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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

ATLANTIC DENTAL, INC. d/b/a § 
MIDATLANTIC ORTHO § 
   § 
  Plaintiff, § Civil Action No. 
   § 17-cv-12519-RBK-KMW 
 v.  § 
   § 
ORMCO CORPORATION § Jury Trial Demanded 
   § 
  Defendant. § 

ORMCO CORPORATION’S ANSWER AND COUNTERCLAIMS 

Defendant Ormco Corporation (“Ormco”), by and through its undersigned counsel, 

respectfully submits its Answer, Affirmative Defenses, and Counterclaims to the Complaint of 

Plaintiff Atlantic Dental, Inc. d/b/a MidAtlantic Ortho (“MidAtlantic”) as follows: 

ANSWER 

NATURE OF THE ACTION 

1. Ormco admits that the Complaint purports to state a claim for declaratory 

judgment of non–infringement of a patent, unfair competition under both state and federal 

statutes, unfair competition at common law, disparagement / trade libel, and tortious interference.  

Ormco otherwise denies the allegations in Paragraph 1 of the Complaint. 

2. Ormco admits that what appears on its face to be a copy of U.S. Patent 

No. 7,267,545 (“the ‘545 Patent”) is attached to the Complaint as Exhibit A. 

THE PARTIES 

3. Ormco lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the allegations in Paragraph 3 

of the Complaint, and, on that basis, denies them. 
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4. Ormco admits the allegations in Paragraph 4 of the Complaint. 

5. Ormco admits that MidAtlantic and Ormco both market orthodontic products.  

Ormco otherwise denies the allegations in Paragraph 5 of the Complaint. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

6. Ormco admits that this Court has subject matter jurisdiction over MidAtlantic’s 

claims.  Ormco denies that MidAtlantic is entitled to any relief on those claims. 

7. Ormco admits that this Court has subject matter jurisdiction over MidAtlantic’s 

claim for declaratory judgment of non–infringement of the ‘545 Patent.  Ormco denies that 

MidAtlantic is entitled to such a declaration. 

8. Ormco lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the allegations in Paragraph 8 

of the Complaint, and, on that basis, denies them. 

9. Ormco admits it conducts business within this judicial district and admits, with 

respect to this action only, that it is subject to personal jurisdiction in this Court. 

10. Ormco admits that venue in this judicial district is proper. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

11. Ormco lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the allegations in 

Paragraph 11 of the Complaint, and, on that basis, denies them. 

12. Ormco lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the allegations in 

Paragraph 12 of the Complaint, and, on that basis, denies them. 

13. Ormco lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the allegations in 

Paragraph 13 of the Complaint, and, on that basis, denies them. 

14. Ormco lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the allegations in 

Paragraph 14 of the Complaint, and, on that basis, denies them. 
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15. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 15 of the Complaint. 

16. Ormco lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the allegations in 

Paragraph 16 of the Complaint, and, on that basis, denies them. 

17. Ormco lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the allegations in 

Paragraph 17 of the Complaint, and, on that basis, denies them. 

18. Ormco lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the allegations in 

Paragraph 18 of the Complaint, and, on that basis, denies them. 

19. Ormco lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the allegations in 

Paragraph 19 of the Complaint, and, on that basis, denies them. 

20. Ormco lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the allegations in 

Paragraph 20 of the Complaint, and, on that basis, denies them. 

21. Ormco admits the allegations in Paragraph 21 of the Complaint, except that the 

title of the ‘545 Patent does not include a period. 

22. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 22 of the Complaint. 

23. Ormco lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the allegations in 

Paragraph 23 of the Complaint, and, on that basis, denies them. 

24. Ormco lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the allegations in 

Paragraph 24 of the Complaint, and, on that basis, denies them. 

25. Ormco lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the allegations in 

Paragraph 25 of the Complaint, and, on that basis, denies them. 

26. Ormco admits that what appears on its face to be a copy of the June 22nd Letter is 

attached to the Complaint as Exhibit C.  Ormco respectfully refers the Court to the June 22nd 

Letter itself as the best evidence of its contents.  To the extent that the allegations in 
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Paragraph 26 of the Complaint differ from the actual contents of the June 22nd Letter, Ormco 

denies them. 

27. Ormco admits that what appears on its face to be a copy of the July 18th Letter is 

attached to the Complaint as Exhibit D.  Ormco respectfully refers the Court to the July 18th 

Letter itself as the best evidence of its contents.  To the extent that the allegations in 

Paragraph 27 of the Complaint differ from the actual contents of the July 18th Letter, Ormco 

denies them. 

28. Ormco admits that what appears on its face to be a copy of the September 20th 

Letter is attached to the Complaint as Exhibit E.  Ormco respectfully refers the Court to the 

September 20th Letter itself as the best evidence of its contents.  To the extent that the 

allegations in Paragraph 28 of the Complaint differ from the actual contents of the 

September 20th Letter, Ormco denies them. 

29. Ormco respectfully refers the Court to the September 20th Letter itself as the best 

evidence of its contents.  To the extent that the allegations in Paragraph 29 of the Complaint 

differ from the actual contents of the September 20th Letter, Ormco denies them. 

30. Ormco admits that what appears on its face to be a copy of the October 10th 

Letter is attached to the Complaint as Exhibit F.  Ormco respectfully refers the Court to the 

October 10th Letter itself as the best evidence of its contents.  To the extent that the allegations 

in Paragraph 30 of the Complaint differ from the actual contents of the October 10th Letter, 

Ormco denies them. 

31. Ormco respectfully refers the Court to the October 10th Letter itself as the best 

evidence of its contents.  To the extent that the allegations in Paragraph 31 of the Complaint 

differ from the actual contents of the October 10th Letter, Ormco denies them. 



 5 

32. Ormco lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the allegations in 

Paragraph 32 of the Complaint concerning MidAtlantic’s analysis of the ‘545 Patent and, on that 

basis, denies them.  Ormco respectfully refers the Court to the October 10th Letter itself as the 

best evidence of its contents and denies the allegations in Paragraph 32 of the Complaint to the 

extent they differ from the actual contents of the October 10th Letter.  Ormco otherwise denies 

the allegations in Paragraph 32 of the Complaint. 

33. Ormco admits the allegations in Paragraph 33 of the Complaint. 

34. Ormco admits that, before June 22, 2017, Ormco knew that Claim 20 of the 

‘545 Patent had been amended to specify that the receiving portion of the slide engagement track 

be a “closed–ended” receiving portion.  Ormco otherwise denies the allegations in Paragraph 34 

of the Complaint. 

35. Ormco admits that, before June 22, 2017, Ormco knew that its patent prosecution 

counsel said “Georgakis fails to teach or suggest that channel (36) has a ‘closed–ended receiving 

portion’” in response to a rejection of Claim 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) over U.S. Patent 

No. 6,193,508.  Ormco otherwise denies the allegations in Paragraph 35 of the Complaint. 

36. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 36 of the Complaint. 

37. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 37 of the Complaint. 

38. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 38 of the Complaint, which appear to 

duplicate exactly the allegations in Paragraph 37 of the Complaint. 

39. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 39 of the Complaint. 

40. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 40 of the Complaint. 
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41. With respect to the actions of Teri Mills, Ormco denies the allegations in 

Paragraph 41 of the Complaint.  Ormco otherwise lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny 

the allegations in Paragraph 41 of the Complaint, and, on that basis, denies them. 

42. Ormco lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the allegations in 

Paragraph 42 of the Complaint, and, on that basis, denies them. 

43. Ormco lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the allegations in 

Paragraph 43 of the Complaint, and, on that basis, denies them. 

44. Ormco admits that, in a telephone call with Ormco on or about 

November 6, 2017, MidAtlantic alleged that Ormco sales representatives were making 

statements to MidAtlantic’s customers about its FIT.20 products.  Ormco otherwise denies the 

allegations in Paragraph  44 of the Complaint. 

45. Ormco respectfully refers the Court to the November 9th Letter itself as the best 

evidence of its contents.  To the extent that the allegations in Paragraph 45 of the Complaint 

differ from the actual contents of the November 9th Letter, Ormco denies them. 

46. Ormco admits the allegations in Paragraph 46 of the Complaint as of the filing 

date of the Complaint.  Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 46 of the Complaint today. 

COUNT I 
Declaratory Judgment of Non–Infringement of U.S. Patent No. 7,267,545 

47. Ormco restates its response to Paragraphs 1 to 46 as though fully stated here. 

48. Ormco admits the allegations in Paragraph 48 of the Complaint. 

49. Ormco admits the allegations in Paragraph 49 of the Complaint. 

50. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 50 of the Complaint. 

51. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 51 of the Complaint. 

52. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 52 of the Complaint. 
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53. Ormco admits that it had access to the FIT.20 system before alleging that the 

FIT.20 system infringes the ‘545 Patent.  Ormco otherwise denies the allegations in Paragraph 53 

of the Complaint. 

54. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 54 of the Complaint. 

55. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 55 of the Complaint. 

COUNT II 
Unfair Competition under Section 43(a) of the Lanham Act 

56. Ormco restates its response to Paragraphs 1 to 55 as though fully stated here. 

57. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 57 of the Complaint. 

58. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 58 of the Complaint. 

59. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 59 of the Complaint. 

60. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 60 of the Complaint. 

61. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 61 of the Complaint. 

62. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 62 of the Complaint. 

COUNT III 
Unfair Competition under the New Jersey Unfair Competition Act 

63. Ormco restates its response to Paragraphs 1 to 62 as though fully stated here. 

64. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 64 of the Complaint. 

65. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 65 of the Complaint. 

66. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 66 of the Complaint. 

COUNT IV 
Common Law Unfair Competition 

67. Ormco restates its response to Paragraphs 1 to 66 as though fully stated here. 

68. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 68 of the Complaint. 
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69. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 69 of the Complaint. 

COUNT V 
Disparagement / Trade Libel 

70. Ormco restates its response to Paragraphs 1 to 69 as though fully stated here. 

71. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 71 of the Complaint. 

72. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 72 of the Complaint. 

73. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 73 of the Complaint. 

COUNT VI 
Tortious Interference 

74. Ormco restates its response to Paragraphs 1 to 73 as though fully stated here. 

75. Ormco lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the allegations in 

Paragraph 75 of the Complaint, and, on that basis, denies them. 

76. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 76 of the Complaint. 

77. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 77 of the Complaint. 

78. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 78 of the Complaint. 

79. Ormco denies the allegations in Paragraph 79 of the Complaint. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

Ormco denies that MidAtlantic is entitled to any of the relief it requests. 

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 

Without admitting that its bears the burden of proof as to any of them and reserving the 

right to assert additional defenses as they become known through discovery, Ormco asserts the 

following affirmative defenses: 
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FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Failure to State a Claim 

The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. 

SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
No Irreparable Harm 

MidAtlantic is not entitled to injunctive relief because it has not and will not suffer 

irreparable harm in the absence of an injunction. 

THIRD AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Unclean Hands 

MidAtlantic’s request for injunctive relief is barred, in whole in or in part, by the 

equitable doctrine of unclean hands. 

FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Laches 

MidAtlantic’s request for injunctive relief is barred, in whole in or in part, by laches. 

FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Commercial Freedom of Speech 

MidAtlantic’s request for injunctive relief is barred, in whole in or in part, by protections 

afforded to commercial speech by the First Amendment to the United States Constitution. 

COUNTERCLAIMS 

Nature of the Action 

1. Contrary to the allegations in its Complaint, Atlantic Dental, Inc. (“MidAtlantic”), 

which does business under the “MidAtlantic Ortho” tradename, does not develop and market its 

own innovative orthodontic products.  MidAtlantic manufactures and sells orthodontic products 

based on the intellectual property of others. 
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2. MidAtlantic occasionally buys the right to use that intellectual property, for 

example when it licensed the U.S. Patent No. 8,992,214 (“the ‘214 Patent”) from MEM Dental 

Technology Co., Ltd. (“MEM”), as acknowledged in Paragraph 14 of its Complaint.  

MidAtlantic also relies on intellectual property relegated to the public domain, including the 

designs in some of pioneering but now–expired patents issued to Ormco Corporation (“Ormco”). 

3. The intellectual property embodied in MidAtlantic’s FIT.20 orthodontic bracket 

system, however, is neither licensed nor in the public domain.  MidAtlantic recognized the 

commercial success of Ormco’s innovative Damon Q and Damon 3MX orthodontic brackets and 

began to manufacture and market its knock–off FIT.20 system without any regard for Ormco’s 

intellectual property rights. 

4. Ormco asks this Court to stop MidAtlantic from selling the infringing FIT.20 

orthodontic bracket system and order MidAtlantic to pay damages to Ormco for the unauthorized 

use of its intellectual property. 

The Parties 

5. Ormco is a corporation organized under the laws of the State of Delaware with its 

principal place of business in Orange, California.  With hundreds of issued patents and pending 

patent applications, Ormco has been a leading innovator of orthodontic products for more than 

50 years.  In 2016, Ormco and its commonly owned sister companies sold more than $2.7 billion 

in dental products, about 15% of global market share. 

6. Upon information and belief, MidAtlantic is a corporation organized under the 

laws of the State of New Jersey with its principal place of business in West Berlin, New Jersey. 
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Jurisdiction and Venue 

7. This Court has original jurisdiction over these Counterclaims under at least 

28 U.S.C. § 1338(a) because they arise under acts of Congress relating to patents, including as 

codified at 35 U.S.C. § 271. 

8. This Court has personal jurisdiction over MidAtlantic because, upon information 

and belief, MidAtlantic is organized under the laws of the State of New Jersey and is 

headquartered in New Jersey.  MidAtlantic has consented to this Court’s exercise of personal 

jurisdiction over it by initiating this action against Ormco here. 

9. Venue in this judicial district is proper under 28 U.S.C. § 1400(b) because 

MidAtlantic resides, has a regular and established place of business, and has committed acts of 

infringement within this judicial district.  MidAtlantic has consented to venue in this judicial 

district by initiating this action against Ormco here. 

COUNTERCLAIM COUNT I 
Infringement of U.S. Patent No. 7,267,545 

10. Ormco repeats the allegations in Paragraphs 1–9 of these Counterclaims as 

through fully stated here. 

11. The U.S. Patent and Trademark Office (“USPTO”) duly and lawfully issued U.S. 

Patent No. 7,267,545 (“the ‘545 Patent”) entitled “Self–Ligating Orthodontic Bracket” on 

September 11, 2007.  A true and correct copy of the ‘545 Patent is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

12. The ‘545 Patent satisfies all of the conditions for patentability set forth in Title 35 

of the United States Code, including Sections 101, 102, 103, and 112. 

13. The ‘545 Patent has an effective filing date at least as early as January 11, 2005. 

14. Ormco is the sole and exclusive owner of the ‘545 Patent and has the right to 

bring actions for infringement of the ‘545 Patent. 
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15. MidAtlantic has had actual notice of the ‘545 Patent since at least as early as 

June 22, 2017. 

16. MidAtlantic, either directly or through its agents, makes the FIT.20 orthodontic 

bracket system and causes it to be imported into the United States. 

17. MidAtlantic offers to sell, and has in fact sold, the FIT.20 orthodontic bracket 

system within the United States. 

18. The FIT.20 orthodontic bracket system made, marketed, and sold by MidAtlantic 

infringes at least independent Claims 1 and 20 of the ‘545 Patent. 

19. At least the U1, U4, U5, L4, and L5 brackets of the FIT.20 orthodontic bracket 

system include a bracket body having a translation plane acutely angled with respect to a base 

plane and a ligating slide that moves away from the tooth when opened, as recited in Claim 1 of 

the ‘545 Patent. 

20. All of the brackets of the FIT.20 orthodontic bracket system include a bracket 

body with a closed–ended receiving portion and a ligating slide with a projecting portion that 

moves within the receiving portion, as recited in Claim 20 of the ‘545 Patent. 

21. Ormco has suffered and continues to suffer damages resulting from MidAtlantic’s 

infringement of the ‘545 Patent.  While no amount of money can fully compensate Ormco, 

Ormco is entitled to recover the greater of its lost profits or a reasonable royalty. 

22. MidAtlantic’s infringement of the ‘545 Patent has been knowing and willful, 

entitling Ormco to treble damages under 35 U.S.C. § 284. 

23. MidAtlantic’s calculated decision to knock–off Ormco’s commercially successful 

and patented self–ligating orthodontic brackets makes this an exceptional case, entitling Ormco 

to recover its attorneys’ fees under 35 U.S.C. § 285. 
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24. Ormco has no adequate remedy at law.  MidAtlantic’s ongoing infringement of 

the ‘545 Patent can only be remedied by entry of a permanent injunction. 

COUNTERCLAIM COUNT II 
Infringement of U.S. Patent No. 9,867,680 

25. Ormco repeats the allegations in Paragraphs 1–24 of these Counterclaims as 

through fully stated here. 

26. The USPTO duly and lawfully issued U.S. Patent No. 9,867,680 (“the 

‘680 Patent”) entitled “Orthodontic Bracket” on January 16, 2018.  A true and correct copy of 

the ‘680 Patent is attached hereto as Exhibit B. 

27. The ‘680 Patent satisfies all of the conditions for patentability set forth in Title 35 

of the United States Code, including Sections 101, 102, 103, and 112. 

28. The ‘680 Patent has an effective filing date at least as early as April 19, 2006. 

29. Ormco is the sole and exclusive owner of the ‘680 Patent and has the right to 

bring actions for infringement of the ‘680 Patent. 

30. The FIT.20 orthodontic bracket system made, marketed, and sold by MidAtlantic 

infringes at least independent Claim 1 of the ‘680 Patent. 

31. All of the brackets of the FIT.20 orthodontic bracket system include a bracket 

body, a ligating slide, a resilient member, and a projection that cooperates with the resilient 

member to releasably restrain the ligating slide in the closed position, as recited in Claim 1 of the 

‘545 Patent. 

32. Ormco has suffered and continues to suffer damages resulting from MidAtlantic’s 

infringement of the ‘680 Patent.  While no amount of money can fully compensate Ormco, 

Ormco is entitled to recover the greater of its lost profits or a reasonable royalty. 
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33. MidAtlantic’s infringement of the ‘680 Patent has been knowing and willful, 

entitling Ormco to treble damages under 35 U.S.C. § 284. 

34. MidAtlantic’s calculated decision to market a knock–off of Ormco’s 

commercially successful and patented self–ligating orthodontic brackets makes this an 

exceptional case, entitling Ormco to recover its attorneys’ fees under 35 U.S.C. § 285. 

35. Ormco has no adequate remedy at law.  MidAtlantic’s ongoing infringement of 

the ‘680 Patent can only be remedied by entry of a permanent injunction. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Ormco requests entry of judgment in its favor and against MidAtlantic as 

follows: 

A. Holding that the FIT.20 orthodontic bracket system made, marketed, and sold by 

MidAtlantic infringes the ‘545 Patent; 

B. Holding that the FIT.20 orthodontic bracket system made, marketed, and sold by 

MidAtlantic infringes the ‘680 Patent; 

C. Permanently enjoining MidAtlantic, its agents, and all those acting in concert with 

them from making, marketing, selling, and importing the FIT.20 orthodontic bracket system or 

any other orthodontic bracket that infringes the ‘545 and ‘680 Patents; 

D. Awarding monetary damages to Ormco in an amount equal to the greater of its 

lost profits caused by MidAtlantic’s infringement or a reasonable royalty for MidAtlantic’s 

unauthorized use of Ormco’s patented technologies; 

E. Declaring MidAtlantic’s infringement of the ‘545 and ‘680 Patents to be knowing 

and willful, and trebling the monetary damage award to Ormco pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 284 

accordingly; 
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F. Declaring this case to be exceptional and awarding Ormco its attorneys’ fees 

pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 285; and 

G. Granting such other and further relief as the Court deems appropriate. 

JURY DEMAND 

Ormco hereby demands a trial by jury on all issues so triable. 

 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
Date:  February 2, 2018      /s/ Tricia B. O’Reilly   
 
 WALSH PIZZI O’REILLY FALANGA LLP 
 Tricia B. O’Reilly, Esq. 
     toreilly@walsh.law 
 Katelyn O’Reilly, Esq. 
     koreilly@walsh.law 
 One Riverfront Plaza 
 1037 Raymond Boulevard, Suite 600 
 Newark, NJ  07102 
 Telephone:  (973) 757-1100 
 Facsimile:  (973) 757-1090 
 
 HUNTON & WILLIAMS LLP 
 Charles D. Ossola, Esq. 
     cossola@hunton.com 
 Matthew J. Ricciardi, Esq. 
     mricciardi@hunton.com 
 2200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
 Washington, DC  20037 
 Telephone:  (202) 955-1642 
 Facsimile:  (202) 778-2201 
 
 Counsel for Defendant Ormco Corporation 
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RULE 11.2 CERTIFICATION 

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge, the matter in controversy is not the subject of 

any other action pending in any court or of any pending arbitration or administrative proceeding. 

 
Date:  February 2, 2018      /s/  Tricia B. O’Reilly      
 
 WALSH PIZZI O’REILLY FALANGA LLP 
 Tricia B. O’Reilly, Esq. 
     toreilly@walsh.law 
 Katelyn O’Reilly, Esq. 
     koreilly@walsh.law 
 One Riverfront Plaza 
 1037 Raymond Boulevard, Suite 600 
 Newark, NJ  07102 
 Telephone:  (973) 757-1100 
 Facsimile:  (973) 757-1090 
 
 HUNTON & WILLIAMS LLP 
 Charles D. Ossola, Esq. 
     cossola@hunton.com 
 Matthew J. Ricciardi, Esq. 
     mricciardi@hunton.com 
 2200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
 Washington, DC  20037 
 Telephone:  (202) 955-1642 
 Facsimile:  (202) 778-2201 
 
 Counsel for Defendant Ormco Corporation 
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RULE 201.1 CERTIFICATION 

I certify that the above–captioned matter is not subject to compulsory arbitration because 

Defendant seeks, inter alia, injunctive relief. 

 
Date:  February 2, 2018      /s/  Tricia B. O’Reilly      
 
 WALSH PIZZI O’REILLY FALANGA LLP 
 Tricia B. O’Reilly, Esq. 
     toreilly@walsh.law 
 Katelyn O’Reilly, Esq. 
     koreilly@walsh.law 
 One Riverfront Plaza 
 1037 Raymond Boulevard, Suite 600 
 Newark, NJ  07102 
 Telephone:  (973) 757-1100 
 Facsimile:  (973) 757-1090 
 
 HUNTON & WILLIAMS LLP 
 Charles D. Ossola, Esq. 
     cossola@hunton.com 
 Matthew J. Ricciardi, Esq. 
     mricciardi@hunton.com 
 2200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
 Washington, DC  20037 
 Telephone:  (202) 955-1642 
 Facsimile:  (202) 778-2201 
 
 Counsel for Defendant Ormco Corporation 
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