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THE °750 PATENT: CLAIMED TECHNOLOGY 3

Energy Suppression Device Structure

 Central chamber in fluid communication with common off-axis
chamber

« Serpentine fluid pathways for dissipating energy from
projectiles/gases

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE EX1001, Figs. 1a, 1b



THE ’750 PATENT: CLAIMED TECHNOLOGY




The Claimed Flow Patterns Are Distinct




EX1001, Fig. 16






THE ’750 PATENT: AXIALLY SERPENTINE
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EX1001, 4:31-34;
Pet. at Fig. 4






THE ’750 PATENT: Helical
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EX1001 at 4:41-44;
EX1018 at Fig. 1



THE ’750 PATENT: Helical




THE °750 PATENT: RADIALLY SERPENTINE 12

The Board’s Correct Construction

“A back and forth flow around a
radius of the off axis chamber”

Follows precise language of
specification

EX1001, 4:34-37

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE EX1013 1]1 27, F]g 1 . EX2003

at 432



THE ’750 PATENT: RADIALLY SERPENTINE

EX2003 132




PROSECUTION HISTORY: PATENT OWNER’S

BINDING CONCESSIONS

fluid ‘ _
would flow back and forth from clockwise to counter-clockwise =
around the axis



PATENT OWNER’S PROSECUTION DISCLAIMER

substantially

different

substantially different



Figure 14: Circumferential Flow

Fig. 14’s Structure and Flow

Internal walls to form the
serpentine pathway can be
concentric incomplete
cylinders

Gases traveling therethrough
are forced to pass through the
annular space between each
cylinder

Gases flow into a serpentine
path created by the offset
cylinders

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

EX1001, Fig. 14; 9:1-20;
Paper 7, 14; Paper 22, 5-6



Figure 14: Circumferential
Flow

Fig. 14’s Description

» Passage does not mention
“radially serpentine”

« Patent does not mention a radius
or flowing back and forth around a
radius

» Gases flow in serpentine path, but
not radially serpentine path

» Fig. 14 describes a
circumferential flow

9

Another alternative configuration for the mternal walls o
form the serpentine pathway can be concentrnie incomplete
cylinders {i.e. the cross-section 1s an incomplete circle). The
openings or gaps can form slits along the length of the cylin-
der. These gaps can be offset such that gases traveling there-
through are forced 1o pass through the annular space between
each concentric cylinder. One example of such a configura-
tiom is shown in FIG. 14, Tn this configuration. the device
includes multiple segments 500 which each have concentric
offset cylinders 505, Gases flow into a serpentine path 510
created by the offset and spaced cylinders. The serpentine
path in this case 15 a series of annular spaces which are
connected and progressively larger. An outer shell 515 can
enclose the assembly of segments and can include endpieces
520 and 525 to redirect gases which can optionally flow
through the outer shell and external shell 530, Coupling
mechanisms 535 and 540 can also optionally be used 1o
secure the device to a muzzle adapter or other modular device.
Such coupling can also be obtained using threaded or other
suitable connectors as described herein.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

EX1001, 9:1-20

17



Figure 14: Circumferential Flow




Figure 14: Circumferential Flow




Patent Owner’s Incorrect Definition: Radially
Serpentine




WHY PATENT OWNER’S EXPANSION OF

e Patent separates “radially serpentine” |
from “helical” as distinct categories

« Patent Owner’s expansion would
conflate these distinctions

Paper 7, 14; Paper 22, 6;
EX1001, 9:1-13



WHY PATENT OWNER’S EXPANSION FAILS

The off axis chamber can include multiple internal walls
115, 120, 125, 130, 140, 145, 150, and/or 155 defining a
serpentine or winding flud pathway. The multiple internal
walls can provide an increased volume for fluid expansion
and increased acoustic absorbent path length. The fluid path- |
way can be an axially serpentine tluid pathway which causes
fluids received in the off axis chamber to travel back and forth
along a length of the off axis chamber. In another aspect. the
fluid pathway can be a radially serpentine fluid pathway
which causes the fluids received in the off axis chamber to
flow back and forth around a radius of the off axis chamber. In
another aspect, the fluid pathway can be a radially serpentine
pathway which causes the fluids to flow back and forth around
a radius of the off axis chamber while also traversing a length
of the ofl axis chamber. In yet another aspect, the flud path-
way can be a helical fluid pathway which causes the fluids to
spiral around the central chamber within the off axis chamber
along a length of the off axis chamber. The various configu-
rations can be integrated into various combinations as well to
produce more complex flow paths.

EX1001, 4:27-46




WHY PATENT OWNER’S EXPANSION OF

RADIALLY SERPENTINE FAILS

e Patent separates “radially serpentine” from
“helical” as distinct categories

e Patent Owner’s expansion would conflate these

distinctions

« Had Patent Owner advanced current
interpretation during prosecution, application
would have been rejected as anticipated by
WerBell

Paper 7, 14; Paper 22, 6;
EX1001, 9:1-13; EX2004



_

THE WERBELL TRAP FOR PATENT OWNER

» WerBell cited by Examiner as « Expands “radially » Had Patent Owner advanced

prior art serpentine” to include helical current interpretation during

« Patent Owner distinguished flows with direction changes prosecution, application would
by emphasizing helical « Would encompass WerBell: have been rejected as
vs. serpentine differences “helical suppressor elements... anticipated by WerBell

arranged in opposition”
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1036, 31:16-34:25; Reply at 14




WHY PATENT OWNER’S EXPANSION OF

RADIALLY SERPENTINE FAILS

» Patent separates “radially serpentine” from “helical” as
distinct categories

» Patent Owner’s expansion would conflate these distinctions

« Had Patent Owner advanced current interpretation during
prosecution, application would have been rejected as

anticipated by WerBell

» Figure 14 text never uses “radially serpentine” or describes
how a radially serpentine pathway would be accomplished

» Cannot create support through post-hoc recharacterization

Paper 7, 14; Paper 22, 6; EX1001,
/ 9:1-13; Pet. Sur-Reply, 8



Figure 14: Circumferential Flow

- Apother aliernative configuration for the internal walls 1o
- form the serpentine pathway can be concentric incomplete
- cylinders {i.e. the cross-section is an incomplete circle). The
- openings or gaps can form slits along the length of the cylin-
- der. These gaps can be offset such that gases traveling there-
| through are forced to pass through the annular space between
- each concentric cylinder. One example of such a configura-
tion is shown in FIG. 14, In this configuration, the device
- includes multiple segments 500 which each have concentric
- offset eylinders 505, Gases flow into a serpentine path 510
- created by the offset and spaced cylinders. The serpentine
| path in this case is a series of annular spaces which are
| connected and progressively larger. An outer shell 515 can
| enclose the assembly of segments and can include endpieces
520 and 525 to redirect gases which can optionally flow
through the outer shell and external shell 530. Coupling
mechanisms 535 and 540 can also optionally be used 1o
secure the device to a muzzle adapter or other modular device.
Such coupling can also he obtained using threaded or other
suitable connectors as described herein.

_

EX1001, 9:1-20
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WHY PATENT OWNER’S EXPANSION OF

« Patent separates “radially serpentine” from “helical” as distinct categories
 Patent Owner’s expansion would conflate these distinctions

ettt

» Had Patent Owner advanced current interpretation during prosecution, applica
would have been rejected as anticipated by WerBell

« Figure 14 text never uses “radially serpentine” or describes how a radially serpentine
pathway would be accomplished

» Cannot create support through post-hoc recharacterization

» Non-contemporaneous source (September 2, 2025, ~15 years after relevant date)
« Conflicts with Patent’s lexicography
» Would broaden term to point of being meaningless, essentially capturing ANY flow

________________________________________

Paper 7, 14; Paper 22, 6;
EX1001, 9:1-13; EX2004



WHY PATENT OWNER’S EXPANSION FAILS

e Non-contemporaneous source
(September 2, 2025)

e Conflicts with Patent’s
lexicography

« Would render term meaningless
by capturing ANY flow

Paper 7, 14; Paper 22, 6;

EX1001, 9:1-13; EX2004



WHY PATENT OWNER’S EXPANSION FAILS

Let's talk about some of these.
So if we're talking about "around" meaning
here and there, from one place to another, under that
definition, really any fluid flow would fall within that
definition of "around," right?
A. Basically.
0. It's from one place to another, right?

A, Yes.

Q. So any fluid flow would meet that definition of

EX2004; EX1040, 30:15-
35:12



WHY PATENT OWNER’S EXPANSION FAILS

7
at the

40, 45:3-18; Pet. Sur-
y at 7-8






PATENT OWNER’S CHANGING DEFINITIONS

» “Radially serpentine” = a “pathway that changé‘s
directions from counterclockwise to clockwise”
 “Radially serpentine” = pathway “in the shape of a
helix” that “spirals around the central chamber”

« Expands ‘750 definition to include circumferential
and helical flows

e

’s Response; EX1033, 4;
EX1035, 34, 42



Institution Decision: Grounds for Invalidity

Grounds 35 U.S.C.

| GROUND 1: Claims 1, 4, 5. 7-9, 15-17, 19, and 22 are anticipated
| by Thurler.

| GROUND 2: Claims 1, 4-11, 15-17, 19, 21. and 22 are rendered

| obvious by Thurler.

| GROUND 3: Claim 18 is rendered obvious by Thurler i view of

| Bouton.

| GROUND 4: Claims 1, 4-17, and 19-22 are rendered obvious by
Thurler 1 view of Barlowatz.

| GROUND 5: Clamms 1. 9, 19, and 20 are anticipated by Barlowatz. | 102 (pre-AIA)
GR‘OUN'D 6: Claims 1, 9, 19, and 20 are rendered obvious by 103 (pre-ATA)
| Barlowatz.

| GROUND 7: Claim 2 is rendered obvious by Barlowatz in view of

| Reeves.

GROUND 8: Claims 1, 3-5. 8, 9, 18, and 19 are rendered obvious by
Eichenseher in view of Barlowatz.

102 (pre-AIA)

103 (pre-AIA)

103 (pre-AIA)

103 (pre-AIA)

103 (pre-AIA)

103 (pre-AIA)







Original Claims Still at Issue




HISTORICAL PRIOR ART: CENTURY OF
DISCLOSURE




THURLER (1911)
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THURLER (1911): THE ANTICIPATING
REFERENCE
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THURLER (1911): THE ANTICIPATING
REFERENCE




i

THURLER ANTICIPATION: ELEMENT-BY-
ELEMENT (INDEPENDENT CLAIMS)

« “devices for lessening the report of fire-arms” - EX1015, 1:9-10

» Tube e with inlet for projectile and gases - Paper 7, 23; EX1015,
v 1:53-55, 1:69-77, 1:47-68, Fig. 1.

« Tubes g and h with axially serpentine flow - Paper 7, 23-26; Pet. 34
v (citing EX1015, 1:27-30; EX1013 at 174) Pet 34; EX1013 at 175

v «Sleeves d oriented in series - Paper 7, 26-27; Pet. 37 (citing EX1015,
Fig. 1); EX1015, 1:53-55.
s
v « Thurler indisputably shows axially serpentin
o Satisfies “at least one of ax1ally serpentine and radially serpentine”



GROUND 1 CLAIMS: THURLER ANTICIPATION
SUMMARY

Fig. 1, 1:75-

,}jf}/



Ground 1: Claim 9
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Ground 2: Claim 9 (radially serpentine




Ground 3: Overview (Obviousness over

Thurler + Bouton) - Claim 18
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Ground 4: Overview (Obviousnhess over
Thurler + Barlowatz
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Ground 4: Claim 9 (radially serpentine
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Ground 5: Overview & Claim 9 (Anticipation
by Barlowatz)




Ground 5: Claim 20 (helical walls)




Ground 6: Overview (Obviousness over
Barlowatz
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Ground 7




Ground 8: Overview (Obviousness over
Eichenseher + Barlowatz




Motion to Amend: Overview
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MOTION TO AMEND: THRESHOLD FAILURE #1

RATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE







MOTION TO AMEND: THRESHOLD FAILURE #2

6; Paper 7, 14;

EX1001, 9:1-13; MTA Sur-Reply



MOTION TO AMEND: THRESHOLD FAILURE #2




Motion to Amend: Grounds for Invalidity

GROUND 1: Proposed Amended Claims 23, 26, 27-30, 32, 33, 37—

39, 40, and 43 are rendered obvious by Thurler in view of Kenney | 103 (pre-AlA)
and WerBell.

GROUND 2: Proposed Amended Claims 3436, 41 and 42 are

rendered obvious by Thurler in view of Kenney, WerBell, and 103 (pre-AlA)

103 (pre-AlIA)

GROUND 4: Proposed Amended Claims 25 and 31 are rendered
obvious by Thurler in view of Kenney, WerBell, Barlowatz and 103 (pre-AIA)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

64



AMENDED LIMITATION: “FLUID OUTLET AT
OPPOSITE END”




GROUND 1: THURLER + KENNEY + WERBELL




GROUND 1:“ORIENTED ALONG” = “CONCENTRIC”
Amendment Does Not D

aper 22, 9-10; Ex. 1015, Fig.
; MTA Sur-Reply 8-9










GROUND 2: HELICAL ELEMENTS OBVIOUS




GROUND 3: COMPARTMENTALIZATION
OBVIOUS




GROUND 4: MOUNTING IMPROVEMENTS
OBVIOUS




SUMMARY: WHY PATENT OWNER FAILS ON ALL
FRONTS

Paper 7, 27-29; Paper 22, 5-6;
Sisvel, 81 F.4th at 1237




RELIEF REQUESTED FROM THE BOARD




Claim Construction: “common off axis
chamber”




Claim Construction: “a plurality of deflectors . . .
configured to deflect the energy from the high

X1013, Section VIL.A.2;
Petition at 13-14



THE DEFLECTOR AND COMMON CHAMBER
CONSTRUCTION




EX1038;
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PATENT OWNER’S EXPANSION FAILS

10 =

B b 22, 6 EXl001, o

0, 36:4 - 41:3, 44:4-21
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PATENT OWNER
BINDS THEM







KEY FEDERAL CIRCUIT AUTHORITIES SUPPORT
OUR POSITIONS
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Expert Support - Mr. Nixon (Selected
Citations
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