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Most common language

Judge Citing Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twombly
Most common language

Citing Bell Atl. Corp. Twombly in “Teeter-Totter, LLC v. Palm Bay Int'l. Inc.
550 U.S. 544|United States District Court, California Northern [2018-09-25

The United States Supreme Court has held that Rule 8(a) requires a plaintiff to plead
“enough facts to state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face" Bell Atl. Corp. v.
Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 570, 127 S. Ct. 1955, 167 L. Ed. 2d 929 (2007).

90 More Like This

Citing Twombly in “In re Animation Workers Antitrust Litig."
~1|United States District Court, Clifornia Northern|2015-08-20

While this may ultimately weigh against the probability that Plaintiffs will prevail on
their claims against Sony, the court sees no reason why Plaintiffs' inability to identify
Sony documents at the motion to dismiss stage would render Plaintiffs’ claims
insufficient as a matter of law. Indeed, the standard for surviving a motion to dismiss
int ugh facts to raise a reasonable expectation that
legal agreement.” Twombly, 550 U.S. at 556. It does
idence of the alleged illegal agreement in hand.

1 More Like This

Citing Twombly in “Smith v. Phoenix Techs."
-1|United States District Court, California Northern|2011-11-09

Iabal, 129 S. Ct. at 1949; see also Twombly, 550 US. at 555. Accordingly, dismissal is
also warranted under Rule 12(b)(6) for failure to state a claim upon which relief can be
granted.

Draft your most persuasive argument yet.

Judge Citing Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twombly

Context is a new kind of analytics that goes beyond the edge of traditional legal research and

uncovers insights into how a judge thinks and rules.

Using industry-leading technology, language analytics is deployed across millions of case law
documents and 100 motion types to pinpoint the specific language, opinions and citations a judge is
most persuaded by, and forecast how expert testimony will stand up to judicial scrutiny. Knowing
the language and cases your judge uses can help you draft the most persuasive argument possible.

Context is part of the Lexis Analytics™ suite, the world’s most powerful legal analytics solutions.



Speak your judge’s language

Make your most persuasive argument by
using the language your judge wants to hear.

Know the specific language and cases your
judge relies on, and use that intel to craft
your most compelling argument.

Forecast how likely you are to prevail by
knowing the grant and denial rates in 100
motion types for your judge in one easy-to-
read graph.

Have confidence in your arguments
knowing the fellow jurists your judge cites
most often.

Motion Outcomes from William Alsup's cases (3579
motions found)

Granted Partial . Denied

Motion Name Outcome Analysis

motion to dismiss |
motion for summary ju...
motion for leave
motion to exclude
motion for remand
motion to strike
motion for stay
motion for judicial notice
motion to amend
rmotion for default juds...

motion for fees

Know an expert’s strengths and weaknesses

Persuade your judge to admit your expert’s
testimony or impeach your opposition’s expert.

Pinpoint why your judge admitted or excluded
an expert’s testimony, and how often, in one
easy-to-read chart.

Link to the judge’s specific reasoning, in the
precise language your judge used to weigh the
Daubert challenge.

Know the specific language and cases you
need to use to help persuade your judge to
admit your expert’s testimony or impeach your
opposition’s expert.
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Parker v. United States

District of Nebraska| 2018 [ ] (]

Bosire v. Kroger Co.

N. District of Georgia| 2016 ® (x]

LexisNexis, Lexis, Lexis Advance and the Knowledge Burst logo are registered trademarks and Lexis Analytics are Lexis Answers
are trademarks of RELX Inc. Lex Machina is a registered trademark and Attorney Data Engine is a trademarks of Lex Machina, Inc.
Intelligize is a registered trademark of Intelligize, Inc. Ravelis a trademark of Ravel Law, Inc. Other products and services may be
trademarks or registered trademarks of their respective companies. Copyright 2018 LexisNexis.

@® LexisNexis'



