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are lly “sufficiency of the evidence” arguments and therefore do not warrant ex: 1sion in
advance of t ~ 1.

[ will deny Defen = 1t’s motion at this time, so that [ can evaluate how the evidentiary
presentation is evolving as trial proceeds. This denial is without prejudice to the Defendant’s
ability to make contemporaneous objections at the time of trial to particular items of ev :nce or
areas of testimony that they believe to be inadmissible. To be sure, this Order does not diminish
all of the challenges advanced by Defendant, particularly its hearsay concerns with respect to
consumer harm. It only makes clear that the determination of such issues will benefit ‘om the
added perspective of trial. Acc dingly, itis ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the Defendar s
Motion in Limine (DE 98) is DENIED.

NED in Chamb¢ it West Palm Beach, Florida, this/; f January, 2026.

/

ALD M. MIDDLEBROOKS
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

CC.

Counsel of Record



