
 

 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS 

 
PHILIPS NORTH AMERICA LLC, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 

v. 
 
FITBIT LLC, 
 

Defendant. 
 

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

 

DEFENDANT FITBIT LLC’S MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO PHILIPS’ 
MOTION TO STRIKE PORTIONS OF FITBIT’S EXPERT REBUTTAL REPORTS 
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