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Counsel,

The Director has entered a decision on Patent Owner’s Request for Director Review. Patent
Owner’s request for authorization to file a citation of supplemental authority is now moot.

Thank you.

From: Quincy Lu <quincylu@quinnemanuel.com>

Sent: Friday, September 26, 2025 9:44 PM

To: Director_PTABDecision_Review <Director PTABDecision_Review@uspto.gov>; Hails, Robert L.
<rhails@bakerlaw.com>; Hoffman, Jason F. <jhoffman@bakerlaw.com>; Rick, Michelle
<MRick@bakerlaw.com>; Jim Glass <jimglass@quinnemanuel.com>

Subject: RE: IPR2024-00465: Patent Owner Requests Authorization to File a Citation of Supplemental
Authority

CAUTION: This email has originated from a source outside of USPTO. PLEASE CONSIDER THE SOURCE before
responding, clicking on links, or opening attachments.

Dear Honorable Director,

Petitioner thanks the Director for providing an opportunity to respond to Patent Owner’s
request. Petitioner notes that Patent Owner did not reach out to us regarding their request to
obtain our position prior to contacting the Director.

Petitioner’s request to cite supplemental authority is unnecessary. As Patent Owner admits,
Finesse stands for the unremarkable position that wholly contradictory testimony cannot be
used as “substantial evidence” to support a jury verdict. Without re-arguing the merits,
Petitioner points out that here, as detailed in our Opposition, Mr. Hutton’s testimony was not
contradictory and Patent Owner’s accusation of such is based on obfuscation of what he
actually said. Moreover, the Finesse case is no different than the cases cited by Patent Owner
in its Request, and distinguished by our Opposition. Nor does Finesse raise any change in
Federal Circuit Law that Patent Owner could not have otherwise raised in its Request.

To the extent the Director would find this additional citation necessary, Petitioner requests that
any citation be made without any additional briefing.
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For these reasons, Petitioner opposes Patent Owner’s Request.

Respectfully Submitted,
Quincy Lu

Quincy Lu
Of Counsel, Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan, LLP

From: Director_PTABDecision_Review <Director PTABDecision Review@uspto.gov>
Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2025 5:21 PM

To: Hails, Robert L. <rhails@bakerlaw.com>; Hoffman, Jason F. <jhoffman@bakerlaw.com>; Rick,
Michelle <MRick@bakerlaw.com>; Quincy Lu <guincylu@quinnemanuel.com>; Jim Glass
<jimglass@quinnemanuel.com>

Subject: RE: IPR2024-00465: Patent Owner Requests Authorization to File a Citation of Supplemental
Authority

[EXTERNAL EMAIL from director_ptabdecision_review@uspto.gov]

Counsel,

Petitioner may respond with its position as to Patent Owner’s request via email by Friday, September
26th.

Thanks.

From: Hails, Robert L. <rhails@bakerlaw.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2025 4:13 PM

To: Director_PTABDecision_Review <Director_PTABDecision_Review@uspto.gov>

Cc: Hoffman, Jason F. <jhoffman@bakerlaw.com>; Rick, Michelle <MRick@bakerlaw.com>;
guincylu@guinnemanuel.com; jimglass@guinnemanuel.com

Subject: IPR2024-00465: Patent Owner Requests Authorization to File a Citation of Supplemental
Authority

CAUTION: This email has originated from a source outside of USPTO. PLEASE CONSIDER THE SOURCE before
responding, clicking on links, or opening attachments.

To the Director:

Patent Owner requests authorization to file a Citation of Supplemental Authority in IPR2024-00465 in
support of its Request for Director Review (Paper 37). Specifically, Patent Owner proposes to cite
Finesse Wireless LLC v. AT&T Mobility LLC, Case No. 24-1039 (issued Sept. 24, 2025), which the
Federal Circuit decided on a precedential basis. Finesse Wireless addresses ramifications of self-



contradictory testimony from a party’s expert on issues for which that party bears the burden of
proof.

Respectfully submitted,

Robert Hails
Counsel for Patent Owner

Robert Hails
Partner

Washington Square

1050 Connecticut Ave N.W. | Suite 1100
Washington, DC 20036-5403
T+1.202.861.1692

rhails@bakerlaw.com

bakerlaw.com
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