UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD

GOOGLE LLC, SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.,
SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, INC.,
and MICROSOFT CORPORATION
Petitioners,

V.

EYESMATCH LTD.,
Patent Owner.

Case No. IPR2024-00856'
U.S. Patent No. 8,982,109

PATENT OWNER’S OBJECTIONS TO PETITIONERS’
DEMONSTRATIVES

I TPR2025-00297 has been joined with this proceeding.



Pursuant to the Board’s Order Setting Oral Argument (Paper No. 35), Patent
Owner EyesMatch Ltd. submits its objections to Petitioner Google LLC’s
demonstrative exhibits for the oral hearing in this matter on September 17, 2025.
Patent Owner certifies that it and Petitioner have met and conferred in an attempt to
resolve the objections but were unable to do so.

Petitioners’ Slide No. 11

Patent Owner objects to the entirety of Petitioners’ Slide No. 11. This slide,
presenting an objection from Patent Owner’s counsel to questions during Dr.
Forsyth’s deposition, presents argument and purported evidence that was not made
in any of Petitioners’ filings in this IPR, except by blanket citation to 16 pages of

testimony in support of a different argument (Petitioners’ Reply (Paper 26) at 26).

Patent Owner’s Counsel Emphasized: Expert “Provided No Opinion”

10 MS. SAPUTO: He provided no opinion on
11 whether he agreed with them. It's outside of

12 scope. My objection stands. You can ask your
13 questions, I'll make my objections.

Patent Owner’s counsel confirmed that Dr. Forsyth “provided no opinion”
on claim construction because “[i]t’s outside of scope”

IPR2024-00856: Forsyth Tr. (Ex. 1046), 81:10-13.
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Petitioners’ Slide Nos. 25, 26

Patent Owner objects to the entirety of Petitioners’ Slide Nos. 25 and 26.
These slides present new argument and purported evidence regarding how the
asserted Grounds disclose or render obvious the challenged claims that were not

presented in the Petition, and are subject to Patent Owners’ Motion To Strike (Paper

36 at 5-9).

Dr. Karam’s Deposition: Opinions Are Consistent with Three-Part Construction

1 A, I'did apply - this 1s consistenf|

2 with my declaration, and I do have the

3 background -- you can look at the background
4 in my '109 declaration. It illustrates this.

5 So let me pull it -- one moment.
6

7

8

S0 1f we go fo the technology
background -- so if you go to paragraph 43,
and also on page 24/25 of my declaration for

9 the '109 patent. you can see Figure 1(b)

10 there, like on page 25 of the '109

11 declaration. my '109 declaration. illustrating
12 this same principle.

13 This is what's known as like in

14 Straka, Exhibit 1023 in my declaration, as

15 prior art. For the '109 and '110, it's prior

16 art.

17 And it does show Figure 1(b),

18 which looks like Figure 5(b) of the '109

19 patent, which is also prior art because it's

20 the background. This is in the background of
21 '109. And '109 also assert that this is prior

22 art.

23 And a POSITA would know that.

24 So these figures are consistent

25 with the claim construction that was issued by
IPR2024-00856: Karam Tr. (Ex. 2012), 48:21-50:1.

1 And a POSITA would undcrstand the
17, traditional life-size mirror to have the

18 characteristics as construed in the Court and
19 as also on page 25, the background that I
20 showed.

IPR2024-00856: Karam Tr. (Ex. 2012), 60:16-20.

A POSITA would understand what a
traditional mirror mode -- which I also stated
in my declaration as the background. you know.

. Anqamo. Immkmgnw

Rosenberg here. on paragraph 43 -- to

simulate -- Jook. So it's very clear. On

page 25 of my declaration. page 25:

"To simulate this mirror effect

using a digital camera. Straka sets
a focal length of a virtual mirror
to be twice the user-mirror
distance. So too does Rosenberg
disclose a digital mirror system
that simulates a real mirror."

that. or I do state that.

And we just defined what
simulates a real mirror in the paragraph
preceding this. See Rosenberg paragraph 25 to
27 -- sorry. 27 to 28:

"Rosenberg discloses scaling
real-time video images captured by
the camera so that they appear like
traditional life-size mirror
images."

So -- and also we're talking

about to simulate a real mirror. We're using
the same term as Straka. Straka is saying a
virtual mirror to simulate the properties of a
real mirror, and these are the properties.

So it's very -- so I do disclose

IPR2024-00856: Karam Tr. (Ex. 2012), 108:12-109:16.
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Dr. Karam’s Deposition: Opinions Are Consistent with Three-Part Construction

1 when we talk about real conventional, I agree
3 Q. Somy question s a little bit 2 with that, like real mirror, conventional
4 different. My question is: Do you agree lh'ixl 3 mirror.
5 the term "it appears to mimic a reflection of 4 You have an enhanced mirror mode
© amirror” that's used in the '109 patent, and 5 that can be more general and more broad. And
7 we have a similar construction for mirror 5 S N X
) . \ 6 it was more general for me that my grounds
8 tracking mode in the '110 patent, but do you 7 =
‘ ) L apply to general and also to the court
9 agree at least where it appears to mimic a . construct It's dstent with it
10 reflection of a mirror, that term should be construction. It's consistent with 1t.
11 limited to mean an image where the user sees IPR2024-00856: Karam Tr. (Ex. 2012), 255:1-8.
ﬁ zheltlre\tller s;_d‘treﬂec}lon a&p ez‘ir ng at m;‘%lhly 1 Do you mean the construction that
1 0111‘ ¢ the distance roml le ‘;‘mf’m and the 2 you applied is broader or the understanding
. reflection maintains roughly the same size 3 you applied is broader than the construction?
15 regardless of the user movement? 4 MS. WELSH: Objection, form.
16 MS. WELSH: Objection. 5 A, 0y embodiments, I cover - of
17 A. ) You k_““}”a when.I did my 6 in my grounds, I cover this construction; like
18 declaration, I did it and op}ncd more 7 a traditional mirror, conventional mirror,
19 generally. But with the prior art and the 8 it's consistent with that. For some elements,
20 embodiment -- embodiments, I considered the 9 it's also some enhanced mirror.
21 prior art. 10 So it depends which elements
22 And the grounds that I put in my 11 we're talking about. Here, it's for this
23 declaration, these are consistent with -- they 12 element, my opinions are consistent with
24 are still consistent with the court 13 n’admnionaI uirror,
25 construction. They apply to it. Especially . BY : oo
15 Q. SoI'mnot asking you about
IPR2024-00856: Karam Tr. (Ex. 2012), 254:3-25. Le consistent. I'm asking whether you applied
17 this construction.
18 A. The grounds I provided are
19 consistent with the district court claim
20 construction.

IPR2024-00856: Karam Tr. (Ex. 2012), 191:1-20.
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Respectfully submitted.

/John C. Pierce/

John C. Pierce

Tensegrity Law Group LLP

USPTO Reg. No. 79,938

1676 International Drive

Suite 910

McLean, VA 22102

Telephone: 865-388-5914

Facsimile: 650-802-6001

Email: john.pierce@tensegritylawgroup.com

Matthew D. Powers, admitted pro hac vice
William P. Nelson, admitted pro hac vice
Natasha M. Saputo, admitted pro hac vice
Tensegrity Law Group LLP

555 Twin Dolphin Drive, Suite 650
Redwood Shores, CA 94065



Telephone: 650-802-6000

Facsimile: 650-802-6001

Email:
matthew.powers@tensegritylawgroup.com
william.nelson@tensegritylawgroup.com
natasha.saputo@tensegritylawgroup.com
eyesmatch_team(@tensegritylawgroup.com



CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE (37 C.F.R. §§ 42.6(e), 42.105(a))
The undersigned hereby certifies that on September 16, 2025, copies of the

foregoing were served via Electronic Mail to the following:

Erika H. Arner (Reg. No. 57,540)
Finnegan, Henderson, Farabow,
Garrett & Dunner, LLP

1875 Explorer Street, Suite 800
Reston, VA 20190-5676

Tel: (571) 203-2754

Fax: (202) 408-4400
erika.arner@finnegan.com

Sydney R. Kestle (Reg. No. 78,725)
Finnegan, Henderson, Farabow,
Garrett & Dunner, LLP

901 New York Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20001-4413

(202) 408-4000
sydney.kestle@finnegan.com

Xirui Zhang (Reg. No. 78,809)
Finnegan, Henderson, Farabow,
Garrett & Dunner, LLP

Two Seaport Lane

Boston, MA 02210-2001

(617) 646-1600
xirui.zhang@finnegan.com

Kara A. Specht (Reg. No. 69,560)
Jason E. Stach (Reg. No. 54,464)
Finnegan, Henderson, Farabow,
Garrett & Dunner, LLP

271 17th Street, NW, Suite 1400
Atlanta, GA 30363-6209

Tel: (404) 653-6400

Fax: (404) 653-6444
kara.specht@finnegan.com




jason.stach@finnegan.com

Counsel for Google LLC

/John C. Pierce/

John C. Pierce

USPTO Reg. No. 79,938

Tensegrity Law Group LLP

1676 International Drive

Suite 910

McLean, VA 22102

Telephone: 865-388-5914

Facsimile: 650-802-6001

Email: john.pierce@tensegritylawgroup.com




