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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

MARSHALL DIVISION 

TOUCHSTREAM TECHNOLOGIES, INC., 
Plaintiff, 

v. 
CHARTER COMMUNICATIONS, INC., et 
al., 

Defendants. 

§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 

Lead Case No. 2:23-cv-00059-JRG 
Member Case No. 2:23-cv-00062-JRG TOUCHSTREAM TECHNOLOGIES, INC., 

Plaintiff, 
v. 

COMCAST CABLE COMMUNICATIONS, 
LLC, d/b/a XFINITY, et al., 

Defendants. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

REBUTTAL EXPERT REPORT OF DR. KEVIN JEFFAY REGARDING 
NON-INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. PATENT NOS. 8,356,251, 11,048,751, AND 11,086,934 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
 

 Dr. Kevin Jeffay 
 
Dated: July 15, 2024 
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