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APPLE INC., 
Petitioner, 

v. 

MASIMO CORPORATION, 
Patent Owner. 
____________ 
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____________ 

Before JOSIAH C. COCKS, GEORGE R. HOSKINS, and 
ROBERT A. POLLOCK, Administrative Patent Judges. 

HOSKINS, Administrative Patent Judge. 

JUDGMENT 
Final Written Decision 

Determining All Challenged Claims Unpatentable 
35 U.S.C. § 318(a) 

ORDER 
Denying Petitioner’s Motion to Exclude and 
Denying Patent Owner’s Motion to Exclude  

37 C.F.R. § 42.64(c)
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