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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE 

TETHRD, LLC,     ) 
) 

PLAINTIFF/COUNTERDEFENDANT, ) Civil Action No. 1:24-cv-00076 
) Chief Judge Campbell 

v.        ) Magistrate Judge Holmes 
) 

CRÜZR SADDLES LLC,    ) JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 
) 

DEFENDANT/COUNTERCLAIMANT. ) 
__________________________________________) 
  

PLAINTIFF/COUNTERDEFENDANT TETHRD, LLC’S 
INITIAL VALIDITY AND ENFORCEABILITY CONTENTIONS 

Pursuant to the Initial Case Management Order (“ICMO”) (Dkt. No. 46), the First Modified 

Case Management Order (Dkt. No. 49), the Second Modified Case Management Order (Dkt. No. 

52), and the Third Modified Case Management Order (Dkt. No. 56), Plaintiff/Counterdefendant 

Tethrd, LLC (“Plaintiff” or “Tethrd”) hereby objects and responds to Defendant/Counterclaimant 

Cruzr Saddles LLC’s (“Defendant” or “Cruzr”) Initial Invalidity and Unenforceability Contentions 

served on July 2, 2025 with these Initial Validity and Enforceability Contentions.  

I. INTRODUCTION

Tethrd states that the responses contained in these Initial Validity and Enforceability

Contentions are necessarily preliminary, given that fact discovery is ongoing, expert discovery has 

yet to begin, and the Court has not construed any claims of U.S. Patent No. 11,964,175 (the “175 

Patent”)1. Accordingly, Tethrd reserves the right to amend these contentions based on further 

investigation and on discovery materials, including but not limited to additional documents that 

1 Tethrd’s Initial Validity and Enforceability Contentions rely on plain-meaning constructions of 
all claim terms that have not yet been adopted by the Court. Alternate constructions may 
necessitate amending the Initial Validity and Enforceability Contentions, and Tethrd reserves all 
rights to do so should the need arise. 
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have not yet been produced, and reserves the right to rely on expert testimony to support its 

responses to Cruzr’s Invalidity and Unenforceability Contentions. 

Additionally, subject to any obligations under the rules or orders of this Court, Tethrd 

reserves the right to supplement or amend these contentions in response to any supplemental or 

amended contentions from Cruzr. Tethrd also reserves the right to supplement or amend these 

contentions at any time and for any reason in accordance with the rules and orders of this Court as 

appropriate, including as discovery proceeds. 

II. VALIDITY CONTENTIONS 

A. The 175 Patent is Presumed Valid under 35 U.S.C. § 282 

 The 175 Patent is presumed valid under 35 U.S.C. § 282. As a result, Defendant bears the 

burden of providing invalidity by clear and convincing evidence. That high burden is even more 

difficult to meet with references already considered by the United States Patent and Trademark 

Office (“USPTO”). See, e.g., Sciele Pharma Inc. v. Lupin Ltd., 684 F.3d 1253, 1260 (Fed. Cir. 

2012) (“[I]t may be harder to meet the clear and convincing burden when the invalidity contention 

is based upon the same argument on the same reference that the PTO already considered.”). Here, 

Cruzr has cited U.S. Patent No. 4,099,750 (“McGrew”), U.S. Patent No. 4,962,929 (“Melton Jr.”), 

and U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2008/0000719A1 (“Jones”) as prior art references. 

These references were previously considered by the USPTO during prosecution of the 175 Patent’s 

parent application, U.S. Patent Application No. 17/231,717 (the “717 Application”).  

In addition, Cruzr has failed to follow the express requirements of the Invalidity and 

Unenforceability Contentions as outlined by the ICMO (Dkt. No. 46). First, Cruzr fails to identify 

“[e]ach prior art patent… by its number, country of origin, and date of issue.” ICMO at Section 

G(c)(i). In addition, Cruzr fails to include the requisite information for any prior art under 35 
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U.S.C. §§ 102(b), 102(f), or 102(g). Id. Third, Cruzr fails to state whether “each item of prior art 

anticipates each asserted claim or renders it obvious under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102 or 103.” ICMO at 

Section G(c)(ii).  Fourth, Cruzr fails to explain “why the prior art renders the asserted claim 

obvious, including an identification of any combinations of prior art showing obviousness.” Id.  

Fifth, Cruzr fails to provide a “chart identifying specifically where each limitation of each asserted 

claim is found.” ICMO at Section G(c)(iii).   

Despite Cruzr’s multiple failures to abide by the ICMO, Tethrd has prepared a chart, 

responsive to Defendant’s single prior art chart, that identifies each limitation of each asserted 

claim that is missing from the asserted prior art. The chart is attached hereto as Exhibit A. As 

shown in the chart, none of Defendant’s prior art references anticipate or render obvious any of 

the asserted claims of the 175 Patent. Tethrd’s preliminary validity contentions are based on the 

vague and conclusory interpretation of the cited and/or quoted prior art as set forth in Defendant’s 

preliminary contentions.  

B. The 175 Patent is Valid under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102 and 103 

Cruzr’s contentions fail to identify who and what qualifications a person of ordinary skill 

in the art (“POSITA”) would have. Cruzr fails to show why a person of ordinary skill would be 

motivated to combine the various references or how they would combine the art to render the 

claims of the 175 Patent obvious. In fact, Cruzr does not identify a single § 102 reference that 

predates the January 7, 2020 priority date.  

With regard to its § 103 references, Cruzr fails to identify any combination of prior art it 

believes renders the asserted claims invalid as obvious. Further, Cruzr does not indicate any 

appropriate motivation to combine any of the identified prior art. The mere existence of prior art 

elements is not sufficient to render a claimed invention obvious; rather, there must be a clear reason 
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or rationale for a POSITA to combine those elements in the claimed manner.  In fact, as discussed 

in more detail in Section A below, the identified prior art teaches away from designing a bridge as 

disclosed in the 175 Patent.  

In addition to the specific responses provided in the attached Exhibit A, Tethrd further 

responds that the Defendant has failed to establish that the cited purported prior art references 

provide an enabling disclosure. Tethrd reserves the right to challenge the purported prior art 

references for lack of enabling disclosure.  

 In short, Cruzr has failed to meet its burden to show that any of the asserted claims are 

invalid as anticipated or obvious in light of any identified prior art.  

a. Non-Obviousness  

The Supreme Court’s decision in Graham v. John Deere Co. of Kansas City established 

four fundamental factors to consider when determining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103: (1) 

scope and content of prior art, (2) differences between prior art and the claims at issue, (3) level of 

ordinary skill in the pertinent art, and (4) secondary considerations of nonobviousness. 383 U.S. 

1, 18, 86 S. Ct. 684, 694, 15 L. Ed. 2d 545 (1966). 

Regarding the first and second factors, as set forth above and in Tethrd’s responsive prior 

art chart (Exhibit A), none of Defendant’s prior art references anticipate any of the asserted claims 

of the 175 Patent. Also as discussed below, the prior art taught away from the actual design and 

functionality of the inventions disclosed in the 175 Patent. 

Third, Defendant has not offered a statement of what it considers to be a person of ordinary 

skill in the art (e.g., level of education and experience), nor has it presented any rationale for why 

such a POSITA would be motivated to combine particular references. Defendant baldly claims that 

Tethrd’s invention would have been obvious to a POSITA, but fails to describe why a POSITA 
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would combine the cited prior art to solve the identified needs. Cardiac Pacemakers, Inc. v. St. 

Jude Med., Inc., 381 F.3d 1371, 1377 (Fed. Cir. 2004) (“Recognition of an unsolved problem does 

not render the solution obvious.”) 

Fourth, indicia of nonobviousness supports Tethrd’s contention that the asserted claims of 

the 175 Patent would not have been obvious to a POSITA at the time of invention. Secondary 

factors, such as real-world evidence suggesting the claimed invention might be nonobvious must 

be addressed, and may be sufficient to overcome a prima facie case of obviousness. Ruiz v. A.B. 

Chance Co., 234 F.3d 654, 667 (Fed. Cir. 2000); In re Beattie, 974 F.2d 1309, 1313 (Fed. Cir. 

1992). “A nexus between the merits of the claimed invention and evidence of secondary 

considerations is required in order for the evidence to be given substantial weight in an obviousness 

decision.” Simmons Fastener Corp. v. Illinois Tool Works, Inc., 739 F.2d 1573, 1575 (Fed. Cir. 

1984). 

The Federal Circuit has also emphasized that the significance of this fourth Graham factor 

cannot be overlooked or be relegated to “secondary status.” In re Cyclobenzaprine Hydrochloride 

Extended-Release Capsule Pat. Litig., 676 F.3d 1063, 1078 (Fed. Cir. 2012). Indicia of 

nonobviousness also guard as a check against hindsight bias: 

[K]nowing that the inventor succeeded in making the patented invention, a fact 
finder might develop a hunch that the claimed invention was obvious, and then 
construct a selective version of the facts that confirms that hunch. This is precisely 
why the Supreme Court explained that objective considerations might prevent a 
fact finder from falling into such a trap, observing that objective considerations 
might serve to ‘resist the temptation to read into the prior art the teachings of the 
invention in issue.’ And, it is precisely why fact finders must withhold judgment 
on an obviousness challenge until it considers all relevant evidence, including 
that relating to the objective considerations. 
 

Id. at 1079 (internal citations omitted) (emphasis added). 
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Examples of indicia of nonobviousness include but are not limited to: (i) commercial 

success, (ii) long felt but unresolved needs, (iii) prior failures of others to solve such problems, 

(iv) skepticism by experts, and (v) copying by others. KSR Int'l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S. 398, 

399, 127 S. Ct. 1727, 1730, 167 L. Ed. 2d 705 (2007) (citing Graham v. John Deere Co. of Kansas 

City, 383 U.S. 1, 18, 86 S. Ct. 684, 694, 15 L. Ed. 2d 545 (1966)); Cardiac Pacemakers, Inc., 381 

F.3d at 1376; Advanced Display Sys., Inc. v. Kent State Univ., 212 F.3d 1272, 1285 (Fed. Cir. 2000).  

Below is a preliminary disclosure of objective evidence in support of nonobviousness. This 

disclosure is not exhaustive and is provided pursuant to the current stage of the proceedings. Tethrd 

expressly reserves all rights to supplement, amend, or revise these disclosures as discovery 

progresses and additional evidence becomes available. 

i. Commercial success 

Exemplary documents supporting “commercial success” include: 

• joesoup, et al., Utilibridge, SADDLEHUNTER.COM (Jan. 9, 2020), 
https://saddlehunter.com/community/index.php?threads/utilibridge.23683/. 
(Tethrd_000755-788). 

• Alison Jasper and Patrick Durkin, ATA Announces 2020 Trade Show Award 
Winners, ARCHERY TRADE ASSOCIATION (Jan. 10, 2020), 
https://archerytrade.org/ata-announces-2020-trade-show-award-winners/. 
(Tethrd_000435-443). 

• Dave Maas, Tethrd: The Busiest Booth at ATA 2020,  ARCHERY BUSINESS (Jan. 15, 
2020), https://www.archerybusiness.com/tethrd-the-busiest-booth-at-ata-2020. 
(Tethrd_000471-483). 

• Saddle Hunting, Tethrd Phantom Review: Sleek, Lightweight, & Comfortable, 
YOUTUBE (Sep. 17, 2020), https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ze39G7J9Ug8. 

• Mike Carney, Tree Saddle Hunting Gear Round-Up – Best of the Best, BOWHUNTER 
(Nov. 23, 2020), https://www.bowhunter.com/editorial/premium-gear-for-saddle-
hunting/385535. (Tethrd_000484-519). 

• Andy May, A Guide to the Best Tree Saddles and Mobile Tree Stands (And When to 
Use Them), OUTDOORLIFE (Oct. 18, 2021), 
https://www.outdoorlife.com/gear/guide-to-mobile-hunting-gear/. 
(Tethrd_000444-470). 
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Immediately following Tethrd’s release of the Phantom Saddle in January 2020 at the 

annual Archery Trade Association (“ATA”) Show, Tethrd received national recognition and 

commercial success for its innovative bridge rope assembly, as described in the 175 Patent. See 

generally Tethrd_000435-519; Tethrd_000755-788. During the 2020 ATA Show, saddle hunters 

lined up crowding around Tethrd’s booth to view and test the new Phantom Saddle, which was 

awarded the Bronze “New Product Launch” Award. Tethrd_000439. A senior editor for Archery 

Business and Bowhunting World who attended the show described Tethrd’s booth as the “busiest 

booth at ATA 2020.” Tethrd_000471-483. 

Saddle hunters also praised Tethrd’s innovative bridge rope assembly on saddlehunter.com, 

a website and online community dedicated to tree saddle hunting: 

 

Tethrd_000755. 

Following the 2020 ATA Show, Tethrd’s commercial success continued to grow. A 

November 2020 Bowhunter article described Tethrd’s Phantom Saddle as “a full-featured, 

premium saddle that introduces many new saddle technologies…. Perhaps the most significant 

advance is the new Amsteel Utilibridge, which provides 30 inches of smooth-sliding, on-the-fly 

adjustability, so you can get the exact bridge length you prefer.” Tethrd_000490 (emphasis added). 

In October 2021—almost two years after the Phantom Saddle initially debuted—an Outdoor Life 

article ranked the Phantom Saddle as the “Best Tree Saddle”:  
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The phantom saddle is simply best in class, in my opinion, when it comes to single 
panel saddles. From the fit and feel, to the features included in the design the 
Phantom is just a winner. The Phantom had a team of experienced tree saddle users 
put their heads together and build the saddle of their dreams and the Phantom is the 
design they came up with. While I certainly have sat in some other superb saddles, 
the Phantom is my favorite to date. 
 

Tethrd_000451. Other reviewers praised it for being “a lightweight and streamlined saddle that 

doesn’t sacrifice comfort.” Saddle Hunting, Tethrd Phantom Review: Sleek, Lightweight, & 

Comfortable, YOUTUBE (Sep. 17, 2020), https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ze39G7J9Ug8. 

 Since the Phantom Saddle launched in January 2020, every new Tethrd saddle has 

incorporated an adjustable Amsteel Utilibridge. The bridge rope assembly as described in the 175 

Patent has consistently been marketed as a primary selling point and differentiator of Tethrd’s 

saddles over those of competitors (except for the ones that immediately copied Tethrd’s design), 

driving consumer demand and directly contributing to Tethrd’s commercial success.  

ii. Long felt but unresolved needs 

Exemplary documents supporting “long felt but unresolved needs” include: 

• Stevey220, et al., Lets talk bridge – Rope vs Amsteel vs Webbing, 
SADDLEHUNTER.COM (Oct. 30, 2019), 
https://saddlehunter.com/community/index.php?threads/lets-talk-bridge-rope-vs-
amsteel-vs-webbing.20873/. (Tethrd_000685-700). 

• Joe07296333, et al., Bridge type differences, SADDLEHUNTER.COM (Oct. 30, 2019), 
https://saddlehunter.com/community/index.php?threads/bridge-type-
differences.20868/. (Tethrd_000553-558). 

• joesoup, et al., Utilibridge, SADDLEHUNTER.COM (Jan. 9, 2020), 
https://saddlehunter.com/community/index.php?threads/utilibridge.23683/. 
(Tethrd_000755-788). 

• stone1, et al., Upgrade your Tethrd Mantis into a Tethrd Phantom (Amsteel prussik 
bridge), SADDLEHUNTER.COM (Jan. 17, 2020), 
https://saddlehunter.com/community/index.php?threads/upgrade-your-tethrd-
mantis-into-a-tethrd-phantom-amsteel-prussik-bridge.23972/. (Tethrd_000712-
754). 

• Saddle Hunting, Tethrd Phantom Review: Sleek, Lightweight, & Comfortable, 
YOUTUBE (Sep. 17, 2020), https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ze39G7J9Ug8. 
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As Cruzr argues in its Initial Invalidity and Unenforceability Contentions, “it was well 

known that a fixed length bridge (such as the bridge on the Mantis) presented problems for the 

individual wearer, such as being too long or too short… causing discomfort when the wearer is 

sitting and/or leaning, and creating a cumbersome excessive dangle…” Before Tethrd launched 

the Phantom Saddle at the 2020 ATA Show, there were no viable solutions to these problems.  

Saddle hunters across the country experienced these issues and proposed temporary 

solutions, but none were successful or sustainable for various reasons, including safety. Without a 

full bury, Amsteel bridges were slippery and at increased risk of fraying. Further, the few hunters 

who were willing to try Amsteel bridges could not figure out how to make it adjustable, due to 

Amsteel’s low melting point and weakened strength when knotted. The below saddlehunter.com 

posts showcase some first-hand experiences and grievances with such issues. 
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Tethrd_000686-687; Tethrd_000692; Tethrd_000695. 
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Tethrd_000554; Tethrd_000556-557. 
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Tethrd_000760; Tethrd_000777; Tethrd_000779; Tethrd_000786-787. 

 

Tethrd_000715. 

The 175 Patent finally solved these unresolved needs for an adjustable, lightweight, and 

durable bridge rope assembly in January 2020. By introducing its new bridge, Tethrd changed the 

game of saddle hunting. Saddle Hunting, Tethrd Phantom Review: Sleek, Lightweight, & 

Comfortable, YOUTUBE (Sep. 17, 2020), https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ze39G7J9Ug8 [4:02 

– 5:53]. Saddle hunters were finally able to safely and easily adjust their bridge length up to 40 

inches throughout the hunt, including while elevated in a tree. 
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iii. Prior failures of others 

Exemplary documents supporting “prior failures of others” include: 

• Joe07296333, et al., Bridge type differences, SADDLEHUNTER.COM (Oct. 30, 2019), 
https://saddlehunter.com/community/index.php?threads/bridge-type-
differences.20868/. (Tethrd_000553-558). 

• Whattohunt, et al., Tethrd mantis discomfort, SADDLEHUNTER.COM (Dec. 24, 2019), 
https://saddlehunter.com/community/index.php?threads/tethrd-mantis-
discomfort.23107/. (Tethrd_000701-711). 

• joesoup, et al., Utilibridge, SADDLEHUNTER.COM (Jan. 9, 2020), 
https://saddlehunter.com/community/index.php?threads/utilibridge.23683/. 
(Tethrd_000755-788). 

• Nugget, et al., DIY utilibridge, SADDLEHUNTER.COM (Feb. 18, 2020), 
https://saddlehunter.com/community/index.php?threads/diy-
utillibridge.24863/#post-355892. (Tethrd_000660-684).      

 
A number of saddle manufacturers have tried to develop, marketed, and sold various rope 

bridge designs that attempt to solve the needs described above. None before Tethrd’s Phantom 

Saddle, however, were successful in that pursuit. Tethrd, itself, could not solve these problems 

before January 2020. For example, before the Phantom Saddle, Tethrd designed and sold the 

Mantis Saddle, which featured a fixed bridge. Although the bridge was made of Amsteel, which 

offers lightness and strength, it was not adjustable, causing discomfort and soreness.  

When other competitors offered an adjustable bridge, it was not made of Amsteel. So, while 

the wearer could adjust the length of the bridge, the material was often heavy and bulky, and the 

friction hitch could not slide smoothly along the rope. In other words, no saddle maker successfully 

achieved the combined attributes of adjustability, comfort, lightweight design, and durability. No 

one had figured out how to make an Amsteel friction hitch safely grab onto an Amsteel main body 

until Tethrd developed the Phantom Saddle. 

Some exemplary, but ultimately unsuccessful, attempts to solve these issues are included 

below: 
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Tethrd_000554; Tethrd_000556-557. 
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Tethrd_000701; Tethrd_000704. 

 

Tethrd_000787-788. 

 

Tethrd_000675. 

Before the Phantom Saddle launched in January 2020, it was not obvious to implement the 

functionality that is claimed in the 175 Patent.  

iv. Skepticism by experts 

Exemplary documents supporting “skepticism by experts” include: 

• Rope User’s Manual: Guide to Rope Selection, Handling, Inspection and 
Retirement, SAMSON ROPE TECHNOLOGIES, INC., 
https://www.samsonrope.com/resources/arborist/rope-manual. (Tethrd_000789-
848). 

• Allen Edwards, Knots in Dyneema, YOUTUBE (Mar. 28, 2019), 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=b9GLp1Esins&t=3s. 
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• Stevey220, et al., Lets talk bridge – Rope vs Amsteel vs Webbing, 
SADDLEHUNTER.COM (Oct. 30, 2019), 
https://saddlehunter.com/community/index.php?threads/lets-talk-bridge-rope-vs-
amsteel-vs-webbing.20873/. (Tethrd_000685-700). 

• joesoup, et al., Utilibridge, SADDLEHUNTER.COM (Jan. 9, 2020), 
https://saddlehunter.com/community/index.php?threads/utilibridge.23683/. 
(Tethrd_000755-788). 

• Hunter260, et al., DIY Utilibridge, SADDLEHUNTER.COM (Jan. 11, 2020), 
https://saddlehunter.com/community/index.php?threads/diy-utilibridge.23753/. 
(Tethrd_000564-659). 

• Nugget, et al., Amsteel tether, SADDLEHUNTER.COM (May 16, 2020), 
https://saddlehunter.com/community/index.php?threads/amsteel-tether.26671/. 
(Tethrd_000520-542). 

• Jeffy, et al., Anybody using amsteel for linemans belt?, SADDLEHUNTER.COM (Nov. 
10, 2020), https://saddlehunter.com/community/index.php?threads/anybody-using-
amsteel-for-linemans-belt.33291/. (Tethrd_000543-552). 

 
Defendant alleges it would be obvious to use Amsteel to create a bridge rope assembly and 

to replace a fixed eye with an adjustable friction hitch, citing, among others, Samson splicing 

instructions as prior art. However, the Samson rope user’s manual, itself, explicitly cautions against 

using Amsteel rope in such a manner, highlighting safety concerns and performance limitations. 

For example, the user manual states that, relative to other fiber types, Amsteel has a low melting 

point of 300°F. Tethrd_000821. Accordingly, Samson emphasizes avoiding applications that 

generate heat through friction, which may “reduce a rope’s strength and fatigue resistance.” Id. 

Such heat-generating applications include friction hitches.  

Samson warns that tying knots in Amsteel is unadvisable because most knots weaken the 

rope strength and may slip, which increases a saddle hunter’s risk of falling. Samson recommends 

splicing as the preferred method for terminations, as opposed to knots because “[k]nots can 

significantly decrease a rope’s strength” by up to 50%. Tethrd_000822-823. Knot slippage is 

largely caused by the fact that Amsteel itself is slippery in nature and has a low melting point. 

Allen Edwards, Knots in Dyneema, YOUTUBE (Mar. 28, 2019), 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=b9GLp1Esins&t=3s [0:18-0:41]. When the knot starts to slip, 
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the knot experiences a large amount of force, which may generate enough heat to catch fire and 

melt the Amsteel line itself. Id. at [0:41-1:33].  

Seasoned saddle hunting experts also directly expressed their skepticism of using an 

Amsteel bridge rope assembly on saddlehunter.com: 

 

Tethrd_000687-688. 
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Tethrd_000763; Tethrd_000782. 

 

 

Tethrd_000571-572; Tethrd_000586. 
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Tethrd_000520-522; Tethrd_000533. 
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Tethrd_000544-546. 

The use of friction hitches on Amsteel is strongly discouraged; the risk of melting and 

slippage were discussed. From manufacturers to every-day users, experts in the saddle hunting 

industry have all expressed skepticism regarding the feasibility of claimed bridge rope assembly. 

Because it was not obvious to create a bridge using full-buried Amsteel, no one knew how to 

address these safety issues, until Tethrd developed the Phantom Saddle’s Amsteel Utilibridge. 
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v. Copying by others 

Exemplary documents supporting “copying by others” include: 

• joesoup, et al., Utilibridge, SADDLEHUNTER.COM (Jan. 9, 2020), 
https://saddlehunter.com/community/index.php?threads/utilibridge.23683/. 
(Tethrd_000755-788). 

• Hunter260, et al., DIY Utilibridge, SADDLEHUNTER.COM (Jan. 11, 2020), 
https://saddlehunter.com/community/index.php?threads/diy-utilibridge.23753/. 
(Tethrd_000564-659). 

• stone1, et al., Upgrade your Tethrd Mantis into a Tethrd Phantom (Amsteel prussik 
bridge), SADDLEHUNTER.COM (Jan. 17, 2020), 
https://saddlehunter.com/community/index.php?threads/upgrade-your-tethrd-
mantis-into-a-tethrd-phantom-amsteel-prussik-bridge.23972/. (Tethrd_000712-
754). 

• Pushing Up Daisies, DIY Utilibridge, YOUTUBE (Jan. 19, 2020), 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JJQKl_KMIlk. 

• cspot, et al., Cruzr Saddles, SADDLEHUNTER.COM (Feb. 16, 2020), 
https://saddlehunter.com/community/index.php?threads/cruzr-saddles.24815/. 
(Tethrd_000561-563). 

• Nugget, et al., DIY utilibridge, SADDLEHUNTER.COM (Feb. 18, 2020), 
https://saddlehunter.com/community/index.php?threads/diy-
utillibridge.24863/#post-355892. (Tethrd_000660-684).      

• Hughes03, et al., CRUZR Saddle??, SADDLEHUNTER.COM (Feb. 21, 2020), 
https://saddlehunter.com/community/index.php?threads/cruzr-saddle.24931/. 
(Tethrd_000559-560). 

• Nugget, et al., Amsteel tether, SADDLEHUNTER.COM (May 16, 2020), 
https://saddlehunter.com/community/index.php?threads/amsteel-tether.26671/. 
(Tethrd_000520-542). 

• Compl., Tethrd LLC v. Latitude Outdoors LLC, No. 1:24-cv-00832-JMB-RSK, (W. 
D. Mich. 8/12/24). (Tethrd_000849-898). 

 
Tethrd’s debut of the Phantom Saddle at the 2020 ATA Show prompted an immediate wave 

of competitors aiming to replicate the groundbreaking Amsteel Utilibridge design. In fact, less 

than 24 hours after the first day of ATA where Tethrd showcased its new bridge rope assembly on 

the Phantom Saddle, dozens of saddle hunters converged on saddlehunter.com to figure out how 

to recreate it: 
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Tethrd_000755-757; Tethrd_000779-781; Tethrd_786-787. 
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Tethrd_000564. 

 

Tethrd_000712-713. 

 

Tethrd_000531. 

Within two weeks of ATA, at least one competitor posted a DIY video on YouTube trying 

to recreate the bridge. See generally Pushing Up Daisies, DIY Utilibridge, YOUTUBE (Jan. 19, 

2020), https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JJQKl_KMIlk.; see also Tethrd_000660-661: 
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It wasn’t long until Cruzr joined. In February 2020, Cruzr launched its website and sold its 

first saddles, just one month after the Amsteel Utilibridge launched at ATA (and after dozens of 

hunters publicly discussed at length how to recreate it). Saddle hunters immediately compared 

Cruzr’s saddles to Tethrd’s Phantom. 
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Tethrd_000561-562. 

 

Tethrd_000559. 

 Since 2020, several other competitors have similarly tried to copy Tethrd’s innovation. 

Tethrd has taken affirmative actions to enforce its rights in the 175 Patent against such copiers, 

including by sending cease and desist letters to numerous competitors, which resulted in the 

permanent removal of several infringing products from all channels of commerce. In 2024, Tethrd 

also successfully resolved patent infringement violations regarding 10 separate infringing hunting 

saddle products sold on Amazon.com through the Amazon Patent Evaluation Express (“APEX”) 

program2. The APEX program resulted in another favorable outcome for Tethrd: all 10 infringing 

products were immediately delisted from the platform, and none of the infringing products were 

re-listed or made available for sale again.  

In August 2024, Tethrd initiated a patent infringement lawsuit against competitor Latitude 

Outdoors, LLC. See generally Tethrd_000849-898. In Tethrd LLC v. Latitude Outdoors LLC, 

 
2 Due to the confidential nature of the APEX program, Tethrd cannot disclose the infringing 
products or company names. 
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Tethrd alleged that Latitude’s Method 2 and Maverick Saddles directly infringed at least claim 1 

of the 175 Patent, because both saddles included an “adjustable bridge [that] is built from Dyneema 

(commonly referred to as Amsteel), one of the strongest fibers on the planet.” Tethrd_000854. 

As set forth above, objective evidence, including commercial success of Tethrd’s Phantom 

Saddle, long-felt but unresolved needs in the saddle hunting industry, failure of others to solve the 

problems addressed by the 175 Patent, expert skepticism, and copying by others (including Cruzr), 

demonstrate the invention’s significance and nonobvious nature. Tethrd’s Amsteel Utilibridge 

achieved results where prior attempts failed, and the market’s response reflects a clear nexus 

between the patented features and the product’s success. 

b. The Correct Priority Date for the 175 Patent 

Inexplicably, Cruzr fails to explain how or why it believes the purported “correct” priority 

date is April 15, 2021. Specifically, U.S. Patent Application 16/736,345 was filed on January 7, 

2020, and subsequently the decision granting abandonment was dated September 22, 2020. Before 

that date, U.S. Patent Application No. 17/022,844 was filed on September 16, 2020, and that 

application was abandoned on June 2, 2021. Before that date, the 717 Application was filed on 

April 15, 2021, which issued as U.S. Patent No. 11,504,556 on November 22, 2022.  Before that 

date, U.S. Patent Application No. 17/867,553 was filed on July 18, 2022, and issued as the 175 

Patent. Accordingly, the 175 Patent properly claims priority to the earliest application date of 

January 7, 2020.  

Therefore, art published after January 7, 2020, including those cited in pages 14-20 of Cruzr’s 

contentions are not prior art.   
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III. ENFORCEABILITY CONTENTIONS 

Tethrd hereby incorporates by reference its Partial Motion to Dismiss and Memorandum 

in Support (Dkt. Nos. 61-62), as if fully set forth herein. In short, Cruzr fails to identify any conduct 

that would support its enforceability contentions.  

Further, Cruzr attempts to cherry pick specific forum postings to mischaracterize them as 

non-cumulative prior art. Generally, to prove inequitable conduct due to failure to disclose, one 

must establish that the applicant failed to disclose material prior art with intent to mislead. Cruzr 

fails to do so and instead relies on unsupported assertions that certain inventors had the intent to 

deceive the patent examiner. Cruzr fails to show that any of the disclosures were material and non-

cumulative prior art. For example, “friction hitches” were disclosed in the references cited by the 

175 Patent examiner, including in U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2010/0162882 

(“Shakespeare”), and use of UHMWPE was discussed in U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 

2019/0210696 (“Barnes”).  

This disclosure is preliminary, based on Tethrd’s current knowledge, and subject to 

Tethrd’s right of revision or supplementation, including in response to discovery or investigation 

of further information, Tethrd’s proposed terms and/or constructions, and any of Tethrd’s positions 

in this case. Tethrd thus reserves the right to amend or supplement these disclosures in accordance 

with the relevant rules and as deemed appropriate by the Court and/or parties. 

 
Date: July 23, 2025     
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By: /s/ Daniel Huynh  
 Daniel Huynh (pro hac vice) 
 Georgia Bar No. 987369 
 Eliza del Carmen (pro hac vice) 
 Georgia Bar No. 111773 
 BRADLEY ARANT BOULT CUMMINGS LLP 
 Promenade Tower 
 1230 Peachtree Street NE, Suite 2100 
 Atlanta, GA 30309 
 Telephone: (404) 868-2100 
 Facsimile: (404) 868-2010 
 dhuynh@bradley.com  
 edelcarmen@bradley.com  
 
 André J. Bahou (TN BPR 28621) 
 Josh Kleppin (TN BPR 039275) 
 BRADLEY ARANT BOULT CUMMINGS LLP 
 1221 Broadway, Suite 2400 
 Nashville, TN 32703 
 (615) 252-2582 (phone) 
 (615) 252-6380 (fax) 
 ajbahou@bradley.com   
 jkleppin@bradley.com   
 
 Attorneys for Plaintiff Tethrd, LLC  

 

  

Ex. 1138 
Crüzr v. Tethrd

mailto:dhuynh@bradley.com
mailto:edelcarmen@bradley.com
mailto:ajbahou@bradley.com
mailto:jkleppin@bradley.com


32 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify, on July 23, 2025, I served this document upon all counsel of record via 
email. 

 
 /s/ Daniel Huynh  
 Daniel Huynh (pro hac vice) 
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Exhibit A: Responses to Defendant’s Anticipation and Obviousness Chart of U.S. Patent No. 11,964,175 
 
 As set forth in the chart below, Defendant’s prior art references identified in Section 1 of its Initial Invalidity and Unenforceability 
Contentions fail to anticipate or render obvious each of the limitations of the asserted claims of the 175 Patent. If Defendant challenges 
the disclosures made in the claim chart below, Tethrd reserves the right to respond accordingly. Tethrd reserves the right to supplement 
or clarify its disclosures, including in response to any amendment to Defendant’s invalidity contentions. 
 
U.S. Patent No. 11,964,175 Tethrd’s Responses to Defendant’s Invalidity Contentions 

Claim 1 
1. A bridge rope assembly configured to couple together 
a tree rope to a first bridge loop and a second bridge loop 
on a harness, the bridge rope assembly including: 

The single video that is cited by Defendant fails to show the claimed bridge 
rope assembly that includes the limitations below including the claimed 
main body and a friction hitch. Defendant has not shown why or how any 
prior art combination would render the claim obvious.  
 

a main body comprising a rope having a first end and a 
second end, the main body having a splice therein to 
form an eye loop in the main body, the eye loop being 
configured to engage the first bridge loop, the main body 
comprising a first portion including the first end and a 
second portion including the second end, the first 
portion extending through the second portion of the 
main body such that the first end is positioned within the 
second portion adjacent to the second end; and 

No single reference (including the AboristSite experiments, the Samson 
instructions, the Hunting Saddle Modifications video, the various 
SaddleHunter forum posts, or any other identified reference) discloses the 
claimed rope bridge assembly. In fact, the prior art fails to disclose a bridge 
rope assembly that includes the claimed main body having a splice to form 
an eye loop configured to engage the first bridge loop. The prior art also 
fails to disclose the claimed main body comprising a first portion extending 
through the second portion of the main body such that the first end is 
positioned within the second portion adjacent to the second end. 
 
 

a friction hitch being positioned on the main body 
between the second end and the eye loop, the friction 
hitch being configured to engage the second bridge loop, 
the friction hitch comprising a closed loop. 

The prior art does not disclose this limitation.  For example, the prior art 
does not disclose using a friction hitch on the claimed main body.  

Claim 2 
2. The bridge rope assembly according to claim 1, 
wherein the rope has a length from the first end to the 
second end between 72.0 inches and 126.0 inches. 

None of the prior art discloses the limitations in claim 1. For example, the 
Samson prior art does not disclose the claimed main body, engaging a 

Ex. 1138 
Crüzr v. Tethrd



2 
 

bridge loop, or the claimed friction hitch. The Mantis 30” bridge reference 
does not include the claimed main body or the claimed friction hitch.  
 

Claim 3 
3. The bridge rope assembly according to claim 1, 
wherein a distance of the eye loop to the second end is 
between 24.0 inches and 40.0 inches. 

See responses to claims 1 and 2. 
 
  

Claim 4 
4. The bridge rope assembly according to claim 3, 
wherein the main body includes a stop knot in the second 
portion adjacent to the second end. 

See responses to claims 1 and 2.  

Claim 5 
5. The bridge rope assembly according to claim 4, 
further including a securing member being positioned on 
the main body at a juncture of the first and second ends 
to retain the first and second ends at a static position 
relative to each other. 

See responses to claims 1 and 2. 

Claim 6 
6. The bridge rope assembly according to claim 4, 
wherein the closed loop comprises a single rope being 
formed into the closed loop. 

See responses to claims 1 and 2. 

Claim 11 
11. The bridge rope assembly according to claim 1, 
wherein the main body is comprised of UHMWPE. 

See responses to claims 1 and 2. 
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