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 INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.64(b)(1), Petitioners Giesecke+Devrient GmbH, 

Giesecke+Devrient Currency Technology GmbH, and Papierfabrik Louisenthal 

GmbH (“Petitioners”) submit the following objections to evidence submitted by 

Patent Owner Lumenco, LLC (“Patent Owner”). Petitioners’ objections apply 

equally to Patent Owner’s reliance on this evidence in any subsequently filed 

documents or further proceedings in this matter.  Petitioners’ objections are timely, 

having been filed and served within ten business days of the institution of trial.  

Notwithstanding these objections, Petitioners expressly reserve the right to rely on 

any evidence submitted by Patent Owner, including on the ground that such evidence 

constitutes a party admission. 

 LEGAL STANDARDS 

The Federal Rules of Evidence (“F.R.E.”) generally applies to IPR 

proceedings. 37 C.F.R. § 42.62.  Evidence that is presented must be relevant and 

have probative value that is substantially outweighed by other considerations.  

F.R.E. 401-403. Further, to properly authenticate evidence, a proponent “must 

produce evidence sufficient to support a finding that the item is what the proponent 

claims it is.” F.R.E. 901. Additionally, out-of-court statements relied upon for the 

truth of the matter asserted are inadmissible hearsay, unless an exception applies. 

F.R.E. 801(c) and 802.   
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 OBJECTIONS TO EVIDENCE 

A. Exhibit 2001 

Petitioners object to Exhibit 2001 to the extent that it provides opinions that 

are irrelevant under F.R.E. 401-402, or that its probative value is substantially 

outweighed by other considerations under F.R.E. 403, including unfair prejudice, 

confusion of the issues, and waste of time. For example, Exhibit 2001 was cited in 

the “Factual Background” section of Patent Owner’s Preliminary Response (Paper 

7, 5-7) and not cited in relation to any of Patent Owner’ substantive arguments for 

denying the Petition.  Exhibit 2001 therefore does not appear to make any fact of 

consequence in determining this action more or less probable than it would be 

without them and are thus irrelevant and not admissible (F.R.E. 401, 402). 

B. Exhibits 2002-03 

Petitioners object to these exhibits as not properly authenticated under FRE 

901 because Patent Owner has not presented sufficient evidence to show that they 

are authentic or self-authenticating under F.R.E. 902. Additionally, Patent Owner 

appears to cite to Exhibits 2002-03 as alleged evidence of the ordinary meaning and 

description of the term “voxel.”  See Patent Owner’s Preliminary Response (Paper 

7), 11.  To the extent Patent Owner relies on these documents for the truth of the 

matter asserted, Petitioners object to these exhibits as inadmissible hearsay under 

F.R.E. 801 and 802 that do not fall under any exceptions, including those of F.R.E. 

803, 804, 805, or 807.  Petitioners further object to Exhibit 2002 under F.R.E. 401-
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402 (relevance) and F.R.E. 403 (prejudicial, confusing, limited probative value, 

waste of time) as it reflects a date of 2024, and therefore has no bearing on what a 

person of ordinary skill would have understood at the time of the alleged invention.  

Petitioners further object to Exhibit 2003 under F.R.E. 401-402 (relevance) and 

F.R.E. 403 (prejudicial, confusing, limited probative value, waste of time) as, 

according to Patent Owner’s own representations to the Patent Office, the field of 

the exhibit (“3-D Visualization on Mobile Devices”) is outside the field of the 

alleged invention, and therefore has no bearing on what a person of ordinary skill 

would have understood. 

 CONCLUSION 

For at least the foregoing reasons, Petitioners object to the aforementioned 

Exhibits submitted by Patent Owner in its preliminary response.  

 

Date: December 10, 2024 By: /David M. Tennant/ 
David M. Tennant (Reg. No. 48,362) 
PAUL HASTINGS LLP 
2050 M Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20036 
Telephone: (202) 551-1997 
davidtennant@paulhastings.com 
 
Counsel for Petitioners 
Giesecke+Devrient GmbH, 
Giesecke+Devrient Currency 
Technology GmbH, and 
Papierfabrik Louisenthal GmbH 

  



IPR2024-00838 (USP 10,901,191) Petitioners’ Objections to Evidence 
 

4  
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C. Matthew Rozier (Reg. No. 63,429) 
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PLLC 
1500 K Street, 2nd Floor 
Washington, DC 20005 
matt@rhmtrial.com 
kristin@rhmtrial.com  
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