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• The ‘207 Patent is a leap forward in 
convenience and customization for suspension 
systems

• The inventions claimed in the ‘207 Patent yield 
the best of both worlds in damping adjustment:

• One lever position having preset damping 
characteristics, and

• A second lever position that can have its 
damping characteristics adjusted without 
affecting the first preset option

Introduction

22DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR (Paper 16) at 1‒2; ‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001) at FIG. 1

‘207 Patent at Fig. 1



• The Board encouraged the parties to develop the 
record on:
• If a POSITA would understand Fox to disclose an 

adjuster assembly 
• If JP’279’s damping adjustment is “finer” than other 

prior art’s damping adjustment 

• SRAM’s Response (Paper 16) shows that Fox’s 
cam-based damping system has no adjuster 
assembly, and JP’279 provides no “finer” 
adjustment than Fox or Yi

• Petitioner’s Reply (Paper 18) fails to counter 
SRAM’s clear evidence 

Introduction

33DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Institution Decision (Paper 11) at 19, 25‒26, 31‒32; POR (Paper 16) at 18‒32, 36‒46, 48‒55; Sur-Reply (Paper 24); ‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001) at FIG. 1 

‘207 Patent at Fig. 1



• The ‘207 Patent is directed to suspension 
systems like those typically used with bicycles

The ‘207 Patent

44DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR (Paper 16) at 10; ‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001) at FIG. 1, 2:16‒20, 6:10‒40, 8:33‒42; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶40

‘207 Patent at Fig. 1



The ‘207 Patent

5

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001) at 1:30–43; POR (Paper 16) at 4–5, 22–23 
5DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



The ‘207 Patent

6

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001) at 1:30–43; POR (Paper 16) at 4–5, 22–23
6DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

In other words, the ‘207 Patent disparages:

• A cam (camshaft) attached to a lever and engageable with 
an axially moving adjuster rod

BECAUSE:

• Any given angular position of the lever/cam corresponds 
to only one position of the adjuster rod

WHICH RESULTS IN:

• The position of the adjuster rod dictating the damping 
characteristics



Fox (Ex. 1005) is disparaged prior art

7

POR (Paper 16) at 6–7; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶32–34
7DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Fox shows such a disparaged damping 
adjuster with: 

• a lever 60 (green),

• a camshaft 58 (purple) having a cam 56 (light 
purple), and 

• an adjuster rod 34 (red)

• For any given angular position of Fox’s 
lever 60 (green), there is only one 
suspension setting and damping 
characteristic

Fox (Ex. 1005) at Fig. 4



The ‘207 Patent Invention

8

POR (Paper 16) at 6–7; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶32–34; ‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001) at FIG. 1 
8DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• The ‘207 Patent improves upon the 
disparaged prior art by adding a novel 
adjuster assembly (shown in yellow)

• The adjuster assembly (18/70) permits: 

• at least one lever position with the same 
damping characteristic in all cases, and 

• at least one lever position that can have its 
damping characteristics adjusted via the 
adjuster assembly without affecting the 
first lever position damping characteristics

‘207 Patent at Fig. 1



Ground 1: Fox (Ex. 1005) Does Not Anticipate 
the Challenged Claims of the ‘207 Patent

9DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1 (Fox) Fails
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POR (Paper 16) at 6–7; Sur-Reply (Paper 23) at 3–6; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶32–34
10DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Fox discloses the same damping adjuster 
disparaged in the ‘207 Patent

• For any given angular position of Fox’s 
lever 60 (green), there is only one position 
of the adjuster rod/driver and associated 
damping characteristics

• The Challenged Claims of the ‘207 Patent 
are inventive over disparaged prior art 
like Fox

Fox (Ex. 1005) at Fig. 4

Ground 1 (Fox) Fails



11

POR (Paper 16) at 6–7; Sur-Reply (Paper 24) at 3–6, 14–18; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶26, 32–34
11DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Fox’s cam 56 (light purple) is exactly what 
is described in the ‘207 Patent’s Background 
Section as a “cam attached to a lever”

• Fox was specifically considered by the 
Examiner during prosecution of the ‘207 
Patent:

Fox (Ex. 1005) at Fig. 4

Ground 1 (Fox) Fails



12

POR (Paper 16) at 3–16, 19–23; Sur-Reply (Paper 24) at 6–10; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶30–31, 40–47, 54–58
12DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• The separately recited “valve actuating 
assembly” and “adjuster assembly” are 
presumed to be separate structures 
“operatively connected” to each other 

• Every embodiment in the ‘207 Patent discloses 
an “adjuster assembly” with structure separate 
from the “valve actuating assembly” and 
specifically for adjusting the damping 
characteristics of at least one position of the 
valve actuating assembly

• Petitioner’s proposed Ground 1 does not 
describe any structure for the adjuster 
assembly that is separate from the valve 
actuating assembly 

‘207 Patent at FIGs. 7b & 7c

Ground 1 (Fox) Fails



13

POR (Paper 16) at 18–23; Sur-Reply (Paper 24) at 6–10; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶40–47, 52–58
13DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Petitioner’s proposed reinterpretation 
of the term “adjuster assembly” to be 
nothing more than a subset of the 
“valve actuating assembly” components 
is contrary to every teaching of the 

 ‘207 Patent 

• The plain meaning of “adjuster 
assembly operatively connected to the 
valve actuating assembly” requires the 
adjuster assembly to have structure 
separate from the valve actuating 
assembly

‘207 Patent at Figs. 7b & 7c

Ground 1 (Fox) Fails



Ground 2: Fox (Ex. 1005) in view of JP’279 (Ex. 1007) 
and Nagai (Ex. 1008) Does Not Render 

the Challenged Claims of the ‘207 Patent Obvious

14DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 2 (Fox in view of JP’279 and Nagai) Fails



15

POR (Paper 16) at 6–7, 18–23, 32–46; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶32–35, 75–99
15DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Petitioner’s proposed combination of 
Fox with JP’279 and Nagai fails to 
disclose the claimed adjuster 
assembly

• No valid motivation to combine Fox 
with JP’279, only improper hindsight 

Fox (Ex. 1005) at Fig. 4

Ground 2 (Fox in view of JP’279 and Nagai) Fails



16

POR (Paper 16) at 6–7, 18–23, 32–36; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶32–34, 75–79
16DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Petitioner’s proposed combination of Fox 
with JP’279 and Nagai fails to disclose any 
adjuster assembly

• Both Fox and JP’279 disclose damping 
adjusters that have one degree of freedom

• Forming a tapered surface over Fox’s cam 
surface would result in a device with no 
positions of the lever that would be 
unaffected by the adjuster assembly 

Fox (Ex. 1005) at Fig. 4

Ground 2 (Fox in view of JP’279 and Nagai) Fails



17

POR (Paper 16) at 33–36; Ex. 1003 (Slocum) at pp. 65–68, ¶¶93–96; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶78
17DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Dr. Slocum imagines “solid models” to 
show the purported combination of Fox 
and JP’279:

• Dr. Slocum’s figures clearly show the 
tapering across the entire cam surface

• This tapering would result in adjustment 
of all positions whenever the purported 
“adjuster assembly” is used 

Slocum Declaration (Ex. 1003) at p. 67

Ground 2 (Fox in view of JP’279 and Nagai) Fails

Sur-Reply (Paper 23) at p. 15



18

Petition (Paper 1) at 49–50; POR (Paper 16) at 33–36; Sur-Reply (Paper 24) at 10–14; Ex. 1003 (Slocum) at pp. 64–70, ¶¶93–98; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶77–78
18DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• The Petition cites the figure annotated on 
the right as representing the combination 
of Fox and JP’279 and states only that the 
“tapered surface 44 [of JP’279]” is 
“add[ed]” to Fox’s “suspension system”

• No evidence connecting JP’279’s gear 49 or 
axle 50 to Petitioner’s annotated figure

• No evidence as to how a POSITA would 
incorporate JP’279’s gear 49 or axle 50

• No evidence as to how a POSITA would 
incorporate Nagai’s stopper bolt 141

Petition (Paper 1) at p. 50 (annotated)

Ground 2 (Fox in view of JP’279 and Nagai) Fails
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POR (Paper 16) at 6–7, 37–41; Sur-Reply (Paper 24) at 14–21; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶32–34
19DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Petitioner’s arguments about “fine-tuning” 
are meritless

• Fox is already capable of providing any 
damping characteristics between closed 
and fully-open

• JP’279’s damping adjuster is not “finer” or 
superior to Fox’s damping adjuster

• Fox and JP’279 each provide a full range of 
suspension settings and damping 
characteristics

Fox (Ex. 1005) at Fig. 4

Ground 2 (Fox in view of JP’279 and Nagai) Fails



20

POR (Paper 16) at 37–41; Sur-Reply (Paper 24) at 14–21; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶32–34, 81–88
20DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Petitioner falsely claims that “JP’279 
would allow fine-tuning of the damping 
characteristics beyond that possible 
with Fox’s actuator arrangement 
because JP’279’s ‘adjuster assembly’ 
allows fine adjustments” 

• JP’279 provides the same level of 
“fineness” as Fox, depending on the size 
and shaping of JP’279’s slider 43 and 
Fox’s cam 56

Fox (Ex. 1005) at Fig. 4

Ground 2 (Fox in view of JP’279 and Nagai) Fails



21

POR (Paper 16) at 38–41; Sur-Reply (Paper 24) at 14–18; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶32–34, 84–88
21DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• JP’279’s slider 44 (blue) is not inherently finer than Fox’s cam 56 (light 
purple), and each have the same adjustment range

Ground 2 (Fox in view of JP’279 and Nagai) Fails

JP’279 (Ex. 1007) at FIGs. 4&5 Fox (Ex. 1005) at Fig. 4



22

POR (Paper 16) at 38–41; Sur-Reply (Paper 24) at 14–18; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶32–34, 84–88
22DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Moving JP’279’s slider 44 (blue) right or left moves JP’279’s adjuster 
rod/driver 34 up or down

• Rotating Fox’s cam 56 (light purple) moves Fox’s adjuster rod/driver 34 up 
or down

Ground 2 (Fox in view of JP’279 and Nagai) Fails

JP’279 (Ex. 1007) at Figs. 4&5 Fox (Ex. 1005) at Fig. 4



23

POR (Paper 16) at 37–41; Ex. 1007 (JP’279) at 6, Fig. 4; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶84
23DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• JP’279 simply states that one of its two angled 
surfaces 44, 45 is finer than the other:

• The surface 45 (yellow) allows for smaller 
adjustments due to having a lesser slope

• This does not suggest a general level of 
“fineness” above any other damper adjuster

JP’279 (Ex. 1007) at Fig. 4

Ground 2 (Fox in view of JP’279 and Nagai) Fails



24

POR (Paper 16) at 37–41; Sur-Reply (Paper 24) at 14–21; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶32–34, 81–88
24DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s motivation to combine is false and unsupported:

No evidence of record shows that JP’279’s 
slider 43 provides a finer level of adjustment 

than Fox’s cam 56

A tapered surface is not superior to a cam

Ground 2 (Fox in view of JP’279 and Nagai) Fails



25

POR (Paper 16) at 39–41; Sur-Reply (Paper 24) at 14–21, Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶84–88
25DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• In fact, a cam can provide the exact same output as a tapered surface:

• Petitioner and Dr. Slocum fail to give any details or evidence on the size 
and shaping of JP’279’s slider 43 and Fox’s cam 56

• Without these details, it is unknown which is “finer”

Ground 2 (Fox in view of JP’279 and Nagai) Fails



• What was unknown at the time of the invention of the ‘207 Patent?

• Petitioner’s proposed combination can only fill in the gaps with improper hindsight

26

POR (Paper 16) at 41–46; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶89–99
26DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 2 (Fox in view of JP’279 and Nagai) Fails

Use of an inclined plane on only a portion of a camshaft?

Arranging an inclined plane and camshaft at perpendicular 
angles? 

Using two different damper adjusters together?

Moving a camshaft axially in a damper adjuster?

A damper adjuster with two degrees of freedom?

Use of an inclined plane on a camshaft? UNKNOWN

UNKNOWN

UNKNOWN

UNKNOWN

UNKNOWN

UNKNOWN



Ground 3: Yi (Ex. 1006) in view of JP’279 (Ex. 1007) 
and Nagai (Ex. 1008) Does Not Render 

the Challenged Claims of the ‘207 Patent Obvious

27DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 3 (Yi in view of JP’279 and Nagai) Fails



28

POR (Paper 16) at 46–55; Sur-Reply (Paper 24) at 21–26; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶100–117
28DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Petitioner’s proposed combination of 
Yi with JP’279 and Nagai similarly 
fails to disclose the claimed adjuster 
assembly

• No valid motivation to combine Yi 
with JP’279, only improper hindsight 

Yi (Ex. 1006) at Fig. 12

Ground 3 (Yi in view of JP’279 and Nagai) Fails



29

POR (Paper 16) at 46–48; Sur-Reply (Paper 24) at 21–22; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶100–106
29DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Yi (Ex. 1006) at Fig. 12

Ground 3 (Yi in view of JP’279 and Nagai) Fails
Same Issues as Ground 2:

• Petitioner’s proposed combination of Yi 
with JP’279 and Nagai fails to disclose any 
adjuster assembly

• Both Yi and JP’279 discloses damping 
adjusters that have one degree of 
freedom

• Forming a tapered surface over Yi’s cam 
surface would result in a device with no 
positions of the lever that would be 
unaffected by the adjuster assembly



30

POR (Paper 16) at 46–48; Ex. 1006 (Yi) at FIGs. 6, 12; Reply (Paper 18) at 22; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶100–106
30DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Yi (Ex. 1006) at Fig. 6, Reply at p. 22

Ground 3 (Yi in view of JP’279 and Nagai) Fails
• Petitioner’s proposed combination of Yi with 

JP’279 and Nagai would be inoperable because 
Yi’s camshaft 2 (yellow) cannot be moved 
axially (left or right) in the figure on right as 
Petitioner posits, given the fixed location of Yi’s 
driving unit 32 and associated geared coupler 
31

• Similarly, it is not clear 
how Yi’s detent system 
would operate if Yi’s 
camshaft 2 (yellow) is 
axially displaced

Yi (Ex. 1006) at Fig. 12



• Dr. Slocum imagines “solid models” to show 
the purported combination of Yi and JP’279:

• This tapering would result in adjustment of all 
positions whenever the purported “adjuster 
assembly” is used 

31

POR (Paper 16) at 46–48; Ex. 1003 (Slocum) at pp. 66–67, 88, ¶¶96, 119; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶102
31DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Slocum Declaration (Ex. 1003) at p. 67

Ground 3 (Yi in view of JP’279 and Nagai) Fails



32

POR (Paper 16) at 46–48; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶100–106
32DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Petitioner falsely claims that “an 
‘adjuster assembly’ as taught by JP’279 
would allow fine-tuning of the damping 
characteristics beyond that possible in 
Yi’s shock absorber”

• Like Ground 2, JP’279 provides the same 
level of “fineness” as Yi, depending on 
the size and shaping of JP’279’s slider 
43 and Yi’s camshaft 2

Fox (Ex. 1005) at Fig. 4

Ground 3 (Yi in view of JP’279 and Nagai) Fails



33

POR (Paper 16) at 37–41, 46–48; Ex. 1007 (JP’279) at 6, Fig. 4; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶84, 100–106
33DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 3 (Yi in view of JP’279 and Nagai) Fails

Petitioner’s motivation to combine is false and unsupported:

No evidence of record shows that JP’279’s 
slider 43 provides a finer level of adjustment 

than Fox’s cam 56

A tapered surface is not superior to a cam



• Again, what was unknown at the time of the invention of the ‘207 Patent?

• Petitioner’s proposed combination can only fill in the gaps with improper hindsight

34

POR (Paper 16) at 51–55; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶108–117
34DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Use of an inclined plane on only a portion of a camshaft?

Arranging an inclined plane and camshaft at perpendicular 
angles? 

Using two different damper adjusters together?

Moving a camshaft axially in a damper adjuster?

A damper adjuster with two degrees of freedom?

Use of an inclined plane on a camshaft? UNKNOWN

UNKNOWN

UNKNOWN

UNKNOWN

UNKNOWN

UNKNOWN

Ground 3 (Yi in view of JP’279 and Nagai) Fails



What Has Patent Owner Shown?

35DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The recited adjuster assembly requires additional structure 
beyond that provided by the valve actuating assembly

Fox does not disclose an adjuster assembly

A slider or tapered surface is not superior to a cam or camshaft

A slider or tapered surface does not provide a finer level of 
adjustment when compared to a cam or camshaft

No motivation to combine Fox or Yi with JP’279 and Nagai

No evidence of any damping adjuster with two-degree of freedom 

Only improper hindsight proffered for Petitioner’s combinations

POR (Paper 16) at 3–16, 18–23, 32–55; Sur-Reply (Paper 24) at 3–10, 14–26; Ex. 1003 (Slocum) at pp. 64–70, 88, ¶¶93–98, 119; Ex. 2016 (Parnell) at ¶¶30–
35, 40–47, 52–58, 75–117



Conclusion

SRAM respectfully requests that the Board issue 
a final written decision confirming the patentability of 

the Challenged Claims of the ‘207 Patent

36DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
POR (Paper 16) at 55; Sur-Reply (Paper 24) at 26



Figures of the ‘207 Patent

37DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



‘207 Patent – Figure 1

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), FIG. 1 
38DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



‘207 Patent – Figures 2 and 3

39DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), FIGs. 2, 3 



‘207 Patent – Figure 4a

40DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), FIG. 4a 



‘207 Patent – Figure 4b

41DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), FIG. 4b 



‘207 Patent – Figures 5a, 5b, and 5c 

42DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’207 Patent (Ex. 1001), FIG. 5a, 5b, 5c 



‘207 Patent – Figures 6a, 6b and 6c

43DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), FIGs. 6a, 6b, 6c



‘207 Patent – Figure 7a

44DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), FIG. 7a 



‘207 Patent – Figures 7b and 7c 

45DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), FIGs. 7b, 7c 



‘207 Patent – Figure 8a

46DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), FIG. 8a



‘207 Patent – Figures 8b and 8c

47DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), FIGs. 8b, 8c



‘207 Patent – Figures 9a and 9b 

48DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), FIGs. 9a, 9b 



‘207 Patent – Figures 9c and 10a

49DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), FIGs. 9c, 10a



‘207 Patent – Figures 10b and 10c

50DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), FIGs. 10b, 10c



‘207 Patent – Figure 11a

51DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), FIG. 11a



‘207 Patent – Figures 11b and 11c 

52DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), FIGs. 11b, 11c



‘207 Patent – Figures 11d and 11e 

53DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), FIGs. 11d, 11e 



‘207 Patent – Figures 11f and 11g 

54DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), FIGs. 11f, 11g



‘207 Patent – Figure 12

55DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), FIG. 12



Claims of the ‘207 Patent

56DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Independent Claim 1 – Challenged

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), 8:45–58
57DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Dependent Claim 2 – Challenged  

58DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), 8:59–64



Dependent Claim 3 – Challenged

59DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), 8:65–9:4



Dependent Claim 4 – Unchallenged

60DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), 9:5–8



Dependent Claim 5 – Unchallenged

61DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), 9:9–12



Dependent Claim 6 – Unchallenged

62DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), 9:13–18



Dependent Claim 7 – Challenged

63DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), 9:19–27



Dependent Claim 8 – Challenged

64DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), 10:1–3



Dependent Claim 9 – Unchallenged

65DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), 10:4–8



Dependent Claim 10 – Challenged

66DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), 10:10–18



Dependent Claim 11 – Challenged

67DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), 10:19–21



Dependent Claim 12 – Challenged

68DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

‘207 Patent (Ex. 1001), 10:22–24
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