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I. Preliminary Statement 

For more than a decade, Patent Owner Asetek Danmark A/S (“Asetek” or 

“Patent Owner”) has developed and commercialized liquid cooling devices for 

desktop computers, servers, and datacenters. Asetek’s pioneering liquid cooling 

technology created the thriving market for liquid cooling devices and has been used 

in millions of computers worldwide. U.S. 8,245,764 (“the ’764 patent”) discloses 

many of Asetek’s technological advances in the art of computer liquid cooling. 

This IPR petition is the fourth round in a series of invalidity attacks against 

the ’764 patent claims. In 2012, Asetek’s competitor, CoolIT Systems, Inc., filed an 

inter partes reexamination (Control No. 95/002,386) challenging the validity of 

Asetek’s the ’764 patent claims. Following the proceedings in the reexamination unit 

and an appeal to the Board, all claims of the ’764 patent were confirmed as 

patentable. Ex. 2001 at 8. 

The ’764 patent was also found to be not anticipated in a jury verdict in a 

separate litigation against CMI USA, Inc. (Asetek Danmark A/S v. CMI USA Inc., 

Case No. 4:13-CV-00457), in the U.S. District Court for the Northern District of 

California. Ex. 2002 at 2 (see also page 4 of verdict form, showing that the jury 

found all asserted secondary considerations in favor of Asetek). The presiding judge 

in that case also found that the ’764 patent claims were not obvious in view of the 

prior art asserted by CMI USA. Asetek Danmark A/S v. CMI USA, Inc., 100 F. Supp. 
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