
1

Petitioner Imperative Care’s Demonstratives 
For Oral Argument

January 20, 2026

Imperative Care, Inc. v. Inari Medical, Inc.

IPR2025-00156 (Patent 11,697,012)



2DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Outline of Petitioner’s Oral Argument

Overview of IPR Proceedings

Schaffer + Hartley or Eller Render the Challenged Claims Obvious

Schaffer + Garrison or Schaffer + Hartley/Eller + Garrison Renders the 

Challenged Claims Obvious

Schaffer Anticipates or Renders the Challenged Claims Obvious
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Overview of IPR Proceedings
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IPR Grounds

Ground References Basis
Challenged 

Claims

1 Schaffer 35 U.S.C. § 102 1-9

2 Schaffer 35 U.S.C. § 103 1-9

3 Schaffer + Hartley 35 U.S.C. § 103 1-9

4 Schaffer + Eller 35 U.S.C. § 103 1-9

5 Schaffer + Garrison 35 U.S.C. § 103 1-9

6 Schaffer + Hartley + Garrison 35 U.S.C. § 103 1-9

7 Schaffer + Eller + Garrison 35 U.S.C. § 103 1-9

— Petition (Paper 1) at 21.
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Issues In Dispute

Grounds 3-4, 6-7: Schaffer + Hartley or Eller; Schaffer + Hartley or Eller + 

Garrison

Would a POSITA have been motivated to combine Schaffer + Hartley or Eller?

Grounds 1-2, 5: Schaffer or Schaffer + Garrison

Does the term “filament” require a “thin, flexible length of material”?

Does Schaffer disclose a “filament” regardless of construction?

Do Schaffer’s actuating members form a “loop”? 
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Issues Not In Dispute

No dispute that Hartley and Eller disclose a “filament” that forms a “loop”

PO raises no arguments concerning Garrison or the combination of Garrison with other 
references (Grounds 5-7)

PO raises no unique arguments concerning dependent claims 2-9

No dispute that preamble of claim 1 is not limiting

No dispute that Petitioner’s references qualify as prior art

No evidence of secondary considerations of nonobviousness
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Grounds 3-4: Schaffer + Hartley or Eller Renders 
the Claims Obvious
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Overview of Schaffer

—Petition (Paper 1) at 24-57; Ex. 1005 (Schaffer), [0075], 

Figs. 31-32.
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Schaffer Compared To The ’012 Patent

—Petition (Paper 1) at 4.
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Hartley Discloses a “Filament”

—Petition (Paper 1) at 40-41; Ex. 1006 (Hartley), Abstract, 

[0017], Fig. 1.
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Hartley’s Filament Forms a “Loop”

—Petition (Paper 1) at 40-41; Ex. 1006 (Hartley), [0031], Fig. 3.
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Simple Methods to Attach Hartley’s Filament to Actuator

—Petition (Paper 1) at 43-44, 65; Ex. 1006 (Hartley), [0031], Fig. 

3.
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Eller Discloses a “Filament”

—Ex. 1007 (Eller), 5:1-5, 16:7-19, 21:37-22:31, 23:50-25:9, 

Fig. 2; Petition (Paper 1) at 47-49.
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Eller’s Filament Forms a “Loop”

—Petition (Paper 1) at 48-49; Ex. 1007 (Eller), 22:18-24, Fig. 21.
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Simple Methods to Attach Eller’s Filament to Actuator

—Ex. 1007 (Eller), 14:37-43, Fig. 2; Petition (Paper 1) at 51. 
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First Motivation to Combine Schaffer + Hartley

—Ex. 1003 (Thornton Decl.) ¶99; Petition (Paper 1) at 42-43; 

Pet. Reply (Paper 17) at 3.



17DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

First Motivation to Combine Schaffer + Eller

—Ex. 1003 (Thornton Decl.) ¶114; Petition (Paper 1) at 50; Pet. 

Reply (Paper 17) at 3.
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Second Motivation to Combine Schaffer + Hartley or Eller

—Ex. 1003 (Thornton Decl.) ¶¶100, 115; Petition (Paper 1) at 

42-43, 50.
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Gaps Due to Shape and Attachment to Buttons

—Ex. 1020 (Supp. Thornton Decl.) ¶34; Pet. Reply (Paper 17) at 

3-7.

Thornton Supp. Decl.
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PO’s Argument Schaffer Would Not Form Small 
Gaps Lacks Support

PO Response

—POR (Paper 12) at 43-44.
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Schaffer Forms a “Nearly Fluid/Gas Tight Seal”

PO Response Schaffer

—POR (Paper 12) at 48; Ex. 1005 (Schaffer), [0059].
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Figs. 30-34 Do Not Require “Third Seal Member 165”

Schaffer

—Ex. 1005 (Schaffer), [0075]-[0077]; POR (Paper 12) at 44-45; 

Pet. Reply (Paper 17) at 3-4. 

Schaffer
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Schaffer Discloses Many Seal Module Materials 

—Ex. 1005 (Schaffer), [0057]; Ex. 1020 (Thornton Supp. Decl.) 

¶32.

Schaffer

Thornton Supp. Decl.
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Figures 30-34 Do Not Identify Item 165

—Ex. 1005 (Schaffer), Figs. 32-33; Pet. Reply (Paper 17) at 3-4.
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A “Sticky” Seal Would Not Work for Figs. 30-34

Schaffer Thornton Supp. Decl.

—Ex. 1005 (Schaffer), [0059]; Ex. 1020 (Thornton Supp. Decl.) 

¶33.
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PO Cites No Evidence Petitioner Contradicted the Motivation 
to Combine

PO Response

—POR (Paper 12) at 48-49; Pet. Reply (Paper 17) at 6.
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PO’s Argument Regarding Two Instruments Not Probative

PO Response

—POR (Paper 12) at 52-53; Pet. Reply (Paper 17) at 5-6; Ex. 

1020 (Thornton Supp. Decl.) ¶35.
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PO Relies on a Different Embodiment for Two Instrument 
Argument

PO’s reliance on this section erroneous 

because:

• Disclosure applies to Figs. 12-15

• Disclosure applies to an 

“embodiment”

• Disclosed embodiment requires 

three seal members

—Ex. 1005 (Schaffer), [0068]; Pet. Reply (Paper 17) at 5-6; Ex. 

1020 (Thornton Supp. Decl.) ¶35. 
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PO’s Drawing Is Inaccurate

Thornton Supp. Decl.

—Pet. Reply (Paper 17) at 5-6; Ex. 1020 (Thornton Supp. Decl. 

¶35; Ex. 1005 (Schaffer), [0068].
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Third Motivation to Combine Schaffer + Hartley or Eller

—Ex. 1003 (Thornton Decl.) ¶¶ 101, 116; Petition (Paper 1) at 

42, 50.
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Simple Methods May Be Used to Combine 
Hartley with Schaffer

Thornton Decl.

—Ex. 1003 (Thornton Decl.) ¶104; Petition (Paper 1) at 43-44.
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Simple Methods May Be Used to Combine Eller with Schaffer

—Ex. 1003 (Thornton Decl.) ¶118; Petition (Paper 1) at 51-52.
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PO Fails to Explain Why the Combination Is Not Simple

PO Response

—POR (Paper 12) at 68; Ex. 2008 (Supp. Zalesky Decl.) ¶142.
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Fourth Motivation to Combine Schaffer + Hartley or Eller

—Ex. 1003 (Thornton Decl.) ¶¶102, 117; Petition (Paper 1) at 43, 

50.
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PO’s Fails to Identify Other Methods to Constrict a Tube

PO Sur-Reply

—POR (Paper 12) at 69-70.
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Mr. Thornton Explained Schaffer/Hartley/Eller Are Different

Thornton Depo. Transcript

—Ex. 2007 (Thornton Dep. Tr.) at 108:14-109:7.



37DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Options Still Finite if Different “Pinch” Valves Included

Thornton Depo. Transcript

—Ex. 2007 (Thornton Dep. Tr.) at 118:4-15.
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Schaffer’s “Principles of Operation” Remain Unchanged

—Ex. 1020 (Supp. Thornton Decl.) ¶39; Pet. Reply (Paper 17) at 

7-11.



39DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The String/Wire Permit Forcible Disengagement

Schaffer

—Ex. 1005 (Schaffer), [0077]; Ex. 1020 (Thornton Supp. Decl.) 

¶41; Pet. Reply (Paper 17) at 9.
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String/Wire Does Not Compromise “Ease of Manufacturing”

Schaffer

—Ex. 1005 (Schaffer), [0083]; Ex. 1020 (Thornton Supp. Decl.) 

¶¶42-47; Pet. Reply (Paper 17) at 10.
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String/Wire Does Not Compromise “Durability”

Zalesky Depo. Tr. (PO’s Expert)

—Ex. 1021 (Zalesky Dep. Tr.) at 169:16-170:11; Ex. 1020 

(Thornton Supp. Decl.) ¶¶48-49; Pet. Reply (Paper 17) at 10-11.
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Schaffer + Hartley or Eller Renders Claim 2 Obvious

—Ex. 1001 (’012 Pat.), Claim 2.

’012 Patent
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Schaffer Has First and Second Actuators (Claim 2)

—Ex. 1005 (Schaffer), [0076], Fig. 32; Ex. 1003 (Thornton Decl.) 

¶130; Petition (Paper 1) at 58-60.



44DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Hartley’s String Has First and Second End Portions (Claim 2)

—Ex. 1006 (Hartley), [0031], Fig. 3; Ex. 1003 (Thornton Decl.) 

¶¶ 136-137; Petition (Paper 1) at 65-66.
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Eller’s Wire Has First and Second End Portions (Claim 2)

—Ex. 1007 (Eller), 12:58-64, 24:50-57, Fig. 21; Ex. 1003 

(Thornton Decl.) ¶138; Petition (Paper 1) at 66-67.



46

Grounds 5-7: Schaffer + Hartley or Eller + Garrison or 
Schaffer + Garrisoin Renders the Claims Obvious
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No Dispute That Preamble Is Not Limiting

—Ex. 1001 (’012 Pat.), claim 1; Petition (Paper 1) at 35-40; 

POR (Paper 12) at 30.

’012 Patent PO Response
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No Disputes Regarding Combination of Garrison with 
Schaffer/Hartley/Eller

— POR (Paper 12) at 77.



49DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Garrison Discloses An Aspiration Catheter

—Petition (Paper 1) at 84-94; Ex. 1011 (Garrison), [0048], 

[0098], [0131]-[0134], Fig. 34.
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Grounds 1-2: Schaffer Anticipates the Claims or 
Renders Them Obvious



51DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Summary of PO’s Arguments

“Filament” limited to a “thin, flexible length of material”

Schaffer’s actuating members are “rigid” 

Schaffer’s actuating members do not form a “loop”



52DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Construction of “Filament”

Thornton Decl.

—Ex. 1003 (Thornton Decl.) ¶48; Petition (Paper 1) at 16-18.



53DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“Filament” Not Limited to Thin, Flexible Materials

’012 Patent

—Ex. 1001 (‘012 Pat.), 9:6-23; Ex. 1003 (Thornton Decl.) ¶¶48-

51; Petition (Paper 1) at 16-18.
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PO Has Filed Other Claims Requiring a “Flexible” Filament

PO’s ’384 Patent

—Ex. 1016 (’384 patent), claim 1; Ex. 1003 (Thornton Decl.) ¶ 

54; Ex. 1020 (Thornton Supp.  Decl.) ¶11.
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“Thin” and “Flexible” Inject Ambiguity

—Ex. 1003 (Thornton Decl.) ¶54.

Thornton Decl.
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PO Does Not Identify Objective Boundaries for “Flexible”

—Ex. 1019 (Zalesky Dep. Tr.) at 101:22-103:10; Pet. Reply 

(Paper 17) at 18-20.

Zalesky Dep. Tr. (PO’s Expert)
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PO’s Expert Admits His Definition Depends on Trial and Error

Zalesky Dep. Tr. (PO’s Expert)

—Ex. 1019 (Zalesky Dep. Tr.) at 103:14-20; Pet. Reply (Paper 

17) at 18-20.



58DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“Flexible” Not Definite Merely Because POSITA Could Make 
a Working Device

—POR (Paper 12) at 30 (citing Ex. 2007, 38:22-39:7).

PO Response
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“Loop” Limitation Does Not Justify PO’s Construction 

—Ex. 1020 (Thornton Supp. Decl.) ¶14; Pet. Reply (Paper 17) at 

18-20.

Thornton Supp. Decl.
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Restriction Requirement Does Not Support 
PO’s Construction

—Ex. 1002 (Pros. History), 180; Pet. Reply (Paper 17) at 17-18.
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Restriction Requirement Does Not Support 
PO’s Construction

—Ex. 1002 (Pros. History), 4704; Pet. Reply (Paper 17) at 17-

18.

Originally Filed Claim 1
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Restriction Requirement Does Not Support 
PO’s Construction

—Ex. 1002 (Pros. History), 175, 180; Pet. Reply (Paper 17) at 

17-18.

Restriction requirement did not clearly and unambiguously disclaim bight 
embodiments (Figs. 8 & 9)

Distinction between “loop” and “bight” was not basis for restriction

Examiner recognized that claims were “directed to” Figures 8 and 9

PO did not amend or cancel claims in response to restriction requirement

PO now argues that claims cover more than just the elected subspecies
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Schaffer’s Actuating Members Are Thin and Flexible

Thornton Supp. Decl.

—Ex. 1020 (Thornton Supp. Decl.) ¶21; see also id. ¶¶17-20; 

Pet. Reply (Paper 17) at 20-25.
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Made From Machining Does Not Mean “Rigid”

Thornton Supp. Decl.

—Ex. 1020 (Thornton Supp. Decl.) ¶23; Pet. Reply (Paper 17) at 

25.
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Schaffer’s Actuating Members Form a Loop

—Ex. 1001 (’012 Pat.), claim 1; Petition (Paper 1) at 35-40.
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The “Filament” Can Include Multiple Sub-Filaments

—Ex. 1001 (’012 Pat.), 12:61-67, Fig. 8; Petition (Paper 1) at 

35-40.
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The ’012 Patent Says Bights “Encircle” (i.e., Loop)

’012 Patent

—Ex. 1001 (’012 Pat.), 13:61-14:5, Fig. 8; Ex. 1023; Petition 

(Paper 1) at 35-40; Pet. Reply (Paper 17) at 26-28.

New Oxford Dictionary
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Schaffer Forms a Loop

—Ex. 1005 (Schaffer) Fig. 31; Ex. 1003 (Thornton Decl.), 

¶100; Petition (Paper 1) at 37-38.
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Schaffer’s Loop Reduces In Diameter

—Ex. 1005 (Schaffer) Fig. 31; Ex. 1023; Pet. Reply (Paper 17) 

at 26-28.



70DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s Requirement for “Single” Filament Unsupported

—POR (Paper 12) at 36-37; Ex. 1001 (’012 Pat.), 12:61-

67.

PO Response

’012 Patent
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Schaffer Anticipates or Renders Claim 2 Obvious

—Ex. 1001 (’012 Pat.), claim 2.

’012 Patent
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Schaffer Has First and Second Actuators (Claim 2)

—Ex. 1005 (Schaffer), [0076], Fig. 32; Ex. 1003 (Thornton Decl.) 

¶130; Petition (Paper 1) at 58-60.
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Schaffer Has First and Second End Portions (Claim 2)

—Ex. 1005 (Schaffer), [0075]-[0076], Figs. 31-32; Ex. 1003 

(Thornton Decl.) ¶¶ 133-135; Petition (Paper 1) at 60-64.
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’012 Patent Says Multiple Filaments Have First and 
Second End Portions 

—Ex. 1001 (’012 Pat.), 12:61-67, Fig. 8; Ex. 1003 (Thornton 

Decl.) ¶¶ 133-135; Petition (Paper 1) at 60-64.
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Mr. Thornton’s POSITA Definition Based on Real-World 
Experience

—Ex. 1003 (Thornton Decl.) ¶¶35-36; Ex. 2006 (Thornton 

Dep. Tr.) at 180:1-25; Pet. Reply (Paper 17) at 28.
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PO Does Not Identify Basis For POSITA Definition

—Ex. 2008 (Zalesky Supp. Decl.) ¶¶76-77; Pet. Reply (Paper 

17) at 28.

Zalesky Supp. Decl. (PO’s Expert)
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PO’s Expert Is Inconsistent

—Ex. 1019 (Zalesky Dep. Tr.) at 72:21-73:2, 74:18-75:1; Pet. 

Reply (Paper 17) at 28.

Zalesky Dep. Tr. (PO’s Expert)



78DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Properly Considered Schaffer’s
Prosecution Drawings (Ex. 1008) 

PO does not identify any substantive difference between Schaffer’s 
replacement drawings (Ex. 1008) and published application (Ex. 1005)

No dispute Ex. 1008 authentic and available before priority date

Ex. 1008 is not “extrinsic evidence”

Permissible to consider prosecution history to interpret prior art reference

Permissible to consider “extrinsic evidence” to interpret prior art reference



79DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

R.J. Reynolds Does Not Apply Here

Did not involve patent figures submitted during prosecution of prior art 

reference

Board denied institution because prior art articles failed to show prior art device 

disclosed claim limitations

No holding or suggestion that figures from prosecution of prior art patent 

publication cannot be considered 




	Default Section
	Slide 1: Petitioner Imperative Care’s Demonstratives For Oral Argument
	Slide 2: Outline of Petitioner’s Oral Argument

	Overview of IPR Proceedings
	Slide 3: Overview of IPR Proceedings
	Slide 4: IPR Grounds
	Slide 5: Issues In Dispute
	Slide 6: Issues Not In Dispute

	Schaffer + Hartley or Eller
	Slide 7: Grounds 3-4: Schaffer + Hartley or Eller Renders the Claims Obvious
	Slide 8: Overview of Schaffer
	Slide 9: Schaffer Compared To The ’012 Patent
	Slide 10: Hartley Discloses a “Filament”
	Slide 11: Hartley’s Filament Forms a “Loop”
	Slide 12: Simple Methods to Attach Hartley’s Filament to Actuator
	Slide 13: Eller Discloses a “Filament”
	Slide 14: Eller’s Filament Forms a “Loop”
	Slide 15: Simple Methods to Attach Eller’s Filament to Actuator
	Slide 16: First Motivation to Combine Schaffer + Hartley
	Slide 17: First Motivation to Combine Schaffer + Eller
	Slide 18: Second Motivation to Combine Schaffer + Hartley or Eller
	Slide 19: Gaps Due to Shape and Attachment to Buttons
	Slide 20: PO’s Argument Schaffer Would Not Form Small  Gaps Lacks Support
	Slide 21: Schaffer Forms a “Nearly Fluid/Gas Tight Seal”
	Slide 22: Figs. 30-34 Do Not Require “Third Seal Member 165”
	Slide 23: Schaffer Discloses Many Seal Module Materials 
	Slide 24: Figures 30-34 Do Not Identify Item 165
	Slide 25: A “Sticky” Seal Would Not Work for Figs. 30-34
	Slide 26: PO Cites No Evidence Petitioner Contradicted the Motivation to Combine
	Slide 27: PO’s Argument Regarding Two Instruments Not Probative
	Slide 28: PO Relies on a Different Embodiment for Two Instrument Argument
	Slide 29: PO’s Drawing Is Inaccurate
	Slide 30: Third Motivation to Combine Schaffer + Hartley or Eller
	Slide 31: Simple Methods May Be Used to Combine  Hartley with Schaffer
	Slide 32: Simple Methods May Be Used to Combine Eller with Schaffer
	Slide 33: PO Fails to Explain Why the Combination Is Not Simple
	Slide 34: Fourth Motivation to Combine Schaffer + Hartley or Eller
	Slide 35: PO’s Fails to Identify Other Methods to Constrict a Tube
	Slide 36: Mr. Thornton Explained Schaffer/Hartley/Eller Are Different
	Slide 37: Options Still Finite if Different “Pinch” Valves Included
	Slide 38: Schaffer’s “Principles of Operation” Remain Unchanged
	Slide 39: The String/Wire Permit Forcible Disengagement
	Slide 40: String/Wire Does Not Compromise “Ease of Manufacturing”
	Slide 41: String/Wire Does Not Compromise “Durability”
	Slide 42: Schaffer + Hartley or Eller Renders Claim 2 Obvious
	Slide 43: Schaffer Has First and Second Actuators (Claim 2)
	Slide 44: Hartley’s String Has First and Second End Portions (Claim 2)
	Slide 45: Eller’s Wire Has First and Second End Portions (Claim 2)

	Garrison
	Slide 46: Grounds 5-7: Schaffer + Hartley or Eller + Garrison or Schaffer + Garrisoin Renders the Claims Obvious
	Slide 47: No Dispute That Preamble Is Not Limiting
	Slide 48: No Disputes Regarding Combination of Garrison with Schaffer/Hartley/Eller
	Slide 49: Garrison Discloses An Aspiration Catheter

	Schaffer
	Slide 50: Grounds 1-2: Schaffer Anticipates the Claims or Renders Them Obvious
	Slide 51: Summary of PO’s Arguments
	Slide 52: Petitioner’s Construction of “Filament”
	Slide 53: “Filament” Not Limited to Thin, Flexible Materials
	Slide 54: PO Has Filed Other Claims Requiring a “Flexible” Filament
	Slide 55: “Thin” and “Flexible” Inject Ambiguity
	Slide 56: PO Does Not Identify Objective Boundaries for “Flexible”
	Slide 57: PO’s Expert Admits His Definition Depends on Trial and Error
	Slide 58: “Flexible” Not Definite Merely Because POSITA Could Make a Working Device
	Slide 59: “Loop” Limitation Does Not Justify PO’s Construction 
	Slide 60: Restriction Requirement Does Not Support  PO’s Construction
	Slide 61: Restriction Requirement Does Not Support  PO’s Construction
	Slide 62: Restriction Requirement Does Not Support  PO’s Construction
	Slide 63: Schaffer’s Actuating Members Are Thin and Flexible
	Slide 64: Made From Machining Does Not Mean “Rigid”
	Slide 65: Schaffer’s Actuating Members Form a Loop
	Slide 66: The “Filament” Can Include Multiple Sub-Filaments
	Slide 67: The ’012 Patent Says Bights “Encircle” (i.e., Loop)
	Slide 68: Schaffer Forms a Loop
	Slide 69: Schaffer’s Loop Reduces In Diameter
	Slide 70: PO’s Requirement for “Single” Filament Unsupported
	Slide 71: Schaffer Anticipates or Renders Claim 2 Obvious
	Slide 72: Schaffer Has First and Second Actuators (Claim 2)
	Slide 73: Schaffer Has First and Second End Portions (Claim 2)
	Slide 74: ’012 Patent Says Multiple Filaments Have First and  Second End Portions 

	POSITA Definition
	Slide 75: Mr. Thornton’s POSITA Definition Based on Real-World Experience
	Slide 76: PO Does Not Identify Basis For POSITA Definition
	Slide 77: PO’s Expert Is Inconsistent

	Exhibit 1008
	Slide 78: Petitioner Properly Considered Schaffer’s Prosecution Drawings (Ex. 1008) 
	Slide 79: R.J. Reynolds Does Not Apply Here
	Slide 80


