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Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.64(b), Petitioners hereby object to the following 

evidence submitted by Patent Owner with its Response filed in IPR2019-131 on 

July 22, 2019.  These objections are timely filed pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 

42.64(b)(1). 

Evidence Objections 

Ex. 2011 
(Definition of “encryption” 

from Techopedia) 

FRE 401, 402, 403:  Exhibit 2011 does not bear 
a publication date. The only date that appears on 
the face of the exhibit, July 22, 2019, is several 
years after the asserted priority date of the 
Challenged Claims; accordingly, Patent Owner 
has not established its relevance to any material 
issues in this proceeding.  For the same reasons, 
any probative value associated with Exhibit 2011 
is substantially outweighed by a danger of 
confusing the issues.   

FRE 901, 902: Exhibit 2011 is not self-
authenticating under FRE 902, and Patent Owner 
has not produced evidence sufficient to support a 
finding that it is what Patent Owner says it is. 

Ex. 2012  
(Definition of 

“cryptographic” from 
Academic Press Dictionary 
of Science and Technology)

FRE 401, 402, 403:  Exhibit 2012 is undated; 
accordingly, Patent Owner has not established its 
relevance to any material issues in this 
proceeding.  For the same reasons, any probative 
value associated with Exhibit 2012 is 
substantially outweighed by a danger of 
confusing the issues.   

Ex. 2013 
(Excerpt from Applied 

Cryptography: Protocols, 
Algorithms, and Source 

Code in C) 

FRE 802: To the extent that Patent Owner is 
attempting to use Exhibit 2013 for the truth of the 
matters asserted therein, Exhibit 2013 is hearsay, 
and as no hearsay exception applies, it is 
inadmissible. 

FRE 901, 902: Exhibit 2013 is not self-
authenticating under FRE 902, and Patent Owner 
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has not produced evidence sufficient to support a 
finding that it is what Patent Owner says it is.

Ex. 2014 
(Excerpt from Wireless 
Communications and 

Networks) 

Patent Owner has previously submitted this 
excerpt from Wireless Communications and 
Networks as evidence (Exhibit 2008).  
Accordingly, Petitioners restate and incorporate 
herein by reference their objections previously 
raised in Paper No. 15. 

Ex. 2015 
(Excerpt from CNSS 

Glossary) 

FRE 401, 402, 403:  Exhibit 2015 is dated in 
2015, several years after the asserted priority date 
of the Challenged Claims, and is thus irrelevant.  
For the same reasons, any probative value 
associated with Exhibit 2015 is substantially 
outweighed by a danger of confusing the issues. 

Ex. 2016 
(Excerpt from NIST 

Glossary) 

FRE 401, 402, 403:  Exhibit 2016 is dated in 
2013, several years after the asserted priority date 
of the Challenged Claims, and is thus irrelevant.  
For the same reasons, any probative value 
associated with Exhibit 2016 is substantially 
outweighed by a danger of confusing the issues.  
Furthermore, Patent Owner has previously 
submitted, as evidence, a copy of the NIST 
Glossary which contains the excerpt in Exhibit 
2016.  See Exhibit 2005, at 57.  Accordingly, any 
probative value associated with Exhibit 2016 is 
substantially outweighed by a danger of 
needlessly presenting cumulative evidence.

Ex. 2017 
(Security Analysis of 

Zigbee) 

FRE 401, 402, 403: Exhibit 2017 is dated in 
2017, several years after the asserted priority date 
of the Challenged Claims, and is thus irrelevant.  
For the same reasons, any probative value 
associated with Exhibit 2017 is substantially 
outweighed by a danger of confusing the issues. 

FRE 802: Patent Owner apparently is attempting 
to use Exhibit 2017 for the truth of the matters 
asserted therein.  See Response at 16.  Exhibit 
2017 is thus hearsay, and as no hearsay exception 
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applies, it is inadmissible. 

FRE 901, 902: Exhibit 2017 is not self-
authenticating under FRE 902, and Patent Owner 
has not produced evidence sufficient to support a 
finding that it is what Patent Owner says it is.

Ex. 2018  
(Bluetooth Specification 

v2.1 + EDR)  

FRE 401, 402, 403: Patent Owner has previously 
submitted this version of the Bluetooth 
specification as evidence (Exhibit 2006).  
Accordingly, any probative value associated with 
Exhibit 2018 is substantially outweighed by a 
danger of needlessly presenting cumulative 
evidence.

Ex. 2019 
(Definition of 

“authentication” from 
Techopedia) 

FRE 401, 402, 403:  Exhibit 2019 is not relevant 
to this proceeding, as it is not cited in Patent 
Owner’s Response.  Furthermore, Exhibit 2019 
does not bear a publication date. The only date 
that appears on the face of the exhibit, July 22, 
2019, is several years after the asserted priority 
date of the Challenged Claims; accordingly, 
Patent Owner has not established its relevance to 
any material issues in this proceeding.  For the 
same reasons, any probative value associated 
with Exhibit 2019 is substantially outweighed by 
a danger of confusing the issues.   

FRE 901, 902: Exhibit 2019 is not self-
authenticating under FRE 902, and Patent Owner 
has not produced evidence sufficient to support a 
finding that it is what Patent Owner says it is.

Ex. 2020 
(Definition of “GUI” from 

Techopedia) 

FRE 401, 402, 403:  Exhibit 2020 does not bear 
a publication date. The only date that appears on 
the face of the exhibit, July 22, 2019, is several 
years after the asserted priority date of the 
Challenged Claims; accordingly, Patent Owner 
has not established its relevance to any material 
issues in this proceeding.  For the same reasons, 
any probative value associated with Exhibit 2020 
is substantially outweighed by a danger of 
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confusing the issues.   

FRE 901, 902: Exhibit 2020 is not self-
authenticating under FRE 902, and Patent Owner 
has not produced evidence sufficient to support a 
finding that it is what Patent Owner says it is.

Ex. 2022 
(Definition of “along with” 

from Merriam-Webster) 

FRE 401, 402, 403:  Exhibit 2022 is not relevant 
to this proceeding, as it is not cited in Patent 
Owner’s Response.  Furthermore, Exhibit 2022 
does not bear a publication date. The only date 
that appears on the face of the exhibit, July 22, 
2019, is several years after the asserted priority 
date of the Challenged Claims; accordingly, 
Patent Owner has not established its relevance to 
any material issues in this proceeding.  For the 
same reasons, any probative value associated 
with Exhibit 2022 is substantially outweighed by 
a danger of confusing the issues.   

FRE 901, 902: Exhibit 2022 is not self-
authenticating under FRE 902, and Patent Owner 
has not produced evidence sufficient to support a 
finding that it is what Patent Owner says it is.

Dated:  July 29, 2019 Respectfully submitted, 

By:     / T. Vann Pearce, Jr. /

T. Vann Pearce, Jr. 
Lead Counsel for Petitioners Panasonic 
Corporation of North America and 
Panasonic Corporation 
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