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Pursuant to Board’s May 31, 2024 Order Setting Oral Argument, Petitioner 

Parse Biosciences, Inc. (“Parse”) hereby objects to Patent Owner’s demonstratives 

as follows: 

Portions of the Demonstratives Objections  

Slide 10: Citation to EX2101 (Guan) (boxed in red) 

 

 

Cites to evidence 

subject to 

Petitioner’s 

motion to exclude 

under FRE 401-

403. See Papers 

34, 40.  

Slide 14: Entire Slide (boxed in red) 

 

Presents 

arguments and 

evidence subject 

to Petitioner’s 

motion to exclude 

under FRE 401-
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403. See Papers 

34, 40. 

Slide 15: References to EX2101 (Guan) including arguments 

made in support (boxed in red): 

 Heading: “Figures 3 and 4 Are Both Disclosed as Part of 

(and Are Fully Consistent With) Example I’s 

Fragmentation and Capture With Biotin” 

 “EX2101 is from New England Biolabs” 

 “EX2101 identifies GCAGTG as an enzyme restriction 

site.” 

 Annotated Figures 3 and 4 

 

Presents 

arguments and 

evidence subject 

to Petitioner’s 

motion to exclude 

under FRE 401-

403. See Papers 

34, 40. 

Slide 16: Entire slide (boxed in red) Presents 

arguments and 
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evidence subject 

to Petitioner’s 

motion to exclude 

under FRE 401-

403. See Papers 

34, 40. 

Slide 28: References to EX2101 (Guan) including arguments 

made in support (boxed in red): 

 “But fragmentation is not optional in Linnarsson’s 

STRT method” 

 “Dr. Cooper admits he did no analysis to support his 

demonstrably false assertion that Figures 3 and 4 have 

no restriction enzyme cut site (and that a publication 

from reputable authors shows they do).” 

 “Consistent with Dr. Cooper’s ‘part and parcel’ 

opinion, Figures 3 and 4 are part of the fragmentation 

and capture approach because they do have restriction 

enzyme cut sites.” 

Presents 

arguments and 

evidence subject 

to Petitioner’s 

motion to exclude 

under FRE 401-

403. See Papers 

34, 40. 
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 “And this is consistent with Linnarsson, which 

introduces Figures 3 and 4 within Example I, which 

uses fragmentation and capture.” 
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Dated:  July 23, 2024 Respectfully submitted, 

/Derek C. Walter/     
Lead Counsel for Petitioner 
Reg. No. 74,656 
Weil, Gotshal & Manges LLP 
201 Redwood Shores Parkway 
Redwood Shores, CA 94065 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned hereby certifies that the foregoing PETITIONER’S 

OBJECTIONS TO EVIDENCE UNDER 37 C.F.R. § 42.64 was served in its 

entirety on July 23rd, 2024 via electronic email pursuant to C.F.R § 42.6(e) to the 

counsel for 10x Genomics, Inc., at the addresses below:  

J. Steven Baughman (Reg. No. 47,414) 
Megan Raymond (Reg. No. 72,997) 
GROOMBRIDGE, WU, BAUGHMAN 
& STONE LLP 
801 17th Street, NW, Suite 1050 
Washington, DC 20006 
P: (202) 505-5832 
steve.baughman@groombridgewu.com 
megan.raymond@groombridgewu.com 
 
10X-Parse-IPR@groombridgewu.com 
 
Counsel for Patent Owner 

 
 

 
 

Dated:  July 23, 2024 By: /Derek C. Walter/  
Derek C. Walter 
Lead Counsel for Petitioner 
Reg. No. 74,656 

 


