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Ex. 1001 (’207 patent), pg. 1

Ex. 1001, Title

Ex. 1001, Abstract

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



U.S. Patent No. 7,147,207: Claims 
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Ex. 1001, claim 1

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Declaration of Dr. Alexander H. Slocum, Ph.D. (Ex. 1003),¶ 25

Ex. 1003, ¶ 27

Pet., 2-7



Key Features of  the ’207 Patent: Valve Actuating 
Assembly & Adjuster Assembly
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Ex. 1003, ¶ 27

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Ex. 1003, ¶ 27 (annotated Fig. 1 of ’207 patent) Pet., 2-7



Level of Skill in the Art
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Pet., 9-10; Ex. 1003, ¶ 23

Petitioner’s definition Patent Owner’s definition

Ex. 2016, ¶ 48

• Petitioner’s expert is a POSITA under either party’s definition. Ex. 1003, ¶¶ 4-11, 23-24, Exhibit A

• Patent Owner deviates from its own expert’s definition of a POSITA and argues that one of 
ordinary skill must have “a Master’s degree or higher in Mechanical Engineering with 
experience in design of vehicle components or like technology.” Compare POR, 17, with Ex. 2016, ¶ 48

• Petitioner’s expert meets Patent Owner’s definition because he has extensive experience 
in the design of components that are technologically related to vehicle suspensions and 
other vehicular components. See Ex. 2019, 207:1-208:19, 213:15-221:6, 238:13-245:5

• Patent Owner’s expert’s CV does not show that he has any specific experience with the 
design of vehicle suspensions or other components. Ex. 2016, Appendix A

Reply, 3-4
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Unpatentability Grounds

6DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet., 9



Overview

7

• Claim construction
o Neither party requested claim construction. Pet. 8; POR, 16

o No claim construction by district court. Reply 4

• Ground I: anticipation by FOX
o Fox discloses a “valve actuating assembly” with an open position and a closed position, 

wherein the damping characteristics of the open position can be adjusted independently of 
the closed position. Pet. 13-16; Reply, 4-6

o Fox discloses an “adjuster assembly” that only partially overlaps with the “valve actuating 
assembly.” Pet., 16-19; Reply, 6-8

o The ’207 patent specification permits partial structural overlap between the “valve actuating 
assembly” and the “adjuster assembly.” Pet., 16-19; Reply, 6-8

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Overview (Contd.)
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• Ground II: obviousness based on Fox in view of JP’279 and Nagai

o The combination relies on Fox’s “valve actuating assembly” modified in view of JP’279 to 
have a tapered cam surface. Pet., 45-51; Reply, 11-13

o The combination provides a separate “adjuster assembly” based on Nagai for fine-tuning the 
damping characteristics of Fox’s open position without affecting the closed position. Pet., 30-36, 
48-51; Reply, 13-14

o There is sufficient motivation to combine Fox, JP’279, and Nagai, and a reasonable 
expectation of success for the combination. Pet., 36-41; Reply, 14-19

• Ground III: obviousness based on Yi in view of JP’279 and Nagai

o The combination relies of Yi’s “valve actuating assembly” modified in view of JP’279 to have a 
tapered cam surface. Pet., 78-82; Reply, 20-22

o The combination of Yi, JP’279, and Nagai provides a separate “adjuster assembly” based on 
Nagai for fine-tuning the damping characteristics of Yi’s second compression damping 
position without affecting the first and third positions. Pet., 66-70, 82-86; Reply, 20-22 

o There is sufficient motivation to combine Yi, JP’279, and Nagai, and a reasonable expectation 
of success for the combination. Pet., 70-75; Reply, 23-25

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Grounds I and II: The ’207 Patent Does Not Disparage 
Fox or Similar Prior Art
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• Patent Owner incorrectly asserts that the ’207 patent limits the scope of the 
claimed invention by criticizing prior art like Fox

• But nowhere does the ’207 patent’s specification identify Fox, or disparage 
Fox’s mechanism. Ex. 1017, ¶ 13 

• The background art discussed in the ’207 patent is very different from Fox 
because Fox’s camshaft 58 includes a rotary cam surface 56, which allows 
customization of Fox’s open compression damping position. Id.; Ex. 1001, 1:30-43 

o Nowhere does the background section describe a rotary cam surface that 
allows customization of damping characteristics in the open position, as 
in Fox

o Petitioner’s expert did not agree that Fox is the same as the prior art 
discussed in the background of the ’207 patent. Contra POR, 23

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply, 9-10; Ex. 1017, ¶ 13



Grounds II and III: Tapered Cams Added to Only One 
Cam Surface of Fox and Yi

10DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet., 48-50; 84-85; Reply, 13-14, 20-22

Ex. 1003, ¶ 134 (showing JP’279’s tapered surface added 
to Yi’s camshaft 2 at the cam surface corresponding to the 
medium-velocity (second) compression damping 
position) 

Ex. 1003, ¶ 79 (showing JP’279’s tapered surface added to 
Fox’s cam surface 56 corresponding to the open 
compression damping position) 



Grounds II and III: A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated 
to Add JP’279’s Tapered Surface to Fox’s and Yi’s Cams

11DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet., 48-51, 82-86 

• JP’279 discloses fine adjustments 
using a slider 43 having a tapered 
(sloped) surface 44. Ex. 1007 (JP’279), 5-6; Ex. 
1003, ¶¶ 42-44 

• A POSITA would have been motivated 
to add JP’279’s tapered surface 44 to 
Fox’s and Yi’s cam surface to allow for 
fine adjustments and resolution of 
compression damping. Ex. 1003, ¶¶ 79, 92-93, 
133-134; Ex. 1017, ¶¶  22, 29 JP’279, Fig. 4



Grounds II and III: A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated 
to Add JP’279’s Tapered Surface to Fox’s and Yi’s Cams

12DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply, 14-19, 23-25

Ex. 1017, ¶ 22

Ex. 1017, ¶ 29



Grounds II and III: Tapered Cams Were Well Known 
in the Art Prior to the Filing of the ’207 Patent

13DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply, 18

• Tapered cams (also known as barrel cams or conical cams) have been known and 
routinely used since well before the filing of the ’207 patent. Ex. 1017, ¶ 19 

• Petitioner’s expert testified that tapered cams have been known “[a]t least a 
hundred years. Probably 200 years or more.” Ex. 2019, 228:15-234:25 

Ex. 1019, Figs. 5-7, 4:23-55 (describing a 
tapered cam 6’ in the shape of a “cone 
frustum” that utilizes axial movement to 
alter the point of contact between the cam 
and a rocker)

Ex. 1020, 202-03, 216 (describing a 
tapered cam z and the ease of making a 
cam with a tapered surface and the 
associated benefits of such for an engine)

Ex. 1021, 107 (using a tapered cam to finely adjust rotational position of a disc)

Ex. 1022, 2:31-36 (disclosing “a tapered 
cam 6” for an electrical plug, “which, 
in addition to rotating, is also free to 
 longitudinally … to compensate for any 
dimensional variations”)



Grounds II and III: Fine-Tuning of Compression 
Damping Was Well Known in the Art

14DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet.,7-8, 30-33, 66-67, 71; Reply, 15-16

Reply, 16 (Petitioner’s expert explaining that JP’279 
teaches fine-tuning of compression and rebound damping) Ex. 1004, PDF pp. 86-87 (Patent Owner admitting that 

Wicker taught fine-tuning of compression damping)

Ex. 1004, PDF pp. 8-9, 30-31 (Patent Owner admitted 
during prosecution that U.S. Patent No. 4,488,704 to 
Wicker (Ex. 2015) taught coarse and fine-tuning of 
damping characteristics) 



Grounds II and III: Patent Owner’s Bodily Incorporation and 
Improvement Arguments are Legally and Factually Incorrect

15DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply, 17-19, 23-25

Reply, 23-24

Reply, 18-19

Ex. 1004, PDF pp. 8-9, 30-31 (Patent Owner admitted 
during prosecution that U.S. Patent No. 4,488,704 to 
Wicker (Ex. 2015) taught coarse and fine-tuning of 
damping characteristics. 



Grounds II and III: Adjuster for Axial Displacement of a 
Camshaft was Known and Disclosed by JP’279 and Nagai 
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• JP’279 discloses a mechanism for 
axially displacing slider 43 (with 
tapered surface 44), using gear 49 and 
feed axle 50. Pet., 48;   Ex. 1003, ¶ 92 

• A POSITA would have been motivated 
to use a simplified mechanism such as 
Nagai’s stopper bolt 141 (in place of 
JP’279’s gear 49 and feed axle 50) to 
axially displace Fox/Yi camshaft to 
combine the implementation of 
adjuster and limiting means. Ex. 1003, ¶¶ 97-
98, 121-123, 133-134; Pet., 38-40, 50-51, 84-85; Ex. 1017, ¶ 17

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet., 38-40, 50-51, 84-85

Ex. 1003, ¶ 97

Ex. 1003, ¶ 121



Grounds II and III: Petitioner Expressly Identified an “Adjuster 
Assembly” Separate From the “Valve Actuating Assembly”

17DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply, 11-12, 21-22

Ex. 1017, ¶ 28

Ex. 1017, ¶¶ 16, 17



Petitioner’s Ground III: Obviousness Based 
on Yi, JP’279, and Nagai

18DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Yi in View of JP’279 and Nagai Discloses a “Valve 
Actuating Assembly” and a Separate “Adjuster Assembly”

19

G U I DA N C E  I S  P R O V I D E D  
T H R O U G H O U T  T H E  PAT H ,  

N O T  J U S T  AT  S E L E C T  
L O C AT I O N S ,  E . G . ,  AT  

A I RWAY  B I F U R C AT I O N S  

• Yi has a “valve actuating assembly” comprising 
a lever 201, a camshaft 2, and a damping 
adjusting rod 10. Yi, 5:51-57; Ex. 1003, ¶ 129 

o Yi’s camshaft 2 is rotatable between at least three 
compression damping positions – low-velocity 
(first), medium-velocity (second), and high-velocity 
(third) flows. Pet., 78-82; Ex. 1003, ¶ 131 

• A POSITA would have been motivated to add 
JP’279’s tapered surface 44 to Yi’s cam surface 
corresponding to the medium-velocity setting 
to allow fine-tuning. Pet., 82-86; Ex. 1003, ¶¶132, 134

o Because the tapered surface is added to only the 
cam surface corresponding to the second position, 
axial displacement of camshaft 2 does not affect 
the damping characteristics of the first or third 
position. Ex. 1017, ¶26

• A POSITA would have also known how to axially 
move Yi’s camshaft using Nagai’s stopper bolt 
141 (“adjuster assembly”). Ex. 1003, ¶134; Yi, Figs. 5-6. Pet., 75-86, Reply, 20-22

Ex. 1003, ¶ 131 (Yi, Figs. 5-7)

Ex. 1003, ¶ 129 (Yi, Fig. 12)



There is Sufficient Motivation to Combine Yi With JP’279 
and Nagai and a Reasonable Expectation of Success

20

G U I DA N C E  I S  P R O V I D E D  
T H R O U G H O U T  T H E  PAT H ,  

N O T  J U S T  AT  S E L E C T  
L O C AT I O N S ,  E . G . ,  AT  

A I RWAY  B I F U R C AT I O N S  

• Rotating Yi’s camshaft 2 between the three compression damping positions would 
provide a coarse adjustment of compression damping characteristics. Ex. 1017, ¶ 29

• Additional adjustments within the second position—i.e., by adding JP’279 tapered 
surface 44 on Yi’s cam surface—would fine-tune the compression damping 
characteristics within the second position. Id.; Ex. 1003, ¶119 

o Petitioner’s expert testified that adding a taper to Yi’s camshaft would provide “fine resolution.” 
Ex. 2019, 194:2-195:13 

o Such fine-tuning of damping characteristics was well known when the ’207 patent application 
was filed (see discussion in slide 14)

• A POSITA would have been motivated to fine-tune to account for the terrain, rider’s 
weight, etc., and thereby improve the Yi shock absorber. Ex. 1017, ¶ 29; Ex. 1003, ¶ 120 

• The proposed combination would have been simple, cost-effective, and would have 
yielded predictable results. Ex. 1017, ¶ 30; Ex. 1003, ¶121 

o The tapering process through machining (e.g., CNC machining) would have been simple to a 
POSITA, and tapered cams were well known and routinely used (see slides 12, 13). Id., ¶ 24

o Means for axially displacing a camshaft were also known (see discussion in slides 16, 17)
Pet., 70-75, Reply, 23-25



Petitioner’s Ground II: Obviousness Based 
on Fox, JP’279, and Nagai

21DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Fox in View of JP’279 and Nagai Discloses a “Valve 
Actuating Assembly” and a Separate “Adjuster Assembly”
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G U I DA N C E  I S  P R O V I D E D  
T H R O U G H O U T  T H E  PAT H ,  

N O T  J U S T  AT  S E L E C T  
L O C AT I O N S ,  E . G . ,  AT  

A I RWAY  B I F U R C AT I O N S  

• Fox has a “valve actuating assembly” comprising 
camshaft 58, lever 60, and shaft 34. Fox, 8:3-34; Ex. 1003, ¶ 87 

• Fox’s camshaft 58 is rotatable between at least two 
compression damping positions – open and 
closed/lockout. Ex. 1005, 7:61-8:2, 9:59-10:14; Ex. 1003, ¶¶ 89, 90 

• A POSITA would have been motivated to add JP’279’s 
tapered surface 44 to Fox’s cam surface 56 to allow 
fine-tuning. Pet., 49; Ex. 1003, ¶¶91, 92-93

o A POSITA would have known how to make such a 
modification. Ex. 1003, ¶¶ 94-96

o Because JP’279’s tapered surface is added to only the 
recessed cam surface 56, axial displacement of Fox’s 
camshaft 58 would only adjust the damping 
characteristics of the open position and not affect the 
closed position. Ex. 1017, ¶ 20

• A POSITA would have also known how to axially move 
Fox’s camshaft using Nagai’s stopper bolt 141 
(“adjuster assembly”). Ex. 1003, ¶ 97 Pet., 41-51, Reply, 11-14

Ex. 1003, ¶ 89 (Fox, Fig. 5)

Ex. 1003, ¶ 87 (Fox, Fig. 5)



There is Sufficient Motivation to Combine Fox With JP’279 
and Nagai and a Reasonable Expectation of Success
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G U I DA N C E  I S  P R O V I D E D  
T H R O U G H O U T  T H E  PAT H ,  

N O T  J U S T  AT  S E L E C T  
L O C AT I O N S ,  E . G . ,  AT  

A I RWAY  B I F U R C AT I O N S  

• Rotating Fox’s camshaft 58 between the two compression damping positions would 
provide a coarse adjustment of compression damping characteristics. Ex. 1017, ¶ 21

• Additional adjustments within the open position—i.e., by adding JP’279 tapered surface 
44 on Fox’s cam surface 56—would fine-tune the compression damping characteristics 
within the open position. Id.; Ex. 1003, ¶ 91 

o Petitioner’s expert testified that adding a taper to Fox’s camshaft would provide “even without 
the gear an increase in resolution.” Ex. 2019, 129:2-130:12, 150:15-151:25, 156:5-24; see also id., 132:23-133:10, 
146:23-147:25 

o Such fine-tuning of damping characteristics was well known when the ’207 patent application 
was filed (see discussion in slide 14)

o Fine resolution is achieved because the Nagai “adjuster assembly” and JP’279’s tapered surface 
44 would adjust the damping characteristics in a linear manner (as opposed to the non-linear 
adjustment with Fox’s rotary cam surface). Ex. 1017, ¶ 22; Ex. 1003, ¶¶ 80-82, 91 

• A POSITA would have been motivated to fine-tune to account for the terrain, rider’s 
weight, etc., and thereby improve the Fox shock absorber. Ex. 1017, ¶ 21; Ex. 1003, ¶¶ 76-79 

• The proposed combination would have been simple, cost-effective, and would have 
yielded predictable results. Ex. 1017, ¶ 24; Ex. 1003, ¶ 83 

Pet., 36-41, Reply, 14-19



Petitioner’s Ground I: Anticipation by Fox

24DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Fox Discloses a “Valve Actuating Assembly” and “Adjuster 
Assembly” With Partial Overlap
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G U I DA N C E  I S  P R O V I D E D  
T H R O U G H O U T  T H E  PAT H ,  

N O T  J U S T  AT  S E L E C T  
L O C AT I O N S ,  E . G . ,  AT  

A I RWAY  B I F U R C AT I O N S  

• Fox has a “valve actuating assembly” comprising 
camshaft 58, lever 60, and shaft 34. Fox, 8:3-34; Ex. 
1003, ¶ 49 

• Fox has an “adjuster assembly” comprising 
camshaft 58 and lever 60. Ex. 1003, ¶ 53

• Fox’s camshaft 58 is rotatable between at least 
two compression damping positions – open and 
closed/lockout. Ex. 1005, 7:61-8:2, 9:59-10:14; Ex. 1003, ¶¶ 51, 52

o The open position corresponds to the recessed 
rotary cam surface 56 and the closed position 
corresponds to the non-recessed camshaft surface 

• Within the open position, the rotary cam surface 
56 allows for further adjustment of compression 
damping. Ex. 1003, ¶ 55; Ex. 1017, ¶¶ 11, 12

o Because Fox’s open and closed positions 
correspond to different camshaft surfaces, varying 
the contact point of shaft 34 with cam surface 56 
(having variable radii) does not affect the damping 
characteristics of the closed position 

Pet., 12-19, Reply, 4-6

Ex. 1003, ¶ 87 (Fox, Fig. 5)



Partial Overlap Between the “Valve Actuating Assembly” and “Adjuster 
Assembly” is Permissible Because the Specification Teaches Such Overlap

26

G U I DA N C E  I S  P R O V I D E D  
T H R O U G H O U T  T H E  PAT H ,  

N O T  J U S T  AT  S E L E C T  
L O C AT I O N S ,  E . G . ,  AT  

A I RWAY  B I F U R C AT I O N S  

Pet., 16-17, Reply, 6-8

Reply, 6-7

• The presumption that the separately 
recited “adjuster assembly” and 
“valve actuating assembly” are 
distinct features is rebutted because 
the specification permits partial 
structural overlap between them
• ’207 patent, 5:48-6:9 (embodiment 

shown in Figures 7a-7c allows partial 
overlap between the claimed features; 
claim 6 (“[T]he adjuster assembly is 
formed integrally with the selector 
[lever and camshaft] of the valve 
actuating assembly ….”) 

• Nothing in the claims, specification, 
or prosecution history requires the 
“adjuster assembly” and “valve 
actuating assembly” to be 
completely separate
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