
Administrative Patent Judges. 

Administrative Patent Judge

35 U.S.C. § 328(a) and 37 C.F.R. § 42.73 



See



A. Related Proceedings 

Tinnus Enters., 

LLC v. Telebrands Corp.

Tinnus Enters., LLC v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc.

Tinnus Enters., LLC v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. d/b/a 

Wal-Mart et al. Tinnus Enters., LLC et al. 

v. Telebrands Corp.

See Tinnus Enters., LLC v. Telebrands Corp.

Tinnus Enters., LLC v. Telebrands Corp.

Tinnus Enters., LLC v. Telebrands Corp.

Tinnus Enters., LLC, et al. v. 

Telebrands Corp.

Id. Tinnus Enters., LLC v. Telebrands 

Corp.



Telebrands Corp. v. Tinnus Enters., LLC

See Telebrands Corp. v. Tinnus Enters., LLC

See Telebrands Corp. v. Tinnus 

Enters. LLC

Tinnus Enters., LLC v. Telebrands Corp.

See

B. The ’282 Patent 

Id.

Id.



Id.

Id.

See



Id.

Id.

Id.

Id.

C. Illustrative Claim 







See

Id. 

Id.

See



See In re GPAC Inc.

see also Okajima v. Bourdeau

B. Claim Construction 

In re Translogic Tech., Inc.

In re Paulsen





see

See

see

id.

Other claim terms 

See Netword, LLC v. Centraal Corp.

C. Challenge under 35 U.S.C. § 112(b) for Indefiniteness 

1. Legal Standard 

In re Packard

see



In re Moore

In re Packard

2.  “regardless whether the first and second ones of the 
plurality of containers are in a filled state or an unfilled 
state.”

see

Id.

Id.



Id.

regardless



See

regardless
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