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 Pursuant to 37 CFR § 42.64(b), Petitioner, Apple Inc., hereby submits its 

notice of objections to certain evidence that Patent Owner, Qualcomm, Inc. 

submitted in connection with IPR2018-01249. 

 Petitioner objects to Exhibit 2004 (Declaration of Donald Alpert, Ph.D in 

IPR2015-00148).  Exhibit 2004 is a declaration Dr. Alpert submitted on behalf of a 

different party (not Apple), in a different Inter Partes Review, and in reference to a 

different patent.  See Exhibit 2004 at ¶1.  Furthermore, in IPR2015-00148 both 

experts agreed that the patent in question (the ’122 patent) was describing a 

periodic clock.  The only point at issue in the construction of the term was whether 

“clock,” in regard to the ’122 patent, was limited to a “digital system.”  See Exhibit 

2004 at ¶¶6-16. 

Petitioner objects to Exhibit 2004 as Dr. Alpert’s declaration in regard to 

IPR2015-00148 is irrelevant to the determination of the broadest reasonable 

interpretation of the term “clock signal” as it is used in the ’002 patent, an analysis 

that must be based first and foremost on the claims and specification of the ’002 

patent (FRE 401/402/403).  Furthermore, in Dr. Alpert’s declaration in regard to 

the ’122 patent at issue in IPR2015-00148, he does not offer any expert opinion 

that could reliably be extended to the ’002 patent because his opinion was specific 

to the ’122 patent, and consequently, he did not, in Exhibit 2004, lay out any 
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analysis that could support an expert opinion on the meaning of a term in the ’002 

Patent (FRE 702).  Finally, Patent Owner is relying on statements in Exhibit 2004 

that constitute inadmissible hearsay (FRE 801/802). 

Patent Owner reserves the right to move to exclude the noted testimony and 

exhibits. 

 

 
 
Date:   April 22, 2019  /Timothy W. Riffe/  

W. Karl Renner, Reg. No. 41,265 
Thomas A. Rozylowicz, Reg. No. 50,620 
Timothy W. Riffe, Reg. No. 43,881 
Fish & Richardson P.C. 

  3200 RBC Plaza, 60 South Sixth Street 
  Minneapolis, MN 55402 
  T: 202-783-5070 
  F: 877-769-7945 
   
    Attorneys for Petitioner 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Pursuant to 37 CFR §§ 42.6(e)(1), the undersigned certifies that on April 22, 

2019, a complete and entire copy of this Petitioner’s Objections to Evidence was 

provided via email to the Patent Owner by serving the email correspondence 

addresses of record as follows: 

David B. Cochran 
Joshua R. Nightingale 
Matthew W. Johnson 

Joseph M. Sauer 
David M. Maiorana 
Richard A. Graham 

Jones Day 
901 Lakeside Ave. 

Cleveland, OH 44114 
 

Email: dcochran@jonesday.com 
jrnightingale@jonesday.com 
mwjohsnon@jonesday.com  
jmsauer@jonesday.com  
dmaiorana@jonesday.com  
ragraham@jonesday.com 

 
 
 

/Jessica K. Detko/     
       Jessica K. Detko 
       Fish & Richardson P.C. 
       3200 RBC Plaza, 60 South Sixth Street 
       Minneapolis, MN 55402 
       (612) 337-2576 


