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(Ex. 1001, Fig. 4) (annotated)

The ’252 Patent’s Drink Container And Closure Retention

Petition, 4, 10–11

(Ex. 1001, Figs. 7, 12) (annotated)
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(Ex. 1001, claim 5) (highlight added)

Independent Claim 5 Of The ’252 Patent

Petition, 12–13
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Independent Claim 19 Of The ’252 Patent

Petition, 13–14

(Ex. 1001, claim 19) (highlight added)
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The Prior Art And Trove Brands’ Accused Product

Petition, 6, 8, 23, 26, 37; Reply, 8, 12–13, 19, 24

Prior Art

(Ex. 1006, Fig. 1 (excerpt)) (annotated)

(Ex. 1005, Fig. 3 (excerpt)) (annotated)

(Ex. 1004, Fig. 9 (excerpt)) (annotated)

Accused Product

(Ex. 1010, CC. at Appx. A-1, 4)
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Grounds 1–2
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Grounds 1-2: Samartgis-Based Grounds

(Ex. 1004, Fig. 9) (annotated)

(Ex. 1001, claim 5)

Petition, 32–36
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Samartgis Discloses A “Closure Retention Mechanism”

(Ex. 1001, claim 5)

Petition, 33–36; Reply, 1

(Ex. 2010, 6)
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CamelBak’s “Closure Retention Mechanism” Argument Fails

(Sur-Reply, 8)
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The Petition Relies On Identical Structures

(Ex. 1001, claim 5)

35 U.S.C. § 112(f) limitation

Function: retain the closure (flap member 20) 
in a stowed position relative to the handle 
(lever/carry member 10) when the closure is 
removed from the drink spout

Corresponding Structure: spaced-apart tabs

Petition, 22–23, 33–35; Reply, 15–17

(Ex. 1004, Fig. 3 (excerpt) (annotated) (Ex. 1001, Fig. 7) (annotated)
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Identical Structures: The “Way” And “Result” Are Irrelevant

(Sur-Reply, 11)

(Sur-Reply, 9)
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35 U.S. Code § 112(f): An element in a claim for a combination may be 
expressed as a means or step for performing a specified function without 
the recital of structure, material, or acts in support thereof, and such 
claim shall be construed to cover the corresponding structure, material, 
or acts described in the specification and equivalents thereof.      
(emphasis added)

Identical Structures: The “Way” And “Result” Are Irrelevant

(Pet., 22–23)
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The “Way” And “Result” Only Apply To Equivalent Structures

Our

“Literal infringement of a § 112, ¶ 6 limitation requires that the 
relevant structure in the accused device perform the identical 
function recited in the claim and be identical or equivalent to 
the corresponding structure in the specification.”

Also holding that only the “statutory equivalence analysis 
requires” the “way” and “result” analysis.

Odetics, Inc. v. Storage Technology Corp., 185 F.3d 1259, 1267 (Fed. Cir. 1999)
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’252 Patent Samartgis

Spaced-apart tabs 56 (also called “ribs, 
projections, stops, fingers, and/or teeth” (Ex. 
1001, 10:9–10)) retain the closure 20

Lug members 15, 16 retain the flap 20

Samartgis Discloses The Claimed Closure Retention Mechanism

Petition, 21–23, 33–35; Reply, 15–17; Sur-Reply, 18

(Ex. 1001, Fig. 7) (annotated)

(Ex. 1004, Fig. 3 (excerpt) (annotated)(Ex. 1001, Fig. 2 (excerpt)) (annotated)
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But the Petition explains that:

• “[A] POSITA would have understood the corresponding structure for the claimed ‘closure 
retention mechanism’ is two or more spaced-apart tabs extending from the inner surface of 
the handle.” (Pet., 22–23) (emphasis added)

• “Samartgis discloses that the handle (lever member 10) includes a closure retention 
mechanism (lug members 15 and 16).” (Pet., 33) (emphasis added)

• “The lug members 15 and 16 are a closure retention mechanism[.]” (Pet., 34) (emphasis added)

• “Furthermore, interpreting the ‘closure retention mechanism’ under Section 112(f), the lug 
members 15 and 16 also are at least equivalent to the structure identified in the specification 
(i.e., the two or more spaced-apart tabs on the handle).” (Pet., 34–35) (emphasis added)

Petition, 22–23, 33–35; Sur-Reply, 9

CamelBak’s Untimeliness Argument Fails

(Sur-Reply, 9)
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(Ex. 1001, claim 5)
(Ex. 1004, Fig. 9) (annotated)

(POR, 20)(Pet., 34; see also Ex. 1003, ¶100)

Petition, 33–35; Reply, 9; Ex. 1003, ¶100; POR, 20

Samartgis Discloses Retaining The Closure In A Stowed Position Relative To The Handle



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Page  17Reply, 5, 7; Sur-Reply, 4

“Retain”: CamelBak Seeks To Import A Limitation

“wherein the handle includes a closure retention mechanism 
configured to selectively retain the closure in a stowed position 
relative to the handle in a position removed from the drink 
spout when the closure is selectively removed from the drink spout 
and received by the closure retention mechanism”

(Sur-Reply, 4)
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There Is No Justification For Importing An Entire Limitation

Our
“Courts do not rewrite claims; instead, [they] give effect to the terms chosen by the 
patentee.”

K-2 Corp. v. Salomon S.A., 191 F.3d 1356, 1364 (Fed. Cir. 1999)

Our
Claim construction is not an exercise to “redefine claim recitations or to read limitations 
into the claims to obviate factual questions of infringement and validity but rather to 
give meaning to the limitations actually contained in the claims ….”

Am. Piledriving Equip., Inc. v. Geoquip, Inc., 637 F.3d 1324, 1331 (Fed. Cir. 2011)

Our
Courts have characterized importing limitations from the specification into the claims 
as “one of the cardinal sins of patent law.”

SciMed Life Sys., Inc. v. Advanced Cardiovascular Sys., Inc., 242 F.3d 1337, 1340 (Fed. Cir. 2001)
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(Ex. 1004, Fig. 9) (annotated)

“wherein the handle includes a closure retention mechanism 
configured to selectively retain the closure in a stowed position 
relative to the handle in a position removed from the drink 
spout when the closure is selectively removed from the drink spout 
and received by the closure retention mechanism”

“Retain”: Samartgis Anticipates Under CamelBak’s Construction

(POR, 21) (underline added)
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Samartgis’ Closure Retention Mechanism Stows The Closure

(Sur-Reply, 5)

(Ex. 1004, Fig. 9) (annotated); see also Ex. 1003, ¶100 (POR, 20)
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Further Rotation Of Samartgis’ Handle

(POR, 25)

(Reply, 10)

(Reply, 10)

(Sur-Reply, 6)
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(Ex. 1001, claim 5)

(ID, 13–14; see also Pet., 33–35; Ex. 1003, ¶100)

(Ex. 1004, Fig. 9) (annotated)

(POR, 20)

Petition, 33–35; Reply, 13–14; ID, 13–14; Ex. 1003, ¶100; POR, 20

“When The Closure Is…Received By The Closure Retention Mechanism”
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“When The Closure Is…Received By The Closure Retention Mechanism”

(POR, 9)

(Reply, 4)
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“When The Closure Is…Received By The Closure Retention Mechanism”

(POR, 10) (underline added)
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CamelBak Again Proposes To Add Limitations

(Sur-Reply, 2–3) (underline added)
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“Receive”: No Lexicography Or Disavowal 

Our
“Absent a clear disavowal or contrary definition in the specification or the prosecution 
history, the patentee is entitled to the full scope of its claim language.”

Aug. Tech. Corp. v. Camtek, Ltd., 655 F.3d 1278, 1286 (Fed. Cir. 2011);              
see also Thorner v. Sony Comput. Ent. Am. LLC, 669 F.3d 1362, 1366 (Fed. Cir. 2012)
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“Receive”: CamelBak Again Seeks To Import Limitations

Our
Claim construction is not an exercise to “redefine claim recitations or to read limitations 
into the claims to obviate factual questions of infringement and validity but rather to 
give meaning to the limitations actually contained in the claims ….”

Am. Piledriving Equip., Inc. v. Geoquip, Inc., 637 F.3d 1324, 1331 (Fed. Cir. 2011)

Our
Courts have characterized importing limitations from the specification into the claims 
as “one of the cardinal sins of patent law.”

SciMed Life Sys., Inc. v. Advanced Cardiovascular Sys., Inc., 242 F.3d 1337, 1340 (Fed. Cir. 2001)

Our

Claim construction “cannot alter what the patentee has chosen to claim as his 
invention, that limitations appearing in the specification will not be read into claims, 
and that interpreting what is meant by a word in a claim is not to be confused with 
adding an extraneous limitation appearing in the specification, which is improper.”

DSW, Inc. v. Shoe Pavilion, Inc., 537 F.3d 1342, 1347 (Fed. Cir. 2008) (internal quotation marks and emphasis omitted)
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Info-Hold Is Inapposite

Our

“[T]he parties sought competing constructions of the term ‘when a caller is placed on 
hold,’ as that term influenced whether music or message playback had to begin at the 
time the caller was placed on hold, or could begin at some time prior to, and 
independent of, when a caller was placed on hold.” (1373)

Our

“During reexamination of the ′374 patent, Info–Hold amended the claims by adding the 
limitation “when a caller is placed on hold” to avoid anticipation by the prior art. … As 
claim 7 shows, the generated signals “control” the message playback devices by 
directing them to access messages and play them back through the output. If the 
signals themselves are generated “when callers are placed on hold,” as Info–Hold 
argued during reexamination, then the playback resulting from the control signal must 
also occur at that time, not before the caller is placed on hold.” (1374)

Info-Hold does not stand for the broad proposition that the use 
of the term “when” requires two states. (See Sur-Reply 2-3)

Info-Hold, Inc. v. Muzak LLC, 783 F.3d 1365, 1373–74 (Fed. Cir. 2015)
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Ordinary Meaning Of “When” Controls

(Ex. 1001, claim 5)

Our“’when’ means at or during the time that”

ACCO Brands, Inc. v. Micro Sec. Devices, Inc., 346 F.3d 1075, 1077 (Fed. Cir. 2003)

Ourordinary meanings of “when” include “at, during, or after the time that”

Renishaw PLC v. Marposs Societa' per Azioni, 158 F.3d 1243, 1250–52 (Fed. Cir. 1998)
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Samartgis Satisfies The “Receive” Limitation

(POR, 20)(Ex. 1004, Fig. 9) (annotated)

Samartgis’ closure—specifically, the distal end of the tracks 23 
(“locking ramp and interface section 27”)—is received by the 
closure retention mechanism (lug members 15, 16)
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Grounds 3–4
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Leoncavallo’s closure (cap 68) moves around the handle 
(loop 54) and frictionally engages a closure retention 
mechanism (detents 90) on the handle (loop 54) as it 
travels, retaining the closure (cap 68) in a stowed position 
(open) relative to the handle (loop 54)

The detents 90 “project outwardly from the outer arcuate 
surface 64 of the loop 54 on opposite sides of the 
annular rib 62.” (Ex. 1005, 5:33–36)

Petition, 67–70; Ex. 1003, ¶174; Reply, 19–20

Leoncavallo’s Closure Retention Mechanism

closed configuration open configuration
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CamelBak’s No “Closure Retention Mechanism” Argument Fails

(Sur-Reply, 13)
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35 U.S. Code § 112(f): An element in a claim for a combination may be 
expressed as a means or step for performing a specified function without 
the recital of structure, material, or acts in support thereof, and such 
claim shall be construed to cover the corresponding structure, material, 
or acts described in the specification and equivalents thereof.      
(emphasis added)

Corresponding Structure: spaced-apart tabs

Identical Structures: The “Way” And “Result” Are Irrelevant
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’252 Patent Leoncavallo

Spaced-apart tabs 56 (also called “ribs, 
projections, stops, fingers, and/or teeth” (Ex. 
1001, 10:9–10)) retain the closure 20

Detents 90 (also called “rib[s] or other suitable 
structure[s] project[ing] outwardly … on opposite 
sides” (Ex. 1005, 5:33–36)) retain the flip cap 68

Leoncavallo Discloses The Claimed Closure Retention Mechanism

Petition, 21–23, 57, 67–69; Reply, 18–20; Sur-Reply, 18

(Ex. 1001, Fig. 7) (annotated)

(Ex. 1005, Fig. 3 (excerpt) (annotated)(Ex. 1001, Fig. 2 (excerpt)) (annotated)
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But the Petition explains that:

• “[A] POSITA would have understood the corresponding structure for the claimed 
‘closure retention mechanism’ is two or more spaced-apart tabs extending from the 
inner surface of the handle.” (Pet., 22–23) (emphasis added)

• “Leoncavallo discloses that the handle (loop member 54) includes a closure retention 
mechanism, namely detents 90.” (Pet., 67) (emphasis added)

• “The detents 90 are a closure retention mechanism.” (Pet., 68) (emphasis added)

• “Furthermore, interpreting the “closure retention mechanism” under Section 112(f), the 
detents 90 also are at least equivalent to the structure identified in the specification (i.e., 
the two or more spaced-apart tabs on the handle).” (Pet., 69) (emphasis added)

Petition, 22–23, 67–69; Reply, 20; Sur-Reply, 12

The Petition Argued Structural Identity

(Sur-Reply, 12)
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(Sur-Reply, 16)

(Pet., 71)

Claim 6: Leoncavallo’s Detents “Define At Least Part Of The Closed Perimeter”

(Ex. 1001, claim 6)
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There is no requirement that the 
closure retention mechanism is 
located on an “inner surface” or 
“outer surface” of the closed 
perimeter

(Ex. 1005, Fig. 3 (excerpt)) (annotated)

(Ex. 1001, claim 6)

Claim 6: Leoncavallo’s Detents “Define At Least Part Of The Closed Perimeter”
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(Ex. 1003, ¶180)

Claim 6 Falls Even Under CamelBak’s Narrow View

(Ex. 1005, 5:50–55) (underline added)
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Claim 6 Falls Even Under CamelBak’s Narrow View

(Ex. 1003, ¶181)
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Ground 4: Claims 17–18 Are Unpatentable

(Ex. 1001, claims 17–18)
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Johnson Gorskey

Johnson’s “plug seals the spout on both the inside and 
outside,” thereby providing a double seal in contrast to 
Leoncavallo’s design. (Ex. 1003, ¶204)

Gorskey’s “lid includes a locking groove on its outer surface 
to engage a complementary locking ridge on the inner 
surface of the collar, making the seal more secure than 
surface contact alone,” as in Leoncavallo. (Ex. 1003, ¶204)

(Ex. 1011, Fig. 8) (annotated)(Ex. 1012, Fig. 10) (annotated)

Petition, 53–54, 77–79; Reply, 22–23; Ex. 1003, ¶204

Ground 4: Johnson’s And Gorskey’s Seals
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Ground 4: Motivation To Combine Is Clear

(Ex. 1005, Fig. 4 (excerpt)) (annotated)

Leoncavallo

(POR, 56)

(Ex. 1003, ¶204)
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(Sur-Reply, 19)

(Pet., 77–78) (underline added)

CamelBak Mischaracterizes The Combination Arguments 
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CamelBak Mischaracterizes The Combination Arguments 

(Ex. 1003, ¶139) (Ex. 1003, ¶204)



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Page  46

Our

Reply, 31; Sur-Reply, 21

Availability Of Alternate Embodiments Is Irrelevant

(Sur-Reply, 21)

“[O]ur case law does not require that a particular combination must be the preferred, 
or the most desirable combination described in the prior art in order to provide 
motivation for the current invention.”

Novartis Pharms. Corp. v. West-Ward Pharms. Int'l Ltd., 923 F.3d 1051, 1059 (Fed. Cir. 2019) 
(quoting In re Fulton, 391 F.3d 1195, 1200 (Fed. Cir. 2004)) 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Page  47

Grounds 5–6
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Miller / Miller And Leoncavallo

Miller (Ex. 1006, Fig. 1) (annotated)

Leoncavallo (Ex. 1005, Fig. 3) (annotated)

(Sur-Reply, 22)

(Sur-Reply, 23)
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Miller Teaches The Claimed Drinking Spout

(Ex. 1003, ¶226) (underline added)

(Ex. 1003, ¶223) (underline added)
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Miller Teaches The Claimed Drinking Spout

(Ex. 2011, 199:8–20) 
(underline added)

(Ex. 2011, 195:15–196:12) 
(underline added)
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Design Patents Can—And Do—Teach Utility Features

Our
“There is no question that a person of ordinary skill, reviewing these figures, would 
understand them to show mounting the lamp adjacent to the side window.” 

Krippelz v. Ford Motor Co., 667 F.3d 1261, 1269 (Fed. Cir. 2012)

Our
“Our precedent has held that drawings can be used as prior art, without referring to the 
surrounding description, only if the prior art features are clearly disclosed by the drawing.” 

PlaSmart, Inc. v. Kappos, 482 Fed.Appx. 568, 572–73 (Fed. Cir. 2012) (non-precedential)
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Design Patents Can—And Do—Teach Utility Features

Our
Design-patent figures are valid prior art for utility claims, as courts “evaluate and apply 
the teachings of all relevant references on the basis of what they reasonably disclose 
and suggest to one skilled in the art.” 

In re Aslanian, 590 F.2d 911, 914 (CCPA 1979)

Our
Courts have also confirmed that invalidity can be established through drawings alone—not 
just written descriptions.

In re Mraz, 455 F.2d 1069, 1072 (CCPA 1972)

Our
Although design patents protect the ornamental features, their figures invariably reveal 
underlying structure—including utilitarian and/or functional elements—that can 
invalidate subsequent utility claims.

In re Mraz, 455 F.2d 1069, 1072 (CCPA 1972); see also M.P.E.P. 2125(I)
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Leoncavallo Teaches The Claimed Drinking Spout

(Ex. 1005, Fig. 4 (excerpt)) (annotated)

Petition, 58, 88–93; 95-97, Ex. 1003, ¶235

(Ex. 1006, Fig. 1) (annotated)

MillerLeoncavallo

(Pet., 96)
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Our

Petition, 85–86; Reply, 28–31; Sur-Reply, 25–26

Availability Of Alternate Embodiments Is Irrelevant

(Sur-Reply, 25)

“[O]ur case law does not require that a particular combination must be the preferred, 
or the most desirable combination described in the prior art in order to provide 
motivation for the current invention.”

Novartis Pharms. Corp. v. West-Ward Pharms. Int'l Ltd., 923 F.3d 1051, 1059 (Fed. Cir. 2019) 
(quoting In re Fulton, 391 F.3d 1195, 1200 (Fed. Cir. 2004)) 

(Sur-Reply, 26)
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A POSA Is Not An Automaton

(Sur-Reply, 27)

Our

“The motivation-to-combine analysis is a flexible one. Any need or problem known in the field of 
endeavor at the time of invention and addressed by the patent can provide a reason for combining the 
elements in the manner claimed. And a person of ordinary skill is also a person of ordinary creativity, 
not an automaton.  So, in many cases, a person of ordinary skill will be able to fit the teachings of 
multiple patents together like pieces of a puzzle. That's why the motivation-to-combine analysis need 
not seek out precise teachings directed to the specific subject matter of the challenged claim, for a 
court can take account of the inferences and creative steps that a person of ordinary skill in the art 
would employ. “

Intel Corp. v. PACT XPP Schweiz AG, 61 F.4th 1373, 1379–80 (Fed. Cir. 2023) 

(quoting KSR Int’l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S. 398, 420 (2007))
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CamelBak’s Expert: The Technology Is Simple

(Ex. 1014, 47:5)

(Ex. 1014, 47:15–16)

(Ex. 1014, 49:8–14)
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CamelBak’s Expert: Unnecessary To Describe Every Detail

(Ex. 1014, 47:16–21) (underline added)
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Miller Discloses A “Closure Retention Mechanism”

(Ex. 2010, 6)

(Pet., 89) (Ex. 1006., Fig. 1 (excerpt)) (annotated)

Petition, 88–93; Ex. 1003, ¶¶229–233
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Miller Lane

Petition, 89–91; Reply, 30; Ex. 1003, ¶¶230–231

Projections And Indentations Were Conventional Ways To Stow

A POSITA would have understood that Lane’s use of a handle with projections and Miller’s 
use of closure with a projection represent conventional configurations employing 
cooperating projections and indentations in the same manner to achieve secure stowing 
(Ex. 1003, ¶¶230–231)

(Ex. 1006, Fig. 1) (annotated) (Ex. 1007, Fig. 3) (annotated)
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Ground 6: Claims 17–18 Are Unpatentable

(Ex. 1001, claims 17–18)
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Ground 6: Motivation To Combine Is Clear

(Ex. 1005, Fig. 4 (excerpt)) (annotated)

Leoncavallo

(Sur-Reply, 27)

(Pet., 96)

(Pet., 98)
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Johnson Gorskey

Johnson’s “plug seals the spout on both the inside and 
outside,” thereby providing a double seal in contrast to 
Leoncavallo’s design. (Ex. 1003, ¶204)

Gorskey’s “lid includes a locking groove on its outer surface 
to engage a complementary locking ridge on the inner 
surface of the collar, making the seal more secure than 
surface contact alone,” as in Leoncavallo. (Ex. 1003, ¶204)

(Ex. 1011, Fig. 8) (annotated)(Ex. 1012, Fig. 10) (annotated)

Petition, 54, 77–79, 95–98; Reply, 31–32; Sur-Reply, 27–28

Ground 6: Johnson’s And Gorskey’s Seals




