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IPR2024-01381 
Patent No. 11,014,090 

Patent Owner hereby objects to the demonstrative exhibits submitted by 

Petitioner in the above-captioned proceeding.  In accordance with the Board’s 

Order Setting Oral Argument (Paper 40), these objections are being timely filed 

and served ahead of the hearing scheduled for January 13, 2026.  Patent Owner has 

met and conferred with Petitioner, but the parties were unable to resolve the 

objections below.  

Pursuant to Board’s Order Setting Oral Argument (Paper 40), the objections 

“shall identify with particularity which portions of the demonstratives are subject 

to objection (and should include a copy of the objected-to portions) and include a 

one (1) sentence statement of the reason for each objection. No argument or further 

explanation is permitted.”  The following is an inclusion of the objected-to 

demonstratives, as well as an identification of the portions being objected to and a 

statement of the reason for each objection: 

 Slide 3: Patent Owner objects to the third bullet point in Slide 3,

because Petitioner is raising a new and unsupported argument on sur-reply 

that the field of endeavor is “main shaft assemblies for rock crushers.”  
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 Slide 7: Patent Owner objects to Slide 7, because Petitioner is raising new

and unsupported arguments as to the problems to which the ’090 Patent and

Piepho are directed and the motivation to combine references.
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 Slide 26: Patent Owner objects to slide 26, because Petitioner has never

argued that the “consisting of” transitional phrase is “easier to invalidate

against prior art” and this argument is unsupported by the record.

Dated:  January 12, 2026 Respectfully submitted, 

By: /Mehran Arjomand/ 
Mehran Arjomand, Reg No. 48,231 
MORRISON & FOERSTER LLP 
707 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 6000 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
Tel. 213-892-5200 
Email: marjomand@mofo.com 

Counsel for Patent Owner  
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Certificate of Service (37 C.F.R. § 42.6(e)(4)) 

I hereby certify that the attached PATENT OWNER’S OBJECTIONS TO 

DEMONSTRATIVES was served as of the below date via e-mail (by agreement) 

to the following counsel of record for Petitioner: 

Terry M. Sanks 
tsanks@firstiniplaw.com 
litigation@firstiniplaw.com 

Dated:  January 12, 2026 /Mehran Arjomand/
Mehran Arjomand 


