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Slide 2 Patent Owner’s Demonstratives – Exhibit 2009 (Not Evidence)

Instituted Grounds

(Paper 1 at 24)

(Paper 1 at 23)



Slide 3 Patent Owner’s Demonstratives – Exhibit 2009 (Not Evidence)

Anticipation

(Paper 23 at 14)



Slide 4 Patent Owner’s Demonstratives – Exhibit 2009 (Not Evidence)

Anticipation

• BlephEx, LLC v. Myco Indus., Inc., 24 F.4th 1391, 1402 (Fed. Cir. 2022) (affirming finding of no anticipation where prior art reference’s first figure disclosed a wand 

and a second figure disclosed a hand-held device, but the references could not be combined to support anticipation of the claimed swab connected to an 

electromechanical device because no technical discussion other than attorney argument was presented to argue that a POSITA would “at once envisage” the 

combination of the references)

• Wonderland Nurserygoods Co. v. Baby Trend, Inc., 727 F. App’x 1017, 1019-20 (Fed. Cir. 2018) (reversing anticipation finding made in an IPR proceeding because 

the claims required that there was a single “enclosure member” (e.g., a single piece of fabric over a frame) and the prior art’s disclosed netting over a frame was not 

continuous because the figure’s depicted edges in the netting did not align)

• Nidec Motor Corporation v. Zhongshan Broad Ocean Motor Co. Ltd, 851 F.3d 1270, 1274-75 (Fed. Cir. 2017) (reversing anticipation finding made in an IPR 

proceeding because the claims and specification required that an “IQdr demand signal” in a “rotating frame of reference,” but the petitioner only identified signals in a 

“stationary frame of reference” and the Board is not permitted to find anticipation in view of a missing claim limitation)

• In re Chudik, 851 F.3d 1365, 1372-74 (Fed. Cir. 2017) (reversing the Board’s anticipation finding because the claim required that a protruding surface be “arranged to 

engage” (e.g., contact) a cavity, but this could only happen in the prior art if an element was removed)

• Dell Inc. v. Acceleron, LLC, 818 F.3d 1293, 1298-99 (Fed. Cir. 2016) (affirming the Board’s finding of no anticipation because, even though the prior art reference 

described that the CPU could boot from somewhere on the network, it did not teach booting from the NAS, as required by the claim)

• Enfish, LLC v. Microsoft Corp., 822 F. 3d 1327, 1342-43 (Fed. Cir. 2016) (reversing a summary judgment granting anticipation because the claim required recited 

aspects of rows and columns for “a logical table,” and thus, the rows and columns needed to be in the same table, and the district court erred in construing the claim too 

broadly to permit the rows and columns to be from two tables)

• Verve, LLC v. Crane Cams, Inc., 311 F.3d 1116, 1118, 1121 (Fed. Cir. 2002) (reversing anticipation finding because the prior art reference disclosed a rod that had a 

uniform diameter along its length (even though the ends had a smaller diameter) but the claims required a rod that had a diameter larger in the middle than towards the 

ends)

• Gen. Elec. Co. v. Nintendo Co., 179 F.3d 1350, 1357 (Fed. Cir. 1999) (reversing finding of anticipation where the claims required that a television receive signals from 

an antenna and then to switch to receiving signals from a video player when the player was turned on because the prior art reference did not expressly disclose the 

switching and defendant’s argument that a POSITA would understand that this switching occurs in televisions was not sufficient to show that the limitation was actually 

disclosed in the reference) (Paper 23 at 13-16)
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Anticipation

• U.S. Well Servs., LLC v. Halliburton Energy Servs., Inc., IPR2022-01163, Paper 9 at 12-14, 17, 

24 (P.T.A.B. Dec. 20, 2022) (declining to institute IPR under anticipation where the claim required 

comparing different signals, but the portion of the reference cited by the petitioner only disclosed 

comparing duplicate signals)

• Lenovo (United States) Inc. & Motorola Mobility LLC, v. Theta Ip, LLC, IPR2023-00697, Paper 

32 at 32-34, 37-38 (P.T.A.B. Oct. 16, 2024) (finding that a reference did not anticipate the claimed 

determining of signal strength of two channels at the same time because the cited portion of the 

reference disclosed determining the strength of either of two signals, but did not explicitly disclose 

determining strength of both at the same time)

• K-40 Elecs., LLC, v. Escort, Inc., IPR2013-00240, Paper 37 at 34 (P.T.A.B. Sept. 29, 2014) (finding 

no anticipation where the claim required that a receiver receive the same signal continuously, but the 

portions cited by the petitioner in the reference disclosed identification from multiple sources, and 

thus, did not disclose a continuously received signal (but later finding the claims anticipated by 

another reference))

• Ex parte Ajay Mahajan and Sumeer Lal, Appeal 2010008922 at 5 (Dec. 19, 2012) (reversing 

anticipation rejection because the claims required that two transducers received the same signal, but 

the alleged reference disclosed two transducers receiving different signals)
(Paper 23 at 13-16)



Slide 6 Patent Owner’s Demonstratives – Exhibit 2009 (Not Evidence)

The Petition Fails to Teach Anticipation

(a) Petitioner fails to track the antecedent basis of “control signal” regardless of construction

(b) Petitioner fails to demonstrate that Tateishi anticipates the properly construed “control signal

(c) Petitioner fails to demonstrate that Tateishi anticipates the “control signal” under its own 

construction
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7

The ’377 and the 

Claimed Control Signal
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’377 Patent Reduces Chip Size and Cost

(Paper 23 at 4; see also EX2005 at ¶ 35)

(Paper 23 at 5)
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Claims Require a Control Signal 

(Paper 23 at 10)
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Claims Require a Control Signal 

(Paper 23 at 9)(Paper 23 at 9)
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Claims Require a Control Signal 

(Paper 23 at 10)

(Paper 23 at 11)

Control signal generated 

from—and provided to–

specific hardware elements
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12

(a) Antecedent Basis
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“Control Signal” – all the same

(Paper 23 at 10)
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“Control Signal” – all the same

(Paper 23 at 19-20)
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“Control Signal” – all the same

(EX2006 at 23:6-24:6)

(EX2006 at 26:7-13)

Petitioner’s Expert
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“Control Signal” – all the same

(EX2005 at ¶ 64; see also Paper 23 at 20)

Patent Owner’s Expert
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(Paper 23 at 22)

Petitioner’s Identification for 1[D]Petitioner’s Identification for 1[B2]

Inconsistent Identification
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Inconsistent Identification

Not the Same Signal

(Paper 23 at 23)

Petitioner’s Identification for 1[B2]

Petitioner’s Identification for 1[D]
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Inconsistent Identification

Intervening Logic

Petitioner’s Identification for 1[B2]

Petitioner’s Identification for 1[D]

(Paper 23 at 23)
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Not the Same Signal

When Orange (1[D]) is “0” 

Green (1[B2]) is “0” or “1”

(Paper 23 at 27 (citing EX2005 at ¶ 83)) (Paper 23 at 28 (citing EX2005 at ¶ 83))
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Petitioner’s Logic

(EX1016 at ¶ 27)
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Gap in Petitioner’s Logic

(EX1016 at ¶ 27)

(Paper 31 at 6 (Citing EX1016 at ¶ 29))

(EX1005 at 7:58-60)
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Gap in Petitioner’s Logic

(Paper 31 at 6)

(EX2007 at 30:15-23)

(EX2006 at 47:4-8)
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Gap Filled

(Paper 31 at 7)
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Not the Same Signal

(Paper 31 at 14)
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Not the Same Signal

Petitioner’s Expert’s Timing

(Paper 31 at 8 (citing EX1016 at ¶ 34))

When Orange (1[D]/18[E]) is “0” 

Green (1[B2]/18[A]) is “0” or “1”
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Not the Same Signal

(Paper 31 at 8 (citing EX1016 at ¶ 34))

Petitioner’s Expert’s Timing

When Orange (1[D]/18[E]) is “0” 

Green (1[B2]/18[A]) is “0” or “1”
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Petitioner Did not Consider Zero Crossing

(EX1016 at para 34.)

(EX2007 at 23:11-15.)

(EX2007 at 20:16-20.)
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“Control Signal” – Tateishi Fails

(Paper 23 at 10)

(Paper 1 at 37, 66)

(Paper 1 at 45, 71-72)
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“Control Signal” – Tateishi Fails

(Paper 31 at 16)
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“Control Signal” – Tateishi Fails

(Paper 23 at 10)

(Paper 23 at 27, 31)
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32

Claim Construction
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“Control Signal” - “two state signal”

Patent Owner’s Construction

Patent Owner’s Construction

(Paper 23 at 7)

(Paper 26 at 6)
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Claims Require a Control Signal  

(Paper 23 at 10)
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Logic signal with two distinct states

(EX2006 at 22:11-19) (EX2006 at 25:10-18)

Petitioner’s Expert Agrees
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Logic signal with two distinct states

(EX2006 at 16:19-17:21)

(EX2006 at 14:15-15:22)

Petitioner’s Expert Agrees
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Logic signal with two distinct states

(EX1001 at 7:44-47)

(EX1001 at 8:28-30)

(EX1001 at 8:66-9:1)

Specification describes a logic 

signal with two distinct states

(Paper 23 at 11 (citing FIG. 9))
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Logic signal with two distinct states All Embodiments

(Paper 23 at 11)
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Logic signal with two distinct states

(EX1001 at 8:32-34)

(EX1001 at 8:43-45)

(EX1001 at 8:53-57)

(Paper 23 at 12)
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Petitioner’s Construction is Wrong

(Paper 31 at 12)
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Petitioner’s Application of its Construction

(Paper 31 at 16)
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(EX2007 at 11:21-12:7)

(EX2007 at 16:4-22)

Petitioner’s ExpertPetitioner’s Application of its Construction
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Petitioner’s Application of its Construction

(EX2007 at 16:23-17:9)

Petitioner’s Expert
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44

Tateishi Fails Under Patent 

Owner’s Construction
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“Control Signal” – “logic signal with two distinct 
states”

(Paper 23 at 10)
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46

Tateishi Fails Under 

Petitioner’s Construction
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“Control Signal” – “signal configured to control 
a circuit component”

“a circuit component” is not 

controlled

(Paper 23 at 10)
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“Control Signal” – “signal configured to control 
a circuit component”

(Paper 23 at 10)

(Paper 23 at 10)

Petitioner’s Allegation, PWM 

Latch Controls Everything
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49

Improper Combination
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Petitioner Improperly Combines

(Paper 23 at 36)
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Petitioner Improperly Combines

(EX1007 at ¶ 13; see also Paper 23 at 38)

(EX1001 at FIG. 3; see also Paper 23 at 38-40)

(EX1001 at FIG. 3; see also Paper 23 at 38-40)
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52

Petitioner’s Allegation
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Petitioner’s Allegation

(Paper 1 at 33)
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Petitioner’s Allegation – Claim 1

(Paper 1 at 33-34; EX005/7 at FIG. 3)
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Petitioner’s Allegation – Claim 1

(Paper 1 at 35-36; EX005/7 at FIG. 3)
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Petitioner’s Allegation – Claim 1

(Paper 1 at 36-39; EX005/7 at FIG. 3) (Paper 1 at 36-39; EX005/7 at FIG. 4)
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Petitioner’s Allegation – Claim 1

(Paper 1 at 36-39; EX005/7 at FIG. 3)
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Petitioner’s Allegation – Claim 1

(Paper 1 at 41-42; EX005/7 at FIG. 3)
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Petitioner’s Allegation – Claim 1

(Paper 1 at 42-43; EX005/7 at FIG. 3)
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Petitioner’s Allegation – Claim 1

(Paper 1 at 44-47; EX005/7 at FIG. 3)
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Petitioner’s Allegation – Claim 1

(Paper 1 at 45-47; EX005/7 at FIG. 3)
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Petitioner’s Allegation – Claim 11

(Paper 1 at 60-63)

(Paper 1 at 60-63)

(Paper 1 at 60-63)
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Petitioner’s Allegation – Claim 18

(Paper 1 at 66)



Slide 64 Patent Owner’s Demonstratives – Exhibit 2009 (Not Evidence)

Petitioner’s Allegation – Claim 18

(Paper 1 at 66-68; see also FIG. 3)
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Petitioner’s Allegation – Claim 18

(Paper 1 at 68-70; see also FIG. 3)
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Petitioner’s Allegation – Claim 18

(Paper 1 at 71-72; see also FIG. 3)
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Petitioner’s Allegation – Claim 18

(Paper 1 at 72)
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