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1 Per the Board’s Order (Paper 16 at 4), Petitioner Apple identifies this as a 

consolidated filing on behalf of Petitioners. 
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I. Introduction 

Patent Owner’s Motion to Exclude is procedurally improper as Patent 

Owner never objected to the evidence it seeks to exclude.  See Paper No. 34 

(“Motion”).  Patent Owner’s substantive arguments lack merit, are primarily based 

on its mischaracterization of Dr. Houh’s testimony, and fail to raise any cognizable 

basis for excluding the evidence.  Patent Owner’s motion should be denied.   

II. Patent Owner Failed to Timely Object to Dr. Houh’s Declaration 

A motion to exclude is an opportunity for a party to raise evidentiary 

objections to the admissibility of evidence submitted during a trial.  See IPR2013-

00071, Paper 75 at 4.  It “is not an opportunity to file a sur-reply, and also is not a 

mechanism to argue that a reply contains new arguments or relies on evidence 

necessary to make out a prima facie case.”  CBM2012-00002, Paper 66 at 62.  

Such a motion “may only raise issues related to the admissibility of evidence (e.g., 

hearsay), not the credibility of witnesses or sufficiency of the evidence.”  IPR2013-

00071, Paper 75 at 4; see also 37 C.F.R. § 42.64(c); Trial Practice Guide, 77 Fed. 

Reg. 48756, 48767 (Aug. 14, 2012).  

The Board’s rules are unequivocal as to the requirements to preserve an 

objection to the admissibility of evidence – a party must both timely raise an 

objection to the evidence and in that objection “identify the grounds for the 

objection with sufficient particularity to allow correction in the form of 
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supplemental evidence.”  37 C.F.R § 42.64(a)-(b).  The party also must, in its 

motion to exclude, identify where in the record the objection to the evidence was 

made.  37 C.F.R. § 42.64(c).  As Patent Owner did neither, its motion must be 

denied.   

Petitioner filed and served a copy of Dr. Houh’s Supplemental Declaration 

on Patent Owner’s counsel on October 27, 2014, giving Patent Owner until 

November 3, 2014 to raise an objection.  37 C.F.R. § 42.64(b)(1) (“Any objection 

to evidence . . . [o]nce trial has been instituted [] must be served within five 

business days of service of evidence to which the objection is directed.”).  Because 

Patent Owner never objected to Dr. Houh’s supplemental declaration, Patent 

Owner’s motion to exclude necessarily fails to “preserve any objection.”  37 

C.F.R. § 42.64(c).  As such, the motion to exclude is improper and must be denied.  

III. Patent Owner’s Objections Are Meritless and Should Be Denied 

Even if considered on the merits, Patent Owner’s motion should be denied.  

Patent Owner challenges the admissibility of ¶ 29 of Exhibit 1009, raising four 

arguments: (a) it is improper rebuttal evidence, (b) it lacks foundation, (c) it is 

based on an incorrect claim construction standard, and (d) it is not relevant to the 
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issues before the Board.2  As shown below, none of these arguments have merit.  

A. Paragraph 29 Is Proper Rebuttal Evidence 

Patent Owner argues that ¶ 29 of Ex. 1009 constitutes “new evidence on 

reply [and] violates 37 C.F.R. 42.123, which requires supplemental information be 

submitted within one month of institution of an IPR.”  Motion at 2-3.  Patent 

Owner is wrong.   

First, ¶ 29 of Ex. 1009 directly rebuts Patent Owner’s claim construction 

arguments made in its Response to the Petition, which is the very purpose of a 

Reply.  See Microsoft Corp. v. Surfcast, Inc., IPR2013-00292, Paper 93, at 59 (Oct. 

14, 2014) (finding that evidence “directly responsive to [Patent Owner]’s claim 

construction arguments” is admissible on reply).  In the Institution Decision, the 

Board construed “container” as requiring “a logically defined data enclosure.”  

Dec. at 9.  In its Response, Patent Owner proposed two other constructions for 

                                           

2 In its motion, Patent Owner has not specifically identified the relief it seeks.  See 

Motion at 2-5.  To the extent that it is requesting the Board to exclude Dr. Houh’s 

entire Supplemental Declaration, that request is improper because Patent Owner’s 

complaints relate to a single offending paragraph.  Even if ¶ 29 were improper 

(which it is not), that would not justify excluding the entire declaration.   

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


IPR2014-00086 
IPR2014-00812 
 

 4 

“container.”  Patent Owner asserted that the phrase “logically defined data 

enclosure” meant “defined using a software mechanism.”  Ex. 2006 at ¶¶ 34-35.  

Patent Owner then argued that Gibbs did not disclose a “container” based on a 

narrower construction for “container”; namely that the only way a container can 

encapsulate other containers is by “includ[ing] the logical description of another 

container.”  Resp. at 38-40.  In ¶ 29, Dr. Houh explains that one of ordinary skill 

would have understood a that a “software mechanism” covers a broad range of 

software-based techniques.  Ex. 1009 at ¶ 29.  Dr. Houh explains that even under 

Patent Owner’s expert’s construction, the phrase “logically defined data enclosure” 

is not as narrow as Patent Owner contends when discussing Gibbs.  Dr. Houh’s 

testimony directly responds to contentions made by Patent Owner and its expert, 

and therefore ¶ 29 is proper rebuttal evidence. 

Second, Patent Owner’s argument that ¶ 29 constitutes “new evidence” is 

improper in the context of a motion to exclude.  The Board has explained that 

“[c]hallenging evidence as being improper reply evidence through a motion to 

exclude is [] disfavored.”  Corning Inc. v. DSM IP Assets B.V., IPR2013-00047, 

Paper 84, at 7 n. 3 (May 1, 2014).  “While a motion to exclude may raise issues 

related to admissibility of evidence,” it is typically “not a mechanism to argue that 

a reply contains new arguments or relies on evidence necessary to make out a 

prima facie case.” Liberty Mutual Ins. Co. v. Progressive Casualty Ins. Co., 

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.


