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3Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence



The ’781 Patent

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Petition, at pp. 9-11; EX1001

4



Claims of the ’781 Patent Are Directed to Performance of 
Two Prior Art Assays to Detect CRC in a Fecal Sample

5Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Petition, at pp. 1, 25-26, 50-51; EX1001



State of the Art: Immunochemical Fecal Occult Blood Tests 
(iFOBT or FIT)

6Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Petition, at pp. 1, 25-26, 50-51; EX1005 (Vilkin)

Steps of at-home iFOBT assay, 

as disclosed in 

Vilkin (EX1005)



State of the Art: Fecal DNA CRC Assays

7Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Petition, at pp. 1, 25-26, 50-51; EX1006 (Itzkowitz); EX1009 (Shuber)

Steps of at-home fecal DNA assay, 

as disclosed in 

Itzkowitz (EX1006) and 

Shuber (EX1009)



8Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Steps of Fecal DNA Assay

Steps of iFOBT Assay

’781 Patent Claims Are Directed to Performance of 
Two Prior Art Assays to Detect CRC in a Fecal Sample

Steps of Both Assays

Petition, at pp. 1, 25-26, 50-51



State of the Art: 
Partitioning Fecal Sample into 
Different Buffers to Stabilize 
Different Biomarkers

9Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

EX1002 (Whitney Decl.), at p. 42; EX1026 (Melvin), at pp. 7-12 



Ground I: 

Lenhard, Itzkowitz and Vilkin

Claims 1-9, 11, 14-20 

10Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence



Lenhard’s Combined Test

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 11

Sample collected

Sample received at 
diagnostic laboratory

Portion of sample removed and 
tested by gFOBT

DNA extracted from remaining 
portion of sample

Extracted DNA tested for 
DNA methylation

Lenhard

Petition, at  pp. 13-14; EX1004 (Lenhard), at pp. 143-45 



Lenhard Discloses a Test that Combines 
a Fecal DNA Assay and a FOBT

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 12

Petition, at pp. 13-14, 21, 25-26; EX1004 (Lenhard), at pp. 143, 146-47



Lenhard’s Combined Test Reduces False Negatives 
for CRC Detection

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 13

Petition, at pp. 13-14, 21, 25-26; EX1004 (Lenhard), at p. 143



Combining Fecal DNA Tests with FOBT was a Known 
Strategy to Improve Fecal CRC Tests

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 14

Nishikawa

Levin

Petition, at pp. 8-9, 48-50; 
EX1011 (Nishikawa), at p. 112; EX1013 (Levin), at p. 1578



Combining Fecal DNA Tests with FOBT Was a Known 
Strategy to Improve Fecal CRC Tests

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 15

Kutzner

Petition, at pp. 8-9, 48-50; 
EX1012 (Kutzner), at Abstract, p. 40 



A POSA Would Be Motivated to Apply Known 
Techniques to Improve Lenhard’s Combined Test

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 16

POSA would be motivated to incorporate 
Itzkowitz’s sample collection process to 
facilitate at-home sample collection

POSA would be motivated to replace gFOBT 
with Vilkin’s superior iFOBT to increase 
patient convenience and improve assay 
performance

Sample collected

Sample received at 
diagnostic laboratory

Portion of sample removed and 
tested by gFOBT

DNA extracted from remaining 
portion of sample

Extracted DNA tested for 
DNA methylation

Petition, at pp. 20-26; EX1004 (Lenhard); EX1005 (Vilkin); EX1006 (Itzkowitz)



Incorporation of Itzkowitz’s Sample Collection and Vilkin’s iFOBT 
into Lenhard’s Combined Test Results in the Claimed Invention

17Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Petition, at pp. 1, 26-27

Steps of Fecal DNA Assay

Steps of iFOBT Assay

Steps of Both Assays



Itzkowitz’s Fecal DNA Test

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 18

Itzkowitz

Petition at pp. 16-17, 27-28, 33-35; EX1006 (Itzkowitz), at p. 112



Advantages of Using Itzkowitz’s At-Home Sample 
Collection Process for Fecal DNA Tests Were Known

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 19

Itzkowitz Olson

Petition, at pp. 24-25; EX1006 (Itzkowitz), at pp. 111, 116; EX1025 (Olson), at p. 190 

* * *



Vilkin’s Automated iFOBT

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 20

Vilkin

Petition, at pp. 14-16, 27-31, 34; EX1005 (Vilkin), at p. 2520



Vilkin Teaches Advantages of iFOBT over gFOBT

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 21

Vilkin

Petition, at pp. 21-23; EX1005 (Vilkin), at Abstract, pp. 2519, 2524



Advantages of iFOBT over gFOBT 
Were Known in the Art

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 22

Young

Guittet

* * *

Petition, at pp. 22-23; EX1024 (Young), at pp. 29-30; EX1010 (Guittet), at p. 214 



Incorporation of Itzkowitz’s Sample Collection and Vilkin’s iFOBT 
into Lenhard’s Combined Test Results in the Claimed Invention

23Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Petition, at pp. 1, 26-27

Steps of Fecal DNA Assay

Steps of iFOBT Assay

Steps of Both Assays



Exact’s Attack on Motivation to Combine Has No Merit 

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Reply, at pp. 6-7; EX1004 (Lenhard), at pp. 143, 146-148

“Our precedent… does not require that the motivation be the best option, only that it be a 

suitable option from which the prior art does not teach away.” 

Gen. Elec. Co. v. Raytheon Techs. Corp., 983 F.3d 1334 (Fed. Cir. 2020), 
quoting Par Pharm., Inc. v. Twi Pharms., Inc., 773 F.3d 1186, 1197-98 (Fed. Cir. 2014) 



• In touting the improved sensitivity of its combined 
assay, Lenhard does not characterize its 89% 
specificity as a negative feature

• In Itzkowitz, Exact characterizes version of their 
fecal DNA test that showed a similar improvement 
to sensitivity and loss of specificity to Lenhard’s 
combined assay as a “better screening test”.

• The specificity of Exact’s preferred screening test 
in Itzkowitz was only 82% 

• A POSA would be motivated to improve the 
specificity of Lenhard’s assay by replacing its 
gFOBT with Vilkin’s iFOBT

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 25

Itzkowitz

Exact’s Attack on Motivation to Combine Has No Merit  

Reply, at pp.9-10; EX1006 (Itzkowitz), at pp. 111, 116; 
EX1005 (Vilkin), at p. 2523; EX2008 (Imperiale), at p. 1295 

Sensitivity, not specificity, is of primary importance for fecal CRC assays.



• Patent Owner argues Levin contradicts that there 
were known advantages of iFOBT over gFOBT 
based on statement that there “were no clear 
patterns of superior performance […] between 
a high-sensitivity guaiac-based test (Hemoccult 
SENSA) and a variety of FIT.” 
(POR, p.36)

• Patent Owner’s argument ignores the 
multiple advantages of iFOBT over gFOBT 
which Levin acknowledges.

• Patent Owner’s argument ignores that Lenhard 
did not use the high-sensitivity gFOBT 
referenced in Levin.

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 26

Reply, at pp. 13-14; Levin (EX1013), at p. 1576

Levin

Exact’s Attack on Motivation to Combine Has No Merit  



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 27

• Vilkin does not require fecal collection on 
three consecutive days

Exact’s Attack on Motivation to Combine Has No Merit  

Vilkin

Reply, at pp. 10-12; EX1005 (Vilkin), at pp. 2519-20, 2524



Exact’s Attack on Motivation to Combine Has No Merit  

Exact distorts Vilkin’s sensitivity

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 28

Vilkin

Sur-Reply, at p. 2; 
EX1005 (Vilkin), 
at p. 2523

Sur-Reply



• As of the priority date, cancer detection was of 
primary importance in fecal CRC assays.

• The 2008 American Cancer Society guidelines 
confirms that adenoma screening is not the 
primary goal of fecal DNA tests, which 
“primarily are effective at identifying CRC.”

• In Itzkowitz, Exact assesses performance of 
versions its fecal DNA assay based solely on 
their ability to detect cancer, never testing for 
adenoma detection.

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 29

Levin

Exact’s Attack on Motivation to Combine Has No Merit  

Reply, at p. 8; EX1080 (Whitney 2nd Decl.) ¶¶ 19-22, 52-54;
EX1006 (Itkowitz); EX1013 (Levin), at pp. 1572-73

Equal sensitivity for adenomas would not discourage Lenhard’s combined test



• Using Itzkowitz’s sample collection process 
and replacing Lenhard’s gFOBT with Vilkin’s 
iFOBT increases patient convenience by 
facilitating at-home sample collection.

• The iFOBT sample collection process was 
known to be more convenient for patients than 
the corresponding gFOBT process.

• iFOBT tests were well established in the art 
and relatively inexpensive.

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 30

Young

Levin

Exact’s Attack on Motivation to Combine Has No Merit  

Reply, at pp.14-15; EX1024 (Young), at p. 29; EX1013 (Levin), at p.1576

A POSA would not have been dissuaded from using Lenhard’s combined test by 
cost and complexity.



Exact’s Attack on Motivation to Combine Has No Merit 

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 31

Protein Stabilizing BuffersDNA Stabilizing Buffers

• Olson (EX1025)

• Shuber (EX1009)

• Itzkowitz (EX1006)

• Vilkin (EX1005)

• Grow (EX1042)

• Karl (EX1047)

• Hirata (EX1071)

Reply, at p. 4; EX1002 (Whitney Decl.) ¶¶ 73-81; EX1080 (Whitney 2nd Decl.) ¶¶ 77-81;
EX1025 (Olson), at p. 183; EX1009 (Shuber), at 10:10-15; EX1006 (Itzkowitz), at pp. 111-12;
EX1005 (Vilkin), at pp. 2520-21; EX1042 (Grow), at Abstract; EX1047 (Karl), at p. 1127; EX1071 (Hirata), at p. 1573

As of Priority Date, different buffers were used to stabilize DNA and blood proteins.



Exact’s Attack on Motivation to Combine Has No Merit 

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 32

Reply, at p.4; 
EX1080 (Whitney 2nd Decl.) ¶ 80; 
EX1026 (Melvin), at pp. 7-12 

Partitioning a fecal sample to separately preserve each portion in different stabilizing 
buffers was well established



Ground IV: 

Shuber and Vilkin

Claims 1-9, 11, 14-20 

33Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence



Combining Shuber’s Fecal DNA Test with Vilkin’s iFOBT Results in 
the Claimed Invention

34Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Petition, at pp. 1, 47-51

Steps of Shuber Test

Steps of Vilkin Test

Steps of Both Tests



Shuber’s Fecal DNA Assay

35Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Petition, at pp. 19-20, 51-52, 54-57; EX1009 (Shuber), at 10:12-14, 29:8-19 

Shuber



Shuber’s Fecal DNA Assay

36Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Petition, at pp. 19-20, 51-52, 54-57; EX1009 (Shuber), at 7:19-21, 15:18-16:17 

Shuber



Vilkin’s Automated iFOBT

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 37

Petition, at pp. 51-54; EX1005 (Vilkin), at p. 2520

Vilkin



Both Kutzner and Lenhard Experimentally Demonstrate 
Improved Sensitivity in Combined Assay

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 38

Petition, at pp. 8-9, 49-50; 
EX1012 (Kutzner), at p. 40; EX1004 (Lenhard), at p. 147 

Kutzner Lenhard



Combining a Fecal DNA Test with a FOBT was Obvious 
to Try with a Reasonable Expectation of Success

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 39

Reply, at pp. 19-20; 
EX1013 (Levin), at p. 1578

Levin

“[W]hen there is a design need or market 

pressure to solve a problem and there are a 

finite number of identified, predictable 

solutions…it is likely the product not of 

innovation, but of ordinary skill and 

common sense.” 

KSR Int’l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S. 398, 421 (2007) 



Grounds II and V: 

Ground I or Ground IV and Kanaoka

Claims 12 and 13

40Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence



Kanaoka Discloses mRNA as a Known Fecal Biomarker

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 41

’781 Patent

Nechvetal

Kanaoka

* * *

* * *

Petition, at pp. 17-19, 43-45, 62-64; 
EX1030 (Nechvetal), at p.131; 
EX1007 (Kanaoka) ¶¶ 21-25, 67-68, 76



Secondary Considerations

42Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence



Exact Has Burden To Prove Nexus Between the Asserted Claims 
and Cologuard’s Success 

43

“In order to accord substantial weight to secondary considerations in an 

obviousness analysis, the evidence of secondary considerations must have a 

‘nexus’ to the claims, i.e., there must be ‘a legally and factually sufficient 

connection’ between the evidence and the patented invention.” 

“The patentee bears the burden of showing that a nexus exists.” 

Fox Factory, Inc. v. SRAM, LLC, 
944 F.3d 1366, 1373 (Fed. Cir. 2019)

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 44

Fox Factory, Inc. v. SRAM, LLC, 944 F.3d 1366, 1374 (Fed. Cir. 2019)

“[T]o meet the coextensiveness requirement, what we do require is that the 

patentee demonstrate that the product is essentially the claimed invention.”

Presumption of Nexus Requires Coextensiveness 

“[P]resuming nexus is appropriate ‘when the patentee shows that the asserted 

objective evidence is tied to a specific product and that product ‘embodies the 

claimed features, and is coextensive with them.’”

Fox Factory, Inc. v. SRAM, LLC, 944 F.3d 1366, 1373 (Fed. Cir. 2019) 



Not Coextensive If Product Embodies Claims From 
Different Patents

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 45

“A patent claim is not coextensive with a product that includes a ‘critical’ 

unclaimed feature that is claimed by a different patent and that materially 

impacts the product’s functionality.”

Fox Factory, Inc. v. SRAM, LLC, 944 F.3d 1366, 1375 (Fed. Cir. 2019)

Fox Factory, Inc. v. SRAM, LLC, 944 F.3d 1366, 1377 (Fed. Cir. 2019)

“Where a product embodies claims from two patents, a presumption of

nexus can be appropriate only if the claims of both patents generally cover 

the same invention.”



Exact Admits that Cologuard Embodies Over 60 
Unrelated Patents Directed to Distinct Inventions

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 46

Cologuard Website

Reply, at pp. 22-23; EX1084 (Cologuard Website), at p. 1



Exact Admits that Cologuard Embodies Over 60 
Unrelated Patents Directed to Distinct Inventions

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 47

Claimed By U.S. Patent Nos.Unclaimed in ’781 Patent

6,551,777; 8,722,330 Cologuard’s DNA stabilizing buffer

6,268,136; 6,406,857; 8,993,341; 8,999,176; 9,000,146; 9,057,098; 
9,163,278; 9,169,511; 9,657,330; 9,631,228; 9,845,491; 9,856,515; 
10,047,390; 10,822,639 

Cologuard’s DNA isolation
methods

8,673,555; 8,969,046; 9,121,070; 9,127,318; 9,163,278; 9,169,511; 
9,399,800; 9,783,856; 9,803,249; 9,845,491; 10,435,753

Cologuard’s DNA markers

9,315,853; 10,144,953; 10,704,083Cologuard’s methods of preparing DNA

8,916,344; 9,637,792; 10,519,510; 10,590,489; 10,808,286 
Cologuard’s methods of testing for 
methylated DNA

8,361,720; 8,715,937; 9,024,006; 9,121,071; 9,212,392; 9,290,797; 
9,376,721; 10,000,817; 10,106,844; 10,590,489 

Cologuard’s methods of detecting DNA 
mutations

9,212,392; 10,106,844; 10,138,524; 10,253,358; 10,889,867 Cologuard’s control molecules

5,741,650; 5,952,178; 6,303,304; 6,586,177Use of stool in CRC screening

9,211,112; 9,750,482; 10,265,054; 10,486,158; 10,702,250; 10,894,256Cologuard’s collection and storage container

Reply, at pp. 22-23; EX1084 (Cologuard Website), at p. 1; EX1080 (Whitney 2nd Decl.) ¶ 105



Cologuard Includes Critical Features 
Not Claimed by ’781 Patent

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 48

Reply, at pp. 22-23; EX1081 (Physician’s Brochure), at pp. 3-4; EX1080 (Whitney 2nd Decl.), ¶ 101

* * *



Patent Owner’s Assertions About Significance of 
Unclaimed Features in ColoGuard Precludes 
Presumption of Nexus

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 49

Fox Factory, Inc. v. SRAM, LLC, 944 F.3d 1366, 1375 (Fed. Cir. 2019)

“In light of the patentee’s own assertions about the 

significance of the unclaimed features, no reasonable fact 

finder could conclude that these features are insignificant.”



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 50

Exact Asserts Significance of Unclaimed Features

Reply, at p. 24; Imperiale (EX2008), at pp. 1294-95

Imperiale



Exact Asserts Significance of Unclaimed Features

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 51

EX1088 (Cologuard Website), at pp. 3, 5; 
EX1080 (Whitney 2nd Decl.) ¶ 104

* * *

Cologuard Website



Exact Asserts Significance of Unclaimed Features

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 52

* * *

Cologuard Website

EX1088 (Cologuard Website), at p. 7; EX1080 (Whitney 2nd Decl.) ¶ 104



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 53

Exact Asserts Significance of Unclaimed Features

Response to Final Office Action, ’278 Patent

Reply, at pp. 24-25; EX1086 (Response to Final Office Communication, ’278 Patent), at p. 9



Exact Has Not Shown Cologuard’s Purported Success Is the Direct 
Result of the Unique Characteristics of the Challenged Claims 

• Exact has not proven that “diagnostic accuracy and patient uptake” are 
unique characteristics of the challenged claims.

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 54

“A finding that a presumption of nexus is inappropriate does not end the inquiry 

into secondary considerations. To the contrary, the patent owner is still afforded 

an opportunity to prove nexus by showing that the evidence of secondary 

considerations is the ‘direct result of the unique characteristics of the 

claimed invention.’”

Fox Factory, Inc. v. SRAM, LLC, 944 F.3d 1366, 1373-74 (Fed. Cir. 2019) 



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 55

Reply, at pp. 23-25; EX1084 (Cologuard Website), at p. 1; EX1080 (Whitney 2nd Decl.) ¶ 105

Claimed By U.S. Patent Nos.Unclaimed in ’781 Patent

6,551,777; 8,722,330 Cologuard’s DNA stabilizing buffer

6,268,136; 6,406,857; 8,993,341; 8,999,176; 9,000,146; 9,057,098; 
9,163,278; 9,169,511; 9,657,330; 9,631,228; 9,845,491; 9,856,515; 
10,047,390; 10,822,639 

Cologuard’s DNA isolation
methods

8,673,555; 8,969,046; 9,121,070; 9,127,318; 9,163,278; 9,169,511; 
9,399,800; 9,783,856; 9,803,249; 9,845,491; 10,435,753

Cologuard’s DNA markers

9,315,853; 10,144,953; 10,704,083Cologuard’s methods of preparing DNA

8,916,344; 9,637,792; 10,519,510; 10,590,489; 10,808,286 
Cologuard’s methods of testing for methylated 
DNA

8,361,720; 8,715,937; 9,024,006; 9,121,071; 9,212,392; 9,290,797; 
9,376,721; 10,000,817; 10,106,844; 10,590,489 

Cologuard’s methods of detecting DNA 
mutations

9,212,392; 10,106,844; 10,138,524; 10,253,358; 10,889,867 Cologuard’s control molecules

5,741,650; 5,952,178; 6,303,304; 6,586,177Use of stool in CRC screening

9,211,112; 9,750,482; 10,265,054; 10,486,158; 10,702,250; 10,894,256Cologuard’s collection and storage container

Exact Has Not Shown Cologuard’s Purported Success Is the Direct 
Result of the Unique Characteristics of the Challenged Claims 



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 56

Reply, at p. 24; EX2008 (Imperiale), at pp. 1294-95

Imperiale

Exact Has Attributed Cologuard’s Sensitivity to Unclaimed Features



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 57

Reply, at p. 26; EX2023 (Declaration of Peter Wood, Exact Sciences’ Vice President of Screening Portfolio Strategy) ¶ 13

Exact’s Extensive Post-Priority R&D and Marketing Efforts 
Contributed Significantly to the Patient Uptake of Cologuard

• Even after obtaining FDA approval in 2014, it took Cologuard 
“many years to gain widespread recognition and adoption.”

• Exact Sciences spent over $3.6 billion dollars on its 
Cologuard products between 2009 and 2023. 

• Between 2009 and 2023, Exact Sciences spent over $290 
million in research and development for Cologuard.

• Between 2009 and 2023, Exact Sciences spent over $3 
billion in sales and marketing of Cologuard.



Forbes Article

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 58

Reply, at p. 26; EX1087 (Forbes Article Quoting Kevin Conroy, CEO of Exact Sciences), at p. 6

Exact’s Extensive Marketing Efforts Contributed Significantly to 
Cologuard’s Commercial Success



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 59

Reply, at p. 25; EX1090 (Backman Tr.), at 74:7-9, 75:3-5 

Backman Tr.

* * *

Cologuard is No More Convenient than the Prior Art



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 60

Exact Represented to the Patent Office that Cologuard’s Success 
Was Attributable to a Later Invention

Response to Final Office Action, ’278 Patent

Reply, at pp. 24-25; EX1086 (Response to Final Office Communication, ’278 Patent), at p. 9



Challenged Claims

61Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 62

’781 Patent, Claim 1



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 63

’781 Patent, Claim 2



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 64

’781 Patent, Claim 3



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 65

’781 Patent, Claim 4



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 66

’781 Patent, Claim 5



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 67

’781 Patent, Claim 6



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 68

’781 Patent, Claim 7



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 69

’781 Patent, Claim 8



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 70

’781 Patent, Claim 9



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 71

’781 Patent, Claim 10



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 72

’781 Patent, Claim 11



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 73

’781 Patent, Claim 12



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 74

’781 Patent, Claim 13



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 75

’781 Patent, Claim 14



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 76

’781 Patent, Claim 15



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 77

’781 Patent, Claim 16



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 78

’781 Patent, Claim 17



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 79

’781 Patent, Claim 18



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 80

’781 Patent, Claim 19



Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 81

’781 Patent, Claim 20




