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Petitioner’s Motion to Exclude Exhibit 2024 (Paper 111 (“MTE”)) should be 

denied.  The motion attempts to exclude a highly relevant, potentially case-

dispositive business document on inconsequential grounds that, at best, could go to 

the weight of the evidence.  No authority cited by Petitioner gives grounds to 

exclude Exhibit 2024.  Substantial testimony and surrounding evidence support the 

authenticity of this regularly kept business record.  From beginning to end, 

Petitioner’s motion falls flat on exclusion and instead, only further exposes that 

Petitioner simply cannot overcome Patent Owner’s overwhelming evidence that 

the GuideLiner patents were conceived and reduced to practice before Itou’s 

priority date. 

I. Exhibit 2024 Is the August 24, 2005 Product Requirements Document 

Supporting that GuideLiner Rapid Exchange Had Been Tested and 

Shown to Work for its Intended Purpose by At Least That Date 

At Vascular Solutions, Inc. (“VSI”), the Product Requirements document at 

Exhibit 2024 marked the beginning of the formal regulatory process, or design 

history process, for bringing the GuideLiner project to market.  Ex-2119, ¶44; Ex-

2039, ¶6.  The document defined “the safety and performance requirements for the 

[VSI] GuideLiner (OTW) and rapid exchange (RX) guide catheter support 

system.”  Ex-2024, ¶1.1.   

As VSI’s founder, CEO, and GuideLiner RX inventor Howard Root 

explained, Exhibit 2024 would not have been drafted, and the formal regulatory 
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process that it signaled would not have begun, “if the rapid exchange GuideLiner 

had not been determined to work for its intended purpose.”  Ex-2118, ¶54.  Indeed, 

it was VSI’s business practice to only create the Product Requirements document 

after a product was “prototyped, thoroughly tested, and shown to work for its 

intended purpose.”  Ex-2039, ¶6; see also Ex-1926, ¶18 (“The document was made 

as a regular practice of developing a product at VSI and was maintained in the 

regular course of VSI’s business on its network.”).  As that business practice was 

applied here, Exhibit 2024 was created after the April 2005 and July 2005 

GuideLiner RX prototypes were built, tested, and shown to work for their intended 

purpose.  Ex-2119, ¶21-22, 44; Ex-2039, ¶6.  From the time this document was 

created on August 24, 2005 forward, VSI continued to refine GuideLiner RX 

prototypes for purposes of manufacturability and commercialization.  Ex-2119, 

¶44. 

As shown on the face of the document, Exhibit 2024 is the first revision, 

“[p]re-release” of this document, not the final Product Requirements document for 

the product.  Ex-2024 at 4 (“Rev. 01” and “Pre-release”).  The August 24, 2005 

date of this document is consistent throughout, twice on the first page of the 

document, and again on the last.  Id., at 1, 4.  It is also consistently labeled as “Rev. 

01” in the top right-hand corner of each of the document’s four pages.  Id., at 1-4. 

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.


