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 Petitioner’s reply is without merit. Petitioner does not contest that its prior art 

references fail to disclose a housing having a first aperture. Instead, Petitioner argues 

that, despite the clear language of the claims, the aperture need not be in the housing; 

or, alternatively, it would have been obvious to include an aperture in the housing. 

For the former, Petitioner argues that Patent Owner took positions in the ITC 

investigation concerning the Vuse Ciro device that purportedly confirm that the 

aperture need not be in the housing. Patent Owner, however, is no longer relying on 

the Vuse Ciro in the ITC investigation. Regardless, the Vuse Ciro practices this 

limitation. For the latter, Petitioner argues it would have been obvious to move the 

existing apertures closer to the housing end. But that only puts the aperture closer to 

the housing, not in the housing as required.  

 With regards to § 325(d), Petitioner does not dispute that Xia and Han are 

nearly identical. Nor does Petitioner provide a rebuttal to Patent Owner’s arguments 

concerning Wang and Fang. 

 Finally, concerning the word count issue, Petitioner does not dispute that the 

short-hand characterization would take the word count over the statutory limit. Nor 

do any of the cases relied on by Petitioner have the same fact pattern as here.  

I. Petitioner Does Not Dispute That The Prior Art Fails To Disclose A 
“Housing Having A [First/Second] Aperture” 

 The claims recite a “housing having a [first/second] aperture.” Yet, as seen 

below, the Petitioner uniformly failed to identify this requirement in any of its prior 
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art references:  

                     

        Xia (Pet. at 19)          Fang (Pet. at 27 (annotated))      Wang (Pet. at 25)         

 Petitioner nonetheless argues that the aperture need not be in the housing 

because Patent Owner purportedly takes that position in the ITC investigation 

concerning the Vuse Ciro. Reply at 1-3. Patent Owner, however, dropped its reliance 

on the Vuse Ciro in the ITC investigation. 

 Regardless, the Vuse Ciro includes a housing (i.e., the outer structure of the 

device) having an aperture, which can be clearly seen from outside the device. POPR 

at 28. Petitioner draws a distinction between the housing and the threaded connector 

(Reply at 1); but the threaded connector is part of the housing (i.e., the outer structure 

of the device). And even if the threaded connector was not considered part of the 

housing, the housing has an aperture to accommodate the threaded connector.  

 Petitioner also misstates the Middle District of North Carolina judge’s 

holding, which Petitioner suggests permits an internal aperture. Reply at 2. There, 

the judge determined that, “[a]ir enters through an opening at the base of the positive 
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pin.” Ex. 1015 at 16. The “opening at the base of the positive pin” is the housing’s 

hole, which can be seen when viewing the exterior of the cartridge, identified by 

Patent Owner as the aperture, not some internal gathering point. POPR at 28.  

 Petitioner’s Reply then resorts to rearguing its obviousness case – suggesting 

that it would have been obvious to modify Xia and Wang to have this feature. Reply 

at 3. As to Xia, Petitioner cites for support the Pet. at 38-39. But Pet. at 38-39 recites 

that Xia’s aperture could be replaced by Wang’s apertures. See Pet. at 39 (“it was 

obvious to modify Xia’s cartridge to include the known airflow passageway of 

Wang.” (emphasis added). As the figures above demonstrate, Wang’s purported 

apertures are not in the housing, but are instead in the liquid storage medium. Pet. at 

38-39 also suggests it would have been obvious to “require extension of the 

passageway to the very edge of the housing, with a central aperture (already present 

in Wang, and in Fang)” (emphasis added). But extending the structures having the 

apertures to be closer to the housing ends is not the same as moving the aperture 

from these structures to the housing, which is required under the claims.  

 As to Wang, Petitioner cites Pet. at 102 to argue that the Petition argues 

obviousness for an aperture in Wang’s housing. The Pet. at 102, however, recites 

extending “the solution-holding medium and passageway [to] reach[] the air inlet 

106” (emphasis added). Again, the Petition does not suggest moving the aperture to 

the housing, but instead, keeping the aperture in the solution-holding medium and 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
	� Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

	� Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
	� With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

	� Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
	� Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

	� Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


