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1 Authorized via email on January 7, 2022. 
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PATENT OWNER’S LIST OF ADDITIONAL EXHIBITS 

Exhibit 

Number 

 

Description 

2011 Order, Uniloc USA, Inc. v. Ringcentral, Inc., No. 2-17-cv-354, Dkt. 

100 (E.D. Tex. Feb. 12, 2018) 

 

2012 Motion, Uniloc USA, Inc. v. Ringcentral, Inc., No. 2-17-cv-354, 

Dkt. 97 (E.D. Tex. Feb. 8, 2018) 

 

2013 Order, Uniloc USA, Inc. v. Ringcentral, Inc., No. 2-17-cv-354, Dkt. 

99 (E.D. Tex. Feb. 9, 2018) 

 

2014 Joint Motion, Bright Data Ltd. v. NetNut Ltd., No. 2:21-cv-225, 

Dkt. 79 (E.D. Tex. Dec. 22, 2021) 

 

2015 Motion, Bright Data Ltd. v. NetNut Ltd., No. 2:21-cv-225, Dkt. 80 

(E.D. Tex. Dec. 23, 2021) 

 

2016 Letter, dated Dec. 30, 2021, from Bright Data Ltd. to NetNut Ltd. 

regarding the scheduling of depositions in the case of Bright Data 

Ltd. v. NetNut Ltd., No. 2:21-cv-225 (E.D. Tex.) 

 

2017 Declaration of Mr. Thomas M. Dunham 
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Patent Owner respectfully submits this Sur-Reply in response to Petitioner’s 

Reply (Paper 10) relating to the discretionary factors in Apple Inc. v. Fintiv, Inc., 

IPR2020-0019, Paper 11 (PTAB March 20, 2020)(precedential)(“Fintiv”).  

          Regarding Fintiv factor 1, Patent Owner has explained that it is unlikely that 

the judge will issue a stay, even if review is instituted, given that the NetNut 

Litigation will “clearly [be] at an advanced stage” as of the 3/27/2022 deadline for 

an institution decision. (See Patent Owner Preliminary Response (“POPR”)(Paper 

9) at 19-20).       

         Petitioner’s cited Uniloc case (Dkt. 100, dated 2/12/2018, EX. 2011) is 

inapplicable because (a) that Court had already granted an unopposed motion to stay 

(Dkt. 97, EX. 2012) filed by the plaintiff (see Dkt. 99, dated 2/9/2018, EX. 2013); 

and (b) the Board instituted review of every asserted claim of all asserted patents 

and as of the institution decision, the claims had not yet been construed by that Court. 

Uniloc USA, Inc. v. Ringcentral, Inc., No. 2-17-cv-354 (E.D. Tex.). Unlike Uniloc, 

the Board will not resolve every asserted claim of all asserted patents in the NetNut 

Litigation (see, e.g., POPR at 29; see also EX. 2002 at 22) and the Court has already, 

previously construed claim terms from the asserted ‘319 and ‘510 Patents (see, e.g., 

POPR at 14). Accordingly, this factor weighs in favor of denial.  

 

2 There is a total of five asserted patents in the NetNut Litigation. 
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          Regarding Fintiv factor 2, the NetNut Litigation has trial scheduled approx. 

6.5 months before the 3/27/2023 deadline for a final written decision (see POPR at 

21-22) and the Board has previously declined to speculate whether there may be 

further delays in the district court (see POPR at 23).                        

         Petitioner’s implication regarding extensions (see Reply at 2) is misleading. 

First, the parties submitted a Joint Motion (Dkt. 79, EX. 2014) for a 1-month 

extension to continue additional mediation with the same Judge Gandhi, rather than 

the new Judge Folsom. That mediation occurred on 1/25/2022. Second, Patent 

Owner submitted a Motion (Dkt. 80, EX. 2015) for a 3-week extension to amend 

infringement contentions based on source code review given that (a) the expert could 

not begin his review until 1/5/2022 given the holidays and his work schedule and (b) 

this left insufficient time to amend infringement contentions by 1/13/2022 for the 

five asserted patents. The Court granted-in-part the Motion and extended the 

deadline to 1/26/2022. (EX. 1103). Neither of these requested extensions suggests 

Patent Owner intends to delay the 9/12/2022 trial date in the NetNut Litigation. 

Accordingly, this factor weighs in favor of denial. 

          Regarding Fintiv factor 3, Patent Owner has explained that the parties will 

have invested significant resources in the NetNut Litigation by the 3/27/2022 

deadline for an institution decision (see POPR at 22 (citing section III.A.1 at 19-

20)). This is consistent with the Fintiv analysis. (See Fintiv at 9-10).  

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


IPR2021-01492 of Patent No. 10,257,319 
 

3 

 

Also, Petitioner’s statement that “[n]o depositions have been taken or noticed” (see 

Reply at 2) is misleading. On 12/30/2021, Patent Owner sent a letter to Petitioner 

regarding the scheduling of depositions February 14-25, 2022 for seven of 

Petitioner’s employees. (EX. 2016). Petitioner sent a response on 1/11/2022 and 

there has been subsequent email correspondence regarding availability of witnesses.  

         Moreover, “[t]his investment factor is related to the trial date factor”. (Fintiv 

at 10). Patent Owner anticipated Petitioner’s argument regarding the possibility of a 

delayed trial date (see Reply at 2) and has explained that the parties will have 

invested even more resources by the 3/27/2023 deadline for a final written decision 

(see POPR at 23-24). There are many asterisked deadlines in the Docket Control 

Order (EX. 2003) unlikely to change, even if the trial date is ultimately changed. 

          Furthermore, Petitioner argues alleged diligence (see Reply at 3) based on the 

timing of the Petition relative to the statutory deadline. However, Petitioner attempts 

to minimize the timing of the Petition relative to the investment/progress in the 

NetNut Litigation. Also, Petitioner fails to explain its alleged diligence in view of 

its other litigation activity. Petitioner merely states that those “events… concern 

other patents, parties, and types of proceedings.” (Reply at 3).  However, Petitioner 

has not explained (a) when it became aware of the ‘319 and ‘510 Patents and/or (b) 

when it became aware of the Crowds, Border, and Morphmix references, in order to 

justify why Petitioner could not have filed the Petitions before September 2021.  

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.


