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I. Preliminary Statement 

Patent Owner seeks to exclude virtually all of Petitioner’s exhibits despite 

their obvious relevance and admissibility, and despite the lack of any legal basis 

for its motion. Such efforts run contrary to the Board’s rules, and granting any of 

Patent Owner’s requested relief would contradict the Board’s interest in having a 

complete record. 

II. Standard 

As the movant, Patent Owner bears the burden of proving the challenged 

exhibits are inadmissible. 37 C.F.R. § 42.20(c); Liberty Mutual Ins. Co. v. 

Progressive Cas. Ins. Co., CBM2012-00002, Paper 66, at 59 (P.T.A.B. Jan. 23, 

2014). Patent Owner failed to meet that burden for any objection. 

III. Exhibit 1014 Is Admissible, and Exhibits 2061 Through 2076 Should Be 
Excluded 

The Board should disregard Patent Owner’s allegation that Exhibit 1014 

(“Ueda”) does not qualify as prior art under 35 U.S.C. § 103(c), see Paper 32, at 1–

6, because the objection is irrelevant and untimely. 

A. Patent Owner’s objection to Exhibit 1014 is irrelevant 

Patent Owner’s theory that 35 U.S.C. § 103(c) justifies exclusion of Exhibit 

1014 is both misguided and irrelevant to Petitioner’s use of Exhibit 1014. 

Petitioner does not rely on Ueda as an invalidating reference under 35 U.S.C. 
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