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U.S. Patent No. 9,139,993

The Challenged Patents

U.S. Patent No. 10,934,698U.S. Patent No. 9,103,105

(-633: EX1001; EX1007; EX1005) 
(-634: EX1007; EX1001; EX1005) 
(-635: EX1007; EX1005; EX1001)
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Overview

(-633: EX1001, Fig. 3 (annotated), 3:47-59; 2:10-16) 
(-634: EX1001, Fig. 3 (annotated), 3:47-59; 2:10-16) 
(-635: EX1001, Fig. 3 (annotated), 2:56-4:2; 2:19-24)

• “With reference to FIG. 3, shown is the toilet fill valve
100 as installed within a toilet tank 143 according to an
embodiment of the present invention. In this respect,
the toilet fill valve 100 includes the water inlet 103 that
is coupled to a water source outside of the toilet tank
143. The toilet fill valve 100 also includes one or more
water outlets 106 that direct a flow of water into the
toilet tank 143 during the operation of a flush cycle.
The bowl fill valve 109 includes the bowl fill valve
inlet (not shown) and the bowl fill valve outlet 116,
where the bowl fill valve inlet is operatively coupled to
the water inlet 103 as described above.”

• The toilet fill valve 100 also includes a bowl fill valve
109 according to an embodiment of the present
invention. The bowl fill valve 109 includes a bowl fill
valve inlet 113 and a bowl fill valve outlet 116. In
addition, the bowl fill valve 109 includes a handle 119
that facilitates a manual adjustment of the bowl fill
valve 109.
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Overview

• “A tube 146 is coupled to the bowl fill valve outlet 116
and is directed into the overflow tube 149 of the toilet
tank 143.”

• “The tube 146 directs water that flows out of the bowl
fill valve outlet 116 into the overflow tube 149 and
refills the toilet bowl associated with the toilet tank
143 as can be appreciated by those with ordinary skill
in the art.”

(-633: EX1001, Fig. 3 (annotated), 3:60-65) 
(-634: EX1001, Fig. 3 (annotated), 3:60-65) 
(-635: EX1001, Fig. 3 (annotated), 4:3-8)
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Overview

• “By virtue of the manual setting of the handle 119 of
the bowl fill valve 109, the flow of water through the
bowl fill valve 109 is regulated. In this manner, the 
flow of water is regulated so that enough water flows 
out of the bowl fill valve 109 to fill a toilet bowl 
without wasting any water down a drain. Thus, the 
bowl fill valve 109 is configured to supply an 
adjustable flow of water out of the bowl fill outlet 116 
that is directed to a toilet bowl during a flush cycle of a 
toilet to fill the toilet bowl. The flow of water is
adjusted so that just enough flows out of bowl fill
valve 109 so as to fill the toilet bowl without wasting
any water.”

(-633: EX1001, Fig. 3 (annotated), 2:34-45) 
(-634: EX1001, Fig. 3 (annotated), 2:34-45) 
(-635: EX1001, Fig. 3 (annotated), 2:41-52)
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U.S. Patent No. 9,139,993

Overview of Primary Prior Art References: Guoxin

EX1016/EX2007 (Guoxin), published September 12, 2001

(-633: EX1001, Fig. 3 (annotated); EX1016, Fig. 2 (annotated)) 
(-634: EX1001, Fig. 3 (annotated); EX1016, Fig. 2 (annotated)) 
(-635: EX1001, Fig. 3 (annotated), EX1016, Fig. 2 (annotated))
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U.S. Patent No. 9,139,993

Overview of Primary Prior Art References: Brown

EX1021 (Brown), issued April 23, 1963

(-633: EX1001, Fig. 3 (annotated); EX1021, Fig. 1 (annotated)) 
(-634: EX1007, Fig. 3 (annotated); EX1021, Fig. 1 (annotated)) 
(-635: EX1007, Fig. 3 (annotated); EX1021, Fig. 1 (annotated))
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U.S. Patent No. 9,139,993

Overview of Primary Prior Art References: Ho

EX1022 (Ho), issued June 26, 1999

(-633: EX1001, Fig. 5B (annotated); EX1022, Fig. 7 (annotated)) 
(-634: EX1007, Fig. 5B (annotated); EX1022, Fig. 7 (annotated)) 
(-635: Fig. 5B (annotated); EX1022, Fig. 7 (annotated))
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[Placeholder]

Primary Prior Art References – Quick Connection Art (“QCA”)

U.S. Patent No. 9,139,993 Quick Connection Art – EX1017, 1018, 1019, 1020

(-633: EX1001, Fig. 5B (annotated); EX1017, Figs. 2 and 4; EX1018, Fig. 1a, 1b, 2 (annotated); EX1019, Fig. 6; EX1020, Fig. 2) (-634: EX1007, Fig. 5B (annotated); EX1017, Figs. 2 and 
4; EX1018, Fig. 1a, 1b, 2 (annotated); EX1019, Fig. 6; EX1020, Fig. 2) (-635: EX1007, Fig. 5B (annotated); EX1017, Figs. 2 and 4; EX1018, Fig. 1a, 1b, 2 (annotated); EX1019, Fig. 6; 
EX1020, Fig. 2)
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Overview of Key Disputes

Does the prior art disclose a tube configured to direct water to an overflow tube?

Is the “flow rate” measured over the time it takes the tank to refill?

2

3

Must the claimed “extended portion” comprise a plastic structure?1

Has PO shown that certain claims of the ’993 and ’105 Patents are entitled to a 2004 
priority date?

4
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1. “Wherein the Extended Portion is 
Integrally Molded with the Body”

11
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“Wherein the Extended Portion is Integrally Molded with the Body”

U.S. Patent No. 9,139,993 U.S. Patent No. 9,103,105

a body comprising an extended portion, wherein the extended portion is 
integrally molded with the body

(-633: EX1001, Claims 1, 8, 14) 
(-634: EX1001, Claims 1, 9, 15)
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The Board’s Construction of “Integrally Molded”

(-633: Paper No. 19, p. 14) (-634: Paper No. 21, p. 14)
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Guoxin Discloses an “Extended Portion” that is “Integrally Molded”

Dr. Cameron’s Testimony:

• “Guoxin discloses a toilet fill valve having an extended portion that is
integrally molded with the water inlet device 1, as shown in Figure 3 and the
exploded view of Figure 4. The extended portion of Guoxin’s toilet fill valve
forms a bowl fill outlet port.”

• “A POSITA would understand that in the system depicted in Guoxin, the
protrusion is integrally molded with the body because there is nothing to 
indicate another connection.”

• “Forming the protrusion separately and adding an additional connection
between the protrusion and the body would negatively impact the reliability 
of the connection and increase the cost, which also informs the
understanding of a POSITA that the main body and protrusion are integrally
molded in the absence of a depiction or explanation to the contrary.”

(-633: Paper No. 1, p. 32 (citing EX1004, ¶ 123); Paper No. 30, pp. 7-8 (citing EX1036, ¶¶ 37-44)) 
(-634: Paper No. 1, p. 28 (citing EX1004, ¶ 123); Paper No. 32, pp. 7-8 (citing EX1036, ¶¶ 37-44))



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

15
Guoxin in View of Ho Discloses an “Extended Portion” that is “Integrally Molded”

Dr. Cameron’s Testimony

• “While Guoxin alone satisfies this element, if PO incorrectly argues that the
extended portion illustrated in Guoxin is not ‘integrally molded,’ then Ho 
clearly discloses an integrally molded extended portion on a toilet fill valve 
with a recess into which a water flow regulator with a protrusion is inserted 
and locked into place. See EX1022, annotated Figs. 3 and 5 below.”

• “Integrally molding the extended portion of Guoxin with the inlet device as
taught by Ho would be advantageous in improving the strength and integrity 
of the connection, and to make it easier to manufacture and assemble. Thus,
it would have been obvious to integrally mold the extended portion of
Guoxin with the inlet device as taught by Ho achieve these benefits.”

(-633: Paper No. 1, pp. 33-34 (citing EX1004, ¶¶ 124-126))
(-634: Paper No. 1, pp. 28-29 (citing EX1004, ¶¶ 124-126))
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Guoxin in View of Ho Discloses an “Extended Portion” that is “Integrally Molded”

Dr. Cameron’s Testimony

• “As with Guoxin, forming the extended portion of Ho as a single structure 
with the body of the toilet fill valve would be an insignificant step in terms 
of manufacturing complexity… This again confirms that the extended
portion shown in Ho’s figures is integrally molded with the body of the
toilet fill valve, especially in the absence of a depiction or explanation to the
contrary.

• “[I]f Figure 2 in fact shows a separate connection between the fill valve and
the extended portion, then the diverter valve means 30 of Ho could just
connect directly with the toilet fill valve via a screw or other connection.
Since that is explicitly what is not shown, a POSITA would understand that 
the extended portion is present specifically to allow a single connection to 
the restrictor, not to introduce an additional connection between the
restrictor and the fill valve.”

(-633: Paper No. 30, pp. 11-12 (citing EX1036, ¶¶ 66-74)) 
(-634: Paper No. 32, pp. 11-13 (citing EX1036, ¶¶ 53-61))
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PO Seeks to Improperly Narrow “Molded” in the Board’s Construction

(-633: Paper No. 36, p. 6) (-634: Paper No. 38, p. 7)
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There is No Support for PO’s Position

• There is no mention of plastic or any other
material or method of manufacture in the claims.

• There is no mention of plastic or any other
material or method of manufacture in the
specification.

• There is no mention of plastic material during
prosecution of the challenged patents.

• There is no record of PO arguing around prior art
references during prosecution based on a prior art
structure not being made of plastic material.

(-633: Paper No. 30, pp. 8-10; EX1037, 16:25-17:13; EX1002, pp. 40, 52) 
(-634: Paper No. 32, pp. 8-10; EX1037, 16:25-17:13; EX1008, pp. 40, 52)
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There is No Support for PO’s Position

• PO’s expert opined that a POSITA would
understand that (1) “molded” refers only to
plastic structures, and (2) “molded” does not
refer to metal structures.

• The only “evidence” that PO’s expert provided
comprised citations to Dr. Cameron’s testimony.

(-633: Paper No. 30, pp. 8-10; EX2013, ¶¶ 133-134) 
(-634: Paper No. 32, pp. 8-10; EX2013, ¶¶ 132-133)
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Dr. Cameron’s Testimony is Consistent with the Board’s Construction

Dr. Cameron’s Testimony

“As with Guoxin, forming the extended portion of 
Ho as a single structure with the body of the toilet 
fill valve would be an insignificant step in terms of 
manufacturing complexity… This again confirms
that the extended portion shown in Ho’s figures is
integrally molded with the body of the toilet fill
valve, especially in the absence of a depiction or
explanation to the contrary.

(-633: Paper No. 19, p. 14; Paper No. 30, pp. 11-12 (citing EX1036, ¶¶ 66-74)) 
(-634: Paper No. 21, p. 14; Paper No. 32, pp. 11-13 (citing EX1036, ¶¶ 53-61))

Board’s Construction

• “On this record, we are persuaded by Patent
Owner that the claim phrase ‘integrally molded 
with’ should be construed to mean ‘molded 
together as a single structure’ and to exclude 
items created as separate pieces and attached 
together later. Patent Owner’s construction is
consistent with the plain language of the claims,
which requires the extended portion be
‘integrally molded with’ the body and not just the
extended portion be integral with the body.”
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PO’s Reliance on Nordt is Unavailing

In Axioma Metering, the PTAB distinguished Nordt, noting:

• There was no evidence of “any distinct structural or functional differences between a monolithic polymer that
is cast in a single mold and one that is not.”

• That Nordt was distinguishable because there, the patent applicant had asserted clear structural differences
between a knee brace made with fabric components and a knee brace made with injection-molded components,
and the specification conveyed a structural meaning to the term “injection molded.” By contrast, the limitation
at issue in Axioma “does not appear to connote a structure, the specification does not convey any structural
meaning to the limitation, and Patent Owner fails to direct us to any structural differences that casting in one
piece imparts to the monolithic polymer housing.”

• And therefore, “we conclude that the limitation ‘cast in one piece’ is a process limitation that does not impart
patentable weight to the claim. That is, as long as the prior art discloses a monolithic polymer structure, it
satisfies the claim limitation regardless of the process used to produce it.”

Axioma Metering UAB v. Kamstrup A/S, No. IPR2019-01640, 2021 WL 1235790, at *5-7 (PTAB Apr. 1, 2021)
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2. A Tube “Configured to Direct” / “Providing” 
/ “Provides” Water to an 

“Overflow”/“Overfill” Tube”

22
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U.S. Patent No. 9,139,993 U.S. Patent No. 10,934,698U.S. Patent No. 9,103,105

A Tube “Configured to Direct” / “Providing” / “Provides” Water to an 
“Overflow”/“Overfill” Tube”

a tube that is configured to attach directly to the water flow regulator [bowl fill restriction], 
wherein the tube is configured to direct the second portion of the water from the water flow 

regulator directly to a toilet tank overflow tube

(-633: EX1001, Claims 1, 8, 14)
(-634: EX1001, Claims 1, 9, 15, 24)
(-635: EX1001, Claims 8, 12)

providing, via the tube, the second portion of the water to a
toilet tank overfill tube

attaching a tube directly to the bowl fill restriction, wherein the tube is configured to direct the 
the water from the bowl fill restriction directly to a toilet tank overflow tube

a bowl fill valve outlet port configured to attach directly to a tube that provides water from the 
bowl fill valve outlet port to an overflow tube



24

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Federal Circuit Precedent Confirms the Overflow Tube is Not a Claimed Structure

Eko Brands, LLC v. Adrian Rivera Maynez Enters., Inc., 946 F.3d 1367, 1376-1376, n. 3 (Fed. Cir. 2020)
(-633: Paper No. 30, p. 2); (-634: Paper No. 32, p. 2); (-635: Paper No. 30, pp. 3-4)
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Federal Circuit Precedent Confirms the Overflow Tube is Not a Claimed Structure

Eko Brands, LLC v. Adrian Rivera Maynez Enters., Inc., 946 F.3d 1367, 1376-1376, n. 3 (Fed. Cir. 2020)
(-633: Paper No. 30, p. 2); (-634: Paper No. 32, p. 2); (-635: Paper No. 30, pp. 3-4)
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Guoxin Alone Discloses a Tube Configured to Direct Water to an Overflow Tube

(-633: Paper No. 1, pp. 41-42; EX1004, ¶¶ 83-84, 86-87, 120, 148-149, 307; EX1016, Figs. 2-5, 2:8-20; Paper No. 30, pp. 2-6; EX1036, ¶¶ 25-36)
(-634: Paper No. 1, pp. 38-39; EX1004, ¶¶ 81, 82, 84-85, 119, 157-160, 223; EX1016, Figs. 2-5, 2:8-20; Paper No. 32, pp. 3-6; EX1036, ¶¶ 25-36)
(-635: Paper No. 1, pp. 11-14; EX1004, ¶¶ 75, 76, 79, 123-124, 143; EX1016, Figs. 2-5, 2:8-20; Paper No. 30, pp. 4-7; EX1036, ¶¶ 24-27)
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The Claimed Configuration is Conventional in the Art

(-633: Paper No. 1, p. 19 (citing EX1004, ¶ 84 (citing EX1021, Fig. 4, 4:20-44)); see also EX2013, ¶¶100, 106-107, 110)
(-634: Paper No. 1, p. 14 (citing EX1004, ¶ 82 (citing EX1021, Fig. 4, 4:20-44)); see also EX2013, ¶¶100, 106-107, 109)

U.S. Patent No. 3,086,546 to Brown
(“Brown”)

Issued April 23, 1963

• Discloses a flow restrictor (31)
connected via a tube (28) to the
overflow pipe (11) and into the bowl.

• “Referring now to FIG. 4, another
embodiment of the water silencing and
saving means comprising the invention
is illustrated therein…This relatively
short tube [31] is bent into a
substantially U-shape, and one end is
inserted into fill tube 20, being held
securely in place therein by the water
silencing rods 21. The other end of U-
shaped tube 31 is inserted into the
relatively long flexible tube 23 which
is connected to the overflow pipe 11,
as in FIG. 1.”

(See, e.g., -633: EX1001, Fig. 
3 (annotated)) 

(See, e.g., -634: EX1007, Fig. 
3 (annotated))
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The Claimed Configuration is Conventional in the Art

U.S. Patent No. 5,715,860 to Horad et
al. (“Horad”)

Issued February 10, 1998

• Discloses a secondary valve (20)
connected by a tube (22) to an
overflow pipe (24).

• “The secondary valve 20 of the instant
invention prevents [water wastage] by
controlling the rate of water flow into
the overflow pipe 24. By reducing the
rate of water flow into the overflow
pipe 24, the amount of water which
can flow into the overflow pipe before
the float 17 terminates the flow of
water into the inlet tube 12 can be
reduced substantially. This is because
the reduced flow rate multiplied by
time results in less water volume.”

(See, e.g., -633: EX1001, Fig. 
3 (annotated)) 

(See, e.g., -634: EX1007, Fig. 
3 (annotated))

(-633: Paper No. 1, p. 18; EX1004, ¶ 307; EX1025, Fig. 1, 2:5-46)); see also EX2013, ¶¶100, 106-107, 110) 
(-634: Paper No. 1, p. 13; EX1004, ¶ 339; EX1025, Fig. 1, 2:5-46)); see also EX2013, ¶¶100, 106-107, 110)
(-635: Paper No. 1, p. 11; EX1025, Fig. 1, 2:5-46)); see also EX2013, ¶¶79, 83-84, 87)
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3. “Adjust the Flow Rate” and Other “Flow 
Limitations”

29
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“Adjust the Flow Rate” and Other “Flow Limitations”

(-633: EX1001, Claims 19 and 20) 
(-635: EX1001, Claims 1, 8, 11, 12, 13 [described by PO as “Flow Limitations,” see Paper No. 26, pp.15-16])

U.S. Patent No. 9,139,993 U.S. Patent No. 10,934,698

The method of claim 1, wherein the water flow regulator comprises an adjustable water flow 
regulator that is configured to adjust the flow rate of the second portion of the water based at 

least in part on a setting of the adjustable water flow regulator

“adjusting a flow of water out of the bowl fill valve”

The system of claim 14, wherein the water flow regulator comprises an adjustable water flow 
regulator that is configured to adjust the flow rate of the water based at least in part on a setting 

of the adjustable water flow regulator 
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Experts Agree as to Definition of “Flow Rate” and Measurement of Volume

Mr. Jobin:

Q. And what does flow rate mean to you?

A. It's a simple engineering concept that a rate would indicate a
volume per unit time.

Q. Is that a mathematical relationship that you’re describing?

A. It's a -- it's a concept that helps us to understand fluidics. Here, for
example, you could measure a certain number of milliliters per
minute to determine how much -- what volume of water will flow
through that system per unit time, so you could use whatever units
are appropriate for the flow rate, but in this case it's -- volume per 
unit time is how one would understand the term "flow rate."

Q. And do you -- can you -- in that system, do you measure the volume
of the water passing through at the source to see how much water
enters the system?

A. Provided there are no losses in the system, you can measure either 
at the beginning or at the end. The same volume will pass through
in that time. If there’s leaks, that's a different matter, but generally 
speaking, you could measure it either at the input or the output of 
the flow-control device.

Dr. Cameron:
I note that neither PO nor its expert have offered a separate definition of
“flow rate.” However, I agree with Mr. Jobin that the plain and ordinary 
meaning of “flow rate” is “volume per unit time” of fluid passing through a 
flow control device. See EX1037, 68:19–69:6. Moreover, when calculating
flow rate, I agree with Mr. Jobin that the volume can be measured at either 
the input or the output of the flow control device. Id., 69:17–25.

Dr. Cameron:
As an initial matter, the claim language of the ’698 Patent discusses 
adjusting the water flow, not specifically the “flow rate.” To the extent that
flow rate is a relevant concept here, I agree with PO’s expert that flow rate is 
generally understood as the volume of water through a conduit over a period 
of time. See EX1037, 69:4-6.

(-633: Paper No. 30 at pp. 18-19; EX1037, 69:4-69:25; EX1036, ¶ 15)
(-635: Paper No. 30, pp. 11-14; EX1037, 69:4-69:25; EX1036, ¶ 29)
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PO Agrees that Guoxin Discloses Means for Controlling Volume

(-633: Paper No. 36, p. 19)
(-635: Paper No. 38, pp. 7-8)
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The Specification Confirms that the Unit of Time is the Flush Cycle

(See, e.g., -633: EX1001, Fig. 
3 (annotated)) 

(See, e.g., -634: EX1007, Fig. 
3 (annotated))

(See, e.g., -635: EX1007, Fig. 
3 (annotated))

(-633: Paper No. 30 at pp. 18-19; EX1001, 2:40-45, 4:43-53) 
(-635: Paper No. 30, pp. 11-14; EX1001, 2:47:52, 4:53-63)
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34
Guoxin Discloses a Regulator Configured to Adjust the Flow Rate

Dr. Cameron’s Testimony:

• “Thus, in my view, the relevant rate of water flow is the amount of water 
that leaves the bowl fill valve during refilling of the toilet tank divided by 
the time it takes to complete a flush cycle (the time it takes for the tank to
return to full).”

• “In the case of Guoxin, the switching mechanism 4 reduces and then 
eliminates water flow to achieve a particular desired flow rate (amount of 
water exiting the bowl fill valve per the time to return the toilet to full). This
flow rate is changeable by altering the setting of the T-shaped nut.”

• “As explained in Guoxin…Guoxin’s switching mechanism 4 will change
from closed to open (and open to closed) at a different particular height of
water in the tank (the open position is shown in Figure 3 where water is also
delivered to the bowl while the closed position is shown in Figure 2 where
water is not being delivered to the bowl). For example, when the T-shaped 
nut is turned so that it is moved further down, the switching mechanism 4 
will both open later and close earlier. Opening later and closing earlier both 
reduce the amount of water that exits switching mechanism 4 to be delivered 
to the toilet bowl. Turning the nut, therefore, does alter (in this case 
decreases) the amount of water exiting switching mechanism 4 and 
delivered to the bowl during the time it takes to refill the bowl (and hence in 
this case decreases the flow rate).”

(-633: Paper No. 30 at pp. 18-19; EX1036, ¶¶ 54-62; EX1016, Fig. 2 and 3) 
(-635: Paper No. 30, pp. 11-14; EX1036, ¶¶ 28-39; EX1016, Fig. 2 and 3)
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4. Claims 1-18 of the ’993 Patent and Claims 
1-24 of the ’105 Patent Are Not Entitled to 

March 11, 2004 Priority Date

35
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36
PO First Used “Restriction” and “Regulator” in its Claims in 2014

2019201820172016201520142013201220112010200920082007200620052004

U.S. Patent No. 6,823,889, filed March 11, 2004

Uses term “bowl fill valve,” which is 
characterized as “adjustable”

’993 Patent, filed Jan. 27, 2014

Replaces “bowl fill valve” with “bowl fill 
restriction” (and in 2015, with “water flow 
regulator”) that is characterized as 
“broader”

’105 Patent, filed Aug. 12, 2014

Uses the term “bowl fill restriction”

(-633: Paper No. 1, pp. 92-102; Paper No. 30, pp. 25-28; EX1001; EX1012) 
(-634: Paper No. 1, pp. 86-98; Paper No. 33, pp. 24-27; EX1001; EX1012)
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In 2004, PO Claimed to Have Invented an “Adjustable” Bowl Valve

(-633: Paper No. 1, pp. 92-102; Paper No. 30, pp. 25-28; EX1012, pp. 47, 48) 
(-634: Paper No. 1, pp. 86-98; Paper No. 33, pp. 24-27; EX1012, pp. 47, 48)
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PO’s Expert Confirmed That a “Valve” is an “Adjustable” Device

(-633: EX2013, ¶ 281)
(-634: EX2013, ¶ 267)
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Federal Circuit Precedent Confirms Priority Date Extends Only to That Which is 
Disclosed

Lockwood v. Am. Airlines, Inc., 107 F.3d 1565, 1571–72 (Fed. Cir. 1997)
(-633: Paper No. 1, pp. 88-90); (-634: Paper No. 1, p. 83)
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By 2014, PO Claimed to Have Invented Something “Broader”

(-633: Paper No. 1, pp. 92-102; Paper No. 30, pp. 25-28; EX1002, pp. 133, 85) 
(-634: Paper No. 1, pp. 86-98; Paper No. 33, pp. 24-27; EX1008, pp. 133, 85)
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PO’s Expert Confirmed That a “Restriction” Can Be Fixed or Adjustable

(-633: EX2013, ¶ 285) 
(-634: EX2013, ¶ 271)
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42
In 2015, PO “Stylistically Replaced” Its “Restriction” With a “Regulator”

(-633: Paper No. 1, pp. 92-102; Paper No. 30, pp. 25-28; EX1002, p. 28; Paper No. 26, p. 28)
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43PO Has Not Shown that Certain of its “Restriction” and “Regulator” Claims Are
Entitled to the 2004 Priority Date, and Therefore, Schuster (EX1010) Anticipates

2019201820172016201520142013201220112010200920082007200620052004

U.S. Patent No. 8,104,105, filed May 25, 2010, and 
issued Jan. 31, 2012 (EX1010), anticipates claims 

1-18 of the ’993 Patent and claims 1-24 of the ’105 
Patent

U.S. Patent No. 6,823,889, filed March 11, 2004

Uses term “bowl fill valve,” which is 
characterized as “adjustable”

’993 Patent, filed Jan. 27, 2014

Replaces “bowl fill valve” with “bowl fill 
restriction” (and in 2015, with “water flow 
regulator”) that is characterized as 
“broader”

’105 Patent, filed Aug. 12, 2014

Uses the term “bowl fill restriction”

(-633: Paper No. 1, pp. 92-102; Paper No. 30, pp. 25-28; EX1001; EX1012; EX1010) 
(-634: Paper No. 1, pp. 86-98; Paper No. 33, pp. 24-27; EX1001; EX1012; EX1010)



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Other Issues
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Brown Discloses a “Water Flow Regulator” / 
“Bowl Fill Restriction”
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

46
“A Water Flow Regulator” / “A Bowl Fill Restriction”

U.S. Patent No. 9,139,993 U.S. Patent No. 9,103,105

a water flow regulator configured to attach directly to the extended portion of the body, wherein a portion 
of the water flow regulator is configured to insert into, and come into contact with, the extended portion of 

the body…[and] a tube that is configured to attach directly to the water flow regulator

(-633: EX1001, Claim 1)
(-634: EX1001, Claim 1)

a bowl fill restriction configured to attach directly to the extended portion of the body, wherein the bowl fill 
restriction comprises a protrusion that is configured to insert into a recess in the toilet fill valve to lock the 

bowl fill restriction to the extended portion of the body…[and] a tube that is configured to attach directly to 
the bowl fill restriction



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

47
The Petition Identifies a Single Flow Device in Brown

(-633: Paper No. 30, pp. 21-22; Paper No. 1, p. 70-76; EX1004, ¶¶ 237, 239, 245, 247 (citing EX1021, Fig. 1 (annotated) and Fig. 3 (annotated)))
(-634: Paper No. 32, p. 21; Paper No. 1, p. 65-70; EX1004, ¶¶ 247, 264, 266 (citing EX1021, Fig. 1 (annotated) and Fig. 3 (annotated)))



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“An Actuating Arm…Angularly Offset 
Relative to the Bowl Fill Valve…”
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49
“An Actuating Arm…Angularly Offset Relative to the Bowl Fill Valve…”

U.S. Patent No. 9,139,993 U.S. Patent No. 9,103,105

an actuating arm coupled to the float, wherein the actuating arm extends radially relative to a 
longitudinal axis of the toilet fill valve, wherein the actuating arm is angularly offset relative to 

the bowl fill valve, thereby preventing an interference with the waterflow regulator and a 
translational stem that extends from the float to a free end of the actuating arm.

(-633: EX1001, Claim 5)
(-634: EX1001, Claim 6)

an actuating arm coupled to the float, wherein the actuating arm extends radially relative to a 
longitudinal axis of the toilet fill valve, wherein the actuating arm is angularly offset relative to 

the bowl fill valve, thereby preventing an interference with the bowl fill restriction and a 
translational stem that extends from the float to a free end of the actuating arm.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

50

(-633: Paper No. 30, p. 15; EX1036, ¶ 46; EX1016, Fig. 1 (annotated)) 
(-634: Paper No. 32, pp. 16-17; EX1036, ¶ 46; EX1016, Fig. 1 (annotated))

The translational stem (blue) 

extends from the float to a 

free end of the actuating arm 

(green) and therefore 

couples the actuating arm to 

the float, and the actuating 

arm is angularly offset 

relative to the switching 

mechanism 4 (yellow)

Guoxin Discloses “An Actuating Arm…Angularly Offset Relative to the Bowl Fill 
Valve…”



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

51

The translational stem (blue) 

extends from the float 252 to 

a free end of the actuating 

arm (green) and therefore 

couples the actuating arm to 

the float, and the actuating 

arm is angularly offset from 

Ho’s diverter valve means 30 

(yellow):

Ho Discloses “An Actuating Arm…Angularly Offset Relative to the Bowl Fill 
Valve…”

(-633: Paper No. 30, pp. 15; EX1036, ¶ 76; EX1022, Fig. 6 (annotated)) 
(-634: Paper No. 32, pp. 16-17; EX1036, ¶ 63; EX1022, Fig. 6 (annotated))


