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I. Introduction

Patent Owner filed a Motion to Exclude on September 22, 2015 (“Motion,”

Paper 38). Petitioners submit this opposition under 37 C.F.R. § 42.23. As

explained below, Patent Owner’s Motion should be denied because it is

procedurally deficient and is an improper sur-reply to Petitioners’ Reply Brief.

II. Statement of Relief Requested

Petitioners request that Patent Owner’s Motion to Exclude be denied.

III. Reasons Why Patent Owner’s Motion to Exclude Should Be Denied

A. Summary of Reasons

The Motion should be denied because it is procedurally deficient.

Specifically, the Motion (i) relies on evidence objections that do not exist in the

record, (ii) cites to inapplicable rules in the Rules of Federal Evidence, and (iii)

addresses the weight of the evidence rather than the admissibility of the evidence.

Further, even if the Board reaches the substance of the Motion, Patent Owner’s

allegations of testimony mischaracterization are baseless.

B. The Motion Fails Because Patent Owner Did Not Object to The
Evidence Sought to be Excluded

Patent Owner moves to exclude portions of Exhibit 1025—the deposition

transcript of its own expert witness—under Rule 403 of the Federal Rules of

Evidence (FRE 403). Motion at 6 and 8. Patent Owner’s Motion, however, fails to

meet the procedural requirements of 37 C.F.R. § 42.64.
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Under 37 C.F.R. § 42.64(a), a party wishing to challenge the admissibility of

deposition evidence must object to the evidence “during the deposition.” The

objecting party preserves the objection by filing a motion to exclude the evidence.

37 C.F.R. § 42.64(c). The motion to exclude “must identify the objections in the

record in order and must explain the objections.” Id. Patent Owner’s Motion fails

to meet each of these requirements.

In more detail, Patent Owner cites to FRE 403 in an attempt to exclude two

portions of the deposition transcript contained in Exhibit 1025—lines 129:16-17

(Objection #1) and lines 112:16-25 (Objection #2). Motion at 2, 6, 8. The Motion

fails, however, to identify any objection under FRE 403 in the record, as required

by 37 C.F.R. § 42.64(c). Instead, the Motion includes a generic statement that

“Patent Owner’s objections to questions at the deposition were made on the record

during the deposition.” Motion at 1. This statement rings hollow because Patent

Owner did not actually object to the testimony sought to be excluded.

In that regard, the portions of the deposition transcript quoted in the Motion

reveal that Patent Owner did not object under FRE 403 during the deposition to the

testimony sought to be excluded or to the question that prompted the testimony

sought to be excluded. The relevant portions of the deposition transcript are

provided below, with the evidence sought to be excluded underlined:

8 Q. (BY MR. GAUDET) And is that because of the

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.


