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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

ENDO PHARMACEUTICALS INC. and
GRUNENTHAL GMBH,

Plaintiffs, 12-CV-8115(JPO)

_V_

AMNEAL PHARMACEUTICALS, LLC
and AMNEAL PHARMACEUTICALS
OF NEW YORK, LLC

Defendants.

ENDO PHARMACEUTICALS INC,

Plaintiff, 13-CV-3288(JPO)

V- OPINION AND ORDER

ROXANE LABORATORIES, INC,
Defendant.

J. PAUL OETKEN, District Judge:

After judgmentwas entereth favor of Plaintiff Endo Pharmaceuticals Inc. (“Endo”) in
these two patent cases, Endo sought to recover $48,123.83 ifremosBefendants Amneal
Pharmaceuticals, LLC and Amneal Pharmaceuticals of New York, LLEtfteg “Amneal”)
and$61,379.09 in cosfsom Defendant Roxane Laboratories, Inc. (“Roxane”). (No. 12 Civ.
8115 (“Amneal), Dkt. No. 189-1 at 1No. 13 Civ. 3288 (Roxané), Dkt. No. 244-1 at 1.)But
the Clerk of Court awarded Endo only part of what it &skedfor, taxing $7,759.03 in costs
against Amneal and $13,676.33 in costs against Roxa&mene@a) Dkt. No. 192 at 1Roxane
Dkt. No. 247 at 1.)Endo now moves to appeal these decisiodsnriea) Dkt. No. 195Roxane

Dkt. No. 250.) For the followingeasons, Endo’s motions are granted in part and denied in part.
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Background

In these two related casé&9)dq a pharmaceutical company, raised claims of patent
infringement against generic drug manufacturers Amneal and RokEage. Pharm. Inc. v.
Amneal Pharm., LLONo. 12 Civ. 8115, 2015 WL 9459823, at *2-3 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 18, 2015).
The cases were tried jointly, along with sewatiners, in a fivaweek bench trial before the late
Judge Thomas P. Griesa in the spring of 2Q#l5at *2. At the conclusion dhe trial,Judge
Griesaheld that the defendants had infringed or would infringe certain of Endo’s paténts.
Accordingly, the court “enter[ed] judgment in Endo’s favor and enjoin[ed] defendants fr
making or selling their [infringing] products prior to the expiration” of the patahissueld. at
*66. The Federal Circudffirmed see Endo Pharm. Inc. v. Teva Pharm. USA, [f81 F.

App'x 962 (Fed. Cir. 2018),andthe mandate issued on June 29, 20A81(ea) Dkt. Nos. 186—
87; RoxaneDkt. Nos. 241-42).

On remandEndo filedbills of costswith the Clerk of Court, seeking $48,123.83 in costs
from Amneal ad $61,379.09 in costs from Roxané&mnea) Dkt. No. 189-1 Roxane Dkt. No.
244-1.) Amneal and Roxane bathjected arguing that Endo was not entitled to any costs or, in
the alternative, that Endo was entitled to only a portion of the costs it sodgied) Dkt. No.
190; Roxane Dkt. No. 245.) On August 31, 2018, the Clddtermined that Endo was entitled
to recover costs, but only in the amount of $7,759.03 from Amneal and $13,676.33 from Roxane.
(Amnea] Dkt. No. 192 at 1Roxane Dkt. No. 247 at 1.)

Endo now seeks review of the Clerk’s decisions on the taxation of césised) Dkt.

No. 195;Roxane Dkt. No. 250.)First, Endo argues thdt is entitled to an additional $30,647.87

! The Federal Circuit has since vacated its opinion in part, but only with respect to a
discrete issue that has no bearing on the issues presently before theE@darBharm. Inc. v.
Teva Pharm. USA, Inc729 F. App’x 936 (Fed. Cir. 2018) (per curiam).



from each of Roxane and Amneal to recover costs incurreghninection with the preparation

and display of certain demonstrative graphics presented at &ianea) Dkt. No. 196 (“Endo

Br.”) at 2-5.) Second, Endo argues that it is entitled to an additional $831.31 from Amneal and
an additional $1,660.06 fromoRRaneto recover certain costs incurred in connection with
specified depositions. (Endo Br. at 5-8.) The parties have now briefed theseAssues) (

Dkt. Nos. 196, 198, 20Roxane Dkt. Nos. 251, 253, 255), and the Court is prepared to rule.

. Legal Standard

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure @(1) provides thatin the usuatase, “costs-other
than attorney’s feesshould be allowed to the prevailing party” in a lawsuit. Fed. R. Civ. P.
54(d)1); see alscChoi v. City of New YorkNo. 10 Civ. 6617, 2013 WL 1387021, at *2
(S.D.N.Y. Apr. 5, 2013) (noting that an award of costs “against the losing party isrthal no
rule obtaining in civil litigation” (quotingVhitfield v. Scully241 F.3d 264, 270 (2d Cir. 2001),
abrogated on other groungBruce v. Samuel436 S. Ct. 627 (2016))). And 28 U.S.C. § 1920
(“Section 1920"), in turn, defines the terrcosts as used in Rule §d).” Crawford Fitting Co.
v. J.T. Gibbons, Inc482 U.S. 437, 441 (1987).aXable costsinder Section 1920 includas
relevant “[flees for printed or electronically recorded transcripts necessaibined for use in
the case,” 28 U.S.C. § 1920(2), and “[flees for exemplification and the costs of makieg abpi
any materials where the copies are necessarily obtained for use in thedc&s&920(4).

Typically, it is theClerk of Courtwho first taxes a prevailing party’s costSeeFed. R.
Civ. P. 54(d)(). But once the Clerk hadone sogither partymaymove forthe courto review
theClerk’s decision on costsld. When faced with such a motigdiia] district court reviews the
clerk’s taxation of costs by exercising its own discretion to decideogtegaestion itself.”"Choi,
2013 WL 1387021, at *2 (quoting/hitfield 241 F.3dat 269). In conductingts review, a court

must be mindful thagpecific “[ijtems proposed by winning parties as costs should always be



given careful scrutiny,Palm Bay Int’l, Inc. v. Marchesi Di Barolo S.P,&285 F.R.D. 225, 234
(E.D.N.Y. 2012) (quoting-armer v. Arabian Am. Oil Cp379 U.S. 227, 235 (1964)), and that
the party seeking costs bears the burden of establishinggitiaexpense it seeks to recover
“fall [s] within an allowable category of taxable cgstgat. Organics, Inc. v. Nutraceutical
Corp., No. 01 Civ. 384, 2009 WL 2424188, at *2 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 6, 2009) (quatterson v.
McCarron, No. 99 Civ. 11078, 2005 WL 735954, at *1 (S.D.N.Y. Mar. 30, 2005)).

[1. Discussion

As noted, Endo moves to recover teategorie®f cost that the Clerdleclinedto award:
(1) costs related to certain trial demonstratives and@&)s associated with certain depositions.
The Court addresses each of these categories iR turn.

A. Trial Demonstr atives

Endofirst challenges the Clerk’s decision to disallow two invoitegether totaling
$273,742.50, for the preparation of graphics to be used at trial, as well as antotadiicg
$2,088.22 for the rental of equipment thetsused to display those graphics at trial. (Endo Br.
at 2-5; see alsAmneaj Dkt. No. 192 at 9, 134-5&o0xane Dkt. No. 247 at 9, 134-54.) Endo

maintains that the resultant total of $275,830.78dsed taxablender Rule 54 and that, after

2 In opposing Endo’s motions, Amneal and Roxane briefly renew their argument that
Endo is not entitled tany costs. Amnea) Dkt. No. 198 at 2.) But Amneal and Roxane have not
themselves moved to appeal the Clerk’s decisions, which granteds&mado(tiough not all) of
its requested costs. In any event, Endo, which successfully secured an injunctisnfagaeal
and Roxane, as well adiaal judgment in its favorsee Endo Pharm2015 WL 9459823, at
*66, is the prevailing party in these sugsge h re Omeprazole Patent Litigho. M-21-81, 2004
WL 1782547, at *1 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 9, 2004) (concluding that the plaintiff in a patent action was
the prevailing party where the court entered an injunction that “clearly imd@efendants’
behavior in a way that directly benefitfed]” the plaintiff). Amneal and Roxane fpr@g@mtedno
persuasive reason to depart from the “normal rule obtaining in civil litigat@my} 2013 WL
1387021, at *2 (quotingVhitfield, 241 F.3d at 270), that entitles the prevailing party to an award
of costs.



the total is split among the nine cases that were tried together in this litigatioeal and
Roxaneare responsible for $30,674.87 each. (Endo Br. a) B3 Amneal and Roxane
respond, first, that costs incurred in develophg demonstratives are ntite sort ofcosts that
are taxabldo a losing party under Rule 54 and, second, thatiégech costs are taxabdes a
general matterEndo has presented insufficient detail about the specific isapiested her®
establishthat they are recoverabl¢Amnea) Dkt. No. 198 (“Opp.”) at 3-8.)

As a starting point, the Court notes that Rule 54 does not “grant[] courts discretion to ta
whatever costs may seem appropriat€rawford Fitting 482 U.S. at 441Rather, absent a
contract orstatute thaauthorizesa court to award additional costs to the prevailing party, only
those costs that are set out in Section 1920 are properly tax@d#dadat 445. Here, Endo
contends that the costsmieparingand displaying its triatlemonstrativefall within
Section1920’s provisiorfor therecoveryof “[flees for exemplification and the costs of making
copies of any materials where the copies are necessarily obtained for use in,t28ddse.C.

§ 1920(4). $eeEndoBr. 3-5.) Becausd&ndo nowherargueghat thedisputedcosts represent
expenses incurred in “making copies,” Endo can prevail ontheipreparatioand display othe
trial graphicsat issue hereonstitutes'exemplification” within the meaning of Section 1920.

There is disagreemertowever, over how the term “exemplification” is to be understood
in this context. On the one haridxemplification” istypically usedin legal parlancéo refer to
“[a]n official transcript of a public record, authenticated as a true copyséoas evidence.”
Exemplification Black’s Law Dictionary(10th ed. 2014). On the other hatite termwhen
used more colloquially'signifies the act of illustation by example."Cefalu v. Vill. of EIk
Grove 211 F.3d 416, 427 (7th Cir. 2000). Courésreconsequently divided on the question of

whether Section 192@ses “exemplification” in its narrow legal senserefer only to the



reproduction or authentitian of certain paper documents, or in its broader colloquial sense, to

refer to the development of any sort of trial exhil@lompare Kohus v. Toys R Us, 282 F.3d

1355, 1359 (Fed. Cir. 2002) (applying Sixth Circuit precedent and rejecting “[the] contenti

that ‘exemplification’ should be construed broadly to encomjuastain]video exhibit[s]”),and

Arcadian Fertilizer, L.P. v. MPW Indus. Servs., Jri#19 F.3d 1293, 1297 (11th Cir. 2001)

(similar),with Cefaly 211 F.3d at 42&olding that any trial exhibit “is potentially compensable

as exemplification” a.long asthe means of presentation furthers [its] illustrative purpose”).
The parties herkave not identified any Second Circuit authority that offers a conclusive

definition of the statutory term “exemplification.To be sure, the Second Circuitimre Air

Crash Disaster at John F. Kennedy International Airport on June 24, 97%e Air CrasH),

687 F.2d 626 (2d Cir. 1982), has held that the costs of transcribing an existing audio recording

can constitute taxable exemplificati@geid. at 631, which suggests that the Second Circuit

does not read Section 19a@8narrowlylimiting taxable exemplification costs to thestsof

copying or authenticating public records. But altholrgte Air Crashrecognized that the costs

of preparing “a necessary map, survey, artranscript” are potentially taxablil., it neverheld

that Section 1920’seference to “exemplification” extends, as Endo apparently believes it does

to includeany purposemade‘demonstrative aid[]” that iproduced at trial. (Endo Br. at 3.)
Indeed, there is reason to doubt that “exemplification,” as used in Sectiorrd&&tes

so far. First, the statutory text suggests otherwise. Sedfi#0 group “exemplification”

together in the same subsection as “making copies” of existing materialsSZ8 & 1920(4).

This pairing suggests that even if “exemplificatienivhich, recallis sometimes used to mean

verified copy of a public recoréincludes the preparation of trial exhibits that, like the atoho-

text transcription at issue In re Air Crash merdy translaé data from one medium into another,



it might not cover the costs a prevailing party incurs in developing its own exqiatrél
graphics from scratchSee United States v. Willianb3 U.S. 285, 294 (2008) (“[A] word is
given more precise content by the neighboring words with which it is associatieldrg¢over,
the Supreme Court has explained that Section 1920 should be i@atirag taxable costs “to
relatively minor, incidental expenses,” such that “the assessment of cos@ftaoss merely a
clerical matter that can be done by the court cleflahiguchi v. Kan Pac. Saipan, Lt&66
U.S. 560, 573 (2012) (second quotlidgirline Creations, Inc. v. Kefala$64 F.2d 652, 656 (7th
Cir. 1981)). Those observations, though ditdemonstrate[] the Supreme Court’s reluctance to
read Section 1920 broadlyBroadspring, Inc. v. Congoo, LL®lo. 13 Civ. 1866, 2016 WL
817449, at *5 (S.D.N.Y. Feb. 24, 2016jf'd in part, vacated in part on other grounds,
Broadspring, Inc. v. Nashe883 F. App’x 13 (2d Cir. 2017) (summary order). Consedyent
this Court is skeptical dEndo’s implicit position that Section 1920 is properly read as covering
costs incurred in hiring specialists, billing over $200 an heegAmnea) Dkt. No. 192 at 134—
54; RoxaneDkt. No. 247 at 134-54), tssistin “designing a compelling presentation of the
trial evidence, Broadspring 2016 WL 817449, at *Gee also Kohy82 F.3d at 1359
(“Congress did not use the broad phrase ‘demonstrative evidence’ in [S]ection 1920 . . .
Ultimately, though, this Court need not decide this question of statutory interpretation.
After all, even assumindavorably to Endathat the costs it seeks to recover fall within the
scope of Section 192€he consequence is thhis Court ‘may’ tax these costs, 28 U.S.C.
§ 1920(emphasis addegdand not that the Coumusttax them. And, as the Court will now
explain, Endo has ngiersuadedhe Court to exercise whatewdiscretionit might have to

authorize Endo to recovére costst has incurred in preparing and displaying its wi@phics



This Districts local rulesoffer guidanceon how this Court is ttimplement[]” the
provisions of Section 19205hannon v. Fireman’s Fund Ins. Cb56 F. Supp. 2d 279, 304
(S.D.N.Y. 2001). And those rules provide, as relevant:

The cost of photographs, 8" x 10” in size or less, is taxable if used
or received in evidence. Emgements greater than 8" x 10” are not

taxable except by order of the Court. Costs of maps, charts, and
models, including computer generated models, are not taxable

except by order of the Court. The cost of compiling summaries,
statistical comparisorend reports is not taxable.

S.D.N.Y. R. 54.1(c)(6). Although this provision creates a baseline rule that thefcosating
most trial aids arerfottaxable,”it is qualified by an important exceptiorg., that such cosigre
taxable “by order of th€ourt” Id. (emphasis addedCourts in this Disict have read that
exception to authorizéhe taxation of costs associated with “computer generated models and
other similar aids,” but to “require[] that the Court assess any such cois¢és,thean the Clerk,
who otherwise determines what fees should be assedse'Omeprazole Patent LitigNo.
M-21-81, 2012 WL 5427791, at *7 (S.D.N.Y. Nov. 7, 2012) (second quStttement
Funding, LLC v. AXA Equitable Life Ins. Cbdlo. 09 Civ. 8685, 2011 WL 2848644, at *1
(S.D.N.Y. July 18, 2011}) And courts in this District havaccordinglyrelied on this exception
to tax the costs associated witleatng computerizedrial aids See, e.g.Settlement Funding
2011 WL 2848644, at *1DiBella v. Hopkins407 F. Supp. 2d 537, 540 (S.D.N.Y. 2005).

But even ifthese courts are corrdbtiatthe local rules confer discretiam tis Court to
awardEndothecosts ithas incurredn developing and displaying the trial exhibits that enatbled

to make a persuasiygesentation of its case-again, assuminthat such discretion is consistent

3 Here too, the Court has its doubf®he local rules’ recognition that the costs of certain
visual aids are sometimes taxable “by order of the Court,” S.D.N.Y. R. 54.1(cxd); imaplies
thatthe local rules confer disetion on courts in this District to tax those costs pursuant to
Section 192@n particular. After all, the local rulesmilarly provide that “[a]ttorney fees . . .
and other related fees and paralegal expenses are not texedyé by order of the Cotirt



with Section 1920—Endbasnot convinced this Court to order such an awaidst critically,

the Court reiterates that the local rules’ default position is that the “[c]ostapd, charts, and

models, including computer generated modelspatéaxable” S.D.N.Y. R. 54.1(c)(6)

(emphasis added). h€& Courtthereforefinds it appropriate to saddle Endo with the burden of

presenting some particulaustificationfor departing fronthis default. Endo has not done so.
Principally, Endo argues that a discretionary award of the costs it incurredeiogiag

its trial exhibitsis appropriate here becaubke presiding judge found some of thesdibits to

be helpful in resolving the case. (Endo Br. at.+-Eut even thougla prevailingparty’s

decision to fork out hundreds of thousands of dollars to consultants to develop a compelling

visual trial narrative through the creation of purposde illustrations and animatiows!

obviously help thaparty to present its case effectivatyjoes not follow that the losing party

shouldbear such costs as a matter of codrespecidly where the Supreme Court has cautioned

that taxable costs should be limited “to relaty minor,incidental expenses.Taniguchj 566

U.S. at 573. The Court therefore finds it appropriatertid any award ofcosts for developing

trial demonstrativeto thebasic, administrativeostsincurred in producing the sort tifal

exhibits, such as theainscripts at issue im re Air Crash that merelytranslatgoreexisting

materials intaa format thamakes it easier for a judge ojuaty to accesghem in court. To be

S.D.N.Y. R. 54.1(c)(7) (emphasis added), but attorney’s fees are not taxable under B

see, e.g.United States ex rel. Evergreen Pipeline Constr. Co. v. Merritt Meridian Corsip.,C

95 F.3d 153, 173 (2d Cir. 1996) (concluding that research costs are “a substitute for an attorney’s
time” and are not taxable under Sectik®20). One might, then, read the local rules as barring
taxation of the costs associated with most illustradids under Section 1920 ag recgnizing
thatthosecostsare taxable where the court has awartleeinpursuant to a feshifting statute

that allows it to award certain “reasonable ofipocketexpensesabove and beyond the costs

that areaxable under Sectiat®20. Shannon156 F. Supp. 2d at 304 (quotibeBlanc-

Sternberg v. Fletched43 F.3d 748, 763 (2d Cir. 1998F0r presenpurposes, though, the

Courtwill assumethat the local rules afford it discretion to tax the costs Endo seeks to recover.



sure,portions of the unelaborated invoices Endo has submitted may well capthmsts But

Endo has made no effort to link specific claimed costs to specific trial exbilpteparatory

tasks nor has ibfferedany otheibasis fordetermining what portion of its total claimed costs

derive fromunimaginativenork like transcribing an audio file or enlarging a photographe

Courtthereforehas no basis for concluding that Endo has overcome the local rules’ presumption

againsthe taxation ofhe costs associated witte development afomputerized trial aids.
Ultimately, then, the CouttoldsthatEndo ha not demonstrated its entitlement to

recoverthe$30,647.87t claimsin costs against Amneal the $30,647.87%t claims in costs

against Roxant recoupthe expenses it incurred in creating and displayiademonstratives.

B. Deposition Costs

Endo next challengdgbe Clerk’sdecision not to tagertain costst incurred in taking
witness depositions. (Endo Br. at 5-8.) These costs can be divided into two categories:
(1) transcripts and exhibits and (2) videzordng.

1 Transcripts and Exhibits

First Endo challenges the disallowance of $7,481.81 it incurred in connection with the
transcripts and exhibits from four specified depositions. (Endo Brsae7alsiAmneaj Dkt.
No. 192 at 38—-49, 49-50, 55—-F8pxane Dkt. No. 247 at 40-42, 51-52, 57-p&fter dviding
this totalequally among the nine cases that were togéther in this litigation, Endo maintains
that it is entitled to recover $831.31 from Amneal and $831.31 from Roxane. (Endo Br. at 7.)
Section 1920 authorizes the recovery of “[flees for printed or electroniealyded
transcripts necessarily obtained for use in the case.” 28 U.S.C. § 1920(2). And ths|Gcalrt
rules explain how courts in this Distriare to apply Section 1920’s directives in the context of

deposition transcripts. As relevant, theal rulesprovide:

10



Unless otherwise ordered by the Court, the original transcript of a
deposition, plus one copy, is taxable if the deposition was used o
received in evidence at the trial, whether or not it was read in its
entirety. ... Costs for depositions taken solely for discovery are not
taxable.

S.D.N.Y. R. 54.1(c)(2) It is well established that “a deponent’s testimony at trial ‘alone is
sufficient to end the inquiry as to whether their depositions were “used” at thé trial.’
Farberware Licensing Co. v. Meyer Mktg. CNo. 09 Civ. 2570, 2009 WL 5173787, at *5
(S.D.N.Y. Dec. 30, 2009) (quotirerry v. Metro. Suburban Bus AutB36 F.R.D. 110, 112
(E.D.N.Y. 2006)(collecting case3) And courts in this District have repeatedly construed the
local rules aswuthorizing a court to tax the costs of a deposition transdtipt the time the
deposition was taken, the deponent’s testimony appéatsgireasonably necessary to the
litigation.” Adrea, LLC v. Barnes & Noble, IndNo. 13 Civ. 4137, 2017 WL 3223955, at *2
(S.D.N.Y. July 26, 2017)rccord e.g, Anderson v. City of New York32 F. Supp. 2d 239, 246
(S.D.N.Y. 2001).

Here, three of théour depositions at issue took testimony from witnesses who ultimately
testified at trial (See AmneaDkt. No. 1971 at 5-6, 8.) Thetranscriptcosts—as well as the
exhibit costs—from those depositionarethereforetaxable. See Faberware 2009 WL
5173787, at *5|n re Omeprazolg2012 WL 5427791, at *4 (“[E]xhibit fees are taxable, as
exhibits are a necessary part of an original deposition transcrips”jorahe fourthdeposition,
Endo had beemformedthat the deponent intended tibeo trial testimony on Defendants’
behalf and it was only after the deposition had been taken—and after trial had begun—that Endo
learned that the deponent would not be testifgingial. (AmneaJ Dkt. No. 197 {1 5-%&ee also
Amnea] Dkt. Nos. 197-2, 197-3.) The transcript and exhibit costs for this fourth deposition too,
then, are taxable because “the deponent’s testimony appeared to be reasonably netessary

litigation” at the time the deposition was takekdreg 2017 WL 3223955, at *Zeealso Choi,

11



2013 WL 1387021, at *3 (awarding deposition transcript costs to defendants where the plaintiff
had “identified [the deponent] as a potential withess and only decided not to call him the day
before his scheduled testimony”).

The Court thereforeoncludes that Endo is entitled to recover an additional $831.31 in
costs against Amneal and an additional $831.31 in costs against Roxane.

2. Video Recording

Finally, Endo seeks to recovefluather$828.75 in costs from Roxane alone for the
expenses Endo incurred in videxrordng the deposition of one witness in fRexanecase
David Dow. (Endo Br. at;&ee alsdRoxane Dkt. No. 247 at 64.) Whileising no challenge to
the Clerk’s decision that the costs of videoordng all otherdepositiondgakenin this casere
not taxable (Endo Br. at 8 n.2), Endo points out that portions of the video of the Dow deposition
were filed with the Court under seal for inclusiarthe trial recordsee RoxaneDkt. No. 178)
andargues that the costs of recording thideoin particularare therefore properly taxable.

In this District, “[v]ideo fees have been deemed taxable where ‘there was an egpectati
among the parties that the video of the testimony might be presented at niaie™
Omeprazole2012 WL 5427791, at *4 (quotirgettiement Fundin@011 WL 2848644, at4).

In responding to Endo’s challenges to the Clerk’s decisions on costs, Roxane dispibtas
this point of law nor Endo’s contention that the parties anticipated that the video of Dow’s
testmony would be presented to the Court. Instead, Rogd®es to rely on the objections it
previousy raised with the Clerk (Opp. at 8), and those objections, inaugned generally
against taxing the costs of the video recordings of depositions betmoaarguments specific to
Dow (RoxaneDkt. No. 245 at 11-12)The Court therefore treats the argumdiitslo has made
about the video recording of the Dow deposiiioparticularasunopposed and concludes that

Endo is entitled to recover $828.75 from Roxane for the costs of producing that recording.

12



V. Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, Endo’s motions to appeal the Clerk’s decisions on tioa taxa
of costs are GRANTED in part and DENIED in part. Endo is awarded an additional $831.31 in
the Amnealcase, No. 12 Civ. 8115, and an additional $1,660.06 iRtx@necase, No. 13 Civ.
3288. The Clerk of Court is directed to close the motion at Docket Number 195 in No. 12 Civ.
8115 and the motion at Docket Number 250 in No. 13 Civ. 3288.

SO ORDERED.

Dated: June 10, 2019

New York, New York /W

V J. PAUL OETKEN
United States District Judge
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