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I. INTRODUCTION 

Patent Owner (“PO”) does not dispute, because it cannot, that Kontos 

describes its “support catheter” as a “mini guide catheter.” Ex-1409, 3:40-49. Nor 

does PO dispute that Kontos teaches, just like the coaxial guide catheter 12 of the 

Teleflex patent, that support catheter 10 includes a short distal lumen (body 12) 

coupled to a pushrod (wire 14). Other than the claimed side opening, Kontos 

teaches each structural limitation of the Challenged Claims. But as explained 

herein, the use of a side opening was an obvious modification. The Challenged 

Claims are invalid as obvious. 

II. THE BOARD CAN ADOPT ITS PRELIMINARY CONSTRUCTION 
OF “INTERVENTIONAL CARDIOLOGY DEVICE(S).” 

The parties agree that “interventional cardiology device(s)” means “devices 

including, but not limited to, guidewires, balloon catheters, stents, and stent 

catheters.” Paper 1 (“Pet.”), 13. Medtronic maintains that “interventional 

cardiology device(s)” requires that the lumen of the tubular structure is sized to 

receive only one such device.1 In its Institution Decision, the Board found that 

“‘interventional cardiology devices’ refers to at least two types of the devices 

selected from the group that includes, but is not limited to, guidewires, balloon 

catheters, stents, and stent catheters.” Paper 20 (“I.D.”), 19. But because resolution 

                                           
1 Petitioner reiterates its position to preserve for appeal. Pet., 13, 27-29. 
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