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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

GILEAD SCIENCES, INC.,

Plaintiff/CounterclairaDefendant,

V. : Civil Action No. 10-4931 (SDW) (MCA)
SIGMAPHARM LABORATORIES, LLC, : OPINION
Defendant/CounterclaifRlaintiff. :. March31, 2014

WIGENTON, District Judge:

This mattercomes before the Court byway of Motion of Defendant Sigmapharm
Laboratories, Inc. (“Sigmapharnagtr “Defendant) for Attorney’s Fees Pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 8
285 and Federal Rule of Civilrocedure 54.(Dkt. No. 207. Plaintiff Gilead Sciences, Inc.
(“Gilead”) opposes this Motion. (DkiNo. 21Q. This matter was decided without oral argument
pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 78. For the reasons set forth Delewdant’s
Motion for Attorney’s Feess DENIED.

l. BACKGROUND AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY

This case involved &latchWaxman patent infringement action relating to a chemical
compound called adefovir dipivoxffAD”), which is an active pharmaceutical ingient used
in the treatment of hepatitis BAD is protected by two United States patents assigned or licensed
to Gilead, namely U.S. Patent No. 5,663,159 (“the '159 patent”) and U.S. Patent No. 6,451,340
(“the '340 patent”). Gilead sells AD tablets under the brand name HEPSERA@&se patents
were gproved on September 20, 2002 by the U.S. Food and Drug Adminisif&ioA”) . In
June 2010, Sigmapharnsubmittedan Abbreviated New Drug Application (“ANDA”) No.

202051,seekingapproval from the FDA tonanufacture and sedl generic version of Gilead’s
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HESPERA® l10milligram tablets. On September 24, 2010, Gilehlegd its Complaint, alleging
infringement of the '159 patent and the '340 patent (collectively “Patefsiit”), as well as
invalidity based on prior art. (Dkt. No. 1, ComplGilead assés, inter alia, that Sigmapharm’s
proposed AD product will infringéhe Patent$n-Suit. On December 12011 this Court held a
Markman Hearing in this matter, arglbsequently oMay 31,2012 the Court issued itgpinion
regardingthe relatedclaim constructions On December 11, 2012, Gilead filed its Amended
Complaint. (Dkt. No. 141.) On December 20, 2012, Gilead filed a Motion to Dismiss
Defendants Sixth Courdgrclaim and to Strike Defendant’'s Sixth Affirmative Defense Directed
to Inequitable ©nduct (Dkt. No. 148.) On March 1, 2013, this CodeniedGilead’s Motion

to Dismisswithout prejudice subject to the right to renew as an in limine motion prior to trial or
as otherwise directed by the Coydkt. No. 163.)

On or aboutMarch 15, 2013, Gilead executed and provided Sigmaphaitin an
unconditional and irrevocable covenant not to sue for infringemehiedPatentdn-Suit. This
covenant permits Sigmapharm to manufacture, produce, and sell the exact sames pkdjins
product under the same conditions set forth in Sigmapharm’s original ANDA. OrhMa3rc
2013, Gilead submitted ifsnal Motion to Dismiss the current action, requesting that all claims
be dismissed with prejudice, including any claims for attorney’'s fees fromapigarm. (Dkt.

No. 170). On October 8, 2013, this Court ordered dismissal with prejudied fdaims and
counterclaimsbut permitted Sigmapharm to file a motion for attorney’s fees under 35 U.S.C. §
285. (Dkt. No. 206).

Subsequently, on October 23, 2018&jrsapharm filed the instant motion for attorney’s

fees claiming that this case is “exceptional” within the meanir@bdd).S.C. § 285. (Dkt. No.

208. Sigmapharm argues thalhe case is “exceptional’ becaus&lead filed a patent



infringement suit on patents and claims that it knew to be invalid and/or unenforceable, and
because it continued litigation even after it was clear it coulduateed Gilead, on the other
hand, contends that it had a legitimate basis for asserting and maintaimifignigement claims
for both patents, and that these patents were both valid and enfo@etdddime the litigation
was institutedand that they remain valid aedforceable today
. LEGAL STANDARD
The general ruleknown as th “American Rule,’is that “each party bears its own costs.”

RefacInt’l, Inc. v. IBM Corp, et al, 710 F. Supp. 569, 570 (D.N.J. 1988)achinery Corp. of

Am. v. Gullfiber AB, 774 F.2d 467, 471 (Fed. Cir. 1985). A statutory exception to this rule can

be found in 35U.S.C. 8§ 285, which providesit]he court in exceptional cases may award
reasonable attorneys’ fees to the prevailing parfyis provision “is normally invoked only at

the end of litigation.”SL Waber, Inc. v. Am. Power Conversion Corp., 135 F. Supp. 2d 521, 527

(D.N.J. 1999). “The legislative history of 8§ 285 indicates that Congress intended, even after
trial, that it be used sparingly, since it represents a departure from theulsubat counsel fees

are not awardable to the prdireg party in an action at law, and the broad policy against
allowing costs to be erected as an undue barrier to litigatitsh.” Moreover, it “is limited to
circumstances in which the award of fees is necessary ‘to prevent a grofiseirijudspex

Eyewear Inc. v. Clariti Eyewear, Inc., 605 F.3d 1305, 1314 (Fed. Cir. 2010) (citation omitted).

Overall, t is within the discretion fothe ourt to award fees and expense§ee

Machinery Corp. oAm., 774 F.2d at 471. “Only after the prevailing party bssblished the

exceptional nature of the case by clear and convincing evidence should the absiticecide

whether or not to make the award.d. However, &en if the Court finds the case to be



exceptional, it still may decline to award fees basedhe totality of the circumstanceSee

ADM Corp. v. Speedmaster Packing Corp., 525 F.2d 662, 664 (3d Cir. 1975).

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 54(d) permits the parties to request and recover
attorneys’ fees after showing entitlement to such ancéwar
1. ANALYSIS
A. Whether Sigmapharm is a “Prevailing Party”
First, the court must determine whether the party seeking fees and expernbes i
“prevailing party.” Defendants who obtain a voluntary dismissal with prejudice are considered

prevailing parties. SeeHighway Equip. Co. v. FECO, Ltd., 469 F.3d 1027, 1035 (Fed. Cir.

2006); Newell v. Nagl Mfg. Co., No. 04875,2007 WL 2033838at *5(D.N.J. July 11, 2007)

(Wigenton, J.)citation omitted) Gilead even concedes that “Sigmapharm may technically be
considered the ‘prevailing party’ in this action.” (Dkt. No. 210 at 7.) T8iggnapharnhasmet
the first requirement for obtaining atteys fees.

B. Whether this Case is “Exceptional”

Second, 885 requires that the prevailing party demonstrate by clear and convincing
evidence that the case“isxceptional. See35 U.S.C. § 285. “To be considered exceptional, the
court must find egregious misconductNewell, 2007 WL 2033838, at *5. “Exceptional cases
usually feature some material, inappropriate conduct related to the matteraitiolitigsuch as
willful infringement, fraud orinequitable conduct in procuring the patent, misconduct during
litigation, vexatious or unjustified litigation, conduct that violates Federal Rtl€iail

Procedure 11, or like infractions.SericUS Indus., Inc. v. Plastic Recovery Tech. Corp., 459

F.3d 1311, 132122 (Fed. Cir. 2006); Epcon Gas Sys., Inc. v. Bauer Compressors, Inc., 279 F.3d

1022, 1034 (Fed. Cir. 2002) (citation omitted); Wedgetail, Ltd. v. Huddleston Deluxe, Inc., 576




F.3d 1302, 1304 (Fed. Cir. 2009) (collecting cases). “Absent misconduct in the litigation or in
securing the patent,” a case is exceptional only if (1) it was brought in subjbeti faith, and

(2) the case is objectively baselesSericUS Indus., Ing.459 F.3d at 1328rooks Furniture

Mfg., Inc. v. Dutailer Int’l,Inc., 393 F.3d 1378, 1381 (Fed. Cir. 2005).

Sigmapharm contends that this case is exceptandhthat it is entitled to attorney’s fees
because Gilead filed a patent infringement suit on patentd #trsgw not to be infringedyere
invalid and/or unenforceable, abdcause Gileathiled to dismiss its claims once circumstances
relating to the infringement changed during the litigation. Thus, Sigmapharraragpeargue
thatthis case is exceptional because the litigation @tk brought and maintained in bad faith
and was objectively baseless, and due to misconduct by Gilead in the procurethenB40
patent. Gilead, on the other hand, contends that it had a legitimate basis forngssedi
maintaining its infringementams for both the '159 and '340 patents because both patents were
valid and enforceable at the time the suit was filed, and remain valid and ebfeitoekay.

As an initial matter, this Court notésat the issuesf nontinfringement and invalidy of
Gilead’'s patents were never reachedhe underlying litigation Rather, all of the claims and
counterclaims were dismissed with prejudice when Gilead signed a covenamsnet For the
reasons set forth hereithis Court finds that Sigmapharnas failed to establish by clear and
convincing evidence that this case is “exceptional” within the meaning of 35 U.S.C. §1285.
underlying facts and background of this case do not support such a finding.

i. The '159 Patent

With respect to thel59 patat, Sigmapharm contends that the patent was invalid because

it was clearly*obvious” due to the Holy 1989 reference. Gilead, on the other hand, contends that

it had the right to sue Sigmapharm for infringement becthesd.59 patentis presumedo be



valid and enforceableSee35 U.S.C. § 282 (“A patent shall be presumed validagNiel-PPC,

Inc. v. L. Perrigo Co., 337 F.3d 1362, 1372 (Fed. Cir. 2003) (reversing the grant of attorney’s

fees, even where patemtsuit was invalidated after trial, notirigat “[a] patent owner has the
‘right to exclude others from making, using, and selling the invention and to etfioszrights
until [its patents are] held invalid [or expiré).(citation omitted)). This Court agrees.

To begin,Gilead’s patent@are presumed to bealid and enforceable. Microsoft v. i4i

Ltd. P’ship, 131 S. Ct. 2238, 2246 (2011) (explaining that the presumption of validity remains
unless and until the presumption is overcome with “clear and convincing evidencerdf err
(citatiors omitted). Patent holders have a right to sue for infringement of their patents until its

patent is held invalid or expiredMcNiel-PPC, Inc. 337 F.3d at 1372Moreover, “[t]here is a

presumption that the assertion of infringement of a duly granted patent is made ifaigadd

Brooks Furniture Mfg 393 F.3d at 1382As such, Gilead was well within its right to assert its

claim for patent infringement against Sigmapharm.

Second, this Court is satisfied that the existence of the Holy 1989 edees not
makethe assertion of patent infringement “objectively baseleasr wasthe caseasserted in
“bad faith.” Gileadnotesthat the Holy 1989 reference weised on the face of the patent and
was thus before the patent examiner during proseouti of the application, which was

subsequenthgranted SeeGlaxo Grp. Ltd. v. Apotex, Inc. 376 F.3d 1339, 1348 (Fed. Cir.

2004) (noting that the burden of proving invalidity by clear and convincing evidence “is
‘especially difficult’” when, as is the prest case, the infringer attempts to rely on prior art that
was before the patent examiner during prosecution”) (citation onjittBdsed on this reference

and the fact that the patent was issued, Gilead had no reason to question the validity of the



patent, let alone know that it was invalid. Accordingly, this Court concludes that Gilda ha
good faith and objectively reasonabkbesls to assert patent infringemehthe '159 patent.
Sigmapharm also contends that Gilead should daraissedts remaining infringement
allegations concerning th#&59 patent after August 10, 20:hen Sigmapharm admitted that it
infringed the claims of the '159 patent that readadefovir dipivoxil However, according to
Gilead, Sigmapharm only stipulated to infringement of thePid1 PMEA claims of the '159
patent. Gileadontends that after August 10, 2012, it continued to pursue infringehaens 2,
4, and 1417 of the '159 patent, which were directed to m&®M PMEA". As previously
noted, patent holders, Gilead included, have a right to sue for infringement of teaispdio
find that it was improper for Gilead to sue for infringetehthe monePOM PMEA claims of

’159 patent would encroach upon Gilead’s patent rigMsNiel-PPC, Inc, 337 F.3d at 1372.

Sigmapharm also contends that Gilead could not prove infringement of the rgmainin
claims becausé&ilead itselfdid not test Sigmapharm’s product for the presence of FR&Id
PMEA. Gilead contends that it did not need to test Sigmapharm’s product because Sigmapharm
had already tested it, had concluded the product contained-RONOPMEA, and had repted
those reglts to the FDA.This Court finds that wether Gilead was or was not required to
perform further testing does not demonstrate thatalse was brought in bad faith or that it was
objectively baseless, particularly wheas here, Gilead claimsrggliedon Sigmapharm’s testing.

ii. The 340 Patent

Sigmapharmalso contendsthat this case is“baseless because Gilead filed for
infringement of the ‘340 ggentwhen itknew or should have knowthat the patentvas invalid
due to undisclosed prior saleSee35 U.S.C. § 102A personshall beentitled to a patent unless,

inter alig “the claimedinvention was . . . on sale. . before the effective filing date of the

! Adefovir dipivoxiland monePOM PMEA are prodrugs covered the '159 patent
7



claimed invention). Sigmapham claims that Gilead's purchasd# massive quantities of
crystalline AD from third parties, Raylo Chemicals and Quintiligkich occurred years before
the critical date of July 25, 1996 for the '340 patemére invalidating commercial sales.
Sigmapharm also allegéisat Gilead had a duty to disclose these sales to the USPTO and failed
to do so. Gilead on the other hand;ontends that the '340 patent was valid and enforceable
when it brought suit, anthat itremains valid and enforceable todagilead also alleges thét
had a subjective good faith basiswell as an objective basis for viewing any alleged “sales” of
AD prior to the critical date as nanvalidating sales because they were made primarily for the
purposes of experimentation.

A person is entitled to a patent unleisger alig “the invention was . . . on sale in this
country, more than one year prior to the date of the application for patent in the Uniésd’ Sta

Electromotive Div. of GMC v. Transp. Sys. Div. of GE, 417 F.3d 1203, 1209 (Fed. Cir. 2005)

(citing 35 U.S.C. § 102(b)).In Pfaff v. Wells Elecs., In¢.525 U.S. 55 (1998), the Supreme

Court set forth a twqpart test forapplication of the oisale bar. First, the claimed invention
must be the subject of a commercial séiaff, 525 U.S. at 67.Second, the claimed inveom
must be ready for patentingl. at 6768. The first prong of théfaff test entails an assessment
of whether the circumstances surrounding acopitecal date sale objectively show that it was
primarily made for experimentatiorElectromotive 417 F.3d at 1210. The Federal Circuit has
explained that:

The question posed by the experimental use doctrine . . . is not

whether the invention was under development, sulbgetesting,

or otherwise still in its experimental stage at the time of the

assertedsale. Instead, the question is whether the transaction

constituting the sale was not incidental to the primary purpose of

experimentation, i.e., whether the primary purpose of the inventor
at the time of the sale, as determined from an objective evaluatio



of the facts surrounding the transaction, was to conduct
experimentation.

Id. (quotingAllen Endg Corp. v. Bartell Indus., Inc., 299 F.3d 1336, 1354 (Fed. Cir. 2002)).

the sale was primarily for experimentation rather than commercial gain, thesaléhés not

invalidating under 8 102(b). Monon Corp. v. Stoughton Trailers, Inc., 239 F.3d 1253, 1258 (Fed.

Cir. 2001) (‘Evidence that the . . . sale of the patented device was primarily experimental may

negate an assertion of invalidity.” In Allen Eng’g Corp. v. Bartell Indus., 299 F.3d 1336, 1353

(Fed. Cir. 2002) the Court set forth a list of factors that are instructive for determining
commercial versus experimental uses:

(1) the necessity for public testing, (2) the amount of control over
the experiment retained by the inventor, (3) the nature of the
invention, (4) the length of the test period, (5) whether payment
was made, (6) whether there was a secrecy obligation, (7) whether
records of the experiment were kept, (8) who conducted the
experment, (9) the degree of commercial exploitation during
testing, (10) whether the invention reasonably requires evaluation
under actual conditions of use, (11) whether testing was
systematically performed, (12) whether the inventor continually
monitored theinvention during testing, and (13) the nature of
contacts made with potential customers.

Id. (quotation and alteration marks omitted).
“A use may be experimental only if it is designed to (1) test claims featurdse of
invention or (2) to determine whether an invention will work for its intended purpitself a

requirement ofpatentability” Clock Spring, L.P. v. Wrapmaster, Inc., 560 F.3d 1317, 1327

(Fed. Cir. 2009)in re Omeprazole Patent Litjgh36 F.3d 1361, 13735 (Fed. Cir. 2008).“In

other words, an invention may not be ready for patenting if claimed features or overall
workability are being tested. But, there is no experimental use unless cfesh@es or overall
workability are being tested for purposes of the filing of a patentcagpioln.” Clock Spring, 560

F.3d at 1327, EZ Dock v. Schafer Sys., 276 F.3d 1347, (Béd. Cir. 2002). “Indeed, the




experimental use negation of the 8 102(b) bar only exists to allow an inventor ta pefec
discovery through testing without losing his right to obtain a patent for his invent@iock

Spring 560 F.3d at 1327FEZ Dock 276 F.3d at 1352Clinical trials conducted to determine the
efficacy of a drug candidate have been found tarbexample of experimental use negation of

the statutoy bar. SeeBayer Schering Pharma AG v. Bawibs, Inc., No. 05¢cv-2308, 2008 WL

628592 (D.N.J. Mar. 3, 2008). f“there is adequate proof that a device was sold primarily for
experimentation, the first prong éffaff would not be met and it would be unnecessary to
consider either whether the device was an embodiment of the claimed invention feervwhet
invention was ‘ready for patenting’ at the time of the sales.” Allen Eng’g, Z38aF1353.

Sigmapharm allegs that more than one ygaror tothe filing of the '340 patent, Gilead
directedRaylo Chemicals tonanufacturenultiple bulk lots of crystalline AD and purchased the
resulting lots. Sigmapharm claims that these purchasgsnbin September 1994, almbsb
years before the critical date and continued regularly through June 1996. Sagmagito
contends that Gilead purchased over thirteen thou$dr8J000”) bottles of crystalline AD
tablets from Quintilies. Sigmapharurtheralleges that the invemtn claims in the 340 patent
werenot only “ready for patenting” butere actually reduced to practice in 1993, well before
Gilead began purchasing AD. According to Sigmaphahnese purchases negatey assertion
that theprior sales and/or usewerefor research purposes.

Gilead on the other handpntends that it had a subjective good faith basis as well as an
objective basis for viewing any alleged “salégtirchases”™of AD prior to the critical date as
non4invalidating sales because they were made primarily for purposes of espeiion.
Gilead argues that the four batches that Sigmapharm relies on were intendedcirude and

were used in clinical studies or other “nonclinical research.” (Dkt. No. 210, at J1§see also

10



Dkt. No. 2107, Ex. 9,GH000474070“A Review of Adefovir Dipivoxil Manufacturing at Raylo
ARS,” (discussing the process development periodsdnding that Raylo lots 2168-2P and
2166-A6P were “rejected for clinical use” for containingacceptably high impurity levelnd
thus the batches were-peocessedfor “non-clinical research”; “[a]ll other batches were released
for clinical use); (Dkt. No. 2108, Ex. 10,GH000403678“Summaryof Drug Substance Lots,”
(showing that Raylo lots 216&-4P, 2166-A-5Pand 2166A-7P were for use in toxicology,
clinical, and stability studies) Gilead argues that the allegedly invalidating sales consist of
transactions between Gilead and Raylo, wh@itead contracted to manufacture AD for the
purposes of the clinical tests and other studiedead also claims that Sigmapharm has failed to
provide any evidence regarding the sales f@umtilies FurthermoreGilead contends thahe
reason itneecd a large quantity of drugsas todevelopan FDAcompliant manufacturing
practice and protocols to administer the drug to humans in clinical tristlshat does not mean
that the purchases were “commercial” batches

Based on the recorthis Court finds that Sigmapharhas not demonstrated by clear and
convincingevidence that the sales were commercial and invalidating. To the contrary, Gilead
has put forth adequate proof that {mor sales/purchasesere primarily for experimentation.
This evidence negates the assertion of invalidigcordingly,this Court finds thaGilead had a
subjective good faith basis as well as an objective basis for asserting ofamféngement of
the '340 patent against Sigmapharm.

Sigmapharm also alleges that Gilead filed infringement claims relating to the '&4Q pa
despite knowing it was unenforceabl&igmapharm essentially argues that Gilead committed
“inequitable conduct” in the procurement of the '340 patent. However, there has been mp findin

or stipulation of unenforceability, much less a finding that Gilead somehow knethéh@40

11



patent was unenforceablévioreover, Sigmapharm’s inequitable conduct claim was dismissed
with prejudice by agreement of the parties. (Dkt. No. 206). To prove inequitable conduct,
Sigmapharm would need to demonstrate, by clear and convincing evidence, that a pergon havin
a duty of candor to the PT@nisrepresented or omitted material information with the specific

intent to deceive the PTO Therasense, Ing. Becton, Dickinson and Co., 649 F.3d 1276, 1287

(Fed. Cir. 2011)internal citation omitted) Sigmapharm has failed to allege that the '340 patent
inventors or prosecuting attorneys acted with specific intent to deceive. InstgadpBarm
offers onlythat the purchases of AD were “made with the knowledge of inventors of the *340
patent and the prosecution team,” and that they failed to disclose such purchasePTO!t
(Dkt. No. 208, at 19 Sigmapharm cites to meeting minutes that were supposediilated to
some of the inventors and attorneys responsible for prosecuting the '340 pbtewever,the
mere existence of such a document does not establish knowledge of any purchadegiom
Sigmapharm deposed two of the *340 patent inventors, but never asked either of them why such
purchases were not mentioned to the PTO. The evidence before thisisaoastifficient to
demonstrate that Gilead hadspecific intent to deceivee PTO Accordingly, this Court finds
that Sigmapharm has failed to prove tl@sitead committed inequitable conduit procurement

of the '340 patent.

Further,Sigmapharm contends that Gilead should have discontinued the litigation as to
the '340 patent after Sigmapharm amended its Drug Master HD#K"). Originally,
Sigmapharm imported a solid AD precursADDMC, into the United States Sigmapharm
subsequently amended its manufacturing proaséssebyit contended that ivould only import
liquid ADDMC. However, based on the evidermeforethe Court, including letters to the FDA

(Dkt. No. 21011, Ex. 13)and Sigmapharm’s Amended Answer (Dkt. No. 146appears that

12



Sigmapharm never abandoned its original process, which is why Gilead continuegatisr
against Sigmapharm as to ti810 patent. Moreover, when Sigmapharm amended its DMF to
addthe amendednanufactumg process, Gilead amended its Complaint accordin@geldkt.
No. 140,Amended Comp).at 1 3%48). This Court finds thateven after Sigmapharm amended
its DMF, Gileadhad both a subjectivend objective good faith basasid an objectivéasis for
maintaining its infringement claimsiti respect to the '340 patent.

Finally, Sigmapharm contends that the timing of the covenatiio sue issignificant as
it arrived meredays before the scheduled depositions of seven of Gilead’s experts for the 340
patent and two weeks after the Court denied Gilead’s motion to dismiss Sayméphlaims of
inequitable conduct for the '340 patenGilead on the other handexplains thait chose to
terminate thidawsuit becaus¢éhe landscape of the hepatitis B market changed during the course
of the litigation and by early 2018no longer made sense for Gilead to pursue this case. Gilead
contends thathere were better and more efficacious alternatives such as Viread® and another
generic producdthat wereon the doorstep of entering the market.

As previously discussed, it is within the court’s discretion whether or not todawa

attorney’s fees.Machinery Corp. of Am., 774 F.2d 471, Badalamenti v. Dunhais, Inc, 896

F.2d 1359, 1364 (FedCir. 1990). It is equally clear that the defendant bears the burden of
proving, by clear and convincing evidendbat thiscaseis exceptional. Badalamenti896 F.2d

at 1364. There must be some finding of unfairness, bad faith, or inequitable conduct on the part
of the plaintiff. Based on the evidence befahes Court,Sigmapharm has failed to establish any
misconduct on the part of Gilead during the litigation or in the procurement of its patethist

the litigation was objectively baseless and broughsubjectivebad faith. Accordinglythis

Court finds thathis case is not “exceptionaliithin the meaning 085 U.S.C. § 285.
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V. CONCLUSION
Defendant hasiot met the exceedingly high burden of presenting clear and convincing
evidence that this case “exceptional’within the meaning 085 U.S.C. § 28%arrantingthe

imposition of attorneg fees. Therefore, thiSourtDENIES Defendans Motion for Attorrey's

Fees.
S/ISUSAN D. WIGENTON
United StatesDistrict Judge
cc: Hon. Madeline Cox Arleo, U.S.M.J
All Parties
Clerk
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	WIGENTON, District Judge:

