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Overview of the ’124 Patent

Title: 
Wearable Computing Device

Priority Date: 
November 29, 2013

Challenged Claims: 
1-6, 8-20
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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 20 at 7-16
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Development of Wearable Rings

Ex. 1037

Paper 20 at 11-20
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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, ¶¶ 73-74, 78-83; Paper 20 at 15
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Development of Wearable Devices

Ex. 1007 (Schröder), Fig. 3

Paper 18 at 19-24

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1010 (Mestas), Fig. 2 Ex. 1006 (Yuen), Fig. 2
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POSITA Would Apply Teachings Of Prior Art

Paper 20, 8-11

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

Ex. 1081 at 35:16-36:12

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.

Paper 31, 9
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Level of Skill of POSITA

Proposed by Petitioner:

Paper 3 at 8

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 ’124 Patent: Summary of Grounds

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mestas/Schröder (Claims 1-2, 4-5, 8-11, 14, 16, 18-19)1

Mestas/Schröder/Yuen (Claims 3, 6, 12-13, 15, 17, 20)2

Yuen/Schröder/Mestas (Claims 1-6, 8-20)3

Paper 3 at 4

Public Version

Patent Owner Oura
Ex. 2178, Page 11



Deficiencies of Ground 1:
Mestas + Schröder 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 Relies Mostly on Mestas

Paper 3  at 18-35

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Schröder is used for the finger-ring form 
factor [1.pre]. 

Mestas alone is used for the external
housing [1.a], the curved rechargeable
battery [1.b], the printed circuit board
[1.c], sensors [1.d, 1.g], a memory [1.e],
a processor [1.h].

Schröder and Mestas together are used
to show a communication module (1.f),
and potting (1.i).
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Mestas

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1010 
Paper 20, 19-23

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

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1007 
Paper 20; 19-23 

Ex. 1007, Figs. 3, 4, 5, and 7
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A POSITA Would Not Combine Mestas With Schröder 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 20 at 31-42

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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The Claims At Issue Are Similar to Claims in Related IPRs

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

US 11,868,178; PGR2024-00030 US 10,139,859; IPR2024-01077 US 11,188,124; IPR2025-00147

See also, PGR2024-00039, IPR2024-01078 (showing similar claims)
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The Board Rejected Combinations of Mestas and Schröder Based on 
Similar Arguments Presented in this Proceeding 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 3 at 4.

Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd. v. Ouraring Inc.,

IPR2024-01078, Paper 62 at 50 (PTAB Jan. 27, 2026)

EX2151; FWD PGR2024-00030 at 56-57 

EX2153; FWD PGR2024-00039  at 85

EX2155; FWD IPR2024-01077 at 59

Paper 31, 1
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A POSITA Would Not Combine Mestas With 
Schröder

Ex. 1010, FIG. 6

Paper 20 at 34-39

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 Mestas with Schröder  

Ex. 1010, FIG. 6

Paper 20 at 34-39

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 Mestas With Schröder 

Ex. 2018, (Dr. Mercier) at ¶¶138, 140 

Paper 20 at 31-41

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Petitioner Misrepresents The State Of Wearable Ring Devices

Paper 20 at 16-19

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner points to aspirational artist 
renderings not to Ketabdar’s device (Left)

Petitioner relies on GMB Power batteries 
that the ITC rejected (Left Lower) 

Solid-State batteries were not suitable for 
ring devices. EX2018 ¶¶ 102-103  

Battery Miniaturization is not a trivial 
undertaking. EX2018 ¶¶ 105-107

EX1007

EX2122 at 92-93
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The ’124 Patent Claims Finger Worn Wearable Computing Devices

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001, Figs. 9B, 17A, 17B; Paper 20, 42-43
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The ’124 Patent Claims Finger Worn Wearable Computing Devices

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001, Figs. 18A, 20.; Paper 20,42-43.
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Mestas-Schröder Fails To Disclose Limitations 1[a] and 14[a]

Claim 1[a]: an external housing having an outer surface, and interior surface and sidewalls, wherein the interior surface and the
sidewalls are characterized by approximately a C-shaped cross-section and define an interior space, and wherein the interior
space is configured to retain a plurality of components;

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Mestas-Schröder Fails To Disclose Limitations 1[a] and 14[a]

The interior wall formed through the
injection molding process ends
before the battery recess starts.
The metallic battery caps are not
part of the interior wall of the device
formed of potting. Paper 20 at 41-
47. Paper 31 at 1-5. The injection
molding process that fills the
interior space is deposited in a
separate process than the process
that forms the interior wall. Paper
31 at 5-7.

Paper 3 at 33. 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1010 at ¶¶ 0172-73, Fig. 40; Paper 31 at 2. 

Claim 1[a]: an external housing having an outer surface, and interior surface and sidewalls, wherein the interior surface and the
sidewalls are characterized by approximately a C-shaped cross-section and define an interior space, and wherein the interior
space is configured to retain a plurality of components;
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Mestas-Schröder Fails To Disclose Limitations 1[a] and 14[a]

Dr. Anthony stated that the interior
space ends at the sidewalls (element
354). EX2150, 31:6-15; Paper 20 at 43-
45, 52-54.

The battery recesses are above the
spine member and element 354. Id.

Paper 3 at 33. 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Mestas-Schröder Fails To Disclose Limitations 1[a] and 14[a]

The battery recesses are not protected
by the potting material.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1010 at ¶ 0174
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Mestas-Schröder Fails To Disclose Limitations 1[b] and 14[b]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 20 at 52; EX1002, ¶ 81 Paper 20 at 53; EX1010, FIG. 2

Claim 1[b]: a curved rechargeable battery disposed within the interior space of the housing, wherein the rechargeable battery is
curved to conform to the interior surface
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The Board Rejected Implementing Mestas’s Batteries in Ring Sized 
Devices

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 31, 4-5

Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd. v. Ouraring Inc.,

IPR2024-01078, Paper 62 at 46 (PTAB Jan. 27, 2026)

EX2155; FWD IPR2024-01077 at 54-56

EX2153; FWD PGR2024-00039  at 36

EX2151; FWD PGR2024-00030 at 40-41
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Petitioner Proposes Adopting the Concept of an Appropriate Battery 
from Mestas into Schröder

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 3, 26

Ex-1010, Fig. 6, Paper 1, 26

Paper 25, 4
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Ex. 2021, 313:12
Paper 20, 38-39.

Mestas’s Power Solution is Not Appropriate for Schröder

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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Petitioner Uses Hindsight to Discard All Aspects of Mestas’s Power 
Solution  Besides the Concept of A Suitable Battery

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 31, 8

Paper 31, 9

Petitioner relies solely on Mestas’s
teaching of a suitable sized battery for
element 1.b. Paper 3 at 25-26.
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Paper 20 at 54-59

Mestas-Schröder Fails To Disclose Limitations 1[c]/14[c]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 3 at 24; EX1010 Fig. 6

Paper 3 at 33; EX1010 Fig. 36 Paper 3 at 28; EX1010 Fig. 15

Claims 1/14[c] require the PCB to approximately
“conform [] to the interior surface.”

Petitioner shows the PCB conforming to Mestas’s
spine member which is a different surface with a
different arc length.
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Mestas-Schröder Fails To Disclose Limitations 1[ i]/14[i]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 20 at  61-62; Paper 31 at 5-7

EX1010 at ¶¶ 172-74, Fig. 40; Paper 31 at 2. 

Plurality of components:
• Curved rechargeable battery;

• PCB

• One or more sensors

• Memory

• Short-range communication module

• Temperature sensor

• Processor

Claim 1[i]: a potting material disposed in the interior space encapsulating the plurality of components, wherein the potting
material forms an interior wall of the wearable computing device, wherein the potting material is substantially transparent to light
selected from the group consisting of: visible light, infrared light, and ultraviolet light;
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Mestas-Schröder Fails To Disclose Limitations 1[ i]/14[i]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 20 at  61-62; Paper 31 at 5-7

EX1010 at ¶¶ 0172-74, Fig. 40; Paper 31 at 2. 

The battery sits in a “substantially metal enclosure,” and is not encapsulated by
potting.

Potting material deposited between the spine member and external housing is
not part of the interior wall. Likewise, material deposited between the spine
member and the interior wall does not encapsulate the plurality of
components.
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Deficiencies of Ground 3:
Yuen + Mestas + Schröder 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Yuen 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1006 
Paper 20 at 23-25

Ex. 1006, Figs. 2, 4’, 5, 7,
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A POSITA Would Not Combine Yuen, Mestas, and Schröder 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 20 at 72-75, 78

Devices have different functions (physiological vs. security)

Devices include different components and different power 
requirements. 

Yuen and Mestas are worn on the wrist.  

Yuen and Mestas’ components cannot fit in Schröder’s inlay
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Yuen-Mestas-Schröder Fails To Disclose Limitations 1[pre]/14[pre]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
EX2154 at 28

Petitioner uses Schröder primarily for the finger 
ring form factor. Schröder is not used for the 
housing [1.a], the curved rechargeable battery 
[1.b], the printed circuit board [1.c], sensors 
[1.d, 1.g], a memory [1.e], a processor [1.h].

Petitioner argues that “Yuen’s ‘toe band’ 
expressly teaches that its design can be 
implemented in small, ring-sized form factor.” 
Paper 25 at 14. 

Petitioner alternatively repeats its arguments 
from Ground 1. (Shrinking Mestas’s and Yuen’s 
components into Schröder’s form factor.) Paper 
3 at 59-60.

Yuen does not provide any information on what 
the “toe band” is. Paper 20, 73-75, 79. 

Paper 20 at 33, 75; See EX2154 at 55-56.
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Yuen-Mestas-Schröder Fails To Disclose Limitations 1[a]/14[a]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 25 at 21; EX1006 Figs. 4, 7

Paper 20, 81; EX1006 Fig. 12

Claims 1/14[a] define an “external housing having an
outer surface, an interior surface and sidewalls …
characterized by approximately a C-shaped cross section
and define an interior space” configured to retain the
components.

Yuen’s interior space is defined by at least two additional
surfaces. Paper 20, 81.

Petitioner is either treating the surface of the interior wall
opposite of the external housing as the “interior surface”
of the external housing or Petitioner is treating the internal
housing structure as the external housing. Paper 20, 71-
82, 88-91; Paper 31, 11-14.

Petitioner adds a theory to element 1[a]/14[a] in reply
arguing “the proposed combination with Schröder does
not include Yuen’s attachment band.” Petitioner relies
solely on Yuen to teach the claimed invention’s interior
space in the Petition and does not discuss how Yuen’s
interior space would be changed in a combination with
Schröder. Paper 3 56-62; Paper 25, 15-17.

Petitioner also changes its definition of interior space
(and the C-shaped cross section, PCB, components
explicitly and the sidewall and interior surface implicitly)
when discussing element 1.i. (see difference between
annotated Fig. 4 and 7). Paper 25 at 20-21; Paper 31 at
11-14.
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Yuen-Mestas-Schröder Fails To Disclose Limitations 1[c]/14[c]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 25 at 21; EX1006 Figs. 4, 7

Claims 1/14[c] requires the printed circuit board
“disposed in the interior space of the housing, [] to
conform to the interior surface.”

Yuen’s Mian PCB is located far away from Yuen’s interior
surface and is flat. (See annotated Fig. 4) Paper 20, 82-
83.

Petitioner also points to a secondary PCB that can be
connected to a non-flexible PCB. Paper 3 at 64. If this
secondary PCB is the PCB indicated in Figure 7,
Petitioner fails to explain how the secondary PCB
conforms to the interior surface, how it is within a c-
shaped interior space, and fails to show that the
secondary PCB contains the components listed in
elements 1[b]-1[h].

While discussing elements 1[b]-1[h] Petitioner fails to
identify which PCB the components are on. Paper 3 63-
70. Paper 20, 82-88.

Petitioner adds a theory to element 1[c]/14[c] to its
petition in reply arguing that a POSITA would “conform
the PCB to the shape of the user’s finger and the ring’s
curvature” in combination with Schröder. Petitioner relies
solely on Yuen to teach the claimed invention’s PCB in
the Petition and does not discuss how a POSITA would
adopt Yuen’s PCB in a combination with Schröder. Paper
3, 63-64; Paper 25, 18-19.

Paper 3 at 17 , 48 , 73 EX1006 Figs. 5 (Secondary PCB outside of the interior surface) 
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Yuen-Mestas-Schröder Fails To Disclose Limitations 1/14[d]/1/14[g]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claims 1/14[d], and 1/14[g] requires sensors to be
disposed on the “printed circuit board disposed in the
interior space configured to conform approximately to the
interior surface.”

The ’124 Patent positions its sensor module and flex
PCBA (815) within the main cavity of the ring. Paper 20
83-84.

Yuen’s interior space (light blue) begins at the interior
surface of the external housing (red) not the external
surface (green) of Yuen’s external housing. Yuen’s sensor
protrusion is external to the interior space.

Paper 25 at 21; EX1006 Figs. 4, 7

EX1001, Fig. 8Paper 3 at 17 , 48 , 73 EX1006 Figs. 5  
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Yuen-Mestas-Schröder Fails To Disclose Limitations 1/14[i]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claims 1/14[i], requires potting to be “disposed in the
interior space” to “form an interior wall” and to
“encapsulat[e] the plurality of components.”

Petitioner appears to identify the yellow potting material
as the interior wall. Paper 3, 71-72.

The interior space of a device is the area between the
interior surface of the external housing, and the sidewalls
which Petitioner labels in light blue.

Petitioner fails to argue that the potting material is
disposed in the interior space (light blue) and fails to
show that the potting material encapsulates the plurality
of components identified in Fig. 4. Paper 20 at 88-90;
Paper 31, 13-14.

Petitioner fails to label the interior wall of Yuen. The’124
Patent claims the housing element external to the user as
the external housing and the housing element internal
from that element as the interior wall. Yuen’s external
housing and interior wall elements are internal to Yuen’s
outer housing element. Paper 20 at 90; Paper 31 at 13-14.

Paper 25 at 21; EX1006 Figs. 4, 7
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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 

Copying By Others

Commercial Success
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Nexus

Oura Ring Gen. 3 Horizon and Heritage practice 
the Asserted Claims of the ’124 Patent

Paper 20, 96-102; EX2108 at ¶ 297 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Nexus (ITC)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2122, 108-110

Paper 31 at 14-15
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Nexus (Related IPR Proceedings)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd. v. Ouraring Inc.,

IPR2024-01078, Paper 62 at 30-31(PTAB Jan. 27, 2026)

EX2153; FWD PGR2024-00039 EX2155; FWD IPR2024-01077 at 39

Paper 31, 14-15
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Q. Would you agree with me that Oura Ring Gen 3, at least had    
some commercial success?

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.”

Commercial Success

Ex. 2135, 15:13-17 

Paper 31 at 14-15 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Oura Ring and Application account for 

 rings sold since October 2021

 million in ring revenue from January 2022 – December 2024

Oura Ring and Application responsible for Oura’s successful fundraising and 
increasing company valuation

• Between April 2021 (prior to launch of Gen 3) and December 2024, company valuation increased from 

Oura has established network  partnerships

• Partnerships focus on improving wellness for customers in areas including women’s health, metabolic 
health, behavioral health, and fitness and lifestyle

Commercial Success

Ex. 2019, ¶¶ 26, 33, 35, 38, 42

Paper 31 at 19

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Outside Attorney’s Eyes Only – Protective Order Material
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Commercial Success

Substantial growth in sales

Ex. 2019, ¶¶ 33-36; Appx. 9

Paper 20 at 104-105 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Outside Attorney’s Eyes Only – Protective Order Material
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Commercial Success

Substantial growth in sales

Ex. 2019, ¶¶ 33-36; 
Appx. 12

Paper 20 at 104-105

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Outside Attorney’s Eyes Only – Protective Order Material
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Oura’s Spending on Sales & Marketing Has Declined

Ex. 2019, ¶¶ 33-36; 
Appx. 4

Paper 20 at 104-105 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Outside Attorney’s Eyes Only – Protective Order Material

Public Version

Patent Owner Oura
Ex. 2178, Page 54



Commercial Success

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2122, 110-112

Paper 31 at 19
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Copying

Paper 20 at 109-114
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Copying

Paper 20 at 109-114
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Copying

Ex. 2024, 696-698; Paper 20 at 109-114

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

A. And, lastly, you said everyone did it, but I want to make sure that you
also testified that the hardware team at Ultrahuman analyzed the
Oura Ring, correct?

A. The R&D team.

Q. I didn't ask about R&D. I just want to ask specifically about the
hardware team. They were involved in the teardown of the Oura Ring
product, correct?

A. Maybe hardware would mean R&D and production and everyone else
as well, so I think that's why I specified it's R&D.

* * *

Q. So you wanted to figure out what the Oura Ring was made of, that's
what you said, right? And you also wanted to figure out how large of a
battery Oura used, correct?

A. Not specifically on the battery front, I would say, because we looked
at the Oura Ring, there was a battery for sure, but there was a metallic
shell as well. I think the core insight that I remember we were
addressing was that it has two symmetric Rx coils attached to the
PCB. That was the major insight.
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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 Claims At Issue Are Similar to Claims in Related IPRs

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

US 11,868,178; ITC 337-TA-1398; PGR2024-00030 US 10,139,859; IPR2024-01077 US 11,188,124; IPR2025-00147

See also, PGR2024-00039, IPR2024-01078 (showing similar claims)
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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 

Paper 20 at 17-18, 33, 92 

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

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 

Public Version

Patent Owner Oura
Ex. 2178, Page 61



The ITC Made Certain Findings Regarding Schröder 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2122, 101 

Ex. 1007, Figs. 3, 4

Paper 20 at 33
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The ITC Made Certain Findings Regarding Schröder 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2122, 114-115 

Ex. 1007, Figs. 3, 4
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Certain Smart Wearables Devices, Systems, and 
Components Thereof
Related IPR Proceedings

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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The Claims At Issue Are Similar to Claims in Related IPRs

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

US 11,868,178; PGR2024-00030 US 10,139,859; IPR2024-01077 US 11,188,124; IPR2025-00147

See also, PGR2024-00039, IPR2024-01078 (showing similar claims)
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Nexus was Found in Related IPR Proceedings

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd. v. Ouraring Inc.,

IPR2024-01078, Paper 62 at 30-31(PTAB Jan. 27, 2026)

EX2153; FWD PGR2024-00039 EX2155; FWD IPR2024-01077 at 39
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Oura’s Products were Held Commercially Successful in Related IPR 
Proceedings

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd. v. Ouraring Inc.,

IPR2024-01078, Paper 62 at 31(PTAB Jan. 27, 2026)

EX2153; FWD PGR2024-00039 at 57 EX2155; FWD IPR2024-01077 at 39-40
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The Board found that Oura’s evidence of copying was probative of 
Non-Obvious in related Proceedings

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX2153; FWD PGR2024-00039 at 65-69
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The Board Rejected Combinations of Schröder, Yuen, and Mestas 
Based on Similar Arguments Presented in this Proceeding 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 3 at 4.

Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd. v. Ouraring Inc.,

IPR2024-01078, Paper 62 at 50 (PTAB Jan. 27, 2026)

EX2151; FWD PGR2024-00030 at 56-57 

EX2153; FWD PGR2024-00039  at 85

EX2155; FWD IPR2024-01077 at 59

Paper 31, 1
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The Board Found’s Yuen’s Toe Band Reference Bereft of Detail

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 31 at 7-8 
EX2155; FWD IPR2024-01077 at 28
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Deficiencies of Ground 2:
Yuen + Mestas + Schröder

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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