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IPR Grounds

4836 IPR: Pet. 4, 15 | 843 IPR: Pet. 4-5, 18 | 849 IPR: Pet. 4, 14

836 IPR / 580 Patent: 843 IPR / 884 Patent: 849 IPR / 745 Patent:

Background: Grounds

(Chickering & Socwell) (Schonenberger & Chickering) (Schonenberger & Socwell)

*Claim Construction
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580 Pat. Disputed Limitations: 
Chickering & Socwell Grounds

5836 IPR: Pet. 7-11, Reply, 1

580 Patent, Claims 1 & 25



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 6843 IPR: Pet. 11-12, Reply 1 | 849 IPR: Pet. 10, Reply 1 

884 Patent, Claim 37 & 745 Patent Claim 18

Disputed Limitations: 
Chickering & Socwell Grounds

‘884 Patent: ‘745 Patent:
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Overview
1. State of the Art

2. Prosecution History

3. Claim Construction

4. Chickering discloses: a) “curved running surface” and b) bearing rails that 
“define a curved top profile”

5. Socwell discloses: a) “plurality of bearings,” b) “a running belt” “supported by” 
the bearing rails and c) “disposing” a running belt “on” the bearings

6. Rationale to Combine (R/C) with Magid 

7. R/C: Substitute Sclater for Magid 

8. R/C: Modify Schonenberger in view of Socwell

9. Skowronkski discloses a pulley “formed from an electrically insulating material”

10. Secondary Considerations
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A POSA would have used the Emerson 
catalog to find a solution for “[p]reventing 
motion in the unintended direction” on “a 
curved manual treadmill.”

13836 IPR: Reply, 18, Ex. 1036, ¶¶69-70 | 843 IPR: Reply, 17 | 849 IPR: Reply, 17

State of the Art: One-Way Bearing Clutch

Dr. Blair:

Ex. 1038, 105:8-12
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The running belt is disposed on the deck 36 
and rollers 98 which collectively provide the 
“plurality of bearings.”
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Socwell discloses “disposing” a running belt “on” the bearings

836 IPR: Pet. 70-74; Reply 13 | 849 IPR: Pet. 81-83; Reply 5-6 

Ex. 1011, Fig. 3

Ex. 1011, Fig. 5

580 Pat. Claim [25.3]
745 Pat. Claim [18.3]

Socwell:
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“A POSA would have been motivated to substitute Sclater’s one-way 
sprag-type bearing assembly for Magid’s ratchet-and-pawl one-way 
mechanism to obtain predictable results, e.g., reduced noise and 
improved durability.”
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Rationale to combine Sclater and Magid, with Chickering, Socwell, or Modified-Schonenberger  

836 IPR: Pet. 56-61, 99, Ex. 1003 ¶¶ 271-278, 465-472, Reply, 16-19, Ex. 1036, ¶¶65-71 |
843 IPR: Pet. 54-61, 93-97, Reply 15-18 | 849 IPR: Pet. 50-57, 98-103, Reply 15-18

Ex. 1017 at 320

Ex. 1017 at 318

Ex. 1017 at 316

* * *

Dr. Giachetti, 836 IPR, Ex. 1003, ¶¶271, 465 | 843 IPR, Ex. 1003, ¶¶207, 443 | 849 IPR, Ex. 1003, ¶¶187, 348

Sclater:
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A POSA would have been motivated to “combine the flat 
manual treadmill topology of Schonenberger with the 
curved manual treadmill topology of Socwell to increase 
safety and reduce impact loading of the user’s joints”

26843 IPR: Pet. 39-41; Ex. 1003, ¶¶168-173 | 849 IPR: Pet. 33-36; Ex. 1001, ¶¶148-153

Ex. 1011, 3:40-45

Ex. 1011, 3:53-57

Socwell: Socwell:

Rationale to Combine Schonenberger and Socwell

Dr. Giachetti, 843 IPR, Ex. 1003, ¶168 | 849 IPR, Ex. 1003, ¶148
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Combining Schonenberger with Socwell is not 
just flipping Schonenberger upside-down
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843 IPR: Pet. 41-43; Reply, 6-8; Ex. 1036, 21-22 | 849 IPR: Pet. 336-37; Ex. 1003, ¶¶155-156; Reply, 7-9; 
Ex. 1036, 18-20 

843 IPR, Ex. 1003, ¶¶175-176

Rationale to Combine Schonenberger and Socwell

Modified Schonenberger:

Dr. Giachetti:
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Schonenberger and Socwell are properly 
combinable – Annotated Fig. 12 is just a 
conceptual aid

29843 IPR: Pet. 41-43, Reply, 6-8 | 849 IPR: Pet. 33-41; Reply, 7-9; Ex. 1036, ¶¶32 and 37 

843 IPR, Ex. 1036, ¶36

843 IPR, Ex. 1036, ¶41

Rationale to Combine Schonenberger and Socwell

Dr. Giachetti:
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Schonenberger does not discourage 
curved running surfaces

30843 IPR: Reply, 11 | 849 IPR: Reply, 12

“A reference teaches away ‘when a person of ordinary skill, upon reading the 

reference, would be discouraged from following the path set out in the reference, or 

would be led in a direction divergent from the path that was taken’ in the claim. A 

reference that ‘merely expresses a general preference for an alternative invention but 

does not criticize, discredit, or otherwise discourage investigation into’ the claimed 

invention does not teach away.” Meiresonne v. Google, Inc., 849 F.3d 1379, 1382 

(Fed. Cir. 2017) (Emphasis added).

Rationale to Combine Schonenberger and Socwell – No Teaching Away

Petitioner Reply:
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“[R]eference to Woodway Customer Service in Ex. 2071 
is irrelevant, because statements regarding customer 
service are not ‘evidence of efforts to replicate a specific 
product.’”

38

Secondary Considerations – No Copying 

836 IPR: Reply, 30-33 | 843 IPR: Reply, 31-35 | 849 IPR: Reply, 29-33  

836 IPR: Reply at 33 quoting Wyers v. Master Lock Co., 616 F.3d 1231, 1246 (Fed. Cir. 2010).

CONTAINS CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION SUBJECT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER




