
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Infineon Technologies AG,
(Petitioner)

v.

Feinics AmaTech Teoranta
(Patent Owner)

Inter Partes Review 

No. IPR2022-00235 | U.S. Patent No. 9,195,932

No. IPR2022-00417 | U.S. Patent No. 9,033,250

Petitioner’s Demonstrative Exhibits

April 5, 2023

United States Patent and Trademark Office

Before the Patent Trial and Appeal Board

| 1DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Infineon Exhibit 1056

Infineon v. AmaTech

IPR2022-00235



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Grounds for Unpatentability

2

-235 Petition, page 1 -417 Petition, page 1

-235 Ex. 2004, page 1

’932 patent (-235 Ex. 1001), page 1 ’250 patent (-417 Ex. 1001), page 1

*
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The Patents Relate to Booster Antennas for Contactless Smart Cards

3

’932 patent, 1:54-60 (cited at -235 Petition, pages 3-4; -235 POR, page 4)

’250 patent, 1:37-43 (cited at -417 Petition, page 2; -417 POR, page 3) 

’932 patent, FIG. 1A (cited at -235 Petition, page 22; -235 POR, pages 4-5)

’250 patent, FIG. 1A (cited at -417 Petition, pages 4-5; -417 POR, pages 3-4) 
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Booster Antennas Were Known

4

’932 patent, 2:7-22 (cited at -235 Petition, page 16)

Ashizaki (Ex. 1011), [0009]-[0010] 

(cited at -235 Petition, page 16)

-235 Petition, page 16

-235 Reply, page 13

-235 Sur-Reply, page 21

-235 Petition, page 16; 

-235 Reply, page 13
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Booster Antennas Were Known

5

’932 patent FIG. 2 (cited at -235 Petition, pages 37-38); ’250 patent FIG. 2

’932 patent, 11:30-35 (cited at -235 Petition, page 37); ’250 patent, 9:66-10:4

’932 patent, 2:41-48 (cited at -235 Petition, pages 4, 16, 18, 49); 

’250 patent, 2:24-31 (cited at -417 Petition, pages 4, 36, 45)

’932 patent, 1:63-67 (cited at -235 Petition, pages 4, 18, 20); 

’250 patent, 1:46-50 (cited at -417 Petition, pages 4, 36, 45)
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Examples of Booster Antennas

6

’932 patent FIG. 2 (cited at -235 Petition, pages 37-38); ’250 patent FIG. 2

’932 FH (-235 Ex. 1002), 450 (cited at -235 Petition, pages 7-8)

Kuramochi (-235 Ex. 1010) (cited at -235 Petition, pages 7-8), FIG. 6A; 

-235 van der Weide Decl. (-235 Ex. 1003), ¶ 47 (cited at -235 Petition, page 7)
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Representative Claims

7

’932 patent, claim 1

’250 patent, claim 1
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An Extension Antenna Contributes to the BA’s Inductance

8

-235 Petition, page 4

-417 Petition, page 4
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An Extension Antenna Contributes to the BA’s Inductance

9

’932 patent, Abstract (cited at -235 Reply, page 3)

’932 patent, 5:52-53 (cited at -235 Petition, page 74; -235 POR, page 17; 

-235 Reply, pages 3, 9)

’250 patent, Abstract (cited at -417 Petition, page 58; -417 Reply, page 11)

’250 patent, 5:36-37 (cited at -417 Petition, page 58; -417 Reply, page 11)
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An EA May Enhance Overall Coupling Between the BA 

and a chip, and/or the BA and an external reader

10

Patent Owner’s Figure (from -235 POR, page 6; -417 POR, page 5) with additional highlights

’932 patent, 18:58-62 (cited at -235 POR, page 22; -235 Reply, page 8)

’250 patent, 16:37-41 (cited at -417 POR, page 10; -417 Reply, pages 9-10)

-235 Reply, page 8;

-417 Reply, pages 9-10
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Prosecution History of the ’250 Patent

11

’250 FH (-417 Ex. 1002), page 175 (cited at -417 Petition, page 6)

’250 FH (-417 Ex. 1002), page 187 (cited at -417 Petition, page 6)

Emori (-417 Ex. 1010), FIG. 8A (cited at -417 Petition, page 6)
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Prosecution History of the ’250 Patent

12

’250 FH (-417 Ex. 1002), page 202 (cited at -417 Petition, page 7)

’250 FH (-417 Ex. 1002), page 207 (cited at -417 Petition, page 7)
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Prosecution History of the ’932 Patent

13

’932 FH (-235 Ex. 1002), page 123 (cited at -235 Petition, page 7)

Kuramochi (-235 Ex. 1010) (cited at -235 Petition, pages 7-8), FIG. 6A; -235 

van der Weide Decl. (-235 Ex. 1003), ¶ 47 (cited at -235 Petition, page 7)

’932 FH (-235 Ex. 1002), page 450 (cited at -235 Petition, page 7)
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Prosecution History of the ’932 Patent

14

’932 FH (-235 Ex. 1002), page 467 (cited at -235 Petition, page 7)

’932 FH (-235 Ex. 1002), page 470 (cited at -235 Petition, page 8)

’932 FH (-235 Ex. 1002), page 471 (cited at -235 Petition, page 8)
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Applicant Emphasized Three Components, Not Two

15

’250 FH (-417 Ex. 1002), page 207 (cited at -417 Petition, page 7)

’250 FH (-417 Ex. 1002), page 207 (cited at -417 Petition, page 7)

’932 FH (-235 Ex. 1002), page 470 (cited at -235 Petition, page 8)

’932 FH (-235 Ex. 1002), page 471 (cited at -235 Petition, page 8)

Emori (-417 Ex. 1010), FIG. 8A (cited at -417 Petition, page 6)

Kuramochi (-235 Ex. 1010) (cited at -235 Petition, pages 7-8), FIG. 6A; -235 

van der Weide Decl. (-235 Ex. 1003), ¶ 47 (cited at -235 Petition, page 7)

-235 Petition, pages 7-8

-417 Petition, pages 6-7
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Consequence of the Prosecution Histories

16

Original claims in ’250 and ’932: 

CB or BA, comprising CA and EA

Amended claims in ’250 and ’932: 

CB or BA, comprising CA, EA, and CC
Lemelson v. General Mills, Inc., 968 F.2d 1202, 1207-08 (Fed. Cir. 1992) (cited at -235 Petition, page 26)

Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d 1303 (Fed. Cir. 2005) 

(cited at -235 Institution Decision (Paper 13), page 8; 

-417 Institution Decision (Paper 16), page 8), at 1317

’250 FH (-417 Ex. 1002), page 175 (cited at -417 Petition, page 6);

’932 FH (-235 Ex. 1002), page 123 (cited at -235 Petition, page 7)

’250 FH (-417 Ex. 1002), page 202 (cited at -417 Petition, page 7);

’932 FH (-235 Ex. 1002), page 467 (cited at -235 Petition, page 7)
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Takeda-322 Grounds

17
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Patent Owner Only Disputes That Takeda-322 has an EA

18

’932 patent, claim 5

Takeda-322 (Ex. 1005), FIG. 3 (annotated) (from -235 Petition, page 17)

’932 patent, claim 1
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Patent Owner Only Disputes That Takeda-322 has an EA

19

’250 patent, claim 1 Takeda-322 (Ex. 1005), FIG. 3 (annotated) (from -417 Petition, page 48)
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Takeda-322’s Third Coil Contributes to the BA’s Inductance

20

-235 van der Weide Decl. (-235 Ex. 1003), ¶ 101 (cited at -235 Petition, page 25); 

see also -417 van der Weide Decl. (-417 Ex. 1003), ¶ 139 (describing same in context 

of Takeda implementations described in -417 Petition) (cited at -417 Petition, page 50).

Hayt (Ex. 1013), page 153 (cited at -235 Petition, page 25; -417 Petition, pages 50, 58, 81)

-417 POR, page 21

-417 Eisenstadt Decl. (-417 Ex. 2003 and -235 Ex. 1051), ¶ 65 

(cited at -235 Reply, page 11; -417 POR, page 21; -417 Reply, page 14)
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The Institution Decisions Credited the Petitions’ Evidence

21

-417 Institution Decision (Paper 16), page 14

-235 Institution Decision (Paper 13), page 20
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Patent Owner’s Arguments About Takeda-322

22

• An Extension Antenna Cannot Also Be a Coupler Coil 

• An Extension Antenna Must Enhance Coupling Between 
the Module Antenna of a Chip and the Booster Antenna

• Petitioner Has Not Shown That Takeda-322’s Inner Coil 
Non-Negligibly Contributes to the Booster Antenna’s 
Inductance 

• Petitioner’s Construction of “EA component” is 
Essentially Meaningless 

-235 POR, pages 39-45; -417 POR, pages 22-27

-235 POR, pages 22-23; -417 POR, pages 10-11

-235 POR, pages 57-58; -417 POR, pages 38-39

-235 Sur-Reply, pages 7-10; -417 Sur-Reply, pages 7-10
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Nothing Precludes a Coil From Serving as an EA and a CC

23

-235 POR, pages 39-40; see also -417 POR, pages 22-23 

(arguing same in the context of the ’250 patent)
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Nothing Precludes a Coil From Serving as an EA and a CC

24

-235 Institution Decision (Paper 13), page 20

-235 Petition, page 25; see also -417 Petition, pages 50-

51, 82 (arguing same in the context of the ’250 patent)

-235 Petition, page 26
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FIG. 4F Shows One Coil Serving as an EA and a CC

25

’932 patent, FIG. 4F (cited at -235 Petition, pages 25-

26; -235 POR, pages 40-44; -235 Reply, pages 5-7)

’250 patent, FIG. 4F (cited at -417 Petition, pages 51, 

82; -417 POR, pages 23-27; -417 Reply, pages 6-9)

-235 POR, page 43; -417 POR, page 26

-235 Eisenstadt Decl. (-235 Ex. 2003), ¶ 89; 

-417 Eisenstadt Decl. (-417 Ex. 2003 and -235 Ex. 1051), ¶ 69
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Patent Owner’s Annotated Version of FIG. 4F

26

Patent Owner’s annotated FIG. 4F (from -235 POR, page 41; -417 POR, page 24)
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The Patents Call the Coil in FIG. 4F

“the combined CC/EA antenna component”

27

’932 patent, 19:49-63 (cited at -235 Petition, page 25; -235 POR, page 40); 

’250 patent, 17:28-42 (cited at -417 Petition, pages 51, 82; -417 POR, page 23)
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Patent Owner’s Annotated Border in FIG. 4F is Arbitrary

28

-417 van der Weide Reply Decl. (-417 Ex. 1055), ¶ 27 (cited at -417 Reply, page 8); 

see also -235 van der Weide Reply Decl. (-235 Ex. 1055), ¶ 24 (cited at -235 Reply, page 6).
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Patent Owner’s Annotated Border in FIG. 4F is Arbitrary

29

-235 POR, page 43; see also -417 POR, page 26 

(arguing same in the context of the ’250 patent)

-235 Eisenstadt Decl. (-235 Ex. 2003), ¶ 89; see also -417 Eisenstadt Decl. (-417 

Ex. 2003 and -235 Ex. 1051), ¶ 69 (arguing same in the context of the ’250 patent)

Eisenstadt Dep. (Ex. 1050), 150:8-24  (cited at -235 Reply, page 6; 

-417 Reply, page 8)

Patent Owner’s annotated FIG. 4F (from -235 POR, page 41; -417 POR, page 24)
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Patent Owner Agrees That an EA May Couple to a Chip

30

-235 Sur-Reply, page 15 n.7

-417 Sur-Reply, page 11 n.7

Takeda-322 (Ex. 1005), FIG. 3 (annotated) (from -235 Petition, page 17)
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Different Meanings for CC and EA

31

≠
-235 POR, page 29

-235 POR, page 30

≠
-417 POR, page 15

-417 POR, pages 16-17

Applied Med. Res. Corp. v. U.S. Surgical Corp., 448 F.3d 1324, 1333 n.3 

(Fed. Cir. 2006) (cited at -235 Reply, page 5; -417 Reply, page 5)

-235 Reply, pages 2-3

-417 Reply, pages 2-3



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Conclusion: An Extension Antenna Can Also Be a Coupler Coil

32

• Patent Owner’s argument is refuted by 

intrinsic evidence:

o “Combined CC/EA” in Figure 4F (Slides 25-29)

o Prosecution History of the ’932 Patent (Slides 13-14)

• Patent Owner said in Sur-Reply that an 

EA can inductively couple with a chip’s 

antenna (Slide 30)
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Patent Owner’s Arguments About Takeda-322

33

• An Extension Antenna Cannot Also Be a Coupler Coil 

• An Extension Antenna Must Enhance Coupling Between 
the Module Antenna of a Chip and the Booster Antenna

• Petitioner Has Not Shown That Takeda-322’s Inner Coil 
Non-Negligibly Contributes to the Booster Antenna’s 
Inductance 

• Petitioner’s Construction of “EA component” is 
Essentially Meaningless 

-235 POR, pages 39-45; -417 POR, pages 22-27

-235 POR, pages 22-23; -417 POR, pages 10-11

-235 POR, pages 57-58; -417 POR, pages 38-39

-235 Sur-Reply, pages 7-10; -417 Sur-Reply, pages 7-10
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Patent Owner Argues That an EA Must Enhance BA/MA Coupling

34

-235 POR, page 58

-417 POR, page 39
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Patent Owner’s Evidence of Enhancing BA/MA Coupling

35

’932 patent, 18:58-62 (cited at -235 POR, page 22; -235 Reply, page 8)

’250 patent, 16:34-41 (cited at -417 POR, page 10; -417 Reply, pages 9-10)

’932 patent, 17:42-46 (cited at -235 POR, page 22; -235 Reply, page 8)

’932 patent, 18:44-47 (cited at -235 POR, pages 22-23; -235 Reply, page 8)

’250 patent, 18:35-37 (cited at -417 POR, page 10; -417 Reply, pages 9-10)

Both Patents:
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Enhancing BA/MA Coupling Is Not Required

36

-235 Eisenstadt Decl. (-235 Ex. 2003), ¶¶ 65-66 (cited at -235 POR, 22-23)

Eisenstadt Dep. (Ex. 1050), 91:17-21 

(cited at -235 Reply, page 8; -417 Reply, page 9)

Eisenstadt Dep. (Ex. 1050), 93:19-22; see also id. 91:23-93:18

(cited at -235 Reply, page 8; -417 Reply, pages 9-10)

Eisenstadt Dep. (Ex. 1050), 94:19-95:3 

(cited at -235 Reply, pages 8-10; -417 Reply, pages 10-12)
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Patent Owner’s Expert Agreed

37

Eisenstadt Dep. (Ex. 1050), 90:16-23 

(cited at -235 Reply, page 8; -417 Reply, page 10) Eisenstadt Dep. (Ex. 1050), 75:19-76:17 

(cited at -235 Reply, page 8; -417 Reply, page 10)

’932 patent, 18:58-62 (cited at -235 POR, page 22; -235 Reply, page 8)

’250 patent, 16:34-41 (cited at -417 POR, page 10; -417 Reply, pages 9-10)
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Patent Owner’s New Argument in Sur-Reply

38

-417 Sur-Reply, page 14-235 Sur-Reply, page 18

-235 POR, page 30

-417 POR, page 19

Before:

Now:

-235 POR, page 32

-235 Paper 32, page 4

-417 Paper 32, page 4
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“More Precisely Tuned” Citations in PO’s Sur-Reply

39

’932 patent, 18:36-39; ’250 patent, 16:18-21
(corresponds to ’304 patent, 18:59-62, cited at -417 Sur-Reply, page 13)

’932 patent, 17:32-41; ’250 patent, 15:23-32
(corresponds to ’304 patent, 17:52-62, cited at -417 Sur-Reply, page 13)

’932 patent, 43:3-13; no corresponding disclosure in ’250 patent
(corresponds to ’304 patent, 43:48-54, cited at -417 Sur-Reply, page 13) 

-417 Sur-Reply, page 13
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Patent Owner’s Arguments About Takeda-322

40

• An Extension Antenna Cannot Also Be a Coupler Coil 

• An Extension Antenna Must Enhance Coupling Between 
the Module Antenna of a Chip and the Booster Antenna

• Petitioner Has Not Shown That Takeda-322’s Inner Coil 
Non-Negligibly Contributes to the Booster Antenna’s 
Inductance 

• Petitioner’s Construction of “EA component” is 
Essentially Meaningless 

-235 POR, pages 39-45; -417 POR, pages 22-27

-235 POR, pages 22-23; -417 POR, pages 10-11

-235 POR, pages 57-58; -417 POR, pages 38-39

-235 Sur-Reply, pages 7-10; -417 Sur-Reply, pages 7-10
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Patent Owner Argues That an EA’s Contribution 

to the BA’s Inductance Must Be Non-Negligible

41

’932 patent, 26:12-19 (cited at -235 POR, pages 48-49; -235 Reply, page 10)
’250 patent, 23:54-60 (cited at -417 Reply, pages 13-14; 

see also -417 POR, pages 21, 30, 38)

’932 patent, 25:60-26:2 (cited at -235 POR, page 49)

-235 Reply, pages 10-12

-417 Reply, pages 13-14



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Takeda-322’s Third Coil Is Not a Dummy Turn Capacitor

42

Takeda-322 (Ex. 1005), FIG. 3 (annotated) (from -235 Petition, page 17)

’932 patent, FIG. 4I (cited at -235 Petition, page 18; 

-235 POR, pages 14, 16, 18, 36, 43; -235 Reply, page 12)

’250 patent, FIG. 4I (cited at -417 Petition, pages 36, 80-81, 97; 

-235 POR, pages 11-12, 27, 41; -235 Reply, pages 14, 17-19)

Figure 12B referenced at ’932 patent, 25:60-26:2 (cited at -235 POR, page 49)

-235 Reply, pages 10-12

-417 Reply, pages 13-14
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Takeda-322’s Third Coil 

Contributes to the BA’s Inductance

43

Takeda-322 (Ex. 1005), FIG. 3 (annotated) 

(from -235 Petition, page 17)

-417 Eisenstadt Decl. (-417 Ex. 2003 and -235 Ex. 1051), ¶ 65 

(cited at -235 Reply, page 11; -417 POR, page 21; -417 Reply, page 14)

Takeda-322 (Ex. 1005), [0015] (cited at -235 Petition, pages 14, 24-25; 

-417 Petition, pages 13, 49-50, 58, 81)

Takeda-322 (Ex. 1005), [0022] (cited at -235 Petition, pages 19, 41; 

-417 Petition, pages 18-19, 21, 23, 26-27)

-235 Petition, pages 23-25

-417 Petition, pages 48-50
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Patent Owner’s Expert was “Stuck” on whether Takeda-322’s 

Coil’s Contribution to the BA’s Inductance was Negligible

44

Eisenstadt Dep. (Ex. 1050), 71:13-72:17 

(cited at -235 Reply, pages 10-11; -417 Reply, pages 13-14)

Eisenstadt Dep. (Ex. 1050), 113:24-114:22 

(cited at -235 Reply, page 11; -417 Reply, page 14)

Takeda-322 (Ex. 1005), FIG. 3 (annotated) 

(from -235 Petition, page 17)

-235 Reply, page 11

-417 Reply, page 14
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Evidence That Takeda-322’s EA Contributes 

Non-Negligibly to the BA’s Inductance

45

-235 van der Weide Decl. (-235 Ex. 1003), ¶ 71 (cited at -235 

Petition, page 14); see also -417 van der Weide Decl. (-417 Ex. 

1003), ¶ 67 (cited at -417 Petition, page 13, explaining same in 

context of ’250 patent)

-235 van der Weide Decl. (-235 Ex. 1003), ¶ 99 (cited at -235 Petition, 

page 24); see also -417 van der Weide Decl. (-417 Ex. 1003), ¶ 137 (cited 

at -417 Petition, pages 49-50, explaining same in context of ’250 patent)

-235 van der Weide Decl. (-235 Ex. 1003), ¶ 101 (cited at -235 Petition, 

page 25); see also -417 van der Weide Decl. (-417 Ex. 1003), ¶ 139 (cited 

at -417 Petition, page 50, explaining same in context of ’250 patent)

Takeda-322 (Ex. 1005), FIG. 3 (annotated) 

(from -235 Petition, page 17)

-235 Petition, pages 14, 23-25

-417 Petition, pages 13, 48-50
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Evidence That Takeda-322’s EA Contributes 

Non-Negligibly to the BA’s Inductance

46

-235 van der Weide Reply Decl. (-235 Ex. 1055), ¶ 44 (cited at -235 Reply, pages 

11-12); see also -417 van der Weide Reply Decl. (-417 Ex. 1055), ¶ 45 (cited at -417 

Reply, page 14, explaining same in context of ’250 patent)

Takeda-322 (Ex. 1005), 

[0014]-[0015] (cited, e.g.,

at -235 Petition, pages 

10, 14, 24-25; -235 

Reply, page 11; -417 

Petition, pages 8-9, 13, 

49-50, 58, 80-81; -417 

Reply, pages 13-14)

-235 van der Weide Reply Decl. 

(-235 Ex. 1055), ¶¶ 42-43 

(excerpted) (cited at -235 Reply, 

pages 11-12); see also -417 van 

der Weide Reply Decl. (-417 Ex. 

1055), ¶¶ 43-44 (cited at -417 

Reply, pages 13-14, explaining 

same in context of ’250 patent)

-235 Reply, pages 10-12

-417 Reply, pages 13-14
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Patent Owner’s Arguments About Takeda-322

47

• An Extension Antenna Cannot Also Be a Coupler Coil 

• An Extension Antenna Must Enhance Coupling Between 
the Module Antenna of a Chip and the Booster Antenna

• Petitioner Has Not Shown That Takeda-322’s Inner Coil 
Non-Negligibly Contributes to the Booster Antenna’s 
Inductance 

• Petitioner’s Construction of “EA component” is 
Essentially Meaningless 

-235 POR, pages 39-45; -417 POR, pages 22-27

-235 POR, pages 22-23; -417 POR, pages 10-11

-235 POR, pages 57-58; -417 POR, pages 38-39

-235 Sur-Reply, pages 7-10; -417 Sur-Reply, pages 7-10
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Petitioner Used the Patents’ Descriptions of an EA

48

’932 patent, 5:52-53 (cited at -235 Petition, page 74; -235 Reply, pages 3, 9); 

’250 patent, 5:36-37 (cited at -417 Petition, page 58; -417 Reply, page 11)

’932 patent, 10:59-67 (cited at -235 Petition, pages 4, 24; -235 Reply, pages 2-3); 

’250 patent 9:27-36 (cited at -417 Petition, page 4; -417 Reply, page 3)

’932 patent, 27:41-44 (cited at -235 Petition, pages 4, 24, 27, 74; -235 Reply, 

pages 9-10, 12); ’250 patent, 23:67-24:3 (cited -417 Petition, pages 4, 49-50, 

52, 58, 80-81; -417 Reply, pages 3, 11, 13-14)

-417 Sur-Reply, page 14-235 Sur-Reply, page 18

-235 Reply, pages 3-4

-417 Reply, pages 3-5
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Dispute Regarding Meaning of EA

49

-235 POR, page 30

-417 POR, pages 16-17

-235 Sur-Reply, page 7

-417 Sur-Reply, page 7



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

83 Fed. Reg. 51,340, at

51,353 (Oct. 11, 2018)

Petitioner Did Not Need to Provide an 

Outer-Boundary Construction

50

Takeda-322 (Ex. 1005), FIG. 3 (annotated) 

(from -235 Petition, page 17)

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), FIG. 1 (annotated) 

(from -235 Petition, page 76)

Nidec Motor Corp. v. Zhongshan Broad Ocean Motor Co., 868 F.3d 1013, 1017 (Fed. Cir. 2017) 

(cited at -235 Petition, page 9; -417 Petition, page 8)

83 Fed. Reg. 51,340, at

51,353 (Oct. 11, 2018)

83 Fed. Reg. 51,340, 51,353 (Oct. 11, 2018) (cited at 

-235 Petition, page 9; -417 Petition, page 8).

83 Fed. Reg. 51,340, 51,352 (Oct. 11, 2018) (cited at 

-235 Sur-Reply, page 3; -417 Sur-Reply, pages 3-4).

-235 Petition, pages 9, 23-25, 73-75

-417 Petition, pages 8, 48-50, 78-82
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Two-Coil Extension Antennas in Takeda-322

51

Annotated figures from -417 Petition, page 79; see also -417 Reply, page 15
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The -417 Petition Analyzed Two-Coil Extension Antennas

52

-417 Petition, page 70

-417 Petition, page 78

-417 Petition, page 78

-417 Petition, page 84

-417 Petition, pages 92-93
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The Patents Make No Distinction 

Between Two-Coil EAs and Two EAs

53

’250 patent, 18:12-37 (cited at -417 Reply, page 18)

’932 patent, 20:39-49 (cited at -417 Reply, page 18)

’932 patent, 46:64-65 (cited at -417 Reply, page 18)

’932 patent, FIG. 4I (cited at -235 Petition, page 18; 

-235 POR, pages 14, 16, 18, 36, 43; -235 Reply, page 12)

’250 patent, FIG. 4I (cited at -417 Petition, pages 36, 80-81, 97; 

-235 POR, pages 11-12, 27, 41; -235 Reply, pages 14, 17-19)

-417 Reply, pages 18-19
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-417 Reply, pages 22-23 (citing -417 van der Weide Reply Decl. (-417 Ex. 1055), ¶ ¶ 61-62); see also -235 Reply, 

pages 25-26 (citing -235 van der Weide Reply Decl. (-235 Ex. 1055), ¶ ¶ 100-101)
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Patent Owner’s Attacks on Dr. van der Weide
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van der Weide Dep. (Ex. 2018), 129:3-23 

(cited at -235 POR, page 42; -417 POR, page 25)

van der Weide Dep. (Ex. 2018), 130:1-5 

(cited at -235 POR, page 42; -417 POR, page 25)

-235 POR, page 42; -417 POR, page 25

-235 Reply, pages 1, 27

-417 Reply, pages 2, 24
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Murayama Grounds
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Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), FIG. 1 

(cited at, e.g., -235 Petition, pages 62-64)

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), FIG. 2 

(cited at -235 Petition, page 65)

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), [0001] (cited at -235 Petition, pages 61-62)

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), [0027] (cited at -235 Petition, pages 62, 64-66, 84)

’932 patent, 22:49-62 (cited -235 Petition, pages 4-5, 65-66, 68, 71, 74)
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Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), FIG. 1 

(cited at, e.g., -235 Petition, pages 62-64)

-235 van der Weide Decl. (-235 Ex. 1003), ¶ 208 (cited at -235 Petition, page 64)

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), [0016] (cited at -235 Petition, pages 64, 68, 72, 74)
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Murayama’s Compound Antenna Boosts the

Communication Range for an RFID Chip
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Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), FIG. 1 

(cited at, e.g., -235 Petition, pages 62-64)

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), [0024] (cited at -235 Petition, pages 66, 71-72)

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), [0026] (cited at -235 Petition, pages 65-66, 74)

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), [0027] (cited at -235 Petition, pages 62, 64-66, 84)

-235 Petition, page 66
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’932 patent, claim 5

’932 patent, claim 1

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), FIG. 1 (annotated) 

(from -235 Petition, page 76)

-235 Reply, page 13
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-235 POR, page 64

-235 POR, page 60

-235 POR, page 64
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62

-235 van der Weide Reply Decl. (-235 Ex. 1055), ¶ 58 (cited at -235 Reply, page 13)

Koyama (-235 Ex. 1053) (cited at -235 Reply, page 13), 18:28-42; -235 van der 

Weide Reply Decl. (-235 Ex. 1055), ¶ 58 (cited at -235 Reply, page 13)

Koyama (-235 Ex. 1053) (cited at -235 Reply, page 13), FIG. 13; 

-235 van der Weide Reply Decl. (-235 Ex. 1055), ¶ 58 (cited at -235 

Reply, page 13)

Koyama (-235 Ex. 1053) (cited at -235 Reply, page 13), FIG. 14; 

-235 van der Weide Reply Decl. (-235 Ex. 1055), ¶ 58 (cited at -235 

Reply, page 13)

-235 Reply, page 13
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Continental

Circuits v. Intel, 915 F. 3d 788, 796-97 

(Fed. Cir. 2019)

The Specification Does Not Redefine “Booster Antenna”
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-235 Sur-Reply, pages 19-20 Continental Circuits LLC v. Intel Corp., 915 F. 3d 788, 796-97 (Fed. Cir. 2019) 

(cited at -235 Reply, page 15)

-235 Reply, pages 13-14
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The Alleged Invention Is Not Limited to the 

Specification’s Embodiments

64

Hill-Rom Servs. v. Stryker Corp., 755 F.3d 1367, 1373 (Fed. Cir. 2014) 

(cited at -235 Reply, page 14)

-235 POR, page 27

’932 patent, 7:18-22 (cited at -235 Reply, page 15)

’932 patent, 12:25-27 (cited at -235 Reply, page 15)

’932 patent, 47:45-48 (cited at -235 Reply, page 15)

-235 POR, page 27

-235 Reply, pages 13-15
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There is No Disclaimer of BAs Tuned to Multiple Frequencies
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Continental

Circuits v. Intel, 915 F. 3d 788, 796-97 

(Fed. Cir. 2019)

Continental Circuits LLC v. Intel Corp., 915 F. 3d 788, 796-97 (Fed. Cir. 2019) 

(cited at -235 Reply, page 15)

-235 Reply, page 15
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-235 POR, page 26

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), FIG. 1 

(cited at, e.g., -235 Petition, pages 62-64)

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), FIG. 2 

(cited at -235 Petition, page 65; see 

also -235 Petition, pages 71-72)
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Murayama’s Compound Antenna is Tuned to Enable the 

Chip to Communicate with a Reader at One Frequency
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-235 van der Weide Decl. (-235 Ex. 1003), ¶ 215 (cited at -235 Petition, page 66)

-235 van der Weide Reply Decl. (-235 Ex. 1055), ¶¶ 66-67 

(cited at -235 Reply, pages 15-16)

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), [0026] (cited at -235 Petition, pages 65-66, 74)

-235 Reply, page 16
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-235 POR, page 60

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), [0003] (cited at -235 POR, page 60)

-235 Eisenstadt Decl., ¶ 107 (cited at -235 POR, page 61) 

-235 Reply, page 16
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Murayama’s Anti-Theft Functionality
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-235 van der Weide Reply Decl. (-235 Ex. 1055), ¶ 68 (cited at -235 Reply, page 16)

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), [0022] (cited at -235 Petition, page 74)

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), [0027] (cited at -235 Petition, pages 62, 64-66, 84) Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), FIG. 1 (annotated) 

(from -235 Petition, page 63)

-235 Reply, page 16

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), FIG. 2 

(cited at -235 Petition, page 65; see 

also -235 Petition, pages 71-72)
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Patent Owner’s Card Antenna Argument Relies On 

Patent Owner’s “Single Resonance Frequency” Argument 

70

-235 POR, page 66

-235 POR, page 66
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Murayama Has an Unconnected Extension Antenna
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Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), FIG. 1 (annotated) 

(from -235 Petition, page 76)

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), [0022] (cited at -235 Petition, page 74)

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), [0026] (cited at -235 Petition, pages 65-66, 74)

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), [0025] (cited at -235 Petition, pages 62, 64-66, 71-72)
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’932 patent, 10:62-67 (cited at -235 Petition, 4, 24, 73)
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Contributes to the BA’s Inductance
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Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), FIG. 1 

(annotated) (from -235 Petition, page 76)

-235 van der Weide Decl. (-235 Ex. 1003), ¶ 242 (cited at -235 Petition, page 74) -235 van der Weide Reply Decl. (-235 Ex. 1055), ¶¶ 96-97 (cited at -235 Reply, page 24)

-235 Petition, pages 73-75;

-235 Reply, page 24
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• The “Disputed” Sentence Does Not Mean What It Says -235 POR, pages 35-36

• A Single Sentence Cannot Override a Definition -235 POR, pages 34-35

• Petitioner Gives No Weight to the Word “Extension” -235 POR, pages 37-38

• Priority Documents Show the Extension Antenna Connected to the 

Card Antenna and/or Coupler Coil -235 POR, pages 12-22

• There is No Disclosure of an Extension Antenna on “Opposite Sides 

of the Card Body” -235 POR, pages 38-39

• An Unconnected Extension Antenna is Not Enabled -235 POR, page 38

’932 patent, 10:62-67 (cited at -235 Petition, 4, 24, 73)
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75

-235 POR, page 35

-235 POR, page 34

-235 POR, page 34



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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’932 patent, 16:12-23 (cited at -235 POR, page 12)

-235 Ex. 2007, page 33 (cited at -235 POR, pages 12-13)

Patent Owner’s annotated FIG. 5H of ’825 Provisional (-235 Ex. 2007)

(from -235 POR, page 13)

-235 POR, page 12

-235 Reply, pages 20-22
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The Patent Does Not “Define” Extension Antenna
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-235 POR, page 14

-235 van der Weide Reply Decl. (-235 Ex. 1055), ¶ 87 (cited at -235 Reply, pages 21-22)

-235 van der Weide Reply Decl. (-235 Ex. 1055), ¶ 88 (cited at -235 Reply, pages 21-22)

-235 Reply, pages 20-22
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The Patent Does Not “Define” Extension Antenna
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-235 POR, page 12

’932 patent, 16:12-23 (cited at -235 POR, page 12)

Eisenstadt Dep. (Ex. 1050), 154:21-155:5 (cited at -235 Reply, page 21)

Eisenstadt Dep. (Ex. 1050), 155:14-22 (cited at -235 Reply, page 21)

-235 POR, page 14

-235 Reply, pages 20-22



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s Argument That Petitioner Gives 

No Weight to the Word “Extension” Fails
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-235 POR, page 11

’932 patent, 16:18-20 (cited at -235 POR, page 11-12, 35; 

-235 Reply, pages 19, 21)

’932 patent, 10:62-67 (cited at -235 Petition, 4, 24, 73; -235 Reply, 18, 23)

-235 POR, page 34-35

-235 Reply, page 19
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Not incorporated by reference.

Include “disputed” sentence.

-235 Reply, page 23

-235 POR, pages i-ii
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Patent Owner’s Argument That There is No Disclosure of an 

Extension Antenna on “Opposite Sides of the Card Body” Fails

81

-235 POR, pages 38-39

-235 Reply, page 19
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Patent Owner’s Argument Regarding Enablement Fails

82

Hill-Rom Servs. v. Stryker Corp., 755 F.3d 1367, 1374 (Fed. Cir. 2014) 

(cited at -235 Reply, page 22)

Rembrandt Data Techs. v. AOL, 641 F.3d 1331, 1339 (Fed. Cir. 2011) 

(cited at -235 Reply, page 22)
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Evidence That Murayama’s EA Contributes 

Non-Negligibly to the Booster Antenna’s Inductance

83

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), [0022] (cited at -235 Petition, page 74)

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), [0026] (cited at -235 Petition, pages 65-66, 74)

-235 Petition, pages 65-66, 74
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Evidence That Murayama’s EA Contributes 

Non-Negligibly to the Booster Antenna’s Inductance

84

-235 van der Weide Decl. (-235 Ex. 1003), ¶ 242 (cited at -235 Petition, page 74)

-235 van der Weide Reply Decl. (-235 Ex. 1055), ¶¶ 96-97 (cited at -235 Reply, page 24)

-235 Petition, page 74;

-235 Reply, page 24
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Patent Owner Disclaimed Claims 8-10 After Institution

85

-235 Ex. 2004

-235 Ex. 2004
-235 Institution Decision (Paper 13)

-235 Institution Decision (Paper 13)
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Coupling Coefficient (K)
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Eray (Ex. 1009), 11:16-26 (cited at -235 Petition, page 3; -417 Petition, page 3)
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Magnetic Field (H) and Mutual Inductance (M)

87

Eray (Ex. 1009), 10:55-67 (cited at -235 Petition, page 3; -417 Petition, page 3) Eray (Ex. 1009), 11:1-12 (cited at -235 Petition, page 3; -417 Petition, page 3)
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37 C.F.R. § 42.23(b) Oppositions, replies, and sur-replies

88

All arguments for the relief requested in a motion must be made 

in the motion. A reply may only respond to arguments raised in 

the corresponding opposition, patent owner preliminary response, 

patent owner response, or decision on institution. A sur-reply may 

only respond to arguments raised in the corresponding reply and 

may not be accompanied by new evidence other than deposition 

transcripts of the cross-examination of any reply witness.

37 C.F.R. § 42.23(b)
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-235 POR, page 28
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Petitioner’s Mapping Versus Patent Owner’s Version

90

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), FIG. 1 (annotated) 

(from -235 Petition, page 76) Patent Owner’s annotated Figure from -235 POR, page 65
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Annotated Takeda-322 FIG. 3 (from -235 Petition, e.g., page 37)

Annotated ’932 patent, FIG. 5B (from -235 Petition, e.g., page 34)
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Annotated Murayama FIG. 1 (from -235 Petition, e.g., page 80)

-235 Petition, pages 76-77
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Implementations of Takeda-322 from -417 Petition

93

Petitioner’s Figures from -417 Petition, page 25
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-417 POR, page 20

-235 POR, page 33
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-235 Ex. 1018, page 214 (“magnified,” annotated image from page 208, cited at -235 Petition, page 28)

-417 Ex. 1018, page 195 (cited at -417 Petition, page 52)
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’932 patent, 27:35-44 (cited at -235 Petition, pages 4, 24, 27, 74; -235 POR, pages 17, 37; 

-235 Reply, pages 9-10, 12)

’250 patent, 23:61-24:3 (cited at -417 Petition, pages 4, 49-50, 52, 58, 80-81; 

-417 Reply, page 3, 11, 13-14)
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’932 patent, FIGs. 4A-4E (cited at -235 POR, pages 14, 18, 36, 43)

’250 patent, FIGs. 4A-4E (cited at -417 POR, page 27)
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Patent Owner’s annotated FIG. 4F (from -235 POR, page 41; 

-417 POR, page 24)

Eisenstadt Dep. (Ex. 1050), 143:10-20 (cited at -235 Reply, pages 5-6; -417 Reply, page 7)

Eisenstadt Dep. (Ex. 1050), 146:19-147:2 (cited at -235 Reply, pages 5-6; -417 Reply, page 7)

-235 Reply, pages 5-7;

-417 Reply, pages 6-9
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Excerpt of Patent Owner’s annotated FIG. 4F (from -235 POR, page 41; 

-417 POR, page 24)

Eisenstadt Dep. (Ex. 1050), 142:1-5 (cited at -235 Reply, page 6; -417 Reply, page 8)

Eisenstadt Dep. (Ex. 1050), 144:18-24 (cited at -235 Reply, page 6; -417 Reply, page 7)

Eisenstadt Dep. (Ex. 1050), 145:2-12 (cited at -235 Reply, page 6; -417 Reply, page 7)

Eisenstadt Dep. (Ex. 1050), 146:10-16 (cited at -235 Reply, page 6; -417 Reply, page 7)

PO’s Expert Acknowledged Border Was Arbitrary
-235 Reply, pages 5-7;

-417 Reply, pages 6-9
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PO’s Expert’s Discussion of Roman Numeral One
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Eisenstadt Dep. (Ex. 1050), 156:6-8 (cited at -235 Reply, page 19)

Eisenstadt Dep. (Ex. 1050), 157:9-158:11 (cited at -235 Reply, page 19)

-235 Reply, page 19
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’932 patent, 22:49-62 (cited at -235 Petition, pages 5, 66, 68, 71, 74) 

(describing FIGS. 5F, 5G,and 5H at right)
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Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), [0014] (cited at -235 Petition, page 62-64, 74, 76-79, 83, 86)

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), [0015] (cited at -235 Petition, page 64, 70, 72, 78, 81, 83, 86)

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), [0016] (cited at -235 Petition, page 64, 68, 72, 74)
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Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), [0025] (cited at -235 Petition, pages 62, 64-66, 71-72)

Murayama (-235 Ex. 1007), [0024] (cited at -235 Petition, pages 66, 71-72)
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Authority Cited in Motion to Strike Briefs

104

§ 42.23 Oppositions, replies, and sur-replies.

All arguments for the relief requested in a motion must be 

made in the motion. A reply may only respond to arguments 

raised in the corresponding opposition, patent owner 

preliminary response, patent owner response, or decision on 

institution. A sur-reply may only respond to arguments raised in 

the corresponding reply and may not be accompanied by new 

evidence other than deposition transcripts of the cross-

examination of any reply witness.

37 C.F.R. § 42.23(b) (cited at -235 Motion to Strike (Paper 32), pages 1, 3; 

-417 Motion to Strike (Paper 32), pages 1, 3)

Consolidated Trial Practice Guide, page 73 (cited at -235 Motion to Strike (Paper 32), 

pages 1, 5; -417 Motion to Strike (Paper 32), pages 1, 5)

§ 42.5 Conduct of the proceeding.

The Board may waive or suspend a requirement of parts 

1, 41, and 42 and may place conditions on the waiver or 

suspension.

37 C.F.R. § 42.5(b) (cited at -235 Motion to Strike (Paper 32), page 3; 

-417 Motion to Strike (Paper 32), page 3)

§ 42.51 Discovery.

The parties may agree to additional discovery between 

themselves. Where the parties fail to agree, a party may 

move for additional discovery. The moving party must 

show that such additional discovery is in the interests of 

justice, except in post-grant reviews where additional 

discovery is limited to evidence directly related to factual 

assertions advanced by either party in the proceeding 

(see § 42.224). The Board may specify conditions for 

such additional discovery.

37 C.F.R. § 42.51(b) (cited at -235 Opposition to Motion to Strike (Paper 34), 

page 4; -417 Motion to Strike (Paper 34), page 4)
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