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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of Argument

I. Overview of the ‘466 Patent

II. Overview of the Prior Art

III. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1A

IV. Claim 19 is Patentable Under Ground 2

V. The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 3A

VI. The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Grounds 
1B/1D/1F/3B/3D/3F/3H (adding Jazayeri)

VII. Claim 17 is Patentable Under Grounds 1E/1F/3E/3F

VIII. Claim 5 is Patentable Under Grounds 1C/1D/3G/3H
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of the ’466 Patent

• The ‘466 Patent relates to a three-
dimensional printer that can read 
information about a build material 
from a data tag on a supply of the 
material, supply that information 
to a client, and then receive from 
that client operational parameters 
relating to the use the build 
material during fabrication of a 
three-dimensional object. 

– EX1001 at 1:29-34; claim 1

POR, 2.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of the ’466 Patent

• Petitioner challenges independent claims 1 and 19

Pet. 1-2.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of the ’466 Patent

• Petitioner also challenges claims 2-5, 7-13, 16-18, and 20, depending on 
claim 1.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of Argument

I. Overview of the ‘466 Patent

II. Overview of the Prior Art

III. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1A

IV. Claim 19 is Patentable Under Ground 2

V. The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 3A

VI. The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Grounds 
1B/1D/1F/3B/3D/3F/3H (adding Jazayeri)

VII. Claim 17 is Patentable Under Grounds 1E/1F/3E/3F

VIII. Claim 5 is Patentable Under Grounds 1C/1D/3G/3H
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of the Prior Art

• Loughran (EX1004), Dubois 
(EX1005), Devos (EX1008), 
Menchik (EX1009), and 
Jazayeri (EX1010) are 
published patent applications

• KISSlicer (EX1018) is a 
software “Quick-Start Guide”

• Dahlin (EX1011) is a U.S. 
Patent

Pet., 1-2
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of Argument

I. Overview of the ‘466 Patent

II. Overview of the Prior Art

III. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1A

IV. Claim 19 is Patentable Under Ground 2

V. The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 3A

VI. The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Grounds 
1B/1D/1F/3B/3D/3F/3H (adding Jazayeri)

VII. Claim 17 is Patentable Under Grounds 1E/1F/3E/3F

VIII. Claim 5 is Patentable Under Grounds 1C/1D/3G/3H
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A

• Ground 1A combines Loughran and Dubois to challenge claims 1-5, 7-13, 16, 
18, and 20

Pet., 1
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Motivation to Combine

• Petitioner contends:

Pet., 10.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Motivation to Combine

• Petitioner’s “send printing parameters from the client” rationale conflicts 
with Loughran’s disclosed architecture, which relies on printer-side 
automatic and dynamic adjustment:

POR, 12; PO Sur-Reply, 1-2.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Motivation to Combine

• Similarly, Loughran teaches that the printer-side system “parses the retrieved 
information” and “dynamically adjusts its own parameters.”

POR, 12; PO Sur-Reply 1-2.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Motivation to Combine

• Petitioner’s combination, by contrast, depends on redesigning Loughran so 
the CAD client sends the printer a fabrication job “including CAD 
information with operational parameters as suggested by Dubois.” 

– Pet., 10-11.

• This shifts parameter-setting into the client-generated job. 

POR, 12-13; PO Sur-Reply, 1-2.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Motivation to Combine

• That proposed shift is not grounded in a technical need identified in 
Loughran to a POSITA.

– EX2013, ¶79.

POR, 12-13; PO Sur-Reply, 1-2.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Motivation to Combine

• Petitioner never explains how Loughran’s remote CAD client would possess 
(or be provided) the printer-characteristics and deposition-condition inputs 
that Dubois identifies as necessary to determine “optimum values.” 

– Pet., 11-12; see also EX1005, ¶[0148]; EX1004, ¶¶[0024], [0037]; EX2013, ¶81.

POR, 12-13; PO Sur-Reply, 2. 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Motivation to Combine

• Dubois does not provide the missing motivation—its “optimum values” 
framework is implemented through a printer-side “computation unit” and 
“data processing unit” 

– EX1005, ¶¶[130], [0147]-[0148]; see also id. at [0149]–[0156]; EX2013, ¶80. 

POR, 12-13; PO Sur-Reply 2.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Motivation to Combine

• Dubois’s “known technique” is printer-centric and not directed to 
Petitioner’s proposed client-side parameter selection.

• Dr. Hickner conceded Dubois’s shortcomings:
– EX2015, 61:13–22

POR, 15-16.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Motivation to Combine

• Petitioner’s “predictable results” theory also fails as conclusory:
– Pet., 12

PO Sur-Reply, 2-3.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Motivation to Combine

• Dr. Hickner relied 
on unsupported 
POSITA “routine” 
modification

– EX2015, 70:19-
71:10; see also id. 
at 68:10–79:15

• Architecture-level 
reallocation of 
where parameters 
are determined and 
applied is not 
shown to be a 
“known method” in 
the asserted art.

POR, 14-15; PO Sur-Reply 3.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Motivation to Combine

• See Adidas AG v. Nike, Inc., 963 F.3d 1355, 1359 (Fed. Cir. 2020) 

POR, 17.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Motivation to Combine

• Petitioner’s 
combination also 
renders Loughran 
inoperable for its 
intended purpose.

– EX2013, ¶88.

POR, 17.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Teaching of Element 1[f]

• Even if combined, Loughran and Dubois do not teach element 1[f]:

POR, 18-22; PO Sur-Reply, 1-3.

Claim 1[f]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Teaching of Element 1[f]

• Loughran assigns 
different roles to the 
client and the printer. 

• The client uses material 
information to generate 
jobs—for example, for 
build-time estimation, 
orientation, and scaling. 

– EX1004, ¶ [0002], see 
also id. at ¶¶ [0027], 
[0043], [0055].

POR, 18-21; PO Sur-Reply, 1-3.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Teaching of Element 1[f]

• The printer, by contrast, 
retrieves material 
information and 
“automatically and 
dynamically” adjusts itself 
for fabrication.

• This is not the claimed 
receipt at the printer of 
client-selected 
operational parameters.

– EX1004, ¶ [0024]; see also 
id. at ¶¶ [0026], [0035]-
[0037], [0045], [0048]. 

POR, 18-21; PO Sur-Reply, 1-3.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Teaching of Element 1[f]

• Dr. Hickner agreed that Loughran’s dynamic adjustment is printer side and 
not contained in any fabrication job sent by a client.

– EX2015, 54:2-10.

POR, 20; PO Sur-Reply, 1-3.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Teaching of Element 1[f]

• Nor does Loughran ¶[0041] disclose client-side selection of printer-control 
parameters.

• It says only that the first SFF system may receive information about the 
second SFF system and its materials:

POR, 18-21; PO Sur-Reply, 2.

EX1004, ¶[0041]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Teaching of Element 1[f]

• Even if combined, Dubois 
doesn’t fill the gap.

• Even if data processing unit 
105 may reside on a PC, it is 
disclosed as part of the 
printer (Fig. 5).

– EX1005, ¶¶ [0130], [0147]-
[0148]; see also id. at ¶¶ 
[0029], [0149]-[0169], 
[0170], Figs. 5-6)

• Thus, Dubois still discloses a 
printer-centric control 
architecture—not a remote 
CAD client sending printer 
operational parameters to a 
printer.

POR, 21-22; PO Sur-Reply, 2.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Teaching of Element 1[f]

• Claim 1[f] requires a particular 
client-to-printer transmission of 
selected operational parameters.

• Generalized assertions that a 
POSITA could have done so are 
not a substitute for evidence.

• Conclusions that it would have 
been “straightforward,” “ordinary 
option,” and “predictable” do not 
supply the missing disclosure or 
explanation.

PO Sur-Reply, 2-3.

In re Magnum Oil Tools Int’l, 
Ltd., 829 F.3d 1364, 1380–81 

(Fed. Cir. 2016)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Teaching of Claim 5

• Claim 5, which additionally depends on claims 3 and 4, is unpatentable for 
additional reasons.

POR, 22-25; PO Sur-Reply, 3-5.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Teaching of Claim 5

• Petitioner does not show 
receiving a client 
selection of one of the 
two tagged build 
materials.

• Loughran passage 
Petitioner cites does not 
disclose printer receiving 
from the client a 
selection of material 
supplies. 

– (EX1004, ¶[0052]). 

POR, 23; PO Sur-Reply, 3-4.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Teaching of Claim 5

• Nor do Loughran’s client-side steps of retrieving material information and 
using it in job generation disclose the claimed client instruction selecting 
one of the first and second tagged build materials. 

– EX1004, ¶[0041]; see also id. at ¶¶[0042]-[0043], [0052]-[0055].

POR, 23; PO Sur-Reply, 4.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Teaching of Claim 5

• Petitioner’s “obvious to include” assertion is an expert-driven addition to 
Loughran’s job file, not a teaching in the asserted Ground 1A references of 
the claimed client-to-printer selection exchange.

– See Arendi S.A.R.L. v. Apple Inc., 832 F.3d 1355, 1362 (Fed. Cir. 2016).

POR, 24.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Teaching of Claim 5

• Dubois also does not disclose receiving a selection between two tagged 
build-material supplies.

• Petitioner’s proposition that a slice “specifies a selection of build material” 
comes from Dr. Hickner’s gloss and Napadensky, not Dubois itself. 

• Petitioner cannot re-label outside reference as mere “corroboration” to 
supply a missing limitation.

POR, 24-25; PO Sur-Reply, 4.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of Argument

I. Overview of the ‘466 Patent

II. Overview of the Prior Art

III. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1A

IV. Claim 19 is Patentable Under Ground 2

V. The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 3A

VI. The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Grounds 
1B/1D/1F/3B/3D/3F/3H (adding Jazayeri)

VII. Claim 17 is Patentable Under Grounds 1E/1F/3E/3F

VIII. Claim 5 is Patentable Under Grounds 1C/1D/3G/3H
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 19 is Patentable Under Ground 2

• Ground 2 (obviousness over Devos) does not teach claim element 19[e].

POR, 35-44; PO Sur-Reply, 5-9.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 19 is Patentable Under Ground 2

• Petitioner’s theory fails because 
Devos does not disclose 
determining a “support structure 
requirement” or any other 
enumerated operational 
parameter.

• Instead, Devos discloses 
determining “powder settling 
coefficients.” 

– (EX1008, ¶[0032]).

POR, 37-38; PO Sur-Reply, 6-7.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 19 is Patentable Under Ground 2

• Petitioner cites Devos’s 
example of “powder 
settling coefficients” 
and asserts that a 
POSITA would have 
been motivated to 
determine a support 
structure requirement 
using the powder 
settling coefficients.

– Pet., 49.

POR, 37-38.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 19 is Patentable Under Ground 2

• Devos does not determine claimed support structure requirement or print 
support structures. 

• Devos instead discloses a powder-binding process.
– EX1008, ¶ [0015]; see also id. at ¶¶ [0013]-[0014]; [0035].

POR, 38-39; PO Sur-Reply, 6.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 19 is Patentable Under Ground 2

• POSITA would understand that the surrounding unbound powder supports 
part during printing—thus rigid printed support structures are unnecessary. 

– EX2013, ¶138 and EX2014, p. 327; see also EX2014, 325-327; EX1045, 13:3-17.

POR, 39-44; PO Sur-Reply, 6.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 19 is Patentable Under Ground 2

• The powder settling 
coefficient by itself is 
not “a support structure 
requirement” and is 
insufficient to determine 
one.

– EX2013, ¶133, 135.
• Any use of a powder 

settling coefficient with 
other information to 
compute a post-
processing requirement 
would involve 
undisclosed expert level 
knowledge.

– EX2013, ¶139.

PO Sur-Reply, 7.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 19 is Patentable Under Ground 2

• Devos provides no algorithm, working example, or explanation of how a 
settling coefficient becomes a determination whether supports are needed, 
where they should go, or how much should be printed.

– EX2013, ¶140 see also id. at ¶¶139-141; EX1008, ¶[0032].

PO Sur-Reply, 8.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201642

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 19 is Patentable Under Ground 2

• Dr. Cormier confirmed 
that a powder settling 
coefficient would be 
only one input into a 
complex post-print 
sintering analysis 
requiring expertise 
beyond a POSITA to 
predict whether a part 
might sag. 

– EX1045, 80:4-81:12.

PO Sur-Reply, 9.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 19 is Patentable Under Ground 2

• Petitioner’s citations to outside publications about merely “some powder 
bed processes” confirm the limitation is missing from Devos itself.

– Reply, 10.

PO Sur-Reply, 7.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 19 is Patentable Under Ground 2

• Petitioner’s new citations 
to outside art cannot 
supply what its own 
expert admitted is 
missing from Devos. 

– EX2015, 121:2–121:10 
see also id. at 121:11-
122:3.

PO Sur-Reply, 7.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201645

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 19 is Patentable Under Ground 2

• Petitioner’s enablement response (Reply at 10-11) misses the point. 
• Any presumption of enablement attaches to what Devos actually discloses, 

not to Petitioner’s reconstruction of an undisclosed support-structure 
operational parameter.

PO Sur-Reply, 8.

Raytheon Techs. Corp. v. Gen. Elec. Co., 
993 F.3d 1374, 1381 (Fed. Cir. 2021)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of Argument

I. Overview of the ‘466 Patent

II. Overview of the Prior Art

III. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1A

IV. Claim 19 is Patentable Under Ground 2

V. The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 3A

VI. The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Grounds 
1B/1D/1F/3B/3D/3F/3H (adding Jazayeri)

VII. Claim 17 is Patentable Under Grounds 1E/1F/3E/3F

VIII. Claim 5 is Patentable Under Grounds 1C/1D/3G/3H
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Stratasys, Ex. 201647

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3A

Pet., 1

• Ground 3A relies on Menchik alone. Grounds 3B-3H combine Menchik with 
various references (addressed later):
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Stratasys, Ex. 201648

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3A – Claim 1 is Patentable

• Petitioner does not show the 
“client” or “request” of element 
1[b].

• Menchik expressly states that 
controller 105, even when 
partially external, provides 
“some or all of the printing 
system control capability.” 

– EX1009, ¶[0024].
• That is a printer controller 

component, not the claimed 
“client.”

POR 46-49; PO Sur-Reply, 9-11.

EX1009, ¶[0024]

Claim 1[b]
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Stratasys, Ex. 201649

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3A – Claim 1 is Patentable

• A “client” is a separate computing device that submits a job/request over a 
network. 

• An internal “controller” executes that job and actuates motors, heaters, 
dispensers, and other subsystems.

– EX2013, ¶148.

POR, 46-47.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201650

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3A – Claim 1 is Patentable

• Dr. Hickner admitted he 
did not analyze whether 
the ’466 Patent’s 
“controller” and “client” 
can be equated. 

– EX2015, 17:10-21.

PO Sur-Reply, 9-11.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201651

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3A – Claim 1 is Patentable

• Petitioner’s theory for disclosure of a “request” fares no better, as Menchik 
provides print data, not a “request” to fabricate an object

– EX1009, ¶[0025]. 

POR 48; PO Sur-Reply, 9-11.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201652

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3A – Claim 1 is Patentable

• Menchik also does not disclose the “client” of elements 1[e] and 1[f].

• Petitioner again relies on the same controller/client conflation. 
– Reply, 13.

POR, 49; PO Sur-Reply, 11.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201653

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3A – Claim 1 is Patentable

• Petitioner also does not show other requirements of element 1[f]:

• Petition relied on receiving a print file with alleged operational parameters:

POR 50-54; PO Sur-Reply, 11-12.

Cl. 1[f]



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201654

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3A – Claim 1 is Patentable

• But Menchik discloses controller-side computation of “material parameters,” 
not sending of operational parameters.

– EX1009, ¶[0027].

POR 50-54; PO Sur-Reply, 11-12



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201655

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3A – Claim 1 is Patentable

• Menchik likewise says the controller may compute “printing parameters,” 
not that it sends them.

– EX1009, ¶[0037].

POR 50-54; PO Sur-Reply, 11-12.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201656

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3A – Claim 1 is Patentable

• Even if controller 105 
is a “client” (it’s not), 
there is no disclosure 
that any parameters 
are received from it.

• There is no disclosure 
that printing file 
(alleged to contain 
parameters) is 
received from 
controller 105 

POR, 51-54; PO Sur-Reply, 11-12.

EX1009, ¶[0025] 

EX2013, ¶158 



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201657

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3A – Claim 1 is Patentable

• Reply’s new assertion that a POSITA would have found it obvious that 
controller 105 would provide these parameters and instructions “as part 
of the printing file” is unsupported. 

– See Reply, 13-14.

POR, 51-52; PO Sur-Reply, 11-12.

• Paragraph [0025] of Menchik 
does not say the file includes 
chip-stored “optimal 
operation parameters” or 
controller-computed 
“material parameters” or 
“supply parameters.”



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201658

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3A – Claim 19 is Patentable

• Petitioner does not show element 19[e] of Claim 19:

POR, 54-58; PO Sur-Reply, 13-15.

Claim 19[e]



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201659

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3A – Claim 19 is Patentable

• Petition’s sole argument for element 19[e] (Pet. 71):

• Institution Decision rightly found this lacking (Inst., 35–36):

POR, 54; PO Sur-Reply, 13-15.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201660

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3A – Claim 19 is Patentable

• Petitioner impermissibly 
expands its element-
19[e] theory in reply—
turning a single cross-
reference into four 
pages of new analysis. 

• The Board should not 
consider those untimely 
arguments. 

– Wasica Fin. GmbH v. 
Cont’l Auto. Sys., Inc., 
853 F.3d 1272, 1286 
(Fed. Cir. 2017).

PO Sur-Reply, 13-15.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201661

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3A – Claim 19 is Patentable

• Even if considered, a quantity of support material to be extracted is not a 
“support structure requirement.” 

– EX2013, ¶133.

PO Sur-Reply, 13-14. 



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201662

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3A – Claim 19 is Patentable

• Reply treats “optimum 
building parameters (e.g., 
for building or support)” as 
both a “property of the 
build material” and basis 
for the claimed support-
structure requirement.

– Reply, 16.
 
• If the “optimum building 

parameters” are already 
stored on the chip, Menchik 
is not “determining” them 
based on a property in the 
data; it is reading them. 

PO Sur-Reply, 14-15. 



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201663

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3A – Claim 19 is Patentable

• Petitioner also does not address the deficiency the Board identified in 
IPR2025-00585.

– IPR2025-00585, Paper 11 at 29-30

POR 57-58; PO Sur-Reply, 14-15.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201664

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3A – Claim 10 is Patentable

• Menchik also does not disclose claim 10:

POR, 60-63; PO Sur-Reply, 16-17.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201665

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3A – Claim 10 is Patentable

• Menchik’s “recommended jetting temperature” is not claim 10’s “extruder 
temperature.”

• The Reply’s assertion that the two are “analogous terms in different printing 
techniques” concedes this point.

– Reply, 19.

POR, 61; PO Sur-Reply, 16.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201666

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3A – Claim 10 is Patentable

• The Reply’s support-structure 
theory for claim 10 fails for the 
same reasons as claim 19. 

• Menchik’s “optimum building 
parameters (e.g., for building 
or support)” are chip-stored 
information sent to controller. 

• Its computed “amount of 
support liquid” or support 
materials required is a 
quantity computation

• Neither is shown to be claim 
10’s “support structure 
requirement.” 

– EX1009, ¶¶[0035], [0048].

POR, 60-63; PO Sur-Reply, 16-17. 



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201667

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of Argument

I. Overview of the ‘466 Patent

II. Overview of the Prior Art

III. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1A

IV. Claim 19 is Patentable Under Ground 2

V. The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 3A

VI. The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Grounds 
1B/1D/1F/3B/3D/3F/3H (adding Jazayeri)

VII. Claim 17 is Patentable Under Grounds 1E/1F/3E/3F

VIII. Claim 5 is Patentable Under Grounds 1C/1D/3G/3H



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201668

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Grounds 
1B/1D/1F/3B/3D/3F/3H (adding Jazayeri)

• Grounds 1B/1D/1F/3B/3D/3F/3H (adding Jazayeri) do not render the 
challenged claims unpatentable

POR, 63-65; 



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201669

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Grounds 
1B/1D/1F/3B/3D/3F/3H (adding Jazayeri)

• Jazayeri is not analogous 
art.

• The ’466 Patent concerns a 
networked 3D-printing 
environment in which a 
printer reads tag data from 
build-material supplies and 
uses build-material 
information/properties to 
determine fabrication 
parameters. 

– EX1001, 1:23-33; see also 
id. at 20:61-22:33.

POR, 26-30, PO Sur-Reply, 17-19



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201670

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Grounds 
1B/1D/1F/3B/3D/3F/3H (adding Jazayeri)

• Jazayeri addresses “conventional printers and printing paradigms” 
– EX1010, ¶ [0007]; see also id. at ¶¶[0002]-[0006], [0018]-[0028], [0036], [0070]-

[0072].

POR, 26-30, PO Sur-Reply, 17-19



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201671

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Grounds 
1B/1D/1F/3B/3D/3F/3H (adding Jazayeri)

• Defining the field as 
generic “networked 
printing” would sweep in 
virtually any networked 
printing reference, whether 
or not it addresses tagged 
build materials, three-
dimensional fabrication, or 
material-dependent 
process control. 

– See EX2013, ¶110.

POR, 26-30, PO Sur-Reply, 17-19



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201672

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Grounds 
3A-3D

• There is no motivation to combine Jazayeri with the asserted 3D-printing 
references.

• Petitioner already asserts that the 3D-printing references disclose direct 
networked job submission without Jazayeri’s cloud-print workflow.

– See, e.g., Reply, 1-2 (Loughran-Dubois), 11-12 (Menchik).

POR, 30-33, PO Sur-Reply, 17-19

Reply, 1



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201673

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3B (adding Jazayeri)

• Ground 3B does not cure Ground 3A’s defects regarding element 1[b].

POR, 64; PO Sur-Reply, 20-21.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201674

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 
3B (adding Jazayeri)

• Jazayeri’s “print request” is received at a print server, not by a three-
dimensional printer. 

– EX1010, Abstract; see also id. at ¶¶[0008]-[0010], [0036], [0066]; EX2013, ¶¶184-
185.

POR, 64; PO Sur-Reply 20-21.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201675

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of Argument

I. Overview of the ‘466 Patent

II. Overview of the Prior Art

III. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1A

IV. Claim 19 is Patentable Under Ground 2

V. The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 3A

VI. The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Grounds 
1B/1D/1F/3B/3D/3F/3H (adding Jazayeri)

VII. Claim 17 is Patentable Under Grounds 1E/1F/3E/3F

VIII. Claim 5 is Patentable Under Grounds 1C/1D/3G/3H



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201676

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 17 is Patentable Under Grounds 1E/1F/3E/3F

• Petitioner has not shown Claim 17 to be unpatentable under Grounds 
1E/1F/3E/3F:

POR, 65-70; PO Sur-Reply, 21-25..

Claim 1[f]

Claim 17



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201677

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 17 is Patentable Under Grounds 1E/1F/3E/3F

• Petitioner’s theory:

Reply, 25.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201678

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 17 is Patentable Under Grounds 1E/1F/3E/3F

• As discussed for Claim 19, an “amount of material required” does not 
“control[] operation of the three-dimensional printer” during fabrication, and 
therefore cannot an “operational parameter” whose “suitab[ility]” claim 17 
requires the diagnostic test to assess:

POR, 67.

EX2013, ¶ 193



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201679

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 17 is Patentable Under Grounds 1E/1F/3E/3F

• The board’s reasoning in IPR2025-00585 applies.
– IPR2025-00585, Paper 11 at 15; see also id. at 16-18. 

• The same structural problem remains because Petitioner still tries to satisfy 
both steps with the same supply-sufficiency computation. 

POR, 68; PO Sur-Reply, 24-25.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201680

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of Argument

I. Overview of the ‘466 Patent

II. Overview of the Prior Art

III. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1A

IV. Claim 19 is Patentable Under Ground 2

V. The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Ground 3A

VI. The Challenged Claims are Patentable under Grounds 
1B/1D/1F/3B/3D/3F/3H (adding Jazayeri)

VII. Claim 17 is Patentable Under Grounds 1E/1F/3E/3F

VIII. Claim 5 is Patentable Under Grounds 1C/1D/3G/3H



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201681

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 5 is Patentable Under Grounds 1C/1D/3G/3H

• Grounds 1C/1D/3G/3H fail to render dependent claim 5 unpatentable.

POR, 70-73; PO Sur-Reply, 25-27..



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201682

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 5 is Patentable Under Grounds 1C/1D/3G/3H

• The claim-5 selection occurs in a two-tag, networked client/printer workflow 
due to its dependence on claims 3 and 4. 

– EX2013, ¶¶202-205.

POR, 70-71, PO Sur-Reply, 25.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201683

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 5 is Patentable Under Grounds 1C/1D/3G/3H

• KISSlicer’s local slicer assignments are not the claimed “receiving a selection 
from the client.”

• KISSlicer instead describes local slicer settings used when generating a print 
file.

– EX1018, 5; see also id. at 3-4, 9-10; Pet. at 81.

POR, 72; PO Sur-Reply, 25-26.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201684

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 5 is Patentable Under Grounds 1C/1D/3G/3H

• Dr. Hickner admits KISSlicer does not receive tag data or discuss tags at all.
• EX2015, 109:7-19.

POR, 72, PO Sur-Reply, 26.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201685

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 5 is Patentable Under Grounds 1C/1D/3G/3H

• General statements that 3D 
models may be sliced, or 
that slicer software may 
generate path instructions 
from STL files, do not teach 
the missing step of the 
printer receiving from the 
client a selection between 
two tagged build-material 
supplies. 

– EX2013, ¶ 205, see also id. at 
¶¶ 203-204, 207.

POR, 72; PO Sur-Reply, 26-27.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00438DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201686

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 5 is Patentable Under Grounds 1C/1D/3G/3H

• Considering the combinations “as a whole” does not cure the missing step.
• As discussed:

– Loughran and Menchik still do not disclose the printer receiving from the client a 
selection of one of two tagged build-material supplies.

– KISSlicer adds only local slicer-side extruder/material assignments when 
preparing a print file.

– Jazayeri only adds a print-server framework.
• The printer still does not receive from the client a selection between two 

tagged build-material supplies. 

POR, 24-25; PO Sur-Reply, 27.
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