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PATENT OWNER’S OBJECTIONS TO EVIDENCE



Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.64(b)(1), Patent Owner hereby submits objections
to evidence. The Board instituted the present proceeding on June 21, 2024. Pursuant
to 37 C.F.R. § 42.64(b)(1), Patent Owner’s objections are due within ten business
days of the institution of the proceeding, i.e., by July 8, 2024. Thus, Patent Owner’s
evidence objections are timely.

The discussion below identifies the evidence Patent Owner objects to and
summarizes the objections, including the Federal Rules of Evidence (“FRE”) or
other rules that form the basis for the objections.

1. Ex. 1003 - “Declaration of Dr. Marwan Hassoun”

Patent Owner objects to Ex. 1003 as hearsay being offered for a hearsay
purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See FED.R. EvID. 801-807. Patent
Owner also objects to Ex. 1003 as lacking foundation, assuming facts not in
evidence, containing testimony on matters as to which the witness lacks personal
knowledge and as being conclusory. Ex. 1003 is objected to under FRE 702 for
failing to demonstrate that the declarant is qualified as an expert in the relevant
subject-matter. Ex. 1003 is further objected to under FRE 702(b), (c¢) and (d) as
failing to be based upon sufficient facts or data, as the product of unreliable
principles and methods and for failing to reliably apply sound principles and

methods to the facts of the case. Ex. 1003 is further objected to as irrelevant under



FRE 401 and 402, and as being unfairly prejudicial, confusing and misleading under

FRE 403.

Patent Owner objects to paragraphs 27, 47, 49-56, 89—-111, 120-182, and
232-251, under FRE 703, to the extent those paragraphs rely on Exhibits 1005, 1006,
1009, 1010, 1011, 1012, 1013, 1014, 1018, 1019, 1020, 1021, 1022, 1023, 1024,
1025, 1026, which Patent Owner objected to as inadmissible evidence.

2. Ex. 1005 - “Andrei Réadulescu et al., ‘An Efficient On-Chip

Network Interface Offering Guaranteed Services, Shared-Memory
Abstraction, and Flexible Network Configuration,” Proceedings of

the Design, Automation and Test in Europe Conference and
Exhibition, 2004”

Patent Owner objects to Ex. 1005 as hearsay being offered for a hearsay
purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See FED. R. EvID. 801-807.

3. Ex. 1006 - “Open Core Protocol Specification, Release 1.0, OCP-
IP Association (2001)”

Patent Owner objects to Ex. 1006 as lacking authentication, and as hearsay
being offered for a hearsay purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See
FED. R. EvID. 801-807, 901-902.

4. Ex. 1009 — “Networks on Chip; Axel Jantsch, Hannu Tenhunen
(Eds.). Kluwer Academic Publishers, (2003)”

Patent Owner objects to Ex. 1009 as lacking authentication, and as hearsay
being offered for a hearsay purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See
FED. R. EvID. 801-807, 901-902. Petitioner provides no authenticating declaration

explaining what Ex. 1009 is, how it was acquired, or how it was made. Patent Owner
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objects to Ex. 1009 because it is not sufficiently relevant, and any relevance is
outweighed by the risks of confusion, substantial danger of unfair prejudice, and/or
misleading the fact finder. See Fed. R. Evid. 401-403. Ex. 1009 is cited nowhere in
the Petition.

5. Ex. 1010 — “Andrei Riadulescu et al., ‘Communication Services for

Networks on Chip,’ Philips Research Laboratories, Eindhoven, The
Netherlands, SAMOS, 11() 275-299 (2002)”

Patent Owner objects to Ex. 1010 as lacking authentication, and as hearsay
being offered for a hearsay purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See
FED. R. EvID. 801-807, 901-902.

6. Ex. 1011 - “J. Dielissen, et al. ‘Concepts and Implementation of the

Philips  Network-on-Chip,> Philips Research Laboratories,
Eindhoven, The Netherlands (2003)”

Patent Owner objects to Ex. 1011 as lacking authentication, and as hearsay
being offered for a hearsay purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See
FED. R. EvID. 801-807, 901-902.

7. Ex. 1012 — “Declaration of Nikil Dutt, Ph.D. Under 37 C.F.R. §
1.68”

Patent Owner objects to Ex. 1012 as hearsay being offered for a hearsay
purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See FED. R. EvID. 801-807. To the
extent Ex. 1012 purports to offer opinions on the accessibility of “Andrei Rddulescu
et al., ‘An Efficient On-Chip Network Interface Offering Guaranteed Services,

Shared-Memory Abstraction, and Flexible Network Configuration,” Proceedings of



the Design, Automation and Test in Europe Conference and Exhibition, 2004,”
Patent Owner objects to Ex. 1012 as not being the product of reliable facts or data.
Patent Owner further objects to Ex. 1012 as lacking foundation, assuming facts not
in evidence, containing testimony on matters as to which the witness lacks personal
knowledge, and as being conclusory. FED. R. EVID. 602, 701-703.

Patent Owner objects to Exhibit 1 of Ex. 1012 because it does not comply
with the Board’s rules governing the form of evidence. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63. Combined
documents are not permitted. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63(d); 37 C.F.R. § 42.63(a)(3). Patent
Owner objects to Exhibit 1 as hearsay offered for a hearsay purpose and to which no
valid exception applies. See FED. R. EvID. 801-807.

Patent Owner objects to Exhibit 2 of Ex. 1012 because it does not comply
with the Board’s rules governing the form of evidence. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63. Combined
documents are not permitted. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63(d); 37 C.F.R. § 42.63(a)(3). Patent
Owner objects to Exhibit 2 as hearsay offered for a hearsay purpose and to which no
valid exception applies. See FED. R. EvID. 801-807.

8. Ex. 1013 - “Affidavit of Nathaniel E. Frank-White, Records
Request Processor at the Internet Archive”

Patent Owner objects to Ex. 1013 as hearsay being offered for a hearsay
purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See FED. R. EvID. 801-807. To the
extent Ex. 1013 purports to offer opinions on the accessibility of “Open Core

Protocol Specification, Release 1.0, OCP-IP Association (2001),” Patent Owner
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objects to Ex. 1013 as not being the product of reliable facts or data. Patent Owner
further objects to Ex. 1013 as lacking foundation, assuming facts not in evidence,
containing testimony on matters as to which the witness lacks personal knowledge,
and as being conclusory. FED. R. EVID. 602, 701-703.

Patent Owner objects to Exhibit B of Ex. 1013 because it does not comply
with the Board’s rules governing the form of evidence. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63. Combined
documents are not permitted. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63(d); 37 C.F.R. § 42.63(a)(3). Patent
Owner objects to Exhibit B as hearsay offered for a hearsay purpose and to which
no valid exception applies. See FED. R. EvID. 801-807.

9. Ex. 1014 — “Declaration of Sylvia Hall-Ellis, Ph.D.”

Patent Owner objects to Ex. 1014 as hearsay being offered for a hearsay
purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See FED. R. EvID. 801-807. To the
extent Ex. 1014 purports to offer opinions on the accessibility of “Axel Jantsch and
Hannu Tenhunen, Networks on Chip, Ch. 1-3 (2003),” (9941-48), Patent Owner
objects to Ex. 1014 as not being the product of reliable facts or data. Patent Owner
further objects to Ex. 1014 as lacking foundation, assuming facts not in evidence,
containing testimony on matters as to which the witness lacks personal knowledge,
and as being conclusory. FED. R. EVID. 602, 701-703.

Patent Owner objects to Exhibit 1 of Ex. 1014 because it does not comply

with the Board’s rules governing the form of evidence. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63. Combined



documents are not permitted. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63(d); 37 C.F.R. § 42.63(a)(3). Patent
Owner objects to Exhibit 1 as hearsay offered for a hearsay purpose and to which no
valid exception applies. See FED. R. EvID. 801-807.

Patent Owner objects to Attachment 1A of Ex. 1014 because it does not
comply with the Board’s rules governing the form of evidence. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63.
Combined documents are not permitted. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63(d); 37 C.F.R. §
42.63(a)(3). Patent Owner objects to Exhibit 1 as hearsay offered for a hearsay
purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See FED. R. EvID. 801-807.

Patent Owner objects to Attachment 1B of Ex. 1014 because it does not
comply with the Board’s rules governing the form of evidence. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63.
Combined documents are not permitted. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63(d); 37 C.F.R. §
42.63(a)(3). Patent Owner objects to Exhibit 1 as hearsay offered for a hearsay
purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See FED. R. EVID. 801-807.

Patent Owner objects to Attachment 1C of Ex. 1014 because it does not
comply with the Board’s rules governing the form of evidence. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63.
Combined documents are not permitted. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63(d); 37 C.F.R. §
42.63(a)(3). Patent Owner objects to Exhibit 1 as hearsay offered for a hearsay
purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See FED. R. EvID. 801-807.

Patent Owner objects to Attachment 1D of Ex. 1014 because it does not

comply with the Board’s rules governing the form of evidence. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63.



Combined documents are not permitted. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63(d); 37 C.F.R. §
42.63(a)(3). Patent Owner objects to Exhibit 1 as hearsay offered for a hearsay
purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See FED. R. EvID. 801-807.

Patent Owner objects to Attachment 1E of Ex. 1014 because it does not
comply with the Board’s rules governing the form of evidence. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63.
Combined documents are not permitted. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63(d); 37 C.F.R. §
42.63(a)(3). Patent Owner objects to Exhibit 1 as hearsay offered for a hearsay
purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See FED. R. EvID. 801-807.

Patent Owner objects to Attachment 1F of Ex. 1014 because it does not
comply with the Board’s rules governing the form of evidence. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63.
Combined documents are not permitted. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63(d); 37 C.F.R. §
42.63(a)(3). Patent Owner objects to Exhibit 1 as hearsay offered for a hearsay
purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See FED. R. EVID. 801-807.

10. Ex. 1015 — “Plaintiff Network System Technologies, LLC’s

Responses to Qualcomm’s First Set of Requests for Admission

(Nos. 1-9), Network System Technologies, LLC v. Qualcomm Inc. et
al., 1:22-cv-01331 (W.D. Tex.)”

Patent Owner objects to Ex. 1015 as hearsay being offered for a hearsay
purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See FED. R. EvVID. 801-807. Patent
Owner further objects to Ex. 1015 as improper evidence because a litigant’s response
to a request for admission may not being against that litigant in a proceeding other

than the proceeding in which the response was made. See FED. R. CIv. P. 16.
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11. Ex. 1018 — “Declaration of Gordon Macpherson, Director, Board
Governance & Policy Development of The Institute of Electrical
and Electronics Engineers, Incorporated”

Patent Owner objects to Ex. 1018 as hearsay being offered for a hearsay
purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See FED. R. EvVID. 801-807. To the
extent Ex. 1018 purports to offer opinions on the accessibility of “Andrei Rddulescu
et al., ‘An Efficient On-Chip Network Interface Olffering Guaranteed Services,
Shared-Memory Abstraction, and Flexible Network Configuration,” Proceedings of
the Design, Automation and Test in Europe Conference and Exhibition, 2004,”
Patent Owner objects to Ex. 1018 as not being the product of reliable facts or data.
Patent Owner further objects to Ex. 1018 as lacking foundation, assuming facts not
in evidence, containing testimony on matters as to which the witness lacks personal
knowledge, and as being conclusory. FED. R. EvID. 602, 701-703.

Patent Owner objects to Exhibit A of Ex. 1018 because it does not comply
with the Board’s rules governing the form of evidence. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63. Combined
documents are not permitted. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63(d); 37 C.F.R. § 42.63(a)(3). Patent
Owner objects to Exhibit A as hearsay offered for a hearsay purpose and to which
no valid exception applies. See FED. R. EvID. 801-807.

12. Ex. 1019 — “Declaration of Nathaniel E Frank-White, Records
Request Processor at the Internet Archive”

Patent Owner objects to Ex. 1019 as hearsay being offered for a hearsay
purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See FED. R. EvID. 801-807. To the
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extent Ex. 1019 purports to offer opinions on the accessibility of “Open Core
Protocol Specification, Release 1.0, OCP-IP Association (2001),” Patent Owner
objects to Ex. 1019 as not being the product of reliable facts or data. Patent Owner
further objects to Ex. 1019 as lacking foundation, assuming facts not in evidence,
containing testimony on matters as to which the witness lacks personal knowledge,
and as being conclusory. FED. R. EvID. 602, 701-703.

Patent Owner objects to Exhibit A of Ex. 1019 because it does not comply
with the Board’s rules governing the form of evidence. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63. Combined
documents are not permitted. 37 C.F.R. § 42.63(d); 37 C.F.R. § 42.63(a)(3). Patent
Owner objects to Exhibit A as hearsay offered for a hearsay purpose and to which
no valid exception applies. See FED. R. EvID. 801-807.

13. Ex. 1020 - “U.S. Patent No. 7,366,818”

Patent Owner objects to Ex. 1020 because it is not sufficiently relevant, and
any relevance is outweighed by the risks of confusion, substantial danger of unfair
prejudice, and/or misleading the fact finder. See FED. R. EvID. 401-403. Ex. 1008
is cited nowhere in the Petition.

14. Ex. 1021 — “P. Guerrier et al., ‘A generic architecture for on-chip

packet-switched interconnections,” Proceedings Design, Automation
and Test in Europe Conference and Exhibit 2000 (2000)”

Patent Owner objects to Ex. 1021 as lacking authentication, and as hearsay

being offered for a hearsay purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See



FED. R. EvID. 801-807, 901-902. Petitioner provides no authenticating declaration
explaining what Ex. 1021 is, how it was acquired, or how it was made. Patent Owner
objects to Ex. 1021 because it is not sufficiently relevant, and any relevance is
outweighed by the risks of confusion, substantial danger of unfair prejudice, and/or
misleading the fact finder. See FED. R. EvID. 401-403. Ex. 1021 is cited nowhere
in the Petition.

15. Ex. 1022 - “William J. Dally et al., ‘Route Packets, Not Wires: On-

Chip Interconnection Networks,” Proceedings — Design Automation
Conference (2001)”

Patent Owner objects to Ex. 1022 as lacking authentication, and as hearsay
being offered for a hearsay purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See
FED. R. EvID. 801-807, 901-902. Petitioner provides no authenticating declaration
explaining what Ex. 1022 is, how it was acquired, or how it was made. Patent Owner
objects to Ex. 1022 because it is not sufficiently relevant, and any relevance is
outweighed by the risks of confusion, substantial danger of unfair prejudice, and/or
misleading the fact finder. See FED. R. EvID. 401-403. Ex. 1022 is cited nowhere
in the Petition.

16. Ex. 1023 - “Shashi Kumar et al., ‘A Network on Chip Architecture
and Design Methodology,” IEEE Computer Society Annual
Symposium”

Patent Owner objects to Ex. 1023 as lacking authentication, and as hearsay

being offered for a hearsay purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See
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FED. R. EvID. 801-807, 901-902. Petitioner provides no authenticating declaration
explaining what Ex. 1023 is, how it was acquired, or how it was made. Patent Owner
objects to Ex. 1023 because it is not sufficiently relevant, and any relevance is
outweighed by the risks of confusion, substantial danger of unfair prejudice, and/or
misleading the fact finder. See FED. R. EvID. 401-403. Ex. 1023 is cited nowhere
in the Petition.

17. Ex. 1024 - “Jose Duato et al., Interconnection Networks, An
Engineering Approach. Revised Printing (2003)”

Patent Owner objects to Ex. 1024 as lacking authentication, and as hearsay
being offered for a hearsay purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See
FED. R. EvID. 801-807, 901-902. Petitioner provides no authenticating declaration
explaining what Ex. 1024 is, how it was acquired, or how it was made. Patent Owner
objects to Ex. 1024 because it is not sufficiently relevant, and any relevance is
outweighed by the risks of confusion, substantial danger of unfair prejudice, and/or
misleading the fact finder. See FED. R. EvID. 401-403. Ex. 1024 is cited nowhere
in the Petition.

18. Ex. 1025 - “Luca Benini et al., ‘Powering Networks on Chips,

Energy-efficient and reliable interconnect designs for SoCs.

Proceedings of the International Symposium on Systems Synthesis’
(2001)”

Patent Owner objects to Ex. 1025 as lacking authentication, and as hearsay

being offered for a hearsay purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See
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FED. R. EvID. 801-807, 901-902. Petitioner provides no authenticating declaration
explaining what Ex. 1025 is, how it was acquired, or how it was made. Patent Owner
objects to Ex. 1025 because it is not sufficiently relevant, and any relevance is
outweighed by the risks of confusion, substantial danger of unfair prejudice, and/or
misleading the fact finder. See FED. R. EvID. 401-403. Ex. 1025 is cited nowhere
in the Petition.

19. Ex. 1026 - “Andrew S. Tanenbaum, Computer Networks, Third
Edition (1996)”

Patent Owner objects to Ex. 1026 as lacking authentication, and as hearsay
being offered for a hearsay purpose and to which no valid exception applies. See
FED. R. EvID. 801-807, 901-902. Petitioner provides no authenticating declaration
explaining what Ex. 1026 is, how it was acquired, or how it was made. Patent Owner
objects to Ex. 1026 because it is not sufficiently relevant, and any relevance is
outweighed by the risks of confusion, substantial danger of unfair prejudice, and/or
misleading the fact finder. See FED. R. EvID. 401-403. Ex. 1026 is cited nowhere

in the Petition.
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Respectfully submitted,

Dated: July 3, 2024 By: /Jennifer Hayes/
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Jennifer Hayes

Reg. No. 50,845

Nixon Peabody LLP

300 South Grand Avenue,
Suite 4100,

Los Angeles, CA 90071-3151
Tel. 213-629-6179

Fax 866-781-9391



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing Patent Owner’s
Objections to Evidence was served on July 3, 2024, upon the following parties via
electronic service:

Aaron W. Pederson

Nathan D. Louwagie

Ryan D. Rypka

Carlson Caspers Vandenburgh & Lindquist, P.A.
225 South Sixth Street, Suite 4200

Minneapolis, MN 55402
dvandenburgh(@carlsoncaspers.com
apederson(@carlsoncaspers.com
nlouwagie(@carlsoncaspers.com
rrypka(@carlsoncaspers.com

F. Christopher Mizzo, P.C.
KIRKLAND & ELLIS LLP

1301 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004
Sasmung NST IPR@kirkland.com

Gregory S. Arovas, P.C.

Alan Rabinowitz

KIRKLAND & ELLIS LLP

601 Lexington Avenue

New York, NY 10022
Samsung_ NST IPR@kirkland.com

Counsel for Petitioners

By: /s/Jennifer Hayes

Lead Counsel for Patent Owner
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