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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE 

   

ACCELERATION BAY LLC. 

                           Plaintiff, 

v. 

ACTIVISION BLIZZARD, INC., 

                           Defendant. 

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
) 

 

 

   C.A. No. 16-453 (RGA) 

 

ACCELERATION BAY LLC, 

                           Plaintiff, 

v. 

ELECTRONIC ARTS INC., 

                          Defendant. 

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
) 

     

 

   C.A. No. 16-454 (RGA) 

ACCELERATION BAY LLC, 

                          Plaintiff. 

v. 

TAKE-TWO INTERACTIVE 
SOFTWARE, INC., ROCKSTAR GAMES, 
INC. and 2K SPORTS, INC., 

                            Defendants.         

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
 

 

 

 

   C.A. No. 16-455 (RGA) 

 

SPECIAL MASTER ORDER NO. 12 
 
 

On October 20, 2017, the parties filed their various motions, as described below.  The 

parties’ briefs and papers responsive to the motions were filed on October 30, 2017.  On 
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November 2, 2017, a Hearing was held in Wilmington with telephonic participation by out of 

town counsel to address all of the motions filed on October 20, 2017.   

I will first identify Defendants’ motions and their arguments as well as the Plaintiff’s 

responses.  A ruling on each motion will follow. 

Thereafter, in this Order, I will describe Plaintiff’s motions, its arguments and the 

responses from Defendants to those arguments.  A ruling on the Plaintiff’s motions will follow. 

Time constraints prevent the Special Master from fully setting forth all of his reasons for 

the following Order.  The Hearing was scheduled so that a ruling could be issued prior to 

Defendants’ responsive expert reports, which are due in approximately a week following the 

Hearing.   The Special Master rejected Plaintiff’s request to postpone the Hearing until after 

responsive reports were due, because of the significance of the renewed motions for sanctions 

and to strike Plaintiff’s infringement reports.   

*    *    * 

Activision’s Renewed Motion for Sanctions and Motion to Strike Acceleration Bay’s 
Infringement Reports. 

Activision’s motion is based upon its conclusion that Plaintiff’s expert reports contain 

infringement contentions that had not previously been disclosed, allegedly in violation of prior 

orders of the Special Master.  Activision cites Special Master Order No. 3, which was adopted in 

part by the Court, and Special Master Order No. 6.  Activision claims that it has been 

“ambushed” by Plaintiff because Plaintiff’s expert reports identify many new source code 

modulars not previously identified in Plaintiff’s infringement contentions.  In addition, 

Activision states that Plaintiff’s expert reports include 9 new infringement arguments that had 

not been disclosed in any of Plaintiff’s infringement contentions.  Activision further contends 

that Plaintiff’s expert reports contain unexplained source code citations and cross references that 
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are in violation of Plaintiff’s disclosure obligations.  Referring to exhibits, Activision contends 

that the expert reports contain hundreds of source code citations that are not tied to any analysis.  

The reports also allegedly contain unexplained cross references.   

In Activision’s view, the Plaintiff is engaged in a tactic to obfuscate or hide by its source 

code citations and cross references.  The summary provided by the experts do not address 

specific patents or claims, so that, in the opinion of Activision, there is not an informative 

summary as required under Special Master Order No. 9.  Activision cites its own expert’s report 

on invalidity by comparison, to show that an expert should identify the specific code by pincite 

to the actual lines of code, quotation and parenthetical explanation, so as to explain how the code 

functions.  By contrast, according to Activision, Plaintiff’s expert report have no such clarity or 

explanation.  Activision makes the interesting argument that Plaintiff’s expert report should be as 

intelligible and clear as the expert is likely to be in testifying before the jury at trial.   

Plaintiff responds in a thorough and complete manner, with a 30-page brief and hundreds 

of pages of helpful exhibits.  The core of Plaintiff’s argument is that its infringement contentions 

fully support its expert reports and that the law does not justify any exclusion of its expert report 

under the facts and circumstances in this litigation.  Plaintiff writes that experts may cite to 

additional supporting evidence, such as specific source code, beyond that identified in 

interrogatory responses and contentions.   

Plaintiff points to a number of errors in Activision’s brief regarding claims that Plaintiff’s 

expert reports include nine new infringement theories.  As an example, Plaintiff refers to 

Activision’s assertion that the “use of an overlay network to connect the participants were not 

disclosed in Acceleration’s Interrogatory Responses.”  Plaintiff cites to its June 19, 2017 

supplemental responses to Interrogatories 7 and 9, in rebuttal.  Another example, according to 

Case 1:16-cv-00455-RGA   Document 309   Filed 11/07/17   Page 3 of 14 PageID #: 21870

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


 

4 
 
RD 10439320v.1 

Plaintiff, is Activision’s assertion that Acceleration did not cite any source code in its 

infringement contentions for Destiny.  In its brief, Plaintiff points to its August 25, 2017 filing 

for Destiny of two infringement claim charts.  Contrary to Activision’s claim that Plaintiff’s 

reports did not contain an “informative summary” of the expert’s opinions, Plaintiff’s reports did 

have a 3-page summary, identifying the asserted claims, the accused products and summarizing 

opinions including the participant’s connections and why the network is incomplete and m-

regular.   

The Special Master has been through the parties’ exhibits to their briefs to evaluate 

Activision’s argument that Plaintiff’s experts are presenting new infringement theories.  To some 

extent, Plaintiff’s experts are providing additional support and additional source code citations, 

but they are in support of broad theories disclosed in its infringement contentions.  It doesn’t 

appear that Plaintiff’s reports contain entirely new theories regarding the participants in the 

networks, why the networks are m-regular or why the networks are incomplete.  Thus it is 

difficult for Activision to sustain its burden with regard to Plaintiff’s expert reports presenting 

new theories. 

Activision complains that Plaintiff’s expert reports use cross referencing, in an 

inappropriate manner.  In response, Plaintiff contends that its experts’ cross referencing avoids 

repeating materials for the same claim elements and is necessary because of the page limitations 

imposed on the expert reports.  It is hard to fault with the expert’s use of cross referencing, in 

light of the number of games, extensive source code and over 100 elements involved in the 

various patents at issue in this litigation. 
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The law imposes a heavy burden of persuasion on the party that seeks to exclude or strike 

significant portions of the opposing party’s expert report.  Cases in this Court, the Third Circuit1, 

and in other Federal Courts all resist excluding expert reports, absent a showing of bad faith or 

other deceptive conduct that puts the moving party under extreme prejudice if exclusion is not 

granted.  The law anticipates that patent litigation is conducted in a number of stages, with 

consequential conduct at each stage.  Early in patent litigation, the plaintiff is under an obligation 

to disclose its infringement contentions, so that discovery can be taken by the opposing party 

before expert reports are due.  Activision properly points to a number of this Special Master’s 

prior orders for Plaintiff to supplement its infringement contentions.  A review of Plaintiff’s 

supplemental responses as to its contentions in the last several months indicates that the Plaintiff 

has attempted to supplement its contentions.  As Plaintiff points out in its brief on this Motion, 

some of the fact discovery, including even some source code access to Plaintiff, was not 

available to Plaintiff until after the date for fact discovery cut-off.  The Special Master wishes 

that Plaintiff’s interrogatory responses, as to its contentions, would have been more complete at 

an earlier stage in this litigation, but there is not convincing evidence of any bad faith by 

Plaintiff. 

As the Special Master indicated in certain prior Orders in this litigation, consideration of 

the sanctions or any penalty imposed upon Plaintiff with regard to its alleged failure to timely 

disclose its infringement contentions was postponed until after Plaintiff provided its expert 

reports.  The Special Master has thoroughly reviewed all of the Plaintiff’s filings, and in 

particular its expert reports and Activision’s arguments with regard to them.  While the 

Plaintiff’s expert reports could have been more clearly written, it does not appear that they are 

                                                 
1 Meyers v. Pennypack Woods Home Ownership Ass’n, 559 F.2d 894 (3rd Cir. 1977). 

Case 1:16-cv-00455-RGA   Document 309   Filed 11/07/17   Page 5 of 14 PageID #: 21872

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
  Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

  Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
  With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

  Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
  Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

  Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


