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I. INTRODUCTION 

In opposing Samsung’s (Petitioner’s) Motion to Exclude, Smartflash (Patent 

Owner) continues to allege that Dr. Bloom is biased because “similarity between 

his employer’s products and the claims of the patent would provide Dr. Bloom 

with a motivation to be biased against the claims being found to be statutory 

subject matter under 35 U.S.C. § 101.” Paper 38 (citing Papers 20/21, at 6).  Yet, 

Smartflash has failed show that Dr. Bloom was aware of any similarity (even 

assuming that such similarity exists) between his employer’s products and the 

subject patent at the time that Dr. Bloom rendered his declaration, a necessary 

condition for the alleged bias.  See Paper 38.  Thus, Smartflash has not established 

the alleged bias.  Id.  According, the subject portions from the deposition transcript 

should be excluded, as requested by Samsung.   

II. ARGUMENT 

A. The Subject Deposition Excerpts Lack Proper Foundation 

In opposing Samsung’s motion (Papers 34/35), Smartflash concedes that Dr. 

Bloom “has not been advanced as an expert with regard to subscription-based 

business practice of a third-party company.”  See Paper 38 at 3.  Yet, Smartflash 

insists that “Dr. Bloom is currently employed by such ‘third-party company’ and 

its ‘subscription-based business practices’ are both within Dr. Bloom’s job 

responsibilities and relevant to the patent claims.”  Id.   
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The insistence is unfounded.  Consistent with Smartflash’s concession (that 

Dr. Bloom has not been advanced as not been advanced as an expert with regard to 

subscription-based business practice of a third-party company), Dr. Bloom also 

testified under oath he does not know potentially relevant details of his employer’s 

business practice.   

Q. Does SiriusXM have a lot of subscribers? 

A. I don't know how many they have. 

Q. More than a million? 

A. I don't know. 

Exhibit 2056: 174:19-22.1   

While insisting that “all of the factual foundation necessary for Smartflash’s 

cross examination inquiry into Dr. Bloom’s knowledge of [a third-pary company’s] 

product is set forth in his direct testimony in his declaration,” Smartflash conflates 

an “[i]nquiry into how the third-party company’s products handle condidtional 

access” with the subscription-based business practice of the third party.  Paper 38 

                                                            
1 Because of Dr. Bloom’s apparent lack of personal knowledge of such 

subscription-based business practice of the third-party company, treating the 

content of the subject deposition excerpts as lay witness opinion would be equally 

improper. 
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at 3.  Without more, Smartflash then asserts that it “is entitled to have the Board 

consider Dr. Bloom’s responses to the inquiry and how any similarity between Dr. 

Bloom’s employer’s products and the claims of the patent would provide Dr. 

Bloom with a motivation to be biased against the claims being found to be 

statutory subject matter under 35 U.S.C. § 101.”  Id.    

Smartflash’s analysis is flawed at least because Smartflash failed to provide 

any foundation for the entire line of questioning, a line of questioning that the 

PTAB previously struck down in its consideration of the list of excluded motions2.  

Aside from Dr. Bloom’s apparent lack of knowledge about the subscription-based 

business practice of a third party company, Dr. Bloom also testified under oath that 

he did not consider his employer’s products in relationship to the patent claims at 

issue.   

Q. In preparing your report, did you consider whether [a third-party               
     company]'s system that enables limited use of paid for and/or    
     licensed content is covered by any of the claims for which you   
     provided an opinion? 
 
A. No, I didn't consider that. 

                                                            
2 See Paper 13 (dismissing Smartflash’s contention that “an accused infringer who 

pleads in the alternative that the challenged claims are unpatentable under § 101, a 

question of law, is taking an inconsistent position with its non-infringement 

position.”).   

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.


