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Petitioner’s Demonstratives



The Diaper-Holding Requirement

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE2



’788 Patent:  No Diaper-Holding Requirement

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE3

EX1054, 7:4-7 (cited in 1477 Reply 1)

’788 Patent Claim 1 1477 POR 10:
“The requirement that the closure 
means is fastened to the main part and 
side parts necessarily means that the 
retaining forces between the closure 
means and the main part and between 
the closure means and the side parts 
be sufficient to hold the diaper on 
the wearer.”

1477 Reply 1:
“The relied-on ‘detachable fastening’ is 
of the closure means to the diaper 
parts, not of the diaper to a wearer.”

Mr. Butterworth



4

’788 Patent:  No Diaper-Holding Requirement

1477 Reply 1-2:
“Whether the retaining forces are sufficient to hold the diaper on a wearer “would require 
knowledge of, inter alia, the size, type, and number of closure means … , who the wearer 
was, and what activities the wearer was engaged in … , none of which the ’788 Patent 
recites.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1054, 11:9-14:7 (cited in 1477 Reply 1-2)



5

The Diaper-Holding Requirement is Broad

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mr. Butterworth

EX1054, 14:25-15:9 (cited in 1477 Reply 2; 
1478 Reply 1; 1479 Reply 1; 1480 Reply 1)



Karami ’772-Benning Meets the Diaper-
Holding Requirement

6 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



7

Stay-Away Zone | Has “Affinity to Hook-Type Fasteners”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

.  .  .

EX1003, ¶¶[0037], [0053], FIG. 8; EX1012 ¶76 (cited in 1477 Pet. 
24-25; 1478 Pet. 22-23; 1479 Pet. 22-23; 1480 Pet. 25-26)



8

Stay-Away Zone | Karami ’626 Shows Adequate Engagement

“Karami ’772’s backsheet—like Karami ’626’s—is a film-nonwoven laminate, with a 5-45 
gsm nonwoven … (10-30 gsm (e.g., 20 gsm) [being] obvious)” and “Karami ’772 [] uses 
(or at least shows was an obvious option) the same fastener as Karami ’626:  the Binder 
25445.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Karami ’772 Karami ’626

1477 Pet. 36-37

EX1003, ¶¶[0031], [0041]; EX1004 ¶¶[0060], [0065] (cited in 1477 
Pet. 36-37; 1478 Pet. 32-33; 1479 Pet. 31-32; 1480 Pet. 40)



9

Stay-Away Zone | Karami ’626 Shows Adequate Engagement

“For these materials, Karami ’626 explains that ‘the fastener elements’ … secure the 
diaper on[] ‘both small and large-waisted persons,’” which “is also true using two fastener 
elements, let alone Karami ’772’s four.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1477 Pet. 36-37

EX1004 ¶ [0040] (cited in 1477 Pet., 36-37; 1478 Pet., 32-33; 1479 
Pet., 31-32; 1480 Pet., 40)



10

Stay-Away Zone | Treatment Not Required for Diaper Holding

1477 Reply 4-5
“‘[A]n object of [Karami ’772’s] invention is to 
provide … a fastener assembly including a 
hook-type fastening element that does not 
require a corresponding loop-type fastening 
element,’ the functionality of which Karami 
’772 does not condition on water jetting 
and/or aperturing.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1477 POR 19-22
“Karami ’772 discloses that the nonwoven 
must be treated … for the fasteners to 
securely engage the nonwoven.”

.  .  .

EX1003 ¶¶[0006] , [0008] (cited in 1477 Reply 
4-5; 1478 Reply 3; 1479 Reply 3; 1480 Reply 3)

EX1054, 83:7-15 (cited in 1477 Reply 4-5; 
1478 Reply 3; 1479 Reply 3; 1480 Reply 3)



11

Stay-Away Zone | Treatment Not Required for Diaper Holding
1477 Reply 4-5
“Karami ’772’s disclosed Binder 25445 fastener … is ‘for use only with’—and thus 
adequately mates with—‘conventional nonwovens’ like those Karami ’772 uses.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Karami ’772

Karami ’626 Mr. Butterworth

EX1003, ¶[0041]; EX1004, ¶[0070]; EX1054, 58:12-16 
(cited in 1477 Reply 4-5; 1478 Reply 3; 1479 Reply 3; 
1480 Reply 3)



12

Stay-Away Zone | Treatment Not Required for Diaper Holding

1477 Reply 5
“[T]he fastener’s usability with 
‘conventional nonwovens’ generally 
undermines the importance PO 
attributes to Karami ’772’s treatments.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1054, 78:9-18 (cited in 1477 Reply 5; 
1478 Reply 4; 1479 Reply 4; 1480 Reply 4)



13

Stay-Away Zone | PO’s TABLE 1 Argument Fails
1477 POR 29
“Table 1 reports a force of 993.601 g/2 
in. for a 20 gsm, water-jet-treated 
nonwoven and Binder 25445, which is 
less than the 1300 g/in2 sought.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1477 Reply 10
PO improperly “compar[es] values of 
different units … which not even PO’s 
expert would sponsor.”

Mr. Butterworth Mr. Jezzi

EX2004, ¶68 (cited in 1477 Reply 10; 1478 Reply 9; 1479 Reply 9; 1480 Reply 9) EX2003, 117:1-10 (cited in 1477 POR 27; 
1478 POR 26; 1479 POR 26; 1480 POR 26)



14

Stay-Away Zone | Diaper Holding With Relied-On Nonwovens
1477 POR 30
“Petitioner [] cannot establish that the stay-
away-zone necessarily would have sufficient 
forces across the disclosed range of 
nonwovens to fasten and hold the diaper” 
because forces “would not be very high” for “a 
5 gsm nonwoven.”

1477 Reply 6-7
“PO’s argument is a strawman because 
these grounds are based on Karami ’772’s 
disclosed 10-30-gsm-nonwoven backsheet
… and specifically including its 20-gsm-
nonwoven backsheet.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE EX1012, ¶70 (cited in 1477 Pet. 36; 1478 Pet. 32-
33; 1479 Pet. 31-32; 1480 Pet. 40)

1477 Pet. 36



15

Stay-Away Zone | Alternatives Show Nonwoven Affinity
1477 POR 23-24
“One of ordinary skill would understand that [] 
fasteners would not be able to attach to [the] film” of 
Karami ’772’s or Damaghi’s stay-away zone.

1477 Reply 5-6
• The relied-on stay-away zone is an untreated 

nonwoven that “explicitly has fastener affinity.”
• “[T]he no-affinity stay-away zones each destroy a 

portion of their respective backsheet-nonwoven’s 
ability to engage a fastener … which only makes 
sense if those backsheet-nonwoven portions 
could otherwise sufficiently engage the 
fastener to hold a mis-sized diaper on a wearer.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE EX1028, ¶¶[0049]-[0051] (cited in 1477 Reply 6; 
1478 Reply 4-5; 1479 Reply 4-5; 1480 Reply 5)



16

Stay-Away Zone | PO Fails to Discount Karami ’626

1477 POR 30-31
“Petitioner [] overstates Karami ’626’s
teaching about size adjustability” because 
“fasteners only engage the wings, not the 
backsheet.”

1477 Reply 7
“While Karami ’626 provides a specific 
illustration with wing-fastener engagements 
… that example does not defeat Karami 
’626’s broader teaching of backsheet-
fastener engagement.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

.  .  .

EX1004, ¶¶[0036], [0040] (cited in 1477 Reply 7; 
1478 Reply 6; 1479 Reply 6; 1480 Reply 6-7)



17

Stay-Away Zone | PO Fails to Discount Karami ’626

1477 Reply 10
“Karami ’626 also directly undermines PO’s position in that Karami ’626 uses the same 
fastener … that indisputably can securely engage with, for example, an untreated ‘20[] 
gsm’ wing nonwoven.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1004, ¶[0065] (cited in 1477 Reply 10; 1478 
Reply 9; 1479 Reply 9; 1480 Reply 9)



18

Stay-Away Zone | PO Fails to Discount Karami ’626

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1477 POR 31-32
“[T]he diaper in Figures 9 and 10 is shown only 
as a broad illustration and little description is 
provided.”

1477 Reply 8
The “FIGs. 9-10 diaper ‘incorporates a fastener 
assembly consisting exclusively of a minihook
fastener … [and] a conventional nonwoven 
material’ … that ‘is in the article backsheet’” to 
achieve “‘the same or analogous improvements 
in the fit’ … via the minihook fastener’s ability to 
engage any portion of the nonwoven.” EX1004, ¶¶[0008], [0011], 

[0016], [0055], FIG. 10 
(cited in 1477 Reply 8; 
1478 Reply 7; 1479 Reply 
7; 1480 Reply 7)



19

Stay-Away Zone | PO Fails to Discount Karami ’626
1477 Reply 8-9
“[T]he premises underlying Mr. Butterworth’s opinion are inconsistent with Karami ’626:  he 
asserts FIGs. 9-10 diaper may have an ‘extra [loop] closure’ to which the hook fastener 
must attach … despite Karami ’626 disparaging the same.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1054, 20:14-20, 22:17-20 (cited in 1477 Reply 8-9; 1478 Reply 7-8; 
1479 Reply 7-8; 1480 Reply 7-8)



20

Stay-Away Zone | PO Fails to Discount Karami ’626
1477 Reply 9-10
“The suggestion that a POSITA would struggle to envision how to arrange fasteners on 
various chassis shapes strains credulity.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1054, 23:12-21, 26:19-27:2, 30:19-24 (cited in 1477 Reply 9-
10; 1478 Reply 8-9; 1479 Reply 8-9; 1480 Reply 8-9)



21

Stay-Away Zone | PO Fails to Discount Mr. Jezzi’s Testimony

1477 POR 32-33
“Mr. Jezzi … said it would be ‘speculative either 
way’ to say whether or not the retaining forces 
at the stay-away zone would be sufficient.”

1477 Reply
Mr. Jezzi’s statement was regarding “TABLE 1 
alone” and “PO ignores that Mr. Jezzi’s
opinions are also supported by other 
evidence, including Karami ’626, that answer 
any questions left by that discrete table.”DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX2003, 185:3-186:21(cited in 1477 Reply 10-11; 
1478 Reply 9-10; 1479 Reply 9-10; 1480 Reply 9-10)



22

Treated Portion of Backsheet | Indisputably Holds Diaper
1477 Pet. 37
“It also would have been obvious to use a 
higher-basis-weight nonwoven in Karami 
’772’s wings than in its containment 
assembly … which would have rendered 
fastener retaining forces lower in the 
containment assembly … including in its 
treated and stay-away zones.”

1477 Reply 3
“PO does not disagree that fastener 
engagement with the treated, obviously 
lower-basis-weight portions of Karami ’772 
containment assembly meets the Diaper-
Holding Requirement.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1012, ¶76 (cited in 1477 
Pet., 37; 1478 Pet., 22; 1479 
Pet., 33; 1480 Pet., 40-41)



23

Treated Portion of Backsheet | Indisputably Holds Diaper
1477 Sur-Reply 13
“Petitioner raises a new argument that 
essentially creates a new combination.”

But see, e.g.,
1477 Pet. 37
1479 Inst. Dec. 20

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
1479 Inst. Dec. 20



24

Treated Portion of Backsheet | Has Lower Retaining Forces

1477 Pet. 37
“It also would have been obvious to use a 
higher-basis-weight nonwoven in 
Karami ’772’s wings than in its 
containment assembly 120 … which 
would have rendered fastener retaining 
forces lower in the [treated zone of] the 
containment assembly.” (see Benning-
Karami ’626 arguments)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’788 Patent, 13:34-41 (cited in 1477 Pet. 37; 1478 Pet. 33; 
1479 Pet. 33; 1480 Pet. 40-41)  



25

Treated Portion of Backsheet | Has Lower Retaining Forces

1477 POR 34
There are “many factors that go into how well a particular nonwoven surface will engage 
fasteners” and “a 20 gsm nonwoven that had been water jet treated and apertured had 
higher retaining forces … than a 33.9 gsm untreated nonwoven.”

1477 Reply 3
• “PO cannot now walk back [the Hartmann patents’] concession” and independently “PO 

offers no evidence or explanation to suggest that the Karami ’772-Benning combination 
encompasses a reasonable configuration that would have yielded a different result.”

• “PO’s failure is illustrated by its inapposite example of a lower-basis-weight treated
nonwoven yielding higher retaining forces than a higher-basis-weight untreated
nonwoven … in Petitioner’s combination, both … are treated.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Claimed Workable Retaining Forces 
Obvious for Karami ’772-Benning

26 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



27

Retaining Forces | Illustrative Claims

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
’398 Patent   ’249 Patent   

’990 Patent   

’788 Patent   



28

Retaining Forces | Workable Ranges

1477 Pet. 44-45
• “POSITA would have recognized that the 

diminished affinity in Karami ’772’s stay-
away zone struck a balance between 
permitting diaper-adjustability and 
encouraging proper diaper-sizing.”

• “This is the same result and the same 
means to achieve it that forms the basis 
of the [Hartmann] Patent’s purported 
invention” and the claims “merely recite 
broad, workable ranges for such 
fastener retaining forces … to which no 
independent purpose or significance is 
attributed.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1012 ¶98 (cited in 1477 Pet. 44-45; 1478 Pet. 41-42; 
1479 Pet. 36-37; 1480 Pet. 46-47)  



29

Retaining Forces | Workable Ranges

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1009, ¶[0034]; EX1012 ¶98; In re Aller, 220 F.2d 454, 
456 (C.C.P.A. 1955) (cited in 1477 Pet. 44-45; 1478 Pet. 41-
42; 1479 Pet. 36-37; 1480 Pet. 46-47)  



30

Retaining Forces | Petitioner Addressed as Over-Abdomen

1477 POR 35-36
“The claims require that retaining forces be 
determined as over-abdomen retaining 
forces, yet Petitioner does not address that 
requirement.”

1477 Reply 11
See Pet. 22 (“over-abdomen retaining 
forces … are simply [] shear forces”), 44-
48.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE EX1012, fn to ¶98 (citing EX1009, FIG. 4) (cited in 1477 Reply 
11; 1478 Reply 10; 1479 Reply 10; 1480 Reply 10)  



31

Retaining Forces | Shared Objective Shows They Are Routine

1477 POR 38
“Petitioner also argues that ‘Karami ’772’s stay-away zone struck a balance between 
permitting diaper-adjustability and encouraging proper diaper-sizing, each of which was 
known to be advantageous,’ and tries to equate that to the Beckert patents.  Pet, 44.  It is 
not clear how this argument supports obviousness of the claimed retaining force ranges.”

1477 Reply 11-12
“PO’s apparent confusion … was addressed by the Petition showing that, with ‘the general 
conditions of [the retaining-force claims being] disclosed in the art’ … the recited ‘optimum 
or workable ranges’ are ‘not inventive.’”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Separate-Wings-And-Chassis 
Configuration Obvious for Karami ’772

32 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



33

Separate-Wings-And-Chassis | Cost and Manufacturability
1477 Pet. 29-30
“POSITA would have done so to reduce cost and improve manufacturability.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

.  .  .

EX1012 ¶¶80-81 (cited 
in 1477 Pet. 29-30; 
1478 Pet. 27-28; 1479 
Pet. 27-28; 1480 Pet. 
30-31)  



34

Separate-Wings-And-Chassis | Cost and Manufacturability

1477 POR 40
“[A] separate-chassis-and-wings design 
would have increased the cost of 
production and difficulty of manufacture” 
because of the need for “additional 
equipment, manufacturing space, [] 
employees …[,] separate storage space, 
tracking, and planning.”

1477 Reply 12-14
Mr. Butterworth agrees with Petitioner.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE EX1054, 96:12-97:6, 99:16-24 (cited in 1477 Reply 12-13; 
1478 Reply 11-12; 1479 Reply 11-12; 1480 Reply 11-13)  

.  .  .



35

Separate-Wings-And-Chassis | Cost and Manufacturability
1477 Reply 12-13
PO’s reference to  “equipment, manufacturing and storage space, employees, tracking, 
and planning as cost-contributing factors” fails:

• “investments are acceptable to achieve cost savings”
• “scrap-handling for unitary-hourglass designs also required machinery, storage, 

employees, and ‘precautions’”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1054, 100:12-102:22, 142:15-145:3 
(cited in 1477 Reply 12-13; 1478 Reply 
11-12; 1479 Reply 11-12; 1480 Reply 
11-13)  

.  .  .



36

Separate-Wings-And-Chassis | Cost and Manufacturability
1477 Reply 13-14
Purported “increased … difficulty of manufacture” risking downtime from a failure “to 
deliver the wings” or from “wing separation from improper bonding” is unsupported:

• “wing production could occur in-line”
• Mr. Butterworth “was unaware of improper-wing-bonding-based downtime”
• “scrap from the unitary-hourglass design was problematic”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE EX1054, 102:3-14, 105:2-10, 146:2-9 (cited in 1477 Reply 
13-14; 1478 Reply 13; 1479 Reply 13; 1480 Reply 13)  



37

1477 Reply 13
“PO does not address, much less counter, the advantageous manufacturing flexibility 
the separate-wings-and-chassis construction allows.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Separate-Wings-And-Chassis | Cost and Manufacturability



38

Separate-Wings-And-Chassis | Different Materials

1477 Pet. 30-31
“POSITA would have done so to permit the use of different materials for wings 131-134 
and chassis 120” such as:

• “higher-basis-weight nonwoven wings for strength and lower-basis-weight 
backsheet nonwoven for user comfort”

• “more-breathable wings for user comfort” by “not including [the backsheet’s
impermeable] film”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



39

Separate-Wings-And-Chassis | Different Materials

1477 POR 39-40
“Using a higher basis weight nonwoven on 
the wings” would “eliminate [Karami ’772’s
inventive concept” and “unnecessarily
increase[] cost and decrease[] comfort.”

1477 Reply 14-15
Mr. Butterworth agrees with Petitioner.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE EX1054, 97:3-24 (cited in 1477 Reply 14-15; 1478 Reply 
13-14; 1479 Reply 13-14; 1480 Reply 14)  



40

Separate-Wings-And-Chassis | Different Materials

1477 Reply 14-15
Mr. Butterworth confirms that “a POSITA 
would have desired ‘a higher basis weight
nonwoven’ for the wings to allow them ‘to 
withstand larger forces than backsheet 
130,’” even if that involved cost and 
comfort tradeoffs.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE EX1054, 125:18-24, 143:7-19 (cited in 1477 Reply 14-15; 
1478 Reply 13-14; 1479 Reply 13-14; 1480 Reply 14)  



41

Separate-Wings-And-Chassis | Different Materials

1477 Reply 15
• Higher-basis-weight wings do not 

“eliminate Karami ’772’s inventive 
concept.”

• Unaddressed:  more-breathable 
wings without backsheet film.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1054, 159:23-160:7 (cited in 1477 Reply 15; 1478 Reply 
14; 1479 Reply 14; 1480 Reply 14)  



Allowing Fastening to the Backsheet and 
Wing Nonwovens in Benning-Karami ’626 

Was Obvious

42 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



43

Backsheet & Wing Engagement | Size Adjustability

1477 Pet. 52, 54-55
“POSITA would have been motivated to 
use a film-nonwoven laminate like 
Karami ’626’s for Benning’s underlayer 30” 
and “fasteners like Karami 626’s” to 
“improve size-adjustability” by allowing 
the fasteners to “directly engage with a 
backsheet nonwoven … or its nonwoven 
wings.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
EX1012, ¶¶114-115 (cited in 1477 Pet. 54; 1478 
Pet. 54; 1479 Pet. 56; 1480 Pet. 56)  



44

Backsheet & Wing Engagement | Karami ’626’s Backsheet

1477 POR 43-44
A POSITA would not have “replace[d] 
Benning’s underlayer, which engages 
fasteners” with Karami ’626’s T-shaped 
diaper’s backsheet that purportedly “does 
not engage fasteners.”

1477 Reply 16
• Wrong for the same reasons addressing 

Karami ’772’s stay-away zone.
• T-shaped diaper without backsheet 

engagement is “Karami ’626’s specific 
illustration.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

.  .  .

EX1054, 163:18-21, 197:15-198:2 (cited in 
1477 Reply 16; 1478 Reply 15-16; 1479 Reply 
15-16; 1480 Reply 15-16)  



45

Backsheet & Wing Engagement | Karami ’626’s Backsheet

Reply 16
“PO’s reference to a later-described ‘belt 
backsheet’ … does not defeat the broader 
paragraph [0040] teaching that 
enumerates ‘wings 40’ separate from 
the previously-described chassis 
‘backsheet 32.’”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

.  .  .

EX1004, ¶¶[0036], [0040] (cited in 1477 Reply 16; 1478 
Reply 15-16; 1479 Reply 15-16; 1480 Reply 15-16)



46

Backsheet & Wing Engagement | PO’s Myopic View

1477 Reply 16-17
“Karami ’626 teaches a ‘fastener assembly 
[] composed exclusively of a minihook
element and a nonwoven’ that ‘provides size 
adjustability,’ the use of which extends 
beyond T-shaped diapers, including the 
FIGs. 9-10 diaper that includes backsheet-
fastener engagement.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1004, ¶[0011]; EX1028, ¶[0006]; EX1012, ¶116 (cited 
in 1477 Reply 16-17; 1478 Reply 16-17; 1479 Reply 16-
17; 1480 Reply 16-17)



47

Backsheet & Wing Engagement | POSITA’s Ability

1477 Reply 17
“PO does not contest either a POSITA’s ability to arrive at the Benning-Karami ’626 
Diaper or the desirability of the size-adjustability it provides.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1054, EX1012, ¶116 (cited in 1477 Reply 16-17; 
1478 Reply 16-17; 1479 Reply 16-17; 1480 Reply 16-
17)



Benning-Karami ’626 Meets the Diaper-
Holding Requirement

48 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



49

Diaper-Holding Requirement | Obviously Met

1477 Pet. 55
In the Benning-Karami ’626 combination, “the hooks would engage either of the front 
wings 34 for larger-waisted users, or backsheet for smaller-waisted users.”

1477 POR 50-54
“The combination does not have detachable fastening of closure meanings to the front 
and side parts.”

1477 Reply 18-19
PO’s argument is “non-responsive” because “the Benning-Karami ’626 diaper would have 
obviously—not inherently—included such fastener-engaging nonwovens for size 
adjustability.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



50

Diaper-Holding Requirement | Karami ’626’s Backsheet

1477 POR 50-51
• “Petitioner has not established that [Karami ’626’s] backsheet could engage fasteners to 

fasten and hold the modified diaper.”
• “Petitioner merely argues that the fasteners are designed to ‘detachably fasten to 

conventional nonwovens,’ not the nonwovens it argued for the combination.”

1477 Reply 19
• See Karami ’772-Benning Arguments (fastener engagement with Karami ’626’s T-shaped 

diaper and FIGs. 9-10 diaper backsheets).
• Petition at 58:  use “a film-nonwoven backsheet like Karami ’626’s.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



51

Diaper-Holding Requirement | Interstice Size

1477 POR 50-51
“Karami ’626 describes its preferred 
nonwoven as having interstices … 
significantly larger than the fibers 
themselves” so “it would be hard for a hook 
to engage fibers in that nonwoven.”

1477 Reply 19-20
“Karami ’626’s nonwovens are indisputably 
for engaging hook-type fasteners.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1004, ¶[0015] (cited in 1477 Reply 19-20; 1478 Reply 
19; 1479 Reply 19; 1480 Reply 19)



52

Diaper-Holding Requirement | Shear Strength

1477 POR 52
Comparing Karami ’626’s preferred shear strength of “1300 grams per square inch” to 
Karami ’772’s test showing “‘Load at Max Load (g/2 in)’ of 993.601,” a “20 gsm nonwoven 
would have to be treated in order to engage fasteners.”

1477 Reply 20-21 (see Karami ’772-Benning Arguments)
• PO is comparing different units.
• Karami ’626 “discloses an untreated ’20[] gsm’ nonwoven that indisputably can 

securely engage fasteners when used in a diaper’s wings” (citing EX1005, ¶[0065]).

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Higher-Basis-Weight Wings Obvious in 
Benning-Karami ’626

53 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



54

Higher-Basis-Weight Wings

FOR THE SAME REASONS AS IN KARAMI ’772-BENNING

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



55

Higher-Basis-Weight Wings | Consistent With Benning

1477 POR 48-49
“A higher basis weight nonwoven would [] have 
been … directly against [Benning’s] teachings” 
because the sides should be “less rigid than the 
main body portion.”

1477 Reply 21-22
• “Benning itself teaches that its skin-friendly and 

less-rigid side flaps can have a basis weight up 
‘to 150 g/m2.’”

• “[T]he admitted need for stronger wings would 
have justified the heavier nonwoven because 
additional softness would be pointless with side 
flaps susceptible to tearing.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1477 Pet. 59

EX1002, ¶[0032] (cited in 1477 Reply 21; 1478 Reply 
21; 1479 Reply 21; 1480 Reply 21)
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Higher-Basis-Weight Wings | Consistent With Benning

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1054, 171:6-172:7 (cited in 1477 Reply 21; 1478 
Reply 21; 1479 Reply 21; 1480 Reply 21)
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Higher-Basis-Weight Wings | Karami ’626’s Teaching Applies

1477 POR 49-50
“[S]ince the preference was limited to the 
T-shaped diaper … differing basis weights 
was not preferred for other types of 
diapers.”

1477 Reply 22
“[T]he analogous features of the Benning-
Karami ’626 diaper … render the T-
shaped-diaper teachings applicable 
thereto.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

.  .  .

EX1012, ¶¶117-118 (cited in 1477 Reply 22; 1478 Reply 
21-22; 1479 Reply 21-22; 1480 Reply 22)
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Higher-Basis-Weight Wings | Strength

1477 POR 49
“[I]f anything, Karami ’626 teaches using a 
higher basis weight nonwoven on the 
underlayer since Benning seeks to have 
closures engage the underlayer.”

1477 Reply 22
“[I]n the Benning-Karami ’626 combination 
both the wing and backsheet are 
engageable with the fasteners.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1054, 126:13-127:2 (cited in 1477 Reply 22-23; 1478 
Reply 22; 1479 Reply 22; 1480 Reply 22)



Higher Basis Weight = Higher Retaining 
Forces

59 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Higher Basis Weight = Higher Retaining Forces | Petitioner’s Evidence

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Jezzi at ¶ 120

Gorman at 2:35-39 Gehring at 5:3-7

1477 Petition at 59
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Higher Basis Weight = Higher Retaining Forces | Petitioner’s Evidence

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1477 Petition at 59

’788 Patent at 13:34-41

’788 Patent at 7:19-26
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Higher Basis Weight = Higher Retaining Forces | PO’s Evidence

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1477 POR at 54
“[B]asis weight is not the only factor that determines how well a nonwoven surface can 
engage fasteners,” there are also:
• the conditions by which the fabric was made;
• the type, size, shape, and density of the fibers;
• embossing pattern;
• pore size; and
• the finishing processes or treatments used.

1477 Reply at 23
“PO’s argument … lacks even an allegation that a POSITA implementing Karami ’626’s
teachings in Benning’s diaper would have selected any one of these parameters in a way 
that brought a higher-basis-weight wing-nonwoven’s fastener-retaining forces below a 
lower-basis-weight backsheet nonwoven’s fastener-retaining forces.”
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Higher Basis Weight = Higher Retaining Forces | PO’s Evidence

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s Factors
• the conditions 

by which the 
fabric was made

• the type, size, 
shape, and 
density of the 
fibers

• embossing 
pattern

• pore size
• the finishing 

processes or 
treatments used

1477 Petition at 54
Benning’s “wings 34 already are ‘preferably spunbond materials 
…’ (EX1004 at ¶¶[0062], [0063], [0065]), which—like the modified 
film-nonwoven backsheet—is engageable with Karami ’626’s
fasteners to secure a diaper on a wearer (EX1004, ¶¶[0039]-
[0040]).  See EX1012, ¶115.”

’788 Patent at 14:42-44

’788 Patent at 14:51-55
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Higher Basis Weight = Higher Retaining Forces | PO’s Evidence

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s Factors
• the conditions by 

which the fabric 
was made

• the type, size, 
shape, and 
density of the 
fibers

• embossing 
pattern

• pore size
• the finishing 

processes or 
treatments used

EX2004 at ¶ 103 
1477 Petition at 52-55
“POSITA would have been motivated to use fasteners like Karami ’626’s
for Benning’s fasteners 42, 44, at least to improve size-adjustability by 
directing engag[ing] with a backsheet nonwoven (§VIII.B.1(a)) or its 
nonwoven wings 34 (EX1002, ¶[0032]).  EX1012, ¶¶114-116.”
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Higher Basis Weight = Higher Retaining Forces | PO’s Evidence

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s Factors
• the conditions by 

which the fabric 
was made

• the type, size, 
shape, and 
density of the 
fibers

• embossing 
pattern

• pore size
• the finishing 

processes or 
treatments used.

Karami ’626 at ¶ [0062]

’788 Patent at 14:42-50

’788 Patent at 14:51-62

1477 Reply at 25
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Higher Basis Weight = Higher Retaining Forces | PO’s Evidence

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s Factors
• the conditions by 

which the fabric 
was made

• the type, size, 
shape, and 
density of the 
fibers

• embossing 
pattern

• pore size
• the finishing 

processes or 
treatments used

1477 Reply at 19-20

1477 POR at 55
“Karami ’626 teaches that factors, such as ‘pore size’ impact[] retaining 
forces.”

Karami ’626 at ¶ [0067]
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Higher Basis Weight = Higher Retaining Forces | PO’s Evidence

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s Factors
• the conditions by 

which the fabric 
was made

• the type, size, 
shape, and 
density of the 
fibers

• embossing 
pattern

• pore size
• the finishing 

processes or 
treatments used

EX2004 at ¶ 106

1477 Reply at 23’788 Patent at 8:8-12
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Higher Basis Weight = Higher Retaining Forces | ’788 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1477 Reply at 24
“[J]ust like the ’788 Patent’s explicit teachings, the breadth of the 
’788 Patent’s disclosure ‘instructs that [the claimed retaining 
forces are] not an additional requirement imposed by the claims 
…, but rather a property necessarily present’ in Petitioner’s 
combination.  In re Kao, 639 F.3d 1057, 1070 (Fed. Cir. 2011).”

PO’s Factors
• the conditions 

by which the 
fabric was made

• the type, size, 
shape, and 
density of the 
fibers

• embossing 
pattern

• pore size
• the finishing 

processes or 
treatments used

1477 Reply at 24

’788 Patent at 6:17-30:
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Higher Basis Weight = Higher Retaining Forces | ’788 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s Factors
• the conditions by 

which the fabric 
was made

• the type, size, 
shape, and 
density of the 
fibers

• embossing 
pattern

• pore size
• the finishing 

processes or 
treatments used

1477 Reply at 24

’788 Patent at 14:4-10
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Higher Basis Weight = Higher Retaining Forces | ’788 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s Factors
• the conditions by 

which the fabric 
was made

• the type, size, 
shape, and 
density of the 
fibers

• embossing 
pattern

• pore size
• the finishing 

processes or 
treatments used

1477 Reply at 24

’788 Patent at 7:59-65
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Obvious Material Selections

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1477 Petition at 63-68/1477 Reply at 25 
Karami ’626

’788 Patent
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Obvious Material Selections

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1477 Petition at 63-68/1477 Reply at 25 

Karami ’626
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Obvious Material Selections

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1477 Petition at 63-68/1477 Reply at 25 ’788 Patent
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Obvious Material Selections

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1477 Petition at 63-68/1477 Reply at 25 

’788 Patent

Petition at 68 



Benning-Karami ’626-Stupperich

75 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Benning-Karami ’626-Stupperich

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1477 POR at 56-57:
“Because it uses a belt-diaper, Stupperich teaches that fasteners engage the belt 
formed by the wings to fasten and hold the diaper and do not engage the front of the 
diaper.”

1477 Reply at 25-26

Stupperich at Abstract:
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Benning-Karami ’626-Stupperich

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1477 POR at 58:
“Petitioner never acknowledges that Stupperich describes the example nonwovens as 
different embodiments or discusses whether, how, or why they would have been 
combined.”

1477 Petition at 88-89:
• “Stupperich’s nonwoven’s are what Karami ’626 calls for:  nonwovens that are engageable 

with hook-type fasteners to secure a diaper on a wearer.”
• “[A] POSITA would have sought the advantageous balance between closing reliability and 

durability that Stupperich’s nonwovens provide.”
• “[I]t would have been obvious to use the Higher-Basis-Weight Nonwoven for the modified 

Benning diaper’s wings 34 [for enhanced strength and diaper-retention] and the Lower-
Basis-Weight Nonwoven for its underlayer 30’s nonwoven [for wearer-comfort and cost].”

• “[T]his modification would have maintained Karami ’626’s simplicity of using otherwise 
similar nonwovens that have different basis weights for the wings and backsheet.”
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