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The POPR gives extensive and specific narrowing definitions of terms or
phrases that read additional limitations into the terms, are not supported by the *906
disclosure, and are a transparent attempt to rewrite the claims to avoid the prior art.
Amazingly, Patent Owner’s own expert disagrees with Patent Owner’s attempt to
construe the claims, and states that “I agree with petitioner’s expert Robert Silvers
that there are no claim limitations which need to be construed.” EX2005, 928.

As discussed in the Petition and explained below, the proper construction of
each term or phrase is its plain and ordinary meaning. Regardless, the references
cited in the respective Petition Grounds include the recited claim features under
either Patent Owner’s erroneous definition or under the proper definitions.

L. “Channel”

Patent Owner’s construction of “channel” is “a continuous, unbroken, annular
path capable of longitudinal gas propagation.” Paper 9 p. 7. Patent Owner does not
cite to anything in the specification for this proposition. Instead, Patent Owner
merely cites to the declaration of its expert who expressly opines that there “are no
claim limitations which need to be construed.” EX2005, 428. Patent Owner’s claim
construction logic is the exact opposite of what the Federal Circuit laid out in Phillips
v. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d 1303, 1315 (Fed. Cir. 2005).

In any event, Claim 1 provides the characteristics of the channel, namely it (1)

is located “between the inner surface of the housing and an outer surface of the core”;



(2) it circumscribes the outer surface of the core; and (3) equalizes pressure that
begins at the first end of the housing and terminates at the second end of the housing.
Second, Patent Owner’s own disclosure includes several versions of “channel” that
are inconsistent with its definition. For example, the “channels” 226A-226B of the
’906 patent spiral around the core (see EX1001 col. 8, 1. 54-63, Fig. 7) and the “cap
closure channel” 508 extends radially into the end cap 502 and intersects a “pressure
channel” 506 at a right angle, and their combined fluid flow path is at least partially
obstructed by a closure member 512 and a spring loaded key 514 (see EX1001 col.
10, 11. 12-29, Fig. 15). At best, “channels”™ are passages or conduits. EX1015 p. 1-2.
II. “Equalizes pressure that begins at the firstend . ..”

Patent Owner appears to construe this term to be “[a] function performed by
a continuous circumferential channel in which expanding gases may move
longitudinally along the suppressor such that pressure gradients between the front
and rear ends are reduced.” Paper 9 p. 9. To support this construction, Patent Owner
cites to the declaration of its expert where he discusses the prior art (after having
declared that no constructions are necessary). Id; and see EX2005 937-42.
Moreover, Patent Owner’s Figs. 2-3 show threading 124 between the first end and
the second end where channel 142 is allegedly present, meaning that the
specification is inconsistent with Patent Owner’s proposed construction. No

construction is needed and the plain and ordinary meaning applies. EX1016 p. 1.



II. “Circumscribes the outer surface of the core”

Patent Owner’s construction is overly limiting and inconsistent with the
original disclosure of the 906 Patent. See EX1001, col. 7, 1. 45-49. At best,
“circumscribes the outer surface of the core” refers to a direction that is
circumferential around the core in at least a two dimensional ring. Nothing further
should be read into the claims especially the unclear requirement that “that the
channel forms a complete ring around the core along its longitudinal axis” as the
channel clearly does not continue the full length of the core. C.f. POPR p. 10 with
EX1001 Fig. 1 (core 112). Again, the Director should decline to rewrite the claims.

IV. “Plurality of core apertures on an outer surface”

Patent Owner alleges that the claim requires “[m]ultiple apertures positioned
on the outer surface of the core that open directly into the continuous channel”
(Paper 9 p. 11); however, the plain and ordinary meaning does not require the core
apertures to open directly into anything or further narrow the continuity of the
channel. Patent Owner’s narrower construction finds no support in the specification
and it is inconsistent with the claim itself given that the only requirement is to “allow
gas. . . to pass to a channel.” Patent Owner is impermissibly rewriting the claim.
Dated: March 2, 2026 Respectfully submitted,
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