UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD

ASSA ABLOY AB, ASSA ABLOY Inc.,
ASSA ABLOY Residential Group, Inc., August Home, Inc., HID Global
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Petitioners,

CPC Patent Technologies PTY LTD.,
Patent Owner.

Case No. IPR2022-01094
Patent No. 8,620,039
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FREDERICK C. LANEY, Administrative Patent Judges.
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IPR2022-01093
U.S. Patent No. 8,620,039

PETITIONERS’ EXHIBIT LIST (New Exhibits in Italics)

Exhibit Description

EX-1001 | U.S. Patent No. 8,620,039 (“’039 Patent™)

EX-1002 | Patent Prosecution History of U.S. Patent No. 8,620,039

EX-1003 | European Patent Pub. No. EP 0924655A2 to Hsu et al. (“Hsu”)

World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO) Int. Pub. No. WO

EX-1004 1500307707742 (03/077077) to Kirk Sanford (“Sanford”)

U.S. Patent No. 6,963,660 to Yoshihiro Tsukamura and Takeshi

EX-1005 1 £ nahashi (“Tsukamura”)

Declaration of Stuart Lipoff Regarding Invalidity of U.S. Patent No.

EX-1006 | ¢ 690,039

EX-1007 | Curriculum Vitae of Stuart Lipoff

European Patent Pub. No. EP 0881608A1 to Walter Leu (“Leu

EX-1008 Original”)

Certified English Translation of European Patent Pub. No. EP

EX-1009 0881608A1 to Walter Leu (“Leu”)

U.S. Patent No. 5,790,674 to Robert C. Houvener and Ian P.

EX-1010 | 1 senisch (“Houvener”)

EX-1011 | U.S. Patent No. 5,956,415 to McCalley et al. (“McCalley”)
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