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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of the ’713 Patent

• The ‘713 Patent relates to “additive 
manufacturing systems” to print 
3D parts and support structures 
using “purge operation 
techniques.” EX1001 at 1:6-13.

POR, 2.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of the ’713 Patent

• Petitioner challenges independent claims 1 and 16
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of the ’713 Patent

• Petitioner also challenges claims 2, 5, 6, 7, and 9, depending on claim 1, and 
claim 17, depending on claim 16.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of the Purported Prior Art

• Leavitt, Priedeman, and Boyer 
are patent application 
publications

– EX1004; EX1007; EX1008.
• RepRap Article is a blog post 

on a “personal website”
– EX1005; EX1016, ¶7.

• RepRap Video is a YouTube 
video

– EX1006; EX1018, ¶¶13-14
• KISSlicer is a software “Quick 

Start Guide”
– EX1010
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012

• The invention of the ’713 Patent was conceived and reduced to practice as 
part of developing a dual-extruder 3-D printer (“Solo”)

POR, 10-11; EX2014, ¶10



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201910

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012

POR, 10-11; EX2014, ¶11, 12
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012

POR, 10-11; EX2014, ¶12
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012

POR, 10-11; EX2014, ¶13
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012

POR, 10-11; EX2014, ¶14
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012

POR, 10-11; EX2014, ¶16
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012

POR, 10-11; EX2014, ¶16
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012

POR, 10-11; EX2014, ¶24
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012

• Reduction to practice is 
evaluated under a “rule-
of-reason” approach that 
considers all pertinent 
evidence.

PO Sur-Reply, 2. 

Price v. Symsek, 988 F.2d 1187, 
1195 (Fed. Cir. 1993)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012

• Petitioner argues there is no 
reduction to practice because 
the inventors did not testify 
they personally executed a 
specific CMB file. 

– Reply, 3-5.
• But the law does not require 

an “over-the-shoulder 
witness” or “corroboration for 
every factual issue.” 

PO Reply, 3-5; PO Sur-Reply, 3 

Cooper v. Goldfarb, 154 F.3d 
1321, 1330 (Fed. Cir. 1998)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012

• The record includes:
– Contemporaneous prototype photos (EX2014/2015, Exs. B, C)
– An example packed toolpath (CMB) file for printing an object 

(EX2014/2015, Ex. E)
– Inventor and non-inventor testimony explaining the packed CMB file in 

detail (EX2014/2015)
– Declaration and claim chart mapping the reduction to practice using the 

example CMB file to the claims (EX2014/2015, Ex. A)
– Declaration testimony that the CMB file was printed for testing:

POR, 10-11; PO Sur-Reply, 4

EX2015, ¶16



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201920

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012

• The record further contains deposition testimony explaining that the relevant 
CMB file was printed:

POR, 10-11; PO Sur-Reply, 4-5 

EX2030, 
22:20-23:2 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012

POR, 10-11; PO Sur-Reply, 4-5 

EX2030, 23:3-19 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012

• Printing occurred soon after July 5, 2011, during ongoing development:

POR, 10-11; PO Sur-Reply, 4-5

EX2030, 
59:2-13 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012

• Petitioner argues that developmental Solo printer was not compatible with 
the CMB file: “Larson and Leavitt stated the CMB file was designed for use 
with a ‘Fortus 400mc Large’ printer.” Reply, 5.

• But compare with EX2014 and EX2015, ¶16:

PO Sur-Reply, 5-6 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012

• Further confirmed during depositions.  See EX1029 at 72:2–17; EX1030 at 
33:17–34:24.

PO Sur-Reply, 5-6 

EX2030, 34:19-24 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012

• Deposition testimony confirms that the relevant CMB file was printed on the 
Solo printer: 

POR, 10-11; PO Sur-Reply, 4-5 

EX2030, 
24:1-12 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012

• The declarations also explain the actual workflow for creating the packed 
CMB files.  EX2014 and EX2015, ¶¶20-21.

PO Sur-Reply, 5-6 

EX2014, ¶20. 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012

• Petitioner also argues that there 
was “[n]o determination that the 
invention worked for its intended 
purpose.”

– Reply, 8-10.
• But Petitioner only points to 

“further research and 
development” that occurred after 
reduction to practice.

– Id.
• This does not undo the successful 

reduction to practice.

PO Sur-Reply, 7 

Scott v. Finney, 34 F.3d 1058, 
1061 (Fed. Cir. 1994)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012
• And shown test print was related to a different two-tower implementation:

PO Sur-Reply, 7 

EX1029, 76:16-22

EX1030, 53:8-14
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012

• Petitioner attacks one 
example implementation of 
claim 16 (layers 207-208).

– Reply, 10-11.
• But Petitioner ignores the 

evidence of layers 209-210.
• And Petitioner does not 

dispute that alternative 
example of layers 148-152 
of the model demonstrate 
claim 16’s sequence. 

– EX2014 ¶22; EX2015 ¶22.

POR 26-28; PO Sur-Reply, 7-8 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims were Reduced to Practice 
before September 2012

• Petitioner complains about declarations drafted by counsel, but ignores that:
– Both declarants swore to the truth of the statements and tied them to specific 

contemporaneous exhibits, which Petitioner cannot refute show RTP.
– The record shows the witnesses acted independently and Leavitt testified he 

located most of the underlying exhibits by searching historical project folders: 

PO Sur-Reply, 8 

EX1030, 
9:22-24, 
10:3-7 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

RepRap Article, RepRap Video, and Boyer Are Not 
Prior Art

• Petitioner asserts that 
RepRap Article and 
RepRap Video were 
available on October 
29, 2012. 

– Pet., 2, 11.
• Boyer was filed on 

September 21, 2012.
– Pet., 2.

• Each date is after the 
challenged claims were 
reduced to practice 
(November 2011), so 
the references are not 
prior art.

POR, 9-10 

Pet., 2 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

RepRap Article, RepRap Video, and Boyer Are Not 
Prior Art

• Ground 1 and Ground 2B therefore fail at least because RapRap Article and 
RepRap Video are not prior art.

• Ground 3 fails because Boyer is not prior art.

POR, 9-10

Pet., 1 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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VI. The “Purge Tower” of the ’713 Patent Must Be a Separate Structure

VII. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1

VIII. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 2A

IX. Claim 5 is Patentable Under Ground 2B

X. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 3
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

RepRap Article, RepRap Video, and KISSlicer Are Not 
Printed Publications

• Petition failed to present any arguments as to why RepRap Article, RepRap 
Video, and KISSlicer were published and publicly accessible, providing only 
conclusory statements and citations to declarations.

POR, 39-41.

Pet., 2
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

RepRap Article, RepRap Video, and KISSlicer Are Not 
Printed Publications

• Petitioner’s 
incorporation by 
reference of the 
arguments within 
the declarations 
is prohibited by 
PTAB rules and 
opinions

POR, 40.

Medivis, Inc. v. Novarad 
Corp., IPR2023-00042, Paper 
37 at 10 (PTAB Apr. 23, 2024)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

RepRap Article, RepRap Video, and KISSlicer Are Not 
Printed Publications

• Petitioner asks the board to piece together arguments that 
might be made based on the declarations.

– Does not set forth the legal standard for printed publications to be 
publicly accessible, much less present legal theories.

POR, 40-41.

TCL Communication Technology 
Holdings Ltd. v. DataQuill Ltd., 
IPR2020-00746, Paper 21 at 22 
(PTAB Sept. 18, 2020)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

RepRap Article, RepRap Video, and KISSlicer Are Not 
Printed Publications

• Petitioner has not shown 
that the documents 
were available to a 
person of skill in the art 
exercising reasonable 
diligence.

POR, 41-42.

SRI Int’l, Inc. v. Internet Sec. Sys., 
Inc., 511 F.3d 1186, 1194 (Fed. 
Cir. 2008).
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

RepRap Article, RepRap Video, and KISSlicer Are Not 
Printed Publications

• Technical accessibility does not show that an interested person would have 
located the reference with reasonable diligence. 

POR, 45.

Guardian Alliance 
Technologies, Inc. v. 
Tyler Miller, IPR2020-
00031, Paper 23 at *8-
*9 (PTAB Mar. 26, 2020)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

RepRap Article, RepRap Video, and KISSlicer Are Not 
Printed Publications

• Petitioner contends RepRap Video 
was findable through “reasonable 
diligence” because YouTube is 
searchable by title and 
description. 

– Reply, 14–15. 
• The Talbot and Bakin declarations 

provide no explanation why 
interested members of the public 
would know to search for the title 
or description of the RepRap 
Video to locate the video with 
reasonable diligence. EX1016, ¶5.

POR, 44-45; PO Sur-Reply, 10.

Blue Calypso, LLC v. Groupon, 
Inc., 815 F.3d 1331, 1350 (Fed. 
Cir. 2016)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

RepRap Article, RepRap Video, and KISSlicer Are Not 
Printed Publications

• Petitioner argues that YouTube is a reputable publisher, and thus RepRap 
Video was publicly accessible.

• But Ericsson, cited by Petitioner, involved IEEE as a reputable publisher, not 
YouTube, which any person can upload to. 

PO Sur-Reply, 9-10

Ericsson Inc. v. Intell. 
Ventures I LLC, 
IPR2014-00527, Paper 
41 at 11 (PTAB May 
18, 2015)



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201942

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

RepRap Article, RepRap Video, and KISSlicer Are Not 
Printed Publications

• VidStream’s limited 
presumption turned 
on evidence of 
copyright date, public 
distribution, and 
cataloging for a book. 

• Petitioner offers no 
comparable evidence 
for the RepRap Video. 

PO Sur-Reply, 9-10

VidStream LLC v. 
Twitter, Inc., 981 F.3d 
1060, 1065-66 (Fed. 
Cir. 2020)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

RepRap Article, RepRap Video, and KISSlicer Are Not 
Printed Publications

• For the RepRap Article, Bakin provides only that (EX1016, ¶7):
– The website “allows visitors to browse blog posts by category (including 

a 3D printing category) or to search for specific blog posts using 
keyword searching,”

– Unsupported assertion that “interested members of the public would 
have been able to locate this blog post via keyword searching using 
popular search engines available at the time such as Google or Yahoo,” 
and

– Unidentified and late-dated “archived forum discussions on okob.net, 
including discussion threads regarding 3D printing, demonstrate that 
members of the public were able to access and identify subject matter 
of interest on the website.”

POR, 44-45.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

RepRap Article, RepRap Video, and KISSlicer Are Not 
Printed Publications

• The website (okob.net) is the 
declarant’s “personal website 
where [he] post[s] thoughts, 
discussions, and information 
about my various interests.” 
EX1016, ¶7. 

• Those interests range wildly.
– EX1005 at 1. 

POR, 45-46.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

RepRap Article, RepRap Video, and KISSlicer Are Not 
Printed Publications

• There is no “testimonial evidence that a person interested in [the field] 
would be independently aware of the web address for [the] personal page”

– See Blue Calypso, LLC v. Groupon, Inc., 815 F.3d at 1349 (Fed. Cir. 2016)

POR, 45-46; PO Sur-Reply, 11.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

RepRap Article, RepRap Video, and KISSlicer Are Not 
Printed Publications

• The Petition did not 
articulate a public 
accessibility theory for 
KISSlicer with 
particularity.

• The Reply’s reliance on 
additional exhibits and 
a new “industry 
discussion” narrative is 
an improper attempt to 
backfill that deficiency. 

PO Sur-Reply, 12.

Hulu, LLC v. Sound View Innovations, 
LLC, IPR2018-01039, Paper 29 at 12–13 
(PTAB Dec. 20, 2019) (precedential)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

RepRap Article, RepRap Video, and KISSlicer Are Not 
Printed Publications

• Mr. Dummer’s statements that the site “became popular” and users could 
find the guide via “search engines, blog posts, and through word of mouth” 
(EX1017, ¶2) are conclusory and insufficient. 

PO Sur-Reply, 12-13.

Samsung Elecs. Co. v. Infobridge Pte. 
Ltd., 929 F.3d 1363, 1371–72 (Fed. Cir. 
2019)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

RepRap Article, RepRap Video, and KISSlicer Are Not 
Printed Publications

• Ground 1 and Ground 2B therefore fail additionally because least because 
RapRap Article and RepRap Video are not printed publications.

• Grounds 2A and 2B fail because KISSlicer is not a printed publication.

Pet., 1 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The “Purge Tower” of the ’713 Patent Must Be a 
Separate Structure

• “[W]here a claim lists elements 
separately, the clear implication of 
the claim language is that those 
elements are distinct components 
of the patented invention.”

– Regeneron Pharms., Inc. v. Mylan 
Pharms. Inc., 130 F.4th 1372, 1379 
(Fed. Cir. 2025)

POR 91-92; EX1001, cl. 1.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201951

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The “Purge Tower” of the ’713 Patent Must Be a 
Separate Structure

• The specification describes a “purge tower” that is a distinct structure for 
purge operations, separate from the part, and which may be disposed. 

– EX1001, 8:27-34. 

POR 63; 91-93; PO Sur-Reply, 2; EX1001, 8:27-34.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201952

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The “Purge Tower” of the ’713 Patent Must Be a 
Separate Structure

• Petitioner’s expert 
confirmed that a 
POSITA would 
understand the 
“purge tower” is a 
“separate physical 
object” from the 
three-dimensional 
part. 

– EX2016 at 64:1-9

POR 63; EX2016 at 64:1-9.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201953

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The “Purge Tower” of the ’713 Patent Must Be a 
Separate Structure

• A POSITA would understand that the purge tower needs to be separate 
from the part to accomplish its fundamental purpose. 

– EX2013 (Osswald Decl.), ¶¶140-141. 

POR 91-93; EX2013, ¶¶140-141.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201954

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201955

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1

• Ground 1 combines Leavitt with RepRap Article and RepRap Video, 
challenging claims 1, 2, 5-7, 9, 16, and 17.

• Ground 1 fails on the merits, even if RepRap Article and RepRap Video are 
considered

Pet., 1, 7-42.

Pet., 1



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201956

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1

• Petitioner fails to establish a motivation to combine Leavitt with RepRap 
Video and RepRap Article.

• MTC #1: Petitioner contends (Pet., 12-13):

Pet., 12-13.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201957

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1

• MTC #1 Rebuttal: 
– First, Leavitt never describes issues with “an inconsistent texture” or “uneven 

deposition.” EX2013, ¶¶87-88.

– Second, Leavitt’s z-offset toggling already addresses contact from “ooze” on an 
idle nozzle. EX1004 ¶32; EX2013 ¶¶87-88, 91-92.

POR, 54-55; PO Sur-Reply, 13-14.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201958

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1

• Petitioner’s “reduce the risk even further” rationale is hindsight and fails to 
identify a recognized problem in Leavitt that RepRap purportedly solves. 

– Sur-Reply, 13-14

• Even assuming an undisclosed defect in Leavitt, Petitioner identifies no 
disclosure that RepRap’s parking space would even remove such external 
ooze.

– Reply, 19-20.

PO Sur-Reply, 13-14.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201959

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1

• MTC #2: Petitioner contends (Pet., 13):

Pet., 13.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201960

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1

• MTC #2 Rebuttal: RepRap’s teaches away from applying RepRap’s parking 
space to Leavitt’s numerous toggles—“slows down the print substantially.”

– EX1005 at 1; EX1004, ¶24.

POR, 55, 70; PO Sur-Reply, 14-15.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201961

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1

• MTC #3: Petitioner contends (Pet., 13-14):

Pet., 13-14.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201962

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1

• MTC #3 Rebuttal: 
– First, a POSITA would not equate Leavitt’s “ooze” with uncontrolled leakage.

• EX2013, ¶92.

POR, 56; PO Sur-Reply, 13-14.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201963

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1

• MTC #3 Rebuttal: 
– Second, Leavitt’s toggling of the extruders already addresses the “ooze” issue.

• EX1004, ¶32.

POR, 56; PO Sur-Reply, 13-14.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201964

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1

• MTC #4: Petitioner contends (Pet., 14):

Pet., 14.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201965

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1

• MTC #4 Rebuttal: 
– First, Petitioner identifies no deficiency in Leavitt regarding disposal of waste 

material.
• Pet. at 14.

– Second, Petitioner ignores that using a purge bucket would already accomplish 
the purported motivation to “concentrate waste material for rapid disposal.” 

• Pet. at 14; see EX1001 at 4:42-45, 4:62–5:3 (describing use of purge buckets in the art).

POR, 56-57; PO Sur-Reply, 14.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201966

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1

• The record confirms that the Leavitt-RepRap combination does not teach 
element 1[c].

POR, 57-64; PO Sur-Reply, 15-17; EX1001, cl. 1.

Cl. 1[c]



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201967

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1

• RepRap Article describes a dual-purpose “parking space,” not a purge tower 
printed layer-by-layer from the deposition line switched to operating mode.

– EX1005, 1.

• RepRap Video is blurry, disjointed, and provides no confirmation that the 
parking space is printed layer-by-layer from the deposition line switched to 
operating mode. 

– EX1006.

POR, 59-64, PO Sur-Reply, 15-17; EX1005, 1.; EX1006.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201968

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1

• RepRap Article describes a dual-purpose “parking space,” not a purge tower 
printed layer-by-layer from the deposition line switched to operating mode.

– EX2013, ¶97.

POR, 59; EX2013, ¶97.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201969

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1

• In addition to the various clumps and strings of material, evidencing a lack 
of layer-by-layer printing, the “parking space” is also physically connected to 
the printed part.

POR, 62-64; PO Sur-Reply, 17.

Pet., 1



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201970

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1

• Claims 16 and 17 are patentable for the same reasons discussed for claim 1.

EX1001, cls. 16-17; POR, 64-70; PO Sur-Reply, 18-19.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201971

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1

• Additionally, Petitioner fails to address that RepRap teaches away from the 
specific alternating switching and layering called for by claims 16 and 17.

– EX1005, 1; EX1004, ¶24

POR, 70; PO Sur-Reply, 18-19; EX1005, 1; EX1004, ¶24.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201972

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1

• Claim 5 requires the purge tower’s cross-sectional area to reduce with height 
along the z-axis.

– EX1001, cl. 5.

• Petitioner’s argument that claim 5 is fulfilled by a reduction “at any point,” 
even if the area later increases is unsupported claim construction.

POR, 71-72; PO Sur-Reply, 18; EX1001, cl. 5; Pet. Reply, 25.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201973

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1

• Petitioner’s belated claim construction argument is contradicted by the 
specification.

– EX1001, 9:61-10:3.

POR, 72; PO Sur-Reply, 18.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201974

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1

• Petitioner’s own evidence demonstrates that RepRap does not disclose the 
limitation of claim 5

– Pet., 31 (showing parking space that is falling apart at higher layers).

POR 71-72; PO Sur-Reply, 18; Pet. 31; EX1006, 5:04.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201975

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201976

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A

• Ground 2A combines Priedeman and KISSlicer, challenging claims 1, 2, 6, 7, 
9, 16, and 17. 

Pet., 1, 42-62.

Pet., 1



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201977

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A

• The Priedeman+KISSlicer combination does not teach the purge tower of 
claim 1 or claim 16.

• KISSlicer’s “wipe pillar” is a tip-cleaning feature used to “reduce[] hairing,” 
not a purge tower printed layer-by-layer upon switching a print head or 
deposition line to operating mode.

– EX1010 at 9.

POR 74-79; PO Sur-Reply, 19-20; EX1010 at 9.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201978

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A

• The ‘713 Patent distinguishes “tip wipe operation” from “purge operation.”
– EX1001, 4:46-62, 9:47-59.

POR 76; EX1001, 4:46-62, 9:47-59.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201979

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A

• A POSITA would understand that in dual-extruder prints, the wipe pillar 
would be printed after the part before that extruder goes idle.

– EX2013, ¶119.

POR 76-78; PO Sur-Reply, 19-20; EX2013, ¶119.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201980

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A

• A POSITA would understand that in dual-extruder prints, the wipe pillar 
would be printed after the part before that extruder goes idle.

– EX2013, ¶119.

POR 76-78; PO Sur-Reply, 19-20; EX2013, ¶119.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201981

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A

• Petitioner’s attempt to tie KISSlicer’s unrelated “Wipe[mm]” setting to the 
wipe pillar is unavailing. 

– Reply, 28-29.

• KISSlicer ties “Wipe[mm]” to start up of the printer, not the wipe pillar.
– EX1010 at 9-10.

POR, 78-79; PO Sur-Reply, 20-21; EX1010 at 9-10.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201982

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A

• Petitioner’s attempt to tie KISSlicer’s unrelated “Wipe[mm]” setting to the 
wipe pillar is unavailing. 

– EX2013, ¶120.

POR, 78-79; PO Sur-Reply, 20-21; EX2013, ¶120.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201983

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A

• Claim 6 which requires terminating the purge tower at the highest layer of 
the material change.

• However, KISSlicer specifically teaches to print a wipe pillar “every layer,” 
agnostic to any material changes.

– EX1010, 9.

POR, 79-80; PO Sur-Reply, 22; EX1001, cl. 6; EX1010, 9.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201984

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A

• Petitioner mischaracterize KISSlicer’s “layer” as “everything that is printed by 
the extruder after it comes online and until the extruder goes idle again.”

– Reply, 39-40.

• KISSlicer, however, uses “layer” in the ordinary additive-manufacturing sense, 
referring to a single print layer.

– EX1010, 9-10.

POR, 79-80; PO Sur-Reply, 22; Reply, 39-40; EX1010 at 9-10. 
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Stratasys, Ex. 201985

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Stratasys, Ex. 201986

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 5 is Patentable Under Ground 2B

• Ground 2B adds RepRap Article and RepRap Video to the Priedeman-
KISSlicer combination of Ground 2A in order to challenge claim 5.

Pet., 1, 62-63.

Pet., 1



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201987

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 5 is Patentable Under Ground 2B

• As discussed for Ground 1, RepRap does not teach claim 5’s limitation.

• Petitioner attempts to dilute claim 5 by asserting “there is no requirement … 
that the purge tower never again increase in cross-sectional area.”

– Reply, 31-32. 

• Petitioner’s proposed motivation (“to provide a more stable and less top-
heavy purge tower”) undercuts Petitioner’s argument that claim is satisfied 
merely by any reduction of cross-sectional area (regardless of increases).

POR 80-82; PO Sur-Reply, 23; Reply, 31-32.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201988

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 5 is Patentable Under Ground 2B

POR 80-82; PO Sur-Reply, 23; Pet. 31; EX1006, 5:04.

• Petitioner’s own evidence demonstrates that RepRap’s parking space is 
neither “stable” nor a “less top-heavy tower.”

– Pet., 31 (showing parking space that is falling apart at higher layers).
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Stratasys, Ex. 201989

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201990

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 3

• Ground 3 asserts Boyer against claims 1, 2, 6, 7, and 9.

Pet., 1, 63-77.

Pet., 1



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201991

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 3

• To establish anticipation, Boyer must “disclose all elements … arranged as in 
the claim.”

– Net MoneyIN, Inc. v. VeriSign, Inc., 545 F.3d 1359, 1369 (Fed. Cir. 2008)

POR, 83; PO Sur-Reply, 25-26.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201992

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 3

• Petitioner asserted that the tool paths in Figure 4 of Boyer teach claim 1.
– Pet., 69-73.

Pet., 69-73; POR, 84-97; PO Sur-Reply, 24-25.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201993

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 3

• Petitioner asserted that “similar” tool paths to Figure 4 of Boyer would be 
stacked to practice claim 1.

– Pet., 73.

Pet., 73; PO Sur-Reply, 24.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201994

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 3

• Even if similar layers “can exist” above/below a cross-section, possibility is 
not inherency.

– MEHL/Biophile Int’l Corp. v. Milgraum, 192 F.3d 1362, 1365 (Fed. Cir. 1999)

POR, 96-97; PO Sur-Reply, 27.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00321DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201995

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 3

• Petitioner’s expert acknowledged Figure 4 is an example and there is no 
teaching to repeat it for multiple layers.

– EX2016, 101:5-19; 118:17-20.

POR, 95-97; PO Sur-Reply, 27; EX2016, 101:5-19; 118:17-20.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201996

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 3

• A POSITA would understand that Figure 4 does not teach a support 
structure, as that segment (1) is part of the main structure; and (2) would 
support nothing if stacked.

– Pet., 72; EX1008 (Boyer), ¶[0032].

POR, 86-87; EX1008 (Boyer), ¶[0032]. 
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Stratasys, Ex. 201997

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 3

• A POSITA would understand that Figure 4 does not teach a support 
structure, as that segment (1) is part of the main structure; and (2) would 
support nothing if stacked.

– EX2013, ¶134.

POR, 87; EX2013, ¶134.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201998

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 3

• A POSITA would understand that Figure 4 does not teach a support 
structure, as that segment (1) is part of the main structure; and (2) would 
support nothing if stacked.

– EX2013, ¶135.

POR, 87-88; EX2013, ¶135.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201999

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 3

• A POSITA would also understand that Figure 4 does not teach a purge 
tower, as the transition segments (1) are part of the object; and (2) would 
not be stacked on top on another.

– Pet. at 72; EX1008 (Boyer), ¶[0032].

POR, 90; PO Sur-Reply, 26; EX1008 (Boyer), ¶[0032].
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Stratasys, Ex. 2019100

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 3

• A POSITA would also understand that Figure 4 does not teach a purge 
tower, as the transition segments (1) are part of the object; and (2) would 
not be stacked on top on another.

– EX2013 (Osswald Decl.), ¶138; EX1013 (Practical 3D Printers) at 62.

POR, 90-91; PO Sur-Reply, 26; EX2013, ¶138; EX1013, 62.
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Stratasys, Ex. 2019101

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 3

• A POSITA would also understand that Figure 4 does not teach a purge 
tower, as the transition segments (1) are part of the object; and (2) would 
not be stacked on top on another.

– EX2013 (Osswald Decl.), ¶140.

POR, 92-93; EX2013, ¶140.
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• A POSITA would also understand that Figure 4 does not teach a purge 
tower, as the transition segments (1) are part of the object; and (2) would 
not be stacked on top on another.

– EX2008 (Boyer), ¶[0033]; EX2013 (Osswald Decl.), ¶145.

POR, 95-97; PO Sur-Reply 26-27; 
EX2006, ¶[0033]; EX2013, ¶145.
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• Petitioner’s expert acknowledged Figure 4 is an example and there is no 
teaching to repeat it for multiple layers (i.e., no purge towers).

– EX2016, 101:5-19, 118:17-20.

POR, 95-97; PO Sur-Reply, 27; EX2016, 101:5-19, 118:17-20.
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• Even if similar layers “can exist” above/below a cross-section, possibility is 
not inherency.

– MEHL/Biophile Int’l Corp. v. Milgraum, 192 F.3d 1362, 1365 (Fed. Cir. 1999)

POR, 96-97; PO Sur-Reply, 27.
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• Petitioner tries to distances itself from 
its Figure 4 theory, contending that 
“Stratasys improperly focuses on the 
specific example of Boyer’s FIG. 4.”

– Reply, 32.

• But Petitioner’s contention that 
various pieces of Boyer could be 
cobbled together to reach claim 1 is 
insufficient to establish anticipation.

– Net MoneyIN, Inc. v. VeriSign, Inc., 545 
F.3d 1359, 1371 (Fed. Cir. 2008) 

PO Sur-Reply, 24-25.
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• Petitioner’s attempt to pivot and now rely upon Boyer’s disclosure of 
“sacrificial material deposited outside … the object” does not save its 
argument

– Reply, 34; EX1008, ¶34.

• Nothing in Boyer requires that any “outside-object” transition be repeated at 
the same x-y location across layers to create a tower.

– EX1008, ¶¶34-40.

POR, 95-97; PO Sur-Reply, 27; EX1008, ¶¶34-40.
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• Because Boyer does not teach 
independent claim 1, the 
dependent claims also survive.

• Petitioner also concedes that 
Claim 6 is not satisfied by Boyer.

– See POR, 97-99; Reply, 31-34; PO 
Sur-Reply, 27-28.

POR, 97-99; PO Sur-Reply, 27-28.

POR, 97
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