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25, “[t]he rits of the case . . . are still determined vis-a-vis the originally named parties™);
17T Inc. v. JCM Am. Corp., No. 09-351, 2009 WL 3335866, at *4 (D.N.J. Oct. 15, 2009) (“A
party joined under Rule 25 cannot assert its own substantive rights, only those of the original
party.”). While post-amalgamated Cirba Inc. is correct that captions neither confer jurisdiction or
lead to the admi on of evidence, see D.I. 1356 at 9, the Court cannot ignore the potential
prejudice that VMware may face were post-amalgamated Cirba Inc. able to advance its now

_ea lat >ttoas ttl rightsof aparty dismis | for lacking standing.
I ause the Court, in its discretion, finds that substituting post-amalgamated “Cirba Inc.”
for IP would not “facilitate the conduct of the litigation,” Luxliner, 13 F.3d at 72, post-

amalgamated _.rba Inc.’s alternative Motion to Substitute . _rsuant to Rule 25(c) is denied.

+ue Court will issue an _ _der consistent with this Memorandum . pinion.
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