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Big Data

https://www.sportyverse.com/2016/04/big-data-analytics-whats-sports/
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Now It’s time for
the same to
happen

in the field of Law!

@ LexisNexis (R) REEDTECH



Significant Variability in Examiner Approach

Examiner A: Paul A Thatcher Examiner B: Matthew Eli
Art Unit: 2172 Art Unit: 2172
Allowance Rate: 5% Allowance Rate: 58.8%
Average time to allowance: Average time to allowance:
1 year, 10 months 5 years, 4 months

Average # of Office Actions: Average # of Office Actions:
2.5 3.4

Percent of cases with an Percent of cases with an
appeal cycle: 5% appeal cycle: 12.3%
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Significant Variability in Court Timing

Figure 14: For top districts, timing by cases filed 2005-2015 and reaching trial in 2012-2015

District
5 ——
5
4 T
E — T T —
j=! = 33
£ 3

24
22 22
21
1.8 17 i
1.5

f
I
I

Mational E.D.Tex. D.Del. C.D.Cal. MN.D.Cal.

@ LexisNexis: 3) REED TECH

A LexisNexis' Company



Patent Strategies

Critical
Data

Prosecution & Litigation
Strategies
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Use Case #1

Response to Final Rejection
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A Small Number of What are Likely the Lowest Quality Patents

Has Drained a Disproportionally Large Percentage of
Available Response Filing Dollars

Total Patents Issued May 5, 2013-current

110, 10%

N

Good news:
Only 10% of patents

required two or more RCEs
(110 out of 1,141 patents)

1031, 90%

m Fewer than 2 RCEs per patent ® 2 or more RCEs per patent
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A Small Number of What are Likely the Lowest Quality Patents

Has Drained a Disproportionally Large Percentage of
Available Response Filing Dollars

':;‘L;?"’S’Sl 000,000 Total Patent Responses Filed for Patents
Ore an Y )
) : . Issued May 5, 2013-Current
was invested in the filing A 16
of responses in the 110 res;i;aii fi.led
granted applications per patent
Average $13,250 in

response filing per patent*

Average 4.8 responses Average

per patent = Fewer than 2 RCEs per patent ® 2 or more RCEs per patent $3,982in

response filing
per patent*

* Assumes $2,500 per Response
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A Small Number of Abandoned Applications Has

Drained a Disproportionally Large Percentage of

Available Response Filing Dollars

Total Applications Abandoned May 5, 2013-Current

42, 13%

_—

273, 87%

m 2 or more RCEs per patent = Fewer than 2 RCEs per patent

Good News:
Two or more RCEs were filed

in only 13% of abandoned
applications
(42 out of 315 applications)
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A Small Number of Abandoned Applications Has

Drained a Disproportionally Large Percentage of
Available Response Filing Dollars

Total Responses Filed for Abandoned Applications
May 5, 2013-Current

Average $15,774
Average 2.6 27% in response filing
Responses filed per —  per Patent*
patent
Average $6,566 Average 6.3
. responses filed per
in response 739,
filing per patent
patent*

m 2 or more RCEs per patent = Fewer than 2 RCEs per patent

Bad News:
Approximately $600,000

was invested in the filing
of responses in the 42
abandoned applications

* Assumes $2,500 per Response
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In Response to Final Rejection

Request for
Continued
Examination
(RCE)

~N

First Final Examiner's DECISION Consideration Selectively
Office Action Profile POINT Pilot Program open
alternative
prosecution
aths
WHAT ARE THE STATS? P
] * j Office Actions to Allowance /
Review key data « # RCEs to Allowance
points for * % Allowance Rate
pending
applications THINGS TO CONSIDER:
\_ PP Which next action is most
likely to result in grant the
fastest?
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RCE Vs. Appeal

Application 13/258***, finally filed an appeal after 3 RCEs and 7 OAs

EXAMINER: Civan, Ethan D TITLE: Method and System of Evaluating Gredibility of Online Trading User
EXAMINER'S ALLOWANCE HATE STATUS: Pending

ART UNIT: 3684

"r’EAFi 1 "r'EAFI z YEAH 3 YEAH 4 YEAR 5
i | | ACE | RCE | RCE
?114I 2-27-15 I 1-4-16
Flllng date " Non-Final DA Fmal 0A 0A AppeStatus
9.21-11 11-12-13 4-15T 8- 12-14 12- 3—2& 15 B8-4-15 3-105-314oday:
14 18- 16 16 Pending

Examiner's Average Numbekd
of Office Actions between

Filing Date and Allowance: 2.6
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The Examiner’ s Overview Data

I Patented [ Abandoned [l Pending
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The Examiner’ s RCE Statistics

REQUEST FOR CONTINUED EXAMINATION

Applications with at least one ACE before f’ )
Patent |ssuance/Abandonment 42 .4% 54 oyt of 193 applications gl Year-over-Year Breakdown
RCE'd Applications with Two or Mare
RCE's before Patent :
Issuance/Abandonment 29.8% 25 dt of 84 RCE'd cases  ull Year-over-Year Breakdown
Applications where a first RCE results in+ |
immediate Notice of Allowance \35?% 30 )DJT of 34 RCE'd cases  gllj Year-over-Year Breakdown
@ LexisNexis: ~) REED TECH



The Examiner’ s Appeal Statistics

Appeal Cycles withdrawn from Appeal
Process Following Request for Pre-

Appeal Review

Appeal Cycles Exiting Appeal Process
atter Applicant's Brief but before

Examiner's Reply

12.1%

7 out of 58 cycles

22.4%
13 out of 58 cycles

Total Applicant Wins 15
Total Applicant Losses 7
Chance Of Winning 68.18%
()
0F these Allowance 4 (Applicant Win]
Applications, Abandonment 0 (Applicant Lozs)
the Next RCE 2 {Applicant Loss)
Significant Final Office Action 0 {Applicant Win)
Event Was: i ) . i . e
Non-Final Office Action 1 (Applicant Win|
Allowance 4 (Applicant Win|
Ofthese Abandonment 0 (Applicant Loss)
T"r'\'.l“ﬂ““”sf RCE 0 {Applicant Loss]
e et Final Dffice Action 0 (Applicant Win)
Significant Nan-Final Office Acti ' B
Event Was: an-ring ICE ACTION £ [Applicant Win|

Undetermined

1
. J
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About APPEAL

Asian companies have rarely filed appeals.

Approximately
l | 2 months Approximately 26 months
7" Appeal Exmr Requires| $2k Forwarding Fee PTAB

Brief Reply Decision

Reopen

Allowed S
prosecution

RCE Abandon

Figure 1

Ref: Ex Parte Appeal as a Potential Means to Quick Allowances
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Appeal Overview Statistics

100%
80%
5
5 60%
<
s 40% ~Move on
e " m Aban
20% s RCE
0% \ m OA
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Stage of Appeal Cycle

Ref: Ex Parte Appeal as a Potential Means to Quick Allowances

@ LexisNexis: 3) REED TECH

A LexisNexis' Company



The Examiner’ s Rejection Statistics

REJECTION SPECIFIC STATISTICS

Based on Automated Classification of Office Action Rejections

First Office Action Rejection Frequency Non-final Office Action Frequency Final Office Action Frequency
{256 First Office Actions Analyzed) {416 Non-Final Office Actions Analyzed) {276 Final Office Actions Analyzed)
EEE S d'] E S 2}‘6 S

0
02 102 M2 DPF  AMM 102 W3 M2 1N DP  AMM M0 1M M2 DPF  AMM

REASONS FOR REJECTION

102 M 35usc sioz Rejection 35 U.5.C. 5112 Ffth Paragraph Rejection AMM B references Alice
103 I 35 U5 5103 Rejection M 35 U.5.C. 5112 Sixth Paragraph Rejection B references Mayo
112 M 35 U.S.C. 5112 First Paragraph Rejection 101 MM 35 U.5.C. 5101 Rejection B References Myriad
M 35 U.5.C. 5112 Second Paragraph Rejection OP M obviousness Type Double Patenting Rejection
M 35 Us.C 5112 Fourth Paragraph Rejection Statutory Type Double Patenting Rejection
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RCE Vs. Appeal

Application 13/258***, finally filed an appeal after 3 RCEs and 7 OAs

EXAMINER: Civan, Ethan D TITLE: Method and System of Evaluating Credibility of Online Trading User

EXAMINER'S ALLOWANCE RATE: 42.9% STAT?Z&W@@
ART UNIT:| 3684

YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5
i | | RCE | RCE | RCE
1 14I 2-71-15 I 1-4-16
Flllng date " Non-Final OA Fmal DA 0OA AppeStatus
9-21-11 11-12-13 4-|5T 8- 12-14 12- }Zﬁ 15 B8-4-15 3-105-311oday:
14 18- 16 16 Pending

Examiner's Average Numbeld
of Office Actions between
Filing Date and Allowance: 2.6

@ LoxisNexis (R) REEDTECH



Custom Alice Report
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Patent Value in the Era of Big Data

Business

Value

Prosecution
Value

Patent Value
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Use Case #2

Manage Patent Portfolio
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Quickly Identify Problem Applications

APPLICATIONS
Patented Abandoned Pending
Search: ‘ ‘ ) Results: Viewing items 1-10 of 507.
b

Click on headings to sort by column PREVIOUS 1 Z 3 4 5 51 NEXT
Application ™ Filing Date v Status Number of Office Actions
13/52 2012-0717 Final Rejection Counted, Not Yet Mailed “ 10 office actions (Examiner average is 2.4)
12/86 2010-08-16 Final Rejection Mailed 4. g office actions (Examiner average is 1.3)
13412 2011-05-18 Daocketed New Case - Ready for Examination 4. 7 office actions (Examiner average is 3.3)
12/87 2010-03-22 Final Rejection Mailed 4. 7 office actions (Examiner average is 2.9)
13/51 2012-08-05 MNon Final Action Mailed 4. 7 office actions (Examiner average is 2.8)

Appeal Brief {or Supplemnantal Brief} Entered and

13/25 7011-08-21 “. 7 office actions (Examiner average is 2 6)

Forwarded to Examiner

Notice of All Mailed - & ion Received i : ; ) :
12/65 2010-02-12 crice of Mlowance Mafled - Application fiee " 4. 7 office actions (Examiner average is 2.1)

Dffice of Publications
12/89 2010-11-30 Final Rejection Mailed 4. 7 office actions (Examiner average is 2.1)

13/05 2011-02-17 Final Rejection Mailed 4. 7 office actions (Examiner average is 1.3)

2011-06-16 Final Rejection Mailed \“ 6 office actions (Examiner average is 4.4) {
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Portfolio Monitor

NAME
PPM 2016-08-08 01-44-(
DESCRIPTION

Office Action trigger

Examiner's Percentage of applications allowed after RCE

Limit to applications by status

Examiner's allowance rate

Number of RCE's filed

Pre-appeal likelihood of a win or loss

Overall appeal likelihood of win or loss

Percentage of patented cases with appeal cycle

Likelihood of allowance after RCE(s)

Percentage of applications allowed without appeal

Percentage of applications allowed without any RCE

Average number of office actions per allowance

Time to allowance

Relationship of the no. of office actions relative to the examiner's average no. of office actions
Examiner's number of patented applications —
Examiner's number of abandoned applications
Examiner's number of pending applications
Application status OR document code hd |
IFW Document Code
Continuity parent
Issue Date Of Patent

IFW event followed by another IFW event

Filing date
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Portfolio Monitor 1: Identify Applications of

Potentially Low Prosecution Value

NAME
PPM 2016-08-08 01-44-C
DESCRIPTION

TYPE
| Application based (default) v |

ADD CONDITION

|- choose condition -- v

EXAMINER'S ALLOWANCE RATE x

Examiner allowance rate is||ess V|than a0 | 9%

RELATIONSHIP OF THE NO. OF OFFICE ACTIONS RELATIVE TO THE EXAMINER'S AVERAGE NO. OF DFFICE ACTIONS

Relationship of the no. of office actions relative to the examiner’'s average no. of office action |n Cases s m

[ ] ACTIVE [ ] WEEKLY DIGEST NOTIFICATION

m save AND co BackTo ST [ cancer B cREATE cLone

6’ LexisNexis: <) REED TECH



Portfolio Monitor 2: Identify Applications

Worth Appeal

Monitor conditions:
1) the Examiner had a very low allowance rate; and
2) the overall likelihood of winning on appeal was high.

BREAKDOWN OF ANALYZED APPLICATIONS

Allowance rate: 17.1% Appeal statistics:

Applications with Electronic File Histories®

53 Patent Granted Applications Total Applicant Wins

257 Abandoned Applications £t Total Applicant Losses

148 Pending Applications
458 Total Applications <+

21
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Portfolio Monitor 3: Identify Applications

of High Prosecution Value

Prosecution Pattern Monitoring

T ——— May also consider interview

Troller Inc. ¥ upon receiving OA

NAME
Claims unlikely to change

DESCRIPTION
This monitor flags applications where the Examiner has a high allowance rate and often :

allows applications without any RCE.

ADD CONDITION

-- choose condition — v

(" EXAMINER'S ALLOWANCE RATE ) &
Examiner allowance rate is | more vithan 80 %

PERCENTAGE OF APPLICATIONS ALLOWED WITHOUT ANY RCE b 4
Examiner has more v than 75 | % of applications allowed without any RCE )

-

ACTIVE

m SAVE AND GO BACK TO LIST CANCEL CREATE CLONE
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Use Case #3

Choose the Right Litigation Strategy
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Plaintiff: To Choose a Preferable Venue

Court
tendency

. Familiarity
ng:jngefz with the court
8 & its judges
Defe.n'dant > Available
litigious :
. remedies, etc.
behavior
6 LexisNexis: =R 5553515%



N.D. Cal.: Timing

Showing 3,135 Patent casesin N.D.Cal; filed between 2000-01-01 and 2016-07-26 .

Summary Timing LawFirms Case Resolutions Damages Findings~ View Case List @

show: []slider ¥ Labels [ outliers

0 days 2 years 4 years 6 years

1
1862

27 466
Permanent Injunction (Grant) I
122 Cases to Permanent Injunction I—-- I
Median: 466 days
204 936

25 418 888
Claim Construction Hearing
536 Cases to Claim Construction Hearing HI.H
Median: 418 days
333 555

303 878 1885

Trial

Median: 878 days

670 1205
1 287 1323
Termination I
2,879 Terminated Cases .- I
Median: 287 days
138 613
0 days 2 yeaars 4 years 6 years
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National: Timing

Showing 57,286 Patent cases; filed between 2000-01-01 and 2015-07-30 .

Show: [ slider B Labels [ outliers

0 days 1.5 years 3 years 4 5 years & years
I
1288
Permanent Injunction (Grant) I
3,462 Cases to Permanent Injunction -- I
Median: 299 days
1037

Claim Construction Hearing
5,104 Cases to Claim Construction Hearing b.-ﬁ
Median: 456 days

1923
Trial
1}553 CESES Tc. Tr|'3| - - %
Median: 818 days
592 1126
0 245 1069
Termination
52,388 Terminated Cases .- I
Median: 245 days
122 501
0 days 1.5 years 3 years 4.5 years & years
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N.D. Cal.: Case Resolution

Showing 2,879 terminated Patent casesin N.D.Cal.; filed between 2000-01-01 and 2016-07-26 .

Claimant Win 174 6% Procedural Resolution 385 13%
Default Judgment 25 1% Contested Dismissal 93 3%
Consent Judgment 89 3% Dismissal 47 2%
Judgment on the Pleadings 0 0% Consolidation 128 4%
Summary Judgment 21 1% Severance 0 0%
Trial 38 1% Interdistrict Transfer 91 3%
Judgment as a Matter of Law 1 0% Intradistrict Transfer 0 0%
Stay 26 1%
Claim Defendant Win 180 6% Multidistrict Litigation 0 0%
Default Judgment : 0% Likely Settlement 2,137 74%
Consent Judgment 22 1% Plaintiff Voluntary Dismissal 463  16%
Judgment on the Pleadings 15 1%
Summary Judgment 120 4% I Stipulated Dismissal 1,674 58%
Tral - L No Case Resolution 3 0%

Judgment as a Matter of Law 4 0%
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National: Case Resolution

Showing 52,380 terminated Patent cases; filed between 2000-01-01 and 2016-07-30 .

Claimant Win 4,131 8% Procedural Resolution 8,107 15%
Default Judgment 527 1% Contested Dismissal 1,246 2%
Consent Judgment 2,636 5% Dismissal 1,423 3%
Judgment on the Pleadings 4 0% Consolidation 2,206 4%
summary Judgment 322 1% Severance 15 0%
Trial 614 1% Interdistrict Transfer 2,385 5%
ludgment as a Matter of Law 28 0% Intradistrict Transfer 298 1%
Claim Defendant Win 2,072 A% Stay 2 1%
Default Judgment 43 0% Multidistrict Litigation 0 0%
Consent Judgment 336 1% Likely Settlement 37,995 3%
Judgment on the Pleadings 107 0% Plaintiff Voluntary Dismissal 11,572 22%
Summary Judgment 1,261 2% IStipuIated Dismissal 26,423 50%

Trial 286 1%

Mo Case Resolution 84 0%
ludgment as a Matter of Law 39 0%
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Judge Orrick Ill: Typical or Atypical?

Patent Case Timing number of days from filing to key events

Cases that | terminated between | 2011-07-27 & | and | 2016-07-25 g2 Show: [Jslider & Labels (] outliers
N.D. Cal.
0 days 1 year 2 years . 4 years

|

2 267 1355
Termination I
Median: 267 days I

129 622
377 847 1595

Trial I I
44 Casesto Trial - -
hMadian: 847 dawc I I

Patent Case Timing number of days from filing to key events

Casesthat | terminated between | 2011-07-27 B | and | 2016-07-26 g2 show: [slider ™ Labels [ ] Outliers

Judge

0 days 1year 2 years Orrick 11l 3 years
|
25 232 1122
Termination I
Median: 232 days i
115 522
Trial |
2 Cases to Trial
' Claim Construction Hearing | | | | | | |

8 Cases to Claim Construction Hearing




Defendant: To Come Up with the Right Defense Strategy

(D Early Case Assessor Please enter
Showing assessment of Droplets, Inc_gs a plaintiff and McKool Smith as counsel in Patent cases | change

Plaintiff orop

This section provides & of your plaintiff. Uze Lex Machina's Case List Analyzer to view

more analytics about your plaintiff's

Plaintiff Totals eached Claim Construction Hearing

Reached Trial

Total Patent Cases Involved Damages Invoived

Patent Cases As a Plaintiff . R R
Remedies [e.g. Injunctions) Involved

Maost recently filed Patent cases (10 cases)

Title & Ciwvil Action & & Venue ¥ Filed # Last Docketr ® Terminated &
ople nC. v. Nordstrom, Inc 3:12-cw-04049 N.[ 2012-08-06 2016-01-19 -
William NOMa F 0404 2012-08-01 2013-06-27 2013-06-27

ople n Amazon.com, Inc. &t al 3:12 03733 2012-07-17 2016-01-19 -

oplets, In Nordstrom, In 2:12-cv-00390 2012-07-02 2012-08-06 2012-07-27
William noma . 00 2012-07-02 2012-08-02 2012-07-27

oplets, In *Trade Financial Corporation et 2 1:12-cv-02326 2012-03-29 2015 8 2015-04-06
. ) . N . ¥

ophe n Amazon.com, Inc. &t & 39 2011-09-07 2012-07-12
*Trade ancia neta 002 2011-05-13 2012-03-29 2012-03-28

Plaintiff's Law Firm o

This section provides an overview of the plaintiff's law firm. This can help you assess the experience of the law firm in a plaintiff role. Use Lex
Machina's Case List Analyzer to view more analytics about this law firm's cases.

Reached Claim Construction Hearing

Reached Trial

Plaintiff's Law Firm Totals

Total Patent C Filed
otal Fatent Cases File Damages Involved

Patent Cases Representing a Plaintiff . . .
= SES Repre J dies [e.g. Injunctions) Involved




Success & Timing: Motion to Transfer

Figure 15: For top districts, ﬁrﬁiﬂgdﬂdmmquaﬁom o nm.g"érdﬂ'kﬁedin 2015
National E.D.Tex. D.Del. C.D.Cal. N.D.Cal.

23 ordara

17 orders

10 orders
20.41%

Motions to transfer
2

B onders 1 orders

2.54% 2.94%
I I
@B \

Avg time to decision
=
=

100

0

gramnt

grant deny grant deny

grant partial deny pariial
Note: decisions by magistrate judges not included.
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Determine Successful Motion Strategy

Motion Metrics Report Please enter a client matter ID s E A
Showing metrics for 2090 orders issued by Judge 5ue Lewis Robinson (SLR) in 1514 cases from the Search for IP cases

before Judge Sue Lewis Robinson; filed between 2000-01-01 and 2015-07-08 .

Grant Deny Partial Total Decided Grant Moot or Other Transfer
Issue Type Outcome  Outcome  Outcome Orders Rate Outcome Compared to National Average
Dismiss (Contested) 107 112 34 253 47% 36
Dismiss (Uncontested) 972 2 2 976 100% 10
60%
Stay Pending ITC 7 1 0 8 BEH 0 ~
Stay Pending PTAB 10 3 1 14 71% 1] ~
Stay Pending USPTO 11 11 1 23 48% 1 0%
Grant Deny Partial
Stay Pending Appeal / 159 20 0 179 B9% 6
Related Matter
Stay (Deadlines, 62 23 4 89 70% 5
Settlement, Other)
Summary Judgment 102 194 B9 385 26% 26

- - : - B ?
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Use Case #4

Evaluate External Litigation Counsel

@ LexisNexis: =) REED TECH



Sidley Austin I/s. Quinn Emanuel

© 2016 Altitude Acquisitions
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Sidley Austin: Overview

MLex Machina Courts & Judges Counsel Parties Cases Documents Patents

Sidley Austin

Summary  District Court Cases  PTAB Trials  Client List  District Court Judge Appearances  PTAB Judge Appearances

District Court Litigation by Year and Type

80
60
& ~
S w ~o
——0
20
_ ——0
= — et ——)
0
<2007 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016%
Patent 340 73 65 64 71 o4 49 71 57 A7 17
Trademark 106 14 i} 3 7 3 7 4 a8 4 3
Copyright 36 3 4 5 4 6 5 6 8 3 0
Antitrust 149 15 28 5] 9 51 20 40 19 12 6
Securities 136 29 22 48 29 58 39 23 22 31 17

* 2016 numbers are year-to-date. Open dots are full-year estimates.

=) REED TECH
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Quinn Emanuel: Overview

Counsel Parties Cases Documents Patents :iiApps

KMLex Machina Courts & Judges

Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan

Summary  District Court Cases PTABTrials ClientList District Court Judge Appearances PTAB Judge Appearances
L L
100 N\
N\
\'\
30
o
& 60
£
E
40
20 —=0
= c
0
<2007 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016*
Patent [ 284 73 69 72 110 87 90 28 82 110 34 ]
Trademark 189 15 21 23 14 9 12 11 9 10 2
Copyright 164 14 8 20 8 7 11 6 10 11 4
Antitrust 43 14 9 8 13 9 7 23 23 26 11
Securities 29 4 7 10 16 33 7 7 3 8 1

* 2016 numbers are year-to-date. Open dots are full-year estimates.
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Sidley Austin: Client List

Sidley Austin @ Please enter a client matter D s E x €
Summary  District Court Cases PTAB Trials  Client List  District Court Judge Appearances PTAB ludge Appearances

Clients in District Court Cases

Party = Role = Cases &
Microsoft Corporation ' Defendant \ 54

Deutsche Bank Securities Inc. Defendant 44
United States Cellular Corporation Defendant 42
Citigroup, Inc. Defendant 29
Deutsche Banc Alex Brown Inc Defendant 29
Deutsche Bank Alex B Defendant 29

Citigroup Global Markets Inc. Defendant 27

Microsoft Corporation Counter-claimant 24
MacMillan Publishers, Inc. Defendant 22
The Norinchukin Bank Defendant 21
Citibank, N.A. Defendant 19
Ahmad Chatila Defendant 17
Brian Wuebbels Defendant 17
Johnson & Johnson Defendant 17
LG Electronics, Inc. Defendant 17

United States Cellular Corporation Counter-claimant 17

CMS Energy Corporation Defendant 16

Research In Motion Corporation Defendant 16




Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan

Summary  District Court Cases  PTAB Trials

Clients in District Court Cases

Party &

Google Inc.

Academy of Motion Picture Arts and Sciences
Mattel, Inc.

Sony Electronics, Inc.

International Business Machines Corporation
JAZZ PHARMACEUTICALS, INC.

Sony Corporation

Google Inc.

Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.

Sony Electronics, Inc.

Alcatel-Lucent USA Inc.

Alcatel-Lucent USA Inc.

International Business Machines Corporation
MP3.com, Inc.

Samsung Electronics America, Inc.

Samsung Telecommunications America LLC
Symantec Corporation

Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.

Directv, Inc.

Phibro Trading LLC

Quinn Emanuel: Client List

Client List

District Court Judge Appearances

PTAB Judge Appearances

@ Please enter a client matter ID | E x

Role =
Plaintiff
Plaintiff
Defendant
Defendant
Plaintiff
Defendant
Counter-claimant
Defendant
Counter-claimant
Defendant
Counter-claimant
Counter-claimant
Defendant
Defendant
Defendant
Defendant
Counter-claimant

Plaintiff

Cases &

63

42

35

30

27

25

24

21

15

19

18

15

15

15

15

15

15

14

13

13

h |

)
any



Sidley Austin: Case Resolution

Showing 1,692 terminated Lex Machina cases with Sidley Austin as a law firm; filed between 2000-01-01 and 2016-07-27 .

Claimant Win 111 7% Procedural Resolution 263  16%
Default Judgment 2 0% Contested Dismissal 35 2%
Consent Judgment 33 3% Dismissal 29 2%
ludgment on the Pleadings 0 0% Consolidation 64 4%
Summary Judgment 10 1% Severance 2 0%
Trial 45 3% Interdistrict Transfer 62 4%
Judgment as a Matter of Law 1 0% Intradistrict Transfer 4 0%
Claim Defendant Win 23 5% stay / 0%
Default Judgment 0 0% Multidistrict Litigation 60 4%
Consent Judgment 7 0% Likely Settlement 631 37%
ludgment on the Pleadings 4 0% Plaintiff Voluntary Dismissal 79 5%
Summary Judgment 51 3% I Stipulated Dismissal 552 33%
Trial t 1 Mo Case Resolution 604  36%
Judgment as a Matter of Law 4 0%
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Quinn Emanuel: Case Resolution

Showing 1,675 terminated Lex Machina cases with Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan as a law firm; filed between 2000-01-01 and 2016-07-27 .

Claimant Win 118 7% Procedural Resolution 237 14%
Default Judgment 7 0% Contested Dismissal 33 2%
Consent Jludgment 39 2% Dismissal 17 1%
ludgment on the Pleadings 1 0% Consolidation 74 4%
Summary Judgment 19 1% Severance 3 0%
Trial 50 3% Interdistrict Transfer 80 5%
ludgment as a Matter of Law 2 0% Intradistrict Transfer 7 0%
Claim Defendant Win 107 6% stay = 1
Default Judgment 0 0% Multidistrict Litigation 3 0%
Consent Judgment 16 1% Likely Settlement 717 43%
Judgment on the Pleadings 4 0% Plaintiff Voluntary Dismissal 72 4%
Summary Judgment 66 4% I Stipulated Dismissal 645 39%
Trial - L Mo Case Resolution 496  30%
ludgment as a Matter of Law 1 0%
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# of Patent Cases before N.D. Cal

Summary Timing LawFirms Case Resolutions Damages Findings~ View Case List @
Case Filings Courts
N.D.Cal. 167 100%
Summary Timing Law Firms Case Resolutions Damages Findings~ View Case List &
10
gn Case Filings Courts
= 5 — " N.D.Cal. 261 100%
o o : 20 Judges
<2012 2012 2013 E° Susan Yvonne llls... 30 11%
E
Patent 106 5 6 10 -0 william Haskell A... 25 10% ]
Trademark 3 0 0 A
. I - Richard G. Seebo... 21 8%.

Copyright 1 0 1

pyrgh <2012 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016* Jeffrey Steven W... 20 8%I
Antitrust 32 2 3 Patent 174 28 14 20 9 2 Phyllis Jean Hami... 18 ?%I
securities v 0 o Trademark 3 1 0 0 2 0 23 Other Judges

* 2016 numbers are year-to-date. C :
Copyright 4 0 0 1 0 0
Antitrust 20 1 1 1] 2 1

Case Status

* 2016 numbers are year-to-date. Open dots are full-year estimates.
Party Roles

Party Roles
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Timing (Patent Cases) before N.D. Cal

Showing 132 Patent cases with Sidley Austin as a law firm; in N.D.Cal. ; filed between 2000-01-01 and 2016-07-26 .

0 days

Permanent Injunction (Grant)
3 Cases to Permanent Injunction

50
Claim Construction Hearing
47 Cases to Claim Construction Hearing I_
Median: 480 days
3

Trial
11 Cases To Trial
Median: 970 days

1
Termination
120 Terminated Cases
Median: 652 days
0 days

1year

1 year

2 years

m
75 710
473

2 years

97
886

3 years

1054

—

3 years

0
-

1211

652
238 ! !!:j ;

0 days 1 year 2 years 3 years
160 882
H I
1
324 554
439 866 1204
1016
7 441
] '
224 883
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Before PTAB: Representing Patentee

Showing 18 PTAB trials with Sidley Austin as a law firm; in which the selected law firm represented a Patent Owner ; filed between 2012-05-16 and 2016-07-07 .

Petition Institution Decision Final Decision

All Claims Upheld 0

Denied Institution 3 17%
I Mixed Claim Findings 0

All Claims Unpatentable 4 22%

Petition 18 100% - .
sHHen Instituted 11 61% All Claims Amended 0

Showing 50 PTAB trials with Quinn Emanuel Urguhart & Sullivan as a law firm; in which the selected law firm represented a Patent Owner ; filed between 2012-09-16 and 2016-07-07 .

Petition Institution Decision Final Decision
Bl All Claims Upheld 2 4%
Denied Institution 7 14%
Mixed Claim Findings 0
wmm Al Claims Unpatentable 1 2%

All Claims Amended 0

Petition 50 100% Instituted 28 563
Open Post-Institution 13 26%
. Open Pre-Institution 5 10% I Joined To Other Trial 8 16%
I Procedurally Dismissed 7 14% Procedurally Dismissed 0

Il Settled 3 6% [ settied 3 8%

Patent Owner Disclaimed 0

Patent Owner Disclaimed 0

B petitioner Win 125 W Partial 0 0% W Patent Owner Win 23 45%
All %as out of 50 Petitioned trials




Before PTAB: Representing Petitioner

Showing 193 PTAB trials with Sidley Austin as a law firm; in which the selected law firm represented a Petitioner ; filed between 2012-09-16 and 2016-07-07 .

Petition Institution Decision Final Decision
mm All Claims Upheld 6 3%

Denied Institution 46 243 — Mixed Claim Findings 2 1%

I All Claims Unpatentable 26 133
All Claims Amended 0

[
Showing 46 PTAB trials with Quinn Emanuel Urguhart & Sullivan as a law firm; in which the selected law firm represented a Petitioner ; filed between 2012-09-16 and 2016-07-07

Petition 193 100% Instituted 79 41%

Petition Institution Decision Final Decision

[l cenied institution 4 9% == All Claims Upheld 1 2%

Mixed Claim Findings 0

I All Claims Unpatentable 6 13%
Instituted 23 50%
All Claims Amended 0

Petition 46 100%
. Open Post-Institution 5 11%

Il Joined To Other Trial 2 4%

O Pre-Institution 10 22%
pen Fre-institution rocedurally Dismissed O

o [ settled 40%
Procedurally Dismissed 6 13%

. Patent Owner Disclaimad 5 11%
B cettled 3 7%

Patent Owner Disclaimed 0

e B Petitioner Win 11 24% B Partiol 00% B Patent Owner Win 18 39%
All %85 out of 46 Petitioned trials




Use Case #5

Identify Patents of High Business Value
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Prosecution History Search

USPTO PUB PAIR:

e case number search;
e prosecution history of an
individual patent application

Frdend
M LRk

:E-lll-:r Hew Caze

¥ eleaeT 3 ML Dk
(o) PPy ey N O e el S alaimy OF COrelonl o S0t eh rol aleed 08 3 gl

Search fer Application

PatentAdvisor:

» All file wrappers OCR-ed;

* Avariety of searches available, e.g.,
key word search and number search
across the whole database

Pat DocSearch’

Text Search Results for

NFC and Cell Phone

Document type: Application status:
[+ Office Actions [ Claims [] Responses [+ Pending 4 Abandoned Patented
FILTER RESULTS
BY EXAMINER BY ART UNIT BY ASSIGNEE BY LAW FIRM
BY APPLICATION NUMBER BY PATENT NUMBER BY PUBLICATION NO FROM DATE
BY BRIEFCASE BYPPM REJECTION TYPE
Choose Briefcase Choose PPM Choose Rejection

SUBMIT SORTBY | Best Match
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PatDocSearch for OA Forward Citation

Search across OAs to see
whether your patents
have been cited against
competitors.

LexisNexis PatentAdvisor®

Home Admin View Reports PathWays™

Pat Doc Search

My Profile Help Desk | Logout

Text Search Results for Search for your

patents

5,800,784

Special symbols in your search term text may result in a high number of results.

Document type:
Office Actions [] Claims Responses

Application status:
Pending Abandoned Patented

BY EXAMINER BY ARTUNIT

BY APPLICATION NUMBER BY PATENTNUMBER

BY BRIEFCASE BY PPM
Choose Briefcase 1] Choose PPM
SUBMIT SORT Best Match

BY

FILTER RESULTS

BY LAW FIRM

BY PUBLICATION NO FROM DATE

™

™

8 Tookos W 574 4 Limit the search to a competitor's cases

@ LexisNexis:

19 documents found for "'5,800,784"

APPLICATION 11/705,359

DOCUMENT TYPE CTFR - Final Rejection
MAILING DATE  2012-02-02

APPEAL CYCLES 0

STATUS Patented
PATENT NUMBER 8,940,231
EXAMINER HYUN, PAUL SANG HWA

ART UNIT 1772

LAW FIRM MORGAN LEWIS & BOCKIUS
LLP (WA)

ASSIGNEE ARKRAY

EXPORT TO BRIEFCASE

MEASURING EQUIPMENT AND MEASURING METHOD M e
USING CARTRIDGE CONTAINER, AND PROGRAM e
RECORDING MEDIUM

... under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Horn (US 5,800,784).
With respect to independent claim... .... Disposition of Claims 5)E1
Claim(s) 9-18 is/are pending in the application. 5a) Of the above... ...
No(s)/Mail Date. 2) 1 Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review
(PTO-948) 5) 1 Notice of... ...) pertaining to the cassette so that the
system can Application/Control Number: 11/705,359 Page 5... ...
Service Representative or access to the automated information
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR...




More Frequently Cited Patents are of High Business Value

Top 10 patents

Top 10 patents cited by USPTO Examiners in OAs
in # of Forward Citation to reject patentability of other
applications

Top 10 Cited by Examiners in OAs

e USS922 ] Us7se7
e JUSBLG3 ] usseol
e USB223 /Ay uselie
e USB359 y AR e T usesi2
e USR480 o e ] Us7299
o usesas ~ us724s
e USBB36 ] us8230
e USBBA ] us7054
e USBT2T ] us7099
UsS6871 : : US7869
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The Business Value of the OA Cited Patents

)
)

Identify
high value
patents

(
<

Evaluate
patent
portfolio

IS

Look for
potential

licensees

N~

Z

Look for
potential

infringers

0

)
)

Look for R&D
collaborators

<
<

Etc.
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KEEP
CALM

YOU'RE

BEING
WATCHED [
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