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I. Introduction 

Exclusive Licensee Applied Medical Technology, Inc. (“AMT”) respectfully 

submits this Preliminary Response to the Petition of Corpak Medsystems, Inc. and 

Halyard Health, Inc. (collectively “Petitioners”) seeking inter partes review of 

claim 18 of United States Patent No. 6,631,715 (“the ‘715 patent,” Ex. 1001) on 

four Grounds (“Petition” or “Pet.”).   

Claim 18 of the ‘715 patent is directed to a method of placing and securing 

at least one tube through a nose into a patient, and includes a step of “snapping the 

at least one tube into a channel formed in a receiver.”  The Petition is fatally 

flawed because it effectively ignores that the claim requires snapping the tube 

into a channel, not snapping two pieces of a clip together. 

To merit institution, a petition must establish “a reasonable likelihood that 

the petitioner would prevail with respect to at least 1 of the claims challenged in 

the petition.”  35 U.S.C. § 314(a).  In particular, a petition “may be considered only 

if . . . the petition identifies, in writing and with particularity, each claim 

challenged, the grounds on which the challenge to each claim is based, and the 

evidence that supports the grounds for the challenge to each claim.”  35 U.S.C. § 

312(a).  To meet these requirements, the Board’s rules specify that a petition for 

inter partes review must identify how the challenged claims are unpatentable under 

the statutory grounds asserted by Petitioner, and must specify where each element 
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