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L. INTRODUCTION
Defendant Pinscreen, Inc. (“Pinscreen’) brings this Motion to seal 17 specific objections that
were filed in Pinscreen’s Objections to Evidence Submitted in Support of Plaintiff’s Opposition to
Motion for Summary Judgment/Summary Adjudication. The objections are to evidence that,
pursuant to (1) the stipulated protective order dated March 11, 2020 and (2) the stipulation to
continue the trial date and resolve various pending discovery disputes dated February 3, 2021, are
considered “highly confidential” and “attorneys eyes only.” Plaintiff Dr. Iman Sadeghi (“Plaintift”)
submitted the evidence that is the subject of this motion in his Opposition to Pinscreen’s Summary
Judgment Motion, even though the material therein was entirely unnecessary for the arguments at
hand, and moreover was unauthenticated and constituted hearsay. Pinscreen objected to this
evidence on various grounds in connection with its reply papers, and now seeks to seal its objections
in order to keep this evidence from being disclosed to the public. These objections include:
1. Objections 24, 26-28 and 47 to Plaintiff Iman Sadeghi’s Declaration — These
objections concern a confidential investigation by USC, the former employer of Dr. Hao
Li, Pinscreen’s CEO.
2. Objection 4 to Attorney Adam Zaffos’s declaration — This objection likewise
concerns the confidential investigation by USC
3. Objection 8, 17, 32-39 and 42 to Plaintiff’s Separate Statement of Additional
Material Facts — These objections concern the confidential investigation by USC,
personnel issues, Pinscreen’s funding and Pinscreen’s proprietary product information.
Good cause exits to grant this Motion to Seal because Pinscreen desires to have the Court
consider its objections to Plaintiff’s evidence, but not reveal to the public specific information,
including the USC investigation. It could cause significant damage to Pinscreen and Dr. Li if this
information was made available to the general public. By permitting these objections to be filed
under seal, the Court will still be able to evaluate the objections while considering the Motion for
Summary Judgment/Adjudication.
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II. THE PARTIES STIPULATED TO THE CONFIDENTIALITY OF THE
EVIDENCE AT ISSUE

On March 11, 2020, the Court signed a stipulated protective order, allowing the parties to
designate documents as “Confidential” and “Highly Confidential.” (Declaration of Benjamin
Davidson in Support of Motion “Davidson Dec.”, Ex. A.)

On or about July 24, 2020, Plaintiff issued two (2) separate subpoenas to USC seeking a
total of 20 categories of personnel and investigatory documents. (Davidson Dec., § 4.) Defendants
unsuccessfully met and conferred with Plaintiff regarding these invasive, overly broad subpoenas,
and were constrained to file a motion to quash. (Davidson Dec., q 5.) Plaintiff subsequently
withdrew the original subpoenas, and on or about September 18, 2020 issued a third subpoena to
USC seeking investigatory documents. (/d.) Following a lengthy meet and confer, Defendants
agreed to the subpoena on the condition that the documents be produced first to Defendants’ counsel.
(1d.)

After receiving the subpoenaed documents, due to highly sensitive information contained
therein, Defendants determined that material contained therein could only be produced as
“attorney’s eyes only.” (Davidson Dec., 4 6.) The parties engaged in a meet-and-confer regarding
the designation of these subpoenaed records. (/d.) Pursuant to the parties’ stipulation to continue
the trial date and to resolve a variety of outstanding discovery issues, the parties resolved their
dispute and it was agreed that Defendants could produce the documents as “attorney’s eyes only”
and Plaintiff would not challenge the designation. (/d., Ex. B.)

On February 3, 2021, as part of a broader attempt to resolve multiple discovery disputes, the
parties stipulated that:

Pinscreen will produce to Plaintiff’s counsel no later than 3 weeks from today’s date,
all documents produced by USC pursuant to subpoena in unredacted form other than
any redactions made by USC and any redactions in connection with any personnel
matters outside the scope of the subpoena without, however, restricting Plaintiff’s
right to challenge the redactions; the documents will be produced and maintained
as Attorney’s Eyes Only and Plaintiff shall not review such documents nor shall
the content of such documents be read, summarized, or transmitted to Plaintiff.
Plaintiff agrees not to challenge the Attorney’s Eyes Only designation. the
designation of these USC subpoena produced documents will have no bearing on the
confidentiality designation or lack thereof of any duplicative documents Plaintiff
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already had or obtains outside of the USC subpoena. (Davidson Dec., Ex. B at 2:17-
27.)

Also on February 3, 2021, the Court granted the ex parte application to make the parties’
stipulation an order. (Davidson Dec., Ex. B.) Accordingly, pursuant to the Court’s order, any
documentation responsive to the USC subpoena is considered attorney’s eye’s only, meaning it can
only be seen by the parties’ counsel.

On or about February 24, 2021, Pinscreen produced the USC documents to Plaintiff bearing
an “Attorney’s Eyes Only” designation. (Davidson Dec., § 8.) Some of these same documents, as
well as information contained in these documents, were submitted with Plaintiff’s Opposition to
Pinscreen’s Motion for Summary Judgment/Adjudication. (/d.)

While these records were submitted under seal, and Pinscreen alleges that they were not
necessary for Plaintiff’s Opposition, in order to maintain the agreed-upon and court-ordered
confidentiality, Pinscreen requests that the Court order the objections to this evidence also be filed
under seal. The objections discuss the evidence, which was paraphrased and discussed in the
declarations of Plaintiff and his attorney, as well as made part of Plaintiff’s Additional Material
Facts. (Davidson Dec., 4 9.)

III. THERE IS AN OVERRIDING INTEREST THAT SUPPORTS SEALING
THE OBJECTIONS

Under California law, the Court may order that a record be filed under seal if it finds facts
that establish: (1) There exists an overriding interest that overcomes the right of public access to the
record; (2) The overriding interest supports sealing the record; (3) A substantial probability exists
that the overriding interest will be prejudiced if the record is not sealed; (4) The proposed sealing is
narrowly tailored; and (5) No less restrictive means exist to achieve the overriding interest. (Cal.
R. Ct. 2.550(d).)

The information regarding USC’s investigation into Dr. Li, who at the time was an employee
of USC, is a confidential personnel matter. Such personnel matters are considered private under the
California Constitution. (Bickley v. Schneider Nat., Inc. (N.D. Cal. April 8, 2011) 2011 WL
1344195, *2 [“[E]mployment records pertaining to “financial information in the form of payroll

records, pay packages, and wage rates, as well as private employment information regarding
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discipline, warnings and reasons for termination” have been specifically recognized to fall within
the ambit of constitutionally protected private information.]; Bd of Trustees v. Sup. Ct. (1981) 119
Cal.App.3d 516, 628, disapproved on other grounds by Williams v. Sup. Ct. (2017) 3 Cal.5th 531.)
This information regarding the investigation, as well as other personnel issues, would be
embarrassing to Dr. Li and damaging to his and Pinscreen’s reputation. (Universal City Studios,
Inc. v. Superior Court (2003) 110 Cal.App.4th 1273, 1281; citing to Rovinksy v. McKasle (5th Cir.
1985) 722 F.2d 197, 200.) USC’s investigation into Dr. Li and Pinscreen has been a very taxing
and embarrassing matter for Dr. Li, and its publicity only harms him. (Declaration of Dr. Hao Li in
Support of Motion to Seal “Li Dec.” at § 5.) Pinscreen’s interest overrides the public’s interest in
accessing the public records in this case because there is nothing in the records that the public needs
to know. (Id.)

Moreover, the need to maintain the confidentiality of trade secret information, such as
information regarding Pinscreen’s funding and information regarding Pinscreen’s technology
contained in the USC investigation, constitute an overriding interest for purposes of sealing records.
(Ruckelshaus v. Monsanto Co. (1984) 467 U.S. 986, 1002 [“If an individual discloses his trade secret
to others who are under no obligation to protect the confidentiality of the information, or otherwise
publicly discloses the secret, his property right is extinguished.”].) It would be very detrimental to
Pinscreen if information regarding its funding or its technology, which that was included in the USC
investigation, were made known to its competitors. (Li Dec. at 49 2-4.) There is no benefit to the
general public of having this information known and available to anyone. (Li Dec. at 4 4.) In
addition, there is a concern that if this information is not sealed, it would be posted on Plaintiff’s
personal website.

Pinscreen’s request for sealing is narrowly tailored as it seeks to seal a total of 17 objections,
out of 107, in its evidentiary objections for its Motion for Summary Judgment. There is no less
restrictive means available to prevent the disclosure of the confidential information, but at the same
time to present the exhibits to the Court for the Motion for Summary Judgment.

IV.  CONCLUSION

For all the foregoing reasons, Pinscreen respectfully request that the Court grant its Motion
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to file under seal the 17 objections in Pinscreen’s Objections to Evidence Submitted in Support of

Plaintiff’s Opposition to Motion for Summary Judgment/Summary Adjudication.

DATED: July 20, 2021 LAW OFFICES OF BENJAMIN DAVIDSON, P.C.

BARTKO ZANKEL BUNZEL & MILLER

By: % P % %
Ben Schnayerson

Attorneys for Defendants PINSCREEN, INC. and
DR. HAO LI
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Defendant Pinscreen, Inc. (“Defendant or “Pinscreen’) hereby objects to — and moves to

strike — the following portions of evidence submitted by Plaintiff Dr. Iman Sadeghi (“Plaintiff” or

“Sadeghi”) in ostensible support of his opposition to Pinscreen’s motion for summary judgment

or, in the alternative, summary adjudication.

I DECLARATION OF DR. IMAN SADEGHI.

personal knowledge, irrelevant and
immaterial.

Evidence:

“I developed, published, and patented a
novel digital hair appearance and
rendering framework used in the
production of Disney’s animated
movie Tangled.”

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objections:

1. Lacks foundation; speculation; not
based on personal knowledge

It is elementary that “a statement as to
another’s intention” for engaging in an act
“can be but the conclusion of him who makes
it.” (People ex rel. Stephens v. Seccombe
(1930) 103 Cal.App. 306, 310.) Thus,
statements purporting to assert as fact the
motivations of another for acting lack
foundation. (/bid.) The challenged statements
opine about the motives of all the participants
in the referenced conversations, but do not
provide any corroborating evidence as to the
declarant’s basis of knowledge with respect to
the motives of the other participants. For this
reason, these statements are inadmissible for
lack of foundation, constitute pure
speculation, and are not based on personal

EVIDENCE GROUNDS FOR OBJECTION COURT’S

OBJECTED TO RULING

1. Sadeghi Decl. 2, | Objection and Motion to Strike: Lacks 0 Sustained
at 1:13-14 foundation, speculation, not based on o Overruled

o Sustained in
part as to:

1
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knowledge. Here, Plaintiff does not provide
any evidence supporting his assertions.

2. Irrelevant and immaterial.

“[O]nly relevant evidence is admissible.”
(People v. Rains (1999) 75 Cal.App.4th 1165,
1170.) To meet the threshold of admissibility,
the evidence must be “relevant to a material
issue in the case.” (Smith v. Slifer (1969) 1
Cal.App.3d 748, 752. Because Plaintiff’s self-
serving statements provide no evidence
concerning any material fact, they are not
“relevant to a material issue in the case.”
(Ibid.)

2. Sadeghi Decl. q 2,
at 1:21

Objection and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, assumes facts not in evidence,
irrelevant and immaterial, secondary
evidence rule

Evidence:

“I am the co-inventor of five patents
filed by Google.”

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:

1. Lacks foundation, assumes facts
not in evidence, irrelevant and
immaterial.

See above.
2. Secondary evidence rule.

Pursuant to Evidence Code §§ 1520,
“The content of a writing may be
proved by an otherwise admissible
original.” A copy of the writing may
also be admissible; however (b)
“Nothing in this section makes
admissible oral testimony to prove the
content of a writing if the testimony is
inadmissible under Section 1523 (oral
testimony of the content of a writing).”
(Evid. Code § 1521(b).) Plaintiff has
not set forth any grounds for
admissibility under section 1523.

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in

2
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3. Sadeghi Decl. q 3,
at 1:22-24

Objection and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, assumes facts not in evidence,
irrelevant and immaterial.

Evidence:

“In 2010, Hao Li (“Li”), who was a
graduate student at the time, requested
to be connected to me on social media
including LinkedIn and Facebook and
subsequently asked for my help with
his research projects including on
October 7, 2010, when Li asked for my
expert advice.”

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:

1. Lacks foundation, assumes facts
not in evidence, irrelevant and
immaterial.

See above.
2. Assumes facts not in evidence.

A declaration offered in support of an
evidentiary motion should be excluded
if it “assume[s] facts not in evidence.”
(DiCola v. White Bros. Performance
Prods., Inc. (2008) 158 Cal.App.4th
666, 673.) This occurs when the
declarant makes conclusory statements
without offering “proof of the facts
asserted.” (McDonald v.

Price (1947) 80 Cal.App.2d 150, 152.)

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in

4. Sadeghi Decl. q 3,
at 1:25-26

Objection and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, assumes facts not in evidence,
irrelevant and immaterial, not based on
personal knowledge.

Evidence:

“Li later claimed to have attended all of
my SIGGRAPH presentations, be fully
familiar with my research projects, and
be the biggest fan of my hair rendering
research.”

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in

3
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5. Sadeghi Decl. q 4,
at 2:1-5.

Objections and Motion to Strike: 4ssumes
facts not in evidence, irrelevant.

Evidence:

“In 2016, after having worked at
Google for more than five years on
several projects involving Robust
Software =~ System  Architectures,
Reliable Scalable Distributed Systems,
and Deep Convolutional Neural
Networks, Li, who was an assistant
professor at the University of Southern
California (“USC”) at the time,
extensively solicited me to join the
leadership of the software startup
Pinscreen which he had co-founded in
2015.”

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in

6. Sadeghi Decl. q 5,
at 2:6-8.

Objections and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, assumes facts not in evidence,
irrelevant.

Evidence:

“During the solicitation process, Li
praised my energy, knowledge, and
leadership, repeatedly implied long-
term plans for my employment, and
assured me that there won’t be any
risks in joining Pinscreen in writing.

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in

7. Sadeghi Decl. 9 6,
at 2:9-10.

Objections and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, assumes facts not in evidence,
irrelevant and immaterial, legal opinion.

Evidence:

“On January 22, 2017, before I had
signed the contract to join Pinscreen, Li
intentionally misrepresented
Pinscreen’s technology to me.”

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in

4
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1. Lacks foundation, assumes facts not in
evidence, irrelevant and immaterial.

See above.
2. Legal opinion.

Evid. Code § 800 limits testimony to
percipient observations. This prohibits
introduction of legal opinion. (Chatman v.
Alameda Cnty. Flood Control Dist. (1986)
183 Cal.App.3d 424, 429.)

An assertion in a declaration runs afoul of this
prohibition if, for example, it offers an
opinion concerning “the nature of the
obligation created” or not created by various
contracts purportedly examined by the
declarant. (Cnty of Los Angeles v. Security
Ins. Co. (1975) 52 Cal.App.3d 808, 817.)
Rather, the court “must construe the contracts
themselves to determine the nature of the
obligation[s] created.” (/bid.) The referenced
statements run afoul of this prohibition
because they purport to provide a legal
conclusion re: misrepresentation.

8. Sadeghi Decl. q 6,

Objections and Motion to Strike: Lacks

o Sustained

at 2:10-11. foundation, assumes facts not in evidence, o Overruled
irrelevant and immaterial, legal opinion. o Sustained in
. part as to:
Evidence:
“Li falsely claimed that Pinscreen had
the capability of autogenerating avatars
and their hair shapes using cutting-edge
technology.”
9. Sadeghi Decl. 16, | Objections and Motion to Strike: Lacks O Sustained
at2:11-13. foundation, assumes facts not in evidence, o Overruled
irrelevant and immaterial, speculation, legal ) .
o Sustained in

opinion.
Evidence:

“Li concealed from me that Pinscreen
was instead involved in data fabrication
and various other

unlawful practices. “

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

part as to:

5
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10. Sadeghi Decl. q 6,
at 2:13-14.

Objections and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, assumes facts not in evidence,

irrelevant and immaterial, speculation, legal

opinion.
Evidence:

“l was not aware at the time that
Pinscreen did not have the capabilities
to_autogenerate avatars as it claimed
and that it was involved in a variety of
other transgressions.”

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in

11. Sadeghi q 8, at
2:21-22.

Objections and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, assumes facts not in evidence,
legal opinion.

Evidence:

On February 2, 2017, I started working
at Pinscreen and, over a short period of
time, I made significant contributions
to Pinscreen’s technology,
infrastructure, and leadership.

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in

12. Sadeghi q 8, at
2:24-26

Objections and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation and not supported by evidence
cited, assumes facts not in evidence,
speculation, secondary evidence rule.

Evidence:

Before my contributions to Pinscreen’s
hair  appearance and rendering
technology, Pinscreen’s January 16,
2017 submission to SIGGRAPH (Ex.
5) was rejected in part because of the
low quality of its avatars and
specifically poor hair appearance.

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in

6
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In addition, the submission itself (Ex. 5) does
not mention that it was rejected. Also the
evidence stated in the subsequent sentence,
including the reviewers’ comments (Ex. 6)
and the email (Ex. 7) do not mention whether
it was accepted or rejected. Plaintiff provides
no foundation for his conclusion that these
documents are (1) related and (2) set forth
what he claims.

13. Sadeghi 9 8, at Objections and Motion to Strike: Lacks O Sustained
2:26-27 foundation, not supported by evidence cited, 0 Overruled
assumes facts not in evidence, speculation,

. A o Sustained in
irrelevant, secondary evidence rule.

part as to:

Evidence:

Li circulated the SIGGRAPH reviews
after the rejection. (Ex. 6-7)

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

In addition, the documents lack foundation
and are not supported by the evidence cited,
and further violate the secondary evidence
rule, because Ex. 6 does not have any
reference to a “rejection.” There is no
evidence that Ex. 7 even references Ex. 6
because (1) Ex. 7 refers to “7 reviewers”
while Ex. 6 contains only five reviews; and
(2) the conversation in Ex. 7 was dated
5/15/2017 while the document containing the
reviews in Ex. 6 bears a “generated” date of
March 9, 2017, two months prior.

14. Sadeghi 9 8, at Objections and Motion to Strike: Lacks O Sustained
2:27-3:3 foundation, not supported by evidence cited, 0 Overruled
assumes facts not in evidence, speculation,

. o Sustained in
irrelevant.

part as to:

Evidence:

My significant contributions and
improvements to Pinscreen’s hair
appearance and rendering technology
was a determining factor in Pinscreen’s
submissions ~ subsequently  getting
accepted to SIGGRAPH according to
the  conference  reviewers and
Pinscreen’s official statements.

7
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Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

15. Sadeghi q 8, at 3:3-
3:4

Objections and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, not supported by evidence cited,
assumes facts not in evidence, speculation,
irrelevant.

Evidence:

Li and Cosimo Wei circulated the
SIGGRAPH Asia paper (Ex. 10-11)
and Pinscreen’s Rebuttal statement
with the team (Ex. 12-13)

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

Further, there is no indication in the
documents themselves (Exhibits 10-13) of
any forwarding of the SIGGRAPH Asia

paper.

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in

16. Sadeghi q 8, at 3:4-
5

Objections and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, not supported by evidence.

Evidence:

Before I objected to Li re Pinscreen’s
violations, Li’s feedback re my
employment was overwhelmingly
positive

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

Furthermore, the document is not supported
by evidence because the purported chat
message of 2/7/2017, that “we need to hire
people who re like us,” was not feedback
regarding performance, and in addition was
only a few days after the start of Plaintiff’s
employment.

O Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in

17. Sadeghi q 8, at 3:7-
9

Objections and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, not supported by evidence,
assumes facts not in evidence, irrelevant.

Evidence:

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in
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Additionally, Li told me on March 9,
2017, that he believed I was one of the
most important hires for Pinscreen, that
I brought structure and energy to the
team, and that Li couldn’t be happier
with my employment.

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:

See above.
18. Sadeghi 9 9, at Objections and Motion to Strike: Lacks O Sustained
3:10-16 foundation, irrelevant and immaterial, 0 Overruled

immaterial, and prejudicial, legal opinion,

. o Sustained in
speculation, hearsay.

part as to:

Evidence:

During my employment, I gradually
realized that under Li’s leadership,
Pinscreen misrepresented its
technology in scientific submissions
and to its investors and was also
involved in other practices, which I
believed to be unlawful, including
wage, visa, and discrimination
violations. Among his various
transgressions, Li  perpetrated a
scientific hoax by proclaiming
Pinscreen’s avatars to be autogenerated
using cutting-edge deep neural
networks and artificial intelligence
(“AI”). In reality, the avatars were
being manually prepared and tweaked
by Pinscreen employees and freelance
artists.

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above as to Lacks foundation,
irrelevant and immaterial immaterial, and
prejudicial, legal opinion, speculation.

Regarding hearsay, Statements or
opinions based on unattached,
unauthenticated or incomplete data are
hearsay and cannot be admitted for the
truth of the assertion. (Hayman v. Block
(1986) 176 Cal.App.3d 629, 638-639
[matters which constitute hearsay,
must be disregarded]; Levy v. City of
Santa Monica (Garai) (2004)

114 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1262
[declarations supporting a request for
injunctive relief that rely on conclusory
statements, hearsay and speculation are

9
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insufficient]; Dugar v. Happy Tiger
Records, Inc. (1974) 41 Cal.App.3d
811 815-816 [declarations must meet
the rules of evidence]; Serri v. Santa
Clara Univ. (2014) 226 Cal.App.4th
830, 855 [documents must be presented
in a complete record, not selected
portions of a document]; Evid. Code§§
702, 801-803, 1200(a) & (b). 1400-

1401.)
Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.
19. Sadeghi 9 9, at Objections and Motion to Strike: Lacks O Sustained
3:16-17 foundation, irrelevant and immaterial, o Overruled

immaterial, and prejudicial, improper legal

. . o Sustained in
conclusion, speculation, hearsay.

part as to:

Evidence:

I recognized that Li, although an
assistant professor at the time, was a
self-proclaimed cheater who was
involved in data fabrication and
scientific misconduct.

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

Re: prejudice, Evid. Code §§ 210, 350, and
352 provide that a court may exclude
evidence whose probative value is
substantially outweighed by “undue
consumption of time,” “undue prejudice,”
or “confusing the issues.”

20. Sadeghi 4 9, at Objections and Motion to Strike: Legal O Sustained
3:17-19 conclusion, speculation, hearsay, secondary 0 Overruled

evidence. ) .
o Sustained in

. part as to:
Evidence:

Li blatantly discussed and referred to
Pinscreen’s avatar fabrication in group
messages as faking, “cheating”, “shitty
cheating”, and “doing it manually.”

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.
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21. Sadeghi 9 9, at 3:19

Objections and Motion to Strike: Misstates
evidence, hearsay, secondary evidence, lack
of foundation.

Evidence:

Li mandated
messages. ..

cheating in group

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in

22. Sadeghi 9 9, at
3:21-23

Objections and Motion to Strike:
Irrelevant and immaterial, secondary
evidence, speculation, not supported by
evidence.

Evidence:

On July 16, 2017, only a few days
before RTL, Pinscreen employees
discussed getting haircuts, sooner
rather than later, in order to have
enough time to manually prepare their
fabricated hair shapes.

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

In addition, Pinscreen notes that Siggraph
started on July 28. 12 days is not a “few
days.”

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in

23. Sadeghi 9 9, at
3:23-25

Objections and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, irrelevant and immaterial,
secondary evidence, speculation, not
supported by evidence.

Evidence:

On June 17, 2017, when the investment
agreement between Pinscreen and
Softbank Venture Korea (“Softbank™)
was about to be finalized, Li wrote on
PinscreenTeamAll that “Pinscreen just
fucked Softbank.

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in
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24. Sadeghi q 10, at
3:26-27

Objections and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, irrelevant and immaterial,
immaterial, and prejudicial, speculation, not
supported by evidence.

Evidence:

The Office of Research at USC has
been conducting an investigation of
Li’s scientific misconduct since 2018
as a result of my whistleblowing.

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in

25. Sadeghi 9 10, at
3:27-4:2

Objections and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, irrelevant and immaterial,
immaterial, and prejudicial, speculation, not
supported by evidence, assumes facts not in
evidence.

Evidence:

I followed through the promise I made
to Li, on July 22, 2017, that I would
report his fraud to USC and ACM if the
issues were not resolved.

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in

26. Sadeghi 9 10, at
4:3-5

Objections and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, irrelevant and immaterial,
immaterial, and prejudicial, speculation, not
supported by evidence, assumes facts not in
evidence.

Evidence:

On July 3, 2018, I received an email
from Mr. Randolph W. Hall, Vice
President of Research, requesting a
meeting. On July 11, 2018, I met with
USC. On July 12, 2018, I contacted
ACM re the same matter.

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

o Sustained
o Overruled

O Sustained
part as to:

in

27. Sadeghi q 10, at
4:5-8

Objections and Motion to Strike: /rrelevant
and immaterial, immaterial, and prejudicial,

o Sustained

o Overruled
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not supported by evidence, assumes facts not
in evidence, secondary evidence rule.

Evidence:

On December 9, 2019, Dr. Kristen
Grace, USC’s Research Integrity
Officer, confirmed in writing that Li
and Pinscreen committed
misrepresentation, falsification, and
research misconduct during
Pinscreen’s demo during ACM’s
SIGGRAPH RealTime Live (“RTL”)
2017. (Ex. 15)

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

o Sustained
part as to:

in

28. Sadeghi 9 10, at
4:8-9

Objection and Motion to Strike: /rrelevant
and immaterial, immaterial, and prejudicial,
not supported by evidence, assumes facts not
in evidence.

On June 5, 2020, Dr. Grace informed
me that the termination of Li’s
employment at USC was involuntary
and that Li did not resign.

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in

29. Sadeghi 9 13, at
4:15-16

Objection and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, assumes facts not in in evidence,
legal opinion, irrelevant.

Evidence:

On April 4, 2017, Pinscreen submitted
a fraudulent application to be

considered for presentation at RTL.
(Ex. 8)

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in

30. Sadeghi q 13, at
4:24-25

Objection and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, assumes facts not in in evidence,
irrelevant.

Evidence:

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in
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In order to qualify for entry, each
application must outline the novel
technology to be presented in “real-
time” and “live.”

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

31. Sadeghi q 13, at
4:25-5:3

Objection and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, not based on personal knowledge,
assumes facts not in evidence, irrelevant and
immaterial, incomplete, legal opinion.

Evidence:

In its submission, Pinscreen
misrepresented fabricated avatars with
manually prepared hair models created
by German freelance artist Leszek
which required hours of manual labor
and costing Li hundreds of Euros as
being automatically generated within
seconds.

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in

32. Sadeghi § 14, at
5:5-7

Objection and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, not based on personal knowledge,
assumes facts not in evidence, irrelevant and
immaterial, legal opinion, secondary evidence

Evidence:

During that same interaction, Leszek
shared his manually prepared hair
models that Pinscreen had
misrepresented as autogenerated in its
submission to RTL. (Ex. 16) Pinscreen
failed and refused to produce the hair
models manually prepared by Leszek
during discovery in this case.

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

In addition, there is no point in Exhibit 16 in
which it discusses that the “hair models” in
connection with a submission on April 4. In
addition, this is irrelevant because Plaintiff
does not explain why producing a database of

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in
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“hair models” is in any way connected with
fabrication or misrepresentation.

33. Sadeghi q 15, at
5:10-12

Objection and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, not based on personal knowledge,
assumes facts not in evidence, irrelevant and
immaterial, legal opinion, secondary evidence

Evidence:

On that same day, Pinscreen submitted
fabricated avatars to SIGGRAPH Asia
and misrepresented manually prepared
hair shapes, eye colors, and hair colors
as autogenerated. (Ex. 10)

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

In addition, Ex. 10 is the submission itself,
not a communication reflecting the date and
manner of its submission. It does not
reference the date of submission. In addition,
there is no foundation laid in connection with
any material included in Ex. 10 that supports
Plaintiff’s claim that any portion of the
submission is “fabricated” or
“misrepresented.”

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in

34. Sadeghi q 15, at
5:13-15

Objection and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, not based on personal knowledge,
assumes facts not in evidence, irrelevant and
immaterial, legal opinion

Evidence:

In response to my objections and
concerns about the ongoing fraud and
data fabrication, Li promised me that
Pinscreen’s data fabrication would be
limited to private representations and
that Pinscreen would never present its
fabricated avatars to the public.

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in

35. Sadeghi q 16, at
5:17-18

Objection and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, assumes facts not in evidence,
contradicts evidence, irrelevant.

o Sustained

o Overruled
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Evidence:

Li. .. he boasted about me as being the
best hair rendering talent in the
industry. (Ex. 18)

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

In addition, the allegation is unsupported by
the document because Hao Li writes, “we
have the best hair rendering guy,” but there is
no indication that he is referring to Sadeghi.
(P1f. Exh. 18, SADEGHI 031545.) There is
also no reference to “talent” or “industry.”

o Sustained
part as to:

in

36. Sadeghi 17, at
5:19-24

Objection and Motion to Strike: Lacks
foundation, assumes facts not in evidence,
legal opinion.

Evidence:

On June 28, 2017, in addition to
objecting to Pinscreen’s wage, visa,
and discrimination violations—and
expressing my belief that they are
against the law—I implicitly indicated
to Li that if Pinscreen’s violations are
not corrected internally, 1 would
disclose the violations externally
including to government and law
enforcement agencies. I informed Li
that I prefer to resolve the issues
internally and not have to take it
outside the company. In response, Li
assured me there was no reason to go
outside Pinscreen.

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

o Sustained
o Overruled

O Sustained
part as to:

in

37. Sadeghi q 18, at
5:25-6:4

Objection and Motion to Strike: Lacks
authentication, assumes facts not in evidence,
incomplete.

Evidence:

On July 12, 2017, Pinscreen submitted
an official statement in a rebuttal in
support of its SIGGRAPH Asia
submission. In its official statement
and in response to SIGGRAPH

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in
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reviewers’ question as to why the
quality has improved so much
compared to Pinscreen’s prior
submission, Pinscreen described my
contributions as a  “significant
improvement” to its technology

prior to my employment. Pinscreen
attributed the significant quality
improvements to using a

variant of Sadeghi 2010 (used in
Disney's Tangled). This official
statement was also shared within

the company. (Ex. 12 and 13)

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

Regarding “incomplete,” pursuant to Evid.
Code § 356, where part of a declaration,
deposition, or writing is entered into
evidence, another party may enter its entirety
in evidence to make it understood.

Regarding “lack of authentication,” see
Dugar v. Happy Tiger Records, Inc. (1974)
41 Cal.App.3d 811, 815-816 [materials
referenced in declarations must be attached
and conform to the rules of evidence;
declarations relying on writings that are not
attached and authenticated are incompetent];
Evid. Code §§ 801-803.

Here, there is no indication that the discussion
in Ex. 12 references Ex. 13, and Ex. 13 is
unauthenticated.

38. Sadeghi q 19, at
6:5-11

Objections and Motion to Strike: Lacks
authentication, assumes facts not in evidence,
incomplete, not supported by evidence.

On July 14,2017, I helped Nagano with
a challenging task that was assigned to
him which he was struggling to solve. I
worked an 18- hour shift, providing
assistance and guidance to Nagano to
investigate an issue with computation
of lights described by Spherical
Harmonics (“SH”). In order to make
sure that the issue was resolved, I
worked overnight until after sunrise the
next morning which enabled Pinscreen
to demonstrate dynamic lighting during
its RTL demo. The next morning, Li,
the CTO and other employees

O Sustained
o Overruled

O Sustained
part as to:

in
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congratulated and thanked us for our
commitment and hard work. (Ex. 19)

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

39. Sadeghi q 19, at
6:12-14

Objections and Motion to Strike: Lacks
authentication, assumes facts not in evidence,
incomplete, irrelevant and immaterial, not
supported by evidence.

Another example which is documented
in  writing—on May 25, 2017,
immediately after Li assigned a task to
Hu, I stepped in and stated that [ would
take care of Hu’s task (Ex. 20)

Legal Analysis re Basis for Objection:
See above.

With respect to the incomplete nature of the
document, Plaintiff has introduced only a one-
page exhibit with two text messages on it.
Sadeghi states “I will take care of it.” There is
no indication if he actually does take care of
it.

o Sustained
o Overruled

o Sustained
part as to:

in

40. Sadeghi 4 21, at
6:22-24

Objections and Motion to Strike: Lacks
authentication, speculation, and assumes
facts not in evidence re: “earlier decision,”
incomplete, secondary evidence.

On July 17, 2017, Li changed his
earlier decision and announced to the
team that he wanted me