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I. MANDATORY NOTICES 

A. Real Party-in-Interest 

Smith & Nephew, Inc. (“Petitioner”) is the real party-in-interest and submits 

this inter partes review Petition (“Petition”) for review of certain claims of U.S. 

Patent No. 7,806,896 (“the ’896 patent”).  

B. Related Matters 

The following litigation matter would affect or be affected by a decision in 

this proceeding: Bonutti Skeletal Innovations LLC v. Smith & Nephew, Inc., Civil 

Action No. 12-1111-GMS (D. Del.).  The litigation involves six patents: the ’896 

patent and U.S. Patent Nos. 5,980,559; 6,702,821; 7,087,073; 7,749,229; and 

8,133,229.  The ’896 patent is the subject of this Petition.  Separate petitions for 

inter partes review of the other patents above are also being filed.  Because the 

technology and disclosure in the patents are similar and for the sake of 

administrative efficiency and consistent outcome, Petitioner requests that the 

Patent Trial and Appeals Board (“PTAB”) have a single Administrative Panel 

address these inter partes reviews. 

C. Counsel 

Lead Counsel: David L. Cavanaugh (Registration No. 36,476) 

Backup Counsel: Michael H. Smith (Registration No. 71,190) 
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