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Overview of Argument

I. Overview of the ‘660 Patent

II. Petitioner’s Untimely Claim Construction Should be Rejected

III. Petitioner Took Contrary District Court Positions

IV. The District Court Claim Construction Order
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Overview of the ’660 Patent

• The ’660 Patent relates to “a
temperature controlled build
platform for three dimensional
printing methods for high
temperature thermoplastics,” a
“plate secured on top of the build
platform,” and “a high temperature
polymer coating applied over the
removable plate.”

– EX1001 at 1:7–8, 2:13–15, Abstract.

POR, 11. 4 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Overview of the ’660 Patent

• Independent Claim 1 requires that the non-tape coating facilitate adhesion
during printing, but also permit non-chemical, non-mechanical “removal of
the “3D object” and without damaging the coating, plate, or object.

POR at 20-21. 5 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Overview of the ’660 Patent

• Dependent claims 2-15 depend on claim 1
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Petitioner’s Untimely Claim Construction Should be 
Rejected

• The Petition claimed that the
challenged claims are “obvious
under any reasonable interpretation
according Phillips. ”

– Pet., 7.
• Petitioner’s expert confirmed that

“[t]he language in the claims speaks
for themselves in terms of their
ordinary and customary meaning.”

– EX2010, 51:8-18.
• In its Reply, Petitioner implicitly

seeks to broaden the claims by
asserting that “damage” or
“damaging” does not encompass
leaving residue.

– Reply, 3-4.

POR, 26; PO Sur-Reply 2. 8 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Petitioner’s Untimely Claim Construction Should be 
Rejected

• Petitioner could and should have sought such a construction in its
Petition.

• “Petitioner cannot raise new claim construction issues in the Reply that
were not previously raised in its Petition.”

• GCE Gas Control Equipment Inc. v. VBOX, Inc., IPR2023-00326, Paper 27, at 10-11;
see also 37 C.F.R. § 42.104(b)(3).

• Construction should only deviate from plain meaning:
– “1) when a patentee sets out a definition and acts as his own lexicographer, or
– 2) when the patentee disavows the full scope of a claim term either in the

specification or during prosecution.”
• Thorner v. Sony Computer Ent. Am. LLC, 669 F.3d 1362, 1365

(Fed. Cir. 2012).

PO Sur-Reply, 2-4. 9 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Petitioner’s Untimely Claim Construction Should be 
Rejected

• The plain meaning of “damage” includes leaving residue
• Removal without damaging requires that the plate still function.

– EX1001 at 6:39-47

PO Sur-Reply, 3-4. 10 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Petitioner’s Untimely Claim Construction Should be 
Rejected

• Examples of damage: air gaps creating an uneven surface, coatings that
burn off with heat, adherence between the coating and 3D part, and
coatings that easily scratch or puncture.

– EX1001 at 1:49-64; see also 6:7-18, 4:47–60, 5:6–12, 6:11–15

PO Sur-Reply, 4-5. 11 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Petitioner’s Untimely Claim Construction Should be 
Rejected

• ‘660 Patent explains:
– how to achieve no

residue
• EX1001 at 5:15-25

– that an “uneven” surface
means the “printing
process doesn’t have a
flat surface to print on”

• EX1001 at 5:37-40

PO Sur-Reply, 4-5. 12 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Petitioner’s Untimely Claim Construction Should be 
Rejected

• Residue impacts the
function of the plate.

– EX2009, ¶¶95-101.
• The object is necessarily

damaged when residue is
left.

– EX2009, ¶¶104, 106.

PO Sur-Reply, 3-4; POR 34-35. 13 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Petitioner Took Contrary District Court Positions

PO Sur-Reply, 24-25; EX2018, 14-15. 15 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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The District Court Claim Construction Order

District Court Claim Construction Order (Feb. 18, 2026), 59 17 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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The District Court Claim Construction Order

District Court Claim Construction Order (Feb. 18, 2026), 63 18 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Petitioner takes inconsistent positions about tapes 
and coatings

See PO Sur-Reply, 24-25.

• Petitioner argues
plain meaning in
district court

– EX2018, 14

• In this proceeding,
Petitioner
attempts to
narrow “coating”
to not include
tapes.

– Reply, 11; see also
Pet., 11-13.

20 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Coatings Commonly Refer to Tape

• “coating” is commonly used to refer to tape.
– EX2009, ¶111.

POR, 41; PO Sur-Reply, 13-15. 21 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Coatings Commonly Refer to Tape

• The ’660 Patent confirms that coatings include tape.
– See, e.g., EX1001, 1:54-56.

POR, 41; PO Sur-Reply, 13-15; POR, 41. 22 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Coatings Commonly Refer to Tape

• In 3D printing,
uncoated surfaces
were compared to
surface coated
with tape

• Polymer tapes
were used as
coatings in other
fields too

• Tapes were also
used as a laminate

PO Sur-Reply, 13-15; POR, 41.

EX2009, ¶111.

23 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Coatings Commonly Refer to Tape

• No reference precludes tapes from being coatings.

POR, 41, 63; PO Sur-Reply, 14; EX2009, ¶¶111-12, 168.

EX1042 (International Plastics Handbook), 4.

EX1043 (“Mannella”), ¶[0043]

24 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Grounds 1A-1C do not Teach the Non-Tape Polymer 
Coating of the ’660 Patent

Pet., 1. 26 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Grounds 1A-1C do not Teach the Non-Tape Polymer 
Coating of the ’660 Patent

• Cable discloses the use of tape
and indicates that its coatings are
not different than tape coating.

– EX1006, [0002]; see also [0036],
[0061], [0080].

• Cable does not recognize any
disadvantages of tapes.

– See EX1006, [0062]-[0078].
• Cable does not disclose how its

coating is applied, merely
describing that a substrate is
made by coating a main portion
of the substrate with a top layer.

– See, e.g., EX1006, [0061], [0036],
[0080].

POR, 39-46; PO Sur-Reply, 13-16; see also Pet. 25-26. 27 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Grounds 1A-1C do not Teach the Non-Tape Polymer 
Coating of the ’660 Patent

• Petitioner resorted to arguing that it would have been obvious to pursue a
non-tape solution.

– Pet., 25-26.

• The Petition claims that the drawbacks of polymer tapes, such as Kapton
tape, were well documented, but largely relies on the ‘660 Patent itself and
Petitioner’s expert’s testimony.

• The sole additional reference Petitioner’s expert used to support this
conclusion provides that the plate is “ideally layered” with Kapton tape.

– EX1003, ¶39; EX1011, 284-288.

POR, 44-46. 28 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Grounds 1A-1C do not Teach the Non-Tape Polymer 
Coating of the ’660 Patent

• Petitioner argues that Cable distinguishes its solutions from the use of tapes.
– Pet., 25-26

• But a POSITA would have recognized that Cable instead teaches the use of
painter’s tape.

– EX2009, ¶112

POR, 44-46. 29 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Grounds 1A-1C do not Teach the Non-Tape Polymer 
Coating of the ’660 Patent

• Petitioner alternatively argues that Cable does not compel the use of tape,
and non-tape coatings would have been considered.

– Pet., 26
• However, nothing in Cable suggests or compels a non-tape solution, and

tapes were used to, for example, provide Cable’s “laminar arrangement.”
EX2009, ¶114; see also ¶¶109-13, 115-16.

POR, 44-46. 30 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Grounds 1A-1C do not Teach the Non-Tape Polymer 
Coating of the ’660 Patent

• Silence in a reference cannot support a finding of unpatentability. Int’l Bus.
Machines Corp. v. Iancu, 759 F. App’x 1002, 1011 (Fed. Cir. 2019).

POR, 41-42; PO Sur-Reply, 13-16. 31 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Grounds 1A-1C do not Teach the Non-Tape Polymer 
Coating of the ’660 Patent

• Petitioner introduced new arguments regarding the obviousness theory in
its Reply, and left Patent Owner’s arguments unrebutted.

• Petitioner’s new “two predictable choices” argument centers on background
references and the ’660 Patent itself.

– Reply, 14-16.

• But the background references teach a polymer for “a heated glass,”
whereas Petitioner relies on a metal plate as the “thermally conductive
plate” in its grounds.

– Pet., 15, 20; EX1003, ¶41 (citing EX1018, p.1)

PO Sur-Reply at 14-15. 32 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Grounds 1A-1C do not Teach the Non-Tape Polymer 
Coating of the ’660 Patent

• Both the Petition and Reply
rely on disclosure of the
’660 Patent to show
problems with the use of
polymer tape.

– Pet., 26; Reply 15-16.

• Petitioner’s reliance on the
’660 Patent itself is
improper hindsight.

– See Cardiac Pacemakers,
Inc. v. St. Jude Medical, Inc.,
381 F.3d 1371, 1376 (Fed.
Cir. 2004).

POR 44-46; PO Sur-Reply at 15-16. 33 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Grounds 2A-2B do not Teach the Non-Tape Polymer 
Coating of the ’660 Patent

Pet., 1. 35 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Grounds 2A-2B do not Teach the Non-Tape Polymer 
Coating of the ’660 Patent

• Comb similarly does not teach the non-tape polymer coating.
• The only teaching in Comb of a coating for use with a heated build

platform is polyimide tape.
– EX1004, 8:27-39

POR, 61-63; EX2009, ¶¶111, 168-169. 36 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Grounds 2A-2B do not Teach the Non-Tape Polymer 
Coating of the ’660 Patent

• This is consistent with the examiner’s reasoning during prosecution, who
found that Comb did not teach the ’660 Patent’s polymer coating.

POR, 62-63. 37 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Grounds 2A-2B do not Teach the Non-Tape Polymer 
Coating of the ’660 Patent

• A POSITA would
have recognized
that polycarbonate
film for top film 36a
in Comb is an
example of using a
tape to apply a
coating.

– EX2009, ¶¶168-169

PO Sur-Reply, 19-20; POR, 63. 38 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Grounds 2A-2B do not Teach the Non-Tape Polymer 
Coating of the ’660 Patent

• Petitioner argues that Comb teaches printing with a “polycarbonate-coating
top film” for ABS and polycarbonate, which require a heated build platform.
(Reply, 21).

• But Petitioner’s newly introduced evidence only states that printers without
heated platforms “probably” cannot print these materials.  (EX1045, 5)

• Also Comb recognizes
alternatives to heated
build platforms,
such as heated chambers.
(EX1004, 7:48-53)

• Therefore, these materials do not require, and Comb does not teach that
they require, a heated build platform. (see claim element [1.a]: “heating of
the build platform”)

PO Sur-Reply, 19-20. 39 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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Grounds 2A-2B do not Teach the Non-Tape Polymer 
Coating of the ’660 Patent

• No motivation to combine Tummala with Comb to teach a non-tape polymer
coating and Tummala fails to remedy the deficiencies of Comb

– Tummala’s adhesive is “a viscous gel at room temperature.” (EX1005, [0053], [0063])

• Patent Owner’s expert explained that Tummala “does not suggest using a
polyimide gel at room temperature.” (EX2009, ¶170)

• Petitioner ignores this and fails to explain its purported distinction between a
gel “at” and “made at” made at room temperature.  (Reply 21-22)

POR, 61-64; PO Sur-Reply, 20-21. 40 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach Non-Damaging, 
Non-Chemical, Non-Mechanical Removal

• Cable teaches that removal of
the 3D object results in
damage to the coating and
3D object, as residue is left.

– See EX2009, ¶¶103-106;
see, e.g., EX1006, [0024],
[0082]-[0088].

• The 3D object is damaged
because a portion of it is
removed.

• The substrate is damaged
because the portion remains
behind.

• The portion left behind as
residue would require
chemical/mechanical removal.

POR, 33-35; PO Sur-Reply, 6-7.

EX2009, ¶104

42 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach Non-Damaging, 
Non-Chemical, Non-Mechanical Removal

• Petitioner attacks Patent Owner’s
expert as contradicting Cable.
Reply, 4.

• But Dr. Osswald simply explains
what Cable teaches to a POSITA.

– EX2009, ¶107
• Cable merely aspires to achieve

removal without damage
– See, e.g., EX1006, [0052].

• Cable’s aspirational statement
must be read in light of Cable’s
full disclosure. W.L. Gore &
Assoc., Inc. v. Garlock, Inc., 721
F.2d 1540, 1550 (Fed. Cir. 1983).

PO Sur-Reply, 7. 43 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach Non-Damaging, 
Non-Chemical, Non-Mechanical Removal

• Cable does not enable the
invention

• Nothing explains how the
different elements of Cable’s
system would be used and
function together to achieve
removal without damage.

• Cable merely speculates why his
examples do not work.

– See EX2009, ¶¶95-107;
EX1006, at [0085]-[0088];
see also Pet. 9-26

POR, 38-39; PO Sur-Reply, 10-13.

EX1006, at [0088]

44 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach Non-Damaging, 
Non-Chemical, Non-Mechanical Removal

PO Sur-Reply, 10.

• A lack of explanation and
understanding shows that
Cable does not enable the
invention

• Cable’s lack of explanation
and understanding of his
system and solution stands
in contrast to Agilent, where
a POSITA understood how
the different elements of a
CRISPR/Cas system were
used and functioned
together.

– Agilent Technologies, Inc. v.
Synthego Corp.,
139 F.4th 1319, 1329
(Fed. Cir. 2025).

45 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach Non-Damaging, 
Non-Chemical, Non-Mechanical Removal

• Cable Example 1; EX2009, ¶104.

POR, 38-39 46 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach Non-Damaging, 
Non-Chemical, Non-Mechanical Removal

• Cable Example 2; EX2009, ¶99.
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach Non-Damaging, 
Non-Chemical, Non-Mechanical Removal

• Cable Example 3; EX2009, ¶106.
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach Non-Damaging, 
Non-Chemical, Non-Mechanical Removal

• Petitioner relies on Cable to
enable removal without damage.

– Reply, 5-11.
• Petitioner maintains that there is

insufficient evidence that
experimentation would not be
routine, that self-enablement is
not necessary, and that less than
perfect predictability is not
sufficient.

– Reply, 6-8.
• But Cable does not explain how

to perform needed
experimentation.

– See, e.g., EX1006, [0085]-[0088];
EX2009, ¶107.

POR, 38-39; PO Sur-Reply, 9-12.

EX2009, ¶107.
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach Non-Damaging, 
Non-Chemical, Non-Mechanical Removal

• Lack of self-enablement can be dispositive when the reference is the
sole evidence for enablement.

– Raytheon Techs. Corp. v. Gen. Elec. Co., 993 F.3d 1374,1381-82
(Fed. Cir. 2021).

PO Sur-Reply, 11. 50 Stratasys, Ex. 2019



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00257DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Asserted Grounds do not Teach Non-Damaging, 
Non-Chemical, Non-Mechanical Removal

• Cable does not state which materials and conditions would actually
work or fall within its guidelines.
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach Non-Damaging, 
Non-Chemical, Non-Mechanical Removal

• Comb fails to teach a non-
tape polymer coating at
all.

• Tummala teaches a non-
reusable coating that must
be applied at the start of
each print.

– EX1005, [0023]; see also
[0006], [0010], [0031],
[0053], [0063], [0064];
EX2009, ¶¶172-173.
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach Non-Damaging, 
Non-Chemical, Non-Mechanical Removal

• Petitioner argues that removing and reapplying Tummala’s gel would be
time consuming.

– Reply, 23.
• But Tummala describes how removal of extruded material is “tedious

and time consuming.”
– EX1005, [0006].
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach Non-Damaging, 
Non-Chemical, Non-Mechanical Removal

• In contrast, Tummala describes the gel as water soluble, and thus it is
easy to remove.

– EX1005, [0058].
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• Tummala provides
general statements
about its adhesive

– EX2009, ¶175
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Non-Chemical, Non-Mechanical Removal

• A POSITA would have
interpreted Tummala’s
general statements in view
of Tummala’s entire
disclosure, including
Tummala’s tests whose
results are summarized in
Table I.

– EX2009, ¶176
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach Non-Damaging, 
Non-Chemical, Non-Mechanical Removal

• Tummala requires using either a raft (amounting to a failure to facilitate
adherence to the 3D object ) or a wet (chemical) removal process.

– POR 66-68

See also EX1005, [0046]; EX2009, ¶¶176-180. 57 Stratasys, Ex. 2019
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach Non-Damaging, 
Non-Chemical, Non-Mechanical Removal

• Tummala’s dry,
raftless removal
requires forces that
would result in
broken parts.

– EX2009, ¶¶177-
178.
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach Non-Damaging, 
Non-Chemical, Non-Mechanical Removal

• Using a raft
amounts to a
failure to
facilitate
adherence to
the 3D object
during printing.

– EX2009,
¶179.

POR 67-68.

*   *   *

*   *   *
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach Non-Damaging, 
Non-Chemical, Non-Mechanical Removal

• A “wet” removal process uses water as a solvent (chemical removal)
– EX2009, ¶177; see also EX2009, ¶176
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Overview of Argument

I. Overview of the ‘660 Patent

II. Petitioner’s Untimely Claim Construction Should be Rejected

III. Petitioner Took Contrary District Court Positions

IV. The District Court Claim Construction Order

V. Coatings Commonly Refer to Tape

VI. Grounds 1A-1C do not Teach the Non-Tape Polymer Coating of the ’660
Patent

VII. Grounds 2A-2B do not Teach the Non-Tape Polymer Coating of the ’660
Patent

VIII. The Asserted Grounds do not Teach Non-Damaging, Non-Chemical, Non-
Mechanical Removal

IX. The Asserted Grounds do not Teach the Dependent Claims
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach the Dependent 
Claims

• The Cable-Naware combination (Ground 1A) does not teach Claim 4, which
requires the use of “thermocouples situated at one or several locations to
provide feedback to a controller for maintaining temperature set points.”.

– POR, 46-48; EX2009, ¶¶119-122.
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach the Dependent 
Claims

• Grounds 1B (Cable-Kritchman) and 2B (Comb-Tummala-Kritchman) also do
not teach claim 4.

• Kritchman uses a temperature sensor for controlling the temperature of the
object, not for the controlling the temperature of the printing tray.

– EX2009, ¶144; EX1009, [0027]; see also EX2009, ¶¶143, 145-146, 191-196.

POR, 53-54, 71-72; PO Sur-Reply, 18-19.

*   *   *

*   *   *
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach the Dependent 
Claims

• Petitioner fails to show that Cable teaches the specific claimed plate
materials of Claim 7 (such as aluminum or steel) in the context of the
proposed Cable-Naware combination.

– See, e.g., EX2009, ¶128.
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach the Dependent 
Claims

• The Cable-Naware combination does not teach Claim 11, which requires
surface texturing.

• Petitioner’s expert, Dr. Hickner, states that:
– Cable increases adhesion by increasing the “surface energy” of the substrate

surface and
– ”[a]dding a slight amount of texturing could increase the surface energy of the

polystyrene coating, such that it is 10% higher than the ABS, in line with Cable’s
preferred embodiment”

POR, 51-52; PO Sur-Reply, 17-18

EX1003, ¶¶120, 122.
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach the Dependent 
Claims

• Following Dr. Hickner’s increase of the surface energy so that it is 10%
higher risks forming a permanent bond between the object and substrate.

• Cable states that surface energies must be within 10% to avoid permanent
bonding. EX2009, ¶134; see also ¶133.
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The Asserted Grounds do not Teach the Dependent 
Claims

• Nor does the Comb-Tummala combination teach Claim 11.
– EX2009, ¶¶183-184; see also ¶¶185-186.

POR, 70-71; PO Sur-Reply, 23-24. 67 Stratasys, Ex. 2019




