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I. INTRODUCTION 

The claims of the Fallon Patents do not meet the requirements for subject-matter 

eligibility.  As to Alice step one, Realtime admits that its claims “are directed to systems and 

methods of digital data compression utilizing multiple compressors … to compress data based on 

a parameter …” (Opp’n Br. 2)____an abstract and unpatentable idea, and does not dispute that the 

use of different types of compression, including “asymmetric” compression, were well known at 

the time.  As to Alice step two, Realtime does not point to any claim limitations, individually or 

as an ordered combination, providing any improvements to a computer system, and the 

specification confirms that all the claimed hardware and compression types were conventional, 

as is the order of the claimed steps. 

II. THE PATENTS CLAIM ABSTRACT CONCEPTS UNDER ALICE STEP ONE  

A. The Patents Do Not Claim Technological Solutions To Technological Problems 

The claims are directed to data compression, a form of “encoding and decoding” data, 

which the Federal Circuit has stated is “an abstract concept long utilized to transmit information” 

and is thus patent-ineligible.  RecogniCorp, LLC v. Nintendo Co., 855 F.3d 1322, 1326 (Fed. Cir. 

2017), cert. denied, 183 S. Ct. 672 (2018).  The claims call for selecting from known types of 

data compression based on a parameter related to the data or communications channel.  They do 

not “claim” any particularized technological solutions, such as new compression algorithms or 

data transmission methods, which could improve computer processing.  Thus, the claims fail to 

satisfy Alice step one. 

Realtime argues the patent claims should survive § 101 because they claim 

“technological solutions to technological problems, not abstract subject matter.”  (Opp’n Br. 5.)  

But Realtime has not shown this to be the case.  First, Realtime alleges that its “claims are 

directed to digital data compression, which plainly is not abstract.”  (Id. at 6.)  But digital data 

Case 1:17-cv-01693-JFB-SRF   Document 21   Filed 03/15/18   Page 5 of 16 PageID #: 631

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
  Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

  Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
  With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

  Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
  Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

  Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


