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POSITA



The Definition of a POSITA

• The parties largely agree on the definition of a POSITA
• Patent Owner should prevail under either definition

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-5POR (Paper 30), 2-3



Petitioner’s Level of Skill in the Art

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-6Pet. (Paper 1), 9

Pet. (Paper 1), 9



PO’s Level of Skill in the Art

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-7POR (Paper 19), 2-3

POR (Paper 19), 2-3



Petitioner Should Prevail Under Either Definition

POR (Paper 19), 3 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-8

POR (Paper 19), 3
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THE ’074 PATENT



EX1001 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-10

Microchip’s ’074 Patent

EX1001, 1



EX1001 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-11

Microchip’s ’074 Patent

EX1001, 1



EX1001, Figs. 3, 3A, 3B DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-12

Microchip’s ’074 Patent

EX1001, Figs. 3, 3A, 3B



EX1001, 2:9-11 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-13

Microchip’s ’074 Patent – Enable/Disable

EX1001, 2:9-11



POR (Paper 19), 19 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-14

The ’074 Patent File History

Ex. 2005 (File History), 107



POR (Paper 19), 19 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-15

The ’074 Patent File History

EX2005 (File History), 112



’074 Patent Independent Claim 1

EX1001, cl. 1 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-16

EX1001, cl. 1

No motivation 
to combine

Missing from 
the prior art

Missing from 
the prior art
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THE ASSERTED 
PRIOR ART



Summary of Prior Art Grounds

Pet. (Paper 1), 9-10 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-18



Rincon Mora Patent (EX1013)

Rincon-Mora (EX1013) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-19

Rincon-Mora (EX1013), 1



Rincon Mora Patent (EX1013)

Rincon-Mora (EX1013) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-20

Rincon-Mora (EX1013), 1



Rincon Mora Patent (EX1013)

POR (Paper 19), 25 (citing Rincon-Mora (EX1013), Fig. 2) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-21

Rincon-Mora (EX1013), Fig. 2 (annotated)



Rincon Mora Patent (EX1013)

POR (Paper 19), 26 (citing Rincon-Mora (EX1013), Fig. 3) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-22

Rincon-Mora (EX1013), Fig. 3 (annotated)



Rincon Mora Patent (EX1013)

POR (Paper 19), 24 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-23

Rincon-Mora (EX1013), Abstract



Rincon Mora Patent (EX1013)

POR (Paper 19), 27 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-24

Rincon-Mora (EX1013), 1:10-17



Rincon Mora Patent (EX1013)

POR (Paper 19), 27 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-25

Rincon-Mora (EX1013), 1:24-27



Rincon Mora Patent (EX1013)

POR (Paper 19), 27 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-26

Rincon-Mora (EX1013), 1:48-52



Rincon Mora Patent (EX1013)

POR (Paper 19), 27 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-27
Rincon-Mora (EX1013), 1:66-2:9



Rincon Mora Patent (EX1013)

POR (Paper 19), 27-28 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-28

Rincon-Mora (EX1013), 4:41-48



Rincon Mora Patent (EX1013)

POR (Paper 19), 27-28 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-29

Rincon-Mora (EX1013), 5:9-11



Rincon Mora Paper (EX1014)

Rincon-Mora Paper (EX1014) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-30

Rincon-Mora Paper (EX1014), 1



Rincon Mora Paper (EX1014)

Rincon-Mora Paper (EX1014) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-31

Rincon-Mora Paper (EX1014), Abstract

Abstract-The demand for low-voltage, low drop-out (LDO) regulators 
is increasing because of the growing demand for portable electronics, 
i.e., cellular phones, pagers, laptops, etc.  … This paper discusses 
some techniques that enable the practical realizations of low 
quiescent current LDO's at low voltages and in existing technologies.  
The proposed circuit exploits the frequency response dependence on 
load-current to minimize quiescent current flow. … An LDO 
prototype incorporating the aforementioned techniques was 
fabricated. The circuit was operable down to input voltages of 1 V 
with a zero-load quiescent current flow of 23µA.



Dr. Chen Equates the Rincon-Mora Patent and Paper

POR (Paper 19), 30 (citing EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 124:17-22) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-32

EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 124:17-22



Rincon-Mora Does NOT Disclose Enable/Disable

POR (Paper 19), 55 (citing EX2014 (Dr. Chen), 128:17-129:6) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-33

EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 129:1-6



Al-Shyoukh (EX1004)

EX1004 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-34

EX1004, 1

Ex. 2005 (File History), 107 (cited at POR (Paper 19), 19)



Al-Shyoukh (EX1004)

Abstract-This paper presents a low-dropout regulator (LDO) for 
portable applications with an impedance-attenuated buffer for 
driving the pass device … without dissipating large quiescent 
current. …The LDO with the proposed impedance-attenuated 
buffer has been implemented in a 0.35-μm twin-well CMOS 
process. The proposed LDO dissipates 20-μA quiescent current at 
no-load condition and is able to deliver up to 200-mA load current.

EX1004 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-35

EX1004, Abstract



Al-Shyoukh (EX1004)

EX1004 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-36

EX1004, Fig. 8



Al-Shyoukh (EX1004) – Petitioner’s Mapping

Pet. (Paper 1), 11 (citing Al-Shyoukh (EX1004), Fig. 8 (annotated)) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-37

Al-Shyoukh (EX1004), Fig. 8 (annotated)



Petitioner’s Admission re Al-Shyoukh

Petition (Paper 1), 10 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-38

Petition (Paper 1), 10



Al-Shyoukh’s Low Quiescent Current

POR (Paper 19), 33 (citing Al-Shyoukh, 2) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-39

POR (Paper 19), 33 (citing Al-Shyoukh, 2)



Al-Shyoukh’s Low Quiescent Current

POR (Paper 19), 33-34 (citing Al-Shyoukh, 7, 10) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-40

POR (Paper 19), 33-34 (citing Al-Shyoukh, 7, 10)



Al-Shyoukh’s Low Quiescent Current

POR (Paper 19), 34 (citing Al-Shyoukh, Table II (annotated)) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-41

POR (Paper 19), 34 (citing Al-Shyoukh, Table II (annotated))



Al-Shyoukh Does NOT Disclose Enable/Disable

POR (Paper 19), 34-35 (citing Al-Shyoukh, 8-9) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-42

POR (Paper 19), 33-34 (citing Al-Shyoukh, 8-9)



Al-Shyoukh Does NOT Disclose Enable/Disable

POR (Paper 19), 55 (citing EX2014 (Dr. Chen), 128:17-129:6) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-43

EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 128:17-25



Ivanov (EX1005)

Ivanov (EX1005) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-44

Ivanov (EX1005), 1



Ivanov’s Primary Intended Use

POR (Paper 19), 35 (citing Ivanov (EX1005), 1:8-11) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-45

Ivanov (EX1005), 1:5-11



Ivanov’s Complex Circuit

POR (Paper 19), 35 (citing Ivanov (EX1005), Fig. 1) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-46Ivanov (EX1005), Fig. 1



Ivanov (EX1005)

POR (Paper 19), 36 (citing Ivanov (EX1005)) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-47

POR (Paper 19), 36



Ivanov Introduces Delay

POR (Paper 19), 38-39 (citing Ivanov (EX1005)) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-48

POR (Paper 19), 38-39



Ivanov Requires User Control

POR (Paper 19), 38 (citing Ivanov (EX1005), 4:20-25) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-49

Ivanov (EX1005), 4:20-25



Ivanov Dissipates Current When Disabled

POR (Paper 19), 38 (citing Ivanov (EX1005), 5:18-6:6) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-50

Ivanov (EX1005), 5:39-49



CITE DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-51

PETITIONER’S INADEQUATE 
MOTIVATION TO COMBINE



Summary of Prior Art Grounds

Pet. (Paper 1), 9-10 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-52

No anticipation grounds!



’074 Patent Independent Claim 1

EX1001, cl. 1 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-53

EX1001, cl. 1

Missing from 
Rincon-Mora 

and Al-Shyoukh



Dr. Chen Admits Rincon-Mora and Al-Shyoukh Lack a Disable Function

POR (Paper 19), 55 (citing EX2014 (Dr. Chen), 128:17-129:6) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-54

EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 128:17-129:6



Petitioner Bears the Burden of Proving Obviousness

Sur-reply (Paper 29), 23 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-55

In re Magnum Oil Tools Int’l, Ltd.,829 F.3d 1364 at 1377-78 (Fed. Cir. 2016)

We agree with Magnum that the Board improperly shifted the burden 
to it, as the patentee, to prove nonobviousness. Because McClinton 
failed to separately meet its burden of establishing obviousness in view 
of Lehr, Cockrell, and Kristiansen, we reverse.
The final written decision is replete with examples where, rather than 
require McClinton to prove its assertion of obviousness, the Board 
improperly shifted the burden to Magnum to disprove obviousness.



Petitioner Bears the Burden of Proving Obviousness

Sur-reply (Paper 29), 18 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-56

Samsung Display Co. et al. v. Polaris PowerLED Techs., LLC,  
IPR2023-00771, Paper 40, 60 (PTAB Oct., 11, 2024)



Petitioner’s One-Paragraph Motivation to Combine

Pet. (Paper 1), 64 (Rincon-Mora ground) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-57

Pet. (Paper 1), 64



Petitioner’s One-Paragraph Motivation to Combine

Pet. (Paper 1), 25 (Al-Shyoukh ground) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-58

Pet. (Paper 1), 25



Petitioner Hindsight-Driven Argument Fails for Two Reasons

POR (Paper 19), 56-57 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-59

POR (Paper 19), 56



POR (Paper 19), 58

Petitioner’s Argument Rests on a False Premise

POR (Paper 19), 58 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-60



Petitioner’s Reason for Combining Does Not Apply

Sur-reply (Paper 29), 25 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-61

Sur-reply (Paper 29), 25



POR (Paper 19), 57

Petitioner’s Reason for Combining Does Not Apply

POR (Paper 19), 57 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-62



POR (Paper 19), 62

Petitioner’s Reason for Combining Does Not Apply

POR (Paper 19), 62 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-63



Al-Shyoukh, Table II (annotated)

Petitioner’s Reason for Combining Does Not Apply

POR (Paper 19), 62 (citing Al-Shyoukh, Table II (annotated)) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-64



Tradeoffs Cannot be Ignored

Sur-reply (Paper 29), 24 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-65

Henny Penny Corp. v. Frymaster LLC, 938 F.3d 1324, 1331-32 (Fed. Cir. 2019)

[T]he benefits, both lost and gained, should be weighed against one 
another. … The Board recognized that Iwaguchi discloses a TPM sensor 
but found that a skilled artisan would have been dissuaded from 
integrating Iwaguchi’s sensor into Kauffman's system. … Considering 
the prior art as a whole, we conclude that substantial evidence 
supports the Board's finding of no motivation to combine.



Dr. Chen Admits “So Many Consideration[s]” Affect Whether to Add Disable

POR (Paper 19), 14 (citing EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 263:6-16) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-66

EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 263:6-16



Dr. Chen’s Testimony Regarding Quiescent Current

Sur-reply (Paper 29), 19 (citing EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 264:13-22) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-67

EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 264:13-22



Dr. Chen’s Testimony Regarding Quiescent Current

POR (Paper 19), 66 (citing EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 262:13-23) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-68

EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 262:13-23



Dr. Chen’s Testimony Regarding Circuit Size

POR (Paper 19), 66 (citing EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 261:22-262:12) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-69

EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 261:22-262:12



Dr. Chen’s Testimony Regarding Circuit Size

POR (Paper 19), 66 (citing EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 255:13-20) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-70

EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 255:13-20



Rincon-Mora Touts Its “Low Component Count”

POR (Paper 19), 66 (citing Rincon-Mora Paper (EX1014), 8) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-71

Rincon-Mora Paper (EX1014), 8



Dr. Chen Did Not Analyze the Impact of Enable/Disable on Circuit Speed

POR (Paper 19), 67 (citing EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 257:4-13) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-72

EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 257:4-13



Dr. Chen Admits He Analyzed No Other Considerations

POR (Paper 19), 68 (citing EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 264:23-265:10) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-73

EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 264:23-265:10



Dr. Chen Admits He Analyzed No Drawbacks to Adding Enable/Disable

POR (Paper 19), 68-69 (citing EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 254:13-255:4) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-74

EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 254:13-255:4



Petitioner’s Intel Argument

• Citing Intel Corp. v. PACT XPP Schweiz AG, Petitioner argues it only has 
to show that a “known technique was a ‘suitable option.’”  Reply 
(Paper 25), 18.
• Petitioner argues “that power efficiency was a known problem, that 

either Ivanov or the conventional use of enable/disable helped 
improve power efficiency.”  Id.

Reply (Paper 25), 18 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-75



Petitioner’s Intel Argument Fails for Two Independent Reasons

• First, Intel applies where there exists a “known problem” in the art
−We have the opposite situation--it was known no quiescent current 

problem existed in either Rincon-Mora or Al-Shyoukh

• Second, Intel dealt with replacing one secondary cache with another
−No “replacement” is at issue here where both Rincon-Mora and Al-

Shyoukh lack disable circuitry altogether

Sur-reply (Paper 29), 19 (discussing Intel case) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-76



Petitioner’s “Suitability” Argument Fails

Sur-reply (Paper 29), 25 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-77

Sur-reply (Paper 29), 25



Petitioner’s Intel Argument Fails

Reply (Paper 25), 18; Sur-reply (Paper 29), 19 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-78

Citing Intel Corp. v. PACT XPP Schweiz AG, Petitioner argues it need only 
show that a “known technique was a ‘suitable option,’ as opposed to 
‘an improvement in a categorical sense.’”  Reply (Paper 25), 18.

Sur-reply (Paper 29), 19



Petitioner’s Intel Argument Fails

Reply (Paper 25), 18; Sur-reply (Paper 29), 19 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-79

Citing Intel Corp. v. PACT XPP Schweiz AG, Petitioner argues it need only 
show that a “known technique was a ‘suitable option,’ as opposed to 
‘an improvement in a categorical sense.’”  Reply (Paper 25), 18.

Sur-reply (Paper 29), 19



Dr. Chen’s “Hindsight” Problem

POR (Paper 19), 57-58 (citing EX2010) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-80

EX2010 (IPR2024-00803, Paper 10 (Order Denying Institution)), 26-27



Dr. Chen Has Employed Hindsight Before

POR (Paper 19), 57-58 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-81

Aptiv Services US, LLC, v. Microchip Technology Inc.,
IPR2024-00803, Paper 10 (Order Denying Institution), 28 (P.T.A.B., Nov. 7, 2024)

[N]either Petitioner nor Dr. Chen explains what reason or motivation 
one of ordinary skill in the art would have had to combine those 
embodiments. [cite omitted] Dr. Chen’s conclusory analysis here suffers 
from hindsight bias.

Id., 26

Dr. Chen’s declaration merely repeats the Petition’s argument. [cite 
omitted]. Thus, Dr. Chen’s assertions (EX1002 ¶ 206) are entitled to 
little weight.
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PETITIONER FAILS TO SHOW
“GM-ENHANCE[MENT]”



’074 Patent Independent Claim 1

EX1001, cl. 1 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-83

EX1001, cl. 1

Missing from 
the prior art

Present in 
the prior art



Different Claim Terms Are Presumed to Have Different Meanings

POR (Paper 19), 21 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-84

CAE Screenplates, Inc. v. Heinrich Fiedler Gmbh & Co. Kg, 224 F.3d 1308, 1317 (Fed. Cir. 2000)

Chi. Bd. Options Exch., Inc. v. Int’l Sec. Exch., LLC, 677 F.3d 1361, 1369 (Fed. Cir. 2012)

The general presumption that different terms have different meanings 
remains.

In the absence of any evidence to the contrary, we must presume that 
the use of these different terms in the claims connotes different 
meanings. [cite omitted] Here, this suggests that “bottom plane” refers 
to a surface lying within the more general “bottom” of the groove.



“gm enhance[ment]” and “gm-boost” are Different

• “gm-boost” and “gm enhance[ment]” are different terms and are 
presumed to have different meanings
• Both increase gm, but do so in different ways using different circuit 

techniques, e.g.:
− “gm-boost”  changes the overall magnitude of the standing current
− “gm-enhance[ment]”  changes the allocation of where the current is 

deployed

• Techniques are complementary/additive and employing both 
increases gm more than either alone could

POR (Paper 19), 16-17, 21-23 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-85



“gm enhance[ment]” and “gm-boost” are Different

Sur-reply (Paper 29), 4-5 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-86

Sur-reply (Paper 29), 4-5

gm-boost gm-enhance



“gm enhance[ment]” and “gm-boost” are Different

POR (Paper 19), 17 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-87

POR (Paper 19), 17



The Patent Confirms “gm enhance[ment]” and “gm-boost” are Different

POR (Paper 19), 17-18 (citing EX1001, Figs. 3/3A/3B (annotated)) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-88

EX1001, Figs. 3/3A/3B (annotated)

gm-boost

gm enhance[ment]



“gm enhance[ment]”

POR (Paper 19), 22 (citing EX1001, Fig. 3B (annotated)) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-89

EX1001, Fig. 3B (annotated)

POR (Paper 19), 22

POR (Paper 19), 23



“gm enhance[ment]” vs. “gm-boost”

Taylor (EX2021), ¶¶76-81 (citing EX1001, Fig. 3B (annotated)) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-90

EX1001, Fig. 3B (annotated)

gm-boost
increases iboost

gm-enhance reallocates
steady-state ibias current

between isf and imirror



“gm enhance[ment]” vs. “gm-boost”

Taylor (EX2021), ¶81 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-91

Taylor (EX2021), ¶81



“gm-boost” and “gm enhance[ment]” are Additive

POR (Paper 19), 23 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-92

POR (Paper 19), 23



EX1028 (Dr. Chen Reply), ¶7

Dr. Chen’s Reply Declaration Testimony

Sur-reply (Paper 29), 4 (citing EX1028 (Dr. Chen Reply), ¶7). DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-93



The Petition Conflates “gm-boost” and “gm-enhance[ment]”

POR (Paper 19), 40 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-94

POR (Paper 19), 40



Pet. (Paper 1), 58 (Rincon-Mora ground)

The Petition Conflates “gm-boost” and “gm-enhance[ment]”

Pet. (Paper 1), 16 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-95



“Transistor 45” and “Current Mirror 47” Are In the Transient Boost Circuit 40

Pet. (Paper 1), 55 (citing Rincon-Mora (EX104), Fig. 3 (annotated)) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-96

Rincon-Mora (EX104), Fig. 3 (annotated)



Pet. (Paper 1), 16 (Al-Shyoukh ground)

The Petition Conflates “gm-boost” and “gm-enhance[ment]”

Pet. (Paper 1), 16 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-97



Dr. Chen Conflates “gm-boost” and “gm-enhance[ment]”

POR (Paper 19), 42 (citing EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 251:9-19) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-98

EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 251:9-19



Dr. Chen Conflates “gm-boost” and “gm-enhance[ment]”

POR (Paper 19), 42 (citing EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 249:8-22) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-99

EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 249:8-22



Dr. Chen Conflates “gm-boost” and “gm-enhance[ment]”

POR (Paper 19), 44 (citing EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 252:15-253:2) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-100

EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 252:15-253:2



The ID Recognized Petitioner Did Not Construe “gm enhance[ment]”

ID (Paper 11), 12-13 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-101

ID (Paper 11), 12-13

Rincon-Mora
(“gm-enhanced”)

Al-Shyoukh
(“gm-enhanced”)



The Petition Fails to Show “gm enhance[ment]”

• Having conflated “gm-boost” with “gm enhance[ment],” the Petition 
fails to show how the “gm enhance[ment]” limitation is met
− See Pet. 16-17 (Al-Shyoukh)
− See Pet. 58-59 (Rincon-Mora)

• Petitioner’s element 1[b] analysis focused on why “current buffer” 
read on a “voltage buffer” (an issue not in dispute here)

POR (Paper 19), 39-44 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-102



Petitioner’s Reply Argument is Procedurally Improper and Fails on the Merits

• Petitioner’s Reply (§II.E) raised a new Al-Shyoukh invalidity theory in 
which “transistor Q20 is now included in the buffer driver” (Reply, 10)
− Petitioner does not raise a new theory for Rincon-Mora

• Patent Owner moved to strike Petitioner’s new theory as untimely and 
improper (Paper 27)
• Petitioner’s new Al-Shyoukh theory fails on the merits (Sur-reply, 9-11)

Reply (Paper 25), 9-11; Motion to Strike (Paper 27); Sur-reply (Paper 29), 9-11 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-103



Petitioner’s Untimely Reply Theory

• In Petitioner’s new theory, the “portion representing the buffer driver 
has been expanded to include transistor Q20” (EX1028 (Chen), ¶13)

Dr. Chen Reply Dec. (EX1028), ¶13 (discussing Al-Shyoukh (EX1004), Fig. 8) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-104

Al-Shyoukh (EX1004), Fig. 8 (annotated)



Reply (Paper 25), 11

Patent Owner’s New Take on “gm-enhancement” Fails

Reply (Paper 25), 11; Sur-reply (Paper 29), 10-11 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-105



Patent Owner Prevails Even Under Petitioner’s New Theory

Reply (Paper 25), 11; Sur-reply (Paper 29), 10 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-106

Sur-reply (Paper 29), 10



Patent Owner Prevails Even Under Petitioner’s New Theory

Reply (Paper 25), 11; Sur-reply (Paper 29), 10-11 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-107

Sur-reply (Paper 29), 10-11



The Board Should Strike Petitioner’s New Reply Argument

Motion to Strike (Paper 27), 2 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-108

Motion to Strike (Paper 27), 2



The Axonics Case is Distinguishable

Motion to Strike (Paper 27), 2-3 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-109

Motion to Strike (Paper 27), 2-3



The Axonics Court’s Reasoning Favors Patent Owner

Motion to Strike (Paper 27), 3 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-110

Motion to Strike (Paper 27), 3



CITE DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-111

FAILURE TO SHOW
“BIASING CIRCUIT … TO SET A 

BIASING RATIO FOR GM-BOOST”



’074 Patent Independent Claim 1

EX1001, cl. 1 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-112

EX1001, cl. 1

Missing from 
the prior art



Petitioner’s Argument Fails for Three Separate Reasons

POR (19), 45-51; Sur-reply (Paper 29), 13-14 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-113

• Petitioner inconsistently maps the “biasing circuitry” for elements 
1[c] and 1[d], but they must be the same circuit
• Petitioner draws a false equivalency to ’074 circuitry which itself does 

not “set a biasing ratio for gm-boost”
• Petitioner’s mapping does not “set a biasing ratio …” because it 

compares fixed and variable currents, making any ratio arbitrary



The “Biasing Circuit” Claim Language – Just One “Biasing Circuit”

• The claimed “biasing circuit” must be the same for both 1[c] and 1[d]
• The antecedent basis for “the biasing circuit” in element 1[d] refers to 

“biasing circuit” introduced in element 1[c] (“a biasing circuit …”)
− 1[c] requires the biasing circuit “to set a biasing ratio for gm-boost”
− 1[d] requires enabling/disabling the same biasing circuit

POR (Paper 19), 45-47 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-114



The Petition Fails to Identify the “Biasing Circuit”

• The “biasing circuit” is a circuit, but the Petition points to currents

POR (Paper 19), 45-46 (citing Pet. (Paper 1), 19, 61) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-115



Dr. Chen Admits Rincon-Mora and Al-Shyoukh Do Not Show a “Biasing Circuit”

POR (Paper 19), 56 (citing EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 225:6-20) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-116

EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 225:6-20



Dr. Chen Admits Rincon-Mora and Al-Shyoukh Do Not Show a “Biasing Circuit”

POR (Paper 19), 48 (citing EX2014 (Dr. Chen), 254:1-6) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-117

EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 254:1-6



Dr. Chen “Identifies” the Claimed “Biasing Circuit” (Rincon-Mora)

POR (Paper 19), 48 (citing EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 213:3-14) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-118

EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 213:3-14



Dr. Chen “Identifies” the Claimed “Biasing Circuit” (Rincon-Mora)

POR (Paper 19), 48-49 (citing EX2014 and EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 214:1-9 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-119

EX2014 (Rincon-Mora), Fig. 3 (annotated at Chen deposition)



Dr. Chen “Identifies” the Claimed “Biasing Circuit” (Al-Shyoukh)

POR (Paper 19), 51 (citing EX2014 (Dr. Chen), 222:7-223:7) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-120

EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 222:7-223:7



Dr. Chen “Identifies” the Claimed “Biasing Circuit” (Al-Shyoukh)

POR (Paper 19), 52 (citing EX2015 and EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 227:6-228:15 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-121

EX2015 (Al-Shyoukh), Fig. 8 (annotated at Chen deposition)



Dr. Chen’s “Biasing” Transistors Do NOT “set a biasing ratio for gm-boost”

POR (Paper 19), 53 (citing EX2014 (Dr. Chen), 247:21-248:2) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-122

EX2018 (Dr. Chen), 247:21-248:2

1. This is different than the “biasing circuit” Patent Owner cites elsewhere

2. Petitioner’s off-chip “bias circuit” does not “set a biasing ratio for gm-boost”



Petitioner’s Argument Fails for Three Separate Reasons

POR (19), 45-51; Sur-reply (Paper 29), 13-14 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-123

• Petitioner inconsistently maps the “biasing circuitry” for elements 
1[c] and 1[d], but they must be the same circuit
• Petitioner draws a false equivalency to ’074 circuitry which itself does 

not “set a biasing ratio for gm-boost”
• Petitioner’s mapping does not “set a biasing ratio …” because it 

compares fixed and variable currents, making any ratio arbitrary



Pet. (Paper 1), 17-18

Petitioner Maps to the Wrong Circuitry in the ’074 Patent

Pet. (Paper 1), 17-18 and 59-61 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-124

“[Al-Shyoukh] matches the patent’s description of a bias network 
‘fixed by transistor 396’ such that the current from the network is 
‘ratio’ed in transistors 368 and 370’ with a feedback current.”

Id., 60

“The same occurs in Rincon-Mora’s LDO.”



Sur-reply (Paper 29), 13

“Set[ting] the Biasing Ratio for gm-boost ” in the ’074 Patent 

Sur-reply (Paper 29), 13 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-125



Petitioner’s Argument Fails for Three Separate Reasons

POR (19), 45-51; Sur-reply (Paper 29), 13-14 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-126

• Petitioner inconsistently maps the “biasing circuitry” for elements 
1[c] and 1[d], but they must be the same circuit
• Petitioner draws a false equivalency to ’074 circuitry which itself does 

not “set a biasing ratio for gm-boost”
• Petitioner’s mapping does not “set a biasing ratio …” because it 

compares fixed and variable currents, making any ratio arbitrary



POR (Paper 19), 46

Petitioner’s “Biasing Circuit” Does NOT “set a biasing ratio for gm-boost”

POR (Paper 19), 46 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-127



POR (Paper 19), 46

Petitioner’s “Biasing Circuit” Does NOT “set a biasing ratio for gm-boost”

POR (Paper 19), 47 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-128



POR (Paper 19), 46

Petitioner’s “Biasing Circuit” Does NOT “set a biasing ratio for gm-boost”

POR (Paper 19), 46 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-129



POR (Paper 19), 50

Petitioner’s “Biasing Circuit” Does NOT “set a biasing ratio for gm-boost”

POR (Paper 19), 50 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-130



POR (Paper 19), 50

Petitioner’s “Biasing Circuit” Does NOT “set a biasing ratio for gm-boost”

POR (Paper 19), 50 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-131



THE BOARD SHOULD DENY 
PETITIONER’S MOTION TO 

EXCLUDE/STRIKE

CITE DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-132



PO’s Opposition to Motion to Strike (Paper 37), 1

The Board Should Deny Petitioner’s Motions to Strike/Exclude

PO’s Opposition to Motion to Strike (Paper 37), 1 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-133



EX1029 (Taylor), 91:25-92:22

Petitioner Asked Dr. Taylor About Quiescent Current

PO’s Opposition to Motion to Strike (Paper 37), 1 (citing EX1029 (Taylor), 91:25-92:22) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-134



EX1029 (Taylor), 91:25-92:22

Petitioner Asked Dr. Taylor About Transistor Size Impact on Quiescent Current

PO’s Opposition to Motion to Strike (Paper 37), 1 (citing EX1029 (Taylor), 91:25-92:22) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-135



’074 Patent Independent Claim 1

EX1001, cl. 1 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-136

EX1001, cl. 1

No motivation 
to combine

Missing from 
the prior art

Missing from 
the prior art



THANK YOU

CITE DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE     PDX-137
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