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I. INTRODUCTION 

Discovery confirmed what Inpria argued from the beginning—Entegris 

should have listed Lam as an RPI on its Petition, but instead intentionally 

downplayed the relationship.  Paper 7 at 18-20; Paper 10 at 3-10; Paper 17 at 1.  The 

documents show that  

 

  EX2054 at 1; EX2047; EX2048.  

Entegris tries to undermine these documents through a declaration by one of its 

employees (Dr. Joseph Rivers) who was willing to attest to broad characterizations 

about the agreements between Entegris and Lam, and the preparation of the IPR.  

EX2046.  During deposition, however, it became clear that Dr. Rivers has little to 

no personal knowledge about the assertions in his declaration, raising the question 

of why he was chosen to submit the declaration in the first place.  And the 

information that Dr. Rivers did know was fundamentally at odds with his 

declaration, with him admitting for example  

  EX2055 at 159:22-161:15.  

Because Entegris intentionally omitted Lam as an RPI, Entegris’s Petition 

must be accorded a new filing date, and is now time barred.  Corning Optical 

Communications RF, LLC v. PPC Broadband, Inc., IPR2014-00440, Paper 68 at 23-

25 (Aug. 18, 2015) (precedential). 
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II. THE DOCUMENTS CONFIRM LAM IS AN UNNAMED RPI 

Pursuant to the Board’s Order (Paper 24), Entegris produced multiple 

documents that confirm that Lam should have been listed as an RPI because it is a 

“clear beneficiary that has a preexisting, established relationship with” Entegris.  See 

RPX Corp. v. Applications in Internet Time, LLC, IPR2015-01750, Paper 128 at 2 

(October 2, 2020) (precedential) (quotations omitted); see also Ventex Co. v. 

Columbia Sportswear N. Am., Inc., IPR2017-00651, Paper 152 at 7-11 (Jan. 24, 

2019) (precedential) (RPI where parties “had a specially structured, preexisting, and 

well established business relationship with one another, including indemnification 

and exclusivity arrangements”). 

 

 

   

 

 EX2047 at 2, and  

 

EX2048 at 5.   

  Id. at 123:22-124:6.  Indeed,  

  EX2047 at 1-2 (  



Case No. IPR2025-00267 

3 

).  These entanglements demonstrate 

that Entegris’s interest is derivative of Lam’s business.  See Ventex at 7-8.  

Commercial Control:  Lam exercises 

significant commercial control over Entegris with respect to the precursor materials 

covered by the ’903 patent.  See Ventex at 9.  The  

 

 EX2047 at 3  

 id.  

 id. at 5 

 even  

, id. at 6 (   . 

Indemnity: Entegris argued that “we had no indemnity obligation.”  EX2045 

at 21:22.  Not true.   

 

  

EX2047 at 8  EX2048 at 12  see also EX2049, EX2051, EX2052 

( ).   

Dr. Rivers’s attempts to undermine this  should be 

rejected.  EX2046 at ¶¶ 11, 13.  He includes legal conclusions regarding  

 id., but in his deposition he admitted 
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  EX2055 at 36:14-15; 140:15-141:3; 

155:2-13.   

 Entegris itself admitted it supplied the “chemistries that were 

threatened by Inpria in the earlier litigation” against Lam.  Paper 14 at 1; EX2045 at 

21:14-19.   point to an RPI relationship.  Ventex at 7, 10; 

cf. Luminex Int’l Co. v. Signify Holdings B.V., IPR2024-00101, Paper 20 at 13-14 

(Director Nov. 21, 2024) (distinguishing Ventex where,  

).   

Common Interest:  Although  

 it did not file its petition until after Inpria asserted the ’903 patent against Lam 

and   EX2054.  

At the time Entegris filed its petition,  

 

  

Id. at 1.  This shared interest made Lam a clear beneficiary of the Petition, further 

supporting Lam’s status as an unnamed RPI.  Ventex at 8-10.  Entegris argued it has 

“its own interests” in invalidating the ’903 patent, see Paper 10 at 1; EX2046 at 

¶¶ 6-7, but “that does not address whether [Lam] is a real party in interest—‘it is not 

an either-or proposition.’”  Ventex at 9 (quoting AIT, 897 F.3d at 1353).   
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Dr. Rivers’s Declaration:  Dr. Rivers’s declaration (EX2046) cannot be 

credited.  His deposition revealed that he lacks personal knowledge—  

 EX2055 at 114:17-115:5; 147:12-

148:7  id. 

at 21:8-16; 107:7-22), and  id. at 

12:20-14:5; 48:17-20; 50:2-52:16; 77:2-7; 92:18-93:3.   

  

Id. at 56:17-58:5.  In fact, Dr. Rivers  

 

  Id. at 58:16-61:9; 99:3-101:10.  His declaration relies on inadmissible 

hearsay from  that 

Entegris actively cloaked with privilege.  E.g., id. at 51:9-52:2; 54:10-21; 61:11-

67:22; 68:17-75:8; 163:7-16.  Furthermore, he admitted  

 id. at 72:1-75:8, and  

id. at 25:11-16, yet he  

 id. at 73:16-22.  Worse yet, Dr. Rivers’s deposition 

confirmed that Entegris was  

  Id., 159:22-161:15. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 

Dated: January 14, 2026 
 By:  / Naveen Modi /   

    Naveen Modi (Registration No. 46,224) 
    Counsel for Patent Owner 
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