is 
useless for the invention of the ’307 Patent 
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Ex. 2024, 15:5-17

Ex. 1005, 15:32-35

Ex. 1005, 2:43-44

Ex. 1005, 5:6-9

Sur-reply, 17-18



The “binary tree traversal protocol” is 
useless for the invention of the ’307 Patent 
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Ex. 2024, 99:18-100:3

Ex. 1001, Claim 1

Sur-reply, 17



No motivation to combine Beck and Heller
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No motivation to combine Beck and Heller
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• Petitioner has burden to show motivation to combine

• Beck’s test-strip based glucose meter is incompatible 
with Heller’s in vivo sensor unit

• Petitioner cannot explain how the combination would 
work, or identify which components would be included



Beck discloses remote medical device access
Heller discloses in vivo monitoring of an analyte
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Ex. 1007, Cover 

Ex. 1016, Cover 

Ex. 1016, 1:3-7 



Beck’s glucose meter uses test strips
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Petition, 42 

Petition, 44 
Ex. 1007, [0034] 



Dr. Warren’s undisputed opinion is that the test strips are sensors
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Ex. 2009, ¶ 112. 

Ex. 2024, 59:16-22 

Dr. Warren:

Dr. Sarrafzadeh:

Sur-reply, 6



Petitioner acknowledged glucose meter sensors 
were “electrochemical electrodes”
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Pet., 48



Dr. Sarrafzadeh cannot explain the Beck/Heller combination
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Ex. 2011, 95:15-24 

POR, 53



Petitioner cannot explain its proposed modifications
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Reply, 4 



No disclosure of “unique identification ID 
number” for a sensor unit in 

Beck/Heller/Lovejoy
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The diagnostic sensor unit must have a unique 
identification ID number
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Ex. 1001 (’307 Patent), Claim 1



Petitioner relies solely on Beck for unique identification ID number
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Pet., 51



Dr. Warren’s undisputed opinion is that the test strips are sensors
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Ex. 2009, ¶ 112. 

Ex. 2024, 59:16-22 

Dr. Warren:

Dr. Sarrafzadeh:

Sur-reply, 6



Where is the sensor unit’s 
unique identification ID number coming from?
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Beck (test strips have no unique ID)
+

Heller (no unique ID)
=

Beck/Heller (unique sensor ID)



Petitioner incorrectly asserts the unique ID need not be unique
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Reply, 10

Ex. 2024, 81:19-82:5

Reply, 10; Sur-reply, 9



Medical device serial number does not identify sensor units
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Reply, 10



Dr. Sarrafzadeh could not explain how to determine which strips were used 
with a glucose meter based on the device’s serial number
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Ex. 2024, 64:20-25

Sur-reply, 7



Ex. 2024, 95:17-24

Dr. Sarrafzadeh could not explain how to determine which leads or electrodes 
were used with an EKG based on the device’s serial number
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Ex. 2024, 96:6-12

Sur-reply, 7



No unique sensor unit ID in Beck/Heller/Lovejoy
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• Beck discloses only serial numbers for medical devices, 
not unique IDs for sensor units

• Petitioner’s belated arguments should be rejected
• ID must be unique between each sensor unit
• Serial number of medical device does not indicate the 

particular sensor units being used by that devices



“the remote server authenticates said unique 
sensor ID associated with said unique wireless 

device ID”
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The purpose of association is for authentication
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Ex. 2009, ¶ 57

Sur-reply, 3



The Applicant recognized the requirement of transmitting both the 
unique sensor ID and unique wireless ID
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Ex. 1002, 65

POR, 20



Dr. Sarrafzadeh recognized that both must be transmitted
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Ex. 1003, ¶ 61

POR, 20



Dr. Sarrafzadeh recognized that both must be transmitted
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Ex. 2011, 59:6-20
POR, 20



Petitioner has no argument against dual transmission
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Reply, 2-3



No “association” in Beck/Heller/Lovejoy 
combination
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Petition cites no association
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Pet., 65



Dr. Sarrafzadeh cites no association
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Ex. 1003, ¶¶ 331-332



Board’s Preliminary View
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Inst. Dec., 10



Reply relies on “network address”
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Reply, 14



Petitioner’s new argument fails
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• Argument is untimely
• Medical device serial number is not unique sensor ID
• Reading is not “associating”



No “association” in ’803 patent
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Petition cites no association
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Pet., 30



Reply relies on “network address”
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Reply, 23



Reply relies on “network address”

61 IPR2024-00425 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply, 24

Ex. 1031, 51:14-18



Thank You
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’307 Patent, Claim 1
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Ex. 1001, Claim 1



Duncan Parking
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Duncan Parking Techs., Inc. v. IPS Grp., Inc., 914 F.3d 1347, 1358 (Fed. Cir. 2019),
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