
 
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

TEXARKANA DIVISION 
 

 
MAXELL, LTD., 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

APPLE INC., 

Defendants. 

Civil Action No. 5:19-cv-00036 

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

 

 

 
MAXELL, LTD.’S OPPOSITION TO APPLE’S MOTION TO EXCLUDE THE 

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT L. STOLL 
 

PUBLIC VERSION

PUBLIC VERSION
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