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Defendants-Appel lees, 

Appeal from the United States District court for District of Maryland, Case no. 
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United States Court of Appeal for Federal Circuit 
717 Madison Place, NW 
Washington DC 20439 

Massoud Heidary 
1335 Rockville Pike, Suite 211 
Rockville, MD 20852 

Case no.: 2024-1580 

ARGUMENTS IN RESPONSE TO THE RESPONDENT/APPELLEE'S 
BRIEF 

1. 
The appellee's argument that Ring LLC should have a physical place of 
business is rejected by the fact that now a days many businesses do online 
sales to the residents of Maryland and collect sales taxes, this is also 
through for Ring LLC. Furthermore, we checked with the office of Taxation 
and Assessment in the state of Maryland and they informed us that Ring 
LLC has an agent lawyer registered (CSC, Lawyers registered) as their 
resident agent who receives all of the correspondences of Ring, LLC in 
state of Maryland (CSC-Lawyers incorporating Service Company, 7 ST. 
Paul Street, Suite 820, Baltimore, MD 21202). (Phone number for the office 
of Taxation and Assessment is 410-767-1184). Also, on 10/17/2022 
through postal services a correspondence was mailed to Ring LLC in state 
of Maryland When I contacted the state of Maryland inquiring about the 
Ring LLC, they advised me that forward all your correspondence to their 
resident agent (CSC). 
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2, According to the state of Maryland any company that is trading business 
in state of Maryland, they are required to have a registered agent and the 
required tax numbers (Ring, LLC has resident agent and tax numbers) this 
proves that Ring, LLC does business in state of Maryland. 

3. Unauthorized use of my patented invention by Ring LLC: 
Due to my financial situation and lack of funding, in 2019, I shared my 
design with Ring, LLC, in anticipation of a joint venture to implement and 
market my invention. However, without my consent, they used parts of my 
intention to sell and promote their products. 

Ring LLC, used my invention without understanding even the technical 
terms which I used to design my three-smoke detector system. They used 
three smoke detectors in a zone and they called it three smoke detector 
system. Allow me to explain the three-smoke detector system in my 
patented design: assume there is a three floors house (bedrooms on top, 
hallways etc on second floor and basement in lower level). In a three 
smoke detector system, the fire's source can be on top floor, middle floor or 
basement), in my system, once a fire is detected on top floor then signal 
will be send to other floors and alarms will be activated; likewise if the 
source of the fire is on the hallway (second floor area), the signal will go to 
the bedrooms on top floor and also at the same time the signal goes to the 
basement activating all the alarms. If the fire starts on the basement then 
signals will be sent to other floors. My system has also additional features 
for HVAC etc which can be used in new and modern buildings. 

I would like to explain that the first generation of the smoke detectors were 
only powered by batteries, unfortunately this was the problem, because 
many smoke detectors' batteries ran out of power and the smoke were not 
detected and was the cause of many fires. Because of this the national 
requirements were changed so the smoke detectors have to be powered by 
battery as well as direct electrical connections (and all installed 
components needed to be in compliance with UL standard). Any unit which 
is only operated by batteries are not in compliance with national code and 
UL proved. 

Ring LLC took a portion of my design and developed and marketed. 
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Ring, LLC, utilized components of my invention, specifically the residential 
smoke detector, camera, and display unit, without my consent, which is 
central to my patent infringement claim. Ring LLC also failed to do proper 
implementation because any fixture such as a smoke detector should be 
powered by battery as well as electricity to comply with national codes. 

Expectation of Fair Review: 
My expectation is for a fair and just review of my case to protect my 
intellectual property rights. The trial court's decision was premature, and I 
was not given a fair opportunity to present my case. Please see the 
attachments supporting my claim, most of these attachments were 
previously submittd. 

~ 
Massoud Heidary 
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trious additional feamres , inc.luding a signal to the tele
tone syste1n. so that the controller can caJl the fire depart
ent. 
FIG. 1 is a block diagram illustrating the layout of smoke 
:tector units in an en1bodiment of the present invention. In 
e current e1nbodiment! three s1noke detector syste1ns 
.ov..-n located in a single zonei however, more of less 
m1ber of sn1oke detector units per zone can be present 
~pending upon the size of the building . .i\lso~ as shown in 
:G. 3, the building can have 1norethan one zones, each with ~ 
set of s1noke detection units and each set of s1noke 

!tection unit can be associated with corresponding rday, 
n controller and thennostat unit. 
FIG. 1 shows three sn1oke detection units, 100_.t\, 100B 

1d l00C located in a fire zone 100. Each s1noke detection 
lit comprises a sn1oke detector 1051\ ~ 10513 and .105C and 
1ch smoke detector is connected to an external power 
1pply 115A .. 115B, 1.15C, as well as an auxiliary power 
1pply 11 O.t\., 11 OB. 1 OOC. Further. each sn1oke detector is 
)nnected to a can1cra 125A., 125B~ 125C and the cam.era is 
)r.u1ected tu a trdns1nitter 120 .. A, 120B. 120C. The system 
so co1nprises connection fron1 each of the sn1oke detector 
~ alarn1s to a nonna11y closed relay 140. The rcfay 140 is 
Jnnected to a fau controller 145 d.nd a thennc1stat 150. 
pon receiving the signal fro1n the sn1oke detector~ the relay 
1ts-off the po\\ier supply to the fan controller and the 
tennostat. In addition the syste1n co1nprises a display 111u1 

50 connected to a n1icro controller .1.65~ and a micro
)ntroller ·wireless receiver 170. 
In the embodin1ent of FIG. 2. 111o st of the features are the 
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various <1ddi1ional ft·ature,. including a signnl to thc tele
phone sys tem. so that the l'Ontmller can call the fire depart
ment. 

FIG. J is a block dingrnm illustrating the layout of smoke 
5 detector uni ts in an embodiment of U1e present invention. In 

the current embodiment. three smoke detector systems 
shown locatt::d in a single wne, however, more of Jess 
number of smoke detector units per zone cm, be presen1 

The prl-scnl invention relates fin.• prutl-'clion sy;tcm with 
l(l 

amomatic fan shut off including a camcrn ,md a display unit. 

depending upon the size of the building. Also, as shown in 
PIG. 3. the building can lui ve more than one zones. eiich with 
a set of smoke detection units and e,1ch sci of smoke 

SUMMARY or THE JNVENTlON detection unit can be associated with corresponding relay. 
fan controller and thermostat unit. 

Embodimt:nts Of the prest:nt invention provide system l11r 
1< 

suppressing, the ~pread or 11rc hy shulling off the fon in a 

FIG. 1 shows 1hree smoke detection units. 100A. 1008 
mid lOOC locmed in .i lirt· zone LOO. E.1d1 snwke dm.-ction 
lllllt comprises a smoke dctL-clor 1 OSA .105H and lOSC and 
each smoke detector is connected to an extcmal power 
supply 115A. 11513. USC. as well as an auxiliary power 
supply 110.A., 110B. lOOC. Further. each smoke detector is 

healing, ventila1ic10, and air conditi,ming (IIVAC) system 
when a fi re is detected by th e smoke dett-'Clor. In one 
embodiment, the a system for suppressing the fire comprises 
a smoke detector with a transmitter. 1ransmi1ting signal 10 an 211 
H\,AC inlerl'ace. a rt--ceiver operable to rl'Ceivc a sig:1wl 
indk.iting the presence of lire . .ind in rt~ponse. Sl·nd a i.ignal 

connected to a camern 125.-\. 12513, 125C and the camern is 
l·rnml-'l'ted to a transmitter 120.'\, .I 2013, 121K'. The systt•m 
als,1 comprises crnmec1ion from c.1ch of the smoke dell"Ctor 
or alarms 10 a normally closed relay 140. The relay 140 is 
connected to a fan controller 145 and a lhennostat 150. 

to th<.> HVAC' interface to causu the f IVAC systum t,i be shut 
down. The system. in addition includes n camera sysl<.>m. 
Upon detection o f fire by the smoke de1ector. lhe camera is 
turned on and the sig.nal is senl to a display unit infonning 
the occupant the locatil)n or 1he fire. 

25 Upon receiving the signal from the smoke detector. the relay 
cuts-olf the power supply to the fan controller and the 
thennostat. In addition the system comprises a display unit 
160 connected to a mkro cont1111ler 165, aud a micm
controller wireless receiver 170. 

In case of large building with more than one HVAC 
syst1m1s. the lire stippression system i~ designed to send 
~ignal 10 the affec:1e<l HVAC system and cause 1he rrVAC l1J 
system to shut down. 

In the embodimcm o r FIG. 2. mos1 o f the le..1turcs arc the 
same as that of FIG. 1, but the smok.:: detector is connected 
to a transmitter 130A. lJOB. 130C and the relay comprises 
a wireless receiver for fan controller 155. 

Further details and advantages of the present invention are 
set forth below. 

Im.IE!' DESCRIPTIO N OF TTJE Fl(i!JIU'.S 

111e foatures, aspects. and advantages o f the prescnl 
invention are berter understood when the fo llowing Detailed 
Description is read with reference to the accompanying 
drnwings, wherein: 

FIG . . I i~ a hlm;k diagram illust.m1ing thu layou1 or smoke 
detcc1ors with HVAC' shut l,11' sy~1c111 in a residcnt ial sell ing 
in 3ll embodiment of the prt>se111 invention complete with 
cameras and a display system incorpornting a relay sys1em 
for HVAC shut-off system. 

FIG. 2 is a hlock diag.rnm illustrn1ii1g the layout or smoke 
detectors with HV,.\C shut off sysiem in a rcside111ial selling 
in an embodiment of the present invention complete with 
camerns and a display system, incorporating wirt'lcss sig,nal 
transmitter to HV.-\C shut o lr sys1em. 

FIG. 3 is a general layout of a building incorporating more 
than 011e HVAC system. 

DETAI L.ED DfiSCRlP'IlON 

Embodiments of the present in\'l"ntion, a smoke alann 
detects the fire. the smoke alarm is linkc.-d ton controller. f11e 
controller shuts off a fan in a forced air residential HVAC' 
system, depriving the fire of the combustion a ir nec(!!;sary 10 
grow and spread and stopping the advance and translcr o f 
firt•-rch,ted tc1xins. In various t:mlmdimcnt~. lhc cnnlmllcr 
may he a simple relay installed in1crnally or cxtem.ally to the 
HV·\C system and C1.mncc1t.'CI to the fan contl\lller and 
them1ostat. In other embodiments. the rclay is co1mectl'I.I lo 

So. in the embodiment of FIG. 1. when iiny of 1he s1111:,ke 
l5 dctc(:tor 105.'\, 10513, 105(', detects the smoke. the smok..: 

detc.'\;IOr sounds an alann and a signal is scnl to t.hc relay, 
whic.:h in lt1m cuts-ofrthc power supply tot.he fon controller 
and the thermostat. thereby cutting off the air supply to the 
aflected area. At the same time. the wireless transmitter 

41J 120A . .12013, 120( of camera sends a signal lo the receiver 
170 of micro-contmllcr 165. which display$ 1he loca1i,>n or 
firc inc.:lmling the Ilot>r number. mom numbt:r, clc., whid1 is 
1hen displayed on display unit 160. The micro-contrl)lkr 165 
could be a lso send a signal to the fire department through 

45 telephone system 175, infonning of the location of the fire 
to the lire department. 

In thc embodiment of FIG. 1. the smoke detector 105A, 
lOSB. IOSC is co1111cctt·d to Ille relay 140 using. wire,. 
however. in 1hc embodiment or rJG. 2. th:: smoke detectors 

50 are provided with a transmi tters J30A, 130B. IJOC and the 
relay comprises a wireless receiver I 55 fix fan controller 
145, so the signal is transmitted wirclessly and no hard wires 
arc providt-'tl between the smoke detector and the relay. So, 
for embodiment or F!Ci. 2. when uny of the smoke deleCIPr 

-'-' 105:\ , 10513. lOSC. d..:tc.>ct~ tJ1c smllke. th..: $lllOkc dcll"Ctor 
sounds an alarm and a sig.nal is wirclcssly senl ltl the 
wirclt.oss rec.:eivcr 155 connt:c."tc<l to 1hc relay 140. which in 
n1m disconnects the fan controller 145 and thermostat 150, 
therehy cutting off the air supply to the affected area . .<\t the 

60 same time. the wireless transmitter 1 ?OA. 120B. 120C of 
c:imt·t,, ,..:mis a signal to 1hc receiver 170 c>f' micm-cnntrcillur 
165, which displ.iys the location of fire including 1he flol)r 
number, roo m number, etc., which is 1hen displ,1yed on 
display u11it 160. 

a wireless receiver and receives the signal from the smoke 65 

detector transmitter to shut off the fan controller and ther
mostat. Fmbodimcms or 1hc prcscn1 invention may inclndc 

In thi;: embodiment of f'JGS. 1 and 2. the micro-controller 
165 c0uld he a lso send a signal to the f1rc dcpa11mcnl 
throu~1 1clcphone systcm 175. infom1ing o r 1hc location llr 

Case: 24-1580      Document: 25-1     Page: 7     Filed: 10/29/2024 (7 of 20)



Distrjct of Maryland (CM/ECF Live NextGen 1.6) 

Email All Attorneys 

https://mdd-ecf.sso.dcn/cgi-bin/DktRpt.pl? 169737893069269-L _ I . 

' Email All Attorneys ;~dd~al Recipients 

Date Filed # Docket Text 

09/13/2022 1 COMPLAI T against Amazon.com, Inc., Ring, LLC ( Filing fee$ 402 receipt 
number 362.), filed by Massoud Heidary. (Attachments: # l Civil Cover Sheet, # J 
Attachment,# l Summons)(ybs, Deputy Clerk) (Entered: 09/13/2022) 

09/ 13/2022 2 ew Case otification Letter sent to Massoud Heidary. (c/m 9/13/2022 ybs, Deputy 
Clerk) (Entered: 09/13/2022) 

09/13/2022 
-, 
.) Deficiency otice -- Report on Filing Patent/Trademark form (AO ·120) has not been 

filed. The form is located at http://,nvw. mdd. uscourts.govlpublications 
/DisplayForms.asp? ActiveTab=Ci'.lil. Please[J1llv complete and file the form by 
selecting Civil > Other Filings > Other Documents > Report on Filing 
Patent/Trademark. The form must be filed by 9/20/2022 ( elm 9/13/2022 ybs, Deputy 

1 
Clerk) (E:itered: 09/13/2022) 

I 

09/13/2022 Case Reassigned to Judge Theodore D. Chuang. Magistrat~ Judge Gina L Simms no -7 
longer assigned to the case. (jf3s, Deputy Clerk) (Entered: 09/14/2022) 

09/ 16/2022 4 CASE MA AGEME T ORDER. Signed by Judge Theodore D. Chuang on 
9/16/2022. (ds2s, Deputy Clerk) (Entered: 09/16/2022) 

09/20/2022 5 Report oo.Filing Patent/Trademark (ols, Deputy Clerk) (Entered: 09i20/2022) 

10/0312022 6\ ,ORDER directing Plaintiff to provide a summons for each Defendant; direc1ing I 
Plaintiff to notify the Court of any cl'anges tc acdress. Signed by Judge Theodore D. 

I 

Chuang on 9/30/2022. ( elm 10/3/2022 ybs, Deputy Clerk) (Entered: I 0/03/2022) 

10/ 14/2022 7 Correspondence re: response to letter dated October 7, 2022 filed by Massoud 
Heidary (Attachments: # l. Envelope )(ybs, Deputy Clerk) (Entered: I 0/14/2022) 

10/28/2022 8 Proposed Summons filed by Massoud Heidary (ybs, Deputy Clerk) (Entered: 
10/28/2022) 

10128/2022 9 Correspondence regarding service filed by Massoud Heidary (Attachments: # l 
Attachment, # l Attachment)(ybs, Deputy Clerk) (Entered: 10/28/2022) 

11 / 1612022 10 . Correspondence requesting summary judgment filed bv Massoud Heidary I 
-· I (Attachments:# l Attachment 1, !f. J Attachment 2)(ybs, Deputy Cierk) (Entered: 

11/16/2022) 

11/29/2022 11 ORDER directing Plaintiff to provide corrected summons for each Defendant; 
directing Plaintiff to serve each Defendant by February 28, 2023. Signed by Judge 
Theodore D. Chuang on 11128/2022. (elm w forms 1112912022 ybs, Deputy Clerk) 
(Entered: l l /29/2022) 

12/05/2022 12 Correspondence re: Proposed Summons filed by Massoud Heidarv (Attachments: # l -
Summons)(ybs, Deputy Clerk) (Entered: 12/05/2022) 

12/0512022 13 Documents filed by Massoud Heidary (Attachments: # l Attachment)(ybs, Deputy -
Clerk) (Entered: 12/05/2022) 

3 of 5 4/28/2023, 7:34 
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M Gmail 

Residential vs Comercial Fire Alarm Systems 
3 messages 

Carlos De Armas <dearmas.carlos@gmail.com> 
To: "massoud1.MH@gmail.com" <massoud1.MH@gmail.com> 

Hi Massoud, 

Massoud Heidary <massoud1.mh@gmail.com> 

Thu, Jan 19, 2023 at 8:44 AM 

Residential Fire Alarm Systems is a series of smoke detectors that can be a smoke detector or a combination 
smoke/carbon monoxide detector. These detectors are interconnected throughout the residence or apartment to alert 
occupants of the presence of smoke combustion particles in the air. Also, they are powered by 110V and have their own 
dedicated circuit breaker in the electric panel. They are also known as "Single station smoke detectors" where they work 
independently "without a fi re alarm control panel. On the other hand, commercial fire alarm systems are more complex 
and are based on a series of detectors, manual stations, notification appliances, modules and relays working together 
and reporting to a fire alarm control panel as one source or point of reset. They are powered by a 11 0v dedicated 
circuit breaker but have a battery backup to continue operating for 5 to 15 minutes in alarm condition and 24 hours in 
supervisory condition. These panels send alarm, trouble and supervisory signals to the monitoring company or central 
station for proper course and/or notify the fire department to send the fire fighters to the premises. 

I hope this helps! 

Carlos 

Carlos De Armas <dearmas.carlos@gmail.com> Thu, Jan 19, 2023 at 11 :10AM 
To: "massoud1.MH@gmail.com" <massoud1.MH@gmail.com> 

Montgomery County, Maryland Adopted Code is NFPA 73, National Fire Alarm and Signaling Code 2013 Edition 

Please see code sections below: 

S.3.262 Si:ngie-Stad.on Alarm. A detector comp1i~mg an as, 

sembly that incorporates a sensor, conrrol components, and 
an alarm notification appliance in one uniL operated from a 

power source either located in t.he unit or obtained at Lhc 
point ofimtailation. (SIG-HOU) 

3.3..163 Single.Station Alann Device. An a.'\.-.embly that incorpo
rales the detector, t11e control equipment, and the alann• 
soun~g device in one unit operated from a power rupp~· either 
in the unit or obtained at the point oi imtalfation. (SIG-HOU) 

3.3-.66 Detector. A dt"ice suitable for connection 10 a circuit 
that ha,; a sen.s.o-r that responds to a phrsical stimuJ,L-; such as 
gas. heat, or !lTlloke. (SfG-IDS) 

2013 Edrtlon m 
ll.3.66.2 AutOlflatic Fire Dett!dor. A device designed to de
tect the presence of a fire signamre and to initiate action . 
ror the purpose of this C'.ode. automatic fire detectors are 
clamfied as follows: Automatic Fire Extinguishing or Sup
pression System Operation Detector. fire-Gas Detector. 
Heal Detector, Other Fire De tectors, Radiant Energy-
Sensing Fire Detector. and Smoke Delector. (SIG-IDS) 

The main difference between the single station detectors and commercial smoke detectors is: 
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Wi-Fi Smoke Detector Fire 
Alarm, AGEISLINK Smart 
Alarm with App Notification, 
Replaceable Lithium Battery & 
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Style: 3-Pac:k (Wi·Fi Linked) 
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apply this coupon. Terms 

Pay $9.73/month for 6 months, interest-free 
upon approval for the Amazon Prime 

Rewards Visa Card 

S:, e 5-Pack (Wi-Fi Linked) 

1-Pack (Wi-Fi Linked) 
;~; 91) 

3-Pack (Wi-Fi Linked) 
S5S.39 

Br;and 

Style 

Power 

Source 

AEGISUNK 

3-Pack (W1-Fi Linked! 

Battery Powered 

Item 3 x 3 , 2 inc1es 

Dimensions 

LxWxH 

Alarm Audible 

Sensor Photoelectric 
Type 

About this item 

• ~eniote Controlled with Ycur Srnartphone: 
Connen this Wi-FI smoke detector to •he 

TuyaSmart or Smart l.Jfo ~pp on your 

phone via 81Jetooth and remotely control 

the dev;cc even while you a," away 

Amazon 

Ae91>lir1k lJS 

Return i;ohcy: Eligible for 

Rdu, 'l. Re'und or Replacement 

w,thin ~O days of •Pceipt 

Add a Protection Plan: 

3 Yl'ar Protcctio" for $6 99 

- 4-Year Protection for $9.99 

, Add a gift receipt for easy 
returns 

Add to List 

H.a\'e one to !>elP 

Sell on Amazon 

-) 
-j 

Save 27% 
Smoke Carbon Monoxide Detect. . 

\69~~ ~ prim~ 
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NOTE:  This disposition is nonprecedential. 
  

United States Court of Appeals 
for the Federal Circuit 

______________________ 
 

MASSOUD HEIDARY, 
Plaintiff-Appellant 

 
v. 
 

AMAZON.COM, INC., RING, LLC, 
Defendants-Appellees 

______________________ 
 

2024-1580 
______________________ 

 
Appeal from the United States District Court for the 

District of Maryland in No. 8:22-cv-02319-TDC, Judge The-
odore D. Chuang. 

______________________ 
 

Decided:  October 15, 2024 
______________________ 

 
MASSOUD HEIDARY, Gaithersburg, MD, pro se. 

 
        JENNIFER LIBRACH NALL, DLA Piper LLP (US), Austin, 
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LOURIE, Circuit Judge. 
Massoud Heidary appeals from a decision of the U.S. 

District Court for the District of Maryland dismissing Hei-
dary’s patent infringement claims for improper venue and 
failure to state a claim.  Heidary v. Amazon.com, Inc., 
706 F. Supp. 3d 525 (D. Md. 2023) (“Decision”).  For the fol-
lowing reasons, we affirm. 

BACKGROUND 
Heidary owns U.S. Patent 10,380,862 (“the ’862 pa-

tent”), which issued on August 13, 2019.  The ’862 patent 
is directed to a “fire protection system” for suppressing fire 
spread by shutting off the fan in an HVAC system when a 
fire is detected by a smoke detector.  ’862 patent col. 1 ll. 
9–18.  Claim 1 of the ’862 patent reads as follows:  

1. A system for suppressing fire in a building, the 
system comprising: 

a plurality of smoke detector units,  
each smoke detector unit compris-
ing:  

a smoke detector,  
a power supply,  
an auxiliary power supply,  
a camera connected to the 

smoke detector, and  
a wireless transmission unit 

connected to the camera,  
a normally closed relay,  
a fan controller connected to an HVAC 
unit,  
a thermostat,  
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a display unit,  
a micro-controller for the display unit,  
a wireless receiver for the micro-controller,  
a telephone system,  

wherein upon detection of a smoke by any one of 
the smoke detectors, the respective smoke detector 
passes a signal to a normally closed relay to open 
and to cut-off the power supply to the thermostat 
as well as fan controller thereby shutting off the 
fan unit; and activates the respective camera and 
the wireless transmission unit to transmit a signal 
to a wireless receiver connected to the micro-con-
troller so as to display the location of the fire on the 
display unit connected to the micro-controller.   

’862 patent col. 3 ll. 6–31.  
Heidary filed the present suit against Amazon.com, 

Inc. (“Amazon”) and Ring, LLC (“Ring”) (collectively “Ap-
pellees”) on September 13, 2022, alleging patent infringe-
ment.  Decision, 706 F. Supp. 3d at 528–29.  According to 
Heidary’s complaint, Amazon sells two specific prod-
ucts—the X-SENSE Wi-Fi Smoke Alarm and the Aegislink 
Wi-Fi Smoke Alarm (collectively the “accused prod-
ucts”)—that meet each and every limitation of claim 1 of 
the ’862 patent.  S.A. 30–31, ¶¶ 12–13.1 

Ring moved to dismiss Heidary’s complaint for im-
proper venue under Rule 12(b)(3) and Appellees jointly 
moved to dismiss for failure to state a claim of patent in-
fringement under Rule 12(b)(6) of the Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure.  Decision, 706 F. Supp. 3d at 529–30.  Spe-
cifically, Ring contended that Heidary failed to show that 

 
1  “S.A.” refers to the supplemental appendix in-

cluded with Appellees’ informal brief. 
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Ring resides in or has a regular and established place of 
business in the District of Maryland.  Id.  Appellees further 
contended that Heidary did not plead facts sufficient to 
show that either of the accused products plausibly contains 
each and every limitation of claim 1 of the ’862 patent and 
thus there can be no direct infringement.  Id. at 533–34.  
Given their contention that the predicate act of direct in-
fringement failed, Appellees argued Heidary’s inducement 
infringement claim necessarily failed as well.  Id. at 
534–35. 

The district court granted Appellees’ motions and dis-
missed the complaint without prejudice.  Decision, 706 F. 
Supp. 3d at 535. 

* * * 
Heidary initially appealed his case to the U.S. Court of 

Appeals for the Fourth Circuit, and the Fourth Circuit sub-
sequently transferred the case to this court.  Heidary v. 
Amazon.com, Inc., No. 24-1012 (4th Cir. Mar. 12, 2024), 
ECF No. 11 (order transferring appeal to this court).  We 
have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1295(a)(1). 

DISCUSSION 
Heidary challenges the district court’s decision to dis-

miss the complaint for each of (1) improper venue as to 
Ring and (2) failure to adequately plead patent infringe-
ment.  We discuss each issue in turn. 

I 
We first address whether the district court erred in de-

termining that the claims against Ring must be dismissed 
due to improper venue.  We apply our own law when re-
viewing a motion to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(3) regarding 
improper venue pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1400(b) because 
“[§ 1400(b) venue] is an issue unique to patent law and is 
therefore governed by Federal Circuit precedent.”  Valeant 
Pharms. N. Am. LLC v. Mylan Pharms. Inc., 978 F.3d 

Case: 24-1580      Document: 25-2     Page: 4     Filed: 10/29/2024 (14 of 20)



HEIDARY v. AMAZON.COM, INC. 5 

1374, 1381 (Fed. Cir. 2020).  We review whether venue is 
proper under § 1400(b) de novo.  Westech Aerosol Corp. v. 
3M Co., 927 F.3d 1378, 1381 (Fed. Cir. 2019). 

Under § 1400(b), “[a]ny civil action for patent infringe-
ment may be brought in the judicial district where the de-
fendant resides or where the defendant has committed acts 
of infringement and has a regular and established place of 
business.”  28 U.S.C. § 1400(b).  It is the plaintiff’s burden 
to establish proper venue.  Westech, 927 F.3d at 1382. 

A “domestic corporation ‘resides’ only in its State of in-
corporation for purposes of the patent venue statute.”  TC 
Heartland LLC v. Kraft Foods Grp. Brands LLC, 581 U.S. 
258, 262 (2017).  If the defendant does not reside in the rel-
evant district, then venue is only proper if each of the fol-
lowing requirements are met: “(1) there must be a physical 
place in the district; (2) it must be a regular and established 
place of business; and (3) it must be the place of the defend-
ant.”  In re Cray Inc., 871 F.3d 1355, 1360 (Fed. Cir. 2017). 

The district court concluded that Heidary failed to es-
tablish that venue is proper for Ring.  Decision, 706 F. 
Supp. 3d at 530.  We agree.   

Heidary’s complaint alleged that “Ring, LLC (‘Ring’) is 
[a] Limited Liability company and exists under the laws of 
the State of Delaware.”  S.A. 29, ¶ 5.  As a Delaware entity, 
and not a Maryland corporation, Ring does not reside in the 
District of Maryland for patent venue purposes.2  Accord-
ingly, Heidary could only establish that venue is proper as 
to Ring if he alleged or established that Ring has 

 
2  We have applied TC Heartland’s holding to venue 

issues relating to LLCs, like Ring.  See In re Google LLC, 
949 F.3d 1338 (Fed. Cir. 2020) (applying, without discus-
sion, TC Heartland’s “corporation” standard to an LLC).  
The parties neither dispute nor address this potential is-
sue, so neither do we. 
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committed infringing acts in Maryland and that it has a 
regular and established place of business in that state.  See 
28 U.S.C. § 1400(b).  In that regard, the district court cor-
rectly determined that Heidary pleaded no facts and other-
wise made no showing that Ring has a physical place of 
business in the District of Maryland.  See S.A. 29, ¶¶ 5–9 
(failing to make allegations regarding Ring’s physical pres-
ence in the District of Maryland).  Absent such plausible 
allegations, the district court correctly ordered the dismis-
sal of the claims against Ring due to improper venue. 

II 
We next turn to whether the district court erred in dis-

missing Heidary’s claims of direct infringement.  Appellees 
jointly moved to dismiss Heidary’s direct infringement 
claims, and the district court granted this motion.  Deci-
sion, 706 F. Supp. 3d at 535.  Therefore, we will consider 
the correctness of the district court’s decision on infringe-
ment with respect to both parties. 

This court applies the law of the regional circuit, which 
here is the Fourth Circuit, when reviewing a motion to dis-
miss under Rule 12(b)(6).  In re Bill of Lading Transmis-
sion & Processing Sys. Pat. Litig., 681 F.3d 1323, 1331 
(Fed. Cir. 2012).  The Fourth Circuit reviews challenges to 
a dismissal for failure to state a claim under Rule 12(b)(6) 
de novo.  E.I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. v. Kolon Indus., 
637 F.3d 435, 440 (4th Cir.2011).  To survive a motion to 
dismiss in the Fourth Circuit, “a plaintiff must plead 
enough factual allegations to state a claim to relief that is 
plausible on its face.”  Bing v. Brivo Sys., LLC, 959 F.3d 
605, 616 (4th Cir. 2020) (quoting Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 U.S. 
662, 678 (2009)).  However, “[w]e apply our own law to the 
specific question of whether a complaint states a claim of 
patent infringement on which relief may be granted.”  
AlexSam, Inc. v. Aetna, Inc., No. 2022-2036, 2024 WL 
4439292, at *4 (Fed. Cir. Oct. 8, 2024). 
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Pleadings must be “construe[d] . . . liberally” for pro se 
litigants.  Bing, 959 F.3d at 618.  However, “liberal con-
struction does not mean overlooking the pleading require-
ments under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.”  Id. 
(citing Weidman v. Exxon Mobil Corp., 776 F.3d 214, 219 
(4th Cir. 2015)).  Thus, a pro se litigant still must plead 
“factual content that allows the court to draw the reasona-
ble inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct 
alleged.”  Iqbal, 556 U.S. at 678 (citing Bell Atl. Corp. v. 
Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 556 (2007)). 

On appeal, Heidary contends that the district court 
erred by prematurely dismissing the patent infringement 
claim on the basis that the district court did not consider 
the “totality” of the ’862 patent in its infringement analy-
sis.  Appellant’s Br. 2.  Appellees respond that the accused 
products cannot plausibly constitute the “complete” inven-
tion of the ’862 patent based on the pleadings, and thus 
Heidary failed to state a claim under Rule 12(b)(6).  Appel-
lees’ Br. 6. 

While it is not required that a plaintiff detail how each 
limitation of a claim is infringed, the plaintiff cannot list 
the claim limitations in his complaint and “merely con-
clud[e] that the accused product has those [limitations].”  
Bot M8 LLC v. Sony Corp. of Am., 4 F.4th 1342, 1352–53 
(Fed. Cir. 2021).  Rather, “[t]here must be some factual al-
legations that, when taken as true, articulate why it is 
plausible that the accused product infringes the patent 
claim.”  Id. 

Direct infringement arises under 35 U.S.C. § 271(a), 
which specifies that “whoever without authority makes, 
uses, offers to sell, or sells any patented invention, within 
the United States . . . infringes the patent.”  For direct in-
fringement, “one or more claims of the patent [must] read 
on the accused device . . . .”  Cross Med. Prods., Inc. v. Med-
tronic Sofamor Danek, Inc., 424 F.3d 1293, 1310 (Fed. Cir. 
2005).  A claim reads on the accused device only if “each 
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and every limitation set forth in a claim appear[s] in an 
accused product.”  V-Formation, Inc. v. Benetton Grp. SpA, 
401 F.3d 1307, 1312 (Fed. Cir. 2005). 

Heidary’s complaint does nothing more than list what 
Heidary contends are the limitations of his claim 1 and as-
sert that Amazon “make[s], sell[s], use[s], offer[s] to sell, or 
import[s] in the United States products . . . that meet each 
and every limitation of claim 1.”  S.A. 30, ¶¶ 12–13.  This 
is insufficient to state a plausible claim of patent infringe-
ment. 

More particularly, as the district court explained, 
“there is a facially apparent disconnect between the ’862 
patent and the [accused products].”  Decision, 706 F. Supp. 
3d at 533.  The ’862 patent claims a system with multiple 
components.  Specifically, claim 1 of the ’862 patent recites 
a complete “system for suppressing fire” that includes “a 
plurality of smoke detectors” where each smoke detector 
comprises, among other components, “a fan controller con-
nected to an HVAC unit, a thermostat, a display unit, a 
micro-controller for the display unit, a wireless receiver for 
the micro-controller, [and] a telephone system.”  Decision, 
706 F. Supp. 3d at 534; see also ’862 patent col. 3 ll. 6–31 
(independent claim 1).  Meanwhile, as the district court 
stated, the accused products “appear to consist of only 
smoke detector devices, not a complete ‘fire protection sys-
tem with fan shut off, including a camera and a display 
unit.’”  Decision, 706 F. Supp. 3d at 534 (emphasis added).  
Therein lies the facially apparent disconnect.  The ’862 pa-
tent claims a fire protection system, but the accused de-
vices are merely a single component of that system. 

Moreover, because “a patent on a combination is a pa-
tent on the assembled or functioning whole, not on the sep-
arate parts,” Mercoid Corp. v. Minneapolis-Honeywell 
Regulator Co., 320 U.S. 680, 684 (1944), without additional 
factual allegations, the district court determined it was left 
with no choice but to conclude that the accused products 
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did not plausibly consist of the complete invention of the 
asserted claims of the ’862 patent, and it therefore granted 
the motion to dismiss as to the direct infringement claim.  
Decision, 706 F. Supp. 3d at 534. 

We agree.  Heidary’s complaint fails to sufficiently 
plead a claim for direct infringement.  With his complaint, 
Heidary submitted a screenshot depicting one of the ac-
cused products, which appears to be a Wi-Fi enabled smoke 
detector, and summarily concluded the accused products 
infringe claim 1 without more.  S.A. 34.  Although Heidary 
is not required to attach claim charts or allege how each 
limitation of a claim is infringed, Heidary must still “artic-
ulate why it is plausible that the accused product infringes 
the patent claim.”  Bot M8, 4 F.4th at 1352–53 (emphasis 
added).  Neither the screenshot nor Heidary’s complaint 
provides any reason to plausibly conclude that the accused 
products are a complete fire protection system as claimed 
by the ’862 patent.  In fact, the screenshot merely appears 
to show that one of the accused products is a standalone 
smoke detector device, which accounts for just one of the 13 
limitations recited by claim 1 of the ’862 patent.  S.A. 30, 
¶ 13.  He provides no allegations that the accused products 
include anything further. 

Nor do the complaint and screenshot indicate that the 
other components of claim 1, e.g., ’862 patent col. 3 ll. 16–
21 (“a fan controller connected to an HVAC unit, a thermo-
stat, a display unit, a micro-controller for display unit, a 
wireless receiver for the micro-controller, [and] a telephone 
system”), are present in the accused products.  These ma-
terials also do not plausibly convey that the accused prod-
ucts possess the functionality of the component limitations 
of claim 1, e.g., id. at col. 3 ll. 22–26 (“wherein upon detec-
tion of a smoke . . . the respective smoke detector passes a 
signal to a normally closed relay to open and to cut-off the 
power supply to the thermostat as well as fan controller 
thereby shutting off the fan unit”). 
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Indeed, even on appeal, Heidary appears to concede 
that the accused products do not plausibly infringe claim 1 
of the ’862 patent because the Appellees used only “part” of 
his invention.  See Appellant’s Reply Br. 2 (“[Appellees] 
used part of my invention (residential smoke detector and 
camera and display unit) to sell and promote smoke detec-
tor and camera and display unit.” (emphasis added)). 

We therefore agree with the district court that Heidary 
failed to state a claim of direct infringement and as such 
the claim must be dismissed.3 

III 
Without a predicate finding of direct infringement, 

there can be no finding of induced infringement.  See Lime-
light Networks, Inc. v. Akamai Techs., Inc., 572 U.S. 915, 
922 (2014).  Because Heidary failed to adequately plead di-
rect infringement, we agree with the district court that 
Heidary’s “induced infringement claim necessarily fails.”  
Decision, 706 F. Supp. 3d at 535. 

CONCLUSION 
We have considered Heidary’s remaining arguments 

and find them unpersuasive.  For the foregoing reasons, we 
affirm. 

AFFIRMED 

 
3  Even though the dismissal was without prejudice, 

the docket shows no effort by Heidary to file an amended 
complaint.  Instead, he chose to appeal within three weeks 
of when the district court issued its dismissal order.  
S.A. 27. 
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