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I. GROUND 1: PETITIONER’S REPLY ADDS NOTHING TO THE 
PETITION’S PANIAGUA ARGUMENTS THAT THE BOARD 
ALREADY CONSIDERED AND REJECTED 

Petitioner’s Reply repeats the same arguments that the Board already 

rejected and misapprehends the law’s written description requirements. “The 

purpose of the written description requirement is to assure that the public receives 

sufficient knowledge of the patented technology, and to demonstrate that the 

patentee is in possession of the invention claimed.” Zoltek Corp. v. United States, 

815 F.3d 1302, 1308 (Fed. Cir. 2016). This “requirement is applied in the context 

of the state of knowledge at the time of the invention,” meaning that “[t]he written 

description need not include information that is already known and available to the 

experienced public.” Id. (quotation omitted). Because Petitioner has acknowledged 

that “multi-piece leaflet valves were known in 2002,” the written description 

requirement is satisfied. (Reply, 17.)  

Regardless, Petitioner rehashes its failed argument that Paniagua’s 

specification as of January 4, 2002 does not “describe[] using valve leaflets made 

from multiple pieces in the invention.” (Reply, 17-18.) But Petitioner defines the 

’739’s invention by the patent’s specification, despite the fact that “the claims of a 

patent define the invention to which the patentee is entitled the right to exclude.” 

Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d 1303, 1312 (Fed. Cir. 2005). This is particularly 

the case where the ’739 indicates that “[w]hile the present invention has been 

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.


