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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
 
 

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 
 
 

APPLE INC., EVENTBRITE INC., STARWOOD HOTELS & RESORTS 
WORLDWIDE, INC., EXPEDIA, INC., FANDANGO, LLC,  

HOTELS.COM, L.P., HOTEL TONIGHT, INC., HOTWIRE, INC.,  
KAYAK SOFTWARE CORP., OPENTABLE, INC., ORBITZ, LLC, PAPA 

JOHN’S USA, INC., STUBHUB, INC., TICKETMASTER, LLC, LIVE  
NATION ENTERTAINMENT, INC., TRAVELOCITY.COM LP, 

WANDERSPOT LLC, AGILYSYS, INC., DOMINO’S PIZZA, INC., 
DOMINO’S PIZZA, LLC, HILTON RESORTS CORPORATION,  

HILTON WORLDWIDE, INC., HILTON INTERNATIONAL CO., MOBO 
SYSTEMS, INC., PIZZA HUT OF AMERICA, INC., PIZZA HUT, INC.,  

and USABLENET, INC., 
Petitioner, 

 
v. 
 

AMERANTH, INC., 
 

Patent Owner. 
 
 
 

Case CBM CBM2015-000801 
Patent 6,384,850 

 
 

PETITIONERS’ REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO EXCLUDE 
PATENT OWNER’S EVIDENCE UNDER 37 C.F.R. § 42.64 

 
 

 
 

                                                 
1 CBM2015-00096 has been consolidated with this proceeding. 
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I. INTRODUCTION  

PO’s Opposition fails to identify any legitimate grounds for admitting the 

challenged exhibits.  For example, while PO now contends that certain exhibits 

were cited for non-hearsay purposes, PO’s Response cited the exhibits for the truth 

of matters asserted, e.g. that the ’850 patent had been licensed.  PO also fails to 

show that any of the exhibits fall within any hearsay exception, and identifies no 

evidence showing that the exhibits are authentic.  While PO asks the Board 

exercise its discretion to admit this evidence despite these failings, the Board 

should decline PO’s invitation to ignore the Federal Rules and to excuse its lack of 

diligence in marshalling evidence that meets the Rules’ requirements. 

II. RESPONSE TO PATENT OWNER’S OPPOSITION 

A. Exhibits 2021, 2023, 2025, 2027, 2030-2035, 2038-2039 and 2054-
2056 Should Be Excluded As Inadmissible Hearsay under FRE 801. 

1. PO Relies on These Exhibits for Hearsay Purposes 

PO contends that “many of the exhibits are not cited for the ‘truth of the 

matter asserted,’ but rather, were cited for other non-hearsay purposes.”  Opp. at 3.  

But, PO relies upon statements in each of these Exhibits to establish the truth of 

matters stated therein.  Mot. at 6-9.  For example, Exhibit 2025 comprises press 

releases relating to purported patent licenses.  While PO contends that it relies 

upon these press releases as “showing industry praise and the state of mind of the 

CEOs of the licensees,” (Opp. at 4.) PO’s Response cites Exhibit 2025 as 
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purportedly evidencing that the patent has been licensed, the identity of licensees, 

and that certain statements were made by CEOs of these licensees.  POR at 65.   

PO’s contentions that it relies on the remaining Exhibits for non-hearsay 

purposes are similarly flawed.  Mot. at 7-8.  And, contrary to PO’s suggestion, 

evidence is not admissible simply because it is offered as secondary considerations 

evidence.  See, e.g. Google, Inc. v. Meiresonne, IPR2014-01188, Paper No. 38 at 

10 (excluding secondary considerations evidence as inadmissible hearsay).   

2. These Exhibits Do Not Fall Within Any Hearsay Exception 

PO fails to show that any hearsay exceptions apply.  For example, PO 

contends that Exhibit 2039 is not hearsay, because it includes statements attributed 

to a Papa John’s employee.  Opp. at 5.  However, showing that an employee’s 

statement falls within the hearsay exception of FRE 801(d)(2) requires a showing 

“based on evidence independent of the alleged hearsay” that the declarant is an 

agent of the party.  United States v. Portsmouth Paving Corp., 694 F.2d 312, 321 

(4th Cir.1982).  PO makes no such showing.  Opp. at 5.  PO further contends that 

certain Exhibits fall within the “statement against interest” exception.  Opp. at 5-6.  

Yet, PO fails to show that any such statements were from unavailable declarants, 

against any party’s interests, or otherwise satisfy either sub-clause of FRE 

804(b)(3).  PO further contends that its press releases fall within the business 

records exception.  Opp. at 7.  However, PO fails to show that these press releases 
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satisfy any of the requirements of FRE 803(6)(a)-(d).   

PO’s contention that these Exhibits fall within the “residual exception” of 

FRE 807(a) (Opp. at 6-8.) is also flawed.  While PO contends that these Exhibits 

“are not subject to any reasonable challenge for untrustworthiness” (Opp. at 7-8), 

many of the Exhibits lack any distinctive characteristics that reasonably suggest 

trustworthiness.  See, e.g. Exhibits 2033, 2039, 2055.  Nor has PO provided any 

evidence to confirm their trustworthiness.  PO also fails to show the Exhibits are 

more probative on the points for which they are offered than other evidence 

obtainable through reasonable efforts.  Indeed, PO had, but did not produce, 

recordings from which the FTSEC transcripts were allegedly transcribed.  Opp. at 

7 n. 4.  Likewise, PO possesses patent license agreements, which are more 

probative evidence of its licenses than the hearsay press releases upon which PO 

relies.  Admitting evidence with little probative value and questionable 

trustworthiness does not serve the interests of justice. 

B. Exhibits 2024, 2050 and 2051 Should Be Excluded As 
Inadmissible Hearsay under FRE 801(c) 

PO does not dispute that the annotations in these Exhibits are hearsay.  Opp. 

at 9-10.  Instead, PO contends that the Exhibits should not be excluded because the 

annotations are attorney argument.  Id.  However, while attorney argument may be 

proper in a brief, PO improperly seeks to introduce these annotations as evidence.  

Nat'l Air Traffic Controllers Ass'n v. Dep't of Transp., 960 F.2d 156 (Fed. Cir. 
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1992) (“Attorney argument does not constitute evidence.”).   

PO’s waiver argument also should be rejected.  PO contends that Petitioner 

should have originally objected to these Exhibits if there was any doubt about who 

authored the annotations.  Opp. at 10.  However, given that PO’s expert relied 

upon the annotations for his opinion that its product practiced the claims, Petitioner 

reasonably concluded that Dr. Weaver was the author, and not that, e.g., vague 

language was used to obfuscate authorship.  Indeed, an expert’s opinion must be 

based on facts and evidence – not attorney argument.  See FRE 702(b), (c) (expert 

testimony must be “based on sufficient facts or data;” and be “the product of 

reliable principles and methods”).  See also Daubert v. Merrell Dow Pharm., Inc., 

509 U.S. 579, 595 (1993) (expert opinions must be based on facts “of a type 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the particular field.”)   

PO further contends that Petitioner should have objected to the Exhibits at 

Dr. Weaver’s deposition or within 5 days thereafter.  However, 37 C.F.R. 42.64(a) 

is not applicable.  Exhibits 2024, 2050 and 2051 were submitted with PO’s 

Response, and thus not “deposition evidence.”  And, by the time Petitioner learned 

the annotations were hearsay, 5 business days had long since passed.  Mot. at 11.  

Thus, Petitioner requests that the 5 day requirement set forth in 37 C.F.R. 42.64(b) 

be waived.  At a minimum, because PO now admits that the annotations are merely 

attorney argument, they should be accorded little, if any, weight. 

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.


