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I. INTRODUCTION 

In response to the petition for Inter Partes Review (“IPR”), University of 

Southern California (“USC”) alone filed a preliminary response.  USC defined itself 

as the “Patent Owner” and excluded from this definition purported exclusive 

licensee Preservation Technologies LLC (“PT”).  Given only USC is the Patent 

Owner and given USC never served Petitioners with a complaint alleging 

infringement, Petitioners are not time barred under §315(b).  Sling TV, LLC v. 

Realtime Adaptive Streaming, LLC, IPR2018-01331, Paper No. 9, 7 (Jan. 31, 2019) 

(holding that “§ 315(b) . . . requir[es] the Petitioner to be served with a patent 

owner’s complaint to trigger the one-year time bar.”) (emphasis in original). 

II. BACKGROUND 

On October 10, 2014, PT—not Patent Owner—served MindGeek USA with 

a complaint and dismissed without reason on February 2, 2015.  Petition, at 6.  After 

several years of complete silence, on December 11, 2017, PT filed suit again.  Id., 6.  

On December 11, 2018, Petitioners filed IPR petitions: IPR2019-00420, IPR2019-

00421, IPR2019-00422 and IPR2019-00423.  Attorneys from Hardy Parrish Yang 

appeared for Patent Owner USC.  See Paper Nos. 3-4.  No attorney has appeared for 

PT in this IPR.  On January 31, 2019, the Board rendered Sling TV.  In its Preliminary 

Response on April 11, 2019, USC defined only itself as the “Patent Owner,” but it 

still argued that Click-To-Call Techs., LP v. Ingenio, Inc., 899 F.3d 1321 (Fed. Cir. 
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2018) bars Petitioners and not surprisingly failed to mention Sling TV.  See Paper 

No. 6, 1-2 (“POPR”).  On May 13, 2019, the Board authorized this reply.  Of note, 

the Precedential Opinion Panel recently accepted a case that may address related 

issues. GoPro v. 360Heros, IPR2018-01754, Paper No. 23 (May 10, 2019). 

III. THE PETITION IS NOT TIME BARRED UNDER §315(b) 

A. Sling TV: §315(b) Applies Only to a Patent Owner’s Complaint 

In Sling TV, Realtime Data LLC (“Realtime Data”) filed and dismissed a 

complaint because “it did not own the . . . patent . . . [as] it had previously recorded 

an assignment” to Realtime Adaptive Streaming (“RAS”).  Sling TV, 5.  RAS later 

filed a complaint and contended that non-patent owner Realtime Data’s dismissed 

complaint triggered the time bar because allegedly §315(b) “endorses no exceptions 

for dismissed complaints.” Id., 6; Bennett Regulator Guards, Inc. v. Atlanta Gas 

Light Co., 905 F.3d 1311, 1315 (Fed. Cir. 2018); Click-To-Call, 899 F.3d at 1330. 

Rejecting this argument, the Board held that “only a patent owner’s action 

triggers § 315(b)’s time bar.”  Sling TV, 7.  This holding was based on the title of the 

relevant section of the statute (“Patent owner’s action”) and the legislative history 

(“patent owner has filed an action for infringement”), which both emphasize the 

patent owner.  Id. (citations omitted).  The Board further distinguished Click-To-Call

because that case did not address “whether a complaint filed without standing 

triggers § 315(b)’s time bar . . . .”  Id., 6-7 (citing Hamilton Beach Brands, Inc. v. 
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F’real Foods, LLC, 908 F.3d 1328, 1337 (Fed. Cir. 2018) (noting this issue was “not 

present, or considered, in Click-to-Call.”)).  Thus, Sling TV requires a patent owner’s 

complaint—not an exclusive licensee’s complaint—to trigger the §315(b) time bar. 

B. USC, the Self-Identified Patent Owner, Is Bound By Sling TV

USC is in the same position as RAS in Sling TV by arguing that a complaint 

filed by a “non-patent owner” (PT and Realtime Data) triggers the one-year time bar.  

Thus, Sling TV is binding here, and USC cannot escape it.  Indeed, USC conceded 

that it alone is the Patent Owner, both in the caption and text.  POPR, cover page, 1; 

Paper No. 3.  PT has not appeared in this IPR.  Id., 7 (“Counsel for Patent Owner” 

USC).  Because Patent Owner USC never served Petitioners with a complaint 

alleging infringement, Petitioners’ petition is not time barred.  This conclusion, as 

noted in Sling TV, is supported by §315(b)’s text and legislative history, which both 

reference action by the “patent owner.”  Other provisions reinforce that reading.  

First, provisions related to §315(b) reference patent owner not an exclusive licensee.  

§§315(a)(2)(A) & (B); §313.  Second, despite defining patentee in 35 U.S.C. §100(d) 

with “successors in title to the patentee,” Congress in §315(b) chose the narrower 

“patent owner” with no such successor language.  Otherwise, a patent owner could 

shield itself from IPR review if any party (e.g., non-exclusive licensee, inventor) 

files and serves a complaint, even if meritless.  The statutory text and history support 

no such expansive reading.  Petitioners respectfully request that the IPR be instituted. 

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.


