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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
____________________ 

 
BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

____________________ 
 

ASKELADDEN LLC, 
Petitioner,  

 
v. 
 

SEAN I. MCGHIE and BRIAN BUCHHEIT, 
Patent Owner. 
____________ 

 
Cases IPR2015-00122 (Patent 8,523,063) 

IPR2015-00123 (Patent 8,523,063) 
IPR2015-00124 (Patent 8,540,152) 
IPR2015-00125 (Patent 8,540,152) 
IPR2015-00133 (Patent 8,297,502) 
IPR2015-00137 (Patent 8,297,502)1 

____________ 
 

Before SALLY C. MEDLEY, JONI Y. CHANG, and  
GEORGIANNA W. BRADEN, Administrative Patent Judges. 
 
MEDLEY, Administrative Patent Judge. 

 
DECISION 

Denying Patent Owner’s Motion for Additional Discovery 
37 C.F.R. § 42.51(b)(2) 

 

                                                           
1 This Decision addresses issues that are the same in the identified cases.  We 
exercise our discretion to issue one Decision to be filed in each case.  The 
parties are not authorized to use this style heading. 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 

 Patent Owner, Sean I. McGhie and Brian Buchheit, filed a Motion for 

Additional Discovery in each proceeding, relating to whether owning banks 

(“Member Banks”) of The Clearing House Payments Company, L.L.C. 

(“PayCo”) and The Clearing House Association (“The Association”) are real 

parties-in-interest.  Paper 472 (“Mot.” or “Motion”).  Petitioner filed an 

opposition.  Paper 49 (“Opp.” or “Opposition”).  Patent Owner filed a reply.  

Paper 53 (“Reply”).   

Patent Owner contends that Petitioner failed to name the Member 

Banks and The Association as real parties-in-interest.  Id. at 2.  To support 

the contention, Patent Owner seeks additional discovery as follows (id. at 2, 

5–7): 

Production Request No. 1:  Names and roles of each individual 
employee/committee member/officer/director of Petitioner’s 
real parties-in-interest who is an employee/committee 
member/officer/director of Member Banks or The Association 
between September 2014 and May 2015.     

Production Request No. 2:  Relative percentage or level of 
funding, either directly or indirectly, towards the inter partes 
reviews provided by Member Banks.   

Production Request No. 3:  Timelines associated with the inter 
partes reviews, including the exact date that the Executive 
committee of Askeladden approved challenging each patent 
involved in each inter partes review; start date the Petitioner’s 
law firm was hired to prepare each petition for the inter partes 
reviews; a date prior art to be used in the proceedings was 
determined; a date an initial draft of the claims in each 

                                                           
2 Citations are to IPR2015-00122.   
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proceeding was mapped to prior art by the law firm; a date a 
draft including a claim mapping to challenged art was 
submitted to expert witness for analysis; a date the expert 
witness finalized his analysis; a date the final petition was 
submitted to Askeladden for approval; and disclosure of any 
payment instances over $1000 for work utilized in the 
proceedings that was performed by Petitioner’s firm or by 
Petitioner’s expert that was paid for by any entity other than 
Askeladden.   

II.  ANALYSIS 

Discovery is available for the deposition of witnesses submitting 

affidavits or declarations and for “what is otherwise necessary in the interest 

of justice.”  35 U.S.C. § 316(a)(5); see also 37 C.F.R. § 42.51(b)(2)(“The 

moving party must show that such additional discovery is in the interest of 

justice . . . .”).  Clear from the legislative history is that discovery should be 

limited, and that the PTO should be conservative in its grant of additional 

discovery in order to meet time imposed deadlines.  154 Cong. Rec. S9988-

89 (daily ed. Sept.  27, 2008) (statement of Sen. Kyl).    

As explained in the order authorizing Patent Owner’s Motion for 

Additional Discovery, the factors set forth in Garmin International, Inc. v. 

Cuozzo Speed Technologies. LLC, Case IPR2012-00001 (PTAB Mar. 13, 

2013) (Paper 26) are important factors in determining whether a discovery 

request meets the statutory and regulatory necessary “in the interest of 

justice” standard.  Paper 39.  Patent Owner argues that each discovery 

request complies with the Garmin factors.  Mot. 2–8.   
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Production Request 1 

Patent Owner argues that the requested additional discovery is more 

than a mere allegation, is useful, and is not overly burdensome.  Mot. 2–5.  

Patent Owner, however, does not explain how that is so.  As pointed out by 

Petitioner, Patent Owner’s request for all of the names and roles of each 

individual of Petitioner’s real parties-in-interest who is also an 

employee/committee member/officer/director of Member Banks or The 

Association is broad and potentially would yield information that would not 

be useful at all to these proceedings.  Opp. 2–3.  As explained by Petitioner 

(id.), the request is so broad that it would include, for example, the name of 

an employee of a Member Bank who is a “committee member” and 

participates in a PayCo committee concerning banking regulatory matters, 

which would have nothing to do with the proceedings before us.  Such a 

request would not be useful, is overly broad, and would place an undue 

burden on Petitioner.  We are not persuaded that Production Request 1 is 

necessary in the interest of justice.   

Production Request 2 

Patent Owner argues that record evidence indicates that funding for 

the proceedings was provided from Member Banks, directing attention to 

IPR2015-00122, Paper 14, 15.  Mot. 6.  If Patent Owner believes it already 

has evidence that tends to support its position, then there would be no 

occasion to grant additional discovery with respect to production request 2.  

As set forth in Garmin, information a party can reasonably assemble or 

figure out without a discovery request would not be in the interest of justice 

to have produced by the other party.  In any event, and as explained by 
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Petitioner (Opp. 5–6), evidence tending to show that Member Banks did not 

fund any of the proceedings has been of record in these proceedings before 

the filing of the Motion for Additional Discovery.  Patent Owner, however, 

does not discuss or explain such evidence.  Thus, we are not persuaded that 

Production Request 2 is necessary in the interest of justice.   

Production Request 3 

 Patent Owner does not explain cogently why it seeks all of the 

timelines it requests, and how such timelines are in the interest of justice, to 

any real party-in-interest inquiry.  For example, Patent Owner requests the 

date an initial draft of the claims in each proceeding was mapped to prior art 

by Petitioner’s law firm, but does not explain how such information, if 

provided, would be useful.  We have reviewed each of the timeline requests, 

but because Patent Owner does not explain why each such request would be 

useful, and we do not see how any would be useful, we will not grant such 

requests.   

Patent Owner also requests the disclosure of any payment instances 

over $1000 for work utilized in the proceedings that was performed by 

Petitioner’s firm or by Petitioner’s expert that was paid for by any entity 

other than Askeladden.  Mot. 7.  This request appears to us to be similar to 

Production Request 2.  For reasons provided above with respect to 

Production Request 2, we are not persuaded that discovery of the requested 

payment instances is necessary in the interest of justice.  For all of the above 

reasons, we are not persuaded that Production Request 3 is necessary in the 

interest of justice.   

 

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.


