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I. Introduction 

1. I have been retained by Medtronic CoreValve LLC to provide my 

opinions on certain issues related to U.S. Patent No. 9,125,739 (the “’739 patent” or 

“Paniagua”) in connection with the above-captioned inter partes review (IPR) 

proceeding.  In particular, I have been asked to provide my insights, analysis, and 

opinions regarding whether claims 1-5 of the ’739 patent are obvious over the prior 

art references identified below. 

2. I understand the ’739 patent is titled “Percutaneous replacement heart 

valve and a delivery and implantation system,” names as inventors David Paniagua 

and R. David Fish, and is currently owned by Colibri Heart Valve LLC.  I have 

considered the ’739 patent.  I understand that the ’739 patent has been provided as 

Ex. 1001. 

3. I understand that the file history of the ’739 patent has been provided 

as Ex. 1003.  I have considered this file history. 

4. I understand that the ’739 patent claims priority to application Nos. 

13/675,665, 10/887,688, and 10/037,266.  I understand that file histories for these 

applications have been provided as Exs. 1017, 1016, and 1018 respectively.  I have 

considered these file histories. 
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