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 Case IPR2016-01317 has been joined with this proceeding. 
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I. Introduction 

Patent Owner Janssen Oncology, Inc. moves pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §§ 

42.64(c) to exclude four categories of evidence submitted by Petitioners in this 

matter.  In particular, Patent Owner hereby moves to exclude: 

1.  Expert declarations and exhibits that are outside the scope of the “prior 

art consisting of patents or printed publications” permitted by 35 U.S.C. § 311(b); 

2.  Exhibits that Petitioners belatedly filed in connection with their reply 

brief and declarations after the January 16, 2016 deadline; 

3.  Sections of Petitioners’ reply declarations (and related exhibits) that are 

not cited in any paper in this proceeding, including Petitioners’ reply brief, since 

this disconnected evidence should be excluded as irrelevant and prejudicial under 

Fed. R. Evid. 401, 402 and 403; and 

4.  Exhibits that lack authenticity or violate the hearsay rule.  Such exhibits 

should be excluded under Fed. R. Evid. 901(a) and Fed. R. Evid. 801 and 802. 

These grounds for exclusion are discussed below.  As a preliminary matter, 

the Federal Rules of Evidence govern the admissibility of evidence submitted in 

the context of inter partes review proceedings before the Patent Trial and Appeal 

Board (the “Board”).  See 37 C.F.R. § 42.62(a) (“[e]xcept as otherwise provided in 

this subpart, the Federal Rules of Evidence shall apply to a proceeding”).  A 

motion to exclude evidence before the Board is a two-step process:  (1) a party 
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must timely serve written objections to the challenged evidence (37 C.F.R. § 

42.64(b)(1) (“Any objection to evidence submitted during a preliminary 

proceeding must be filed within ten business days of the institution of the trial.  

Once a trial has been instituted, any objection must be filed within five business 

days of service of evidence to which the evidence is directed.  The objection must 

identify the grounds for the objection with sufficient particularity to allow 

correction in the form of supplemental evidence”)); and (2) a party must preserve 

its objection by filing a motion to exclude (37 C.F.R. § 42.64(c) (“A motion to 

exclude evidence must be filed to preserve any objection”)).  As noted below, 

Patent Owner timely raised the objections underlying the basis for the present 

motion. 

Under Fed. R. Evid. 401, evidence is relevant if: (a) it has any tendency to 

make a fact more or less probable than it would be without the evidence; and (b) 

the fact is of consequence in determining the action.  Irrelevant evidence is not 

admissible.  Fed. R. Evid. 402.  In addition, relevant evidence may be excluded if 

its probative value is substantially outweighed by unfair prejudice.  Fed. R. Evid. 

403.   

Rules 802-807 of the Federal Rules of Evidence govern the admissibility of 

hearsay, which Rule 801 defines as, “a statement that:  (1) the declarant does not 
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make while testifying at the current trial or hearing; and (2) the party offers in 

evidence to prove the truth of the matter asserted in the statement.”  Fed. R. Evid. 

801(c).  Absent the applicability of an exception to the rule against hearsay, it is 

not admissible.  Fed. R. Evid. 802. 

Admissible evidence must also be authenticated.  Fed. R. Evid. 901.  “To 

satisfy the requirement of authenticating or identifying an item of evidence, the 

proponent must produce evidence to support a finding that the item is what the 

proponent claims it is.” Fed. R. Evid. 901(a).   

As discussed below, exhibits filed by Petitioners fail to meet one or more of 

these evidentiary standards and should be excluded. 

II. Petitioners’ Attempt to Cancel the ‘438 Patent Claims on the Basis of 

Commercial Success Evidence Is Barred by Statute 

The grounds for requesting cancelation to patent claims in an IPR are clear 

and unambiguous.  Under 35 U.S.C. § 311(b), a petitioner may request cancellation 

of a claim “only on the basis of prior art consisting of patents or printed 

publications.”  Contrary to the statute, Petitioners seek to rely on declarations and 

related exhibits of Dr. Deforest McDuff, an economist offering his opinions on 

“aspects of commercial success, from an economic perspective.”   See Exh. 1017 

(Decl. of McDuff) at ¶ 6 (describing scope and content of declaration).  Neither Dr. 

McDuff’s declaration in support of the petition (Exh. 1017) nor his reply 
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declaration (Exh. 1152) offer any discussion or analysis of  invalidity based on 

“prior art consisting of patents or printed publications.”  Similarly, exhibits he 

relies upon are not prior art, but instead pertain to commercial aspects of Zytiga 

and Dr. McDuff’s economic arguments.  See Exhibits 1040-1067 and 1149-1151 

and 1190.  For example, Dr. McDuff relies on various investment research reports 

commenting on the market for Zytiga (Exhs. 1042-1044, 1056, 1058-1061), an 

article on “Patent Valuation” (Exh. 1054), and various websites and industry 

sources for information on Zytiga sales and market share (Exhs. 1045 and 1067).  

None of Dr. McDuff’s economic analysis falls within the statutorily permissible 

scope for challenging patent claims “only on the basis of prior art.”  35 U.S.C. § 

311(b). 

Petitioners will no doubt argue that evidence of commercial success can be 

relevant to the issue of obviousness or non-obviousness of a patent claim.  But that 

misses the point.  Congress has by statute expressly limited the grounds upon 

which a petitioner can seek cancellation of patent claims in an IPR.  35 U.S.C. § 

311(b).  And those grounds do not include economic analysis going to commercial 

success of the patented invention.  Accordingly, there is no permissible basis for 

the McDuff  Declaration (Exh. 1017) and related exhibits (Exhs. 1040-1067).  

Further, any argument Petitioners may offer that the second McDuff Declaration, 

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.


