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I. INTRODUCTION 

The evidence in the Petition establishes that Itou (Grounds 1-3) and 

Ressemann (Ground 4) anticipate or render obvious claims 48 and 51-53. PO does 

not dispute any of the evidence cited in Grounds 1-3, focusing its substantive 

response solely on Ground 4. 

PO also cannot dispute that Ressemann discloses a guide extension catheter 

(“GEC”) that “is passed through the lumen of a guide catheter, advanced beyond 

the distal end of the guide catheter, and inserted into a branch artery of the aorta,” 

or that Ressemann’s assembly 100 “facilitate[s] delivery of stents and balloon 

catheters.” Compare Paper 41 (“POR”), 4, with Ex-1608, Figs. 6A-6I. Instead, it 

focuses on two claimed features, each of which is unremarkable and well known in 

the art. 

First, PO argues that Ressemann does not disclose a guide extension catheter 

with a lumen “coaxial” to the guide catheter lumen, relying on an understanding 

that would require a perfect overlap in the axes. PO’s own witness testimony and 

documents, however, confirm the accuracy of Medtronic’s position that coaxial 

means “the axis of the lumen of the guide extension catheter is aligned in the same 

direction as the axis of lumen of the guide catheter.” 

Second, PO argues that a POSITA would not be motivated to modify 

Ressemann to achieve a “one French size” differential with the guide catheter. For 
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