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IPR2022-00573 (’537 Patent) 
Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply 

 

 1 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Patent Owner hereby responds to the arguments raised in Petitioner’s Reply 

to Patent Owner’s Response, 1 Paper No. 19 (“Reply”) to address the following 

points: 

• For Grounds 1A and 1B, Petitioner has not shown that Baarman is 

entitled to the filing date of the Baarman Provisional Application 

because it has not shown that that the Baarman Provisional Application 

satisfies the distinct enablement requirement for any claims of 

Baarman.  

• For Ground 1A, Petitioner has not shown that Baarman satisfies the 

limitations of claims 5 and 16 of the ’537 patent.  

• For Ground 2B, Petitioner has not shown that Flowerdew satisfies the 

limitations of claims 4, 5, 15 and 16 of the ’537 patent.   

II. The Petition Fails to Establish that Baarman is Prior Art 

The Petition fails to show how the provisional application enables at least one 

claim of Baarman, as required by Dynamic Drinkware.  Petitioner concedes that it 

has not offered any analysis regarding the enablement of, including the amount of 

 
1 Although this Sur-Reply does not address all arguments raised by Petitioner in 
Reply, Patent Owner does not concede any argument raised in the Patent Owner 
Response or that any ground renders any challenged claim invalid. 
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