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Ex. 1001, Fig. 25 (annotated)

’250 Patent Overview – Drink Container And Cap Assembly

Petition,  7-10

Ex. 1001, Figs. 1-2 (annotated)



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Page  3

Independent Claim 1 (’250 Patent)

Petition, 10-13

Ex. 1001, claim 1 (highlight added)

Ex. 1001, Fig. 2 (annotated)
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Ex. 1001, claim 1 (highlight added)

Claim 1 – Key Limitations At Issue

Petition, 10-13
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Independent Claims 1, 7, & 13 Share Same Basic Structure

Petition, 10-13; Reply, 31-32

Ex. 1001, claim 1 (highlight added) Ex. 1001, claim 7 (highlight added) Ex. 1001, claim 13 (highlight added)
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Grounds 2-3
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Grounds 2-3: Ribarits Mapping To Claim 1 Limitations

Ex. 1006, Figs. 1-2 (annotated)

Ex. 1001, claim 1 (highlight added)



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Page  8Petition, 39, 49; Reply, 24-25 

CamelBak’s “Mouthpiece” Critique Depends On Its Narrow Construction

POR, 73

Ex. 1001, claim 1 (highlight added)
Ex. 1006, Figs. 1-2 (annotated)
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Claim Language Explains The Mouthpiece’s Role

The claims specify what the 
mouthpiece must do:

• “wherein the fluid conduit includes…a 
dispensing outlet through which drink 
fluid in the fluid conduit may be 
dispensed from the cap assembly to a 
user, 
…
a mouthpiece ... wherein the 
mouthpiece defines a portion of the 
fluid conduit, including the dispensing 
outlet”

Ex. 1006, Figs. 1-2 (annotated)
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The Record Supports Trove’s Reading Of The “Mouthpiece” Limitation

POR, 24

Ex. 1015, ¶45

Ex. 1001, 8:12-16

CamelBak:

Dr. Vallee:

’250 Patent:
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Specification: Embodiments Without Mouth Contact

Ex. 1001, 9:59-10:13 (highlight and underline added)
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No Basis To Import Mouth-Contact Limitation

POR, 30 (underline added)

Our
“’[A]lthough the specification often describes very specific embodiments of 
the invention, we have repeatedly warned against confining the claims to 
those embodiments.’” 

Ex. 1001, 18:42-46 (underline added)

CamelBak:

’250 Patent:

Sisvel Int’l S.A. v. Sierra Wireless, Inc., 81 F.4th 1231, 1236 (Fed. Cir. 2023)
(quoting Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d 1303, 1323 (Fed. Cir. 2005)) 
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CamelBak’s Extrinsic Evidence Undermines Its Narrow Construction

Ex. 2005, 1
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CamelBak’s Extrinsic Evidence Undermines Its Narrow Construction

Ex. 2005, 1 (highlight and underline added)
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CamelBak’s Sur-Reply Critiques Fail

Sur-reply, 4

Sur-reply, 5
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Claim Construction Cannot Add Limitations To Avoid Validity Questions

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
“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) 
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Even Under CamelBak’s Construction, Ribarits Has A “Mouthpiece”

POR, 31

Sur-reply, 5
Reply, 28 (citing Ex. 1015, ¶54)

CamelBak:
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CamelBak’s Sur-Reply Does Not Undercut Trove’s Lip-Contact Showing

Reply, 28 (citing Ex. 1015, ¶54)

Sur-reply, 23 (underline added)

CamelBak:

Sur-reply, 25 (underline added)
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Ribarits’ Mouthpiece Is “Coupled To The Mount Outlet”

POR, 73

Ex. 1001, claim 1 (highlight added)

Ex. 1006, Figs. 1-2 (annotated)
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Petition Shows Mouthpiece-Mount Coupling

Limitation 1[b][3] – “a mouthpiece coupled to the mount outlet of the pivotal mount”

Ex. 1002, ¶126 (annotating Ex. 1006, Fig. 3)

Ex. 1006, Fig. 3 (annotated)

Ex. 1002, ¶125 (underline added) 
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Ribarits Claim 7 Confirms Snap-Fit Coupling To Pivotal Mount

Ex. 1002, ¶126 (annotating Ex. 1006, Fig. 3)

Ex. 1006, claim 7 (highlight added)

Ex. 1015, ¶55 (underline added)
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Ribarits’ Mouthpiece Is “Disposed On The Pivotal Mount”

Claims 7 & 13: “a mouthpiece disposed on the pivotal mount”

Claim 1: “a mouthpiece coupled to the mount outlet of the pivotal mount”

Ex. 1002, ¶126 (annotating Ex. 1006, Fig. 3)

POR, 73
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The Same Mounting Relationship Satisfies “Disposed On“

Ex. 1015, ¶56 (highlight added)
Petition, 47 (annotating Ex. 1006, Fig. 3)



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Page  24Petition, 46-48; Reply, 31-32

The Record Supports Trove’s Reading Of “Disposed On”

Ex. 1002, ¶126 (annotating Ex. 1006, Fig. 3)

Ex. 1015, ¶57 (highlight added)

Ex. 1015, ¶57 (highlight added)
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CamelBak’s “Disposed On” Theory Adds External Surface Requirement

POR, 80 (underline added)

POR, 79 (underline added)
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Ground 1
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Ground 1: Nakajima Mapping To Claim 1 Limitations

Ex. 1004, Fig. 1 (annotated)

Petition, 21-26

Ex. 1001, claim 1 (highlight added)
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Claim Language Differs From ’255 Patent

Ex. 1001, claim 1 (highlight added)

Ex. 2014, claim 1 (highlight added)

‘250 Patent Claim 1 Limitations: ’255 Patent Claim 1 Limitations:
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CamelBak Reads “With” To Require Mirrored Movement

Petition, 21-26

POR, 40 (underline added)

POR, 38 (underline added)

Ex. 1001, claim 1 (highlight added)

CamelBak:

‘250 Patent Claim 1 Limitations:
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Ex. 1015, ¶13 (citing Ex. 2017) (highlight added)

Experts Agree: “With” Requires Participation/Accompaniment

Reply, 10 (citing Ex. 1015, ¶¶12-13, 17-18)

Ex. 1013 (Jobin Tr.), 35:15-36:15 (highlight added)

Ex. 1015, ¶17 (highlight added) Ex. 2016, ¶79 (citing Ex. 2017) (highlight added)

Dr. Vallee: Mr. Jobin:
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Institution Decision Describes Movement “With” Using An Analogy

Institution Decision, 27

Institution Decision, 27 (highlight added)
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Nakajima: Mouthpiece Accompanies Pivotal Mount 

Petition, 26; Reply, 16-18

Petition:
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CamelBak And Jobin Assert No Rotation About The Same Axis

Reply, 18

Ex. 2016, ¶116 (underline added) 

Mr. Jobin:

POR, 56 (underline added)

CamelBak:
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Ex. 1015, ¶¶23-30

Vallee’s Analysis: Nakajima’s Mouthpiece Moves “With” The Mount

Reply, 18-19 (citing Ex. 1015, ¶¶23-30) 
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Ex. 1015, ¶¶32-38

Vallee’s Analysis: Mouthpiece Also Moves About A Second Axis

Reply, 19-22 (citing Ex. 1015, ¶¶32-38) 
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Reply, 21-22 (citing Ex. 1015, ¶38)

Nakajima’s Figures Confirm Primary & Secondary Axis Components

Reply, 22
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Ex. 1015, ¶11 (annotating Ex. 1018, Fig. 2)

Vallee Examples: Compound “Pivotal” Movement In The Art

Reply, 7 (citing Ex. 1015, ¶¶8-11)

Ex. 1015, ¶10 (annotating Ex. 1017, Fig. 3)

Ex. 1015, ¶9 (annotating Ex. 1016, Figs. 1-2, 6)
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’250 Patent Prosecution: No Requirement For Mirrored Motion

Reply, 13-14 (citing Ex. 1015, ¶14)

Ex. 1009, 22-25 (underline added)
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CamelBak’s Case Law Does Not Support Its Proposed Narrowing

Our

“[T]his is not a case where the prosecution history must meet the standard of 
clear and unmistakable disclaimer for overcoming an otherwise-plain 
meaning….. [b]ecause the meaning of the relevant claim language is not plain, 
but rather ambiguous….”

Univ. of Massachusetts v. L’Oréal S.A., 36 F.4th 1374, 1383 (Fed. Cir. 2022)

Our

“Because the meaning of the relevant claim language is not plain, but rather 
ambiguous for the reasons described in Section II.A, we can look to the 
prosecution history to “inform[ ] the meaning of the disputed claim phrase 
and address[ ] an ambiguity otherwise left unresolved.”

Univ. of Massachusetts v. L’Oréal S.A., 36 F.4th 1374, 1383 (Fed. Cir. 2022)
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Clear, Unmistakable Narrowing Is Required

Our

“In our view, this statement could hardly be clearer. The only meaning we are able to 
draw from it is that CVI was telling the examiner, ‘Claim 1 relates to an eyeglass frame 
component where there is total spring back to zero after the removal of a deforming 
force, as seen in Figure 2H of the patent. That is not what is shown in Figure 4 of 
Mercier, because that figure shows 3% retained strain.’”

CVI/Beta Ventures, Inc. v. Tura LP, 112 F.3d 1146, 1159 (Fed. Cir. 1997) (emphasis added)

Our
“This statement unambiguously indicates that the tray units in Brennan are not 
‘consoles’ as that term is used in the patent, regardless of the term's ordinary meaning 
or the way in which Gentry now urges us to interpret it.”

Gentry Gallery, Inc. v. Berkline Corp., 134 F.3d 1473, 1477 (Fed. Cir. 1998) (emphasis added)
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Nakajima’s Initial Opening Shows Rotation

Reply, 18-24 (citing Ex. 1015, ¶¶19-41)

Ex. 1015, ¶19 (highlight added) 

Ex. 1015, ¶23 Ex. 1015, ¶24 Ex. 1015, ¶25
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