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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of Argument

I. Overview of the ‘324 Patent

II. The ’324 Patent Requires Presentation of Camera Image and Projection at 
the Same Time

III. Mori is not Analogous Art

IV. Henke is not Analogous Art

V. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Grounds 1A-1G

VI. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Grounds 2A-2G
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of the ’324 Patent

• The ‘324 Patent “relates to three 
dimensional fabrication using 
networked resources.” 
EX1001 at 1:14-15

POR, 2.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of the ’324 Patent

• Petitioner challenges independent claims 1 and 19
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of the ’324 Patent

• Petitioner also challenges claims 3-11 and 17-18, depending on claim 1, and 
claims 20-22, depending on claim 19.

Pet., 1-2.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of Argument

I. Overview of the ‘324 Patent

II. The ’324 Patent Requires Presentation of Camera Image and 
Projection at the Same Time

III. Mori is not Analogous Art

IV. Henke is not Analogous Art

V. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Grounds 1A-1G

VI. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Grounds 2A-2G
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ’324 Patent Requires Presentation of Camera 
Image and Projection at the Same Time

Follows plain and ordinary meaning of the claims.

POR 13, Sur-Reply 9-10
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ’324 Patent Requires Presentation of Camera 
Image and Projection at the Same Time

Follows plain and ordinary meaning of the claims.

Claim 19

Claim 1

POR 13, Sur-Reply 9-10; see also EX2009, ¶119
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ’324 Patent Requires Presentation of Camera 
Image and Projection at the Same Time

Specification: remote-user management of three-dimensional printer

POR 13-14; see also Sur-Reply 11-12; EX2009, ¶120

Remote client device(s) 306

3D printer(s) 
304

Data network 
302

EX1001, 1:36-38

EX1001, 8:49-51

EX1001, 1:25-28EX1001, Abstract

EX1001, Fig. 3
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ’324 Patent Requires Presentation of Camera 
Image and Projection at the Same Time

Specification: single step for providing user interface that presents image and 
projection

POR 14-15; see also Sur-Reply 9, 11-12; EX2009, ¶121

Single step (708) that “provide[s] a user 
interface” for “remote user” access to 
the printer in which “user interface 
presents an image of the build volume 
from the camera and a two-
dimensional projection of the three-
dimensional model from the point of 
view of the video camera.”

EX1001, 24:47-52

EX1001, Fig. 7
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ’324 Patent Requires Presentation of Camera 
Image and Projection at the Same Time

Specification: purpose of user interface that presents both the actual image and 
projection at the same time is to compare “actual to expected” results. 
EX1001, 25:35-49

POR 16, Sur-Reply 11

Enables addressing 
fabrication process 
“without waiting for 

completion and 
physical inspection of 

the constructed 
object”
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ’324 Patent Requires Display of Camera Image 
and Projection at the Same Time

Prosecution History confirms the plain meaning: 
“nothing” in the prior art “specifically leads” to the “claimed user interface, 
which provides both video and model views from the same point of view in 
order to permit side-by-side comparison of model and results by a remote user.”
May 22, 2013 Amendment and Reply to Office Action (EX1002 at 161).

POR, 17-18; see also EX2009, ¶¶125-126.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ’324 Patent Requires Presentation of Camera 
Image and Projection at the Same Time
Applicant’s printer includes a processor configured to present both the 
image and projection from the same point of view.

 May 22, 2013 Amendment and Reply to Office Action (EX1002 at 160).

POR, 17-18; see also EX2009, ¶¶125-126.

Meaningful 
monitoring: 
user interface 
presents both 
the model and 
resulting object 
to permit 
side-by-side 
comparison



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00311DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201414

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ’324 Patent Requires Presentation of Camera 
Image and Projection at the Same Time

Examiner agreed with the applicant: 
Prior art (Taminger) does not teach presenting the user interface with both the 
image and projection from the same point of view
Aug. 5, 2013 Notice of Allowance (EX1002 at 174)

POR, 18.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ’324 Patent Requires Presentation of Camera 
Image and Projection at the Same Time

• The patentee would have described a sequential operation for the 
presentation of the image and projection had it wanted to do so.

– Obtaining status information which may be “subsequently presented” to a user

– Enabling multiple, “sequential object prints” without human supervision

– Limiting the number of objects made from a source to give “subsequent priority” 
to content from other sources

POR, 16-17; Sur-Reply 12; see also EX2009, ¶124.

EX1001, 15:19-22

EX1001, 9:17-22

EX1001, 15:59-63
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ’324 Patent Requires Presentation of Camera 
Image and Projection at the Same Time

Nothing suggests sequential presentation of the image and projection
Specification: displaying image “also or instead” of a visual representation

POR 14-15; Reply, 2-3; 
see also Sur-Reply 11-12; EX2009, ¶¶122-23

User interface 500 for user to 
“visually monitor progress or 
status of a remote print job”

EX1001, 22:56-57

EX1001, Fig. 5

Visualization area 510 displays 
a visual representation of the 
print job, such as “a current tool 
path of the printer that is 
executing the print job,” “also or 
instead [] a simulated print 
object,” and “also or instead [] 
an image of a working volume.”

EX1001, 22:50-55
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ’324 Patent Requires Presentation of Camera 
Image and Projection at the Same Time

• Petitioner’s argument that user interface can be “dynamically updated with 
new information” is simply another example. See Reply, 2-3

POR 15-16; Reply, 2-3; Sur-Reply, 11-12.

EX1001, 22:43-53

EX1001, 24:47-55

EX1001, 25:6-10

EX1001, cls. 20-21
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of Argument

I. Overview of the ‘324 Patent

II. The ’324 Patent Requires Presentation of Camera Image and Projection at 
the Same Time

III. Mori is not Analogous Art

IV. Henke is not Analogous Art

V. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Grounds 1A-1G

VI. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Grounds 2A-2G
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

• Petitioner must establish a reference is analogous art for it to be treated as 
prior art for obviousness

• The Petition asserts that Mori is in the same field as the ’324 Patent

See POR, 29-31; Sur-Reply, 1-3.

In re Clay, 966 F.2d. 656,
 658 (Fed. Cir. 1992)

Pet. 12
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

• Petitioner asserts Mori is in the same field as the ‘324 Patent: 
the three-dimensional fabrication industry

• BUT, the field of endeavor inquiry is not satisfied simply because the 
references relate to the same industry

POR, 31; Sur-Reply, 4 (citing Reply, 8).

Clay: storage of refined 
liquid hydrocarbons

Sydansk: extraction of 
crude petroleum

*   *   *

In re Clay, 966 F.2d 656, 659 (Fed. Cir. 1992).
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

• Analysis of the same field of endeavor considers explanations of invention’s 
subject matter:

– Embodiments
– Function
– Structure

POR, 60; Sur-Reply, 2.

Airbus S.A.S. v. Firepass Corp., 941 F.3d 1374, 
1380-81 (Fed. Cir. 2019)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

• Mori has a different structure from the ’324 Patent

POR, 31-33; Sur-Reply, 5-6.

• The hardware in the ’324 Patent is a three-
dimensional printer or additive fabrication 
device.

– EX1001, Fig. 1, 1:34-35, 1:41-61, 1:65-2:5, 2:17-18, 
Title, Abstract, cls. 1, 19, Figs. 3-7

• Mori’s hardware is a destructive machining tool 
that destructively cuts into a workpiece.

– EX1005, Fig. 10, ¶¶[0069], [0085], Title, Abstract; 
EX2009, ¶111

EX1001, Fig. 1

EX1005, Fig. 10
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

• The hardware in the ’324 Patent is a three-dimensional printer or an additive 
fabrication device

POR, 32-33; Sur-Reply, 4-5; see also EX2009, ¶112

EX1001, Title

EX1001, Abstract

EX1001, 1:34-35
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

POR, 32-33; Sur-Reply, 4-5; see also EX2009, ¶112

EX1001, Figs. 3-7: 
3-D printer environments, 
methods, user interface

EX1001, Fig. 1

EX1001, 2:17-18 EX1001, 1:51-61

• The hardware in the ’324 Patent is a three-dimensional printer or an additive 
fabrication device
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

POR, 32-33; Sur-Reply, 4-5; 
see also EX2009, ¶112; Reply, 7-8.

EX1001, 1:65-2:13

• The hardware in the ’324 Patent is a three-dimensional printer or an additive 
fabrication device

– Additive manufacturing is the sole focus of the ’324 Patent, 
not just “one example” of a 3-D process to which it is directed
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

POR, 31-32; Sur-Reply, 5.

EX1005, Title

EX1005, Abstract

• Mori’s hardware is a destructive machining tool (T) that destructively 
cuts into a workpiece (W)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

POR, 31-32; Sur-Reply, 5.

• Mori’s hardware is a destructive machining tool (T) that destructively 
cuts into a workpiece (W)

EX1005, Fig. 10

tool 
(T)

groove 
(Wa) work-

piece 
(W)

EX1005, ¶[0069]

EX2009, ¶111
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

• Mori has a different function from the ’324 Patent

POR, 31-33; Sur-Reply, 5-6.

• Function in the ’324 Patent is providing a user interface 
to a remote user that presents an image of the build 
volume of the three-dimensional printer within which 
the three-dimensional model is being fabricated as an 
object and a two-dimensional projection of the three-
dimensional model that is from the same point of view 
as the image. EX1001, Fig. 7, 24:43-52; EX2009, ¶112

• Mori’s function is machining status monitoring 
for a destructive machining tool that is 
hidden from view.

– EX1005, ¶¶[0004], [0021]-[0022], [0024]-[0025], 
[0085], Fig. 10; EX2009, ¶¶111-12

EX1005, Fig. 10

EX1001, Fig. 7
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

POR, 33; Sur-Reply, 5.

• The function performed by the hardware in the ’324 Patent is:
providing a user interface to a remote user that presents an image of the 
build volume of the three-dimensional printer within which the three-
dimensional model is being fabricated as an object and a two-dimensional 
projection of the three-dimensional model that is from the same point of 
view as the image

EX1001, 24:43-52

EX1001, Fig. 7
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

POR, 33; Sur-Reply, 5.

• Dr. Cormier reviewed the ’324 Patent and concluded that nothing teaches a 
concern with a 3-D printer or additive manufacturing device having an object 
additively fabricated that is hidden from view during fabrication.

EX2009, ¶112
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

• The function performed by Mori’s hardware is:
machining status monitoring for a destructive machining tool that is 
hidden from view.

POR, 33; Sur-Reply, 5.

EX2009, ¶111
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

• The function performed by Mori’s hardware is:
machining status monitoring for a destructive machining tool that is 
hidden from view.

POR, 33; Sur-Reply, 5.

EX1005, ¶[0004]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

• The function performed by Mori’s hardware is:
machining status monitoring for a destructive machining tool that is 
hidden from view.

POR, 33; Sur-Reply, 5. EX2009, ¶111
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

• Petitioner improperly introduces a new theory in its Reply that Mori is 
reasonably pertinent to the ’324 Patent. See Reply, 8.

Sur-Reply, 6.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

• An “IPR petitioner is the ‘master of its own petition.’” 
– Qualcomm Inc. v. Apple Inc., 134 F.4th 1355, 1367 (2025)

– SAS Inst., Inc. v. Iancu, 138 S. Ct. 1348, 1357 (2018)

POR, 29-30; Sur-Reply, 2.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

• Petitioner is not permitted to introduce new approaches or theories 
in a reply

POR, 30; Sur-Reply, 2.

Consolidated Trial Practice Guide 
(84 Fed. Reg. 64,280 (Nov. 21, 2019)) at 74
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

• The Petition’s Theory is clear: 
Mori is directed to “three-dimensional fabrication” systems 
in the same field as the ’324 Patent

POR, 30-31; Sur-Reply, 3-4

Pet., 12
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

• There can be no dispute that Petitioner’s clear theory stands in contrast to 
the petitions in Corephotonics that “were ambiguous” as to their theory

POR, 30-31; Sur-Reply, 3.

Corephotonics, Ltd. v. Apple Inc., 
84 F.4th 990, 1004-05 (Fed. Cir. 2023).
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

• Petitioner’s untimely argument that Mori is reasonably pertinent to the 
problem of the ’324 Patent is facially insufficient. 

– Petitioner does not identify the problem solved by Mori
– Petitioner does not compare the problem solved by Mori to the problem of the 

’324 Patent.

Sur-Reply, 6-7.

Reply, 8
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

• Petitioner was required to identify the problems in Mori and the ’324 Patent 
and perform a comparison

Sur-Reply, 2-3, 6-7.

Donner Tech., LLC v. Pro Stage Gear, LLC, 979 F.3d 1353, 1359 (Fed. Cir. 2020).
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

• Petitioner seeks to 
abstract the problem of 
the ’324 Patent.

– Petitioner contends the 
problem is “monitoring 
an automated process.” 
Reply, 8

• But it should not be 
permitted to do so, 
because the ’324 Patent 
is directed to a specific 
technological issue

Sur-Reply, 6-7.

Netflix, Inc. v. DivX, LLC, 80 F.4th 1352, 1361-1362 (Fed. Cir., 2023).

*   *   *
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

• Mori has a different function from the ’324 Patent

POR, 31-33; Sur-Reply, 5-6.

• Function in the ’324 Patent is providing a user interface 
to a remote user that presents an image of the build 
volume of the three-dimensional printer within which 
the three-dimensional model is being fabricated as an 
object and a two-dimensional projection of the three-
dimensional model that is from the same point of view 
as the image. EX1001, Fig. 7, 24:43-52; EX2009, ¶112

• Mori’s function is a machining status 
monitoring for a destructive machining tool 
that is hidden from view.

– EX1005, ¶¶[0004], [0021]-[0022], [0024]-[0025], 
[0085], Fig. 10; EX2009, ¶¶111-12

EX1005, Fig. 10

EX1001, Fig. 7
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Mori is not Analogous Art

• Therefore, Grounds 1A-1G fail because they all rely on Mori

POR, 33-34; Sur-Reply, 9.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of Argument

I. Overview of the ‘324 Patent

II. The ’324 Patent Requires Presentation of Camera Image and Projection at 
the Same Time

III. Mori is not Analogous Art

IV. Henke is not Analogous Art

V. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Grounds 1A-1G

VI. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Grounds 2A-2G
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Henke is not Analogous Art

• Henke discloses solutions 
for students to use simulation tools 
and existing hardware to 
“test a designed control algorithm.” 

POR, 55-60.

EX1014 at 2

EX1014, Fig. 2 
(simulation)

EX1014, Fig. 3 (existing hardware)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Henke is not Analogous Art

• Petitioner’s Reply presents conflicting fields of endeavor

– First, it asserts that “Henke falls within the same general field of endeavor of 
the ’324 Patent of ‘rapid prototyping from computer models.’” Reply, 8-9.

– Second, it asserts that “Henke is directed towards the same field of endeavor 
of ‘Web-based access to control electro-mechanical prototyping 
devices.’” Reply, 9.

POR, 61-63, Sur-Reply, 7-8.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Henke is not Analogous Art

• ’324 Patent is in the field of three-dimensional printing or additive 
manufacturing

– Structure: three-dimensional printer or additive fabrication device

– Function: providing a user interface to a remote user that presents both an 
image of an object being fabricated from a model and projection of the 
model that is from the same point of view as the image

– This subject matter is narrower than “rapid prototyping from computer 
models” and plainly different than “web-based access to control electro-
mechanical prototyping devices”

See EX001, Title, Abstract, 1:34-35, 1:41-61; 1:65-2:5, 2:8-16, Figs. 1, 3-7, 24:43-25:5, 27:20-21, 28:31-33; 
EX2009, ¶¶166-171

POR, 61-63, Sur-Reply, 7-8.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Henke is not Analogous Art

• In contrast, Henke is in the field of tools for simulating and testing 
control algorithms

– Structure: system for testing a control algorithm (e.g., water level control) with 
a control unit (e.g., water level control unit) 
See EX1014, 1, 3, 5, Fig. 3; EX2009, ¶¶167-68

– Function: remote tools for simulating, testing, and verifying functionality of 
control algorithms to allow students to achieve a fault-free algorithm
See EX1014, 1 (“shared use of equipment,” “specialized software,” “simulators”), 3 (testing “on real 
electro-mechanical models”); EX2009, ¶173

POR, 61-63, Sur-Reply, 7-8.

EX1014, Fig. 3 
(existing hardware)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Henke is not Analogous Art

• In contrast, Henke is in the field of tools for simulating and testing 
control algorithms

– Henke does not describe or mention three-dimensional printing or explain 
why a three-dimensional printer would need to test a control algorithm  
See EX2009, ¶¶169-170

– Similarly, nothing in the ’324 Patent indicates a concern with simulating and 
testing control algorithms
See EX2009, ¶¶170, 167-169, 171.

POR, 61-63, Sur-Reply, 7-8.

EX1014, Fig. 3



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00311DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Henke is not Analogous Art

• Henke’s “rapid prototyping modules” for a control algorithm are 
unrelated to the ’324 Patent’s ability to perform “rapid prototyping” by 
fabricating an object from a model.

POR, 65, Sur-Reply, 7-8; see Reply, 8-9

EX2009, ¶174
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Henke is not Analogous Art

• Henke is not reasonably pertinent to the problem of the ’324 Patent
• Petitioner was required to identify the problems in Henke and the ’324 

Patent and perform a comparison.  
See Donner Tech., LLC v. Pro Stage Gear, LLC, 979 F.3d 1353, 1359 (Fed. Cir. 2020).

• BUT, Petitioner failed to identify the problem solved by Henke and does not 
compare that problem in Henke to the problem of the ’324 Patent

POR, 63-66; Sur-Reply, 8-9.

Reply, 9
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Stratasys, Ex. 201452

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Henke is not Analogous Art

• Henke was concerned with reducing travel and improving education by 
removing the “obstacles of cost, time-inefficient use of facilities, inadequate 
technical support and limited access to laboratories.”

POR, 63-66; Sur-Reply, 8-9.

EX1014, 2
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Henke is not Analogous Art

• Henke was also concerned with undetected failures of control algorithms 
when only performing simulation

– Solution: share real testing hardware between students to test special conditions 
contrary to simulation

POR, 63-66; Sur-Reply, 8-9.

EX1014, 3
EX1014, 3-4
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Henke is not Analogous Art

• The inventor of the ‘324 Patent was concerned with enabling remote users 
to control and monitor three-dimensional printers fabricating three-
dimensional objects.

– Specifically, solving the problem of remote comparison between the object being 
fabricated from the model and the model itself 

See EX1001, Abstract, 1:32-38, 1:41-61; 1:65-2:5, 2:8-16, Figs. 1, 3-7, 24:43-25:5, 27:20-21, 28:31-33; 
EX2009, ¶¶173, 174

• Solution: providing a user interface that presents 
both an image of the build volume where the model 
is being fabricated as an object in the 3D printer and 
a projection of the same model 
from the same point of view as the image. 

POR, 64-66; Sur-Reply, 8-9.

EX1001, Fig. 7
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Henke is not Analogous Art

• In re Clay, 966 F.2d 656, 659-660 
(Fed. Cir. 1992)

POR, 64-66; Sur-Reply, 8-9.

• Polygroup Ltd. MCO v. Willis Elec. Co., Ltd, 759 F. App’x 934, 942 (Fed. Cir. 2019)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Henke is not Analogous Art

• Similarly, Henke is not reasonably pertinent to the problem that faced the 
inventor of the ’324 Patent

– Henke’s problems and solutions
• Problems: travel, education, and undetected failures when only simulating control 

algorithms 
• Solutions: students to share remote hardware test equipment to test control algorithms

– ’324 Patent’s problems and solutions
• Problems: control and monitor three-dimensional printers fabricating three-dimensional 

objects
• Solutions: provide a user interface with an image and projection from the same point of 

view, which enables a remote user to perform a side-by-side comparison

– Different structures and functions
• Henke -- remote tools for simulating, testing, and verifying the functionality of control 

algorithms to allow students to achieve a fault free design algorithm, including testing 
on shared hardware (e.g., water level control unit)

• ’324 Patent – three-dimensional printer that provides a user interface to a remote user 
that presents both an image of an object being fabricated from a model and projection 
of the model that is from the same point of view as the image

POR, 64-66; Sur-Reply, 8-9; see also EX2009, ¶¶172-174
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Henke is not Analogous Art

• Therefore Grounds 2A-2G fail because they all rely on Henke

POR, 66; Sur-Reply, 9.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of Argument

I. Overview of the ‘324 Patent

II. The ’324 Patent Requires Presentation of Camera Image and Projection at 
the Same Time

III. Mori is not Analogous Art

IV. Henke is not Analogous Art

V. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Grounds 1A-1G

VI. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Grounds 2A-2G
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 1A-1G

• Grounds 1A-1G further fail on the merits

Pet., 1.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201460

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 1A-1G

• Petitioner presents three flawed theories:
– (1) Mazumder’s video satisfies both the image and projection under 

Petitioner’s interpretation of infringement contentions
See Pet. 22 n.3

– (2) Mazumder-Mori combination teaches presenting the video camera 
and presenting virtual images at different times
See Pet. 22-23

– (3) Modifying combination of Mazumder and Mori to present the video 
camera and virtual images at the same time
See Pet. 23-24

POR 35
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Stratasys, Ex. 201461

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 1A-1G

• Petitioner’s first theory: Petitioner misinterprets infringement contentions
– Contentions do not allege that same image(s) satisfy both the image and 

projection
– They point to a “camera view” and “2-D projection of a 3-D model for [a] cute 

little dinosaur” and to a “time lapse”
– No indication that the same image(s) satisfy the camera view and 2-D projection 

or time lapse
See EX2009, ¶117; EX1016, 41-44, 46

– For similar reasons, the combination does not teach claim 6 (“wherein the two-
dimensional projection is a video image from the video camera”) or Petitioner’s 
alternative theory for claim 5.
See POR, 48-50

POR 35-36; Pet. 22

EX1016, 43

EX1016, 46
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 1A-1G

Petitioner’s second theory: 
• Claims do not encompass presenting the video camera and presenting 

virtual images at different times
– Plain meaning of claims requires a user interface that presents both the image 

and projection together from the same point of video at the same time.  
See POR, 36-37, 12-19

• Mazumder-Mori combination does not teach presenting an actual image 
and virtual image at the same time

– Mazumder does not even display virtual images at all. 
See POR, 43; EX2009, ¶127 (citing EX1004, 6:30-43, 8:14-17; see also id. at 2:34-50, 7:27-28)

– Mori only displays one type of image data at a time. See POR, 38-41

POR 36-43; Pet. 22-23
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 1A-1G
Petitioner’s second theory: 
• Mori’s first embodiment only displays one type of image at a time

– Actual images displayed when tool is not hidden

– Sectional images displayed when tool is hidden

POR 38; Pet. 22-23; see also EX2009, ¶¶130-131

EX2009, ¶129

EX1005, [0024]-[0025]



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00311DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201464

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 1A-1G

Petitioner’s second theory: 
• Mori’s second embodiment only displays 

one type of image at a time
– Actual images displayed when tool is not 

hidden and when coolant is not being 
supplied (S46)

– Virtual images displayed when coolant is 
being supplied (S47)

– Sectional images displayed when a display 
signal is received (when tool is hidden) (S44)

POR 38-41; Pet. 22-23; see also EX2009, ¶¶132-134

EX1005, Fig. 9
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 1A-1G

Petitioner’s second theory: 
• Petitioner’s expert, Dr. Wolfe, failed to appreciate the complete teachings of 

Mori
– could only point to Paragraphs 22 and 25 of Mori to support his opinion that 

“clearly the intent of Mori” was “to be able to compare [] two things”
EX2010, 53:3-13

– admitted that he failed to “give an opinion on Figure 9 of Mori” in his declaration
EX2010, 53:14-55:14; see also id. at 61:5-11

– erroneously believes “if there’s a coolant problem” in Mori “it would be important 
to display the actual image”  EX2010, 61:12-19

– does not think Mori’s teachings about “showing images are in any way 
dependent on … cooling”  EX2010, 63:6-9

– “not sure” if Mori “gives any details” on display image switching section 25 and 
believes it is “an ordinary video switch”  EX2010, 67:11-17

POR 41-43
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Stratasys, Ex. 201466

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 1A-1G

• In contrast, Dr. Cormier fully explained Mori and its teachings
– Provided a detailed overview that walks through Mori’s two different 

disclosures/embodiments. See EX2009, Section VI.A (¶¶82-92)

– Explained how Mori’s first disclosure/embodiment operates by displaying actual 
images or sectional images but not both
See EX2009, ¶¶129-131 (discussing EX1005 (Mori), [0022], [0029], [0024], [0023], Abstract, [0025]-[0028])

– Explained how Mori’s second disclosure/embodiment operates by displaying 
actual images, sectional images, or virtual images.  
See EX2009, ¶¶132-135 (discussing Mori’s “Description of Embodiment” and explaining Figure 9 of Mori 
describes display switching section 25 in para. 132)

– Explained that a person familiar with 
destructive machining tools would have 
understood coolant was “commonly used
to cool the contact portion between the 
tool and workpiece” and “obstructs the 
view of the destructive machining tool” 
See EX2009, ¶133; EX2011, 1-2

POR 41-43

EX1013, 1
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 1A-1G

Petitioner’s third theory: 
• The Mori-Mazumder combination does not teach a modified system in 

which the actual and virtual images are displayed at the same time
– Hindsight: Petitioner argues that combination teaches side-by-side comparison

See Pet. 23, 11; POR, 44; Sur-Reply, 15; Mintz v. Dietz & Watson, Inc., 679 F.3d 1372, 1377 (Fed. Cir. 2012); 
see also AT&T Services Inc. et. Al. v. Innovative Sonic Ltd., IPR2024-01143 (PTAB Feb. 11, 2025)

– Dr. Wolfe’s testimony mirrors Petitioner’s argument without evidence
See EX1003, ¶113 and Pet. 23-24; EX2009, ¶137

• Unsupported attorney argument / conclusory expert opinion cannot supplant evidence
See Estee Lauder Inc. v. L’Oreal, S.A., 129 F.3d 588, 595 (Fed. Cir. 1997); 
Upjohn Co. v. Mova Pharm. Corp., 225 F.3d 1306, 1311 (Fed. Cir. 2000); 
Carella v. Starlight Archery & Pro Line Co., 804 F.2d 135, 138 (Fed. Cir. 1986)

– No motivation to modify the Mori-Mazumder combination for same-time display
See POR, 45-46

• Mazumder does not teach the display of any virtual images
See POR, 45; EX1004, 2:34-50, 6:24-35, 7:27-28; EX2009, ¶138

• Henke reference cited by Dr. Wolfe also fails to teach a visual comparison. 
See EX2009, ¶139; EX1003, ¶85; POR, 45

• Mori teaches switching between images based on whether the tool is hidden or coolant 
is used

POR 43-46; Pet. 22-23
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 1A-1G

• Mori teaches away from the ’324 Patent, providing reason to not display 
actual and virtual images at the same time

– Mori switches between different types of images for display:
• First apparatus/method: display actual image or sectional image
• Second apparatus/method: display actual image, virtual image, or sectional image

POR 42-43; Sur-Reply, 13-14.

EX2009, ¶¶138
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 1A-1G

• Incorrect to ignore Mori’s express disclosure that teaches away from the 
claimed invention and rely on teachings from other references not 
concerned with the problems Mori sought to solve

Sur-Reply, 13-14.

Chemours Co. FC, LLC v. Daikin Indus., Ltd., 4 F.4th 1370, 1376-77 (Fed. Cir. 2021).



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00311DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201470

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 1A-1G

• Petitioner’s third obviousness theory fails (obvious to display image and 
projection at the same time)

– Petitioner’s proposed modification would require redesigning Mori’s user 
interface and image-processing workflow to create a new combined display 
aligned in point of view and suitable for side-by side comparison. 

POR, 44-49; Sur-Reply, 14-15.

EX2009 ¶¶138



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00311DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201471

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 1A-1G

• Petitioner’s argument regarding Claim 5 fails
– No motivation to adapt Mazumder in the combination to include a dynamically 

updated projection
• Petitioner skips over the differences between three-dimensional printing and 

destructive machining.  
• Unlike Mori, Mazumder’s camera provides an unobstructed view during three-

dimensional printing. See POR, 46-48

– Petitioner’s Reply attempts to pull in another reference (Anderson) into the 
ground. See Sur-Reply, 16; Reply, 16

– Anderson does not teach dynamic updates that correspond “to a state of physical 
completion of the object.”  It merely updates based on printhead passes (i.e., 
progress of print job). See EX1012, [0018]

POR, 46-48; Sur-Reply, 15-16.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 1A-1G

• Petitioner’s argument regarding Claim 6 fails

• But Claim 6 requires showing an image of the build volume and a distinct 
video image from the video camera at the same time. 

– See, e.g., EX1001, 22:50-55 (digital still images and video images are different 
types of images), 22:61-23:2 (capturing a video image from the video camera).

POR, 48-50; Sur-Reply, 16.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 1A-1G

• EX2009, ¶¶149-150.

POR, 48-50; Sur-Reply, 16; see Pet. 20, 22, 26.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 1A-1G

• Grounds 1B-1G fail for the same reason as Ground 1A, because none 
present additional challenges to the independent claims

POR, 50.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 1A-1G

• Claim 8 is patentable under Ground 1C (Mazumder+Mori+Hull)

• Pet. 33: alleges that remote user must provide password to access local 
fabrication system

POR 50-52; Sur-Reply, 17-18.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201476

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 1A-1G

• Credential-based access to the local system is not required according to 
Hull’s teachings.

– See EX2009, ¶¶159-163.

POR 50-52; Sur-Reply, 17-18.

EX2009, ¶162



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00311DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201477

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 1A-1G

• Hull discloses that its “remote user” is 
at the fabrication system of the local 
site (at a process or control computer ) 

• The user connects to the remotely-
located slice computer to get the sliced 
files from the slice computer to merge 
them.

– EX1008, Fig. 15;
– See also EX2009, ¶¶159-162

POR 50-52; Sur-Reply, 17-18.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 1A-1G

• A remote user at the process/control computer then provides a password to 
access the slice computer at the provided address and then “gets” the sliced 
files from the slice computer to the process/control computer. 

POR 50-52; Sur-Reply, 17-18.

EX2009, ¶162

EX1008, [0157]
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Stratasys, Ex. 201479

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of Argument

I. Overview of the ‘324 Patent

II. The ’324 Patent Requires Presentation of Camera Image and Projection at 
the Same Time

III. Mori is not Analogous Art

IV. Henke is not Analogous Art

V. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Grounds 1A-1G

VI. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Grounds 2A-2G
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 2A-2G

• Grounds 2A-2G also fail on the merits.

Pet., 1-2.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00311DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201481

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 2A-2G

• Grounds 2A does not teach the 
independent claims

• Figure 3 of Tay does not show 
or describe a user interface that 
presents both an image and 
projection from the same point 
of view at the same time. 
Rather, it teaches distinct steps: 
(a), (b), (c). 

• Each step is performed at 
different times

– EX1013 at 4-5.

POR, 66-67; see also EX2009, ¶¶178-179
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 2A-2G

• Tay fails to teach two views from the same point of view
– No teaching that remote viewing (step c) is from the same point of view as the 

purported projection (step a) or completed object on a table.  See EX1013, Fig. 3.

– A POSITA would have recognized that the position of the image in step (a) does 
not match the position of the image in step (c) on the platform.  
See EX2009, ¶180.

POR, 67-68, 70; see also EX2009, ¶¶179-180; Sur-Reply, 18-19
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 2A-2G

• There is no motivation to modify 
Kritchman or Tay based on Henke

• Henke does not teach the same-
time display of an image of the 
build volume and a projection of 
the three-dimensional model

• Henke has no build volume or 
three-dimensional model to 
display an image of, and the 
image that is displayed is of the 
system as a whole. 
See, e.g., EX1014, Fig. 8

– No 2-D projection of 3-D model 
fabricated by a 3-D printer

– No 2-D projection of what is 
shown in Henke’s hardware view

POR, 70-71; EX2009, ¶182; Sur-Reply, 19.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 2A-2G

• No teaching or suggestion that 
Henke’s simulation view and 
hardware view are from the same 
point of view. 

• The simulation and hardware have 
no correspondence

– Figure 8: simulation is operating 
and functional, but hardware is 
not operating or functional

• No rationale for providing a 
simulation and a video of the 
hardware from the same point of 
view or to compare the simulation 
to the video of the hardware

– Henke teaches just observing the 
webcam or watching an I/O 
monitor, not a comparison

POR, 71-73; EX2009, ¶183; Sur-Reply, 19-20.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201485

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 2A-2G

• Grounds 2B-2G fail for the same reason as Ground 2A, because none 
present additional challenges to the independent claims

POR, 72; Sur-Reply, 20.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201486

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 2A-2G

• Claims 3 and 5 survive for additional reasons.

POR, 73-74; Sur-Reply, 20-21.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00311DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 2A-2G

• Henke is clear that the model is 
purely a simulation. 

– EX1014, 3. See also EX1014, 5.
• Figure 8 of Henke shows the 

hardware is not operating or 
functional unlike the simulation

– See EX1014, 5; EX2009, ¶¶184-185
• Thus, Henke’s online control can 

either simulate or test on 
hardware, not both at the same 
time.

• Therefore, the simulation cannot 
be “dynamically updated to 
correspond to a state of physical 
completion of the object” nor 
can the simulation be
“based upon operation of the 
three-dimensional printer”

POR, 71-73; Sur-Reply, 20-21.

EX1014, 3
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Stratasys, Ex. 201488

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 2A-2G

• Claim 5 is also patentable under Ground 2G (Kritchman+Tay+Henke+
Anderson), as the updates of Anderson are merely based on printhead 
passes and not the state of physical completion of the object

– EX1012, [0018].
– See also EX2009, 

¶¶ 192-194

POR, 75-76; Sur-Reply, 21.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 2A-2G

• Petitioner’s argument regarding Claim 6 fails
– Petitioner points to the same image for both the image in claims 1 and 19 and 

the video image of claim 6. See Pet. 71, 76
– There is no reason why the same image(s) or video satisfies both the image and 

projection. See POR, 74-75
– Nothing in the ’324 Patent suggests the same image can be both the image and 

video image. See EX2009, ¶¶187-188, 117

POR, 74-75; Sur-Reply, 21.

EX1001, 22:53-55

EX1001, 22:66-23:2
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under 
Grounds 2A-2G

• Claim 8 is patentable under Ground 2C (Kritchman+Tay+Henke+Hull), as 
like in Ground 1G, Hull does not teach credential-based access.

– See EX2009, ¶¶195-199.

POR, 76-77; Sur-Reply, 22.




