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A POSITA would have been motivated to combine Alexander and Cosper

4

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Alexander:

EX1005, Title, Abstract, cl. 1, [0022]



A POSITA would have been motivated to combine Alexander and Cosper

5

EX1009, [0049], [0056]; EX1043, 2:19-43; Pet., 18

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Cosper:



A POSITA would have been motivated to combine Alexander and Cosper

6Pet. 11-12  

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Petition - Alexander-Cosper Combination:



A POSITA would have been motivated to combine Alexander and Cosper

7

Pet. 14-15; APPLE-1003, ¶72 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Dr. Hannaford:



A POSITA would have been motivated to combine Alexander and Cosper

8

Pet. 13-14; APPLE-1006, 
[0005]; APPLE-1003, ¶71 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Dr. Hannaford:

Cosper:



A POSITA would have been motivated to combine Alexander and Cosper

9

EX1003, ¶76; Pet., 16

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Dr. Hannaford:



A POSITA would have been motivated to combine Alexander and Cosper

10Reply, 10; APPLE-1018, ¶21

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Dr. Hannaford:



A POSITA would have been motivated to combine Alexander and Cosper

11

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Dr. Hannaford:

Reply, 13-14; APPLE-1018, ¶25 



A POSITA would have been motivated to combine Alexander and Cosper

12

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Alexander:

Patent Owner: Alexander is directed to a device that “penetrates and thrusts into 
the human body.” Sur-Reply, 7

EX1005, Title, Abstract, cl. 1, [0022]



A POSITA would have been motivated to combine Alexander and Cosper

13

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Patent Owner: Alexander is directed to a device that “penetrates and thrusts into 
the human body,” and “The record does not suggest any reason to believe 

that Dr. Hannaford’s ‘knowledge and experience in the field’ (Ex. 1018, ¶ 25) 
provide the basis for useful opinions on desirable behavior for a product of 

the type described in Alexander.” Sur-Reply, 8

EX1019, 41:10-21; see Reply, 13 

Dr. Goossen:



A POSITA would have been motivated to combine Alexander and Cosper

14

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Alexander:

Dr. Hannaford:

EX1018, ¶24; Reply, 
13; EX1005, [0023], 

[0025]



A POSITA would have been motivated to combine Alexander and Cosper
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Patent Owner:

Sur-Reply, 8



A POSITA would have been motivated to combine Alexander and Cosper

16

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Dr. Goossen:

EX1019, 39:20-40:2; Reply, 13; EX1005, [0023], [0025]

Alexander:



A POSITA would have been motivated to combine Alexander and Cosper

17

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Dr. Goossen:

EX1019, 39:20-40:2; Reply, 13



A POSITA would have been motivated to combine Alexander and Cosper

18

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Dr. Hannaford:

EX1018, ¶25; Reply, 13



A POSITA would have been motivated to combine Alexander and Cosper

19

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Dr. Hannaford:

EX1018, ¶25; Reply, 13



A POSITA would have been motivated to combine Alexander and Cosper

20

EX1003, ¶77; Pet., 16

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Dr. Hannaford:



A POSITA would have been motivated to combine Alexander and Cosper

21EX1007, FIG. 2; EX1008, FIG. 8; EX1014, FIG. 1A; EX1003, ¶ 77

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Gregorio:

Wakuda:

Fuller:
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Alexander and Cosper are analogous art to the ’882 Patent

23EX1001, Abstract; 1:11-16; FIG. 45; Pet. 18; Reply, 2-4, 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

’882 Patent: Alexander:



Alexander and Cosper are analogous art to the ’882 Patent

24APPLE-1001, 8:4-19, 12:12-36, FIGS. 17-19; APPLE-1009, Abstract, FIG, 1A; Pet., 38

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

’882 Patent: Alexander:



Alexander and Cosper are analogous art to the ’882 Patent

25EX1005, Cover; APPLE-1018, 12; Reply, 45

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Alexander:

Dr. Hannaford:



Alexander and Cosper are analogous art to the ’882 Patent

26EX1005, Cover; APPLE-1018, 12; Reply, 45

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Patent Owner: “Apple’s focus on out-of-context portions of the 
specification—to the exclusion of the claims—to determine 

analogousness is contrary to law, as confirmed by the cases 
Apple itself cites.”

Federal Circuit: “[D]etermine the appropriate field of endeavor by reference to 
explanations of the invention’s subject matter in the patent application, 
including the embodiments, function, and structure of the claimed invention.” 

In re Bigio, 381 F.3d 1320, 1325-1326.

Sur-Reply, 2



Alexander and Cosper are analogous art to the ’882 Patent

27EX1001, 1:29-3:2; EX1005, [0022], [0034]-[0035]; Reply, 5-7 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

’882 Patent: Alexander:



Alexander and Cosper are analogous art to the ’882 Patent

28EX1001, FIG. 45, 31:34-56; EX1004, [0034]; Pet. 5, 10

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

’882 Patent: Alexander:



Alexander and Cosper are analogous art to the ’882 Patent

29EX1001, 1:29-3:2; EX1004, 1:45-67, FIG. 2; Pet. 22; Reply, 4 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

’882 Patent: Alexander:



Alexander and Cosper are analogous art to the ’882 Patent

30EX1001, Abstract; 1:11-16; EX1009, [0003], [0012], FIG. 1; Pet. 12-13; Reply, 2-3 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

’882 Patent: Cosper:



Alexander and Cosper are analogous art to the ’882 Patent

31EX1001, 1:29-3:2; EX1004, 1:45-67, FIG. 2; Pet. 22; Reply, 4 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

’882 Patent: Cosper:



Alexander and Cosper are analogous art to the ’882 Patent

32

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

“A petitioner is not required to anticipate and raise analogous art
arguments in its petition; instead a petitioner can use its reply to ‘respond
to arguments raised in the corresponding opposition, patent owner
preliminary response, patent owner response, or decision on institution.”

Sanofi-Aventis Deutschland GmbH v. Mylan Pharms. Inc., 66
F.4th 1373, 1379.82:

“It is not always necessary for a petition to expressly address
analogousness. For instance, it may be clear from the petition's
description of the references and the challenged claims that prior art is in
the same field of endeavor as the challenged patent, or the pertinence of
the prior art to the problem solved by the invention may be implicit in the
petition's discussion of the challenged claims and why a person of
ordinary skill would be motivated to combine the prior art references with
a reasonable expectation of success.

Corephotonics, Ltd. v. Apple Inc., 84 F.4th 990, 1004, 2023 U.S.
App. LEXIS 27372, *18, 2023 U.S.P.Q.2D (BNA) 1202
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The Gregorio Grounds render obvious steps 4519 and 4520

34

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX1001, Cl. 1; FIG. 45 (partial)

’882 Patent – Claim 1:



The Gregorio Grounds render obvious steps 4519 and 4520

35

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX1001, 31:37-43; Pet., 47-48; EX1003, 177

’882 Patent:



The Gregorio Grounds render obvious steps 4519 and 4520

36

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet., 47-49; EX1003, ¶¶177, 179; EX1007, 2:3-9. 4:7-13; EX1018, ¶31; Reply, 17

Gregorio: Dr. Hannaford:



The Gregorio Grounds render obvious steps 4519 and 4520

37

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet., 47-49; EX1003, ¶¶177, 179; EX1007, 2:3-9. 4:7-13; EX1018, ¶31; Reply, 17

Dr. Goossen Declaration: Dr. Goossen Deposition:



The Gregorio Grounds render obvious steps 4519 and 4520

38

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet., 48; EX1003, ¶178 

Dr. Hannaford:



The Gregorio Grounds render obvious steps 4519 and 4520

39

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Reply, 17-18; EX1018, 32, 34, 35

Dr. Hannaford:



The Gregorio Grounds render obvious steps 4519 and 4520

40

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Reply, 17-18; EX1018, ¶¶32-33

Dr. Hannaford:



The Gregorio Grounds render obvious steps 4519 and 4520

41

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Reply, 19; EX1018, 32-33; Pet., 15

Dr. Hannaford:

“And contrary to the Board's suggestion, [Petitioner] never had to show that 
replacing [Reference A’s] secondary cache with [Reference B’s] secondary cache 
was an ‘improvement’ in a categorical sense.” 

Intel Corporation v. PACT XPP Schweiz AG, 61 F.4th 1373, 1381 (Fed. 
Cir. March 13, 2023). 
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The Gregorio Grounds render obvious steps 4519 and 4520

43

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet., 65-66; EX1003, ¶¶242-243

Dr. Hannaford:



The Gregorio Grounds render obvious steps 4519 and 4520

44

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet., 66-67; EX1003, ¶245

Dr. Hannaford:



The Gregorio Grounds render obvious steps 4519 and 4520

45

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet., 68; 
EX1003, ¶249

Dr. Hannaford:

Patent Owner: “The Petition’s discussion of Grounds 2E–2H does 
not mention the ‘target frequency’ or step 4520 of the control 
component algorithm that computes control outputs based upon 
this target frequency.” Sur-Reply, 15


