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Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.64, Petitioner Apple Inc. (“Petitioner”) serves the
following objections to evidence served with the Patent Owner’s Response of
California Institute of Technology (‘“Patent Owner”).

Petitioner objects to Exhibit 2004, Declaration of Dr. Michael
Mitzenmacher, as not relevant (FRE 401). Petitioner further objects to Exhibit
2004 on the ground that its probative value is substantially outweighed by the
danger of unfair prejudice, confusing the issues, misleading the fact finder, undue
delay, wasting time, or needlessly presenting cumulative evidence (FRE 403).
Petitioner further objects to Exhibit 2004 as inadmissible hearsay (FRE 801, 802).
Petitioner further objects to Exhibit 2004 as lacking authentication (FRE 901, 902).
Petitioner further objects to Exhibit 2004 as improper expert testimony by a lay
witness and/or as unreliable and lacking a sufficient basis (FRE 701, 702).

Petitioner objects to Exhibit 2005, Curriculum Vitae of Dr. Michael
Mitzenmacher as not relevant (FRE 401). Petitioner further objects to Exhibit
2005 on the on the ground that its probative value is substantially outweighed by
the danger of unfair prejudice, confusing the issues, misleading the fact finder,
undue delay, wasting time, or needlessly presenting cumulative evidence (FRE

403). Petitioner further objects to Exhibit 2005 as inadmissible hearsay (FRE 801,

DOCKET

A R M Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com.



https://www.docketalarm.com/

[PR2017-00219
Petitioner’s Objections to Evidence

802). Petitioner further objects to Exhibit 2005 as lacking authentication (FRE
901, 902).

Petitioner objects to Exhibit 2006, Kienle et al., “A synthesizable IP Core for
DVB-S2 LDPC Code Decoding,” IEEE, 2005 as not relevant (FRE 401).
Petitioner further objects to Exhibit 2006 on the ground that its probative value is
substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice, confusing the issues,
misleading the fact finder, undue delay, wasting time, or needlessly presenting
cumulative evidence (FRE 403). Petitioner further objects to Exhibit 2006 as
inadmissible hearsay (FRE 801, 802). Petitioner further objects to Exhibit 2006 as
lacking authentication (FRE 901, 902).

Petitioner objects to Exhibit 2007, Gomes et al., “Factorizable modulo M
parallel architecture for DVB-S2 LDPC decoding,” Proceedings of the 6th
Conference on Telecommunications, CONFTELE, 2007 as not relevant (FRE
401). Petitioner further objects to Exhibit 2007 on the ground that its probative
value is substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice, confusing the
issues, misleading the fact finder, undue delay, wasting time, or needlessly
presenting cumulative evidence (FRE 403). Petitioner further objects to Exhibit
2007 as inadmissible hearsay (FRE 801, 802). Petitioner further objects to Exhibit

2007 as lacking authentication (FRE 901, 902).
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Petitioner objects to Exhibit 2008, Liva et al., “Design of LDPC Codes: A
petitioner objects to exhibit Survey and New Results,” Journal of Communications
Software and Systems, 2(3):191-211, 2006 as not relevant (FRE 401). Petitioner
further objects to Exhibit 2008 on the ground that its probative value is
substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice, confusing the issues,
misleading the fact finder, undue delay, wasting time, or needlessly presenting
cumulative evidence (FRE 403). Petitioner further objects to Exhibit 2008 as
inadmissible hearsay (FRE 801, 802). Petitioner further objects to Exhibit 2008 as
lacking authentication (FRE 901, 902).

Petitioner objects to Exhibit 2009, Digital Video Broadcasting (DVB) User
guidelines for the second generation systems for Broadcasting, Interactive
Services, News Gathering and other broadband satellite applications (DVB-S2),
ETSI TR 102 376, V11111 (2005-02), as not relevant (FRE 401). Petitioner
further objects to Exhibit 2009 on the ground that its probative value is
substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice, confusing the issues,
misleading the fact finder, undue delay, wasting time, or needlessly presenting
cumulative evidence (FRE 403). Petitioner further objects to Exhibit 2009 as
inadmissible hearsay (FRE 801, 802). Petitioner further objects to Exhibit 2008 as

lacking authentication (FRE 901, 902).
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Petitioner objects to Exhibit 2010, Kim et al., “Development of Rate-
Compatible Structured LDPC CODEC Algorithms and Hardware IP,” Project
Final Report, School of Electrical and Computer Engineering, Georgia Institute of
Technology, December 2006, as not relevant (FRE 401). Petitioner further objects
to Exhibit 2010 on the ground that its probative value is substantially outweighed
by the danger of unfair prejudice, confusing the issues, misleading the fact finder,
undue delay, wasting time, or needlessly presenting cumulative evidence (FRE
403). Petitioner further objects to Exhibit 2010 as inadmissible hearsay (FRE 801,
802). Petitioner further objects to Exhibit 2010 as lacking authentication (FRE
901, 902). Petitioner further objects to Exhibit 2010 as incomplete (FRE 106).

Petitioner objects to Exhibit 2011, Richardson et al., “Efficient Encoding of
Low-Density Parity-Check Codes,” March 6, 2001, as not relevant (FRE 401).
Petitioner further objects to Exhibit 2011 on the ground that its probative value is
substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice, confusing the issues,
misleading the fact finder, undue delay, wasting time, or needlessly presenting
cumulative evidence (FRE 403). Petitioner further objects to Exhibit 2011 as
inadmissible hearsay (FRE 801, 802). Petitioner further objects to Exhibit 2011 as

lacking authentication (FRE 901, 902).
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