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 Based on Mr. Hatch’s careful and thorough Declaration, it is a finding of this decision 

that Skull Shaver has met its burden of proof, and that Skull Shaver is entitled to a summary 

determination that Respondents Yiwu Xingye and Yiwu City’s Accused Products each infringe 

claims 1-3 of the ’528 patent. (See Hatch Decl., Ex. H at Apps. A-12, A-13.). 

C. Respondents Yiwu Xingye and Yiwu City’s Accused Products Infringe the 
’504 Patent 

 
 Skull Shaver has proven by a preponderance of the evidence that Respondents Yiwu 

Xingye and Yiwu City’s Accused Products are “substantially the same” as the ornamental design 

for an electric shaver, as shown and described in the ’504 patent. (See Mem. at 21-22.). To 

support its allegations of infringement, Skull Shaver submitted Mr. Hatch’s Declaration, in 

which he details his infringement opinions in claim charts based on his analysis of each of Yiwu 

Xingye and Yiwu City’s Accused Products. (See Hatch Decl., Ex. H at Apps. B-1, B-2.).  

 Mr. Hatch examined samples of each of Yiwu Xingye and Yiwu City’s Accused 

Products. (See Hatch Decl., Ex. H at ¶¶ 16-18.). Mr. Hatch also prepared detailed claim charts 

that demonstrate how the design of each of Yiwu Xingye and Yiwu City’s Accused Products are 

substantially the same as the overall design of the ’504 patent. (See id., Ex. H at ¶¶ 187-95, 209-

17, Apps. B-1, B-2.).  

Below is evidence from Mr. Hatch’s claim chart comparing Respondent Yiwu Xingye’s 

Accused Product to figures from the ’504 patent. 
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