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Development of Wearable Rings
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Development of Wearable Rings

No housing components
Flat, coin-type batteries 
Printed circuit boards and battery located outside the ring

Ex. 2025, Fig. 4

Paper 20 at 9
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Ex 1035, Figs. 7-1, 8-1.

Paper 18 at 6-14
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Development of Wearable Rings

Ex. 1037

Paper 18 at 9-10
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Ex. 1037, at 7
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Development of Wearable Rings

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1081 , 35:9-37:10, Paper 20 at 14

A. [I]n the 2012-2013 timeframe…I was aware of smart ring designs, including…the 
designs by Professor Harry Asada at MIT, in part because that’s where I went to 
grad school, and I met with him there….

And I very quickly concluded that the most logical way to build such a device was 
to follow the prior art, including Professor Asada’s and the other art that I found in 
the literature on this topic, and place the battery at the top of the device….

[W]hat I can say is that a POSITA who was…exactly in this space at the time of 
invention had considered various different ways of building a smart ring, and I 
concluded, at the time, that I wasn’t able to make it sufficiently small. 

Ex. 1081 , 35:9-37:10, Ex. 2018, ¶¶ 75-76, 85; Paper 18 at 13
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Development of Wearable Devices

Ex. 1007 (Schröder), Fig. 3

Paper 18 at 14-19

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1010 (Mestas), Fig. 2 Ex. 1006 (Yuen), Fig. 2
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Level of Skill of POSITA

Proposed by Petitioner:

Paper 3 at 7

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

2. At least two years’ experience in 
academia or industry studying or 
developing physiological 
monitoring devices such as non-
invasive biosensors. A person of 
ordinary skill in the art would 
have also been familiar with, for 
example, sensor system design 
and signal processing. 

1. At least four-year degree in 
electrical engineering, 
biomedical engineering, optical 
engineering, or related field of 
study, or equivalent experience; 
and
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The ’859 Patent: Summary of Grounds

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Yuen/Mestas (Claims 1, 11, 13-20)1

Schröder/Mestas (Claims 1, 11, 13-20)2

Paper 31 at i-viii
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Deficiencies of Ground 1:
Yuen + Mestas
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Ex. 1001
Paper 18 at 28

Yuen and Mestas Do Not Render Claim 1 Obvious

1[pre] A system, comprising:

1[a][i] a wearable ring computing device, 

1[a][ii] the ring computing device including a housing, the housing having an interior bounding member and an exterior bounding 
member, 

1[a]iii] the interior bounding member and the exterior bounding member being configured for being coupled together to form a 
waterproof cavity there between;

1[b] a curved battery positioned within the cavity, the curved battery having an arc approximating a corresponding arc of the ring 
housing;

1[c][i] a sensor module, the sensor module positioned within the cavity and proximate the battery,

1[c]ii] the sensor module comprising one or more sensors, 

1[c][iii] the one or more sensors comprising one or more of a pedometer, an accelerometer, a gyroscope, a heart rate sensor, a pulse 
oximeter, a sleep monitor, an internal measurement unit, a thermometer, a Galvanic skin response sensor, and an 
electrocardiogram,

1[c][iv] the one or more sensors being configured to sense a change in a condition of a wearer of the ring;

1[d] a flexible printed circuit board positioned within the cavity proximate one or both of the curved battery and the sensor module, 
the flexible printed circuit board portion comprising:

1[e] a processor, the processor configured for determining one or more of a number of steps taken, a quality of sleep, a heart rate, 
blood pressure, and body temperature of a user of the ring computing device; and

1[f] a memory, associated with the processor for storing data; and

1[g] a semiconducting light element disposed at least partially within the housing.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Yuen 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1006 
Paper 18 at 18-19, 30 

Ex. 1006, Figs. 2, 13
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Mestas

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1010 
Paper 18 at 17, Paper 37 at 7

Ex. 1010, Figs. 2, (showing unitary housing enclosing spine member)7B, Fig 16, (showing spine member) 
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The ’859 Patent Claims Finger Worn Rings

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001, Figs.  11, 22A, 22B, 23A, 25, 38.; Paper 18, 20-22.
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The ’859 Patent Claims Finger Worn Rings

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001, Figs.  11, 22A, 22B, 23A, 25, 38.; Paper 18, 20-22.
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The ’859 Patent Claims Finger Worn Rings

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001, 8:53-61; 43:47-48.; Paper 18, 20-23.
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The ’859 Patent Claims Finger Worn Rings

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1004, 447-473; Paper 18, 20-24.

Ex. 2004, Para. 22; Paper 18, 23.

Ex. 2005, Abstract; Paper 18, 23.
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The ’859 Patent Claims Finger Worn Rings

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1004, at 472-473, 478.; Paper 18, 20-24.
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The ’859 Patent Claims Finger Worn Rings

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1085, 29:6-14; Ex. 2018, ¶¶ 56-64; Ex. 1004, at 472-473, 478; Paper 18, 19-28; Paper 23, 2-3.

Ex. 1081 , 35:9-37:10, Paper 20 at 14

A: So the intrinsic evidence of the specification of
this patent, which effectively with the exception
of this one introductory part describing the state
of the art, describes all the embodiments as
finger-worn rings. And then the prosecution 
history specifically added claim language to 
include ring language. And read in light of that
specification, a person of ordinary skill would 
understand that to be a finger-worn ring.
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The ’859 Patent Describes Two Separate Embodiments—The Finger 
Worn Ring Embodiment is Claimed

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 8, 24.

The specification describes two separate 
embodiments: a wrist-worn and finger-
worn embodiment.

The Claims were amended to add the 
limitation “ring” in response to a rejection 
based on wrist-worn devices.

All Claims issued with the “ring” limitation. 
The wrist-worn embodiment is not claimed.

Ex. 1004, 478.

Paper 18, 23-28; Paper 37, 1-2.

Ring: a circlet, usually of precious metal worn especially on 
the finger.

Ex. 2117, 4
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Yuen’s passing reference to a “toe band” does not disclose a Finger 
Ring—Neither does Mestas

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 8, 26; Paper 18, 28.

Exhibit 1081, 162:9-17; Paper 37, 3.

Exhibit 2117; Paper 18, 27; Paper 37, 3.

Ex-1006 (Yuen) , 24:35-41; Paper 18, 31-32. 

Exhibit 1010 (Mestas), 0143; Paper 18, 30.
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No Motivation to Combine Yuen and Mestas 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1006 
Paper 18 at 18-19, 30 

Ex. 1006, Fig.13

Ex. 1010, Fig.1
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Yuen’s passing reference to a “toe band” does not enable a Finger 
Ring —Neither does Mestas

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Exhibit 2022 (Dr. Anthony), 50:21-51:7; Paper 18, 32.

Yuen and Mestas’s
form factor 5-10 times 
too large

Yuen’s electronics 
package is flat and 
planar

Power requirements 
are incompatible

Mestas’s spine 
member is 
incompatible with 
Yuen

Paper 18, 32-38, 54-56; Paper 37, 1

Q. Doctor, I’m talking about the battery of Figure
6. How much smaller would you have to
make it too have it fit in the ring? ... How big a
scaling factor would you be comfortable that
would require to—that would be required to
fit that in a ring?

A. Some place between 5 and 10 – with that
not having calculated it.

Q. Have you in your work on this case
attempted to find whether there was a
battery available in 2013 that was
appropriate to fit in Schröder as you've
proposed?

A.  I did not find it necessary to do that, no.

Ex. 2021 at 312:16-313:12; 321:5-10
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Yuen + Mestas does not render obvious limitation 1[a], 11[b][i], 14[a]

Paper 18, 41-44, Paper 37, 3-6
Ex. 1006, Fig. 4;

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1[pre] A system, comprising:

1[a][i] a wearable ring computing device, 

1[a][ii] the ring computing device including a housing, the housing having an interior bounding member and an 
exterior bounding member,

1[a]iii] the interior bounding member and the exterior bounding member being configured for being coupled 
together to form a waterproof cavity there between;

1[b] a curved battery positioned within the cavity, the curved battery having an arc approximating a 
corresponding arc of the ring housing;

. . .

11[pre] A wearable ring computing device the ring computing device comprising:

11[b[i] a housing, the housing having an interior bounding member and an exterior bounding member, the 
interior bounding member and the exterior bounding member being configured for being coupled 
together to form a waterproof cavity there between;

. . .
14[[pre] A ring computing device, comprising:

14[a] an interior bounding member, the interior bounding member being defined by a planar surface member 
having a pair of opposed circumferential portions, the opposed circumferential portions being raised 
above a first portion of the planar surface member
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Yuen + Mestas does not render obvious limitation 1[a], 11[b][i], 14[a]

Paper 1, 20, Paper 18, 43
Ex. 1006, Figs. 3, 4 (modified by Petitioner);

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Yuen’s skin side and environmental side 
do not teach, distinct coupled, and 
concentric interior and exterior 
bounding members to form a waterproof 
cavity. 

Yuen’s electronic module housing sits 
atop the Yuen device. It is not a ring 
housing. 

Petitioner never suggests modifying 
Yuen’s housing into a ring housing or 
modifying Yuen’s housing with Mestas. 
Rather Petitioner, argues a POSITA 
would curve the flat module on top of 
Yuen into a curved module on top of 
Yuen. 

Ex. 1001, Fig. 8Paper 18, 41-44;  Reply at 9, Paper  37, 3-6

Petitioner’s definitions of “ring”:

An “encircling band”

An “object[] in the form of a circle whose
center is not filled”

“a circle which goes round something”

Petitioner argues “rings, which circle a
neck, toe or wrist, fall under ‘ring’s’ plain
meaning.

Ex. 1365, 3 Ex. 1366, 3, Ex. 1367, 3, Paper 23, 4
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Yuen + Mestas does not render obvious limitation 1[b], 11[c], 14[b]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Yuen’s electronic framework would need to be
completely redesigned.

Mestas’s batteries are 5-10 times too large for a
ring sized device. The ITC ruled that replacing
flat batteries with curved batteries would lower
performance.

If a POSITA looked to Mestas because of issues
implementing curved, why would a POSITA pick
and chose only the portions of Mestas’s battery
system that comply with the ’859 Patent?

Paper 18, 44-48, Paper 37, 6-9, Paper 23, 9; Ex. 2122, 96.

1[a] a wearable ring computing device, the ring computing device including a housing, the 
housing having an interior bounding member and an exterior bounding member, the 
interior bounding member and the exterior bounding member being configured for 
being coupled together to form a waterproof cavity there between;

1[b] a curved battery positioned within the cavity, the curved battery having an arc 
approximating a corresponding arc of the ring housing;

. . . 

11[b] a housing, the housing having an interior bounding member and an exterior bounding 
member, the interior bounding member and the exterior bounding member being 
configured for being coupled together to form a waterproof cavity there between;

11[c] a curved battery positioned within the cavity;

. . .

14[a] an interior bounding member, the interior bounding member being defined by a planar 
surface member having a pair of opposed circumferential portions, the opposed 
circumferential portions being raised above a first portion of the planar surface 
member

14[b] a curved rechargeable battery, the rechargeable battery being configured for being 
wirelessly recharged;
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Yuen + Mestas does not render obvious limitation 1[b], 11[c], 14[b]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Yuen’s electronic framework would need to be
completely redesigned.

Paper 18, 44-48, Paper 37, 6-9, Paper 23 at 8-9; Ex 2122, 96; Ex-2022, 28:3-10
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Yuen + Mestas does not render obvious limitation 1[b], 11[c], 14[b]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 18, 44-48, Paper 37, 6-9, Paper 3 at 24; Ex 2122, 96
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Mestas’s battery design teaches away from the ’859 patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1010, para 153; Figs. 2, (battery cover 74 sealing off battery cavity 59),7B, 8A, Fig 16 (circuit board in separate cavity) 

Mestas has a battery cavity for batteries
formed by battery recess 59 and outer
housing cap 74.

The battery cavity and PCB cavity are
separated by Mestas’s spine member.

A POSITA adopting Mestas’s battery solution
into a ring design would create a ring where:

• The battery is not designed to arc approximate to
the ring housing arc, (shown in figure 2) but an
internal spine member’s battery recess.

• The battery is not proximate to the PCB

• The battery and other components do not share a
cavity

Paper 37, 6-9.
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A POSITA Would Not Combine Yuen With Mestas to Arrive at  
a Finger-Worn Device

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Paper 18 at 29-38; Paper 37 at 10

Neither Yuen or Mestas suggests a finger-worn ring device. 

Neither reference provides guidance on constructing a finger sized 
device as claimed. Yuen provides no guidance for its toe band device

Cherry picking sub-components from each reference to reconstruct the 
’859 Patent is impermissible hindsight.  

Scaling Yuen and Mestas 5-10 times smaller would be a significant 
deterrent to a POSITA
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Deficiencies of Ground 2:
Schröder + Mestas
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A POSITA Would Not Combine Schröder With Mestas

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Paper 18 at 57-60

Devices have different functions (physiological vs. security)

Devices include different components and different power 
requirements

Mestas’ device is worn on the wrist. Mestas only considers deploying 
the device on large parts of the body. (chest, arm, head, ankle, or thigh) 

Mestas’ components cannot fit in Schröder’s inlay
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Schröder Fails To Disclose Limitations 1[b], 11[c], 14[b]

Schröder’s chip module is located outside and 
above the ring so it can be replaced

Ex. 1007 at 8:54-56

Ex. 1007 at 8:60-63
Ex 1007, Fig. 3

Paper 18 at 61-64.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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A POSITA Would Not Combine Schröder With 
Mestas

Ex. 1010, FIG. 6
Paper 18 at 56-60

Ex. 2021 at 312:16-313:12; 321:5-10

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Q. Doctor, I’m talking about the battery of Figure 6. How much smaller
would you have to make it too have it fit in the ring? ... How big a
scaling factor would you be comfortable that would require to—
that would be required to fit that in a ring?

A. Some place between 5 and 10 – with that not having calculated it.

Q. Have you in your work on this case attempted to find whether
there was a battery available in 2013 that was appropriate to fit in
Schröder as you've proposed?

A.  I did not find it necessary to do that, no.
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A POSITA Would Not Combine Schröder With 
Mestas

Ex. 1010, FIG. 6
Paper 18 at 34-35, 56-60

Ex. 2024, 188:4-17

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Q. In 2013 when you were working on this ring design, were you aware 
of any off-the-shelf curved batteries that would work for a ring form 
factor that you were designing?

A. There were curved cells, but I – to my recollection, there weren’t any
         that would be drop-linked for our application.

Q. Could a curved cell for a wrist wearable work for a ring form
factor?

A. If the ring was very, very, very big, but for our application, the sizes 
 of the other wearables that were out there were nowhere near 
 where we needed them to be. Capacity was great, but the size

was just massive. There was no way it would work.
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A POSITA Would Not Combine Schröder With 
Mestas

Ex. 2018, (Dr. Mercier) at ¶¶ 181-182 

Paper 18 at 56-60
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Schröder’s Ring Halves are Not Interior/Exterior Bounding Members

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1007 
Paper 18 at 61-63
Paper 37 at 10-16 Ex. 1007, Figs. 3, 4, 7, and 8
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The ITC Made Certain Findings Regarding Schröder 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2122, 101 

Ex. 1007, Figs. 3, 4
-1077 Paper 37, 9-12

-1078 Paper 38, 4, 9-10
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The ITC Made Certain Findings Regarding Schröder 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2122, 114-115 

Ex. 1007, Figs. 3, 4
-1077 Paper 37, 9-12

-1078 Paper 38, 4, 9-10
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Schröder Fails To Disclose Limitations 1[b], 11[c], 14[b]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1007, 11:46-50
Paper 18 at 61-64.
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Ex. 2018, ¶ 181
Paper 18 at 61-64

Schröder and Mestas Fail To Disclose Limitations 1[b], 11[c], 14[b]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Petitioner Proposes Adopting Mestas’s Battery Design

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 1, 56

Ex-1010, Fig. 8A, Paper 1, 56-67

Ex-1010, Fig. 8A, 15 (showing 50, 52)
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Petitioner Proposes Adopting Mestas’s Battery Design

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 23, 18
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Ex. 2021, 321:5-10
Paper 18. 32-35, 61-64

Schröder Fails To Disclose Limitations 1[b], 11[c], 14[b]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Q. Have you in your work on this case attempted to find whether
there was a battery available in 2013 that was appropriate to fit
in Schröder as you've proposed?

A.  I did not find it necessary to do that, no.
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Ex. 2021, 313:12
Paper 18, 32-35, 61-64.

Schröder Fails To Disclose Limitations 1[b], 11[c], 14[b]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Q. Doctor, I’m talking about the battery of Figure 6. How
much smaller would you have to make it too have it fit in
the ring? ... How big a scaling factor would you be
comfortable that would require to—that would be
required to fit that in a ring?

A. Some place between 5 and 10 – with that not having
calculated it.
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Schröder Fails To Disclose Limitations 1[b], 11[c], 14[b]

Ex. 2018, (Dr. Mercier) at ¶¶ 181-182 

Paper 18 at 56-60
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Mestas’s battery design teaches away from the ’859 patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1010, Figs. 2, (battery cover 74 sealing off battery cavity 59),7B, Fig 16 (circuit board in separate cavity) 

Mestas has a battery cavity for batteries
formed by battery recess 59 and outer
housing cap 74.

The battery cavity and PCB cavity are
separated by Mestas’s spine member.

A POSITA adopting Mestas’s battery solution
into a ring design would create a ring where:

• The battery is not designed to arc approximate to
the ring housing arc, (shown in figure 2) but an
internal spine member’s battery recess.

• The battery is not proximate to the PCB

• The battery and other components do not share a
cavity

Paper 37, 6-9,
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POSITA Would Apply Teachings Of Prior Art

Ex-1002, para. 43, 71; Ex-1032; Ex-1037; Paper 37 at 12-16

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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POSITA Would Apply Teachings Of Prior Art

Ex. 1081 at 35:16-36:12
Paper 37 at 12-16

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

A. And in the 2012-2013 time frame, as I was beginning to launch the
center, we were looking at all sorts of different types of wearable
device form factors. I was aware of smart ring designs, including,
you know, the designs by Professor Harry Asada at MIT, in part
because that's where I went to grad school, and I met with him
there.

And when I was trying to look at different types of wearables I
could potentially make within my center, I had considered
designing a wearable smart ring, and I had done some exploration
on what would need to go into, you know, the design of such a ring
to make it small and comfortable and so on for a user to wear.

And I very quickly concluded that the most logical way to build 
such a device was to follow the prior art, including Professor
Asada's and the other art that I found in the literature on this topic,
and place the battery at the top of the device, as all the other prior
art did, simply because there's just not enough room in kind of the
body, if you will, of the ring that goes around the sides and the
bottom of the finger, while making the user comfortable.
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Ex. 1007, Figs, 7, 8
Paper 18, 64-73; Paper 37, 16-17

Schröder and Mestas Fails To Disclose Limitations 1[c]/11[d], 
1[d]/11[e], and 14[d]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001, Fig. 12.
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Ex. 2020 at 208:5-209:15
Paper 18, 64-73; Paper 37, 16-17

Schröder and Mestas Fails To Disclose Limitations 1[c]/11[d], 
1[d]/11[e], and 14[d]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Q. Where does the rectangle tell them to put the battery relative to the printed circuit
board relative to the antenna coil relative to the sensors, relative to any communication
module, relative to any power regulation circuitry? Where does the rectangle tell the 
POSITA where to put all that stuff and how to arrange it?

* * *

A. Right. And as I was going through my declaration pointing out it's Schröder with the
knowledge of a POSITA, and I subsequently started to describe the various
arrangements of components inside of that cavity. So knowledge of POSITA in addition 
to what's disclosed in Schröder gives them the guidance in how to arrange this.

Q. So Schröder doesn't tell them, but the knowledge of the POSITA fills in all those 
blanks?

A. Yes. And I described that in the subsequent parts of my declaration, for example, on
pages 120, 121, 122, 123 and beyond.
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Ex. 1002, ¶ 227,
Paper 18, 64-73; Paper 37, 16-17

Schröder and Mestas Fails To Disclose Limitations 1[c]/11[d], 
1[d]/11[e], and 14[d]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1007, Figs, 7, 8
Paper 18, 64-73; Paper 37, 16-17
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Ex. 1081, 80:22-81:10
Paper 18, 64-73; Paper 37, 16-17

Schröder and Mestas Fails To Disclose Limitations 1[c]/11[d], 
1[d]/11[e], and 14[d]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Q. PET, Kapton, et cetera, are carrier materials that
would have been understood as materials that are 
used for a printed circuit board, correct?

A. They could be, but not necessarily so. Printed --
flexible printed circuit boards often use polyimide
and other materials as well. But despite that, you
know, there's things like Kapton tape that I've used
in my own work that I don't use for printed circuit
boards but just as thin, you know, substrates on
which to place for items or stick things together, for
example.

Q. Okay. But you don't disagree that PET and Kapton
are materials that could be used for printed circuit 
boards, correct?

A. That's right. They could be used.
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Overview of the ’953 Patent

Title: 
Wearable Device And Data 
Transmission Method

Priority Date: 
November 29, 2013

Challenged Claims: 
1-6, 11-15, 38-43

Ex. 1001

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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The ’953 Patent Claim 1

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1[pre] A wearable computing device, configured as a ring for being worn around the finger of a user, the 
wearable computing device comprising:

1[a] an exterior enclosure structure for receiving the printed circuit board and for being coupled with the 
interior enclosure portion to form a housing of the wearable computing device;

1[b] an exterior enclosure structure for receiving the printed circuit board and for being coupled with the 
interior enclosure portion to form a housing of the wearable computing device;

1[c] a curved, rechargeable battery, disposed proximate the exterior enclosure, the rechargeable battery 
configured for being wirelessly charged;

1[d] a flexible printed circuit board disposed proximate the curved battery, the flexible printed circuit 
board comprising:

1[e] a plurality of components, the plurality of components disposed on the flexible printed circuit board, 
the plurality of components comprising an electromagnetic induction or RF charging mechanism, a 
microprocessor, a sensor module, a light emitting diode, and a transceiver;

1[f] wherein at least one of the interior enclosure portion and the exterior enclosure structure defines one 
or more windows that facilitates at least one of data acquisition, data transmission, electromagnetic 
radiation acquisition, and electromagnetic transmission.

Ex. 1001
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The ’953 Patent: Summary of Grounds

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mestas/Asami (Claims 1-6, 11-14)1

Mestas/Schröder (Claims 1-6, 11, 14-15, 
38-39, 41-43)2

Schröder/Mestas(Claims 1-6, 11, 14-15, 
38-39, 41-43)3

Schröder/Mestas/Asami (Claims 11-15)4

Schröder/Mestas/Wissmar (Claims 40-
43)5
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Deficiencies of Ground 1:
Mestas/Asami

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Mestas

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1010 
Paper 19 at 18, Paper 38 at 2

Ex. 1010, Figs. 2, (showing unitary housing enclosing spine member)7B, Fig 16, (showing spine member) 
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Asami

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1014 
Paper 19,  19-21

Ex. 1014, Figs., 1B, 2A, 3B
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A POSITA Would Not Combine Mestas with Asami

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Paper 19 at 22-27, 43-45; Paper 38 at 5-6

Devices have different functions (physiological vs. human-computer 
interface)

Devices include different components and different power 
requirements, no motivation to combine references into a ring device.

Mestas’ device is worn on the wrist. Mestas only considers deploying 
the device on large parts of the body. (chest, arm, head, ankle, or thigh) 

Mestas’ components cannot fit in Asami’s Device or any Ring Device 
and Petitioner did not explain how a POSITA would redesign Mestas 
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A POSITA Would Not Combine Mestas with Asami

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001, 1:31-32; Paper 19 at 24.

Ex. 1001, 2:40-45; Paper 19 at 24.

Paper 3 at 19
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A POSITA Would Not Combine Mestas with Asami

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1010; Ex 1014; Ex. 2012; Ex. 2018, ¶ 96; Paper 19, 25
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Mestas’s design teaches away from the ’953 patent (1[a], 1[b])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner only cites to Mestas for this
element and points to inner and outer
portions of encasement member 24 as the
inner and outer portions of the claims

Mestas does not teach two distinct “interior
enclosure portion” and “exterior enclosure
structure” coupled together to form the
housing.

Paper 3, 22-25; Paper 19, 30-32,
Ex. 1010, Figs. 2, (Exterior housing),7B, 16 (spine member 22) 
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Mestas’s design teaches away from the ’953 patent (1[c], 38[c])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1010, Figs. 2, (battery cover 74 sealing off battery cavity 59),7B, Fig 16 (circuit board in separate cavity) 

Petitioner only cites to Mestas for this element

Mestas has a battery cavity for batteries formed
by battery recess 59 and outer housing cap 74.

The battery cavity and PCB cavity are separated
by Mestas’s spine member.

Mestas’s battery solution miniaturized into a ring
design would create a ring where:

• The battery is not proximate the exterior enclosure- it is
separated from the exterior enclosure by spine member
22

• The battery is not proximate to the PCB- it is separated
from the PCB by spine member 22

Paper 3, 25-26 Paper 19, 32-34, Paper 38, 1-4
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Mestas’s design teaches away from the ’953 patent (1[d], 38[b])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1010, Figs. 2, (Exterior housing),7B, 16 (spine member 22) 

Petitioner only cites to Mestas for this element.
Petitioner maps the interior portion of housing 24
as the interior enclosure portion of the claims.

The battery cavity and PCB cavity are separated
by Mestas’s spine member.

Mestas’s PCB solution miniaturized into a ring
design would create a ring where:

• The PCB is not proximate to the battery- it is separated by
spine member 22.

• The PCB is not enclosed by Petitioner’s mapped interior
enclosure portion- the exterior portion of the exterior
housing encloses Mestas’s PCB. (Claim element 1.a)

Paper 3, 25-26 Paper 19, 35-38, Paper 38, 1-4
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Deficiencies of Ground 2/3:
Mestas/Schröder, Schröder/Mestas
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POSITA would not combine Mestas/Schröder, 
Schröder/Mestas

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

A POSITA would not combine Mestas with Schröder and would instead 
follow prior art teachings  

Mestas’s batteries are 5–10X too large, Petitioner’s cannot identify a 
2013 battery that would work, or explain miniaturization

Schröder’s chip module sits above the ring, Schröder’s inlay is not a PCB, 
Schröder’s ring halves are not interior/exterior enclosure structures

Mestas teaches away from a ’953 ring: battery and PCB separated by 
spine, not proximate, and not in a shared cavity 

Paper 3 at 25–26, 65, 73; Paper 19 at 26–27, 32––38, 49–
51, 54–57, 60–64, 67–69, 72–73; Paper 38 at 1–14.
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Claim 38[f]: No “transparent interior enclosure portion” taught or 
suggested

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1007, Fig. 4,, 15:8–15; EX-1010

Mestas teaches a unitary outer encasement surrounding an
internal spine member, Schröder teaches ring halves.

Schröder states some partial arc of the ring halves could be
made from PET, which can be transparent, but states that
large arcs of the ring halves are made of metal.

Mestas discloses regions 64, 66 can be transparent not an
entire interior enclosure portion.

There is no disclosure or motivation in the combined
Mestas–Schröder teachings to make the entire interior
enclosure portion transparent to facilitate a Mestas-derived
physiological monitoring system.

Schröder’s potential need for optical access for a vein
sensor does not translate to making the entire interior
enclosure portion of a combined Mestas–Schröder ring
transparent.

Paper 19 at 30–38, 41-42, 54–57, 67–69
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Deficiencies of Ground 4:
Schröder/Mestas/Asami
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A POSITA Would Not Combine Schröder with Mestas and 
Asami

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Paper 19 at 73-74

Mestas has more advanced gesture recognition, and sensors. A POSITA 
would not look to Asami to resolve issues. 

Devices include different components and different power 
requirements, no motivation to combine references into a ring device.

Schröder already had difficult fitting components. Adding in Asami and 
Mestas components is not workable.
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Deficiencies of Ground 5:
Schröder/Mestas/Wissmar

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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A POSITA Would Not Combine Schröder with Mestas and 
Wissmar

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Paper 19 at 77-79, Paper 38 at 14-15

Wissmar discloses epoxy as a conformal coating, not as a structural 
interior enclosure member” 

Devices include different components and different power 
requirements, no motivation to combine references into a ring device.

Schröder already had difficult fitting components. Adding in Wissmar
and Mestas components is not workable.
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Wissmar’s conformal coating is not the structural potting of Claim 
40

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Ex-1085, 101:2-17, Paper 19 at 77-79, Paper 38 at 14-15
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Secondary Considerations

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Objective Indicia of Obviousness

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 18 at 77-98 

Long-Felt Need

Commercial Success
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Nexus

Oura Ring Gen. 3 and 4 practice the Asserted 
Claims of the ’859 and ’953 Patents

Paper 18 at 77-89; Ex 2018, para 216-246
Paper 19 at 81-101; Ex. 2018, para 323-348 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Nexus

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2122, 108-110
Paper 37 at 17-20 
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A. There are two products that comprise Oura Ring Gen 3, two
debiting products. If by Gen 3 Ouraring you mean Oura Ring
Heritage and Oura Ring Gen 3 Horizon together, then, yes, there 
was some commercial success, but the emphasis on "some.”

* * *
Q. So would you agree with me that Oura Ring Gen 4 had some

commercial success?

A. I would be unsurprised if it had at least some commercial 
success. But, again, the fact that the sales conflate the data for
different products means that it’s difficult or impossible to tell
the extent that it had.

Commercial Success

Ex. 2135, 15:13-17, 18:11-19
Paper 37 at 21 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Commercial Success

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Commercial Success

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Commercial Success

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Commercial Success

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2122, 110-112
Paper 37 at 20-28 
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A Long-Felt Need Existed for Finger-Worn Ring Health Trackers

Prior smart rings were bulky, located electronics and 
batteries on the back of the hand, etc.
There was a need for a smart wearable that was more 
comfortable than prior wearables and could be worn 
around the clock.

Ex. 2025, Fig. 4 Ex 1035, Figs. 7-1, 8-1.

Paper 18 at 6-14

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1005
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Oura Ring Satisfied Need for Round-the-Clock Monitoring

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2100 at 11

Ex. 2102 at 7

Paper 18 at 6-14
Ex. 2019, ¶¶ 48-49Ex. 2099 at 4-5
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Oura Ring Satisfied Need for Long Battery Life in Wearables 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2102 at 1

Ex. 2074 at 3

Paper 18 at 6-14, 96-98
Ex. 2019, ¶¶ 18, 24, 49
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Long Felt Need

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2122, 116
Paper 37 at 20-28 
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Certain Smart Wearables Devices, Systems, and 
Components Thereof

337-TA-1398
(ITC Aug. 21, 2025)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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The ITC Adjudicated in Favor of Oura on a Similar Challenge

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2122, 81-116, Ex. 2123, 1-3, 
Ex. 2124, 29  Ex. 2126, 168-400, 

Ex. 2129, 1-61, Ex-2136
-1077 Paper 37, -1078 Paper 38 

Respondents at the ITC relied on the similar evidence  
such as Schröder, Mestas, Yuen, Wissmar

The Respondents’ arguments centered on Schröder in 
combination of other references including “curved battery” 
references like Mestas, supported by testimony similar to 
Dr. Anthony’s

The Commission affirmed the ALJ’s findings, the 
Presidential Review period is complete and the USTR took 
no action. 

Ex. 2122, 107 

Ex. 2122, 108 

Ex. 2122, 111-112, 114 
Ex. 2122, 114, 116 
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The Claims of the ’178, ’ 859 and ’953 Patents are Substantially 
Similar

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

US 11,868,178

-01077, Paper 37, 9
-01078, Paper 38, 8 

US 10,139,859 US 10,281,953

Public Version

Patent Owner Oura
Ex. 2137, Page 91



The ITC Made Certain Findings Regarding Schröder 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2122, 101 

Ex. 1007, Figs. 3, 4
-1077 Paper 37, 9-12

-1078 Paper 38, 4, 9-10
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The ITC Made Certain Findings Regarding Schröder 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2122, 114-115 

Ex. 1007, Figs. 3, 4
-1077 Paper 37, 9-12

-1078 Paper 38, 4, 9-10
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The ITC Rejected Arguments that a POSITA would ignore the flat 
battery teachings of the art and use a wristband’s curved battery

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2122, 90-91

Ex. 2122, 106

Ex. 2122, 106

-1077 Paper 37, 9-12
-1078 Paper 38, 4, 9-10
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