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Petitioners Sling TV L.L.C., Sling Media, L.L.C., DISH Network L.L.C., 

and DISH Technologies, L.L.C. (collectively “Petitioner” or “DISH”) submit the 

following objections to evidence filed by Realtime Adaptive Streaming LLC 

(“Patent Owner” or “Realtime”) in conjunction with the Patent Owner’s Response 

filed on May 30, 2019 (Paper 19).  Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.64(b)(1), these 

objections are made within five business days from service of the Patent Owner’s 

Response.  See Paper 19 (confirming that the “document was served on May 30, 

2019, by filing this document through the Patent Trial and Appeal Board End to 

End System as well as delivering a copy via electronic mail”).   

Pursuant to FRE 401, 402, and 403, Petitioner objects to the admissibility of 

Exhibit 2012 and Exhibit 2013 as irrelevant and prejudicial to Petitioner in the 

context of this proceeding.  Exhibit 2012 is a declaration filed by Dr. Alan Bovik 

in connection with a federal litigation currently pending in the U.S. District Court 

for the District of Colorado, in which Dr. Bovik offers opinions based on a claim 

construction of one of the terms of the challenged claims under a different claim 

construction standard than is applied in this proceeding.1  Exhibit 2013 is a 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

1 Patent Owner also introduced Exhibit 2012 as Exhibit 2 to the deposition of Dr. 

Scott Acton in IPR2018-01331 held on May 10, 2019.  Ex. 2015 at 47:19-48:6.  

Petitioner timely objected to the introduction and use of this Exhibit during Dr. 
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Markman order from the same litigation in the District of Colorado, in which the 

district court sets forth its claim construction analysis and adopts various claim 

constructions, again under a different claim construction standard.  Realtime’s and 

Dr. Zeger’s reliance upon and citation to certain opinions of Dr. Bovik and the 

district court’s claim construction analysis are entirely irrelevant to this 

proceeding, because the analyses provided therein are premised on an entirely 

different claim construction standard that is inapplicable to the instant proceeding.  

Specifically, Exhibits 2012 and 2013 apply the claim construction standard 

required by 35 U.S.C. § 282(b), as set forth in Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d 

1303 (Fed. Cir. 2005) (en banc), rather than the broadest reasonable interpretation 

(“BRI”) standard applied in this proceeding.  See 37 C.F.R. § 42.100; In re Morris, 

127 F.3d 1048, 1054 (Fed. Cir. 1997).  Further, any limited probative value offered 

by Realtime’s and Dr. Zeger’s reliance upon Exhibits 2012 and 2013 is 

substantially outweighed by the likely confusion caused by the analysis provided in 

those Exhibits under a different claim construction standard.  Realtime’s and Dr. 

Zeger’s specific reliance upon certain citations to Exhibits 2012 and 2013 are 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

Acton’s deposition in IPR2018-01331 pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.64(a), on the 

basis that the Exhibit was outside of the scope of the record of  that proceeding, 

and relies upon different legal and claim construction standards than applied in that 

proceeding.  See Ex. 2015 at 50:5-9, 58:20-59:9.   
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therefore highly prejudicial to Petitioner.  Exhibits 2012 and 2013 should therefore 

be excluded under FRE 401, 402, and 403.   

Pursuant to FRE 801 and 802, Petitioner further objects to the admissibility 

of Exhibit 2012 as hearsay.  Realtime relies on Dr. Bovik’s statements in Exhibit 

2012 for the truth of its contentions that the ’535 patent provides an express 

definition of an “asymmetrical compression algorithm,” and that this definition 

provides the proper constructions of the terms “asymmetric compressors” and 

“asymmetric data compression” appearing in the challenged claims of the ’535 

patent.  Paper 19 at 12.  As noted above, Exhibit 2012 is a declaration offered by 

Dr. Bovik in an entirely different and unrelated case under different legal and 

claim construction standards.  Therefore, Exhibit 2012 constitutes hearsay for the 

purpose Patent Owner relies upon it.  See FED. R. EVID. 802-804, 807.   

Pursuant to FRE 702, Petitioner objects to the admissibility of all 

paragraphs of Exhibit 2010 that reference Exhibit 2012 or Exhibit 2013.  See, e.g., 

Ex. 2010 at ¶¶ 55-56.  Exhibit 2010 is the Expert Declaration of Kenneth A. Zeger.  

Dr. Zeger’s Declaration relies on Exhibits 2012 and 2013 to support his position 

regarding the proper claim construction of the terms “asymmetric compressors” 

and “asymmetric data compression.”  Id.  In doing so, Dr. Zeger relies on evidence 

that addresses a different claim construction standard than is applied in this 

proceeding.  Specifically, Exhibits 2012 and 2013 relied on by Dr. Zeger address 
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the Phillips standard for claim construction applied in the federal district courts, 

rather than the BRI standard applied in this proceeding.  Accordingly, these 

paragraphs of Exhibit 2010 are inadmissible under FRE 702, because the legal 

conclusions that Dr. Zeger purports to reach are not based on a reliable application 

of the proper principles and methods, and therefore will not help the Board to 

understand the evidence or to determine any fact in issue.   

 Petitioner further objects to the admissibility of all paragraphs of Exhibit 

2010 that reference Exhibit 2012 or Exhibit 2013 pursuant to FRE 703,.  See, e.g., 

Ex. 2010 at ¶¶ 55-56.  As discussed above, Exhibits 2012 and 2013 should be 

excluded, as their limited probative value does not outweigh their prejudice to 

Petitioner or the confusion resulting from their analysis under a different claim 

construction standard than is applied in this proceeding.  As a result, FRE 703 

prohibits all paragraphs of Exhibit 2010 that reference Exhibit 2012 or Exhibit 

2013 from being disclosed to the finder of fact.  

 Petitioner further objects to the admissibility of all paragraphs of Exhibit 

2010 that reference Exhibit 2012 or Exhibit 2013 pursuant to FRE 401, 402, and 

403.  See, e.g., Ex. 2010 at ¶¶ 55-56.  The opinions provided in Exhibits 2012 and 

2013 are based on a different claim construction standard than applied in this 

proceeding.  As a result, any limited probative value conferred by Dr. Zeger’s 

reliance upon Exhibits 2012 and 2013 in his Declaration is substantially 

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.


