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SUMMARY

The court ruled on motions to preclude testimony in a trademark dispute concerning the IDHAYAM
mark for sesame oil. It denied the motion to exclude Plaintiff’s retained expert, Thomas J. Maronick,
finding that challenges to his survey methodology affected the weight rather than admissibility of his
testimony. The court precluded Janarathanan Rajaratnam from testifying as an expert because of
inadequate disclosures but permitted him to testify as a lay witness subject to trial objections under
Federal Rule of Evidence 701.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The court ruled on the defendant's motions to preclude the testimony
of plaintiff's retained expert, Thomas J. Maronick, and non-retained
expert, Janarathanan Rajaratnam.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under Federal Rule of Evidence 702, expert testimony is admissible
when the court finds by a preponderance of the evidence that the
expert is qualified and the testimony is relevant and reliable. Exclusion
is proper only when the testimony is clearly irrelevant or unreliable;
methodological flaws generally affect weight rather than admissibility.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; district court order with no reporter citation and no stated
precedential status.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Thomas J. Maronick's survey-based expert testimony concerning likelihood of confusion
should be excluded as irrelevant or unreliable under Federal Rule of Evidence 702.

2. Whether Janarathanan Rajaratnam should be excluded from testifying as a non-retained expert because
of inadequate disclosures and qualifications.

3. Whether Rajaratnam could testify as a lay witness under Federal Rule of Evidence 701 based on
personal knowledge acquired through his import-export experience.

HOLDINGS

1. Maronick's testimony was not clearly irrelevant or unreliable and could be admitted. Alleged flaws
concerning the survey population, lack of a control group, photographs, and marketplace replication
affected the weight of the evidence rather than its admissibility.

2. Rajaratnam could not testify as an expert under Rule 702 because plaintiff failed to make adequate
expert disclosures.

3. Rajaratnam could testify as a lay witness under Rule 701 to the extent his opinions were rationally based
on personal perception, helpful to understanding his testimony or determining a fact in issue, and not
based on specialized knowledge within Rule 702.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“With respect to survey evidence, we have long held that it should be admitted as long as it is conducted
according to accepted principles and is relevant. Technical inadequacies in a survey, including the format of
the questions or the manner in which it was taken, bear on the weight of the evidence, not its admissibility.”
(at 3-4)

“Rajaratnam will not be permitted to testify as an expert witness. However, the Court will permit Rajaratnam
to testify as a lay witness, subject to any objections Defendant may raise at trial concerning testimony that
exceeds the scope of Federal Rule of Evidence 701.” (at 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The underlying dispute concerns the IDHAYAM mark used in connection with sesame oil. Plaintiff retained
Thomas J. Maronick to conduct and interpret a survey concerning the likelihood of confusion between the
parties' products. Plaintiff also sought to present Janarathanan Rajaratnam, an officer of an Indian export
company involved in shipping IDHAYAM products, concerning importation practices and requirements.
Plaintiff conceded that its disclosures concerning Rajaratnam were inadequate but argued that he should still
testify based on personal knowledge as a lay witness.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff brought a trademark dispute seeking cancellation of defendant's federal registration for the IDHAYAM
mark and related relief based on priority of use. Before trial, defendant moved to exclude testimony from
plaintiff's experts. The court denied the motion concerning Maronick, and granted Rajaratnam's exclusion as an
expert in part while permitting him to testify as a lay witness subject to trial objections.
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