
 

 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS 

 
PHILIPS NORTH AMERICA LLC, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

FITBIT, INC., 

Defendant. 

Civil Action No. 1:19-cv-11586-FDS 
 

LEAVE TO FILE REQUESTED IN 
JOINT MOTION (Dkt. 244)  

 
REPLY BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF’S MOTION  

TO STRIKE FITBIT’S INEQUITABLE CONDUCT DEFENSE  
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Fitbit does not (and cannot) deny that its inequitable conduct pleading—essentially an 

allegation of fraud—is subject to a heightened standard under Fed. R. Civ. P. 9(b). Yet, Fitbit’s 

Opposition only demonstrates the implausibility of its allegations and how they fail to meet even 

the pleading requirements of Fed. R. Civ. P. 8, let alone the heightened standards of Rule 9(b). See 

Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009) (“To survive a motion to dismiss, a complaint must 

contain sufficient factual matter, accepted as true, to ‘state a claim to relief that is plausible on its 

face.’ . . . The plausibility standard is not akin to a ‘probability requirement,’ but it asks for more 

than a sheer possibility that a defendant has acted unlawfully. Where a complaint pleads facts that 

are ‘merely consistent with’ a defendant’s liability, it ‘stops short of the line between possibility 

and plausibility of “entitlement to relief.”’”) (quoting Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 

544, 556 (2007)) (emphasis added; internal citations omitted).  

Perhaps recognizing the deficiency of its original pleading, Fitbit has amended its Answer 

to allege an additional basis for inequitable conduct on a theory of reverse infectious 

unenforceability. 1  Basically, the allegation is that, to the extent Mr. Helget did not commit 

inequitable conduct during prosecution of the ’233 Patent, the ’233 Patent is still purportedly 

unenforceable because Mr. Helget allegedly committed inequitable conduct during prosecution of 

the later-issued (now-cancelled) ’902 Patent. As discussed in more detail below, there could not 

have been inequitable conduct during prosecution of the ’902 Patent for many of the same reasons 

that there was none during prosecution of the ’233 Patent. The allegation is also untimely for the 

same reasons discussed in Fitbit’s original motion. What is more, Fitbit’s attempt to argue that any 

                                                 
1 While Philips objects to the amendment on the basis of timeliness in view of the scheduling order in this matter, as 
explained in the parties’ Joint Motion for Leave to File a Reply Brief and Sur-Reply Brief and Joint Stipulation 
Relating Thereto (Dkt. 244), to the extent the pleading is not untimely, Philips does not otherwise object to the 
amendment. However, Philips believes that the additional theory of inequitable conduct added by the amendment 
concerning infectious unenforceability should be stricken along with the rest of Fitbit’s inequitable conduct pleadings 
for the reasons stated in Philips’s original Motion and this Reply.  

Case 1:19-cv-11586-FDS   Document 246-1   Filed 10/07/21   Page 5 of 16

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.


