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The ’482 Patent Provides Express Support

3Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 POR., pp.26-30
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 1-4



The Pocket Need Not, But Does, Receive the Entire Quick Release 
Connector

4Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1002, ‘482 Pratt Decl., ¶81

Ex. 2005, ‘482 Morrill Decl., ¶86

‘482 POR, pp.26-30
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 1-4

“A claim interpretation that excludes a preferred embodiment from the scope of the claim ‘is 
rarely, if ever, correct.’”

Globetrotter Software, Inc. v. Elan Comput. Grp., Inc., 362 F. 3d 1367, 1381 (Fed. Cir. 2004)
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The “Substantially Cylindrical Pocket” Is Supported

6Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE

• “substantially” allows for minor variations to 
the cylindrical shape while performing its 
intended function, “to receive the quick 
release connector”

• The prosecution history does not demand 
additional disclosure 

• A “cylindrical” shape as disclosed is inherently 
broad and includes various species

• Petitioner provides no applicable case law to 
support its argument. Capon v. Eshhar, 418 
F.3d 1349, 1358 (Fed. Cir. 2005) found that 
“[t]he Board erred in holding that the 
specifications do not meet the written 
description requirement.”

‘482 POR, pp. 32-33
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 5-6



The “Substantially Cylindrical Bore” Is Supported

7Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE

• The cylindrical shape of the bore is shown in 
Figures 4 and 6

• “substantially” allows for minor variations to 
the cylindrical shape while performing its 
intended function, to have the massaging head 
inserted into or removed therefrom

• The prosecution history does not demand 
additional disclosure 

• Petitioner provides no applicable case law to 
support its argument. Capon v. Eshhar, 418 
F.3d 1349, 1358 (Fed. Cir. 2005) found that 
“[t]he Board erred in holding that the 
specifications do not meet the written 
description requirement.”

‘082 POR, pp. 35-38
‘082 Sur-Reply, p. 11



Petitioner Shifted Arguments In Reply

8Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 Sur-Reply, p. 4 n.4
‘082 Sur-Reply, p. 3 n.3

‘482 Pet., p.23; see ’082 Pet., p.20

Petition
Focus is on non-perfect 

cylinder

‘482 Reply., pp.11-12; see ‘082 Reply, p. 11

Reply
Focus is on prosecution 
history, no mention of a 

non-perfect cylinder



Tolerancing Cylindrical Parts is Within the Skill in the Art

Ex. 2033, Pratt Trans., 25:3-26:21

9Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2005, ‘482 Morrill Decl., ¶89
see Ex. 2005, ‘082 Morrill Decl., ¶96 

‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 4-5
‘082 Sur-Reply, p. 3
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The Patents Have Sufficient Disclosure

11Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 POR, pp. 25-26, 36-37; ‘082 POR, pp. 31-35
‘482 Sur-Reply, p. 7; ’082 Sur-Reply, p. 2

“Precedent illustrates that the determination of what is needed to support generic claims to 
biological subject matter depends on a variety of factors, such as the existing knowledge in the 
particular field, the extent and content of the prior art, the maturity of the science or 
technology, the predictability of the aspect at issue, and other considerations appropriate to 
the subject matter.”

Capon v. Eshhar, 418 F.3d 1349, 1359 (Fed. Cir. 2005) (emphasis added)

“A claim will not be invalidated on section 112 grounds simply because the embodiments of the 
specification do not contain examples explicitly covering the full scope of the claim language … 
because the patent specification is written for a person of skill in the art, and such a person 
comes to the patent with the knowledge of what has come before.”

LizardTech, Inc. v. Earth Resource Mapping, Inc., 424 F.3d 1336, 1345 (Fed. Cir. 2005)

“We agree with the Board's finding that the field of this invention is a predictable art, such that a 
lower level of detail is required to satisfy the written description requirement than for 
unpredictable arts.”

Hologic, Inc. v. Smith & Nephew, Inc., 884 F.3d 1357, 1361 (Fed. Cir. 2018)



Quick Release Connector / Quick-Connect System Describe a 
Known Class of Connectors 

12Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 POR, pp. 36-37; see ‘082 POR, p. 34

Ex. 1002, ‘482 Pratt Decl., ¶53
see Ex. 1002, ‘082 Pratt Decl., ¶54

Ex. 2005, ‘482 Morrill Decl., ¶92
see Ex. 2005, ‘082 Morrill Decl., ¶93



Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE 13

A POSITA would know which quick release connectors/quick-
connect systems work and which do not

Ex. 1033, ‘482 Pratt Decl., ¶40; see Ex. 1033, ‘082 Pratt Decl., ¶28 

‘482 POR, p. 36; see ‘082 POR, pp. 33-34

The claimed quick 
release connector also 

requires securing during 
reciprocation 

According to Dr. Pratt,  a 
POSITA would know 

which configurations 
would work and which 

would not
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 12-13
‘082 Sur-Reply, p. 2
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE 15

The Function of the Pocket / Bore is Recited in the Claims

‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 8-9
‘082 Sur-Reply, pp. 6-7

“Functional language can promote definiteness because it helps bound the scope of 
the claims by specifying the operations that the [claimed invention] must undertake.”

Exmark Mfg. Co. v. Briggs & Stratton Power Prods., 879 F. 3d 1332, 1346 (Fed. Cir. 2018) (cleaned up)

’482 Patent, claim 1 ’082 Patent, claim 13



Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE 16

Dr. Pratt Confirmed Sufficiency of the Functional Scope of 
“Substantially” in Petitioner’s Patent

‘482 POR, pp. 39-40; see ‘082 POR, p. 41
‘482 Sur-Reply, p. 9; see ‘082 Sur-Reply, p. 7

Ex. 2034, Pratt Depo., 61:18-25

Ex. 2010, cl. 6

Ex. 2033, Pratt Depo., 23:18-24:7
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The Invention is Directed to a Percussive Massager

18Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE

• The invention is directed 
to “a deep muscle-
stimulating device”

• The parties agree that 
Pivaroff—also directed to 
a “deep muscle 
stimulating device”—is a 
percussive massager

‘482 POR, pp. 13, 22; see ‘082 POR, pp. 16-17

Ex. 1001, ’482 Patent, 1:22-25

Ex. 1007, Pivaroff, 1:7-10

Pet., p. 53



Applicant Deliberately Selected the Preamble and Relied on It

19Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE

• In the same Amendment, 
Applicant:
• Amended the preamble of 

existing claims from “apparatus” 
to “percussive massager”;

• Added new “percussive 
massager” claims; and

• Distinguished the invention as a 
whole from Rhoades based on 
the percussive massager / 
cosmetic device distinction.

Ex. 1004, pp. 2524, 2528‘482 POR, pp. 19-20; see ‘082 POR, pp. 23-24 
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 10-12; see ‘082 Sur-Reply, pp. 8-10



Applicant Distinguished the Percussive Massager As A Whole From 
Rhoades’ Cosmetic Device

20Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1004, p. 2534

‘482 POR, pp. 19-20; see ’082 POR, pp. 23-24
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 10-12; see ’482 Sur-Reply, pp. 8-10



The Preamble Informs the Scope of the Claims

21Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001, ’482 Patent, cl. 34

‘482 POR, pp. 21-23; see ‘082 POR, pp. 25-27
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 10-12; see ‘082 Sur-Reply, p. 10-11



Construction of “Percussive Massager”

22Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001, ’482 Patent, cl. 34
see Ex. 1001, ‘082 Patent, cls. 1, 18

‘482 POR, pp. 21-23; see ‘082 POR, pp. 25-27
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 12-17; see ‘082 Sur-Reply, pp. 10-16

Petitioner’s Proposal:
“a massage device whose piston and massage head 
reciprocate back and forth.”
• Simply repeats limitations from the body (red)

PO’s Proposal:
“a device that provides a high-speed, long stroke 
action to massage deep muscle tissue”
• Further informs the scope of the claim (green) in 

view of what was invented



Construction of “Percussive Massager”

23Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 12-15; see ‘082 Sur-Reply, pp. 10-16

“[T]hat the claim is drawn to a ‘rotary cutter deck’ informs the meaning of the ‘torsional stiffness’ 
limitation — the claimed structure must possess sufficient stiffness to withstand the torsional 
loads imposed by the operation of a rotary cutter.”

Deere & Co. v. Bush Hog, LLC, 703 F. 3d 1349, 1358 (Fed. Cir. 2012)

‘482 Sur-Reply, p. 14 ; see ‘082 Sur-Reply, pp. 12-13  

‘482 Sur-Reply, p. 12; see ‘082 Sur-Reply, p. 10  



Vibratory and Percussive Massage Were Known to be Distinct

24Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 12-13; see ‘082 Sur-Reply, pp. 10-12

Ex. 1006, 1:14-30



Percussive Massagers Feature Vibratory and Percussive Aspects

25Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 Sur-Reply, p. 13; see ‘082 Sur-Reply, pp. 11-12

Ex. 1007, 1:18-27



Petitioner’s 2022-era “Vibration Therapy Device”

26Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 Sur-Reply, p. 16; see ‘082 Sur-Reply, pp. 14-15

Ex. 2014, p.1028



Dr. Pratt Confirms that “Percussive Massagers” Require 
More Than Reciprocation

27Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 16-17; see ‘082 Sur-Reply, pp. 15-16

Ex. 2034, Pratt Depo., 34:15-24



Dr. Pratt Confirms that “Percussive Massagers” Require 
More Than Reciprocation

28Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 16-17; see ‘082 Sur-Reply, pp. 15-16

Ex. 2034, Pratt Depo., 35:7-17
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“Massaging Head” Must be Read In Light of the Claims

30Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 POR, pp. 23-24; see ‘082 POR, pp. 27-28

PO’s Construction: “the end piece of the percussive massager that 
contacts the user’s body to provide percussive massage.”
• Considers the “massaging head” in the context of a “percussive 

massager,” as claimed
• Even if not limiting, the preamble informs the meaning of terms within 

the body of the claim
• Not all end pieces provide “percussive massage;”  Therabody offers 

separate percussive therapy and vibration therapy attachments (Ex. 
2027)

Petitioner’s Position: no construction necessary; if preamble limiting “the 
part of the massager that makes contact with the body”
• Omits “percussive” from “percussive massager”
• Relies on selective portions of the preamble



TABLE OF CONTENTS

• Claim Construction
• Preamble

• Massaging Head
• §103 (PGR2024-00053)

• Mabuchi

• Mabuchi / Harris / Pivaroff

• Pivaroff / Mabuchi
• §103 (PGR2025-00013)

• Mabuchi / Colloca

• Pivaroff / Clark

31Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE

PGR2024-00053 / PGR2025-00013
• §112(a)

• “Pocket to Receive the Quick Release 

Connector”

• “Substantially Cylindrical Pocket” / 

“Substantially Cylindrical Bore”

• “Quick Release Connector” / “Quick-

Connect System”
• §112(b)

• “Substantially Cylindrical”



’482 Patent, Ground 3 - Element 34[pre]
’082 Patent, Ground 3 – Elements 1/18[pre]

Mabuchi Confirms it is Not a Percussive Massager

32Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 POR, pp.42-45; see ‘082 POR, pp. 50-54

Ex. 1005, 1:13-29

Ex. 1005, 1:13-29



Mabuchi is Designed to Avoid Operating as a Percussive Massager

33Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE

Space Guide 5
• Maintains constant distance between 

device and skin surface;
• Ensures the cushion 8 pats the skin and 

disconnects each stroke;
• Prevents “exert[ing] a pushing force onto 

the skin surface”
Patter Assembly 6
• Includes a resilient member (i.e., a spring) 

to absorb any impact force and allows the 
actuator’s stroke to complete without 
pushing on the skin

Combined Effect
• No percussive impact;
• Effectively no stroke – no deep muscle 

massage

‘482 POR, pp. 45-50 (citing Ex. 1005, 4:28-58, 5:38-50)
see ‘082 POR, pp. 54-59



Mabuchi’s Patter Assembly

34Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 POR, pp. 47-48; see ‘082 POR, pp. 56-57



Applicant Differentiated Rhoades on the Same Basis

35Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1004, p. 2534

‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 18-19; see ‘082 Sur-Reply, pp. 16-17

Ex. 1005, Mabuchi, 5:52-56

Ex. 2009, Rhoades

Rhoades Mabuchi



Petitioner Previously Differentiated Mabuchi from Percussive 
Devices Based on Speed

Ex. 2014, pp. 1021-22

36Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 POR, pp. 50-51; see ‘082 POR, pp. 44-46



No Motivation to Modify Mabuchi to be Percussive Massager

37Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 POR, pp. 46-47; see ‘082 POR, p. 47
‘482 Sur-Reply, p. 19; see ‘082 Sur-Reply, p. 17

Ex. 2033, Pratt Depo., 37:24-38:4

No teaching or suggestion to operate Mabuchi’s 
device without the space guide

Ex. 1005, Mabuchi, 5:38-50



No Motivation to Modify Mabuchi to be Percussive Massager

38Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 Reply, p. 16, 
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 19-20

No teaching or suggestion to modify the resilient 
member 

Newly cited cushion 
embodiment provides same 
force-absorbing effect as the 

spring embodiment.
See Mabuchi, 4:31-33,

5:10-21



’482 Patent, Grounds 3 & 6 – Element 34[e]  
’082 Patent, Ground 3 – Elements 1[e]/18[c]

Petitioner’s Inconsistent Claim Constructions

39Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 20-23; see ‘082 Sur-Reply, pp. 23-26

‘482 Pet., p. 15;
see ‘082 Pet., p.3

Ex. 2013, p. 10;
see Ex. 1013, p. 15 

“[W]hen a petitioner advances different positions before the Board and a district court, that 
petitioner is required to explain why those different positions are warranted.”

Tesla, Inc. v. Intellectual Ventures II LLC, IPR2025-00340, Paper 18, *3 (Informative: Nov. 5, 2025)
(citing Revvo Techs., Inc. v. Cerebrum Sensor Techs., Inc., IPR202500632, Paper 20, *3-5 (Precedential: Nov. 3, 2025))



Mabuchi Does Not Satisfy Petitioner’s Narrower Construction

40Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 20-23; see ‘082 Sur-Reply, pp. 25-26

• Petitioner never explains how Mabuchi’s 
magnetic connector is “specifically designed 
and adapted” for connection “regardless of 
rotational alignment while the piston 
reciprocates” and “not merely capable of 
doing so”

• Mabuchi is silent as to connection during 
reciprocation

Ex. 2034, Pratt Depo., 69:24-70:14



Mabuchi’s Magnetic Connection Requires Alignment

41Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE

‘482 DI, p. 35; see ‘082 Pet., p. 20 (citing ‘482 DI, p.35)

‘482 Sur-Reply, p. 24; see ‘082 Sur-Reply, p. 27

Ex. 1005, Mabuchi, 8:40-43



Mabuchi’s Radially Oriented Polarity Magnets
Are Alignment-Specific

42Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2005, Morrill Decl., ¶109 Ex. 1002, ‘482 Pratt Decl., ¶61;
see Ex. 1002, ‘082 Pratt Decl., ¶61

‘482 POR, pp. 57-60; see ‘082 POR, pp. 72-77



Dr. Pratt Never “Analyzed” Self-Alignment During Reciprocation

43Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 24-25; see ‘082 
Sur-Reply, pp. 27-29 

Ex. 2034, Pratt Depo., 73:11-74:1

Ex. 1001, ’482 Patent, cl. 34

Ex. 1001, ’082 Patent, cl. 1;
see Ex. 1001, ‘082 patent, cl. 18



Mabuchi’s Patter Assembly Is Not A “Massaging Head”

44Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 POR, pp. 61-63; see ‘082 POR, pp. 78-79 

Ex. 2023
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’482 Patent, Ground 4 - Claim 38
No Motivation to Combine References to Arrive at the Claimed 

Invention

46Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 POR, pp. 64-68

• Mabuchi and Harris are both silent as to speed

• Petitioner’s unsupported design choice argument lacks any support 
and fails to address the claim limitation (i.e., “greater than or equal to 

600 strokes per min”) 

• No evidence supporting Petitioner’s conclusion that a POSITA would 
have modified Mabuchi’s beauty treatment device to operate at the 

claimed rates

“[O]bviousness concerns whether a skilled artisan not only could have made but would have been 
motivated to make the combinations or modifications of prior art to arrive at the claimed invention.”

Belden Inc. v. Berk-Tek LLC, 805 F.3d 1064, 1073 (Fed. Cir. 2015) (emphasis in original) (emphasis added) 



Petitioner Previously Argued Against Modifying Mabuchi’s Speed in 
View of Different Reciprocating Devices Lacking Magnetic 

Connectors

47Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 POR, pp. 68-71
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 26-27

Ex. 2014, pp. 1021-22



’482 Patent, Ground 5 - Claim 38
Pivaroff’s reasoning for its reciprocation rate is contrary to 

Mabuchi’s purpose

48Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 POR, pp. 72

Ex. 1007, 3:45-58
Ex. 1005, 1:5-28

Mabuchi Pivaroff



Petitioner Relies on Hindsight Reconstruction

49Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 POR, p. 72
‘482 Sur-Reply, p.27

‘482 Reply, p. 24

“To draw on hindsight knowledge of the patented invention, when the prior art does not 
contain or suggest that knowledge, is to use the invention as a template for its own 
reconstruction — an illogical and inappropriate process by which to determine patentability.”

Sensonics, Inc. v. Aerosonic Corp., 81 F. 3d 1566, 1570 (Fed. Cir. 1996)

Petitioner fails to explain why a POSITA would “seek[] higher speeds” in 
Mabuchi



• Spring 11 would float
• Modifications to increase spring 

strength would fail to maintain 
operability as a patter to “pat” a 
user 

Mabuchi’s Patter Assembly Could Not Reciprocate at 2000+ RPMs

50Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 POR, pp. 72-74
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 20, 27-28

See Ex. 2005, ‘482 Morrill Decl., ¶¶123-25

• Not cited in Petition
• Only cushion member 8A protrudes from end 

of space guide 5
• Contradicts Petitioner’s argument address 

Element 34[e] that “a user would change 
heads” when “the patter assembly extends 
beyond the space guide” (’482 Reply, p. 18)

Petition Embodiment Reply Embodiment
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’482 Patent, Ground 6 - Element 34[c] 

52Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 POR, pp. 77-79

Ex. 1001, ’482 Patent, cl. 34

Ex. 2005, ‘482 Morrill Decl., ¶130



Pivaroff’s Motor is Entirely in the Handle, Not in the Housing

53Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 POR, pp. 77-79
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 29-30

Ex. 1007, Pivaroff, 2:30-40

Ex. 2005, ‘482 Morrill Decl., ¶130



’482 Patent, Ground 6 - Element 34[e]
Overview

54Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 Pet., pp. 62-63; ‘482 Reply, pp. 30
‘482 POR, pp. 88-89; ‘482 Sur-Reply, p. 30

• Petitioner relies on wholesale incorporation of Mabuchi’s magnetic connection 
configuration into Pivaroff; thus, these arguments suffer the same deficiencies as Ground 3, 
Element 34[e], including:

• Inconsistent claim construction positions;

• Failure to apply Mabuchi to narrower construction; and

• Lack of evidentiary support for “self-alignment” during reciprocation

• Pivaroff combined with Mabuchi suffers additional deficiencies



No Motivation to Combine

55Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 POR, pp. 80-81; ‘482 Sur-Reply, p. 31

Pivaroff teaches a single, specific combination of materials within the head 44 

Ex. 1007, Pivaroff, 3:20-30



No Motivation to Combine

56Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 POR, pp. 82-83; ‘482 Sur-Reply, p. 31

If Pivaroff suggests any modification, it teaches opening the head 44 via a threaded connection 
between the body 46 and the cap 38 to modify the contents

Mabuchi teaches the same threaded connection to change the cushion member 8



No Reasonable Expectation of Success
Petitioner Acknowledged Limitations with 

Magnetic Connectors in 2022

57Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 POR, pp. 83-87
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 32-34

Ex. 2022



Petitioner Relied on These Limitations with respect to Mabuchi 
in Prosecuting Its Application

58Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 POR, pp. 83-87
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 32-34

Ex. 2014, p. 1021-22



Pivaroff’s high-speed, long-stroke design is contrary to 
Petitioner’s 2022-era Disclosure

59Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘482 POR, pp. 83-87
‘482 Sur-Reply, pp. 32-34

Ex. 1007, 1:11-17

Minimum Speed: 2000 RPM
Maximum Speed: 3600 RPM

Minimum Stroke: 1/8 inch (3.175 mm)
Maximum Stroke: 1/2 inch (12.7mm)

Pivaroff Petitioner's Disclosure

Preferred Speed: 2400 RPM
Maximum Speed: 3000 RPM 

Preferred Stroke: 3 mm
Maximum Stroke: 5 mm

Ex. 2022



A POSITA would not expect Pivaroff’s high-speed, long-stroke, high-
inertia head design to be suitable for a magnetic connection

60
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE

‘482 POR, pp. 83-87
‘482 Sur-Reply, p. 34

Ex. 2005, ‘482 Morrill Decl.

Patent Owner’s Expert’s Analysis

Petitioner’s Expert’s “Analysis”

Ex. 2033, 71:3-6
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61Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE

PGR2024-00053 / PGR2025-00013
• §112(a)

• “Pocket to Receive the Quick Release 

Connector”

• “Substantially Cylindrical Pocket” / 

“Substantially Cylindrical Bore”

• “Quick Release Connector” / “Quick-

Connect System”
• §112(b)

• “Substantially Cylindrical”



’082 Patent, Ground 3 – Correspondence to Previous Arguments

62Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE

1.     A percussive massager comprising:
     a housing;
     a piston having a proximal end and a distal end, 
the distal end of the piston having a bore;
     a motor 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 that controls a predetermined 
stroke length of the piston; and
     a quick-connect system comprising the distal end 
of the piston and a first massaging head, wherein 
the quick-connect system is configured to have a 
proximal end of the first massaging head inserted 
into or removed from the bore while the piston 
reciprocates the predetermined stroke length at 
the first speed.

Previously Discussed

Previously Discussed
• Additional arguments related to Colloca

Discussed Hereinafter



’082 Patent, Ground 3 – Elements 1[b] / 18[a]
Petitioner’s modification would introduce instability

63Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘082 POR, pp. 60-64
‘082 Sur-Reply, pp. 18-22

• Actuator 4 extends into 
slide tube 10 and spring 11

• Actuator 4 supports the slide tube 
10 and the spring 11 while patter 
body 9 reciprocates around the 

tube 10

• Actuator 4 reversed
• Slide tube 10 and spring 11 unsupported

• Leads to vibration and wear 
(see Ex. 2005, ‘082 Morrill Decl., ¶111)



Petitioner previously argued against the same modification

Ex. 2014, p. 1021

64Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘082 POR, pp. 64-66
‘082 Sur-Reply, pp. 20-22



’082 Patent, Ground 3 – Elements 1[e] / 18[c]
Neither Mabuchi nor Colloca teach changing attachment during use

65Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘082 POR, pp. 15-16, 67, 77-78
‘082 Sur-Reply, pp. 29-30

Mabuchi is silent as to changing the 
patter assembly during reciprocation

Ex. 2034, 69:24-7:4

Ex. 1009

Colloca includes a safety interlock to 
prevent activation away from a body
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66Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE

PGR2024-00053 / PGR2025-00013
• §112(a)

• “Pocket to Receive the Quick Release 

Connector”

• “Substantially Cylindrical Pocket” / 

“Substantially Cylindrical Bore”

• “Quick Release Connector” / “Quick-

Connect System”
• §112(b)

• “Substantially Cylindrical”



’082 Patent, Ground 5 – Elements 1[e] / 18[c]
No Reasonable Expectation of Success

67Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘082 POR, pp. 92-93
‘082 Sur-Reply, pp. 30-31

Ex. 1007, Pivaroff, 2:55-58

Ex. 2032, p.1



No Motivation to Combine and No Reasonable Expectation of 
Success

68Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘082 POR, pp. 85-90
‘082 Sur-Reply, pp. 31-32

• Pivaroff discloses using a single, preferred mixture and amount of granules within the 
head and does not suggest ever removing the head 

 (discussed in connection with PGR2024-00053, Ground 6 (Pivaroff in view of Mabuchi))

•  Petitioner’s 2022-era disclosure undermines its modification of Pivaroff in view of 
Clark 

(discussed in connection with PGR2024-00053, Ground 6)

• No expectation of success using a connection designed for retaining a screw during 
low-speed, rotational movement with Pivaroff’s high-speed, long-stroke, high-inertia 

design
(’082 POR, pp. 87, 89-90)



Clark is non-analogous to the ’082 Patent

69Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘082 POR, pp. 81-85
‘082 Sur-Reply, pp. 32-33

“Two separate tests define the scope of analogous prior art: (1) whether the art is from the same 
field of endeavor, regardless of the problem addressed and, (2) if the reference is not within the field 
of the inventor's endeavor, whether the reference still is reasonably pertinent to the particular 
problem with which the inventor is involved.”

In re Klein, 647 F.3d 1343, 1348 (Fed. Cir. 2011)

‘082 DI, p. 39



Clark is non-analogous to the ’082 Patent

70Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - NOT EVIDENCE
‘082 POR, pp. 81-85
‘082 Sur-Reply, pp. 32-33

‘082 Reply, p.26 Ex. 2034, 75:18-76:2

Petitioner’s Reply Dr. Pratt’s Testimony

No connection between the ’082 Patent’s focus on secure retention during 
reciprocal motion and Clark’s focus on holding during rotational motion
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