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Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.64(b)(1), Petitioner submits the following 

objections to evidence associated with Patent Owner’s Response (Paper 31) in this 

proceeding. 

Patent Owner, in its Objections to Petitioner’s Evidence, submitted objections 

to Petitioner’s evidence for allegedly being inadmissible hearsay, lacking 

authentication, lacking foundation and personal knowledge, or constituting improper 

lay testimony.  See generally Papers 24 and 26.  Patent Owner’s objections are 

overbroad and do not provide Petitioner enough information to inform it of the 

alleged deficiencies.  Further, Patent Owner improperly objects with no belief and 

without providing any rationale that any document is not what it purports to be, 

including its publication date.  Petitioner similarly applies that standard here.  Should 

the Board sustain Patent Owner’s overbroad and improper Objections, Petitioner 

provides similar objections below to Patent Owner’s evidence. 

Exhibit 2010 (Declaration of Dr. Sunil Khatri in Support of Patent Owner’s 

Response): 

Petitioner objects to this exhibit as inadmissible hearsay under FRE 801 and 

802 not falling under any exception, and as improper expert testimony under FRE 

702 and 703, to the extent it impermissibly acts as a conduit for hearsay, including 

the hearsay objected to herein, and does not rely on the kinds of facts or data that 
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experts in the relevant fields would reasonably rely on in forming an opinion on the 

subject without providing the underlying facts, data, and other required disclosures. 

Petitioner further objects to this exhibit for lack of foundation and lack of 

personal knowledge under FRE 602, and as improper lay testimony under FRE 701, 

to the extent it offers testimony in areas outside of Dr. Khatri’s area of expertise or 

fails to properly provide the underlying facts, data, and other required disclosures. 

Exhibit 2012 (Interconnect Technology and Design for Gigascale Integration 

(Jeffrey A. Davis & James D. Meindl eds., 2003) (excerpts)): 

Petitioner objects to this exhibit under FRE 106 and 1001 because, as Patent 

Owner acknowledges, this exhibit is an incomplete excerpt of the purported book 

from which this exhibit was generated and does not accurately reproduce the 

original. 

Petitioner further objects to this exhibit as not properly authenticated under 

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

is authentic or self-authenticating under FRE 902. 

And to the extent Patent Owner relies on this document for the truth of the 

matter asserted, Petitioner objects to this exhibit as inadmissible hearsay under FRE 

801 and 802 that does not fall under any exceptions, including those of FRE 803, 

804, 805, or 807. 
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Exhibit 2013 (Aishwarya Dubey, P/G Pad Placement Optimization: Problem 

Formulation for Best IR Drop, Proc. of the Sixth Int’l Symp. On Quality Elec. Design 

(ISQED), San Jose, CA, pp. 340-345 (Mar. 21-23, 2005)), Exhibit 2014 (Howard 

Johnson, Chip-Scale Transmission Lines, High-Speed Digit. Design Online Newsl. 

(Signal Consulting, Inc.) (2003), https://www.sigcon.com/Pubs/news/7_01.htm), 

and Exhibit 2015 (Kian Haghdad & Mohab Anis, Power Supply Pads Assignment 

for Maximum Timing Yield, 58 IEEE Transactions Cirs. Sys. 697 (2011)): 

Petitioner objects 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 FRE 902.   

And to the extent Patent Owner relies on these documents for the truth of the 

matter asserted, Petitioner objects to these exhibits as inadmissible hearsay under 

FRE 801 and 802 that do not fall under any exceptions, including those of FRE 803, 

804, 805, or 807. 

Dated:  September 24, 2025 Respectfully submitted, 

/Jeremy Jason Lang/ 
Jeremy Jason Lang 
Lead Counsel for Petitioner 
Reg. No. 73,604 
ORRICK, HERRINGTON & 
SUTCLIFFE, LLP 
1000 Marsh Road
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Menlo Park, CA 94025 
Telephone: (650) 614-7400 
Facsimile: (650) 614-7401 
Email: PTABDocketJJL2@orrick.com  

Attorneys for Petitioner Micron 
Technology, Inc. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned hereby confirms that the foregoing paper was caused to be 

served on September 24, 2025 via electronic mail, upon the following attorneys of 

record for the Patent Owner:  

Inge A. Osman (inge.osman@lw.com) 
Kevin Wheeler (kevin.wheeler@lw.com) 
Charles H. Sanders (charles.sanders@lw.com) 
Amit Makker (amit.makker@lw.com) 
Richard A. Lowry (richard.lowry@lw.com) 
B. Thomas Watson (thomas.watson@lw.com) 
Alex Grabowski (alex.grabowski@lw.com) 
Ben Smith (ben.smith@lw.com) 
YMTCMICRONIPR.LWTEAM@lw.com 

LATHAM & WATKINS LLP 

/Karen Johnson/
Karen Johnson


