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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of Argument

I. Overview of the ’774 Patent

II. Overview of the Purported Prior Art

III. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1A

IV. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1B

V. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1C

VI. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1D

VII. Evans and KISSlicer are not Printed Publications

VIII. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 2A

IX. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Grounds 2B-2E
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of the ’774 Patent: 
Detection and Use of Printer Configuration Information

• Petitioner challenges independent claim 1 under only Grounds 1A and 2A.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of the ’774 Patent: 
Detection and Use of Printer Configuration Information

• Petitioner also challenges dependent claims 6-8 and 19.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of the ’774 Patent

• In totality, Petitioner challenges claims 1-10, 12-13, and 19-20.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of Argument

I. Overview of the ’774 Patent

II. Overview of the Purported Prior Art

III. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1A

IV. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1B

V. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1C

VI. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1D

VII. Evans and KISSlicer are not Printed Publications

VIII. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 2A

IX. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Grounds 2B-2E
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of the Purported Prior Art

Pet., 2

• Petitioner asserts 10 references, with the below claimed priority and 
publication dates.

– Douglas, Mark, Dahlin, Batchelder, 
Hamilton, Pax, Pettis, and Wang 
are patent publications.

• EX-1005 (Douglas), EX-1006 (Mark), 
EX-1008 (Dahlin), EX-1007 (Batchelder),
EX-1010 (Hamilton), EX-1013 (Pax),
EX-1009 (Pettis), EX-1014 (Wang)

– Evans and KISSlicer are not patent 
publications

• Evans is a book (EX-1011)
• KISSlicer is a “Quick Start Guide” 

(EX-1012)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of Argument

I. Overview of the ’774 Patent

II. Overview of the Purported Prior Art

III. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1A

IV. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1B

V. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1C

VI. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1D

VII. Evans and KISSlicer are not Printed Publications

VIII. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 2A

IX. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Grounds 2B-2E
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ’774 Patent Claims Determining a Target Printer 
and then Querying the Target Printer

POR, 13–15; PO Sur-Reply, 3–5.

• The plain language of claim 1 recites determining “a” target printer, then 
querying “the” target printer for configuration information “of the target 
printer.”
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ’774 Patent Claims Determining a Target Printer 
and then Querying the Target Printer

POR, 13-15; PO Sur-Reply, 3-5.

• TALtech Ltd. v. Esquel Apparel, Inc., 279 F. App’x 974, 978 (Fed. Cir. 2008).
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ’774 Patent Claims Determining a Target Printer 
and then Querying the Target Printer

POR, 13-15; PO Sur-Reply, 3-5.

• TALtech Ltd. v. Esquel Apparel, Inc., 279 F. App’x 974, 978 (Fed. Cir. 2008).
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ’774 Patent Claims Determining a Target Printer 
and then Querying the Target Printer

POR, 13-15; PO Sur-Reply, 3-5.

• Altiris, Inc. v. Symantec Corp., 318 F.3d 1363, 1369–70 (Fed. Cir. 2003) (cited 
by TALtech Ltd. v. Esquel Apparel, Inc., 279 F. App’x 974, 978 (Fed. Cir. 2008).

1:

2:
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ’774 Patent Claims Determining a Target Printer 
and then Querying the Target Printer

POR, 14; PO Sur-Reply, 4-5.

• The printer must already be the target printer when it is queried
– “The” target printer in [1.3] takes 

its antecedent basis from “a” 
target printer determined in [1.2]

– Element [1.3] queries the target 
printer “for configuration 
information of the target printer”

– The configuration information is 
“relevant to creation of a 
printable model for fabrication of 
the object on the target printer” 
referring to [1.2], which is for 
“determining a target printer to 
fabricate the object”
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ’774 Patent Claims Determining a Target Printer 
and then Querying the Target Printer

PO Sur-Reply, 4-5; Reply, 1-3.

• Petitioner reads “querying the target printer” as “querying a printer” so long 
as the printer is later chosen as a target printer

• BUT rewriting the claim to “querying the printer” renders “target” in 
“querying the target printer” meaningless

*   *   *
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ’774 Patent Claims Determining a Target Printer 
and then Querying the Target Printer

PO Sur-Reply, 4-5.

• A construction that renders claim language meaningless is improper.
In re Power Integrations, Inc., 884 F.3d 1370, 1376–77 (Fed. Cir. 2018).
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ’774 Patent Claims Determining a Target Printer 
and then Querying the Target Printer

PO Sur-Reply, 4.

• Querying “other printers” does not change the claim language 
that requires querying the target printer

– Reply, 2.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ’774 Patent Claims Determining a Target Printer 
and then Querying the Target Printer

PO Sur-Reply, 4–5.

• Avoiding the claim language, 
Dr. Hickner testified that a query 
can be “sent out to a group of 
printers” which “may not [include] 
the target printer” 

– EX2015, 15:6–19
• That theory confirms that 

Petitioner is improperly rewriting 
the claim

– Querying non-target printers 
does not change the claim 
language that requires querying 
the target printer
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A

Pet., 1.

• Ground 1A challenges claims 1-5, 9, 10, 12, 13, and 20.
• Because Ground 1A does not reach claim 1, every dependent claim and 

every dependent ground (1B-1D) also fails.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A

EX1001, cl. 1

• Douglas-Mark fails to teach limitations [1.2]/[1.3], [1.4], and [1.5] of 
independent claim 1.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A

EX1001, cl. 1

• Douglas-Mark fails to teach limitations [1.2]/[1.3] of independent claim 1.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas-Mark Does Not Teach [1.2] / [1.3]

POR, 13-16; PO Sur-Reply, 5-6.

• The Petition’s cited embodiments of Douglas query printers first in order to 
allocate jobs second.

• Douglas uses queried information “as an input to a process … for allocating 
print requests to various three-dimensional printers.”

– EX1005, ¶[0074]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas-Mark Does Not Teach [1.2] / [1.3]

PO Sur-Reply, 6-7.

• The Petition maps Douglas’s “print server 208” as the actor that determines 
and queries. 

– Pet., 12-13.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas-Mark Does Not Teach [1.2] / [1.3]

POR, 13-16; PO Sur-Reply, 6-7.

• The print server queries and gets tag data from the printer before 
determining the target printer, as the information received is used “for 
allocating print request to various three-dimensional printers.”

– EX1005, ¶[0074].
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas-Mark Does Not Teach [1.2] / [1.3]

PO Sur-Reply, 6-7.

• The user-selection embodiment does not use the print server.
• It uses a different “remote client device 206.”

– EX1005, ¶73.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas-Mark Does Not Teach [1.2] / [1.3]

PO Sur-Reply, 6-7.

• The Petition never maps a “remote client device” to any claim step.
– See, e.g., Pet. at 12.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201626

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas-Mark Does Not Teach [1.2] / [1.3]

PO Sur-Reply, 6-7.

• Petitioner brings a new theory in its Reply, that the print server’s “virtual 
workspace” user performs the determining step.

• This is improper and still does not show the print server determining a 
target printer before querying it.

• The “print server 208” and “client device 206” are separate components
– EX1005, Fig. 2.

Print server 208

Client device 206
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas-Mark Does Not Teach [1.2] / [1.3]

PO Sur-Reply, 6-7.

• The client device is a physical device, such as a desktop or laptop computer, 
and separate from the print server.

– EX1005, ¶[0030].
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas-Mark Does Not Teach [1.2] / [1.3]

PO Sur-Reply, 6-7.

• Petitioner’s Reply also argues that a virtual workspace is a physical device or 
client device.

– See Reply, 5.
• But Douglas is clear that the “virtual workspace” is provided by the print 

server.  It is not the print server itself or the separate client device.
– EX1005, ¶[0043].
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas-Mark Does Not Teach [1.2] / [1.3]

PO Sur-Reply, 6-7.

• Petitioner says Douglas can select a printer on criteria that do not depend 
on tag data (proximity, capabilities, queue, fees). 

– Reply, 3-4. 
• But a printer’s location, capabilities, queue, and fees are all information from 

the printer, so evaluating them still requires querying before determining.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas-Mark Does Not Teach [1.2] / [1.3]

PO Sur-Reply, 6-7.

• Petitioner acknowledges that the print server “periodically” queries the 
printers, further indicating that the target printer is queried before the 
“determining” step.

– Reply, 4.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A

EX1001, cl. 1

• Douglas-Mark fails to teach limitation [1.4] of independent claim 1.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas-Mark Does Not Teach [1.4]

POR, 17–19; Sur-Reply, 8; EX2014, ¶¶83-84.

• The Petition mapped Douglas’s tag data to “a dictionary of configuration 
information” while relying on Douglas alone to teach claim [1.4].

– Pet., 14-15.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas-Mark Does Not Teach [1.4]

POR, 17–19; Sur-Reply, 8; EX2014, ¶¶83-84.

• Petitioner asserts Douglas’s tag data is provided and received as a collection 
of configuration information.

– Petitioner failed to explain why this data is a collection of configuration 
information

– Douglas does not describe the organization of its tag data
– Douglas does not teach how its data is provided or received by the print server
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas-Mark Does Not Teach [1.4]

POR, 17–19.

• Dr. Hickner confirmed Douglas is silent on how the tag data is transmitted 
and thus received.

– EX2015, 21:7-12
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas-Mark Does Not Teach [1.4]

POR, 17–19; PO Sur-Reply, 8-9.

• To the extent Petitioner relies on its expert to supply how Douglas’s data is a 
transmitted as a “dictionary,” that is improper.

• “Common sense” and expert opinion may not supply a missing limitation.
• An IPR may be requested only on the basis of patents or printed 

publications; expert testimony cannot take the place of a reference’s 
disclosure.  

– 35 U.S.C. § 311(b)

– Rule 104(b)(4)
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Stratasys, Ex. 201636

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas-Mark Does Not Teach [1.4]

POR, 17–19.

• Petitioner cannot rely on “common sense as a wholesale substitute for 
analysis and evidence.

– Arendi S.A.R.L. v. Apple Inc., 832 F.3d 1355, 1361–62 (Fed. Cir. 2016).
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas-Mark Does Not Teach [1.4]

POR, 17–19; PO Sur-Reply, 9.

• Petitioner’s new Reply theory that the data from Douglas’s data tag is “read 
and transmitted as a collection” (citing EX1005, ¶¶85–87) was never 
discussed in the Petition for [1.4], nor were those paragraphs of Douglas 
cited.

– Reply, 9.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A

EX1001, cl. 1

• Douglas-Mark fails to teach limitation [1.5] of independent claim 1.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas-Mark Does Not Teach [1.5]

POR, 20-23.

• The Petition tacitly admits Douglas alone does not create a fabrication 
profile and falls back on obviousness rationales unsupported by either 
reference.

– Pet., 19.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas-Mark Does Not Teach [1.5]

POR, 20-23.

• But the cited paragraphs of Douglas and Mark say nothing about:
– “better” transmission, storage, efficiency, or 
– user rendering.
– See, e.g., EX1005 ¶¶[0065]-[0066].
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Stratasys, Ex. 201641

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas-Mark Does Not Teach [1.5]

POR, 20–23.

• Petitioner’s expert did not analyze the supposed “better or more efficient 
data transmission.”

– EX2015, 27:3-8.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201642

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – No Profile Structure in Douglas

POR, 20–23.

• Petitioner’s expert never identified any structure in Douglas corresponding to 
a “fabrication profile.”

• A “dictionary” requires more than unorganized configuration information, but 
Petitioner identifies no organization in Douglas.

– EX2015, 22:9–13.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas Teaches Away from Mark

POR, 22–25. PO Sur-Reply, 9-11.

• Petitioner asserts that “code/instructions” for 3D printing are typically 
generated by a slicer and/or toolpath generator.

– Pet., 9.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201644

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas Teaches Away from Mark

POR, 22–25. PO Sur-Reply, 9-11.

• But Douglas sends operational parameters to the printer for the printer’s 
use, not to a slicer to generate toolpaths.

– EX1005, ¶[0073].
• There is thus no reason to “organize Douglas’ operational parameters into a 

profile” to facilitate toolpath/G-code generation, and Douglas’s printer 
decides how to fabricate from its parameters.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas Teaches Away from Mark

• By contrast, Mark’s printer only 
receives G-code; it is not involved 
in generating it and does not 
receive Douglas-style parameters.  
– EX1006, Fig. 5; see also, id. at 

Fig. 6; EX2014, ¶92
• Mark’s rule/parameter database is 

therefore not a profile based on 
properties “from the target 
printer” that “affect[s] fabrication 
capabilities of the target printer.”

POR, 24–25. PO Sur-Reply, 9-11.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201646

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas Teaches Away from Mark

POR, 22–25. PO Sur-Reply, 9-10; EX2014, ¶90.

• Petitioner asserts that Douglas’ parameters can combined with “print job 
information”

• This only confirms that Douglas teaches that the printer decides how to 
fabricate an object according to the operational parameters, as opposed to 
Mark, which does the opposite, telling the printer what to do.

– Reply, 11.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201647

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas Teaches Away from Mark

POR, 22–25. PO Sur-Reply, 9-10; EX2014, ¶90.

• Petitioner’s Reply argument confirms “the Petition and Dr. Hickner” assumed 
a separate toolpath generator to generate instructions and ignored Douglas’ 
teaching of sending the operational parameters to the printer.

– Reply, 12.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201648

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1A – Douglas Teaches Away from Mark

POR, 25.

• Because Douglas-Mark fails to teach claim 1, Ground 1A also fails as to 
claims 2-5, 9, 10, 12, 13, and 20.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201649

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1B

POR, 27.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201650

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Grounds 1B-1D Fail – Ground 1B

POR, 27–28.

• Claim 6 requires creating a fabrication profile based on an automatically 
detected hardware reconfiguration. 
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Stratasys, Ex. 201651

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Grounds 1B-1D Fail – Ground 1B

POR, 27–28.

• The Petition asserts that it would have been obvious that “the data tag data 
received from the printer would include the automatically detected new or 
replacement material.”

– Pet., 33.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Grounds 1B-1D Fail – Ground 1B

POR, 27–28; Sur-Reply, 12.

• Dahlin only monitors a spool and pauses for manual replacement, rather 
teaching any automatic reconfiguration.

• Douglas and Mark do not cure Dahlin’s deficiencies (see EX2014, ¶100)
• EX1008, ¶[0023]; see also id. at ¶[0022]
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Stratasys, Ex. 201653

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Grounds 1B-1D Fail – Ground 1B

POR, 27–28.

• Petitioner’s expert agrees.
– EX2015, 63:8–14.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201654

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Grounds 1B-1D Fail – Ground 1B

PO Sur-Reply, 13.

• Petitioner’s Reply suggests that the properties in claim 6 are not the 
properties in claim 1

– Reply, 15.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201655

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Grounds 1B-1D Fail – Ground 1B

PO Sur-Reply, 13.

• Claims 6 depends from claim 4, which depends from claim 1
• Petitioner does not explain the distinction between “based on” and “using” — 

the Petition fails to show creating a fabrication profile based on an automatically 
detected hardware reconfiguration

• It is unclear why Petitioner believes there are multiple sets of properties between 
claims 1 and 6 to support creating a fabrication profile based on one property set that 
excludes the automatically detected hardware reconfiguration



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201656

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Grounds 1B-1D Fail – Ground 1B

POR, 29–30; PO Sur-Reply, 13.

• Claim 7 requires a “manually specified” hardware reconfiguration. 
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Stratasys, Ex. 201657

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Grounds 1B-1D Fail – Ground 1B

POR, 29–30; PO Sur-Reply, 13.

• In Dahlin, the system specifies the matching material; the operator only 
performs the swap.

• Dahlin counsels that the user should not choose the filament, enforcing 
alignment with the material “specified in object data,” and instead teaches 
manual performance of an automatically specified material to replace. 

– EX1008, ¶[0023].
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Stratasys, Ex. 201658

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Grounds 1B-1D Fail – Ground 1B

POR, 29–30; PO Sur-Reply, 13.

• In reply, Petitioner asserts that Patent Owner overlooks disclosure in Dahlin
• But Petitioner’s Reply does not meaningfully address that Dahlin teaches 

automatically specified manual performance
– Reply, 16; see also Reply, 17.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201659

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1C

POR, 25.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201660

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 8 is Patentable Under Ground 1C

POR, 31-32.

• Claim 8 requires a firmware configuration.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201661

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 8 is Patentable Under Ground 1C

POR, 31-32.

• Petitioner relies on Batchelder’s disclosure of “encoded markings” that may 
include “firmware updates.”  See EX1007, ¶[0054]; Pet. 35, 37

• A firmware update modifies the configuration and thus is not itself a 
firmware configuration.

– EX2015, 66:11–15; see also EX2014, ¶110.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201662

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 8 is Patentable Under Ground 1C

POR, 31–32

• Petitioner provides one example of how Batchelder in the combination would 
supply a firmware configuration -- encoded markings to indicate software 
and firmware to use with material.   See Pet. at 37.

• Dr. Hickner admits this was an example he “just came up with.”
– EX2015, 69:2–11; see also id. at 68:14-69:1

• A reference that merely could be modified does not make a method obvious; 
Petitioner must show a POSITA would have been motivated to do so.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201663

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
1D

POR, 25.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201664

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 19 is Patentable Under Ground 1D

POR, 33; PO Sur-Reply, 15.

• Claim 19 requires generating descriptive metadata that specifies properties 
for comparison to printers. 
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Stratasys, Ex. 201665

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 19 is Patentable Under Ground 1D

POR, 33; PO Sur-Reply, 15.

• Pax describes predetermined values stored in computer memory rather than 
generated metadata for printer comparison.

– EX1013, ¶[0097]; see also id. at ¶ [0098].
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Stratasys, Ex. 201666

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Grounds 1B-1D Fail – Ground 1D

POR, 33; PO Sur-Reply, 15.

• Douglas’s “metadata concerning print jobs” is also not shown to be 
generated or to specify properties for comparison.

– Pet., 40.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201667

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of Argument

I. Overview of the ’774 Patent

II. Overview of the Purported Prior Art

III. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1A

IV. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1B

V. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1C

VI. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 1D

VII. Evans and KISSlicer are not Printed Publications

VIII. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 2A

IX. The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Grounds 2B-2E



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201668

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Evans and KISSlicer are not Printed Publications

Pet., 2

• Petitioner asserts Evans (EX1011) and KISSlicer (EX1012) 
were published in 2012.

• But the Petition provides no further support for these dates.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201669

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Evans and KISSlicer are not Printed Publications

Pet., 2

• Grounds 2A-2E therefore fail at least because Evans and 
KISSlicer are not printed publications

X
X
X
X

X



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201670

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Evans and KISSlicer are not Printed Publications

POR, 35-49; PO Sur-Reply, 1-3.

• The Petition does not identify any subsection of 35 U.S.C. § 102 under which 
Evans and KISSlicer qualify.

• It is Petitioner’s burden to identify, with particularity, the evidence 
supporting each ground.  

– 35 U.S.C. § 312(a)(3)



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201671

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Evans and KISSlicer are not Printed Publications

POR, 35-49; PO Sur-Reply, 1-3.

• 37 C.F.R. ¶ 42.22(a)
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Stratasys, Ex. 201672

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Evans and KISSlicer are not Printed Publications

POR, 35-49; PO Sur-Reply, 1-3.

• United States v. Dunkel, 927 
F.2d 955, 956 (7th Cir. 1991).
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Stratasys, Ex. 201673

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Evans and KISSlicer are not Printed Publications

POR, 38.

• The Board’s rules prohibit incorporation of arguments by reference.
– 37 C.F.R. § 42.6(a)(3).
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Stratasys, Ex. 201674

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Evans and KISSlicer are not Printed Publications

POR. 36.

• It is not Patent Owner’s, or the Board’s, job to piece together why Petitioner 
believes the references are prior art.

• TCL Commc’n Tech. Holdings Ltd. v. DataQuill Ltd., IPR2020-00746, Paper 21 
at 22 (PTAB Sept. 18, 2020).
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Stratasys, Ex. 201675

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Evans and KISSlicer are not Printed Publications - 
Evans

Pet., 2

• Evans (EX1011) is not a printed publication.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201676

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Evans and KISSlicer are not Printed Publications - 
Evans

POR, 38.

• Petitioner’s Reply improperly relies on EX1016, a declaration never 
mentioned in the Petition.

– Reply, 25.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201677

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Evans and KISSlicer are not Printed Publications - 
Evans

POR. 36; PO Sur-Reply, 3.

• Petitioner never showed that Evans was disseminated or otherwise made 
available to persons of ordinary skill exercising reasonable diligence

• Attorney argument that “books” are made to be disseminated to interested 
persons is not evidence

– Reply, 23-24.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201678

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Evans and KISSlicer are not Printed Publications - 
KISSlicer

Pet., 2

• KISSlicer is not a printed publication.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201679

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Evans and KISSlicer are not Printed Publications – 
KISSlicer

POR, 38.

• The Petition only has one passing reference to the EX1015 declaration
• The Petition “failed to state its relevance” for establishing whether KISSlicer 

is a printed publication. 37 C.F.R. ¶42.104(b)(5).
– Pet., 59.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201680

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Evans and KISSlicer are not Printed Publications - 
KISSlicer

POR. 36; PO Sur-Reply, 3.

• Petitioner never showed that KISSlicer was disseminated or otherwise made 
available to persons of ordinary skill exercising reasonable diligence.

• Attorney argument about “freely downloadable software” is not evidence. 
• KISSlicer (EX1012) is a quick start guide, not software.

– Reply, 23-24.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201681

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Evans and KISSlicer are not Printed Publications

Pet., 1; POR, 35-39; PO Sur-Reply, 3.

• Grounds 2A–2E each rely on Evans and/or KISSlicer and therefore fail.

X
X
X
X

X



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201682

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A

Pet., 1.

• Ground 2A (Hamilton + Evans, with or without KISSlicer) challenges claims 
1–5, 9, 10, 12, and 13.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201683

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A

• Hamilton-Evans fails to teach elements [1.1], [1.2]/[1.3], [1.4], [1.5], and [1.6] 
of independent claim 1.

• Evans and KISSlicer are not printed publications so this entire set of grounds 
fails on that basis too.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201684

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A

• Hamilton-Evans fails to teach limitation [1.1] of independent claim 1.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201685

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A - Hamilton Does Not Teach [1.1]

POR, 39-40; see also EX2014, ¶¶120-121.

• Petition relies on Hamilton for claim limitation [1.1].  See Pet. 51-53.

• Hamilton already includes instructions in its designs. 
They do not start with a model that is sliced into instructions.

– EX1010, ¶[0019].



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201686

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A - Hamilton Does Not Teach [1.1]

POR 39-40.

• Dr. Cormier’s testimony that printing processes typically began with a model 
and use slicers was not about Hamilton, which breaks from that convention.

– See, e.g., EX1043 59:1-13. 
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Stratasys, Ex. 201687

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A - Hamilton Does Not Teach [1.1]

POR, 39-40; PO Sur-Reply, 16

• Slicer converts a model into printer instructions
• But Hamilton discloses no slicing and no G-code (example of slicing output), 

and ships printer instructions with its designs.
– EX2015, 50:13-21; 53:13-17.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201688

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A

• Hamilton-Evans fails to teach limitations [1.2]/[1.3] of independent claim 1.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201689

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A - Hamilton Queries First [1.2]/[1.3]

POR, 40–43.

• Petition relies on Hamilton for 
claim limitations [1.2] / [1.3].  
See Pet. 54-55.

• Hamilton’s process flow: 
– queries the printer 

(Fig. 3, step 320), 
– receives a response 

(step 330), and
– then compares to design 

requirements (step 340).
• EX1010, ¶[0021]; 

see also id. at ¶[0020], Figs. 2-3. 
• The same ordering claim 

construction that defeats 
Ground 1A applies here.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201690

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A - Hamilton’s User Does Not Pick a Target Printer

POR, 40–43; PO Sur-Reply, 16–17.

• Petitioner says the “attached printer” is the “target printer to fabricate the 
object” because the system waits for the user to confirm the printer is 
attached and ready.

– Pet., 54.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201691

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A - Hamilton’s User Does Not Pick a Target Printer

POR, 40–43; PO Sur-Reply, 16–17.

• When the user confirms the printer is attached and ready, all the user knows 
is the “product,” not the object to be fabricated by a printer.

• Hamilton’s system (not the user) accesses the design that identifies 
parts/object

– EX1010, ¶¶[0019]-[0020];
see also Figs. 2, 5.

EX1010, ¶[0019]
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Stratasys, Ex. 201692

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A - Hamilton’s User Does Not Pick a Target Printer

POR, 40–43; PO Sur-Reply, 16–17.

• Thus, the user does not yet know the design, its material requirements, the 
accuracy needed, or the parts/object to fabricate.

• The printer in Hamilton is not a target printer to fabricate the object until the 
print material is okay at step 260, which requires matching those 
requirements.

– EX1010 ¶[0020].
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Stratasys, Ex. 201693

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A

• Hamilton-Evans fails to teach limitation [1.4] of independent claim 1.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201694

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A – No “Dictionary” From the Printer [1.4]

POR, 45-47.

• Hamilton does not specify 
the organization of its 
accuracy and material 
capabilities or how they are 
sent or received. 

– EX1010 ¶[0021].
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Stratasys, Ex. 201695

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A – No “Dictionary” From the Printer [1.4]

POR, 45-47.

• Petitioner’s expert conceded the manner of transmission is unspecified.
– EX2015, 55:7-18
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Stratasys, Ex. 201696

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A – Evans’s Parameters are User Entered

POR, 45-47.

• In addition to Hamilton, 
Petitioner relies on Evans 
for “additional 
information” 
(nozzle size, 
filament diameter, 
layer height). 

– Pet., 56-57.
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Stratasys, Ex. 201697

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A – Evans’s Parameters are User Entered

POR, 46-47.

• Hamilton-Evans 
combination in 
Petition is based on 
adding Evans’ 
additional information 
to Hamilton’s printer 
accuracy and 
capabilities 
transmitted from the 
printer.

– Pet., 44-45
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Stratasys, Ex. 201698

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A – Evans’s Parameters are User Entered

POR, 45-47.

• Evans teaches that a user manually inputs these parameters
• Evans manually measures and enters those values, such as filament diameter 

below, so the parameters are not automatically created or received from the 
printer.

– EX1011, 68; see also id. at 66-67.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 201699

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A – Evans’s Parameters are User Entered

POR, 45-47.

• Evans teaches that nozzle size and layer height (the other parameters 
identified by Petitioner) are also manually input.

– EX1011, 67
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Stratasys, Ex. 2016100

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A – Evans’s Parameters are User Entered

POR, 45-47.

• Petitioner’s expert explained that Evans doesn’t describe those settings 
being sent by the printer.

– EX2015, 58:16-22



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 2016101

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A – Evans’s Parameters are User Entered

POR, 46-47

• Petitioner’s Reply does not meaningfully dispute that there is no support for 
the rationale that adds Evans’ “additional information” to Hamilton’s 
accuracy and material capabilities.

– Sur-Reply, 18



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 2016102

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A

Pet., 1.

• Douglas-Mark fails to teach limitation [1.5] of independent claim 1.
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Stratasys, Ex. 2016103

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A – No Fabrication Profile [1.5]

POR, 47-49; PO Sur-Reply, 19.

• The Petition argued that the combination teaches a slicer to create a 
fabrication profile upon receiving printer properties. 

– Pet., 57-58.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 2016104

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A – No Fabrication Profile [1.5]

POR, 47-49; PO Sur-Reply, 19.

• Hamilton’s designs already include “instructions for the 3D printer,” sent 
only after the supplier confirms the printer meets the design requirements.

– EX1010, ¶[0019]; see also id. at ¶[0022].



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 2016105

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A – No Fabrication Profile [1.5]

POR 47-49; PO Sur-Reply, 20.

• Petitioner now faults Patent Owner for not addressing multiple slicer 
applications, but Petitioner merely provides attorney argument.

– Reply, 21.
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Stratasys, Ex. 2016106

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A – No Fabrication Profile [1.5]

POR 47-49; PO Sur-Reply, 20.

• Further, this attorney argument that Slic3r “automatically determines print 
settings” conflicts with the disclosure of Evans

• Evans discloses that Slic3r’s desired “print settings” are manually input into 
the slicer instead of being received from the printer

– See EX1011, 46 (cited in Reply, 21).
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Stratasys, Ex. 2016107

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A – No Fabrication Profile [1.5]

POR 49-50; Sur-Reply, 20.

• Petitioner fails to illustrate how Hamilton obviates the need for user-entered 
inputs into the slicer

• For example, there is no evidence of avoiding measurement and input of 
nozzle diameter and filament diameter as Evans teaches

• Again, Petitioner’s Reply does not meaningfully dispute that there is no 
support for the rationale that adds Evans’ “additional information” to 
Hamilton’s accuracy and material capabilities and thus Evans’ information 
would not have been sent from the target printer in the combination

– Reply, 21.
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Stratasys, Ex. 2016108

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A – No Fabrication Profile [1.5]

• Petitioner’s Reply also failed to address that KISSlicer’s material settings 
were entered manually by a user into the slicer’s dialog

• Thus, the purported profile is not based on properties from the target 
printer

– POR, 48-49; see also Reply, 20-21



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 2016109

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 
2A

Pet., 1.

• Douglas-Mark fails to teach limitation [1.6] of independent claim 1.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 2016110

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 2A 
– No Machine-Ready Representation Generated [1.6]

POR 49-50; Sur-Reply, 21.

• Without an object from a three-dimensional model (Section [1.1]) and 
without any slicing, there is nothing for Hamilton to generate a machine-
ready representation of in the combination.

• Hamilton’s designs already exist with printer instructions before any printer 
is determined or queried.

– EX2015, 53:17; see also EX2014, ¶135.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 2016111

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Challenged Claims are Patentable Under Ground 2A – No 
Teaching of the Dependent Claims

POR 50.

• Because Hamilton-Evans (with or without KISSlicer) fails to teach claim 1, 
Ground 2A also fails as to claims 2–5, 9, 10, 12, and 13.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 2016112

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Grounds 2B-2E Fail

POR, 50–52; PO Sur-Reply, 22–23; Pet., 1.

• None of Grounds 2B–2E independently challenges claim 1 — each adds one 
reference to the Hamilton-Evans combination.

• Ground 2B adds Pax (claims 6, 7, 19).
• Ground 2C adds Pettis (claim 19).
• Ground 2D adds Batchelder (claim 8).
• Ground 2E adds Wang (claim 20).
• Each fails for at least the same reasons as Ground 2A — and on the 

threshold prior-art status of Evans and KISSlicer.



Shenzhen v. Stratasys, Inc., IPR2025-00611DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Stratasys, Ex. 2016113

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Grounds 2B-2E Fail – Ground 2D Has Additional 
Defects

POR, 51; PO Sur-Reply, 23.

• Ground 2D has the same firmware update vs. configuration defect shown for 
Ground 1C, as it introduces Batchelder for the same reason as that ground.

– Pet., 83.
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