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Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §42.70(b), and the Board’s August 14, 2024 Order 

Setting Oral Argument (Paper 78), Patent Owner Novo Nordisk A/S (“PO”) 

respectfully submits the below list of unresolved objections to Petitioner’s 

demonstratives.  Following each objection is a copy of the objected-to slide with 

objectionable portions within red rectangles. 

 Slide 2:  This slide’s citations to EX1040, 1 and EX1039, 2 reflect reliance on 

new evidence, not supported by the citation to the brief on this slide. 
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 Slide 3: This slide’s citation to EX1012, Fig. 1 reflects reliance on new 

evidence, not supported by the citation to the brief on this slide. 
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 Slides 9-14: These slides reflect new arguments regarding whether Dr. Jensen 

is properly named as an inventor of the ’462 patent, which are not supported by 

the citations to the briefs on these slides. 
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 Slide 15: The graphic reflecting on this slide reflecting two different excerpts 

from EX2028 is misleading and confusing. 
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 Slide 16: This slide includes a graphic reflecting two different excerpts from 

EX2030, which is misleading and confusing.  Additionally, this slide’s citation 

to this aspect of NFC Technology, LLC v. Matal reflects reliance on a new, 

unbriefed argument, not supported by the citations to the briefs on this slide. 
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 Slide 17:  This slide’s citation to EX2029 reflects reliance on new evidence, not 

supported by the citations to the briefs on the slide, and new arguments based 

on EX1312, 101:4-12, which are also not supported by the citations to the briefs 

on the slide. 
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 Slide 31:  This slide fails to provide the context of the testimony presented 

(cutting off portions of an Answer that provide context). 
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 Slide 42:  This slide reflects reliance on a new, unbriefed argument regarding 

anticipation of ’462 claim 3 by Lovshin other than by inherency, which is not 

supported by the citations to the briefs on this slide. 
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 Slide 47:  This slide’s reliance on In re Applied Materials, Inc. for the 

proposition that “[a] recognition in the prior art that a property is affected by the 

variable is sufficient to find the variable result-effective” reflects reliance on 

Applied Materials for a new, unbriefed argument, which is not supported by the 

citations to the briefs on this slide. 
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 Slide 48: This slide reflects reliance on a new, unbriefed argument that 

“[e]stablishing that a variable is result-effective is a low bar,” which is not 

supported by the citation to the brief on this slide. 
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 Slide 49: This slide’s reliance on Genentech Inc. v. Hospira, Inc. for the 

proposition that “Petitioner’s obviousness grounds do not require modifying 

any reference” reflects reliance on Genentech for a new, unbriefed argument, 

which is not supported by the citations to the briefs on this slide. 
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 Slide 50: This slide reflects reliance on a new, unbriefed argument that “[t]he 

semaglutide prior art dose range is not especially broad,” which is not supported 

by the citation to the brief on this slide. 
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 Slide 65: The heading of this slide  

 contains a new, unbriefed 

argument not supported by the citation to the brief on this slide, and this slide’s 

reliance on EX2300¶, 95 and EX2054, ¶¶58, 77, 78 in support of that argument 

reflects reliance on a new, unbriefed argument not supported by the citation to 

the brief on this slide. 
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 Slide 66: This slide reflects reliance on a new, unbriefed argument that “[a] 

nexus presumption cannot be founded on unclaimed features,” and this slide’s 

reliance on Quanergy Systems, Inc. v. Velodyne Lidar USA, Inc. in support of 

that argument reflects reliance on a new unbriefed argument, neither of which 

are supported by the citations to the briefs on this slide. 
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 Slide 68: This slide’s reliance on Galderma Laboratories, L.P. v. Tolmar, Inc. 

as support for Petitioner’s argument that “PO Did Not Meet its Commercial 

Success Production Burden” and “[h]owever, if the feature that creates the 

commercial success was known in the prior art, the success is not pertinent,” 

reflects reliance on a new, unbriefed argument, which is not supported by the 

citation to the brief on this slide. 
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 Slide 69: This slide’s citation to EX1003, ¶¶256, 298 reflects reliance on new 

evidence, not supported by the citations to the briefs on this slide. 
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 Slide 70: This slide reflects reliance on a new, unbriefed argument that the ’343 

patent discloses once-weekly semaglutide, which is not supported by the 

citation to the brief on this slide. 
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 Slide 83: This slide reflects reliance on a new, unbriefed argument that “PO’s 

attorney argument is not a substitute for expert analysis,” which is not 

supported by the citation to any brief. 
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 Slide 84: This slide’s citation to EX2055, ¶38 reflects reliance on new 

evidence, not supported by the citation to any brief. 
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 Slide 95: The heading of this slide (“Sanofi v. Watson Is Not a Range Case and 

Does Not Undermine REOS Here”) contains a new, unbriefed argument. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 
Dated:  August 26, 2024  

By:  /Megan Raymond/ 
 
J. Steven Baughman (Reg. No. 47,414) 

GROOMBRIDGE, WU, BAUGHMAN & STONE LLP 

801 17th Street NW, Suite 1050 

Washington, DC 20006 

P: (202) 505-5832 

steve.baughman@groombridgewu.com 

Megan Raymond (Reg. No. 72,997) 
GROOMBRIDGE, WU, BAUGHMAN & STONE LLP 
801 17th Street NW, Suite 1050 

Washington, DC 20006 
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P: (202) 505-5878 
megan.raymond@groombridgewu.com 
 
Jenny C. Wu (pro hac vice) 
GROOMBRIDGE, WU, BAUGHMAN & STONE LLP 
565 5th Avenue, Suite 2900 

New York, NY 10017 

P: (332) 269-0038 
jenny.wu@groombridgewu.com 

 
Michael Milea (Reg. No. 71,863) 
GROOMBRIDGE, WU, BAUGHMAN & STONE LLP 
565 5th Avenue, Suite 2900 

New York, NY 10017 

P: (332) 269-0029 
mike.milea@groombridgewu.com 
 
Philip S. May (pro hac vice) 
GROOMBRIDGE, WU, BAUGHMAN & STONE LLP 
801 17th Street NW, Suite 1050 

Washington, DC 20006 

P: (202) 539-6620 
philip.may@groombridgewu.com 

 
Joshua Reich (Reg. No. 75,338) 
GROOMBRIDGE, WU, BAUGHMAN & STONE LLP 
565 5th Avenue, Suite 2900 

New York, NY 10017 

P: (332) 269-0024 
joshua.reich@groombridgewu.com 
 
Attorneys for Novo Nordisk A/S 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of PATENT OWNER’S 

SUBMISSION OF UNRESOLVED OBJECTIONS TO PETITIONER’S 

DEMONSTRATIVES has been served in its entirety by causing the 

aforementioned document to be electronically mailed to the following attorneys of 

record for the Petitioner listed below: 

Petitioner’s Counsel of Record: 

Lead Counsel: Brandon M. White 
Reg. No. 52,354 
White-ptab@perkinscoie.com 
Perkins Coie LLP 
700 13th Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20005 
Telephone: (202) 654-6200 
 
By Electronic Mail 

Backup Counsel: Emily J. Greb 
Reg. No. 68,244 
Greb-ptab@perkinscoie.com 
Perkins Coie LLP 
33 East Main Street 
Madison, WI 53703 
Telephone: (608) 663-7460 
 
Courtney Prochnow, PhD 
Reg. No. 67,639 
Prochnow-ptab@perkinscoie.com 
Perkins Coie LLP 
633 W. 5th St., Ste 5850 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Telephone: (310) 788-9900 
 
Christopher D. Jones 
Reg. No. 76,472 
Jones-ptab@perkinscoie.com 
Perkins Coie LLP 
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700 13th Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20005 
Telephone: (202) 654-6200 
 
Jonathan I. Tietz, PhD 
Reg. No. 76,753 
Tietz-ptab@perkinscoie.com 
Perkins Coie LLP 
700 13th Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20005 
Telephone: (202) 654-6200 
 
Matthew A. Lembo 
Reg. No. 75,633 
Lembo-ptab@perkinscoie.com 
Perkins Coie LLP 
1155 Avenue of the Americas 
Floor 22 
New York, NY 10036 
Telephone: (212) 262-6900 
 
Shannon M. Bloodworth 
SBloodworth@perkinscoie.com 
Perkins Coie LLP 
700 13th Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20005 
Telephone: (202) 654-6200 
 
David L. Anstaett 
DAnstaett@perkinscoie.com 
Perkins Coie LLP 
33 East Main Street 
Madison, WI 53703 
Telephone: (608) 663-7460 
 
Bryan D. Beel 
BBeel@perkinscoie.com 
Perkins Coie LLP 
1120 NW Couch St. 
Portland, OR 97209 
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Telephone: (503) 727-2000 
 
Nathan Kelley 
Kelley_nathan-ptab@perkinscoie.com 
Perkins Coie LLP 
700 13th Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20005 
Telephone: (202) 654-6200 
 
Rodney Swartz 
Reg. No. 73,343 
RSwartz@perkinscoie.com 
Perkins Coie LLP 
1120 NW Couch St. 
10th Floor 
Portland, OR 97209 
Telephone: (503) 727-2000 
 
Jessica Kaiser 
Reg No. 58,937 
kaiser-ptab@perkinscoie.com 
Perkins Coie LLP 
1900 Sixteenth St., Suite 1400 
Denver, CO 80202-5255 
Tel: (303) 291-2300 
 
Semaglutide-Ozempic@perkinscoie.com 
By Electronic Mail 
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Lead Counsel 
for Dr. Reddy’s 
Laboratories, 
Inc. and Dr. 
Reddy’s 
Laboratories. 
Ltd.: 

Jovial Wong 
Reg. No. 60,115 
Winston & Strawn LLP 
1901 L Street NW 
Washington, DC 20036 
Telephone: (202) 282-5867 
jwong@winston.com 
 
By Electronic Mail 

Backup 
Counsel: 

Scott Border 
Reg. No. 77,744 
Winston & Strawn LLP 
1901 L Street NW 
Washington, DC 20036 
Telephone: (202) 285-5054 
sborder@winston.com 
 
Sharon Lin McIntosh 
(pro hac vice to be submitted) 
Winston & Strawn LLP 
1901 L Street NW 
Washington, DC 20036 
Telephone: (202) 285-5756 
slin@winston.com 
 
By Electronic Mail 
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Lead Counsel 
for Sun 
Pharmaceutical 
Industries Ltd. 
and Sun 
Pharmaceutical 
Industries, Inc.: 

Brian Sodikoff 
Katten Munchin Rosenman LLP 
525 West Monroe Street 
Chicago, IL 60661 
P: (312) 902-5200 
brian.sodikoff@katten.com 
 
By Electronic Mail 

Backup 
Counsel: 

Christopher B. Ferenc 
Katten Munchin Rosenman LLP 
1919 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W. 
Suite 800 
Washington, DC 20006 
P: (202) 625-3500 
christopher.ferenc@katten.com 
 
By Electronic Mail 

 

Dated:  August 26, 2024      Respectfully submitted, 

By:  /Sayem Osman/ 
Sayem Osman 




