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Overview of the 363 Patent

Ex. 1001 (363 patent), 1:16-34;
see also Paper 1 (Petition) at 7-8.
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Claim 10 of the 363 Patent

Ex. 1001 (363 patent), claim 10, Fig. 1;
see also Paper 1 (Petition) at 1-2.



5IPR2024-00700 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT 1016 – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 19 of the 363 Patent

Ex. 1001 (363 patent), claim 19, Fig. 8;
see also Paper 1 (Petition) at 3.
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The Petition’s Grounds

Paper 1 (Petition) at 6-7.

Ground Prior Art Claims

1 Tseng 1-5, 10, and 12-16 obvious

2 Tseng + Mizuno 9 and 11 obvious

3 Tseng + Schneider 17 and 18 obvious

4 Tse 1, 6-9, and 19-23 obvious

5 Tse + Carter 1, 6-9, and 19-23 obvious

6 Tse (or Tse + Carter) + Spangler 24 obvious
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Overview of Tseng

Ex. 1004 (Tseng), ¶¶ [0001], [0070];  Figs. 1, 3;
see also Paper 1 (Petition) at 14-15.
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Overview of Tse

Ex. 1005 (Tse), 1:4-5, 6:23-29; Fig. 1;
see also Paper 1 (Petition) at 18-19, 58-60.
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Other Prior Art At Issue

• Carter:  teaches “illuminated plumbing fixtures” with “a molded in  
place integrated light pipe”

• Mizuno:  teaches a “faucet with an LED illumination lamp” powered 
by “a hydroelectric generator”

see also Paper 1 (Petition) at 20-22.

Ex. 1006 (Carter), ¶ [0003]

Ex. 1007 (Mizuno), ¶ [0001]

• Schneider:  teaches a “kitchen … faucet” with a light that is 
“variable … in response to a change in water temperature”

Ex. 1009 (Schneider), ¶¶  [0002]-[0003]

• Spangler:  teaches “multi-dimensional fluid dispensers” for 
“showerheads”

Ex. 1014 (Spangler), ¶¶ [0001]
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Patent Owner Repeatedly Tried to Negate Tseng’s Disclosure

X Argues that Tseng does not employ  
“translucent material.”  

X Argues that Tseng does not “diffuse light … 
outwardly” to an “outer illumination 
surface.”

X Accuses the Petition of improperly 
combined embodiments.  

Patent Owner: Tseng:

• Translucent material is the only light 
conductor material Tseng  identifies.

• Tseng’s light conductor includes an 
outwardly facing “annular protrusion 383” 
that contributes to illumination

• All of Tseng’s embodiments are meant to 
use the same material and emit light in the 
same way: no combination is necessary.

Paper 22 (Reply) at 2-12.
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The Only Light Conductor Material Mentioned in Tseng is a Translucent Material

Ex. 1004 (Tseng), ¶ [0070];
see also Paper 1 (Petition) at 14-15.
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All of Tseng’s Embodiments Employ the Same Type of Light Conductor

Ex. 1004 (Tseng), ¶ [0011];
see also Paper 1 (Petition) at 28; Reply (Paper 22), 3.
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All of Tseng’s Embodiments Operate in the Same Way

Ex. 1004 (Tseng), ¶¶ [0079], [0094], [0098];
see also Paper 1 (Petition) at 31; Paper 22 (Reply) at 4.

1st Embodiment: 2nd Embodiment: 3rd Embodiment:
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Tseng Details How Its Embodiments Differ: There Is No Mention of Different Materials

Ex. 1004 (Tseng), ¶¶ [0090]-[0091], [0096]-[0098];
see also Paper 22 (Reply)  at 3-4.

2nd Embodiment: 3rd Embodiment:
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Patent Owner Deprives Tseng’s “Annular Protrusion 383” of Purpose

Ex. 1004 (Tseng), ¶¶ [0097]-[0098]; Figs. 35-36;
see also Paper 1 (Petition) at 31-32; Paper 22 (Reply) at 5-6.
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Petitioner’s Expert Did Not Testify That Tseng’s LED Light Only Emanates Downward

Ex. 1003 (Cook Dec.), ¶¶ 173-175;
see also Paper 1 (Petition) at 31-32.
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Patent Owner’s Expert Did Admit That At Least Some Light Will Emanate From Tseng’s Sides

Ex. 1015 (Klopp Depo.), 36:9-37:15
see also Paper 22 (Reply) at 7.
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Patent Owner’s Expert Is Contradicted by the Very Evidence on Which He Relies

Ex. 2009 (‘874 Patent), 3:51-62; Fig. 2;
see also Paper 22 (Reply) at 8-9.

Ex. 2003 (Klopp Dec.), ¶ 120 
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Patent Owner Concedes That Light Moves Perpendicularly Through 
Tseng’s Light Conductor

Paper 17 (Response)  at 32-33.
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The Petition Explained the Interrelation Between Tseng’s Embodiments

Paper 1 (Petition) at 15.
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Tseng Mentions only the Downsides of Wired Power Supplies

Ex. 1004 (Tseng), ¶  [0009];
Paper 22 (Reply)  at 14.
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Mizuno’s Generator Is Designed to Fit in a Sprayhead And Solve 
Problems with Existing Wiring

Ex. 1008 (Mizuno), ¶¶  [0001]-[0002], [0004]-[0005];
Paper 1 (Petition) at 44-46; Paper 22 (Reply)  at 15.



25IPR2024-00700 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT 1016 – NOT EVIDENCE

The Petition Explained How Schneider and Tseng Would Be Combined

Paper 1 (Petition) at 48-49.
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Patent Owner Not Only Ignores the Art But Also Misconstrues the Claims

X Argues that Tse’s LED cover is not a “light 
pipe.”

Patent Owner: Tse:

• Tse’s cover is (1) indistinguishable from 
the 363 patent’s own example and (2) 
would obviously be designed to diffuse 
light.

• The claims require only a single water 
outlet to be surrounded by the light pipe.

Paper 22 (Reply) at 17-20.

X Misconstrues the claims as requiring all 
water outlets to be “surround[ed]” by the 
claimed “light pipe.”
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The 363 Patent’s Light Pipe Is Structurally Indistinguishable from Tse’s Cover

Ex. 1001 (363 patent), Fig. 11; Ex. 1005 (Tse), Fig. 7;
see also Paper 1 (Petition) at 60-61.

363 Patent Tse
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Tse’s Showerhead Would Obviously Be Designed to Emit Diffuse, Uniform Light

Ex. 1005 (Tse), 8:20-23;
see also Paper 1 (Petition) at 64.



30IPR2024-00700 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT 1016 – NOT EVIDENCE

Only a Single Water Outlet Is Required to Be “Surround[ed]”

Ex. 1001 (363 patent), claim 19;
see also Paper 1 (Petition) at 59; Paper 22 (Reply) at 20.
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Ex. 1006 (Carter), [0003], [0007];
see also Paper 1 (Petition) at 73; Paper 22 (Reply) at 21-22.

363 Patent Carter

Ex. 1001 (363 patent), 1:16-18

Carter is Analogous Art: It Is From the Same Field of Endeavor as the 363 Patent
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Carter is Analogous Art: It Addresses the Same Problem as the 363 Patent

Ex. 1006 (Carter), [0008];
see also Paper 1 (Petition) at 73; Paper 22 (Reply) at 22.

363 Patent Carter

Ex. 1001 (363 patent), 1:24-26, 40-43
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The Petition Explained How Carter Would Be Applied to Tse

Paper 1 (Petition) at 70-71
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Patent  Owner Has Failed to Satisfy Its Burden of Production

IPR2023-00987, Paper 29 (Reply) at 23-24

X No proof of a nexus.  Patent owner performed no 
limitation-by-limitation analysis.  It points to product 
pictures from marketing materials with no further 
explanation.

X No “long felt need.”  Patent Owner points to nothing 
besides the fact that it obtained a patent.

X No “praise.”  Patent Owner merely cites a small handful of 
random, anonymous user reviews from one retailer’s 
website.


