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I. INTRODUCTION  

 

As Patent Owner (“Teleflex”) noted in its Response, one of the things that 

makes the ’776 patent different from the other GuideLiner patents is that two of the 

three independent claims require a “segment defining a partially cylindrical 

opening” proximal of the tubular structure that has “at least two inclined regions.” 

Using improper hindsight, the Petition sought to use advantages of the 

claimed two-incline side opening as motivations to argue that it would have been 

obvious to modify Kontos’s narrow support catheter and add such a specifically-

shaped opening.  But Teleflex’s Response showed that neither of the cited 

secondary references (Ressemann and Kataishi) actually shows such a two-incline 

proximal side opening, much less provides a motivation to add one to Kontos.  

Teleflex also proved that Petitioner ignored critical aspects of Kontos’s structure, 

such that its proposed modifications did not actually result in the claimed 

invention. 

So in Reply, Petitioner totally changed positions.  Petitioner now proposes at 

least six significant additional modifications to Kontos in an effort to arrive at the 

claimed invention.  It also provides new and different alleged motivations for 

making these changes, and argues that Ressemann’s isolated collar component 

actually has at least three inclined regions, rather than the two its Petition pointed 
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