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3DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Summary and Key Arguments

▪ Ground 1: Kaplan, Ahmed and Deforche – PO 
argues no motivation to combine, and that 
Deforche’s teaching of using pre-installed 
generic drivers is incompatible with Kaplan and 
Ahmed, which require custom software 
installation.

▪ Ground 2: Maeda, Ahmed and Deforche –  PO 
made similar arguments that Maeda also 
requires custom software, allegedly 
undermining Deforche’s “zero-footprint” 
approach.
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Ground 1
Ono and Corbett Render Obvious 
Claims 1-4, 6-11 and 13-21

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Kaplan (Ex-1027), FIG. 2.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1 

Kaplan Essentially Teaches the Claimed Features; Ahmed and 
Deforche Provide Obvious Implementation Details
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Ground 1 

The Combination of Kaplan, Ahmed, and 
Deforche Would Have been Obvious

Complementary Driver Approaches (“How”)

Using Ahmed’s and Deforche’s generic-driver 
method would be a simple substitution of a 
known technique to Kaplan’s system to achieve 
the predictable result of using pre-installed 
generic audio driver in Kaplan’s system.

Pet. 26–28.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Motivation to Combine Solutions (“Why”)

Ahmed teaches using two drivers is “preferred.” 

(EX-1014, 18:26-19:21, see also 27:1-27; EX-1002, ¶94).

Avoiding Need for a Specific Driver (“Why”)

Deforche teaches that using such drivers “has the advantage 

that the need for a specific driver for the communication 

between the wireless modem device and the computer device 

can be avoided.” 

(EX-1030, abstract, ¶¶9; EX-1002, ¶95).

Pet. 26–28.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1 

The Combination of Kaplan, Ahmed, and 
Deforche Would Have been Obvious
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Pet. Rply., 4.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1 

Whether Kaplan Uses Custom Software Is Irrelevant



9DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1 

Whether Kaplan Uses Custom Software Is Irrelevant

Pet. Rply., 4.



10DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1 

Whether Kaplan Uses Custom Software Is Irrelevant

Pet. Rply., 4–5.
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’002 patent (Ex-1001), claim 1.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1 

The Combination of Kaplan, Ahmed and Deforche 
Renders Obvious the “Setting Up…” Limitation
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Pet., 32.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1 

The Combination of Kaplan, Ahmed and Deforche 
Renders Obvious the “Setting Up…” Limitation
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Pet., 32–33.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1 

The Combination of Kaplan, Ahmed and Deforche 
Renders Obvious the “Setting Up…” Limitation
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Deforche has discloses this limitation nearly verbatim.

Ex-1030, abstract; see also, claim 1; Pet., 33; Pet. Rply., 6.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1 

The Combination of Kaplan, Ahmed and Deforche 
Renders Obvious the “Setting Up…” Limitation
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Ground 2
Maeda, Ahmed, Deforche, and the 
Knowledge of the Person of Ordinary Skill 
Renders Obvious 
Claims 1-2, 9-11, 19, and 21-22

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



16DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 2 

Maeda Teaches the Claimed Invention, Ahmed and 
Deforche Provide Obvious Implementation Details

Maeda (Ex-1031), FIG. 1



17DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

IPR2024-01437 
U.S. Pat. No. 11,403,237



18DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Summary and Key Arguments

▪ Ground 1: Kaplan and Mardiks – PO argues 
that neither reference teaches communicating 
audio or display data via a human interface 
device (HID), and there is no motivation to 
combine. PO also argues that Mardiks is not 
analogous art.

▪ Ground 2: Maeda and Deforche – PO argues 
that the technologies are too disparate, and 
there is no reason or expectation of success in 
combining them. The references do not 
disclose the claimed communication via HID.
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Ground 1
Kaplan and Mardiks Render 
Claims 1, 3, 9, 18, and 19 Obvious

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



20DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1 

Kaplan Teaches the Claimed Invention, Mardiks 
Provides Obvious Implementation Details

Kaplan (Ex-1027), FIG. 2.
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Complementary Driver Approaches (“How”)

It would have been obvious to combine Kaplan with the 
teachings of Mardiks because it was a simple application 
of known techniques to apply Mardiks’ presenting the 
peripheral device as a human interface device to achieve 
Kaplan’s method and system of transmission of 
audio/video data to a wireless network. (Ex-1002, ¶87). 
Additionally, the modification would achieve the 
predictable result to automatically launch a stored 
application on the peripheral device to launch Kaplan’s 
remote audio/visual data transmission to the wireless 
network. (Ex-1002, ¶87).

Pet. 21—22.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1 

The Combination of Kaplan And Mardiks Would Have 
Been Obvious
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Motivation to Combine Solutions (“Why”)

Mardiks discloses that a peripheral device presents 
itself as a human interface device (HID) and is 
capable of, through its presentation to the computing 
device as a human interface device (HID), launching 
an application residing in its memory upon 
connection to a host computing device automatically 
without a user’s input or direction. (Ex-1026, ¶¶6, 8, 
27-30; Ex-1002, ¶87).
Pet. 21—22.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1 

The Combination of Kaplan And Mardiks Would Have 
Been Obvious
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Pet., 30.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1 

The Combination of Kaplan and Mardiks Renders 
Obvious the “Communicating [A/V] Data” Limitation
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Pet., 28, 30.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1 

The Combination of Kaplan and Mardiks Renders 
Obvious the “Communicating [A/V] Data” Limitation
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Pet. Reply, 5.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1 

Mardiks Is Analogous Art
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Ground 2
Maeda and Deforche Render Obvious
Claims 1, 3, 9, 18, and 19

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Complementary Driver Approaches (“How”)

It would have, thus, been obvious to combine Deforche 
with the teachings of Maeda because it was a simple 
application of known techniques to apply Deforche’s 
presenting the peripheral device as a human interface 
device to achieve Maeda’s method and system of 
transmission of audio/video data. (Ex-1002, ¶130). 
Additionally, the modification of Maeda with Deforche 
would achieve the predictable result of transmitting 
audio/visual data through a peripheral device attached to 
the computing device and presented as a human interface 
device, and on to a wireless network, without user 
installation or configuration of a separate driver or settings. 
(Ex-1002, ¶130).
Pet. 41—42.

Ground 2 

The Combination of Maeda and Deforche Would Have 
Been Obvious

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Motivation to Combine Solutions (“Why”)

From Deforche’s recognition of problems in the art, 
Deforche discloses a method of connecting a host 
computing device to a wireless communication network 
in a way that avoids the additional steps of installation of 
separate drivers or applications, for example, by “setting 
up, by means of a pre-installed generic driver of an 
operating system on the computer device, a 
modem/host communication interface [] for 
communication between the wireless modem device 
and the computer device.” (Ex-1031, ¶¶2-6, 28-30, 
abstract; Ex-1002, ¶130).

Pet. 41—42.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 2 

The Combination of Maeda and Deforche Would Have 
Been Obvious
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Pet., 30.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 2 

The Combination of Maeda and Deforche Renders 
Obvious the “Communicating [A/V] Data” Limitation



30

Pet., 50–52.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 2 

The Combination of Maeda and Deforche Renders 
Obvious the “Communicating [A/V] Data” Limitation
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Pet., 50–52.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 2 

The Combination of Maeda and Deforche Renders 
Obvious the “Communicating [A/V] Data” Limitation



32DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

IPR2024-01438 
U.S. Pat. No. 11,258,676



33DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Summary and Key Arguments

▪ Ground 1: Ono and Deforche – PO argues that Ono 
requires installation of custom drivers and applications, 
which is incompatible with Deforche’s “zero-footprint” 
approach. PO also argues there is no motivation to 
combine. 

▪ PO argues that the references do not disclose 
1) “setting up” communication with pre-installed 
generic drivers or 2) “triggering” data transfer with an 
input device. 

▪ Grounds 2–5: Similar arguments are made regarding 
other combinations (Ono-Grimshaw, Uchida-Deforche, 
Uchida-Grimshaw, Grimshaw-Uchida). 
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Ground 1
Ono and Deforche Render Obvious 
Claims 1, 5, 8, 18, and 20

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Complementary Driver Approaches (“How”)

It would have been obvious to modify Ono’s similar 
device using the well-known method of using the 
pre-installed generic Window’s drivers, as disclosed 
by Deforche, to communicate information to Ono’s 
USB peripheral devices. A person of ordinary skill in 
the art likely would have used the pre-installed 
Windows drivers, and Deforche demonstrates that.
Pet. 15.

Ground 1 

The Combination of Ono and Deforche Would Have 
Been Obvious

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Motivation to Combine Solutions (“Why”)

The combination of Ono and Deforche would have 
created the predictable result of a PC 
communicating with a peripheral device using an 
operating system’s pre-installed generic drivers.
Pet. 15.

Ground 1 

The Combination of Ono and Deforche Would Have 
Been Obvious

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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’676 Patent (Ex-1001), claim 1.

Ground 1 

The Combination of Ono and Deforche Renders 
Obvious the “Setting Up …” Limitation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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PO Sur-Rply., 10.

Deforche (Ex-1030), abstract.

Ground 1 

The Combination of Ono and Deforche Renders 
Obvious the “Setting Up …” Limitation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Pet., 22–23; see also Deforche (Ex-1030), ¶¶9, 30.

Ground 1 

The Combination of Ono and Deforche Renders 
Obvious the “Means for Communication” Limitation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 2
Ono in View of Applicant-Admitted Prior 
Art Renders Obvious 
Claim 14

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ex-1001, claim 14.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 2 

The New “User Device” Argument Fails
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Ex-1001, 31:42–45.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 2 

The New “User Device” Argument Fails
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Ground 3
Ono, Deforche, and Grimshaw Render Obvious 
Claims 4, 16, and 19

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Complementary Driver Approaches (“How”)
It would have been obvious to modify Uchida’s similar device using the well-known method of 
using the pre-installed generic Window’s drivers, as disclosed by Deforche, to communicate 
information to Uchida’s USB peripheral devices. … The combination of Uchida and Deforche 
would have created the predictable result of a PC communicating with a peripheral device 
using an operating system’s pre-installed generic drivers. 

Grimshaw teaches using a known technique to improve a 
similar device in the same way. Grimshaw explains that this 
known method is beneficial because each user can activate 
their device and take control of the presentation. (Id., ¶¶4-6, 28, 
37). The combination would achieve the predictable result of 
actuators on Uchida’s peripheral devices. (EX-1002, ¶¶198-99).
Pet. 38—39.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 3 

The Combination of Ono, Deforche, and Grimshaw 
Would Have Been Obvious
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Motivation to Combine Solutions (“Why”)

Grimshaw explains that this known method is 
beneficial because each user can activate their 
device and take control of the presentation. (Id., ¶¶4-
6, 28, 37 EX-1002, ¶¶163-64). The combination 
would achieve the predictable result of actuators on 
Ono’s peripheral devices.
Pet. 38—39.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 3 

The Combination of Ono, Deforche, and Grimshaw 
Would Have Been Obvious
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Pet., 30.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 3 

The Combination Renders Obvious “an Input Device 
…that Triggers Transfer …”
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Ex-1005, FIG. 1; see also, Pet., 24-25 (citing Ex-1033); Ex-1083, ¶¶18-20.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 3 

The Combination Renders Obvious “an Input Device 
…that Triggers Transfer …”
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Ex-1008, FIG. 4; see also, Pet. 40–41; Pet. Rply., 20–21.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 3 

The Combination Renders Obvious “an Input Device 
…that Triggers Transfer …”
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Pet., 33.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 3 

The Combination of Ono, Deforche, and Grimshaw 
Renders Obvious the “Does Not Require Installation” 
Limitation
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Ground 4
Uchida, Deforche and Grimshaw Render 
Obvious 
Claims 1, 4-5, 8, 16, and 18-20

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Complementary Driver Approaches (“How”)

It would have been obvious to modify Uchida’s similar 
device using the well-known method of using the pre-
installed generic Window’s drivers, as disclosed by 
Deforche, to communicate information to Uchida’s 
USB peripheral devices. (Ex-1002, ¶198).

Grimshaw teaches using a known technique to 
improve a similar device in the same way. The 
combination would achieve the predictable result of 
actuators on Uchida’s peripheral devices. (Ex-1002, 
¶199).
Pet. 50—51.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 4 

The Combination of Uchida, Deforche And Grimshaw 
Would Have Been Obvious
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Motivation to Combine Solutions (“Why”)

A person of ordinary skill in the art likely would have 
used the pre-installed Windows drivers, and Deforche 
demonstrates that the combination of Uchida and 
Deforche would have created the predictable result of 
a PC communicating with a peripheral device using 
an operating system’s pre-installed generic drivers. 
(Ex-1002, ¶198).

Grimshaw explains that this known method is 
beneficial because each user can activate their 
device and take control of the presentation. (Ex-1008, 
¶¶4-6, 28, 37).
Pet. 50—51.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 4 

The Combination of Uchida, Deforche And Grimshaw 
Would Have Been Obvious



53DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 4 

The Combination of Uchida and Deforche Renders 
Obvious the “Setting Up …” Limitation

’676 Patent (Ex-1001), claim 1.
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Deforche has discloses this limitation nearly verbatim.

Deforche (Ex-1030), abstract; see also, claim 1; Pet., 57; Pet. Rply., 22–23.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 4 

The Combination of Uchida and Deforche Renders 
Obvious the “Setting Up …” Limitation
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See also, Pet., 13, 43–44.

Ground 4 

The Combination of Uchida and Deforche Renders 
Obvious the “Setting Up …” Limitation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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When the USB connector 105 of the wireless device 1 is connected 

to the USB connector 401 of the computer device 4, the computer 

device 4 installs a device driver program (hereinafter abbreviated as 

“device driver”), a wireless setting application program (hereinafter 

abbreviated as “wireless setting application”), and an image transfer 

application program (hereinafter abbreviated as “image transfer 

application”) stored in the program storage unit of the wireless 

device 1.

Ex-1009, ¶48; see also, Pet., 57–60; Pet. Rply., 22–23.

Ground 4 

The Combination of Uchida and Deforche Renders 
Obvious the “Setting Up …” Limitation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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PO Sur-Rply., 22.

Deforche (Ex-1030), abstract.

Ground 4 

The Combination of Uchida and Deforche Renders 
Obvious the “Setting Up …” Limitation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 5
Uchida and Grimshaw Render Obvious 
Claim 14

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ex-1001, claim 14.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 2 

The New “User Device” Argument Fails
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Ex-1001, 31:42–45.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 2 

The New “User Device” Argument Fails



61DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

IPR2024-01439 
U.S. Pat. No. 11,422,951



62DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Summary and Key Arguments

▪ Ground 1: Ono and Corbett – PO argues that Ono’s 
system is designed to avoid the need for user-triggered 
input devices, and modifying it as proposed would 
undermine its objectives. PO also argues there is no 
motivation to combine, and the references do not 
disclose the claimed input device that triggers transfer of 
user-selected media content.

▪ Ground 2: Uchida and Grimshaw – PO argues that 
Uchida’s remote control device already manages user 
control, and the proposed modification is unnecessary 
and unsupported.

▪ Ground 3: Ichieda – PO argues that the proposed 
modifications are not supported by the references and do 
not disclose the claimed input device or base node 
integration.
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Ground 1
Ono and Corbett Render Obvious 
Claims 1-10 and 14-21

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



64

Complementary Approaches (“How”)

Combining Ono’s user input device (remote 
controller) with Ono’s peripheral device (wireless 
communications module) could have been 
accomplished according to known methods (e.g., 
physically joining remote controller and 
communications module). (EX-1002, ¶¶86-91). In 
the proposed combination, each component would 
have performed the same function as it did 
separately—namely wireless transmission/reception 
by the communication module and PC selection by 
the remote controller. (Id.).
Pet. 18-21.

Ground 1

It Would Have Been Obvious to Modify the Location of 
Ono’s Input Device

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Motivation to Combine Solutions (“Why”)

Grimshaw and Uchida both illustrate this desirability 
in the art and thus provide a specific design 
incentive to make the proposed modification to 
Ono’s wireless communications module. (Id.). 
Specifically, each describe an input device located 
on a peripheral device, where the input device is a 
physical actuator that triggers transmission of the 
user’s computer screen content to a shared display, 
and thus provide a function like Ono’s remote 
controller. (EX-1002, ¶¶87-91).
Pet. 18-21.

Ground 1

It Would Have Been Obvious to Modify the Location of 
Ono’s Input Device

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Complementary Approaches (“How”)

Corbett illustrates that the particular placement of 
the input device would have been an obvious matter 
of design choice within the skill of the art. (EX-1002, 
¶¶92-100). For example, analogous art such as 
Corbett illustrates similar functionality of a user input 
device to trigger transmission on a similar wireless 
peripheral device. (EX-1007, ¶¶22-23; EX-1002, 
¶93).
Pet. 18-21.

Ground 1

The Combination of Ono and Corbett Would Have Been 
Obvious

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Motivation to Combine Solutions (“Why”)

Corbett describes one known design option in 
implementing a similar input device on a similar 
USB peripheral device. (EX-1002, ¶¶92-97).
Pet. 18-21.

Ground 1

The Combination of Ono and Corbett Would Have Been 
Obvious

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Pet., 30.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1 

The Combination Renders Obvious “an Input Device 
…that Triggers Transfer …”
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Ex-1005, FIG. 1; see also, Pet., 24-25 (citing Ex-1033); Ex-1083, ¶¶18-20.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1 

The Combination Renders Obvious “an Input Device 
…that Triggers Transfer …”
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Ex-1001, 14:36-39.

Ex-1001, 14:66-15:4; see also, Pet. 30.

Ground 1

The Combination Renders Obvious “an input device 
…that triggers transfer …”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 2
Uchida and Grimshaw Render Obvious 
Claims 1-10 and 14-21

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Complementary Driver Approaches (“How”)

A POSITA would have found it obvious to implement a 
wireless device (like that of Uchida) with a physical 
actuator (input device) that triggers transfer of media 
content from a wireless device to an image projection 
device through the wireless communications network, as 
recited in claims 1, 9, 16, and 21. (EX-1002, ¶¶164-168). 
Such a modification would have been desirable to 
address the scenario where multiple users wish to take 
control of a shared display to present image data from 
their computer (i.e., share their screen with the group). 
(Id).

Pet., 46-49.

Ground 2

The Combination of Uchida and Grimshaw Would Have 
Been Obvious

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Motivation to Combine Solutions (“Why”)

Grimshaw recognizes the desire for attendees at a 
meeting to have individual control over sharing the 
content from their laptop and to present it on the 
shared display, by pushing a button on their user 
module to trigger transmission of the image data 
from the laptop to the display. (EX-1008, ¶¶19-20; 
EX-1012, 5:8-6:17; see also EX-1008, ¶¶27-28, 
FIGS. 1-3; EX-1012, 8:29-9:20, FIGS. 1-3; EX-1002, 
¶¶164-166).
Pet., 46—49.

Ground 2

The Combination of Uchida and Grimshaw Would Have 
Been Obvious

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ex-1072, 72:3-12; Pet., 77; Pet. Reply; 23–24.

Ground 2

The Combination of Uchida and Grimshaw Renders 
Obvious “an Input Device …that Triggers Transfer …”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Pet. Rply., 17; see also, Pet., 57–58.

Ground 2

The Combination of Uchida and Grimshaw Renders 
Obvious “an Input Device …that Triggers Transfer …”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 3
Ichieda and Knowledge of the Person of 
Ordinary Skill Render Obvious 
Claims 1-2, 6-10, 13, 15-17, and 19-21

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Pet. 67–71; Ex-1006, FIG. 12.

Ground 3

It Would Have Been Obvious to Combine Ichieda’s First 
and Third Embodiments

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Pet. Rply., 22.

Ground 3

It Would Have Been Obvious to Combine Ichieda’s First 
and Third Embodiments

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ex-1006, FIG. 3; Pet., 77; Pet. Reply; 23–24.

Ground 3

Ichieda Renders Obvious “an Input Device … that 
Triggers Transfer …”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ex-1006, ¶107; Pet., 77; Pet. Reply; 23–24.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 3

Ichieda Renders Obvious “an Input Device … that 
Triggers Transfer …”



81DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Barco Failed to 
Demonstrate Nexus 
for Secondary 
Considerations
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Barco’s Product Is Not Coextensive

• Barco base unit sold without dongles and 
works with Teams and Zoom. Ex-1076.

 

• Barco instructions for using a base unit 
without a dongle. Ex-1077. 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Barco’s Product Is Not Coextensive

• Mr. Ludke of Crestron testified that he was “surprised” 
that anyone would want to use a dongle because, “as 
you can just join a Teams meeting from your laptop 
without using” a dongle. Ex-1090, 100:25-101:20.

 

• Dr. Brogioli could not even recall ever using a dongle 
to share content prior to this case. Ex-1084, 91:14-23. 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



84

Barco’s Product Is Not Coextensive

• Several patents cover Barco’s products.

• Barco’s Technology & Innovation Director testified that 
each patent is independently valuable, suggesting 
that the ’002 patent is at most one of many reasons 
for Barco’s revenue. Ex-1078, 141:20-143:18.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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No Nexus to Commercial Success

• No showing that Crestron’s products embody claimed 
inventions. Teva Pharms. Int’l GmbH v. Eli Lilly & Co., 8 F.4th 
1349, 1364 (Fed. Cir. 2021).

• Barco’s damages expert, when addressing the same license, 
testified that the agreement  

 
 Ex. 1091, 73:7-74:3, 105:8-106:1. 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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No Nexus to Commercial Success

• Crestron’s Mr. Ludke likewise testified that  
 

 Ex-1090, 58:7-12.

• The Crestron license included  
 

 See Ex-2011, 15.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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