UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF

NORTH CAROLINA

Viscosoft, Inc. v. Hangzhou Heliang Network Technology Co., Ltd.

Civil Action No. 3:25-CV-00601-KDB-DCK - No. 3:25-CV-00601-KDB-DCK - Decided February 24, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of North Carolina granted Hangzhou Heliang

Network Technology Co., Ltd.’s motion for judgment on the pleadings in a design patent infringement

action involving a mattress topper. The court held that the accused design was plainly dissimilar from

the patented design under the ordinary observer test and therefore could not plausibly infringe. The

court also granted judicial notice of specified public patent documents, denied a motion to stay

discovery as moot, and deferred ruling on sanctions pending a hearing.
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Defendant moved for judgment on the pleadings, judicial notice, and
sanctions in an action alleging design-patent infringement and
violation of the North Carolina Unfair and Deceptive Trade Practices
Act. The court granted judgment on the pleadings and judicial notice,
denied a motion to stay discovery as moot, and deferred ruling on

sanctions pending a hearing.

On a Rule 12(c) motion, the court accepts the nonmovant's factual
averments as true and draws all reasonable inferences in its favor; the
motion is generally governed by the Rule 12(b)(6) plausibility
standard. A design-patent infringement claim may be dismissed at the
pleading stage when, applying the ordinary-observer test, no

reasonable factfinder could find infringement as a matter of law.

Unknown; district-court memorandum and order with no reporter

citation or stated precedential designation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the accused mattress topper design plausibly infringed U.S. Patent No. D969,522 under the

ordinary-observer test.

2. Whether the design-patent infringement claims could be resolved on a Rule 12(c) motion despite

infringement ordinarily presenting a question of fact.

3. Whether the court could take judicial notice of the patent-in-suit, its prosecution history, and prior-art

patents referenced on the patent.

4. Whether sanctions should be imposed at that stage.

HOLDINGS

1. The accused mattress topper design does not infringe U.S. Patent No. D969,522 as a matter of law

because an ordinary observer would not find the patented and accused designs substantially similar.

2. Although design-patent infringement is ordinarily a question of fact, a court may grant judgment on the
pleadings or dismiss under Rule 12 when no reasonable factfinder could find infringement as a matter of

law.

3. The court may take judicial notice of the patent-in-suit, its prosecution history, and the prior-art patents

referenced on the face of the patent because they are public records.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because the Court finds that it is not plausible that an ordinary observer would conclude that Defendant’s

mattress topper design is substantially the same as the patented design, the Court will GRANT judgment on
the pleadings to HHNT”

“Thus, as a matter of law, the Valuxe Mattress Topper’s design does not infringe the ‘522 Patent design, and

HHNT is entitled to judgment in its favor on Plaintiff's claims.”

“While infringement is a question of fact, courts may dismiss claims of design infringement on a Rule 12(b)

(6) motion where, as a matter of law, no reasonable factfinder could find infringement.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Viscosoft claimed ownership by assignment of U.S. Patent No. D969,522, a design patent for a mattress topper
issued on November 15, 2022. The patented design included an evenly spaced dot pattern on the top and a
honeycomb-shaped arrangement of interconnected circles on the bottom, along with straps, buckles, and a
zipper. Hangzhou Heliang Network Technology Co., Ltd. marketed a mattress topper whose top and sides had a



quilted pattern of rectangular shapes and whose bottom had spaced dots. The court concluded that the accused

design was plainly dissimilar from the patented design when compared under the ordinary-observer test.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed suit on August 8, 2025, against four defendants, alleging infringement of U.S. Patent No.
D969,522 and North Carolina unfair and deceptive trade practices. Plaintiff voluntarily dismissed the claims
against three defendants and filed an amended complaint against Hangzhou Heliang Network Technology Co.,
Ltd. Defendant then moved for judgment on the pleadings, judicial notice, and sanctions. The court granted
judgment on the pleadings, taking judicial notice of specified patent documents, and deferred the sanctions issue
for a hearing.
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