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Overview of the ’256 patent

4’256 Patent, Ex. 1001 at Cover



OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

  

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Overview of grounds 

Ground 35 U.S.C. § Claims Reference(s)

1 102 1–20 Tagliabue

2 102 1–4, 7, 8, 11–16 Arrasvuori

3 103 1–4, 7, 8, 11–16 Arrasvuori

4 103 13 Arrasvuori, Ellis

5 103 1, 7, 8, 11–13, 15, 16 Watterson, Arrasvuori

5
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Overview of Tagliabue

6Tagliabue, Ex. 1004 at Cover
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Overview of Arrasvuori

7Arrasvuori, Ex. 1005 at Cover
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Overview of Watterson

8Watterson, Ex. 1006 at Cover
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Claim Construction



“continuously generate and simultaneously communicate in real-
time” (claims 1 and 11)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS
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Limitations 1[G]/11[E]
  

11

’256 patent, Ex. 1001 at 40:41–67



OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

  

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Board ordered parties to submit proposed constructions
  

Institution Decision, Paper 11 at 16
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OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner's Response, Paper 18 at 28 

Nike’s construction

13

Limitations 1[G]/11[E] Nike’s Proposed Construction

“continuously generat[e] and simultaneously 
communicat[e] in real-time to the first user at 

the first location and the second user at the 
second location, an interface indicating 
whether the challenge has been met”

generating and communicating to the first user 
at the first location and the second user at the 
second location, at the same time and without 
interruption or perceived delay, an interface 

indicating whether the challenge has been met

’256 patent, Ex. 1001 at 40:41–67



OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

  

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Reply, Paper 22 at 2

lululemon agrees with Nike’s construction
  

14



OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“continuous generation” = without interruption

15

Toney-Bolger Declaration, Ex. 2005 at ¶49



OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“real time” = without delay; contemporaneous 

16

Toney-Bolger Declaration, Ex. 2005 at ¶47



OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Board ordered the parties to answer four questions

17

(a) What specifically is generated and communicated in real-time?

(b) Whether “indicating whether the challenge has been met” requires anything 
more than a mere yes/no-type indication?

(c) If a party contends that the scope of this limitation and claim as a whole includes 
first and second users performing tasks at different times, what “in real-time” in 
this limitation means in that context?

(d) What it means to “continuously generate” and to “simultaneously communicate” 
“an interface” to first and second users, particularly where such users are 
performing tasks at different times?

Institution Decision, Paper 11 at 16



OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Question (a)

18

(a) What specifically is generated and communicated in real-time?

Patent Owner’s Response, Paper 18 at 29



OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Question (b)

19

(b) Whether “indicating whether the challenge has been met” requires anything 
more than a mere yes/no-type indication?

Patent Owner’s Response, Paper 18 at 30



OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Question (c)

20

(c) If a party contends that the scope of this limitation and claim as a whole includes 
first and second users performing tasks at different times, what “in real-time” in this 
limitation means in that context?

Patent Owner’s Response, Paper 18 at 33



OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Question (d)

21

(d) What it means to “continuously generate” and to “simultaneously communicate” 
“an interface” to first and second users, particularly where such users are performing 
tasks at different times?

Patent Owner’s Response, Paper 18 at 35
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

lululemon does not dispute Nike’s answers to questions (a)–(d)
  

22

Petitioner’s Reply, Paper 22 at 2
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But lululemon misapplies the parties’ undisputed construction
  

23

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply, Paper 26 at 3



Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply, Paper 26 at 3

OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

  

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

lululemon misapplies “continuously generate”
  

24Lynch Dep. Tr., Ex. 2013 at 82:21–83:12



Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply, Paper 26 at 3

OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

  

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
25

’256 patent, Ex. 1001 at 31:44–46

lululemon misapplies “continuously generate”
  



OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

lululemon misapplies “continuously generate”
  

26

Lynch Dep. Tr., Ex. 2013 at 61:16–62:2

Lynch Dep. Tr., Ex. 2013 at 55:22–56:1



OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

lululemon misapplies “continuously generate”
  

  

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply, Paper 26 at 14

27



OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

lululemon misapplies “continuously generate”
  

  

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply, Paper 26 at 4
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OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

  

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

lululemon misapplies “continuously generate”
  

“It is highly disfavored to construe terms in a way that renders them void, 
meaningless, or superfluous.”

Wasica Fin. GmBH v. Cont’l Auto Sy., Inc., 853 F.3d 1272, 1288 (Fed. Cir. 2017)

Case referenced Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply, Paper 26 at 4

29



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“common unit” (claims 7 and 15)

30



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“common unit”

’256 patent, Ex. 1001 at 41:12–14

31

Nike’s construction of “common unit” is a representation 
of athletic performance data including types of data not 
normally expressed in that particular unit. 

Patent Owner’s Response, Paper 18 at 40



OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

No dispute that common unit involves “multiple types of activities”
  

32

Petitioner’s Reply, Paper 22 at 4



OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

No dispute that “common unit” involves conversion
  

33

Petitioner’s Reply, Paper 22 at 4



OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“common unit” in the specification
  

’256 patent, Ex. 1001 at 32:24–43

34

“In [one] example, the 
runner’s data already 
represents miles run.”

“The user interface 1700 
may convert the resistance 
trainer’s data to distance 
run”

“the resistance trainer’s 
data represents total weight 
lifted”



OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

  

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

lululemon misunderstands Nike’s proposed construction
  

Petitioner’s Reply, Paper 22 at 5

35



OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

lululemon misunderstands Nike’s proposed construction – Example 1
  

Petitioner’s Reply, Paper 22 at 5

36

’256 patent, Ex. 1001 at 32:28–36 



OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

  

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

lululemon misunderstands Nike’s proposed construction – Example 2
  

Petitioner’s Reply, Paper 22 at 5

37

’256 patent, Ex. 1001 at 33:10–12

’256 patent, Ex. 1001 at 36:2–8



Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply, Paper 26 at 6

OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

  

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Toney-Bolger Declaration, Ex. 2005 at ¶75

lululemon misunderstands Nike’s proposed construction
  



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1: lululemon Fails To Show That Tagliabue Anticipates The 
Challenged Claims

39



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
40

lululemon Fails To Show That Tagliabue Discloses Limitations 1[G]/11[E]



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

lululemon fails to show that Tagliabue discloses 1[G]/11[E]
  

’256 patent, Ex. 1001 at 40:41–67

41



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Institution Decision, Paper 11 at 34

42

Institution decision – 1[G]/11[E]
  

“We currently find Patent Owner’s argument 
persuasive on the record before us. In particular, 
Petitioner cites merely a few statements from 
Tagliabue that on their face do not appear to 
explicitly disclose the features of the subject 
limitations, and we discern no explanation as to 
how or why the cited statements disclose such 
limitations.”
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Petition, Paper 2 at 33
Tagliabue, Ex. 1004 at 22:45–65 43

lululemon’s entire argument for 1[G]/11[E]
  

Four sentences in Petition Citing two paragraphs in Tagliabue



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Toney-Bolger Declaration, Ex. 2005 at ¶69

’256 patent, Ex. 1001 at 3:30–37

’256 patent, Ex. 1001 at 30:39–44

’256 patent, Ex. 1001 at 31:41–46
44

Support for 1[G]/11[E] found in ’256 patent, not Tagliabue
  



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
45

Toney-Bolger Declaration, Ex. 2005 at ¶71

Differences between Tagliabue and ’256 patent 
  



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“[D]ifferences between the prior art reference and a claimed invention, 
however slight, invoke the question of obviousness, not anticipation.”

Net MoneyIN, Inc. v. Verisign, Inc., 545 F.3d 1359, 1371 (Fed. Cir. 2008).

Case referenced Patent Owner’s Response, Paper 18 at 39

46

No anticipation
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lululemon Fails to Show That Tagliabue Discloses Claims 7 or 15



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
48

lululemon fails to show that Tagliabue discloses claims 7 or 15
  

’256 patent, Ex. 1001 at 41:12–14



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
49

lululemon’s entire argument for claims 7 and 15
  

Petition, Paper 2 at 35

Two sentences in Petition

Tagliabue, Ex. 1004 at 22:66–23:2

Tagliabue, Ex. 1004 at 22:35–36

Citing two excerpts from Tagliabue
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Tagliabue, Ex. 1004 at 22:66–23:2

Tagliabue, Ex. 1004 at 22:35–36

50

Tagliabue never discusses conversion to “common unit”
  

“run … miles”

“run … miles”
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Tagliabue never mentions “common unit”
  

Toney-Bolger Declaration, Ex. 2005 at ¶74



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Grounds 2–4: lululemon Fails To Show That Arrasvuori Anticipates Or 
Renders Obvious The Challenged Claims

52



OVERVIEW OF GROUNDS

  

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Overview of grounds 

Ground 35 U.S.C. § Claims Reference(s)

1 102 1–20 Tagliabue

2 102 1–4, 7, 8, 11–16 Arrasvuori

3 103 1–4, 7, 8, 11–16 Arrasvuori

4 103 13 Arrasvuori, Ellis

5 103 1, 7, 8, 11–13, 15, 16 Watterson, Arrasvuori

53
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54

lululemon Fails To Show That Arrasvuori Teaches Or Suggests 
Limitations 1[G]/11[E]



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

lululemon fails to show that Arrasvuori teaches or suggests 1[G]/11[E]
  

’256 patent, Ex. 1001 at 40:41–67

55



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

No dispute: Arrasvuori is silent on frequency of generation
  

Lynch Declaration, Ex. 1017 at ¶39

56

Lynch Declaration, Ex. 1017 at ¶39



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Anticipation: “mere possibility” insufficient
  

“While it is possible that [prior art] system utilizes [the claimed feature], mere 
possibility is not enough.”

PAR Pharm, Inc. v. TWI Pharm., Inc., 773 F.3d 1186, 1195 (Fed. Cir. 2014)

Case referenced Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply, Paper 26 at 14

57



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dr. Lynch’s testimony: unsupported and conclusory
  

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply , Paper 26 at 14

Lynch Dep. Tr., Ex. 2006 at 66:24–67:2

58



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Obviousness: unsupported and conclusory testimony is insufficient
  

“[W]e conclude that while “common sense” can be invoked, even potentially 
to supply a limitation missing from the prior art, it must still be supported by 
evidence and a reasoned explanation.”
Arendi S.A.R.L. v. Apple Inc., 832 F.3d 1355, 1362–63 (Fed. Cir. 2016)
Case referenced Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply, Paper 26 at 14

59
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Dr. Lynch’s testimony: unsupported and conclusory
  

Lynch Declaration, Ex. 1017 at ¶40

Lynch Dep. Tr., Ex. 2013 at 35:8–14

60
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“Shooting video games” different from ’256 patent
  

61

Lynch Declaration, Ex. 2013 at 117:1–8
Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply, Paper 26 at 15



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“Shooting video games” different from ’256 patent
  

62

Toney-Bolger Declaration, Ex. 2005 at ¶70

sensing relevant data

collecting raw data

processing raw data

communicating the result
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63

lululemon Fails To Show That Arrasvuori Teaches Or Suggests 
Limitations 1[A]/11[B]



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

lululemon fails to show that Arrasvuori teaches or suggests limitations 1[A]/11[B]
  

’256 patent, Ex. 1001 at 40:41–67

64



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

lululemon fails to show that Arrasvuori teaches or suggests limitations 1[A]/11[B]
  

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply, Paper 26 at 16

Arrasvuori, Ex. 1005 at ¶90

65
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66

lululemon Fails To Show That Arrasvuori Teaches Or Suggests 
Claims 2, 3, or 14



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

lululemon fails to show that Arrasvuori teaches or suggests claims 2, 3, or 14
  

’256 patent, Ex. 1001 at 41:1–2

67



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

lululemon fails to show that Arrasvuori teaches or suggests claims 2, 3, and 14
  

Toney-Bolger Declaration, Ex. 2005 at ¶83

68

Arrasvuori, Ex. 1005 at ¶18



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply, Paper 26 at 17

Petitioner’s Reply, Paper 22 at 19

69

lululemon fails to show that Arrasvuori teaches or suggests claims 2, 3, and 14
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70

lululemon Fails To Show That Arrasvuori Teaches Or Suggests Claim 13
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lululemon fails to show that Arrasvuori teaches or suggests claim 13
  

’256 patent, Ex. 1001 at 42:12–13

71



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petition, Paper 2 at 64 

lululemon fails to show that Arrasvuori teaches or suggests claim 13
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lululemon fails to show that Arrasvuori teaches or suggests claim 13
  

Toney-Bolger Declaration, Ex. 2005 at ¶86

73
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“[Party’s] position [] based on attorney argument rather than evidence in the record, 
does not persuade us that the Board's understanding [] is incorrect.”

Facebook, Inc. v. Windy City Innovations, LLC, 973 F.3d 1321, 1342 (Fed. Cir. 2020)

Case referenced Patent Owner’s Response, Paper 18 at 22–23

74
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Ground 5: lululemon Fails To Show that Watterson and Arrasvuori 
Render Obvious The Challenged Claims

75



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
76

lululemon Fails To Show That Watterson in view of Arrasvuori 
Teaches Or Suggests Claims 1 or 11



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Watterson and Arrasvuori do not teach or suggest claims 1 or 11

’256 patent, Ex. 1001 at 40:41–67

77



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
78

Watterson does not compare users’ data from “wirelessly-connected sensor”

• lululemon relies on Watterson’s pulse watch as “wirelessly-connected sensor”

• Watterson’s pulse watch collects heart rate data.

• But lululemon then relies on Watterson’s comparison of users “distance traveled” 

Patent Owner's Response, Paper 18 at 55-56



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petition, Paper 2 at 75

79

lululemon proposes modifying Watterson with Arrasvuori

• lululemon argues that combination with 
Arrasvuori would allow Watterson to 
calculate “distance traveled” based on 
heart rate data 

• lululemon’s proposed motivation:  
“normalizing” performance between 
users with different abilities



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Sur-Reply, Paper 26 at 22-23 80

• But Watterson already teaches 
“normalizing” performance

• Watterson scales workout difficulty in 
competitions

• lululemon’s proposed combination is a 
“hindsight-based attempt” to meet the 
claimed limitation

No motivation to combine Watterson and Arrasvuori



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Watterson, Ex. 1006 at 41:25–41

81

• Watterson scales workout difficulty in 
competitions

No motivation to combine Watterson and Arrasvuori



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

lululemon fails to show a motivation to combine Watterson and Arrasvuori

82

“Because each device independently operates effectively, a [POSITA], who was merely 
seeking to create a better device … would have no reason to combine the features of 
both devices into a single device.”

Kinetic Concepts, Inc. v. Smith & Nephew, Inc., 688 F.3d 1342, 1369 (Fed. Cir. 2012)

Case referenced Patent Owner’s Response, Paper 18 at 62
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83

lululemon Fails To Show That Watterson Teaches or Suggests Claims 
7 or 15



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
84

lululemon fails to show that Watterson teaches or suggests claims 7 or 15
  

’256 patent, Ex. 1001 at 41:12–14
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85

Watterson does not teach or suggest conversion to a “common unit”

Petition, Paper 2 at 81
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86

lululemon Fails To Show That Watterson Teaches or Suggests Claims 
12 or 13



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’256 patent, Ex. 1001 at 41:12–14

87

lululemon fails to show that Watterson teaches or suggests claims 12 or 13
  



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
88

lululemon fails to show that Watterson teaches or suggests claims 12 or 13
  

• lululemon proposes adding 
“GPS hardware” and an 
“accelerometer” to Watterson’s 
pulse watch

Petition, Paper 2 at 84–85
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89

lululemon fails to show that Watterson teaches or suggests claims 12 or 13

• Common sense:  no need for an
“accelerometer” or “GPS
device” during treadmill race

Toney-Bolger Declaration, Ex. 2005 at ¶110



IPR2023-00189 
Patent No. 9,278,256 

Dated: February 12, 2024 Respectfully Submitted, 

/s/ Christopher J. Renk 

Christopher J. Renk (Reg. No. 33,761) 
Michael J. Harris (Reg. No. 62,957) 
Aaron P. Bowling (Reg. No. 67,311) 
Arnold & Porter Kaye Scholer LLP 
Chicago, IL 60602-42310 
Tel: (312) 583-2300 
Email: chris.renk@arnoldporter.com 
michael.harris@arnoldporter.com 
aaron.bowling@arnoldporter.com 

Nicholas M. Nyemah (Reg. No. 67,788) 
Lindsey C. Staubach (Reg. No. 76,738) 
Arnold & Porter Kaye Scholer LLP 
601 Massachusetts Avenue NW 
Washington, D.C. 20001 
Tel: (202) 942-5000 
Email: nicholas.nyemah@arnoldporter.com 
lindsey.staubach@arnoldporter.com 

Counsel for Patent Owner, Nike, Inc. 



IPR2023-00189 
Patent No. 9,278,256 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a true and entire copy of Patent Owner’s Presentation 

for Oral Argument was served via e-mail upon Petitioner’s correspondence address 

of record, indicated below. 

Alex S. Yap (Reg. No. 60,609) 
Mehran Arjomand (Reg. No. 48,231) 
Forrest McClellan (Reg. No. 76,553) 
Jean Nguyen (Reg. No. 71,051) 
MORRISON & FOERSTER LLP 
Email: ayap@mofo.com 
marjomand@mofo.com 
fmcclellen@mofo.com 
jnguyen@mofo.com 

/s/ Timothy Haugh 
Timothy Haugh 


	IPR2023-00189 (256 patent) Demonstratives(175317068.4).pdf
	Slide Number 1
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Slide Number 8
	Slide Number 9
	Slide Number 10
	Slide Number 11
	Slide Number 12
	Slide Number 13
	Slide Number 14
	Slide Number 15
	Slide Number 16
	Slide Number 17
	Slide Number 18
	Slide Number 19
	Slide Number 20
	Slide Number 21
	Slide Number 22
	Slide Number 23
	Slide Number 24
	Slide Number 25
	Slide Number 26
	Slide Number 27
	Slide Number 28
	Slide Number 29
	Slide Number 30
	Slide Number 31
	Slide Number 32
	Slide Number 33
	Slide Number 34
	Slide Number 35
	Slide Number 36
	Slide Number 37
	Slide Number 38
	Slide Number 39
	Slide Number 40
	Slide Number 41
	Slide Number 42
	Slide Number 43
	Slide Number 44
	Slide Number 45
	Slide Number 46
	Slide Number 47
	Slide Number 48
	Slide Number 49
	Slide Number 50
	Slide Number 51
	Slide Number 52
	Slide Number 53
	Slide Number 54
	Slide Number 55
	Slide Number 56
	Slide Number 57
	Slide Number 58
	Slide Number 59
	Slide Number 60
	Slide Number 61
	Slide Number 62
	Slide Number 75
	Slide Number 76
	Slide Number 77
	Slide Number 78
	Slide Number 79
	Slide Number 80
	Slide Number 81
	Slide Number 82
	Slide Number 83
	Slide Number 84
	Slide Number 85
	Slide Number 86
	Slide Number 87
	Slide Number 88
	Slide Number 89

	IPR2023-00189 (256 patent) Demonstratives(175317068.4).pdf
	Slide Number 1
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Slide Number 8
	Slide Number 9
	Slide Number 10
	Slide Number 11
	Slide Number 12
	Slide Number 13
	Slide Number 14
	Slide Number 15
	Slide Number 16
	Slide Number 17
	Slide Number 18
	Slide Number 19
	Slide Number 20
	Slide Number 21
	Slide Number 22
	Slide Number 23
	Slide Number 24
	Slide Number 25
	Slide Number 26
	Slide Number 27
	Slide Number 28
	Slide Number 29
	Slide Number 30
	Slide Number 31
	Slide Number 32
	Slide Number 33
	Slide Number 34
	Slide Number 35
	Slide Number 36
	Slide Number 37
	Slide Number 38
	Slide Number 39
	Slide Number 40
	Slide Number 41
	Slide Number 42
	Slide Number 43
	Slide Number 44
	Slide Number 45
	Slide Number 46
	Slide Number 47
	Slide Number 48
	Slide Number 49
	Slide Number 50
	Slide Number 51
	Slide Number 52
	Slide Number 53
	Slide Number 54
	Slide Number 55
	Slide Number 56
	Slide Number 57
	Slide Number 58
	Slide Number 59
	Slide Number 60
	Slide Number 61
	Slide Number 62
	Slide Number 63
	Slide Number 64
	Slide Number 65
	Slide Number 66
	Slide Number 67
	Slide Number 68
	Slide Number 69
	Slide Number 70
	Slide Number 71
	Slide Number 72
	Slide Number 73
	Slide Number 74
	Slide Number 75
	Slide Number 76
	Slide Number 77
	Slide Number 78
	Slide Number 79
	Slide Number 80
	Slide Number 81
	Slide Number 82
	Slide Number 83
	Slide Number 84
	Slide Number 85
	Slide Number 86
	Slide Number 87
	Slide Number 88
	Slide Number 89




