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37 C.F.R. §42.64 

                                         
1 Cases IPR2017-01550, IPR2017-01946, and IPR2017-01929 have been joined 

with this proceeding. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Petitioners oppose Novartis’s Supplemental Motion to Exclude of April 30, 

2018. Novartis fails to establish entitlement to the requested relief. 37 C.F.R. § 

42.20(c). A motion to exclude evidence must identify where each objection 

originally was made, and must explain why the evidence is not admissible, “but 

may not be used to challenge the sufficiency of the evidence to prove a particular 

fact.” Office Patent Trial Practice Guide, 77 Fed. Reg. 48756, 48767 (Aug. 14, 

2012). Novartis’s Motion is also a thinly-veiled merits brief in support of its 

Motion to Amend. It fails on the merits and should be denied. 

II.  ARGUMENT 

Novartis seeks to exclude Exhibits 1065-1069 “as untimely under the 

Board’s rules, and for lack of any relevance foundation under Fed. R. Evid. 401-

403.” Mot. at 1. Novartis offers three arguments in support of exclusion. Novartis 

first argues that Exhibits 1065-1069 were submitted for the first time with 

Petitioners’ Sur-Reply and “without any expert testimony or other evidence to lay 

any foundation whatsoever,” citing 37 C.F.R. 42.23(b). But Rule 42.23(b) does not 

require expert testimony to accompany the submission of exhibits. Further, 

Novartis did not object to any of Exhibits 1065-1069 for lack of foundation or 

authenticity or cite Rule 42.23(b) in its objections. Paper 87. The exhibits are self-

authenticating patents or patent publications, and their foundation as such is 
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established by the documents themselves. F.R.E. 902(1)-(5). Moreover, a motion 

to exclude is not an appropriate vehicle for raising alleged noncompliance with 

Rule 42.23(b). Cisco Sys., Inc. v. TQ Delta, LLC, IPR2016-01760, Paper 35 at 42-

43 (“A motion to exclude is not a vehicle to argue that a reply contains new 

arguments.”); F5 Networks, Inc. v. Radware, Ltd., IPR2017-00124, Paper 48 at 68 

(“[T]he Board has repeatedly stated that a motion to exclude is not the proper 

vehicle to challenge the scope of a reply.”); Blackberry Corp. v. Zipit Wireless, 

Inc., IPR2014-01508, Paper No. 49 at 40 (same); Liberty Mutual Ins. Co. v. 

Progressive Casualty Ins. Co., CBM2012-00002, Paper 66 at 62 (“While a motion 

to exclude may raise issues related to admissibility of evidence, it is not an 

opportunity to file a sur-reply, and also is not a mechanism to argue that a reply 

contains new arguments or relies on evidence necessary to make out a prima facie 

case.”); Kyocera Corp. et al. v. Softview LLC., IPR2013-00007, Paper 51 at 34 (“A 

motion to exclude is neither a substantive sur-reply, nor a proper vehicle for 

arguing whether a reply or supporting evidence is of appropriate scope.”).  

Petitioners’ Sur-Reply was necessitated when Novartis chose to disregard 37 

C.F.R. 42.23(b), which requires that “All arguments for the relief requested in a 

motion must be made in the motion.” Novartis indicated in its Corrected 

Contingent Motion to Amend (Paper 61 at 2) that it was “instead holding any 

rebuttal argument until reply.” In its Reply in Support of Contingent Motion to 
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Amend (Paper 64), Novartis made new arguments and cited new testimonial 

evidence. The Board thus authorized Petitioners to file a sur-reply, including the 

submission of additional evidence. Paper 66 at 2-3. In Paper 72, the Board limited 

its authorization “to responding to arguments and citations to expert testimony 

expressly set forth in Patent Owner’s Reply to Petitioner’s Opposition to Patent 

Owner’s contingent motion to amend.” Paper 72 at 2. Petitioners’ April 19, 2018 

Sur-Reply (Paper 85) and related submissions (including Exhibits 1065-1069) were 

timely filed on April 19, 2018 pursuant to the Board’s Order. Paper 66 at 3. 

Petitioners’ April 19, 2018 submissions complied with Rule 42.23(b) and the 

Board’s orders (Papers 66, 72) by responding to arguments raised in Novartis’s 

Reply (Paper 64). Petitioners’ Sur-Reply cited Exhibits 1065-1069 to respond to 

Novartis’s reply argument and new expert testimony “that loading dose regimens 

are species of dosing regimens and that the term dosing regimen means ‘a schedule 

of doses of a therapeutic agent per unit of time.” Paper 85 at 10 (citing Reply at 5, 

EX2096, ¶¶18-20). As Petitioners pointed out, Novartis’s argument assumes that 

“a dosing regimen” in a method for treating must be the only dosing regimen for 

the same active ingredient, and Novartis argued on that basis that the inclusion of 

“a dosing regimen” in an open-ended method closes the method off to different 

dosing regimens for the same active. Paper 85 at 10.  

Petitioners cited Exhibits 1065-1069 to demonstrate that methods of 

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.


