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Therabody, Inc.
v.

Hyperice IP Subco, LLC

Petitioner’s Presentation For PGR2024-00053 and PGR2025-00013
U.S. Patent Nos. 11,857,482 and 11,938,082

February 4, 2026

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0001
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Overview
’482 and ’082 Patents

Overview of the prior art

Claim Construction

Percussive Massager Limitations (Mabuchi Grounds 482 and 082)

Quick Release Connector Limitations (Mabuchi and Pivaroff Grounds)

Motor Housing Limitations (Pivaroff)

Motivations 

Written Description

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0002
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Overview
’482 and ’082 Patents

Overview of the prior art

Claim Construction

Percussive Massager Limitations (Mabuchi Grounds 482 and 082)

Quick Release Connector Limitations (Mabuchi and Pivaroff Grounds)

Motor Housing Limitations (Pivaroff)

Motivations

Written Description 

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0003
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’482 and ’082 Patents:
“Massage Device Having Variable Stroke Length”

’482 Patent at Cover; ’082 Patent at Cover
Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0004
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’482 and ’082 Patents Are in the Same Family
and Share a Common Specification

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

’482 Patent

US Application 
No. 17/681,367

’082 Patent

CON CON

’482 Patent at Cover; ’082 Patent at Cover

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0005
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Challenged Patents Focus on the Elements of a Massager

E.g., ’482 Patent at Fig. 1; 3:34-41
Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0006
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Challenged Patent Claims Directed to a “quick-connect system”

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence
E.g., ’482 Patent at 6:47-56, 7:4-9; Figs. 6, 6A, 6B,

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0007
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Challenged Independent Claims

’482 Patent Claim 34

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

’082 Patent Claims 1 and 18

’482 Patent at Claim 34; ’082 Patent at Claims 1, 18

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0008
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Substantial overlap of issues between challenged patents

Claimed Features 482 Patent 082 Patent

Housing  

Piston  

Motor  

Drive Mechanism  

Quick-release connector/quick-connect system  

Massaging Head  

Massaging head with pocket to receive the quick release connector 

Piston with hollow bore to receive massaging head 

Substantially cylindrical pocket/bore  

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence
’482 Patent at Claim 34; ’082 Patent at Claims 1, 18

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0009
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Disputed Limitations in the Challenged Independent Claims

’482 Patent Claim 34 ’082 Patent Claim 1

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence
’482 Patent at Claim 34; ’082 Patent at Claim 1

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0010
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Overview
’482 and ’082 Patents

Overview of the prior art

Claim Construction

Percussive Massager Limitations (Mabuchi Grounds 482 and 082)

Quick Release Connector Limitations (Mabuchi and Pivaroff Grounds)

Motor Housing Limitations (Pivaroff)

Motivations 

Written Description

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0011
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Pivaroff

Deep Muscle Stimulator 
Device

’482 Patent Prior Art References

Harris

Hand Held Percussive 
Massager With Adjustable 

Nodes

Mabuchi

Beauty Treatment Device

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence
Ex-1005, Ex-1006, Ex-1007

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0012
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Colloca

Electromechanical Adjusting 
Instrument

’082 Patent Additional Prior Art References

Clark

Magnetic Tool Holder

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence
Ex-1009, Ex-1014

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0013
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Mabuchi 

Ex-1005 at Cover, Figs. 18-19; ’482 Petition (Paper 2) at 27-30 
Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0014
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Pivaroff

Ex-1007 at Cover, Fig. 1; ’482 Petition (Paper 2) at 31-33
Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0015
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Harris

Ex-1006 at Cover, Fig. 1; ’482 Petition (Paper 2) at 30-31
Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0016
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Colloca

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence
Ex-1009 at Cover, Fig. 2; ’082 Petition (Paper 2) at 31-33

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0017
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Clark

Ex-1014 at Cover, 1:8-10, 3:45-48; 4:1-3; ’082 Petition (Paper 2) at 33-34
Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0018
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Asserted Grounds

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

’082 PGR Grounds’482 PGR Grounds

’482 Petition (Paper 2) at 4-5; ’082 Petition (Paper 2) at 4

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0019
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Prior Art and Grounds High-Level Summary

Mabuchi
Massager with an actuator repeatedly reciprocating at a given rate and a magnet-based 
connection mechanism

Pivaroff
Massager with an actuator repeatedly reciprocating at a given rate and a motor operating at 
particular speeds

Harris
Hand-held massager with a control panel to select multiple speeds

Colloca
Device with a bore at the distal end to fit an interchangeable head 

Clark
Device with interchangeable magnetic heads

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence
’482 Petition (Paper 2) at 27-33; ’082 Petition (Paper 2) at 25-34

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0020



21

Overview
’482 and ’082 Patents

Overview of the prior art

Claim Construction

Percussive Massager Limitations (Mabuchi Grounds 482 and 082)

Quick Release Connector Limitations (Mabuchi and Pivaroff Grounds)

Motor Housing Limitations (Pivaroff)

Motivations 

Written Description

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0021
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The Preamble Is Not Limiting

’482 Patent Claim 34 ’082 Patent Claim 1

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence
’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 2-4; ’482 POR (Paper 27) at 18-21; ’082 Reply (Paper 24) at  2-4; ’082 

POR (Paper 22) at 21-25 

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0022
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The Preamble Is Not Limiting

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence
Catalina Marketing International, Inc. v. Coolsavings.com, Inc., 289 F. 3d, 801, 808; ’482 Reply 

(Paper 29) at 2-3; see also ’082 Reply (Paper 24) at 2-3

Federal Circuit
“In general, a preamble limits the invention if it recites essential 
structure or steps, or if it is “necessary to give life, meaning, and 
vitality” to the claim. Conversely, a preamble is not limiting where a 
patentee defines a structurally complete invention in the claim body 
and uses the preamble only to state a purpose or intended use for the 
invention.”

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0023
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“percussive massager” Refers to an Intended Use

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence
’482 Patent at 1:22-30; ’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 3, 6; see also ’082 Patent at 1:25-33; ’082 Reply 

(Paper 24) at 3, 6

’482 Patent Specification’482 Patent Claim 34

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0024
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The Claim Body Defines a Structurally Complete Invention

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

’482 Patent Specification’482 Patent Claim 34

’482 Patent at 2:4-9; ’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 3; see also ’082 Patent at  2:7-12; ’082 Reply 
(Paper 24) at 3

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0025
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“percussive massager” Is Not in the Written Description

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence ’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 4; see also ’082 Reply (Paper 24) at 4 

’482 Patent Specification’482 Patent Claim 34

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0026
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PO Relies on Applicant’s Amendment Adding “percussive massager” in the 
Body of a Separate Claim

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence ’482 POR (Paper 27) at 19; Ex-1004 at 2524, 2528; ’082 POR (Paper 22) at 22-24 

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0027
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PO Relies on Applicant’s Amendment Adding “percussive massager” in the 
Body of a Separate Claim

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence ’482 POR (Paper 27) at 19; Ex-1004 at 2524, 2528; ’082 POR (Paper 22) at 22-24 

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0028
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PO’s “Clear and Express Reliance” Comes Exclusively from Arguments 
Related to the Body of Unchallenged Claim 1

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence ’482 Sur-reply (Paper 39) at 11; Ex-1004 at 2534, 2536; ’082 Sur-reply (Paper 34) at 9 

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0029
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PO’s “Clear and Express Reliance” Comes Exclusively from Arguments 
Related to the Body of Unchallenged Claim 1

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence
’482 POR (Paper 27) at 19-20; ’482 Sur-reply (Paper 39) at 11; Ex-1004 at 

2534, 2536; ’082 POR (Paper 22) at 22-24; ’082  Sur-reply at 9

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0030
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The Applicant Never Made a Distinction Related to “percussive massager” 
in the Context of Claim 38 (Issued Claim 34)

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence ’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 3; Ex-1004 at 2537-38; ’082 Reply (Paper 24) at 3

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0031
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If “percussive massager” Is Construed, Therabody’s Proposed Claim Construction Is 
Correct

Consistent with the device described in the patent 
specification.

Patent Owner’s construction improperly adds 
limitations found nowhere in the specification and 
relies exclusively on extrinsic evidence from years 

after the priority date

Patent Owner’s Construction

“a device that provides a high-speed, long 
stroke action to massage deep muscle tissue”

Therabody’s Construction

No construction necessary.  If construed: “a 
massage device whose piston and head 
reciprocate back and forth”

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence
’482 POR (Paper 27) at 22; ’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 8-9; see also ’082 POR (Paper 22) at 26; 

’082 Reply (Paper 24) at 8-9

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0032
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The Massager Described in the Specification Simply has a Piston and 
Massage Head that Reciprocate Back and Forth

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence ’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 8-9; ’482 Patent at 1:34-45; ’082 Reply (Paper 24) at 8-9

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0033
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PO’s Few Citations to the Specification Do Not Support the “long stroke,” 
“high speed,” or “deep muscle” Limitations in its Construction 

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence ’482 POR (Paper 27) at 22; ’482 Patent at 1:22-25, 7:20-23; ’082 POR (Paper 22) at 25 

Patent Owner’s Construction

“a device that provides a high-speed, long 
stroke action to massage deep muscle tissue”

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0034
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PO’s Support for its Construction Comes Entirely from Later Extrinsic 
Evidence

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Patent Owner’s Position

’482 POR (Paper 27) at 22; Ex-2020; ’082 POR (Paper 22) at 25 

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0035
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PO’s Support for its Construction Comes Entirely from Later Extrinsic 
Evidence

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence ’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 2-3, 22,’082 POR (Paper 22) at 26, ’482 Patent at Cover, Exs. 2018-2021, 2028 

Ex. 2018 Ex. 2019 Ex. 2020

Ex. 2021 Ex. 2028Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0036
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PO’s Expert Undermines “deep muscle” Limitation in its Construction 

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence ’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 6; Ex-1024 at 75:9-21; ’082 Reply (Paper 24) at 6

Patent Owner’s Construction

“a device that provides a high-speed, long 
stroke action to massage deep muscle tissue”

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0037
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PO’s Expert Undermines the “high speed” Limitation in its Construction 

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence ’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 6; Ex-1024 at 51:11-15, 54:4-19; ’082 Reply (Paper 24) at 6

Patent Owner’s Construction

“a device that provides a high-speed, long stroke action to massage deep muscle tissue”

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0038
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PO’s Expert Undermines the “long stroke” Limitation in its Construction 

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence ’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 7; Ex-1024 at 62:23-63:5, 64:5-21; ’082 Reply (Paper 24) at 7

Patent Owner’s Construction

“a device that provides a high-speed, long stroke action to massage deep muscle tissue”

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0039
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PO’s Attempt to Backfill Its Construction in Its Sur-Reply Using the Prior Art 
Fails

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence ’482 Sur-reply (Paper 39) at 12-14; ; ’082 Sur-reply (Paper 34) at 12-14 

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0040
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Harris Does Not Support PO’s Construction

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence Ex-1006, 3:29-41

Patent Owner’s Construction

“a device that provides a high-speed, long stroke action to massage deep muscle tissue”

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0041
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Pivaroff Does Not Support PO’s Construction

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence Ex-1007 at 1:12-27, 3:47-64

Patent Owner’s Construction

“a device that provides a high-speed, long stroke action to massage deep muscle tissue”

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0042
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“massaging head” Requires No Construction

’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 9; ’482 POR (Paper 27) at 23-24; ’082 Reply (Paper 24) at 9; ’082 POR (Paper 22) at 27-28

’482 Patent Claim 34 ’082 Patent Claim 1

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0043
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“massaging head” Requires No Construction

Patent Owner’s proposed construction 
is a transparent attempt to incorporate “percussive 

massager” into the body of the claim

Patent Owner’s Construction

“the end piece of the percussive massager that 
contacts the user’s body to provide percussive 
massage”

Therabody’s Construction

N/A

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence
’482 POR (Paper 27) at 22; ’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 9; see also ’082 POR (Paper 22) at 27-28; 

’082 Reply (Paper 24) at 9

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0044
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PO’s Expert Admits That “massaging head” Has a Broader Meaning

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence ’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 7; Ex-1024 at 62:23-63:5, 64:5-21; ’082 Reply (Paper 24) at 7

Patent Owner’s Construction

“the end piece of the percussive massager that contacts the user’s body to provide percussive 
massage”

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0045
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Overview
’482 and ’082 Patents

Overview of the prior art

Claim Construction

Percussive Massager Limitations (Mabuchi Grounds 482 and 082)

Quick Release Connector Limitations (Mabuchi and Pivaroff Grounds)

Motor Housing Limitations (Pivaroff)

Motivations 

Written Description

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0046
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Mabuchi Is a “percussive massager” under Either Construction

’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 2-4; ’482 POR (Paper 27) at 42-52; ’482 Sur-reply (Paper 39) at 18-20; ’082 
POR (Paper 22) at 50-59, ’082 Reply (Paper 24) at 15-19, and ’082 Sur-reply (Paper 34) at 16-18

’482 Patent Claim 34 ’082 Patent Claim 1

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0047
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Mabuchi Include All of the Elements of a “percussive massager”

’482 Patent Claim 34

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence
Mabuchi at Fig. 1 (annotated)

Mabuchi Figure 1

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0048
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Mabuchi Includes the Same “percussive massager” Elements As the 
’482 and ’082 Patents in a Similar Arrangement

Mabuchi at Fig. 1 (annotated)
Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

’482 Patent Figures 1 and 6 Mabuchi Figure 1

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0049
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Mabuchi  Teaches a Device That Repeatedly Impacts the Skin at a Given 
Speed, Stimulating the Muscular Tissues

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence Ex-1005, 1:6-12, 8:33-39, 9:14-24 Fig. 4; e.g., ’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 14-16; ’082 Reply (Paper 24)  at 12-14

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0050
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Mabuchi Teaches a Percussive Massager that Incorporates Additional 
Beauty-Related Features

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence Ex-1005, 1:13-42,; e.g., ’482 Reply (Paper 27) at 14-16; ’082 Reply (Paper 24) at 15-17

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0051
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PO Claims That Mabuchi’s Space Guide and Patter Assembly Prevent it From 
Operating as a Percussive Massager

PO’s Response

’482 POR (Paper 27) at 45-47; ’082 POR (Paper 22) at 54-56Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0052
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But PO Admits That Without These Features Mabuchi Would Operate As a 
Percussive Massager

’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 45-50; see also ’082 Reply (Paper 24) at 54-59Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

PO’s Response (Space Guide): PO’s Response (Patter Assembly):

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0053
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Patent Owner’s Distinction of Rhodes Is Not Applicable to Mabuchi

’482 Sur-reply (Paper 39) at 8-10; ’082 Sur-reply (Paper 34) at 10-12
 Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Patent Owner’s Position
“During prosecution, Applicant distinguished Rhoades from the claimed percussive massager on this same basis, arguing that 
‘Rhoades is directed to a cosmetic instrument … that is not a percussive massager’ because it “perform[s] [treatments] on 
the surface of the skin, rather than massage treatments.” Ex. 1004, p.2534.’”

Rhoades Mabuchi

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0054
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Patent Owner’s Has Accused Therabody’s Theraface Pro—A Beauty 
Product—of Being a “percussive massager”

’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 15; Ex-1029 at 89-90; Ex-1032 at 0002; ’029 Reply (Paper 24) at 15
 Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0055
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Overview
’482 and ’082 Patents

Overview of the prior art

Claim Construction

Percussive Massager Limitations (Mabuchi Grounds 482 and 082)

Quick Release Connector Limitations (Mabuchi and Pivaroff Grounds)

Motor Housing Limitations (Pivaroff)

Motivations 

Written Description

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0056
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Mabuchi Teaches the “quick release connector” and “quick-connect 
system” Limitations

’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 17-21; ’482 POR (Paper 27) at 53-63; ’482 Sur-reply (Paper 39) at 20-26; ’082 
POR (Paper 22) at 53-63, ’082 Reply (Paper 24) at 17-21; and ’082 Sur-Reply (Paper 34) at 20-26

’482 Patent Claim 34 ’082 Patent Claim 1

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0057
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Mabuchi Discloses Easy Attachment and Removal of the Patter Assembly

Ex-1005, Fig. 19 (annotated),  8:26-43; ’482 Petition (paper 2) at 37-42; ’082 Petition (Paper 2) at 40-44 
 Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0058
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Mabuchi Discloses Easy Attachment and Removal of the Patter Assembly

Ex-1005, Fig. 19 (annotated), 8:26-43; ’482 Petition (paper 2) at 37-42; ’082 Petition (Paper 2) at 40-44 
 Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

34. A percussive massager comprising:
a housing;
a piston in the housing having a proximal end and a distal 

end;
a motor at least partially within the housing and 

operatively connected to the proximal end of the piston, 
wherein the motor is configured to cause the piston to 
reciprocate at a first speed

a drive mechanism between the motor and the piston 
that controls a predetermined stroke length of the 
piston; and

a quick release connector at the distal end of the piston, 
wherein the quick release connector is configured to 
secure a first massaging head while the piston 
reciprocates a predetermined stroke length at the first 
speed, wherein the first massaging head has a 
substantially cylindrical pocket to receive the quick 
release connector.

’482 Patent Claim 34

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0059
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Mabuchi Discloses A Nearly Identical Connection Mechanism As The ’482 
and ’082 Patents

Ex-1005, Fig. 18 (annotated),  ’482, Fig. 6 (annotated) ’482 Petition (Paper 2) at 37-42; see also ’082, Fig. 6; ’082 Petition (Paper 2) at 
40-44 

 Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

’482 Patent Figure 6 Mabuchi Figure 18

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0060



61

Mabuchi’s Patter Assembly Can Be Secured While It Reciprocates, 
Regardless of the Space Guide

Petitioner fails to consider that replacing the patter assembly 6 would require removing the space guide 5 so 
that the patter assembly 6 could be inserted into or removed from the actuator 4 while it reciprocates. Indeed,
attempting to insert or remove the patter assembly 6 without removing the space guide 5 while the actuator 4
reciprocates would cause the user’s finger(s) to be pinched between the plate member 7 of the patter 
assembly 6 and the end of the space guide 5, preventing the patter assembly 6 from being secured to or 
removed from the piston 4.

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

When connecting the patter assembly 6 to the actuator 4, the 
end face of the actuator is brought in close contact with the end 
face of the flange 15. This causes the magnet 43 implanted in 
the coupling 14 and the magnet 44 implanted in the flange 15 to 
attract with each other, bringing the actuator 4 and the patter 
assembly 6 in position.

This connecting mechanism 12 utilizing the different [polarities]
of the magnets 43 and 44 ensures positive connection of
the actuator 4 and the patter assembly 6, both of which are 
subjected to vibrations caused by high-speed reciprocating 
motion. 

Mabuchi

PO Response

Mabuchi

’482 POR (Paper 27) at 54; Ex-1005, Fig. 4(annotated), 8:26-43

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0061
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The Petition Demonstrates How Mabuchi Satisfies Therabody’s District 
Court Claim Construction Proposal

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petition

’482 PO Sur-reply (Paper 39) at 20-23; Ex-2013 at 10; ’482 Petition (Paper 2) at 37; ’082 PO Sur-reply (Paper 34) at 23-26; ’082 
Petition (Paper 2) at 40-43

 

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0062
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The Petition Demonstrates How Mabuchi Satisfies Therabody’s District 
Court Claim Construction Proposal

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petition

’482 PO Sur-reply (Paper 39) at 20-23; Ex-2013 at 10; ’482 Petition (Paper 2) at 38
 

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0063
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The Petition Demonstrates How Mabuchi Satisfies Therabody’s District 
Court Claim Construction Proposal

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petition

’482 PO Sur-reply (Paper 29) at 20-23; Ex-2013 at 10; ’482 Petition (Paper 2) at 39
 

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0064



65

The Petition Demonstrates How Mabuchi Satisfies Therabody’s District 
Court Claim Construction Proposal

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petition

’482 PO Sur-reply (Paper 29) at 20-23; Ex-2013 at 10; ’482 Petition (Paper 2) at 39-40
 

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0065
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Mabuchi’s Patter Assembly Does Not Require Alignment of Magnetic 
Connector

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Mabuchi

PO sur-reply

Mabuchi

’482 Petition (Paper 2) at 39-42’482 PO Sur-reply (Paper 29) at 24; ’482 Reply (Paper 27) at 19-20;  
Ex-1005 at 8:26-39, Fig. 19 (annotated)

 

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0066
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Overview
’482 and ’082 Patents

Overview of the prior art

Claim Construction

Percussive Massager Limitations (Mabuchi Grounds 482 and 082)

Quick Release Connector Limitations (Mabuchi and Pivaroff Grounds)

Motor Housing Limitations (Pivaroff)

Motivations 

Written Description

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0067
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Pivaroff’s Motor Is “ at least partially within the housing”

’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 26-27; ’482 Sur-reply (Paper 39) at 29-30 

’482 Patent Claim 34

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0068



69

Pivaroff Discloses That Its Hollow Handle Contains the Motor, Thereby 
Acting as a Housing for the Motor

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence
Ex-1007, 2:30-40; Fig. 6 (annotated)

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0069
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PO Rejects its Own Expert’s View and Assumes “housing” in Pivaroff Is 
Coextensive with the Claimed “housing” in the ’482 Patent

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

PO’s Expert

PO sur-reply

482 Patent

’482 Patent at 6:10-18; ’482 PO Sur-reply (Paper 39) at 29-30; Ex-1024 at 115:20-116:2
 

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0070
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Overview
’482 and ’082 Patents

Overview of the prior art

Claim Construction

Percussive Massager Limitations (Mabuchi Grounds 482 and 082)

Quick Release Connector Limitations (Mabuchi and Pivaroff Grounds)

Motor Housing Limitations (Pivaroff)

Motivations

Written Description 

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0071
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Combinations

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Mabuchi-Harris (’482 Ground 4)

Mabuchi-Harris-Pivaroff (’482 Ground 5)

Pivaroff-Mabuchi (’482 Ground 6)

Pivaroff-Mabuchi-Harris (’482 Ground 7)

Mabuchi-Colloca (’082 Ground 3)

Mabuchi-Colloca-Harris (’082 Ground 4)

Pivaroff-Clark (’082 Ground 5)

Pivaroff-Clark-Harris (’082 Ground 6)

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0072
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A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated To Combine Mabuchi and Harris 
(Ground 4, ’482 Patent)

HarrisMabuchi

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence Ex-1005 at Figure 1; Ex-1006 at Figure 2
 

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0073



74

A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Combine Mabuchi and Harris

’482 Petition (Paper 2) at 46-48; 1006 at 2:49-57 
Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Harris discloses a control panel that allows the 
motor to be driven at multiple speeds.

Harris’s benefits

Both relate to massage devices and address similar 
technical problems (i.e., providing treatment that can 
vary depending on the user and targeted use).

Mabuchi and Harris are analogous art

Both teach compatible systems – including similar 
motor and drive systems that power massagers for 
similar purposes.

A POSITA would have had a reasonable expectation 
of success in combining Mabuchi and Harris

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0074
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A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated To Combine Mabuchi-Harris with 
Pivaroff (Ground 5, ’482 Patent)

PivaroffMabuchi

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence Ex-1005 at Figure 1; Ex-1007 at Figure 6
 

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0075
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A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Combine Mabuchi-Harris with 
Pivaroff

’482 Petition (Paper 2) at 53-56; Ex-1006 at 3:44-54
Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Pivaroff discloses preferred ranges 
of speed for the reciprocating 

motion.

Pivaroff’s benefitsBoth relate to massage devices and address similar 
technical problems (i.e., providing treatment that can 
vary depending on the user and targeted use). Both 
also teach removable massaging heads to provide 
massage.

Mabuchi and Pivaroff are analogous art

Both teach compatible systems – including similar 
motor and drive systems that power massagers for 
similar purposes.  

A POSITA would have had a reasonable expectation 
of success in combining Mabuchi and Pivaroff

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0076
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A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated To Combine Pivaroff and Mabuchi 
(Ground 6, ’482 Patent)

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

MabuchiPivaroff

Ex-1005 at Figure 1; Ex-1007 at Figure 6
 

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0077
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A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Combine Pivaroff and Mabuchi

’482 Petition (Paper 2) at 56-58; Ex-1005 at 8:33-43
Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Mabuchi discloses a magnetic 
connection mechanism.

Mabuchi’s benefitsBoth relate to massage devices and address similar 
technical problems (i.e., providing treatment that can 
vary depending on the user and targeted use). Both 
also teach removable massaging heads to provide 
massage.

Pivaroff and Mabuchi are analogous art

Both teach compatible systems – including similar 
motor and drive systems that power massagers for 
similar purposes.  

A POSITA would have had a reasonable expectation 
of success in combining Pivaroff and Mabuchi

This connecting mechanism 12 utilizing the different [polarities]
of the magnets 43 and 44 ensures positive connection of
the actuator 4 and the patter assembly 6, both of which are 
subjected to vibrations caused by high-speed reciprocating 
motion. 

The changing of the patter assembly 6 can be easily
accomplished since the actuator 4 and the patter assembly 6 
are automatically disconnected merely by turning each other.

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0078
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PO Argues No Motivation to Combine Because Pivaroff Does Not Suggest 
Replacing Attachment Heads 

’482 PO Sur-Reply (Paper 39) at 31; ’082 PO Sur-reply (Paper 34) at 32
 Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

PO’s Sur-Reply (Pivaroff)

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0079
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A POSITA Would Have Understood Pivaroff to Teach or Suggest 
Interchangeable Heads

Ex-1007 at 2:55-3:20Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0080
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PO’s Expert Acknowledged That Pivaroff Is Not Limited to a Threaded 
Connection

Ex-1024, 175:14-177:23 Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0081
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A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated To Combine Pivaroff-Mabuchi with 
Harris (Ground 7, ’482 Patent)

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

HarrisPivaroff

Ex-1007 at Figure 6; Ex-1006 at Figure 2
 

Not Challenged

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0082
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A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated To Combine Mabuchi and Colloca 
(Ground 3, ’082 Patent)

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

CollocaMabuchi

Ex-1005 at Figure 1; Ex-1009 at Figure 7
 

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0083
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A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Combine Mabuchi and Colloca

’082 Petition (Paper 2) at 34-36; ’082 Reply (Paper 24) at 12-13; Ex-1009, ¶64 
Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Colloca discloses a bore to accept an 
interchangeable head.

Colloca’s benefits
Mabuchi and Colloca are analogous art

Both teach compatible systems – that include 
interchangeable heads that can easily be inserted or 
removed.

Both relate to massage devices and address similar 
technical problems (i.e., providing treatment that can 
vary depending on the user and targeted use). Both 
also teach removable massaging heads to provide 
massage.

A POSITA would have had a reasonable expectation 
of success in combining Mabuchi and Colloca

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0084
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A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Combine Mabuchi and Colloca

’082 Petition (Paper 2) at 37-39; Ex-1002, ¶¶120-124; Ex-1005, Fig. 18 
Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0085
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A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated To Combine Mabuchi-Colloca with 
Harris (Ground 4, ’082 Patent)

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

HarrisMabuchi

Ex-1005 at Figure 1; Ex-1006 at Figure 2
 

Not Challenged

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0086
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A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated To Combine Pivaroff and Clark 
(Ground 5, ’082 Patent)

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

ClarkPivaroff

Ex-1007 at Figure 6; Ex-1014 at Figure 3
 

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0087
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A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Combine Pivaroff and Clark

’082 Petition (Paper 2) at 55-58; ’082 Reply (Paper 24) at 25-27; Ex-1014, 1:65-70
Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Clark discloses a magnetic 
connection to facilitate interchange 

of tool endings.

Clark’s benefits
Clark is reasonably pertinent to the ’082 Patent

Both teach compatible systems – that include 
interchangeable heads that can easily be inserted or 
removed.

Clark addresses the problems of (i) secure retention 
under dynamic loading, (ii) alignment and guidance 
into a receiver, and (iii) fast, tool-free interchange. 

A POSITA would have had a reasonable expectation 
of success in combining Pivaroff and Clark 

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0088
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A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Combine Pivaroff and Clark

’082 Petition (Paper 2) at 62-64; Ex-1002 at ¶¶181-185; Ex-1007 at Fig. 1 
Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0089
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PO Argues No Motivation to Combine Because Clark Is Non-Analogous Art

’082 PO Sur-Reply (Paper 34) at 32-33
 Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

PO’s Sur-Reply (Clark)

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0090
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PO’s Reciprocation/Rotational Distinction Is Irrelevant 

Ex-1033 (Pratt Declaration), ¶¶ 74-75Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

As Dr. Pratt opined, Clark’s teachings of magnet placement, female-receiver geometry, 
and removable workpieces holders are pertinent to the problems of the ’082 Patent.

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0091
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A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated To Combine Pivaroff-Clark with Harris 
(Ground 6, ’082 Patent)

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

HarrisPivaroff

Ex-1007 at Figure 6; Ex-1006 at Figure 2
 

Not Challenged

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0092
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Similar Subject Matter (Massagers and/or Interchangeable Heads) in All 
References

Mabuchi
“repeatedly pats the skin by causing a patter or patter assembly to hit the skin at a given rate to impact the skin surface”
“the patter assembly 6 requires to be interchangeable”

Pivaroff
“deep muscle stimulation device” 
“connection means” such as screw threads

Harris
“hand-held massager having both vibratory and percussive massage capabilities”

Colloca 
thrust nose piece 130 with a bore “adapted to the at least one impact head 70”

Clark 
“workpiece holder 21 may be easily removed from its assembled position and a workpiece holder having a different size or shape 
chamber 23 substituted therefor”

Ex-1005 at 1:31-34, 5:60-64; Ex-1006 at 1:33-35; Ex-1007 at 1:31-33, Fig. 1; Ex-1009 at ¶ 34, Fig. 2; Ex-1014 at 4:1-3Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0093
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Overview
’482 and ’082 Patents

Overview of the prior art

Claim Construction

Percussive Massager Limitations (Mabuchi Grounds 482 and 082)

Quick Release Connector Limitations (Mabuchi and Pivaroff Grounds)

Motor Housing Limitations (Pivaroff)

Motivations 

Written Description

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0094
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Ground 1A: “First Massaging Head” Having a “Pocket to Receive the Quick 
Release Connector”

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

34. A percussive massager comprising: 
a housing; 
a piston in the housing having a proximal end and a distal end; 
a motor at least partially within the housing and operatively connected to the proximal end of the piston, 
wherein the motor is configured to cause the piston to reciprocate at a first speed; 
a drive mechanism between the motor and the piston that controls a predetermined stroke length of the 
piston; and 
a quick release connector at the distal end of the piston, wherein the quick release connector is configured to 
secure a first massaging head while the piston reciprocates a predetermined stroke length at the first speed, 
wherein the first massaging head has a substantially cylindrical pocket to receive the quick release 
connector.

’482 Patent Claim 34

’482 Patent at Claim 34

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0095
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Antecedent Basis for “Quick Release Connector”

Claim 34 recites “the first massaging head has a substantially cylindrical pocket to receive 
the quick release connector.”
Antecedent basis for “the quick release connector” is “a quick release connector at the 
distal end of the piston.”
The “pocket” in the massaging head does not “receive the quick release connector” at 
the distal end of the piston. 

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence ’482 Petition (Paper 2) at 18-20; ’082 Petition (Paper 2) at 21-23; Ex-1001 at 6:67-7:3, Figs. 6, 6A, 6B (annotated) 

Accordingly, when the shaft 621 of massaging 
head 620 is slide into opening in bore 608, the 
magnets 606 and 624 are attracted to one another 
and magnetically hold massaging head 620 firmly 
in place.

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0096
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Board’s Preliminary Finding Overlooks the Antecedent Basis for 
“Quick Release Connector”

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Board’s Preliminary Finding Petitioner’s Position
The Board did not consider the context of “the 
quick release connector.”

Antecedent basis for “the quick release connector”: 
at the distal end of the piston

Magnet 624 is not “at the distal end of the piston,” 
but is in the shaft of the attachment.

Thus, magnet 624 cannot be part of the claimed 
“quick release connector.”

’482 Institution Decision (Paper 8) at 19; ’082 Institution Decision (Paper 8) at 12; ’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 12-13; ’082 Reply (Paper 
24) at 10

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0097
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Patent Owner’s Arguments Are Incorrect

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Patent Owner’s Rebuttal Petitioner’s Position

“Even if understood in an unduly narrow sense, the 
pocket 622 in the massaging head 620 . . . receives at 
least one-half of the quick release connector consisting 
of two oppositely arranged magnets 624/606 . . . .”

Patent Owner’s argument fails to account for the 
antecedent basis of “the quick release connector,” 
which is at the distal end of the piston. 

Patent Owner’s argument that both magnet 606 on 
the piston and magnet 624 on the attachment shaft 
make up the quick release connector conflicts with 
Claim 34.  

“Petitioner misleadingly combines these two recitations 
of claim 34 into a single quote, which is another basis for 
dismissing this Ground.”

Petitioner correctly pointed to the antecedent basis 
of the claim limitation.  

“Once attached, the magnets 606/624 are at the distal 
end of the piston 602, which provides the recited ‘quick 
release connector at the distal end of the piston.’”

Claim 34 recites the quick release connector at the 
distal end of the piston securing a massaging head 
(where magnet 624 is located). 

’482 POR (Paper 27) at 26-30; ’082 POR (Paper 22) at 30-35; ’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 10-11; ’082 Reply (Paper 24) at 10; ’482 Sur-
Reply (Paper 39) at 1-4; ’082 (Paper 34) at 3

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0098
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Ground 1C: “Quick Release Connector”

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

34. A percussive massager comprising: 
a housing; 
a piston in the housing having a proximal end and a distal end; 
a motor at least partially within the housing and operatively connected to the proximal end of the piston, 
wherein the motor is configured to cause the piston to reciprocate at a first speed; 
a drive mechanism between the motor and the piston that controls a predetermined stroke length of the 
piston; and 
a quick release connector at the distal end of the piston, wherein the quick release connector is configured 
to secure a first massaging head while the piston reciprocates a predetermined stroke length at the first 
speed, wherein the first massaging head has a substantially cylindrical pocket to receive the quick release 
connector.

’482 Patent Claim 34

’482 Patent at Claim 34

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0099
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’482 Specification Lacks Description of the Quick Release Connector

Claim 34 broadly claims any species of connector.

Only a single working example disclosed.

’482 Patent describes use of magnets as critical:

Claims do not require the use of magnets.

There are a wide range of connectors known in the art.

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence ’482 Petition (Paper 2) at 23-25; Ex-1002 (Pratt Declaration) at ¶¶53-58; Ex-1001 at 7:4-9 
 

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0100
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Board’s Preliminary Finding Overlooks Patent Owner’s 
Understanding of the Claims 

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Board’s Preliminary Finding Petitioner’s Position
Dr. Pratt’s knowledge of various quick release 
connectors cannot be used to supply written 
description. 

Moreover, many of Dr. Pratt’s examples require 
alignment, which would not satisfy Claim 34 as 
Patent Owner understands it (requiring no 
alignment).

’482 Institution Decision (Paper 8) at 20-21; ’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 12-13

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0101
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Patent Owner’s Arguments Are Incorrect

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Patent Owner’s Rebuttal Petitioner’s Position

“Disclosure of one example embodiment . . . is not 
per se deficient.”

Patent Owner admits that the disclosure relates only 
to magnetic connections.  

’482 specification does not provide any disclosures 
defining the broader genus of “quick release 
connector.” 

Patent Owner cannot disclose one embodiment yet 
claim a broader genus.

“Quick release connector” is further described and 
limited in the body of independent Claim 34. 

Patent Owner concedes that the quick release 
connector does not require alignment.  Thus, 
connectors requiring alignment are outside the claim 
scope.

“Quick release connector” is a well-understood term 
of art in the mechanical arts. 

Patent Owner’s reliance on dictionary definitions do 
not account for its assertion that the claimed quick 
release connector does not require alignment. 

’482 POR (Paper 27) at 33-37; ’482 Reply (Paper 29) at 12-13 

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0102
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Therabody, Inc.
v.

Hyperice IP Subco, LLC

Petitioner’s Presentation For PGR2024-00053 and PGR2025-00013
U.S. Patent Nos. 11,857,482 and 11,938,082

February 4, 2026

Demonstrative Exhibit Not Evidence

Petitioner Therabody Ex-1035, 0103
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