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Patent Owner Bradium Technologies LLC (“Bradium”) hereby responds in 

opposition to Petitioner’s Motion to Exclude Evidence (Paper 43) regarding five 

Patent Owner exhibits, Exhibits 2002–2005 and 2010. 

Bradium conducted a cross-examination deposition of Dr. Michalson on 

August 5, 2016, and introduced and served Exhibits 2002–2006 and 2010 at that 

deposition.1  Dr. Michalson was questioned regarding each exhibit.  Microsoft took 

no re-direct testimony.  Exhibit 2011, 99:8–22.  As authorized by the Board, 

Bradium filed a Motion for Observations regarding Dr. Michalson’s cross-

examination on August 15, 2016 (Paper 40).   

As explained below, Microsoft’s motion to exclude should be denied.   

Bradium’s cross examination of Dr. Michalson, including the use of Exhibits 

2002–2005 and 2010, was proper and within the scope of his direct testimony, 

including because Dr. Michalson incorporated his entire 183-page opening 

declaration (Exhibit 1008) and all 30 of its exhibits into his reply declaration 

(Exhibit 1015), thus broadening the subject matter of his reply.  Exhibit 1015, ¶3 

(pp. 1–2).  Also, Bradium has a proper evidentiary basis for each challenged 

exhibit.       

I. It Was Appropriate to Introduce and Use Exhibits 2002–2005 and 2010 
at the Cross Examination of Dr. Michalson.   

The introduction of exhibits in Dr. Michalson’s August 5, 2016 deposition 

                                                 
1 Petitioner does not challenge Exhibit 2006. 
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