
No. 19-211 

WILSON-EPES PRINTING CO., INC.   –   (202) 789-0096   –   WASHINGTON, D. C. 20002 

IN THE 

Supreme Court of the United States 
———— 

TIME WARNER CABLE, INC.; TIME WARNER 
CABLE, LLC; TIME WARNER ENTERTAINMENT 

COMPANY, L.P.; TIME WARNER ENTERTAINMENT-
ADVANCE/NEWHOUSE PARTNERSHIP; 

TWC COMMUNICATIONS, LLC; AND TIME WARNER 
CABLE INFORMATION SERVICES (KANSAS), LLC, 

Petitioners, 
v. 

SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY, L.P., 

Respondent. 
———— 

On Petition for Writ of Certiorari to the 
United States Court of Appeals 

for the Federal Circuit 

———— 
BRIEF IN OPPOSITION 

———— 
J. MICHAEL JAKES 

Counsel of Record 
KATHLEEN A. DALEY 
JASON L. ROMRELL 
FINNEGAN, HENDERSON, 

FARABOW, GARRETT & 
DUNNER, LLP 

901 New York Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20001 
(202) 408-4000 
mike.jakes@finnegan.com 

Counsel for Respondent 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


i 

 

QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

Neither of the questions presented in the Petition is 
raised in the Federal Circuit’s decision. The court did 
not sanction unapportioned damages awards or create 
a new rule for the written description requirement. 
The court simply applied established law to particular 
facts and concluded that the jury verdict was sup-
ported by substantial evidence. If this Court were to 
grant the Petition based on the Petitioners’ questions, 
it would find that it must first reweigh questions of 
fact decided by the jury on such things as the meaning 
of “broadband” technology and the credibility of expert 
witnesses. 

The questions presented in this case, properly stat-
ed, are: 

1. Whether the Federal Circuit correctly affirmed 
the jury’s reasonable royalty award as supported by 
substantial evidence where Sprint presented the jury 
with expert testimony and other evidence of multiple 
methodologies apportioning the incremental value of 
Petitioners’ services attributable to Sprint’s inven-
tions. 

2. Whether the Federal Circuit correctly affirmed 
the jury’s finding that Sprint’s patents are not invalid, 
where substantial evidence, including expert testi-
mony, showed that the written descriptions are not 
limited to a single networking technology, but encom-
pass a variety of broadband technologies.
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CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

Respondent Sprint Communications Company, L.P., 
is wholly owned by Sprint Communications, Inc., 
either directly or indirectly. 

Sprint Communications, Inc., is a wholly owned 
subsidiary of Sprint Corporation, which is a public 
company listed on the New York Stock exchange. 
SoftBank Corp., a public company listed on the Tokyo 
Stock Exchange First Section, owns 10% or more of the 
stock of Sprint Corporation.
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