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3DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The ʼ632 Patent’s Material Handling System

Ex. 1001 (‘632 Patent), 1
POR 3–8



4DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The ‘632 Patent’s Storage Areas

POR, 3; Ex. 1001, Fig. 1

EX1001, 1:12–15; EX1001, 7:12–15

POR 3–8



5DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The ‘632 Patent’s Delivery Vehicles

POR 5; Ex. 1001, Fig. 2

POR 3–8

EX1001, 8:9–14; EX1001, 9:12–14



6DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The ‘632 Patent Vehicle’s Travel Directions

POR, 7; Ex. 1001, Fig. 7

EX1001, 17:7–25 (color added)

POR 3–8



7DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The ‘632 Patent Vehicle’s Travel Paths:  Along Aisles

POR, 7, 8

Ex. 1001, Fig. 6 Ex. 1001, 17:26–48



8DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The ‘632 Patent Vehicle’s Travel Paths: Under Columns Parallel to Aisles

POR, 7, 8

Ex. 1001, 17:48–56

Ex. 1001, Fig. 9



9DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The ‘632 Patent Vehicle’s Travel Paths: Turning Under Racks

POR, 7, 8Ex. 1001, Fig. 9

Ex. 1001, 18:7–23



10DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The ‘632 Patent Vehicle’s Travel Paths: Up, Down, and Through Columns

Ex. 1001, Fig. 10

POR, 7, 8

Ex. 1001, 20:55–21:5



11DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The ’632 Patent Is Focused on Improving Efficiency 

Ex. 1001, 1:17–46 Ex. 1001, 1:17–46

POR 3–8
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13DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Overview of Raizer

EX1005 (“Raizer”), Abstract



14DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Raizer Focuses on Cheap Retrofitting for Small/Medium Businesses

EX1005, [0004], [0005] [0006]

Raizer’s Background and Summary:

Sur-Reply, 3, 8–10; POR, 1–3, 10, 26; See also EX1003, ¶78

EX1005, [0015], [0016], [0023]



15DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Raizer Focuses on Cheap Retrofitting for Small/Medium Businesses

EX1005, [0081]; EX2006, 97:25–98:4

Petitioner’s Expert, Dr. Spenko, Also Agrees:

EX1005, [0086]

Sur-Reply, 3, 8–10; POR, 1–3, 10, 26; See also EX1003, ¶78



16DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Raizer’s Efficient, Low-Cost Navigation Avoids Congestion

EX1005,[0079], [0080]

Sur-Reply, 3, 8–10; POR, 1–3, 10; See also EX2007, ¶¶ 64, 77, 98

EX1005, [0098]



17DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Overview of Hangzhou

POR, 14–16; EX1006, Abstract



18DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Hangzhou Uses Two Robots With Different Functions

POR, 15; EX1006, Fig. 2 POR, 16; EX1006, Fig. 10

POR, 14
Sur-Reply, 3, 8–10; POR, 1, 14–16, 33, 40, 41, 44



19DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Hangzhou’s Travel Under Racks Causes Congestion, Collisions, and Delay

EX1006, [0059] 

EX1006, Fig. 1; POR, 33 

POR, 16–17, 53 

EX1006, [0063] 
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21DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Presents One Obviousness Ground

Pet. at 6

Ground Challenged Claims References

I (103) 1, 3-12, 14, 23-27 Raizer and Hangzhou



22DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Proposed Combination

Reply, 5, 6

Petition, 7
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24DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• A POSITA would not have combined Raizer and Hangzhou 

• Petitioner fails to articulate a sufficient motivation to incorporate 
Hangzhou’s travel underneath shelves into Raizer

• Petitioner fails to articulate why a POSITA would have had a reasonable 
expectation of success when combining Hangzhou’s travel underneath 
shelves with Raizer

The Disputed Issues

1
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3



25DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• A POSITA would not have combined Raizer and Hangzhou 

• Petitioner fails to articulate a sufficient motivation to incorporate 
Hangzhou’s travel underneath shelves into Raizer

• Petitioner fails to articulate why a POSITA would have had a reasonable 
expectation of success when combining Hangzhou’s travel underneath 
shelves with Raizer

The Disputed Issues

1

2

3



26DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Alleged Motivation to Combine

Reply, 2–3

Petitioner Argues in Petition: Petitioner Repeats in Reply:

Pet., 6

Sur-Reply, 1–3, 12, 13; POR, 2, 21–26



27DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Problems OPEX Solved

Ex. 1001, 1:17–46

POR 3–8

Ex. 1001, 1:17–46



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Traveling Under Racks Increases Congestion, 
Collisions, and Delay, Contrary To Petitioner’s 

Purported Motivation

Sur-Reply 3–5; POR, 16–17, 52-54



29DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Raizer Already Avoids Congestion, Traffic Jams, and Collisions

Sur-Reply, 3, 12–13; POR, 1–3, 32

EX1005, [0098]

S.-Tek Sys., LLC v. Engineered Corrosion Sols., LLC, 
748 Fed. Appx. 1003, 1007 (Fed. Cir. 2018)



30DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Raizer Already Uses Space Efficiently

POR, 29–31

PO pointed out:

Raizer describes:



31DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Alleged Motivation Is Constructed From Hindsight Bias

Ex. 1003, ¶108

Sur-Reply, 7, 8; POR, 23-26

Petitioner Argues in Reply:

Reply, 13

Dr. Derby (Petitioner’s expert) claims:KSR Int’l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 
550 U.S. 398, 421 (2007)



32DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Hangzhou’s Travel Under Racks Causes Congestion, Collisions, and Delay

EX1006, [0059] 

EX1006, Fig. 1; POR, 33 

POR, 15–17, 53–54 

EX1006, [0063] 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Traveling Under Racks Increases Cost, Contrary 
to Raizer’s Goal Of Being Low Cost

Sur-Reply, 8, 9; POR, 26–28, 32



34DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Raizer’s Goal Is to Minimize Cost

EX1005, [0002]

EX1005, [0004], [0005]

EX1005, [0016]

EX1005, [0081]

Sur-Reply, 3, 8–10; POR, 1–3, 10, 26; See also EX1003, ¶78



35DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Raizer Requires Anchor Point Navigation, Which Minimizes Cost

EX1005, [0079], [0080]

POR, 13, 52–54

EX1005, [0115]

EX1005, Fig. 8A



36DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Traveling Beneath Shelves Requires More Accurate, Expensive Sensing

EX1006, [0059] 

EX1006, Fig. 1; POR, 33 

POR, 16–17, 52–55 

EX1006, [0063] 



37DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Combination Destroys Raizer’s Anchor Point Navigation

POR, 13, 20, 52–54

EX2007, ¶98

EX2007, ¶97

EX2007, ¶¶62, 63

Dr. Singhose (PO’s Expert) Explained:



38DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

More Precise Navigation Interferes With Raizer’s Stated Purpose

Medtronic, Inc. v. Teleflex Innovations SARL,
 69 F.4th 1341, 1349–50 (Fed. Cir. 2023)

Sur-Reply, 10; POR 26, 28, 54



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

A POSA Would Not Have Been Motivated to 
Add The Option to Travel Under Racks to 

Raizer Because Doing So Would Add Cost and 
Complexity Contrary to Raizer’s Goals, and 

Raizer Already Provides Extra Travel Paths as 
The Warehouse Expands 

POR, 1, 26–29, 31-34, 52–55



40DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Raizer Focuses on Cheap Retrofitting for Small/Medium Businesses

EX1005, [0004], [0005] [0006]

Raizer’s Background and Summary:

EX1005, [0015], [0016], [0023]

Sur-Reply, 3, 8–10; POR, 1–3, 10, 26; See also EX1003, ¶78



41DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Raizer Focuses on Cheap Retrofitting for Small/Medium Businesses

EX1005, [0081]; EX2006, 97:25–98:4

Dr. Spenko (Petitioner’s Expert) Also Agrees:

EX1005, [0086]

Sur-Reply, 3, 8–10; POR, 1–3, 10, 26; See also EX1003, ¶78



42DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

A POSA Knew Travel Under Racks Was Not Compatible With All Retrofits

EX1005, Fig. 12A

EX2007, ¶106

POR 31–33

Dr. Singhose (PO’s Expert) Explained:



43DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Modifying Shelf Height Requires Downtime And Large Capital Expense
Reply, 9

Sur–Reply, 9; POR, 31, 32

Petitioner Argues in Reply:

Dr. Singhose (PO’s Expert) Explained: EX2007. ¶116

EX1005, [0004]–[0005]; [0007]–[0011]



44DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Traveling Under Shelves Interferes With Raizer’s Stated Purpose

Medtronic, Inc. v. Teleflex Innovations SARL,
 69 F.4th 1341, 1349–50 (Fed. Cir. 2023)

Sur-Reply, 8-10; POR, 26



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Raizer Does Not Need Additional Horizontal 
Travel Paths Under the Racks

Sur-Reply, 2, 3;  POR, 32–34



46DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Argues Raizer Needs Additional Travel Paths As It Expands

EX1003, ¶¶105, 106;

Pet., 6

Petitioner Claims in Petition:

Petitioner Reiterates in Reply:

Reply, 3
Sur-Reply, 2, 3;  POR, 32–34

Dr. Derby (Petitioner’s Expert) 
Cites One Paragraph in Raizer:



47DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Only Cite To Raizer Says Nothing About Adding Paths

EX1005, [0081]

Sur-Reply, 3; POR, 32–34



48DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Raizer Already Adds Additional Travel Paths As It Expands

EX2007, [0120] EX1005, Fig. 12A

Raizer Depicts

Dr. Singhose (PO’s Expert) Explained

Raizer Claims

EX1005, [0142]

POR, 34



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Hangzhou Disparages Single-Robot-Type 
Systems Like Raizer, and Every Reference 

Petitioner Points to That Travels Under The 
Racks Does So Using Multiple-Robot-Types

Sur-Reply, 10–12; POR, 15, 25, 28, 29, 33, 40, 41



50DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Combines Hangzhou’s Travel Path With Raizer’s Single Robot

Reply, 2

Sur-Reply, 10–12; POR 15



51DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Prior Art Lacks Single-Type Robots Moving Horizontally, Vertically, and Below Racks 

POR 25



52DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Hangzhou Claims a Two-Robot Solution Is Superior 

Sur-Reply, 7; EX1006, [0003]–[0005]

Hangzhou

Sur-Reply, 10–12; POR 15, 25, 40



53DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Hangzhou Teaches a Two Robot Solution: One Travels Horizontal and One Vertical

POR, 15; EX1006, Fig. 2

Sur–Reply, 12

Sur-Reply

Hangzhou’s Robots

Sur-Reply, 10–12; POR 14–16



54DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Hangzhou’s Trolley Robots Travel Under Shelves to Avoid Stacking Robots

EX1006, [0048]

EX1006, Fig. 1

POR 16, 17, 33, 34  

EX1006, Fig. 2



55DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Goren Teaches a Two Robot Solution: One Travels Horizontal and One Vertical

EX1008, Fig. 2

EX1008, Fig. 8:45–58

POR 25EX1008, Fig. 3 EX1008, Fig. 4



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

A POSA Would Not Have Been Able To Access 
and Change Raizer’s Proprietary Mapping 
Software in Order to Make the Proposed 

Combination 

Sur-Reply, 14–17; POR, 46–50, 



57DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

A POSA Would Need Access to Razier’s Proprietary Software to Make Combination

Sur-Reply, 15

Sur-Reply Raizer’s Proprietary Software

EX1005, [0084]

POR 46–49

EX2007, ¶142



58DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Raizer’s Proprietary Software Would Have Dissuaded Combination

Sur-Reply, 14–15

Sur-Reply, 14–15; EX1009, 65:3–16

Sur-Reply Dr. Singhose (PO’s Expert) Deposition



59DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

An Obviousness Combination Cannot Be Based On Secret Information 

N. Telecom, Inc. v. Datapoint Corp. 
908 F.2d 931, 936 (Fed. Cir. 1990)

Raytheon Techs. Corp. v. Gen. Elec. Co., 
993 F.3d 1374, 1377 (Fed. Cir. 2021)

Sur-Reply, 16, 17; POR 46–49



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

A POSA Would Have Realized That Mapping 
Under The Racks With Raizer’s Survey Mode 
Would Have Been Greatly Complicated By 

Multipath Effects

Sur–Reply, 19–23; POR, 30, 49–52



61DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Raizer’s Only Disclosed Warehouse Mapping Method is Survey Mode

EX2006, 60:21–61:10

Dr. Spenko (Petitioner’s Expert) Agrees 
In Deposition :Raizer’s Mapping:

EX1005, [0084]

EX1005, [0033]

Sur–Reply, 19–23; POR, 30, 49–52



62DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Multipath Effects Create Problems When Mapping Under Racks With Survey Mode

Dr. Singhose (PO’s Expert) Explained

EX2007,¶151

Sur–Reply,17, 19–23; POR, 30, 49–52



63DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Multipath Effects Create Problems When Mapping Under Racks With Survey Mode

EX2009, Multipath Reflaction Diagrams

EX1009, 100:10–102:3

Dr. Singhose (PO’s Expert) Declaration Dr. Singhose (PO’s Expert) Deposition

Sur-Reply, 24; POR, 50–52



64DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Multipath Effects Persist if Operating With An Emitter Detector Sensor

Sur–Reply, 17–19

EX1009, 91:20–92:11

Dr. Singhose (PO’s Expert) Identified:



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Raizer’s Vehicles Cannot Turn Under Every Rack

Sur-Reply, 9; POR, 28–39, 49, 50, 58



66DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Hangzhou’s Trolleys Can Turn Under Racks Because They Are Symmetrical

Hangzhou Teaches:

Sur-Reply, 9; POR, 28–39
EX1006, Abstract

EX1006, [0048]

EX1006, [0073]



67DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Incorporates Hangzhou Vehicle’s Turning but Not its Profile 

Sur–Reply, 26, 27; POR, 58

Dr. Spenko (Petitioner’s Expert) Confirmed:

EX2006, 89:10–21



68DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• A POSITA would not have combined Raizer and Hangzhou 

• Petitioner fails to articulate a sufficient motivation to incorporate 
Hangzhou’s travel underneath shelves into Raizer

• Petitioner fails to articulate why a POSITA would have had a reasonable 
expectation of success when combining Hangzhou’s travel underneath 
shelves with Raizer

The Disputed Issues

3

2

1



69DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Bears the Burden to Show Obviousness

Eli Lilly & Co. v. Teva Pharm. Int’l GmbH, 
8 F.4th 1331, 1348 (Fed. Cir. 2021)

POR, 3, 43



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Purported Motivation Is 
Inappropriately Conclusory

POR, 22–24, 43, 44, 51, 54, 55 



71DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Repeats Conclusory Statements of Generalized Objectives

Reply, 2–3

Petitioner Argues in Petition: Petitioner Repeats in Reply:

Pet., 6

Sur-Reply, 7, 8; POR, 2, 21–26



72DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Conclusory Statements Cannot Establish A Motivation to Combine
TQ Delta, LLC v. CISCO Sys., Inc., 
942 F.3d 1352, 1359 (Fed. Cir. 2019).

POR at 22

Microsoft Corp. v. Enfish, LLC, 
662 Fed. Appx. 981, 990 (Fed. Cir. 2016)

POR at 23



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Purported Motivation Is 
Inappropriately Based on What a POSITA 
“Could” Have Done, Not What a POSITA 

“Would” Have Done

Sur-Reply, 2; POR, 22–24,



74DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Showing a POSITA “Could” Have Made Proposed Combination Is Insufficient

Petitioner Argues in Reply:

Reply, 1, 2 Sur-Reply, 2

Adidas AG v. Nike, Inc., 
963 F.3d 1355, 1359 (Fed. Cir. 2020)

In short, Petitioner argues:
1. POSITA allegedly could provide pathways under shelves.
2. Elevating shelves allegedly could increase flexibility in route 

planning. 
3. Elevating shelves allegedly could eliminate bottlenecks.
4. Raizer’s vertical travel allegedly could eliminate need for 

stacking vehicles.

Sur-Reply,1, 2



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s “Obvious To Try” Argument Is 
Unsupported

Sur-Reply, 7–8



76DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“Obvious to Try” Arguments Are Unsupported 
Petitioner Argues in Reply:

Reply, 1–2

Reply, 7, 8



77DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Design Choice Inapplicable When Combined System is Not Obvious

In re Kuhle, 
526 F.2d 553, 188 USPQ 7 (CCPA 1975) 

Sur-Reply, 5



78DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• A POSITA would not have combined Raizer and Hangzhou 

• Petitioner fails to articulate a sufficient motivation to incorporate 
Hangzhou’s travel underneath shelves into Raizer

• Petitioner fails to articulate why a POSITA would have had a reasonable 
expectation of success when combining Hangzhou’s travel underneath 
shelves with Raizer

The Disputed Issues

1

2

3



79DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reasonable Expectation of Success Remains Petitioner’s Burden

Eli Lilly & Co. v. Teva Pharms. Int’l GmbH, 
8 F.4th 1331, 1348 (Fed. Cir. 2021)

Sur-Reply, 5–8; POR, 3, 43



80DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reasonable Expectation Of Success Is Different Than Motivation to Combine

Eli Lilly & Co. v. Teva Pharms. Int’l GmbH, 
8 F.4th 1331, 1344 (Fed. Cir. 2021)

Sur-Reply, 5–8; POR, 3, 42, 43



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Did Not Argue, Much Less Show, a 
Reasonable Expectation of Success

POR, 42–45



82DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Did Not Argue a Reasonable Expectation of Success

Petitioner Makes Conclusory Statements:

Petition, 1

Dr. Derby (Petitioner’s Expert) Repeats the Conclusory 
Statements:

EX1003, ¶¶101, 

POR, 42–45



83DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Did Not Prove A Reasonable Expectation Of Success

PO’s Response:
Petitioner Replies With More Conclusory Statements:

POR, 2, 3; Sur-Reply, 5 

Reply, 14, 15

Reply, 5



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Inappropriately Failed to Describe 
the Combined System

POR, 42–46



85DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Did Not Describe The Combined System

Reply, 5–6

Petitioner Argues in Reply:

Hangzhou Describes its Routing Method: While Raizer Describes:

EX1006, [0059] EX1005, [0084]

POR, 29–32



86DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Outline

Overview of the ʼ632 Patent
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Did Not Show The Combination 
Practices All Elements of Claim 5

Sur-Reply, 26-27; POR, 56–59



88DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 5

EX1001, 25:57–63

Sur-Reply, 26-27; POR, 56–59



89DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Actually Proves Raizer’s Vehicle Does Not Practice Element 5(b)

Reply, 26, 27

Petition, 44 

Claim 5(b) Requires Petitioner and Its Experts Allege:

Petitioner Argues In Reply:

Petition, 43 

Sur-Reply, 26-27; POR, 56–59



90DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Cannot Rely on Undisclosed Measurements For Claim 5(b)

Nystrom v. TREX Co., Inc., 
424 F.3d 1136 (Fed. Cir. 2005)

POR, 57



91DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Wrongly Mixes and Matches Hangzhou and Raizer For Claim 5(c) 

Sur-Reply, 27; POR, 58

Hangzhou’s Turning Requires Hangzhou’s 
Symmetrical Trolleys:

Claim 5(c) Requires:

EX1006, [0048]

Petition, 45

Reply, 5, 6

Petitioner’s Combination Requires Raizer’s 
Allegedly Asymmetric Vehicles:

Petitioner Argues Hangzhou Meets This Element:

Petition, 45, 46; see also Ex. 1003, ¶¶ 258-264



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Did Not Show The Combination 
Practices All Elements of Claims 8 and 9

Sur-Reply, 26-27; POR, 56–59



93DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claims 8 and 9

EX1001, 26:4–8

Sur-Reply, 27; POR, 59



94DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Relies on Hangzhou’s Trolley For the Dependencies of Claims 8 and 9

Petition, 49, 50

Petition, 50, 51



95DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Combination Relies on Raizer’s Vehicle, Not Hangzhou’s

Reply, 5, 6



96DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

THANK YOU



97DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Reply Cannot Fill Gaps in Petition

37 CFR 42.23(b)

POR, 30; Sur-Reply, 14

Intelligent Bio-Systems, Inc. v. Illumina Cambridge, Ltd., 
821 F.3d 1359, 1369 (Fed. Cir. 2016)

POR, 30
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