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The ’614 Patent – Background

2
Ex. 1001 (’614 Patent), 1: 17‐21, 3:60‐67, 13:34‐37, FIGS. 1, 7, 8; 

Pet., pp. 4‐6; Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec., ¶¶65‐75 Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



The Petition

Ex. 1001 (’614 Patent), 26:14‐37; Pet., pp.  13‐14 3Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Claim Elements In Dispute
 Deane (or Deane / Berntson) teaches [1b(i)]

- [1b(i)] requires only “movement relative to” for the cartridge 
and receptacle

- Deane’s disassembly is not limited to that argued by PO
- Deane teaches the same cartridge/receptacle as claimed

Pet. Reply, pp. 15-26; Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶¶117-170; Pet., pp. 32-
43, Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec., ¶¶313-335 

 Deane teaches [1e] (and [12g], [13n]/[13q])
- Deane’s FIGS. 6/7 (and supporting specification description) 

teachings of this element are clear
- PO and Dr. Talu misread FIGS. 6/7

Pet. Reply, pp. 26-30; Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶¶171-191; Pet., pp. 48-
51, Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec., ¶¶348-354 

 Deane / art knowledge or Deane / Hill ‘719 teaches claim 2 
(and 15)

- The prior art teachings of spring arrangement as claimed 
cannot be overcome by Dr. Talu’s ipse dixit

Pet. Reply, pp. 30-31; Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶¶192-201, 220-226; 
Pet., pp. 51-53, Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec., ¶¶355-359 

[1b(i)]

[1e]
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Element [1b(i)]
- Scope of [1b(i)]
- Deane’s Disassembly Teachings
- Deane’s or Deane / Berntson’s Teachings

Elements [1e] (and [12g], [13n]/[13q])
Claims 2/15
Claim Constructions

Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 5

Topics Presented



Scope of Element [1b(i)]

Ex. 1001 (’614 Patent), FIGS. 7, 8

Pet. Reply, p. 5
• “Separation cartridge” 

• Invention is a multi‐bed housing
Pet. Reply, pp. 6‐7; Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶¶37‐62; Pet., pp. 21‐23, Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel 
Dec., ¶¶232‐258 

• “Selectively removable”
• Specifies separation cartridge can be chosen for separation/withdrawal
• No requirement of removability from the POC, just from the receptacle
• “Removable” is broad; no requirement as to ease of disassembly

Pet. Reply, pp. 9‐11; Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶¶80‐98; Pet., pp. 24‐26, Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel 
Dec., ¶¶270‐284 
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Scope of Element [1b(i)]

Ex. 1001 (’614 Patent), FIGS. 7, 8

Pet. Reply, p. 5
• “Receptacle”

• A structure that releasably receives / at least partially contains separation 
cartridge

• Only partial containment required, as shown in exemplary embodiment
• No requirement the receptacle be fixed/mounted within a housing
• No requirement the receptacle be directly accessible from outside a POC 

Pet. Reply, pp. 7‐9; Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶¶63‐79; Pet., pp. 23‐24, Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel 
Dec., ¶¶259‐269 

• “By movement relative to the receptacle in a first direction” 
• Not a method claim nor limitation
• Requires only the capability of movement; actual movement not required

• INVT SPE LLC v. ITC, 46 F.4th 1361, 1372 (Fed. Cir. 2022)
• Only “movement relative to” is required

Pet. Reply, pp. 11‐15; Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶¶99‐115; Pet., p. 21; Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel 
Dec., ¶231 
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“By Movement Relative To …”

EX1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶104

8

Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶104
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“By Movement Relative To …” Covers All Removal 
Methodologies in the ’614 Patent

 ’614 Patent does not specifically describe how the cartridge and receptacle are separated 
 Based on the ’614 disclosure, there are several ways to remove the cartridge from the receptacle
 A POSITA would have understood “by movement relative to” provides broad coverage for all 

contemplated methods and covers at least “X,” “Y,” and “Z”

9

Ex. 1001 (’614 Patent), FIGS. 1, 7

Pet. Reply, p. 14

Pet. Reply, pp. 13‐14; Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶¶108‐110Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“By Movement Relative To …” Must Mean Something

10

≠

Pet. Reply, pp. 12‐13Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

See Becton, Dickinson & Co. v. Tyco Healthcare Grp., 616 F.3d 1249, 1257 (Fed. Cir. 2010)



PO’s Arguments About [1b(i)]’s Scope Are Wrong

11

Assertion Response

Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO Sur‐Reply, p. 5

 PO offers no analysis of the intrinsic record



PO’s Arguments About [1b(i)]’s Scope Are Wrong

12

Assertion Response

Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO Sur‐Reply, p. 5

Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶104



PO’s Arguments About [1b(i)]’s Scope Are Wrong

13

Assertion Response

Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO Sur‐Reply, p. 5
Pet. Reply, p. 14

 ?



Element [1b(i)]
- Scope Of [1b(i)]
- Deane’s Disassembly Teachings
- Deane’s or Deane / Berntson’s Teachings

Elements [1e] (and [12g], [13n]/[13q])
Claims 2/15
Claim Constructions
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Topics Presented



Deane’s Disassembly

15
Pet., p. 36; Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec.), ¶319; Pet. Reply, p. 2; 

Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶121Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Moving

Stationary

(i)

Stationary

Moving

(ii)

Moving 

Moving

(iii)

1st

2n
d

Deane’s Disassembly

16Pet. Reply, pp. 16‐17; Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶17Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Deane’s Disassembly Teachings

17
Ex. 1004 (Deane), ¶¶[0032], [0036], [0057]‐[0060], FIG. 5; Pet., pp. 14, 

32‐33; Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec., ¶¶201‐208, 313‐335 Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Deane’s Disassembly Teachings

18
Ex. 1004 (Deane), ¶¶[0062]‐[0063], [0065], FIG. 5; Pet., pp. 14, 32‐33; 

Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec., ¶¶201‐208, 313‐335 Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Deane’s Disassembly Teachings

19
Ex. 1004 (Deane), FIGS. 1, 11, 13; Pet., pp. 14, 32‐33; 

Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec., ¶¶201‐208, 313‐335 Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Known to Remove PSA-Type Units

20

McCombs ’957 Berntson

 Removable units like Deane’s PSA unit were well known by 2004-2005

Ex. 1010 (McCombs ‘957), FIGS. 7, 8; Ex. 1006 (Berntson), 
FIGS. 1, 2; Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶25Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Dr. Knaebel Addresses Knowledge in the Art

21Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec.), ¶¶50, 297, 334; Pet., pp. 27‐29, 42, 46‐47Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



PO’s Arguments About Deane Are Wrong
 The Parties agree on the first two disassembly steps
 PO argues manifold 512 would be removed from housing 602 

while on chassis 202 (i.e., that PSA unit 108/506 would not be 
first removed)

 PO argues PSA unit 108/506 would not be removed from chassis 
202 before disassembling housing 602 and manifold 512 
because:

- Spring 616 would pop manifold 512 off the top of housing 602 if it is 
not restrained

- Adsorbent would fall out of the bottom of housing 602 if it is 
removed from chassis 202 

 Mere ipse dixit
 Deane’s FIG. 6 of a self-contained cartridge directly refutes PO’s 

argument
 Deane satisfies the structural requirements of the claims

 

Ex. 1004 (Deane), FIG. 6; Pet. Reply, pp. 2, 4‐5; Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel 
Dec., ¶¶31‐33 22



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Dr. Talu’s Concessions 

23

Ex. 1074 (Talu Dep. Tr.), p. 136:1‐6

Ex. 1074 (Talu Dep. Tr.), p. 132:13‐22
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Dr. Talu’s Concessions 

Ex. 1074 (Talu Dep. Tr.), pp. 99:14‐100:12

Ex. 1074 (Talu Dep. Tr.), pp. 129:17‐130:20
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Element [1b(i)]
- Scope Of [1b(i)]
- Deane’s Disassembly Teachings
- Deane’s or Deane / Berntson’s Teachings

Elements [1e] (and [12g], [13n]/[13q])
Claims 2/15
Claim Constructions
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Topics Presented



[1b(i)], Properly Construed, is Taught By Deane

26

Pet. Reply, p. 5

Ex. 1001 (‘614 Patent), FIG. 7; Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶¶109, 121, 
126; Pet., pp. 32‐43, Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec., ¶¶313‐335 Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



[1b(i)] – Petitioner’s Reading Tracks Prior Examiners’ 
Application of Deane

27

Ex. 1052 (’669 Patent FH), 149‐53

Ex. 1052 (’669 Patent FH), 15 

Ex. 1052 (’669 Patent FH), 16

• ’669 Patent Examiner Vasat found Deane teaches Claim 
38, including [1b(i)], in prosecution

Pet., pp. 7‐13

Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Pet., pp. 7‐13; Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec., ¶¶147‐154



The ’614 and ’669 Patent Claims Are Similar

28Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec.), ¶193Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



[1b(i)] – Petitioner’s Reading Tracks Prior Examiners’ 
Application of Deane

29

Ex. 1075, 107 

Ex. 1050, 59 

• Two other Examiners agreed Deane teaches a removeable cartridge

Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Pet. Reply, pp. 4, 19, Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶¶55‐56, 93, 144; 
Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec., ¶115 



[1b(i)] – Petitioner’s Reading Tracks PO’s Infringement 
Contentions 

30

Ex. 1076 , 5 

Pet. Reply, p. 19
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The ’614 Patent’s Claims Are Broader than the ‘628 
Patent’s

31

Ex. 1054 (’628 Patent), Claim 1 

≠
Ex. 1001 (’614 Patent), Claim 1 

Ex. 1001 (’614 Patent), FIG. 7Pet. Reply, pp. 19‐20
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[1b(i)] is Also Taught By Deane Using PO’s 
Construction Excluding Stationary Cartridges

32

Pet. Reply, p. 5

Ex. 1001 (‘614 Patent), FIG. 7; Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶¶109, 121, 126Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

 

 



[1b(i)], Properly Construed, is Also Taught By Deane
Under PO’s Disassembly Theory

33
Ex. 2001 (Talu Dec.), ¶127

PO Sur‐Reply, p. 6
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

=



[1b(i)] is Obvious

34

Pet. Reply, p. 1
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PO’s Patentability Arguments Are Wrong

35

Pet., p. 36; Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec.), ¶319

Assertion Response

PO Sur‐Reply, p. 7

• Disassembly shown in Petition and 1st Knaebel Declaration
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PO’s Patentability Arguments Are Wrong

36

Assertion Response

PO Sur‐Reply, p. 8
Ex. 1004 (Deane), FIG. 6

• Deane’s housing is self‐contained as seen in FIG. 6

Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Pet. Reply, p. 4, Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶¶31‐33, 198



PO’s Patentability Arguments Are Wrong

37

Assertion Response

Pet., p. 33; Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec.), ¶315

PO Sur‐Reply, p. 10
Ex. 1001 (’614 Patent), FIG. 16

Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



PO’s Patentability Arguments Are Wrong

38

Assertion Response

PO Sur‐Reply, p. 11

Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec.), ¶¶50, 297, 334

• State of the art discussed by Dr. Knaebel in detail in 
his original Declaration
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[1b(i)] – Deane’s Manifold 512 Teaches a Receptacle

39Pet. Reply, pp. 7‐9, 21‐22, Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶¶63‐72, 148‐
155; Pet., pp. 35‐39; Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec., ¶¶318‐324

• A “receptacle” need only “at least partially contain” a 
cartridge

• Geometry of manifold 512 / housing 602 connection 
shown in Deane’s FIGS. 5/6 teaches such partial 
containment

• Manifold 512’s outer edge portions overhang and 
surround housing 602’s outer circumference and 
therefore manifold 512 “at least partially contains” 
housing 602
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[1b(i)] – Other Receptacle Configurations Are Obvious

40

• It would have been obvious to utilize a combination of 
manifold 512 and shell 204 (and any intervening parts like 
circuit board 1314) to form a “receptacle” 

• A POSITA would have simply provided mounting hardware 
for PSA unit 108/506 on shell 204 and reversed the 
direction of the fasteners connecting PSA unit 108/506 to 
chassis 202 to provide an assembly of shell 204 and PSA 
unit 108/506 that would be installed/removed from 
chassis 202

• Obvious design choice, particularly given the well‐known 
desire to modularize assemblies. 

• Would still provide the capability for housing 602 to be 
removable from manifold 512

Ex. 1004 (Deane), FIG. 14

Pet. Reply, pp. 22‐23, Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶¶156‐161; 
Pet., pp. 35‐39; Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec., ¶¶318‐324Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



[1b(i)] Is Also Taught By Deane / Berntson

Berntson teaches a 
self-contained cartridge
Berntson teaches 

structure around 
cartridge
Berntson teaches PSA 

removability

41

+

Ex. 1004 (Deane), FIG. 5

Ex. 1006 (Berntson), FIGS. 1, 2

Pet. Reply, pp. 24‐26 , Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶¶162‐170Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Element [1b(i)]
- Scope of [1b(i)]
- Deane’s Disassembly Teachings
- Deane’s or Deane / Berntson’s Teachings

Elements [1e] (and [12g], [13n]/[13q])
Claims 2/15
Claim Constructions

Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 42

Topics Presented



[1e] is Obvious

43
1st

2n
dInletOutlet

Inlet

Outlet

Adsorbent 
Material

Adsorbent 
Material

Ex. 1001 (’614 Patent), 26:14‐37

Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec.), ¶360, Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶¶172, 176; 
Pet., pp. 48‐51; Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec., ¶¶348‐354Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Dr. Talu’s Concessions

44

Ex. 1074 (Talu Dep. Tr.), p. 136:11‐22

Ex. 1074 (Talu Dep. Tr.), pp. 137:20‐138:1
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Element [1b(i)]
- Scope of [1b(i)]
- Deane’s Disassembly Teachings
- Deane’s or Deane/Berntson’s Teachings

Elements [1e] (and [12g], [13n]/[13q])
Claims 2/15
Claim Constructions
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Topics Presented



Claim 2 is Obvious

46

Ex. 1001 (’614 Patent), 26:14‐37

Bassine

Appel 928 Hill 719

+

 Grounds 1/4: Deane + Art Knowledge
 Grounds 2/5: Deane + Hill 719

Pet. Reply, pp. 30‐31; Ex. 1078 (2nd Knaebel Dec.), ¶¶192‐201, 220‐226; Pet., pp. 51‐
53; Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec., ¶¶355‐359; Ex. 1004 (Deane), FIG. 6; Ex. 1026 
(Bassine). FIG. 6; Ex. 1015 (Appel ’928), FIG. 3B; Ex. 1008 (Hill ‘719), FIG. 1E; Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Element [1b(i)]
- Scope of [1b(i)]
- Deane’s Disassembly Teachings
- Deane’s or Deane / Berntson’s Teachings

Elements [1e] (and [12g], [13n]/[13q])
Claims 2/15
Claim Constructions
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Topics Presented



Construction of “Separation Cartridge”

48

Pet. Reply, p. 6

Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Construction of “Separation Cartridge”

49

Ex. 1074 (Talu Dep. Tr.), p. 94:4‐13

Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec.), ¶235

Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Construction of “Separation Cartridge”

50
Ex. 1001 (’614 Patent), 2:60‐63, 3:6‐8, 3:26‐29, 3:38‐43, FIGS. 7, 15, 16; 

Pet., p. 22; Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec., ¶¶239‐243 Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Construction of “Separation Cartridge”

51Ex. 1001 (’614 Patent), 2:33‐50, 24:1‐4Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Construction of “Separation Cartridge”

52Ex. 1001 (’614 Patent), 6:37‐7:19

* * *
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Construction of “Separation Cartridge”

53

Ex. 1074 (Talu Dep. Tr.), pp. 57:19‐58:11 Ex. 1074 (Talu Dep. Tr.), pp. 62:11‐63:4

Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Construction of “Separation Cartridge”

54

Ex. 1052 (’669 Patent FH), 297

Ex. 1052 (’669 Patent FH), 271

Ex. 1012 (Warren ’095), FIGS. 7, 8

Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Pet., pp. 22‐23; Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec., ¶¶253‐254 



Construction of “Receptacle”

55

Pet. Reply, p. 7

Ex. 1001 (’614 Patent), FIG. 7

Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Pet., pp. 23‐24; Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec., ¶¶259‐269 



Construction of “Receptacle”

56

Ex. 1074 (Talu Dep. Tr.), pp. 79:9‐80:1

Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Construction of “Selectively Removable [From A 
Receptacle]”

57

Ex. 1001 (’614 Patent), FIG. 7

Pet. Reply, p. 9

Ex. 1079 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Pet., pp. 24‐26; Ex. 1003 (1st Knaebel Dec., ¶¶270‐284



Construction of “Selectively Removable [From A 
Receptacle]”

58

Ex. 1074 (Talu Dep. Tr.), pp. 68:21‐69:6

Ex. 1074 (Talu Dep. Tr.), p. 83:14‐20
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Claim Appendix
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