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Proceeding No. IPR2026-00358; Attorney Docket No. 54788-00241P1
L. INTRODUCTION
AMD asks the Honorable Director to refer this case for consideration on the
merits for at least the following reasons. First, the *750 patent is less than three years
old, and AMD acted promptly to begin this IPR as soon as it learned of the patent
via Fermat’s 2026 lawsuit. AMD’s validity challenge seeks to promote legal and
economic certainty early on, not only months before the tentatively scheduled
District Court trial but also at a point when Fermat admittedly has not
commercialized the patented technology in the United States. Second, Fermat’s
conduct during prosecution raises serious doubt regarding the *750 patent’s validity.
Indeed, although Fermat concedes that it learned of ‘“similar” prior art products
before filing, Fermat failed to disclose that critical information to the Office.
Fermat’s own submission and exhibits further show that it failed to fully disclose the
details of the pre-existing Xilinx technology that Fermat essentially repackaged and
tried to sell back to Xilinx. The detrimental effects of Fermat’s omissions were then
compounded by the Examiner’s deficient prior art searching. These material errors
prevented the kind of careful vetting on which our patent system depends.
This case is not the David versus Goliath picture that Fermat paints. It instead
involves a foreign company that failed to commercialize its product in the U.S. and
responded by suing a U.S. technology leader based on a patent it obtained with less

than full candor before the Office. Referral and institution will not only correct
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material examination errors but also protect the domestic industry from Fermat’s

attempt to disrupt the production of critical A.l. infrastructure.

II. ARGUMENT

A. Referral and Institution Will Promote Predictable Patent Rights

1. This Challenge Is Early in the 750 patent’s Term and Years
Before Expectations of Validity Could Vest

Referral is warranted because AMD pursued this IPR at the earliest
practicable juncture. Early challenges foster “robust, predictable patent rights and
weigh against discretionary denial,” and AMD’s challenge is early in multiple
respects. Sun Pharm. Indus., Inc. v. Nivagen Pharm., Inc., IPR2025-00893, Paper
18 at 2 (Sep. 19, 2025) (informative). It both outpaces the parallel District Court

litigation (see infra, §11.C.1) and challenges a patent that is less than three years old.

In Amgen Inc. v. Bristol-Myers Squibb Co., the Office referred a petition challenging

a three-year-old patent because the patent had “not been in force for a significant

amount of time.” Amgen, IPR2025-00601, -00602, -00603, Paper 9 at 2 (Jul. 24,
2025) (informative). Here, the facts are even more compelling.

2. Meetings with Xilinx Before the 750 Patent Was Filed Did
Not Create Settled Expectations

Fermat incorrectly argues that two meetings with Xilinx, Inc. in January 2019,
before Fermat ever sought patent protection of the claimed subject matter, created

equitable settled expectations. Paper 7 at 2, 12—14. They did not. First, no such
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patent existed in 2019. Fermat fails to explain how “patented” technology could
have possibly been discussed in the 2019 meetings when the *750 patent’s claims
did not exist until its filing date in 2022. Paper 7 at 2. This fact exposes Fermat’s
accusations as meritless.

Second, Fermat notably failed to provide any evidence that it ever informed
Xilinx of any technology that was patented or patent-pending, or even of an intent
to apply for any patents. Fermat cannot show on this record that Xilinx, much less
AMD, had any knowledge of any then-existing or anticipated “patented” technology.
Paper 7 at 2.

Third, Fermat cannot reasonably assert settled expectations derived from
meetings about a product Fermat concedes was just a “combination of Xilinx [prior
art] FPGAs with massive storage.” EX2003, 3. Xilinx had no reason to believe that
Fermat would pursue patent protection on what appears to be little more than
Xilinx’s own chips repackaged on a board with off-the-shelf storage. And while
AMD would go on to purchase Xilinx in 2022, Fermat does not accuse any Xilinx
products of infringing. This telling omission underscores the lack of any logical
nexus between the 2019 meetings and the *750 patent.

These facts are driven home by Fermat’s evidence, which does not include
any discussion of key ’750 patent claim features. For instance, the Declaration of

Fermat CEO Robert Bismuth, an attendee at one of the meetings and the lead named
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inventor on the *750 patent, offers only vague testimony that the parties “discuss[ed]

(15

the prospect of collaborating,” and that Fermat’s “technology” was discussed in a
general sense. EX2001, 48. A similarly vague presentation from the January 11,
2019 meeting includes generic descriptions and photographs of Fermat’s module but
contains no discussion of the later-patented claim features, such as “parallel first tier
compute nodes coupled to one or more additional compute nodes in series” and “a
data mover component.” EX2004, 1-13. Fermat described the module as a “PCle
carrier board” hosting two Xilinx chips, “32 TB high performance flash storage,”

“128GB DDR 4 DRAM,” and “64 GBs DRAM buffer,” confirming it was just a

“combination of Xilinx FPGAs with massive storage.” EX2003, 3; EX2004, 6.

Fermat boasted in the presentation that the module incorporated the Zynq™
system-on-chip (SoC) device containing “ARM cores” and the Kintex™ “FPGA
managing interface”—both Xilinx products. EX2004, 6. Both Xilinx chips are

featured prominently in photographs of Fermat’s module. EX2004, 11, 13.

Multiple Xilinx chips appear on the “module” that Fermat
presented to Xilinx in January 2019

T

EX2004, 13 (annotated).
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3. Fermat Undercut Any Claim to Settled Expectations by
Concealing Its Patent Filings from Xilinx and Withholding
Known Prior Art from the Office

As noted above, Fermat did not disclose any patent applications or plans to
file patent applications in the January 2019 meetings with Xilinx. Supra, §I1.A.2.
Fermat only began filing provisional patent applications after the meetings and
without ever informing Xilinx or AMD (post-acquisition). Paper 7 at 13; AMDI1001,
Cover (incorporating provisional applications filed in February, May, and August of
2019). Fermat deliberately chose to remain silent until it surprisingly sued AMD in
2026. Fermat’s failure to provide timely notice of its patent filings to Xilinx/AMD,
paired with its unexplained delay in bringing suit, undercuts any expectations Fermat
could have possibly held.

To make matters worse, Fermat possessed relevant prior art that it never
disclosed to the Office during prosecution. For example, Fermat’s own evidence
shows that it learned of a Samsung-Xilinx joint venture in the January 2019 meetings
that Mr. Bismuth believed was “actually...something similar to Fermat.” EX2005,
1. But Fermat never disclosed any information relating to this known and publicized
technology to the Office. AMDI1061, 1 (describing a “SmartSSD, a field
programmable gate array (FPGA) SSD, that will offer accelerated data processing
and the ability to bypass server CPU limits”); AMDI1050, 1-2 (explaining that the

SmartSSD is “powered by Xilinx FPGAs” and “SmartSSD is focused on
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accelerating storage services such as compression, de-duplication and encryption, as
well as compute functions, like machine learning inference and big data analytics™);
AMDI1051. Fermat also failed to disclose detailed information relating to the Xilinx
Zynq™ and Kintex™ chips to the Office, even though these chips were relevant to
specific claim features, such as the *750 patent’s claimed “programmable logic
component” and “storage interface component.” Supra, §11.A.2. At the very least,
Fermat could have and should have cited relevant data sheets regarding the Xilinx
chips, which were readily available to (and likely possessed by) Fermat. AMD1056,
1-25; AMD1057, 1-70.

Because our patent system relies on “candor and good faith in dealing with
the Office,” Fermat’s failure to disclose this art undermines its claimed expectations
of validity and further warrants a full merits review. 37 CFR §1.56(a).

B. Institution Is Warranted to Cure Material Examination Errors
Compounded by Fermat’s Withholding of Known Prior Art

Examination of the application leading to the 750 patent suffered a critical
and material error. The Examiner failed to search for multiple key claim limitations
which ultimately led to allowance.

A patent examiner is tasked to “conduct a thorough and complete search of
the prior art.” AMD1070, 36; 37 C.F.R. 1.104 (“thorough investigation”). Doing so
1s a “must,” not an option. Id. It requires “obtain[ing] a thorough understanding of

the invention disclosed and claimed,” and “search[ing] the prior art as disclosed in
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patents and other published documents.” AMD1070, 34. Accordingly, as here, the
Office has found material errors when an examiner overlooked teachings of the
relevant prior art by failing to identify key references. E.g., Microsoft Corp. v.
Partec Cluster Competence Center GmbH, IPR2025-00318, Paper 9 at 4 (referring
to the merits because “the Examiner erred in overlooking the prior art”).

The Examiner allowed the claims of the *750 Patent without issuing a single
prior art rejection. See AMD1002, 333-338, 352-356. During prosecution of
US 11,249,690, a parent application of the 750 patent, the Examiner rejected an
independent claim based on Whitehead (AMD1009) that was nearly word-for-word
identical to claim 1 of the 750 patent but did not recite Element [1b] (“multiple
parallel first tier compute nodes coupled to one or more additional compute nodes
in series”) and part of Element [1c] (“at different successive tiers, each compute
node in a series being communicatively coupled, via its communications link to one
or more additional compute nodes connected at different successive tiers”).
AMDI1072, 1, 8-18. Yet the Examiner allowed the *750 patent’s claims without
ever searching for any of these added limitations, and without consulting European
counterpart applications in which the EPO rejected an identical independent claim.
AMD1002, 170-174. These failures represent a material error. Searches directed

at the relevant claim limitations would have surfaced invalidating references like
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Dalal, Heil, and Jun, and consideration of foreign prosecution would have yielded
an additional reference that provides Elements [1b]-[1c].

In rejecting an independent claim identical to claim 1 of the 750 patent, the
EPO cited Custodio (AMD1073) as disclosing Elements [1b]-[1c]. AMD1074, 5—
7. For example, the EPO asserted that Claudio discloses “nodes P1-P4...connected
in a strict pipelined configuration in which nodes P1-P4 are coupled in a chain” and
that Claudio’s FIG. 6 depicts a pipeline that includes multiple parallel first tier
compute nodes that are each connected to one or more additional compute nodes.
1d.; AMDI1073, [0042]-[0052], FIGS. 5-6. As depicted below, Claudio is highly
relevant to Elements [1b]-[1¢]. And the Examiner’s failure to consider Claudio is a
material error because Claudio discloses the purportedly novel limitations of the

’750 patent’s claim 1.

60
HOST
: 2 z ~—602
Multiple parallel first tier PROCESSOR
compute nodes
612 614
FROM HOST 2 ] : T TO HOST 2
616
__________________ )
1
|
P1 P3 . P5
1 1 1 I
Y 650 ¥ 650' Y 650 L]
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AMDI1073, FIG. 6 (annotated).
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AMD’s voluntary search disclosure declaration highlights the deficiencies in
the Examiner’s search. See AMDI1044. The search declaration establishes that
references like Dalal, Ng, Heil, and Jun were located using “multiple,
complementary pathways, including keyword and Boolean text string searching.”
AMDI1044, 95. Multiple GO6F classes were used in AMD’s search, just as patent
examiners use in their searches. AMD1044, 7. The Examiner could have and
should have used these same basic strategies to locate the same invalidating
references that AMD did. But he did not.

None of the search strings used after Fermat’s amendment invoke the key

concepts of “multiple parallel first tier compute nodes” that are “coupled to one or

more additional compute nodes in series” or each first tier compute node being

coupled to “one or more additional compute nodes connected at different successive

tiers,” which ostensibly led to the quick allowance of the *750 patent. AMD1002,
319-328, 357-373. Perhaps most egregiously, the Examiner’s search terms include
only a singular “tier” and only a singular “node,” (e.g., “tier WITH node WITH
memory”) and the examiner never searched for references that include more than

one compute node arranged into different successive tiers. If the Examiner had used

search terms like “processing WITH series,” he would have located references like

Dalal, Heil, and Jun. AMD1002, 319-328, 357-373.
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Dalal expressly discloses a “processing pipeline that can be deepened by a
serial flow through multiple hwa modules” and “processing by hwa modules in
series and/or in parallel.” AMD1004, [0045], [0047]. Heil explains that “a series of
acceleration components are traversed” and describes “connections between nodes”
AMD1010, [0073], [0181]. Jun describes multiple “nodes.” AMDI1011, 5-9.
Simply put, if the Examiner had used relevant keywords to search for these
limitations, the search would have returned pertinent portions of references that
disclose them. Instead, the Examiner’s chosen search strategy yielded numerous
references that refer generally to memory, compute nodes, and routers without
providing targeted results that relate to the key claim features.

Fermat’s decision to withhold prior art from the Office during prosecution
compounded these examination errors. Supra, §II.A.3. Had the Examiner been
privy to the information Fermat withheld, it would have materially influenced his
conclusions and enhanced his ability to competently search the prior art.

C. Referral and Institution Will Conserve Resources and Make This
Proceeding a True Alternative to District Court Litigation

1. The Advanced Timeline of This Proceeding Ensures
Institution Will Conserve Resources and Prevent Needless
Discovery

The Office has declined to exercise discretionary denial when the Final
Written Decision of an early challenge like this one is scheduled to precede a jury

trial. E.g., Google LLC v. Withrow Networks Inc., IPR2025-00775, Paper 10 at 2

10
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(“likely that a final written decision in this proceeding will issue before the district
court trial occurs, reducing the concern of inconsistent outcomes or significant
duplication of efforts”). In this case, the Board’s Final Written Decision will be

issued by November 12, 2027, nearly three months before the scheduled start of jury

selection on February 7, 2028. AMDI1052, 3. And the Board’s Institution Decision

will be issued by November 12, 2026, nearly three months before the District Court’s

Markman hearing on February 1, 2027. AMD1052, 2. Because this proceeding will
outpace the parallel litigation, there is a clear and present opportunity for the Board
to be the true alternative validity forum that Congress intended.

The advanced timeline of this proceeding relative to the District Court’s
schedule also increases the likelihood of a stay upon institution. E.g., Order Staying
Case (Document 41), Resonant Systems, Inc. v. Meta Platforms, Inc., 7-25-cv-00035
(WDTX) (Judge Gilliland granting a joint motion to stay litigation pending Final
Written Decision); Joint Motion to Stay Case (Document 106), Greenthread, LLC
v. Cirrus Logic, Inc., 1-23-cv-00369 (WDTX) (Judge Gilliland granting a joint
motion to stay litigation pending Final Written Decision in a case where the IPR
petitions were filed seven months after the complaint). A stay would provide
significant savings for both parties and the District Court, and it would potentially

relieve a jury from the burden of scrutinizing complex computer technology.

11
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Even without a stay, institution would result in the parties saving great
expense on expert discovery in the District Court. To ensure this efficiency, “AMD
stipulates to not pursue” numerous prior art grounds, including “Grounds 1A-2B”
in the Petition, “[a]ny other ground that could have been reasonably raised” in the
Petition, “[a]ny ground based on a combination of system prior art... and the
references that form the basis of Grounds 1A—2B,” and “[a]ny ground...on the basis
of system art mirroring the references that form the basis of Grounds 1A-2B.”
AMDI1049, 1. Contingent upon institution, none of the grounds foreclosed by
AMD’s stipulation can be asserted or developed, which would narrow the scope of
AMD’s invalidity case considerably.

2. Overlap with the District Court Proceeding Is Minimized

Because AMD’s Stipulation Activates Immediately Upon
Institution

Fermat mischaracterizes AMD’s Sotera+ stipulation as only attaching “if the
IPR reaches ‘an appealable final decision.”” Paper 7 at 7-8. To be clear, AMD
stipulated not to pursue any of the named grounds “[i]f inter partes review is
instituted.” AMDI1049, 1-2. AMD has the right to assert the grounds after
institution only if (1) “institution is later vacated or reversed,” or (2) if the IPR “is
otherwise terminated or de-instituted by the Board or the Director for any reason

other than by an appealable final decision.” AMD1049, 1-2.

12
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In short, AMD’s stipulation is contingent upon institution, immediately

activates at the time of institution, and remains in place as long as this proceeding
remains instituted. AMD1049, 1-2. The Office has referred petitions for
consideration on the merits based on similar stipulations, and AMD respectfully
requests a consistent outcome here. See, e.g., Wybotics, Co. Ltd. v. Zodiac Pool
Systems LLC, IPR2026-00158, -00159, -00160, Paper 12 at 10-11 (referring to the
merits when petitioner reserved the right to pursue the grounds “if the PTAB
declines institution (or if the institution or final written decision resulting from the
proceeding is later vacated, withdrawn, or reversed...)”).

Fermat’s assertion that AMD is “pursuing alternative theories under a ‘wait
and see’ approach...to gain a litigation advantage” is likewise without merit. Paper
7 at 8—11. First, Fermat has not provided any evidence that AMD has pursued any
such “alternative theories” because there are none. Infra, §I1.C.3. Second, AMD’s
stipulation is extremely robust, and institution would prevent a broad range of
invalidity grounds from being raised in District Court, including numerous printed
publication grounds that are not asserted in this proceeding and even certain grounds
employing system art. See AMDI1049, 1-2. Fermat’s complaint that such a broad

stipulation somehow confers a “litigation advantage” on AMD rings hollow.
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3. Baseless Speculation That AMD Might Take Inconsistent
Claim Construction Positions Should Be Rejected

Fermat’s complaint that AMD will “likely” assert inconsistent claim
constructions is entirely unsubstantiated. Paper 7 at 11-12. Fermat has provided no
evidence that AMD has advanced any inconsistent constructions in this proceeding
or in District Court, again, because there are none. If AMD ever asserts conflicting
claim construction positions (which it will not), Fermat will have the opportunity to
petition for Director Review. AMD has not engaged in such gamesmanship, nor
does it have any reason to do so.

D. Institution Protects the Critical United States Semiconductor
Industry from Disruption

Fermat is primarily a foreign-based company located in France and
Switzerland. Paper 7 at 3—6; AMD1053, 10 (identifying “27/29 Rue Raffet, 75016
Paris” as Fermat’s address); AMD1054, 2 (Fermat’s LinkedIn profile identifying
Paris, France and Basel, Switzerland as “Locations”). In Fermat’s online profile, the
United States is barely mentioned at all. /d. Three job openings are advertised on
Fermat’s website, all based in Paris with “[t]Jravel to Fermat’s Basel offices.”
AMDI1058, 2-3; AMD1059, 2-3; AMD1060, 2-3.

As Fermat tells it, the entity named, Fermat International, Inc. (incorporated
in Delaware) became the parent of French company SAS Fermat in 2023 in a

corporate inversion to allegedly “move...manufacturing from Switzerland to the
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U.S.” as part of a broader “shift to the United States.” Paper 7 at 3—6; EX2001, 7.
But this effort failed, as Fermat could not manage to sell its products in the U.S. See
Paper 7 at 3—6 (supporting target customers was “beyond Fermat’s capability™);
EX2001, 7. After failing to gain a foothold in the domestic semiconductor market,
Fermat remains a primarily foreign-based company.

Fermat International, Inc. is incorporated in Delaware and claims a “principal
place of business” at 2625 Middlefield Road #800, Palo Alto, California 94306.
AMDI1062, 92. But this address is nothing more than a UPS Store where Fermat
rents a mailbox. AMD1055, 2. The evidence of record does not reveal any official
U.S. address aside from the UPS mailbox.

It is undisputed that Fermat “did not make, offer for sale, sell, or import into
the United States any products that practice the Patents-in-Suit during the relevant
time period,” and it is unclear whether Fermat ever did. AMD1062, 418. While
Fermat claims that “[tlhe U.S.-based company Micron was Fermat’s largest
customer,” there 1s no evidence on record that Fermat as a whole—much less any
domestic part of Fermat—sold anything to Micron in the United States or ever
delivered any products to Micron. Paper 7 at 5; EX2001, 96. A contemporaneous

email from Mr. Bismuth implies that Fermat was Micron’s customer, not the other

way around. EX2005, 1 (“we currently use Micron parts everywhere”). Mr.

Bismuth told Xilinx that “we...started down the road of a partnership with Micron”
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but did not claim that a partnership existed at that time. I/d. What’s more, Fermat
concedes that it “liquidated SAS Fermat in 2024” after facing extreme difficulty in
selling its products. Paper 7 at 3—6; EX2001, 9[7.

In contrast, AMD is a U.S.-based semiconductor and technology company
that employs thousands of people domestically. AMDI1063, 15; AMD1064, 1. AMD
manufactures the Instinct™ MI200 Series Accelerator, which is one of the accused
products in Fermat’s complaint. AMD1062, 4931-33. The AMD Instinct™ is a
Graphics Processing Unit (GPU) that delivers “exceptional performance for the data
center, at any scale—from single-server solutions up to the world’s largest,
Exascale-class supercomputers.” AMDI1065, 2. The Instinct™ is used in the
Frontier supercomputer, developed in collaboration with the U.S. Department of
Energy and Hewlett Packard Enterprises (HPE). AMDI1066, 2 (“AMD, in
collaboration with the U.S. Department of Energy, Oak Ridge National Laboratory,
and HPE, designed the Frontier supercomputer...[pJowered by...AMD Instinct
MI250X accelerators™); AMD1067, 3 (“[t]he system is based on...AMD Instinct
250X accelerators”).

The Instinct™ is a leading product in the hardware accelerator and Al data
center market. AMDI1071, 5 (“the MI455X offers peak performance” that makes
“AMD...more competitive in the Al data center capacity race than ever before™).

The strategic importance of this technology to the United States cannot be
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overstated. Indeed, the Instinct™ is so mission-critical that it is subject to U.S.
Government export control restrictions. AMD1069, 51 (“These controls prevent us
from shipping our AMD Instinct™ MI250, MI300X, MI300A, MI388X integrated
circuits and our Versal™ VC2802, VE2802 FPGAs to China, or to customers
outside of the United States whose ultimate parent is headquartered in a DS country
(including China), without a license.”). AMD’s Instinct™ is unquestionably key to
the United States’ efforts to remain a force in artificial intelligence and
supercomputing. Instituting this IPR therefore directly serves the national interest
by ensuring that a foreign entity cannot use an invalid patent to disrupt the
production of critical American infrastructure.

Unlike AMD, Fermat could not sell products in the United States. Having
failed, Fermat now seeks to enjoin AMD from contributing to the United States’
leading efforts in artificial intelligence and other major industries. AMD1062, §70.
The Office should not reward Fermat’s efforts by granting discretionary denial of
this timely IPR that presents strong grounds of invalidity against the *750 patent.

E. The Petition’s Grounds 1A-2B Present a Strong Challenge That
Fermat Fails to Meaningfully Rebut

The Director should reject Fermat’s misrepresentations of AMD’s Petition.
Grounds 1A-2B are exceptionally strong and demonstrate the obviousness of each

challenged claim.
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Regarding Ground 1A, Fermat commits the fatal legal error of dissecting the
Dalal-Ng Combination and attacking the references individually. See Paper 7 at 17
(separately arguing “For Dalal...” and “For Ng...”). Worse, when addressing each
individual reference, Fermat falsely asserts that the Petition maps the same prior art
teaching to both the “plurality of communications channels” and the “storage
interface component.” Paper 7 at 17-18. In fact, the Petition separates them. It
explains that paths within a data transfer fabric of Dalal’s hardware accelerators
provide the claimed “plurality of communications channels.” Paper 2 at 43—45. And
it separately identifies Ng’s memory interfaces as a distinct “storage interface
component.” Paper 2 at 45-46. The Petition demonstrates this clear-cut mapping

using the following annotated drawing, which Fermat tellingly disregards:
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AMDI1004, FIG. 7 (modified).
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Paper 2 at 46. Fermat’s remaining complaints are baseless for similar reasons. The

Petition clearly “show][s] that the alleged storage interface utilizes the alleged

channels.” Paper 7 at 17. It explains that the Dalal-Ng storage interface uses the
communications channels to transfer data via intra-node reading and writing
operations. Paper 2 at 45-46 (citing AMD1003, 9102 (“In the combination, the
storage interface component utilizes at least one communication channel for reading,
and at least one communications channel for reading and writing.”)). Far from
leveraging “a POSITA to provide limitations missing from the prior art,” (Paper 7 at
18), the Petition accurately portrays how the POSITA would have understood the art
in view of the claimed limitations.

Fermat’s arguments on Ground 2A are conclusory and lack merit. There is
no dispute that Heil’s head component (“router module”) includes a transport
component with an interface for establishing connections between nodes (“node
interface”). Paper 2 at 76-77. It is likewise undisputed that each of Heil’s server
unit components (“compute nodes”) includes its own transport component that forms
a “communications link” with other connected members of the execution pipeline.
Paper 2 at 81-83. The Petition fully explains how the respective transport
components satisfy the “router-side node-interface role” and “communications-link

role.” Paper 7 at 18—19. Fermat’s refusal to engage with the Petition’s substance is
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telling. A bare denial, devoid of evidence or technical reasoning, only underscores

the strength of AMD’s Petition.

III. CONCLUSION

For all these reasons, AMD respectfully asks the Director to refer this case for

merits consideration.

Dated: August 19. 2026

Respectfully submitted,

/Kenneth Wayne Darby Jr./

Kenneth W. Darby Jr., Reg. No. 65,068
David M. Hoffman, Reg. No. 54,174
Usman A. Khan, Reg. No. 70,439
Cameron A. Ubel, Reg. No. 77,081
Joseph W. Bauer, Reg. No. 81,218
Fish & Richardson P.C.

60 South Sixth Street, Suite 3200
Minneapolis, MN 55402

T: 202-783-5070

F: 877-769-7945

Counsel for Petitioner

20



Proceeding No. IPR2026-00358; Attorney Docket No. 54788-00241P1

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Pursuant to 37 CFR §42.6(¢e)(4), the undersigned certifies that on August 19,
2026, a complete and entire copy of this Petitioner’s Opposition and its supporting
exhibits were provided via email, to the Patent Owner by serving the email

correspondence addresses of record as follows:

Stephen McBride
Jason S. Charkow
DAIGNAULT IYER LLP
8229 Boone Boulevard, Suite 450
Vienna, VA 22182
Tel: 703-372-9186
smcbride@daignaultiyer.com
jcharkow(@daignaultiyer.com
fermat(@daignaultiyer.com

/Anastasia Renard/

Anastasia Renard

Fish & Richardson P.C.

60 South Sixth Street, Suite 3200
Minneapolis, MN 55402
renard@fr.com




