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Chart of Petitioner’s Reliance on Pleadings from 
Parallel Litigation for Claim Construction 

Citation Quotation from Petition or Supporting Declaration 
Paper 1 (“Pet.”) 
at 21 

In Parallel Litigation, PO asserts that a magnetic element 
sealed within a rotor is “rigidly coupled.” Ex.1019, 6–7. 

Pet. at 27 In Parallel Litigation, PO asserts that a “motor and/or stator” is 
“a second magnetic device.” Ex.1019, 8 (cleaned up). 
Assuming that interpretation… 

Pet. at 35 In addition, in Parallel Litigation, PO alleges that a “stator” 
satisfies this limitation for “provid[ing] a magneto coupling 
with the first magnetic device to drive rotation of the 
magnetically driven rotor. Ex.1019, 9–11. 
Assuming that interpretation… 

Pet. at 45 In Parallel Litigation, PO asserts that a pump device with an 
inflow cannula is a catheter device. Ex.1019, 4. Assuming that 
interpretation… 

Pet. at 55 In Parallel Litigation, PO asserts that a similar arrangement of 
an impeller and magnetic elements satisfies this limitation. 
Ex.1019, 7–8. 
Accordingly… 

Pet. at 60 In addition, in Parallel Litigation, PO alleges that the “stator” 
design of Abbott’s HeartMate 3 LVAD pump satisfies this 
limitation. Ex.1019, 9–11. 
Assuming that interpretation… 

Pet. at 64 In Parallel Litigation, PO asserts that a magnetic bearing (i.e., 
“MagLev”) satisfies this limitation. Ex.1019, 12–13. 
Assuming that interpretation… 

Pet. at 70 In Parallel Litigation, PO asserts that a pump device with an 
inflow cannula is a catheter device. Assuming that 
interpretation …  



 

Abbott v. Miracor, IPR2025-00112 
Miracor Ex. 2011, p. 2 of 6 

Citation Quotation from Petition or Supporting Declaration 
Pet. at 93 In Parallel Litigation, PO asserts that a magnetic bearing (i.e., 

“MagLev”) satisfies this limitation. Ex.1019, 13. Assuming 
that interpretation …  

Pet. at 100 In Parallel Litigation, PO asserts that a pump device with an 
inflow cannula is a catheter device. Assuming that 
interpretation… 

Pet. at 127 In Parallel Litigation, PO asserts that a pump device with an 
inflow cannula “is a catheter device.” Assuming that 
interpretation… 

Ex. 1003 
(“Crosby”) at 
88 (¶ 153) 

I have been informed that in parallel litigation, the Patent 
Owner has asserted a theory of infringement that assumes “a 
heart assist pump device” being “deliverable to the heart” 
includes inserting an inflow tube of the heart assist pump 
device into a left ventricle of a patient’s heart. See Ex.1019, at 
3–4 (Complaint, Ex. 9). For the purposes of my analysis, I 
adopt that construction of “a heart assist pump device 
deliverable to the heart.” 

Crosby at 92–
93 (¶ 160) 

I have been informed that in parallel litigation, the Patent 
Owner has asserted a theory of infringement that maps the 
impeller portion of the “rotor” of the “HeartMate 3” to the 
“magnetically driven rotor” element recited in Claim 1. 
Ex.1019, at 4–5 (Complaint, Ex. 9). For the purposes of my 
analysis, I map the limitation of a “magnetically driven rotor” 
to the “impeller 74” of the embodiment of the rotor 17 
described in Figure 11 of Wampler-169 in the same way. 

Crosby at 126 
(¶ 224) 

[F]or the purposes of my analysis in this Ground, I assume that 
the Patent Owner’s apparent broader construction (in parallel 
litigation) of “magneto coupling” to also include not only a 
transfer of torque from one rotating magnetic component to 
another rotating magnetic component, but also to include “a 
transfer of torque from one stationary magnetic component 
(i.e., a stator) to another rotating magnetic component using an 
electromagnetic field,” is correct. See Ex.1019. 
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Crosby at 130 
(¶ 232) 

I note that in parallel litigation, the Patent Owner has asserted 
that the blood outflow port of the “HeartMate 3” is “radially 
adjacent” to a magnetically driven rotor in the same way as 
described above in Wampler-169. See Ex.1019, at pp. 11–12 
(Complaint, Ex. 9). For the purposes of my analysis, I also 
map the limitation that the blood outflow port (e.g., “discharge 
tube 16”) is “radially Adjacent” to the magnetically driven 
rotor (e.g., the “impeller 74”) in the same way. 

Crosby at 151 
(¶ 282) 

I have been informed that in parallel litigation, the Patent 
Owner has asserted a theory of infringement that the 
Heartmate 3 heart assist pump device is a catheter device 
because it includes a catheter, which Abbott calls an Inflow 
Cannula. See, e.g., Ex.1019 (Complaint, Ex. 9). For the 
purposes of my analysis, I adopt that construction of “catheter 
device.” 

Crosby at 154 
(¶ 290) 

I have been informed that in parallel litigation, the Patent 
Owner has asserted a theory of infringement that assumes “a 
heart assist pump device” being “deliverable to the heart” 
includes inserting an inflow tube of the heart assist pump 
device into a left ventricle of a patient’s heart. See Ex.1019, at 
3–4 (Complaint, Ex. 9). For the purposes of my analysis, I 
adopt that construction of “a heart assist pump device 
deliverable to the heart.” 

Crosby at 158 
(¶ 297) 

I have been informed that in parallel litigation, the Patent 
Owner has asserted a theory of infringement that maps the 
impeller portion of the “rotor” of the “HeartMate 3” to the 
“magnetically driven rotor” element recited in Claim 1. 
Ex.1019, at 4–6 (Complaint, Ex. 9). For the purposes of my 
analysis, I map the limitation of a “magnetically driven rotor” 
to the “impeller” portion of the rotor described in Bourque-
2001 in the same way. 
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Crosby at 184 
(¶ 348) 

[F]or the purposes of my analysis in this Ground, I assume that 
the Patent Owner’s apparent broader construction (in parallel 
litigation) of “magneto coupling” to also include not only a 
transfer of torque from one rotating magnetic component to 
another rotating magnetic component, but also to include “a 
transfer of torque from one stationary magnetic component 
(i.e., a stator) to another rotating magnetic component using an 
electromagnetic field,” is correct. See Ex.1019. 

Crosby at 189 
(¶ 356) 

I note that in parallel litigation, the Patent Owner has asserted 
that the blood outflow port of the “HeartMate 3” is “radially 
adjacent” to a magnetically driven rotor in the same way as 
described above in Bourque-2001. See Ex.1019, at pp. 11–12 
(Complaint, Ex. 9). For the purposes of my analysis, I also 
map the limitation that the blood outflow port (e.g., “outflow 
channel”) is “radially adjacent” to the magnetically driven 
rotor (e.g., the “impeller” of the rotor) in the same way. 

Crosby at 192-
193 (¶ 362) 

[F]or the purposes of my analysis in this Ground, I assume that 
the Patent Owner’s apparent broader construction (in parallel 
litigation) of “the magnetically driven rotor remains entirely 
spaced apart from the surrounding rotor housing by the blood 
flowing from the inflow tube and to the blood outflow port” to 
include not only hydrodynamic suspension of the rotor but 
also that it may be met by exclusively magnetic suspension, is 
correct. See Ex.1019. 

Crosby at 210 
(¶ 404) 

I have been informed that in parallel litigation, the Patent 
Owner has asserted a theory of infringement that assumes “a 
heart assist pump device” being “deliverable to the heart” 
includes inserting an inflow tube of the heart assist pump 
device into a left ventricle of a patient’s heart. See Ex.1019, at 
3–4 (Complaint, Ex. 9). For the purposes of my analysis, I 
adopt that construction of “a heart assist pump device 
deliverable to the heart.” 
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Crosby at 229 
(¶ 432) 

I have been informed that in parallel litigation, the Patent 
Owner has asserted a theory of infringement that assumes “a 
heart assist pump device” being “deliverable to the heart” 
includes inserting an inflow tube of the heart assist pump 
device into a left ventricle of a patient’s heart. See Ex.1019, at 
3–4 (Complaint, Ex. 9). For the purposes of my analysis, I 
adopt that construction of “a heart assist pump device 
deliverable to the heart.” 

Crosby at 233 
(¶ 440) 

I have been informed that in parallel litigation, the Patent 
Owner has asserted a theory of infringement that maps the 
impeller portion of the “rotor” of the “HeartMate 3” to the 
“magnetically driven rotor” element recited in Claim 1. See 
Ex.1019, at 4–6 (Complaint, Ex. 9). For the purposes of my 
analysis, I map the limitation of a “magnetically driven rotor” 
to the “impeller” described in Akamatsu-1999 in the same 
way. 

Crosby at 259–
260 (¶ 501) 

I note that in parallel litigation, the Patent Owner has asserted 
that the blood outflow port of the “HeartMate 3” is “radially 
adjacent” to a magnetically driven rotor in the same way as 
described above in Akamatsu-1999. See Ex.1019, at pp. 11–12 
(Complaint, Ex. 9). For the purposes of my analysis, I also 
map the limitation that the blood outflow port (e.g., “outflow 
conduit”) is “radially adjacent” to the magnetically driven 
rotor (e.g., the “impeller”) in the same way. 

Crosby at 264–
265 (¶ 510) 

[F]or the purposes of my analysis in this Ground, I assume that 
the Patent Owner’s apparent broader construction (in parallel 
litigation) of “the magnetically driven rotor remains entirely 
spaced apart from the surrounding rotor housing by the blood 
flowing from the inflow tube and to the blood outflow port” to 
include not only hydrodynamic suspension of the rotor but 
also that it may be met by exclusively magnetic suspension, is 
correct. See Ex.1019. 
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Crosby at 281–
282 (¶ 551) 

I have been informed that in parallel litigation, the Patent 
Owner has asserted a theory of infringement that the 
Heartmate 3 heart assist pump device is a catheter device 
because it includes a catheter, which Abbott calls an Inflow 
Cannula. See, e.g., Ex.1019, Complaint, Ex. 8. For the 
purposes of my analysis, I adopt that construction of “catheter 
device.” 

Crosby at 283–
284 (¶ 559) 

I have been informed that in parallel litigation, the Patent 
Owner has asserted a theory of infringement that assumes “a 
heart assist pump device” being “deliverable to the heart” 
includes inserting an inflow tube of the heart assist pump 
device into a left ventricle of a patient’s heart. See Ex.1019, at 
3–4 (Complaint, Ex. 9). For the purposes of my analysis, I 
adopt that construction of “a heart assist pump device 
deliverable to the heart.”  

Crosby at 318–
319 (¶ 634) 

I note that in parallel litigation, the Patent Owner has asserted 
that the blood outflow port of the “HeartMate 3” is “radially 
adjacent” to a magnetically driven rotor in the same way as 
described above in Schima. See Ex.1019, at pp. 11–12 
(Complaint, Ex. 9). For the purposes of my analysis, I also 
map the limitation that the blood outflow port (e.g., “outlet 
14”) is “radially adjacent” to the magnetically driven rotor 
(e.g., the “rotor 1”) in the same way. 

Crosby at 341 
(¶ 677) 

I have been informed that in parallel litigation, the Patent 
Owner has asserted a theory of infringement that the 
Heartmate 3 heart assist pump device is a catheter device 
because it includes a catheter, which Abbott calls an Inflow 
Cannula. See, e.g., Ex.1019. For the purposes of my analysis, I 
adopt that construction of “catheter device.” 

 


