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I. INTRODUCTION 

In its response, the patent owner (Sanofi) takes an excessively narrow reading 

of what the references would mean to a person of ordinary  skill in the art (POSA), 

provides a flawed and biased analysis of the proposed modification using bases 

deliberately shielded from review, and argues against the combination for reasons that 

are internally inconsistent and at odds with real-world develops already in the record. 

Claims 11, 14, 15, 18 and 19 should be held unpatentable for the reasons provided in 

the petition and further developed below. 

II. GROUND 1: STEENFELDT-JENSEN SUGGESTS MODIFICATION 

Sanofi presents three arguments against modifying Steenfeldt-Jensen: 

(1) Steenfeldt-Jensen’s suggested alternate embodiments “where the piston 

rod guide is provided in the wall 4 and a nut element is rotated by the driver” do not 

suggest a threaded driver.  POR 21-23. 

(2)  Any suggestion is for the first embodiment only.  Id., 24-26. 

(3) A POSA would not have followed Steenfeldt-Jensen’s suggestion 

because modification would increase friction losses in the drive mechanism.  Id., 26-

39. 

  Each argument fails. 
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A. Steenfeldt-Jensen Teaches an Internally-Threaded Driver Tube 

Sanofi sows confusion attempting to distinguish between a “nut member” (also 

referred to as a “nut element”) rotated by the driver tube and the driver tube itself 

having internal threading.  POR, 21; EX2107, ¶215-22.  The relevant disclosures in 

context makes clear that a driver with a nut member is an internally-threaded driver.   

A POSA would have understood Steenfeldt-Jensen as describing an internally-

threaded driver tube when it refers to a driver rotating a nut member.  EX1095, ¶¶63-

64.  Steenfeldt-Jensen describes two ways to configure the driver: a driver can rotate a 

“piston rod guide” or a “nut member” (also referred to as a “nut element”).  Pet., 53-

56; EX1014, 3:41-47.  These alternative drivers correspond to the well-known 

screw/nut principles that Dr. Slocum himself described in his background section.  

EX2107, ¶30 (“Many pen injector designs…operate using screw and nut 

mechanisms….  [A]xial motion can occur by causing the screw or the nut to rotate 

while the other is prevented from rotating….”).   

The depicted embodiments with the driver rotating a piston-rod guide show the 

guide is not a separate component but simply the driver’s rectangular bore, which 

prevents relative rotation.  EX1095, ¶65; EX1014, 6:35-36 (driver tube 26 is “integral 

with the piston rod guide”), 11:15-19 (piston rod’s not round cross-section “fits 

through the driver tube bore which has a corresponding not round cross-section”, 

transmitting rotation while allowing relative axial movement).  Just as no meaningful 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
	� Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

	� Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
	� With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

	� Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
	� Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

	� Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


