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Background

Docket Navigator engaged Feit Consulting to develop and implement a study
contrasting its service with its primary competitor in this space: Lex Machina, a
Lexis product. The purpose of the study was to identify and compare the key
differences in the quality and quantity of research results of these two products,
in as unbiased and objective way possible.

About the Products:

Docket Navigator (DN) is a patent litigation intelligence platform founded in
2007. Itis the only patent litigation service that reports every significant patent
litigation event, for every case, every day.

DN deploys a team of US-based legal editors who curate litigation data by
hand, noting 29 different types of data for each document and 19 different
types of data for each case. With its extensive reporting and curation, DN is
able to provide its users with enhanced search capabilities within the most
accurate and up-to-date litigation intelligence database available.

Lex Maching, (LM) a division of LexisNexis is an IP litigation research product,
providing legal analytics data and software with content modules covering;
patent, frademark, copyright, antitrust, and securities.

LM utilizes a proprietary Legal Analytics Platform and Lexpressions search engine
to mine and processes litigation data to reveal insights about judges, lawyers,
parties, and cases culled from millions of pages of litigation information,
designed to aid in discovery of meaningful patterns in data.

A substantial difference between the two products is DN’s utilization of human
editors to read and tag cases. Conversely, LM utilizes Al in conjunction with
human editors, with a focus on analyfics.
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Process

To coordinate the study, Feit Consulting assembled a team of four patent
research experts - current employees on the research/library staff at AmLaw 50
law firms and regular users of LM.

Through this process Feit Consulting ensured that all participants approached
this study agnostically. Feit's role was to provide an environment where
researchers could provide candid feedback with no incentive to weigh answers
toward one vendor or the other.

The researchers were each given a set of 10 research questions drawn from real-
world examples. These questions were developed by DN. DN also provided an
answer key (see appendix). The key shows the answers to each question, as
performed on DN. The answer key explains exactly how each search was
conducted and provides illustrative screen shots so the researchers could easily
compare to their search process and results delivered on LM.

Some questions were designed to elicit highly specific results, probing for the
most-used IP/Patent outputs, including:

e Number of times U.S. district court decisions have addressed motions for
summary judgment asserting patent invalidity based on lack of
patentable subject matter under 35 USC § 101.

o How many granted@
e Patent assertions over a specific time by a specific party.
o How many found infringed?

e PTAB (Patent Trial & Appeal Board) institution success rate by
firm/company.

e The number of Orange Book (FDA approved drugs and pharmaceuticals
listing) patents litigated in US district courts.

o The number of requests for rehearing of an IPR (Inter Partes Review)
institution decision during a certain period.
o How many granted@

e ANDA (Abbreviated New Drug Application) cases filed during a certain
period.

e [TC (International Trade Commission) cases terminated during a specified
period.

o What were the accusation outcomes for a specified law firm?
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Feit developed a survey where the researchers, while conducting their LM
searches, contemporaneously documented their search experiences and the
answers they obtained.

After all researchers provided their LM results, Feit Consulting reviewed them and
compared the results to the answer key provided by DN. There were no
consistent answers from the researchers, and for many questions some
researchers could not find any results. Since the researchers had the answers
provided by DN they knew they must be doing something wrong regarding the
search strategy on LM.

Due to the inconsistency of answers on LM, Feit decided to bring the researchers
together to see if as a group they could come to an agreement on how to do
the research on LM to get the best results. The consensus on search approach
and answers on both services is captured below:

Question 1
How many times has the claim term “individual” been construed in a U.S. district court
case? What were the definitions and for which cases/patents were those construed?

Lex Machina - Search Strategy
Filters: District Court Cases
Case Type: Patent
Document Tag: Patent Claim Construction Order
Case Tag: Patent Claim Construction
Keyword: “individual term” or “individual definition” or “individual defined” or
“individual construction”
Lex Machina - Results
e LM search retrieved 214 unique docket entries, requiring manual review at
significant time cost. DN found 3 hits with no manual review.
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Question 1 (continued)
How many times has the claim term “individual” been construed in a U.S. district court
case¢ What were the definitions and for which cases/patents were those construed?
Docket Navigator - Search Strategy

e Users perform a custom search, selecting the Claim Construction feature.

e Users then select Claim Terms filter and select the claim term (i.e.,

‘Individual/Individuals’) from the drop-down menu:
e Finally, under the Advanced Filters, users select Courts filter to view the results.

Docket Navigator - Results
e 3results
e Definitions requested were clearly provided on-screen:

FILE @ Claim Constructions Search

£ HIDE FILTERS OPTIONS VIEW  PRINT Claim Constructions Search
Term a Definition Patent Case
NEW SEARCH TAB
ndividua spac part from one another and not joined to 5625532 Hewlett-Packard, et al v. Gateway Inc
on he 3-04-cv-00613 (CASD)

=i TABLE OF CONTENTS

ndividua separate or discrete 5987606 BASCOM Global Internet Services, Inc
Claim Constructions Search 3-14-cv-03942 (TXND)
New Folder wdividua no restriction or limitation on the identity of the 6014643 Minton v. NASD, et al

U n(:;- 5 9-00-cv-00019 (TXED)

Question 1 - Findings

¢ DNs "Claim Constfruction Search' filter generates a precise answer quickly
without the need to spend any time manually searching.

e Conversely, LM doesn’'t have a Claim Construction filter, nor does it have a
Definition filter. As a result, there was no easy way to determine definitions
without extensive manual searching. The researchers concurred that the best
approach to answering the question would be to run several keyword
searches with variants of "individual”, "construction," "term," and "definition".
After these searches were conducted, researchers compiled results intfo a
single spreadsheet and removed duplicates, ending with 214 entries requiring
manual review at a significant investment of time.

Question 1 - Conclusion

e DN includes filters that allows for a clear understanding of real hits, without a
need for manual review.

e Qurresearchers could not confidently agree on an answer using LM.
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Question 2

From Jun. 1st, 2014 - Jun. 1st, 2019, how many U.S. district court decisions have
addressed motions for summary judgment asserting patent invalidity based on lack of
patentable subject matter under 35 USC § 101? How many of those were granted?

Lex Machina - Search Strategy
1st Approach

e Filters: DISTRICT COURT CASES
Case type: patent
Case resolutions: Claim Defendant OR Claimant Win, Summary Judgment
Patent invalidity reason: 101 Subject Matter
Pending between: 2014-06-01 and 2019-06-01
Case Tags: General: Order re Summary Judgment
274 Approach

e Filters: DISTRICT COURT DOCUMENTS
Case type: patent
Keyword search: “101 OR patentable AND grant*”
Pending between: 2014-06-01 and 2019-06-01
Case Tags: General: Order re Summary Judgment
Lex Machina - Results
1st Approach

e Sé6results, 1 granted
274 Approach

e 455 results; indeterminate # granted

Docket Navigator - Search Strategy

Docket Navigator - Results
o 156results; 74 granted
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Question 2 (continued)

From Jun. 1st, 2014 - Jun. 1st, 2019, how many U.S. district court decisions have
addressed motions for summary judgment asserting patent invalidity based on lack of
patentable subject matter under 35 USC § 1012 How many of those were granted?
Question 2 - Findings

e Researchers took two approaches to this question on LM, with significantly
different results. Some researchers approached this by utilizing LM case
tagging and refrieved 56 cases with one “win" granted for the claimants. A
spot check of the first five LM results found that only two actually met the
search criteria. False hits fell outside of the specified date range in two
instances and was mis-tagged for case type in the third. It seems that the date
restrictor filter failsl on LM because the date is applied to the case and not to
the underlying documents - thereby missing results within the timeframe of the
search parameters.

e In the second approach, researchers used the LM documents filter as opposed
to case filter. Researchers reported their inability to further filter at the
document level on LM, so they devised a keyword search (“101 OR
patentable AND grant*”), adding “grant*” to capture case resolutions. The
result was 455 “docket entries.” A check of the first 40 results found 10 false hits
including “grant” appearing in the wrong context and, again, wrong case
types. If all of DN's 74 granted motions were included in the above 400+ “hits,”
it would take a lot of work for the reviewer to parse those out of the hundreds
of incorrect results.

e Both LM approaches are problematic taking more time to develop and run
the searches that brought back flawed results requiring additional manual
review.

Question 2 - Conclusion

¢ DN advantage with indexing and accuracy.

e LM users were forced to devise their own keyword search and a spot check
revealed that approach was wrong a significant amount of the time.

e DN’stagging at the document level rather than at the case level leads to a
more targeted search.

e LM delivered results that fell outside the specified date range and/or lacked
the specified decision type.

e The researchers could not confidently answer this question using LM.
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From Nov. Ist, 2012 - Jun. 1st, 2019, how many rulings on requests for rehearing of an
IPR institution decision have there been? How many of those were granted?

Lex Machina - Search Strategy
e Filters: ADmin/PTAB Documents
e Filed on: 2012-11-01 to 2019-06-01
e Document Tags:
o Decision Denying Request for Rehearing-Patent Owner (258)
o Decision Denying Request for Rehearing-Petitioner (391)
o Decision Granting Request for Rehearing-Patent Owner (9)
o Decision Granting Request for Rehearing-Petitioner (29)
o Decision Granting in Par Request for Rehearing-Petitioner (4)
Lex Machina - Results
e 691 PTAB Documents — 43 Granted

Docket Navigator - Search Strategy
e Filters: Documents
e Postures of Motion: Motion to Reconsider
e Types of Document: PTAB Institution of Inter Partes Review
e Document Filing Date: Nov. 1Tst, 2012 - Jun. 1st, 2019
Docket Navigator - Results
e 1132 Rulings — 41 Granted

Question 3 - Findings

e DN advantage as it has a "Motion to Reconsider" filter for Posture of Motion
with no equivalent on LM.

e Since LM does not differentiate between different types of requests for
rehearing there is no way to narrow them down to requests for rehearing
specifically related to IPR institution decisions.

o Researchers ran five searches using five “request for rehearing” tags,
coming back with a combine total of 691 decisions.

o The final 43 that were determined to be granted was unclear, as a
manual review was necessary. A spot check of 5 random documents
showed the motion to reconsider was not granted but was denied,
making the true LM results to be much less than 43.

e The ability to combine Types of Document and Posture of Motion tags on DN
delivered a targeted result of 1,132 rulings including the number granted of 41.

Question 3 - Conclusion

e DN advantage due to superior indexing and accuracy.

o DN’s ability to distinguish between types of requests for rehearing could
not be matched on LM.

e LM’sindexing and tagging errors delivered half the results, with many false hits
and required a great deal of manual review.

e Ourresearchers could not confidently agree on an answer using LM.
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Question 4
From Jun. 1st, 2014 - Jun. 1st, 2019, how many rulings on original, contested motions to

stay pending IPR have there been? What was the percentage of grants for those in
2018?

Lex Machina - Search Strategy
e Filters: District Court Cases
e Case type: patent
e Case resolution= Procedural: Stay
[ ]

Pending: 2014-06-01 to 2019-06-01
Keywords = Stay AND (IPR or “inter partes review”)
Lex Machina - Results
e 268 cases with stay as a case resolution, with 22% grant rate (60 cases) in 2018

Docket Navigator - Search Strategy
e Filters: Documents
e Document Filing Date: Jun. 1st, 2014 - Jun. 1st, 2019
e Postures of Motion: Motion by a Party or Ex Parte / Emergency
e Types of Document: Motion to Stay Pending Inter Partes Review
Docket Navigator - Results
e  915rulings, with a 47% grant rate (430 cases?¢) in 2018

Question 4 - Findings

e DN has an advantage as it indexes documents individually allowing DN to
deliver a targeted search result that is considerably larger than LM.

e Researchers reported that LM can filter district court documents by trial and
document type but LM is unable to identify specific motfions. Because of its
inability to filter by specific motion type a term search was required to identify
the motion to stay. This ferm search on LM does not address rulings on originall
motions and does not allow for further analysis to determine percentage of
grants.

e Using LM, the best approach the researchers found was to search for
(i) cases with (ii) the terms “stay” and “IPR" or “inter partes review," (iii) with
“stay” as a case resolution, (iv) that were “pending” within the requested time
period.

e The results on LM were highly deficient, as only 268 cases were identified,
which is a third of those found on DN.

Question 4 - Conclusion
e The broad nature of LM search and inability to filter results invites false hits with
search terms appearing in other contexts.
e DN delivered a superior result with 3x the number of rulings, with no need for
manual review.
e Qurresearchers could not confidently agree on an answer using LM.
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Question 5
In cases filed from Jun. 1st, 2014 - Jun. 1st, 2019, how many patents has Apple Inc.
asserted in U.S. district court cases? Were any found infringed?

Lex Machina - Search Strategy
e Filters: Parties: Apple Inc. or Apple Computer, Inc.
e Case type: patent
e Filed between: 2014-06-01 and 2019-06-01
e From summary page click on Party Roles: Plaintiff case count (7)
Lex Machina - Results
e 51 Patents with 2 found infringed (8457145 & 8537757) but none asserted by
Apple. All results are from declaratory judgment cases.

Docket Navigator - Search Strategy
e Filters: Patents
e Patentees: Apple Inc.
e Courts with Cases Involving Patents: U.S. District Courts (some districts)
e Filing Dates of Cases Involving Patents: Jun. 1st, 2014 - Jun. 1st, 2019
Docket Navigator - Results
e 16 patents asserted by Apple, 0 found infringed

Question 5 - Findings
e LM can only identity the patents in cases in which Apple is a Plaintiff, it cannot
tell which patents have been asserted by Apple.
e Researchers noted that LM lists results by cases and does not filter out or
display the patents that are being asserted.
e Because LM does not filter, researchers had to download the results to
manually count the number of patents being asserted in each case.
o Researchers also reported problems exporting LM data into Excel.
Question 5 - Conclusion
e DN advantage due to superior indexing.
e LM did not find the answer, it did not locate the 16 patents asserted by Apple.
o LM required a manual review of 51 patent results fo come up with zero
asserted patents.
e M failed to answer this question correctly.
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Question é
What was the PTAB institution success rate for Banner & Witcoff in 2018 when they
represented the Patent Owner?

Lex Machina - Search Strategy
e Filters: Counsel (Law Firm): Banner & Witcoff
e Case type: PTAB trials
e Trial Flow - Institution Decision: Instituted
[ ]

Party Roles: patent owner
Institution decision: 2018
Lex Machina - Results
e 4 ftrials, 100% won.
e Final Decisions:
o 1 trial (25%) all claims unpatentable (petitioner won)
o Jtrials (75%) settled (patent owner won)

Docket Navigator - Search Strategy

e Filters: Motion Success

e Patentee Firms: Banner & Witcoff

e Postures of Motion: Motion by a Party

e Types of Document: PTAB Institution of Covered Business Method Review or

PTAB Institution of Inter Partes Review or PTAB Institution of Post Grant Review

Docket Navigator - Results

e 10 trials, 6 granted

Question 6 - Findings

e DN identified 10 cases in which Banner & Witcoff represented the patent
owner, 4 of which were denied institution and é granted. LM identified only 4
PTAB cases.

e Itis noted that PTAB's record system does not support downloading the names
of law firms associated with the case, creating challenges for searching by firm
name. DN's editorial feam has analyzed and tagged cases from 2000 forward
including adding the names of law firms associated with the case, data
otherwise not parsed for downloading, thereby delivering the better result than
LM.

Question 6 - Conclusion

e DN located 6 more trials and 2 more successful motions than LM.

e Lack of confidence that LM has a comprehensive dataset or product features
that allow the user to search at a granular level.
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Question 7
For ITC cases that terminated from Jan. 1st, 2014 - Jan. 31st, 2018, what were the
accusation outcomes for Finnegan'’s patent owner clients?

Lex Machina - Search Strategy
Search 1
e Filters: Administrative Venues; ITC Investigations
e Case type: patent
e Termination Date: 2014-01-01 to 2018-01-31
e No apparent way to search law firms except text search
Search 2
e Filters: Counsel (Law Firm)
e No apparent ITC coverage
Lex Machina - Results
e Consensus that this question can't be answered using LM.

Docket Navigator - Search Strategy
e Filters: Accusations
e Patentee Firms: Finnegan Henderson Farabow Garrett & Dunner
e Courts: International Trade Commission
e Case Termination Date: Jan. 1st, 2014 - Jan. 31st, 2018
Docket Navigator - Results
e 380 results

Question 7 - Findings

e LM doesn't have a way to answer this question.

e Researchers fried LM’s filter for ITC investigations and reported that law firms
are not indexed, requiring a text search by firm name that as one researcher
said, “cannoft be performed with any accuracy.”

o Alternatively, researchers filtered by law firm and again found that there
was no apparent ITC coverage for law firms.
Question 7 - Conclusion
e DN was able to answer this question and LM could not.

e o . Fe lt/Consﬁ\ ] 2
A Feit Consumer Insights Whitepaper CONTITNG o 2

—




Patent Litigation Research: The Importance of Precision
A comparison of Docket Navigator and Lex Machina Data Searches

From Jan. 1st, 2014 - Dec. 31st, 2018, how many ANDA patent cases were filed in U.S.
district courts?

Lex Machina - Search Strategy
e Filters: Federal District Court Cases
e Case Type: patent

Case Tags: Patent = ANDA
Filed on: 2014/01/01 to 2018/12/31
Lex Machina - Results
e 2027 ANDA Patent Cases

Docket Navigator - Search Strategy
e Filters: Cases
e Case Filing Date: Jan. 1st, 2014 - Dec. 31st, 2018
e Cases with Types of Document: Counterclaim -- Infringement — ANDA or
Complaint -- Infringement — ANDA or Complaint -- Declaratory Judgment --
ANDA
Docket Navigator - Results
e 2008 ANDA Patent Cases

Question 8 - Findings
e Thisis close - both services index ANDA cases.
e LM provided a larger list compared to DN.
o However, spot checking of LM results uncovered non-ANDA cases
tagged as ANDA in the results.
e DN has two different types of complaints to select from, while LM has one
category for complaint.
e |M’s category includes amended complaints, may duplicate some cases.
Question 8 - Conclusion
e Tie between DN and LM
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From Jan. 1st, 2014 - Dec. 31st, 2018, how many cases involving Orange Book patents
were filed in U.S. district courts?

Lex Machina - Search Strategy

Filters: Federal District Court Cases
Case Type: patent

Filed on: 2014/01/01 to 2018/12/31
Keyword search: “Orange Book”

Lex Machina - Results
e 1,998 results

Docket Navigator - Search Strategy

e Filters: Cases

e Courts: USDC

e Case Filing Date: 1/1/14-12/31/18

e Patent Technologies: Orange Book
Docket Navigator - Results

e 2006 results

Question 9 - Findings
e Thisis close but we give DN slight advantage as it has a set filter for "orange
book" whereas LM relies on keyword searching.
e Researchers initially ran the search in the Administrative Venues-Patents tab in
LM because there is an Orange Book tag.
e DN'slargerresult is enhanced as spot checking turned up false hits in the LM
results.
Question 9 - Conclusion
e DN has more results, plus a spot check of LM showed that many of the hits
were false results.
e DN wins again, due to its indexing and accuracy.
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How many Design patents were asserted in U.S. district court cases filed from Jun. 1st,
2014 - Jun. 1st, 2015? How many of those patents were found infringed?

Lex Machina - Search Strategy
e Filters: Federal District Court cases
e Case type: patent

Case tag: Design Patent
Filed on: 2014/06/10 to 2015/06/01
Lex Machina - Results
e 281 results; 23 infringed

Docket Navigator - Search Strategy
e Filters: Patents
e Patent Type: Design
e Courts with Cases Involving Patents: USDC
e Filing Dates of Cases Involving Patents: 6/1/14-6/1/15
e Infringed: Determinations --> Infringed
Docket Navigator - Results
e 381 asserted; 21 infringed

Question 10 - Findings

¢ DN has an advantage because it has a tag for Infringed.

o Asnotedin Q2 above, LM doesn’'t have an option that indexes
individual Patents, as opposed to Cases.

e Researchers noted that design and ufility patents are combined on LM and
that the infringement flag appears to be applied to the case and not
individual patents so, in the end, researchers on LM did not know how many
design patents were infringed. They only knew how many findings of
infringement occurred in cases involving at least one design patent.

o Required a manual count of number of individual patents asserted in
district courts during that time.

e A spotf check of LM results showed some patents were listed as “infringed” but
in fact had no infringement findings.

Question 10 - Conclusion

e DN provides the more targeted search in this case.

¢ DN advantage due to depth of patent indexing providing precise searching
with more accurate and complete results.

e M found 100 fewer, and of those, many were found to be false hits.
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Summary of Findings

The abstract below captures which service performed better and why for each
question.

Question | Winner Reason

LM required extensive manual review due to false hits.
1 DN Researchers found 209 false hits of the 214 total results. DN
found 3 hits with no manual review.

Researchers could not determine how to approach this
question on LM. The first approach they used had a false hit
rate of 40%; in the second approach the false hit rate was
25%. Even if coupling both approaches together, there was
just 1 definitive result on LM while there were 76 on DN.
Complete fail on LM.

DN has a "motion to reconsider” filter, LM doesn’t. DN
provided 1,132 rulings of which 41 were granted.
Researchers needed to conduct 5 searchers on LM using

3 DN different “request for hearing tags” to differentiate between
the types of requests for hearing, resulting in 691. Manual
review showed 43 granted and spot check of 5 all were false
hits.

LM does not allow to filter by specific motion. Therefore,
manual searching was necessary. DN provided 3x the
number of rulings, with no need for manual review at 915

4 DN rulings, with a 47% grant rate for 2018. LM was able to only
locate 268 cases with stay as a case resolution, with 22%
grant rate. LM fails on this question.

DN provided 16 patents asserted by Apple, 0 found

5 DN infringed. LM required a manual review of 51 patent results
and was not able to find any asserted patents by Apple. LM
fails on this question.
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Question | Winner Reason
DN located 10 trials, with 6 (60%) granted. LM found 4 trials,
6 DN 4 granted (100%) granted.
DN found 380 results. Researchers on LM were unable to
7 DN answer this question. LM failed on this question.
LM/DN | DN found 2,008 ANDA Patent Cases. LM located 2,027 but
8 (tie) included some non-ANDA cases incorrectly tagged.

DN found 2,006 results, LM located 1,998. DN includes a pre-
set filter for 'Orange Book', LM requires user constructed
keyword searching and manual review. While LM and DN

7 DN returned a similar number for results, spot checking those
revealed a number of false hits. DN found more accurate
results, faster.

DN found 381patents, 21 infringed. LM located 281 patents,

10 DN 23 infringed. DN includes a tag for infringed patents, LM

includes an infringement tag, but tag is applied to the case,
not the patent.

Researchers could not answer most of these patent research questions using LM
comfortably. 4 of the 10 questions were completely unanswerable using LM.
There was only 1 question that LM performed as well as DN.

It would take researchers considerably more time to verify their research on LM
than it would on DN due to DN's easy to use and find filters. LM lacks key filters
and indexing to allow researchers to do their work quickly. Using LM, a manual
review and refinement of search strategy was nearly always necessary to
aftempt to answer the questions.

Our researchers felt DN outperformed LM on 9 of the 10 questions and tied on
one other. They felt DN was clearly the better choice for patent litigation related
docket work. DN delivers more precise and targeted results.
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The graph below shows the type and frequency of researcher comments when
contrasting LM to DN:

DOCKET NAVIGATOR
RESULTS BY COMMENT

6 I l l

SUPERIOR FILTERING ACCURACY TARGET SEARCH DOCUMENT LEVEL
INDEXING TAGGING

(4,1

N

w

N

e Arecurring theme that emerged in the results is that DN indexes at the
document level, rather than the case level, providing researchers more
options to combine various data points to bring back the desired results.

e Accuracy is another area in which LM results were found to be
problematic.

o Spot checks of LM results turned up incorrect tagging in Q3, Q8,
and Q9 and results outside of set date restrictions in Q2 and Q10.

Researchers expressed confidence with DN's results. DN indexing at fine level
and simple search interface allowed researchers to return more complete and
accurate results that our researchers were more confident about.

The need to vet results manually was a key researcher issue. Time is always a
constraint, and manual review is a time-consuming process. Additionally, the
need to manually select and remove bad results reduces user confidence in the
reliability of the results. In nearly all questions, researchers reported the necessity
for manual review of LM, often in a very large number of search results with false
hits. This costs the researchers a deal amount of fime.
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Conclusion

This study indicates that DN is a superior patent litigation research platform in
terms of usability, data coverage, and search results as compared to LM. While
LM has other strengths as an analytical tool, this study revealed that DN is a
better solution for patent litigation research. The four researchers agreed
completely that DN handled the questions in our survey faster and more reliably
than LM.

For any enterprise with a significant stake in patent litigation, the value of the
precision in the DN search engine and data tagging versus LM delivers cost and
time savings, more reliable results and a subsequent reduced risk of failure in
patent related ventures or cases.

Caveat on the study: Questions and answer key for this study were created by
DN. Feit reached out to LM with an invitation to review the researchers’
methodology and queries, however, Lexis (LM's parent company) declined,
citing company policy. Also, the study was limited to 4 participants. While we
feel confident that they were representative examples of LM users in the
marketplace, we cannot know if a different group of researchers would have
had more success with LM.
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Appendix - DN Question/Answer Key
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ANSWER KEY

Docket
Navigator
Decathlon
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1. How many times has the claim term “individual” been construed in a U.S. district court case? What

were the definitions and for which cases/patents were they construed?

3 times:

1. Construed in Hewlett-Packard, et al v. Gateway Inc to mean “spaced apart from one another and not
joined to one another” (Patent no. 5625532)
Answer 2. Construed in BASCOM Global Internet Services, Inc. v. AT&T Inc. to mean “separate or discrete”
(Patent no. 5987606)
3. Construed in Minton v. NASD, et al to mean “no restriction or limitation on the identity of the
traders” (Patent no. 6014643)

When converting a real-world question into a Docket Navigator query, the first step is to
consider what type of information answers the question. If the question calls for a list of
cases, a Cases search will provide the answer. If the question calls for a list of patents,
use a Patents search.

Overview
Since this question asks for the construction of claim terms and their definitions, we’'ll
use a Claim Constructions search. This search type allows you to filter for construed
claim terms by judge, jurisdiction, etc. Other aspects of the question can be addressed
with Filters within a Documents search, as shown in the diagram below.

SEARCH TYPE CLAIM CONSTRUCTIONS FILTER |[CLAIM TERMS

The question is asking for claim The gquestion is asking about a specific
constructions, so we’ll use a Claim construed term, so use a Claim Term filter

Construction search
Claim Terms

B Claim Constructions indlividual

Search for patent claims that have been construed in patent individual / individuals
cases

| How many times has the claim term|“Individual” |been construed |

| in a U.S. District Court case?

|What were the definitions and for which cases/patents were they construed |

VIEW RESULTS

ADVANCED FILTER JEREEES Claim Construction searches return

construed terms, cases, patents, etc.
(*Tip: Use the View menu!)

The question is asking about claim
constructions in U.S. district courts, so
we’ll use a Courts filter

Courts
U.S. District Courts (all districts)

‘ /gionsumer‘ 3 22
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STEP 1 - SEARCH TYPE
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A comparison of Docket Navigator and Lex Machina Data Searches

On the main search page,
under the Custom Search
section, select a Claim
Constructions search

Select a Custom Search based on the type of information you are looking for. For example, if you want ta see a list of cases involving a compary or group of companies,
select *Cases.” [fyou wan 10 se A st of court orcless or pleadings, select “Documents.” Select “Show Al Search Tynes! o see nihar Custam Search aptans,

Ifl‘ Cases

Search for cases in federal courts, the TC and the PTAB.

Search For Cases

B Patents

SEAMC for HIENTS ASSErtE In feders
couns, e ITC. end e PTAR

B Pares

Scaarcd or erii, ewolvcd 1 palonl
cases.

5 PTAB Institutions

Search for s
For A precn

ions of investigaticn

[3 Documents

B Accusations
Searcntor aceusatians anout

i it validity. of
enforcaability of patonk:

B Firms

Scmrch o b e, apEeanng o
patent cases.

HIDE
SEARCH TYPES

n
Seareh for pleadings and orders fled in patent cases.

Search For Documents

= Docket Sheets P Remedies

Se07h the tei of pocket sneets for

SBarCN for monetary awards,
patent cages P

Aclens, EMOMEy tees, and clner

&L Anerneys A Determinations

Sawcch fon sllormiys, sppcsnng
patent cases

Sench for delenmnelioo. of penl
Ietingement, Invalldly, or
enferceabiiny:

B <iaim Constructions

Search lor petent claims hat heve
beoan  in parmn

Select a Custom Search based on the type of Informalion you are looking for. For example. if you want 1o see a list of cases involving & company or group of companies,
select *Cases” If you wont to see a list of court orders or pleadings. select "Documents” Select *Show All Search Types" (o see olher Custom Search options.

SHOW ALL
SEARCH TYPES.

*Note: If the Claim
Construction search is not
visible on your screen, click
“Show All Search Types”

(& Cases [A Documents

Lo ]

Search for cases in federal courts, the ITC and the PTAB.

Search for pleadings and orders filed in patent eases,

Search For Cases Search For Documents

STEP 2 - FILTERS:

Patent Library v

< Filters for Terms Advanced Filters

Find a fist of Claim Constructions

Using the Claim Terms filter,

select "Exactly”’ type Claim Terms Patent Type
P diviel
‘Individual’ and select that \:| -
Select All
claim term (and its -|  — LR
homologue: O individual bid ceiling T
] .. dividual bu
‘Individual/Individuals’) from g pameLe e
the drop-down menu [ inevidualcontoled sccess network Lise
account
O individual control values
O individual doses B3 Porties £+ Affiliates

O individual header
[ individual hydraulic drive motors

[ individual / individuals

[ individualized rule set

V ,/Consumer‘ 2 3
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< q\lbrs for Terms | Advanced Filters MORE SEARCH TYPES 'CREATE ALERT VIEW 5 RESULTS
Under Advanced Filters tab*
Select the CourtS fllter Find a fist of Claim Constructions
Case Numbers % Case Age at Construction Cases Asserting Patents h 3
atleast 2t most days old
* Note: If you d o n’t see a Case Filing Date Autofillv Courts | Case Termination Date Autafill v
= =
filter on the main filters
page, it’s probably on the CEE) B2 Judges v
Advanced Filters tab!
Courts CLEAR X

Q<] > SELECT ALL MATCHES

U.S. District Courts (USDC) (3

Court of Federal Claims (COFC)

Select U.S. District Courts G st Circuit (1CIR)
(USDC). Clicking the box next & 2na Cireut 2CR)
) ) 3rd Circuit (3CIR)
to that option will 4th Circuit (4CIR)
automatically select all of the % 5t Circuit (5CIR) (2
. . . . [® et Circuit (6CIR)
individual U.S. district courts B it

8th Circuit (8CIR)
Sth Circuit (9CIR) (1
10th Circuit (10CIR)
1Mth Circuit (NCIR)

Tip: € CE to sele DOUBLE e CANCE SAVE

STEP 3 — VIEW RESULTS

P VY —— he e

Find a /ist of Claim Constructions.

Case Numbers * Case Age at Construction Cases Asserting Patents *
H g H ”
Click “View 3 Results” to atiest doys ol
view the search results
Case Filing Date Autefill v Courts. Case Termination Date Autofil v
T© U,S. District Courts (all districts) To
Case Age
atleast atmost days old igea

® Claim Constructions Search

£ HIDE FILTERS OPTIONS | VIEW PRINT Claim Constructions Searck

Term & ——"1 columns To Display

NEW SEARCH TAB
_ individual Term [ Judge 3ne another and not joined to one another

On the search results page, = TABLE OF CONTENTS petten 0 coun
individual [ Page [ case Filing Date

B o\ s 2
click “View” and select Claim Constructions Search - [ Case Terminated

. i /
“Case” to display case names New Folder el finddcais ] Cose sus

in the search results. Then 22 [ case Name Dje==e
[[] case Number Profile Link

click “Update Layout” [] First Inventor PDF
[J inventors

—TT—
3
SAVE AS GLOBAL DEFAULT RESET

tation on the identity of the traders
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The search results now
display the three types of
information requested:
patent numbers, definitions,
and case hame

*ProTip: You can edit the
filters by clicking the “Filters
button
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£ HIDE

NEW SEARCH TAB

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Claim.

structions Search

@ New Foider

€ HIDE

NEW SEARCH TAB

=i TABLE OF CONTENTS
Claim Constructions Search

New Folder

im Constructions Search

FILTERS ~OPTIONS  VIEW  PRINT Claim Constructions Search 3 Resuhs
Term & Definition Patent Case o
indiividusl spaced apar from one ancther and not joined to 5625532 Hewlett-Packard, et al v Gateway Inc B 2
one ancther 3.04-cv-DD613 (CASD) =]
ndividual separate or discrete 5987606 [BASCOM Giobal Internet Services, Inc. E
3-44-cv-03942 (TXND) =
ngividusl ion or limitation on the identity of the 6014643 Minton v. NASD, &t al =]
individuals 9.00-cv-00019 (TXED) o]

@ Claim Constructions Search

Claim Constructions Fiters € HiDg| | FLTERS | oPTIoNS  viEw  PRINT Claim Constructions Search 3 Results
R, m - Definition Patent | Case [=!
spaced 5625.. Hewlen-Packard etalv. X
exactly individual ndividual spaced ap ;.
4 and not joined to one anot 3-04-cv-00613 [CASD) 8 =]
exactly individual / individuals
ndiviciual separate or discrete 5987..  BASCOM Global Intem. 8 2
c 31403942 (TXND) =]
ourts
10 restriction or imitation on 6014 Minton v. NASD, et al £
U'S. District Courts (all districts) 3.00-cv-00019 (TXED) 8 5]

the identity of the traders

EDIT FILTERS

Related Filters

» Judges
» Patents

» Patent Type

» Consuuction Date
» Case Filing Date
» Case Status

» Case Termination Date

& . £
Fe I t Consumeryy
CONSULTING 1
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2. From Jun. 1st, 2014 - Jun. 1st, 2019, how many U.S. district court decisions have addressed motions
for summary judgment asserting patent invalidity based on lack of patentable subject matter under

35 USC § 101? How many of those were granted?

156 Decisions - 74 Granted

Answer
When converting a real-world question into a Docket Navigator query, the first step is to consider
what type of information answers the question. If the question calls for a list of cases, a Cases
search will provide the answer. If the question calls for a list of patents, use a Patents search.
Overview
This question is asking for a count of “decisions” (i.e., Orders), so a Documents search will provide
the answer. Other aspects of the question can be addressed with Filters within a Documents search,
as shown in the diagram below.
FILTER POSTURE OF MOTION FILTER DOCUMENT FILING DATE SEARCH TYPE DOCUMENTS
The question is asking about The question is looking for decisions The question is asking for a
decisions on motions, so we’ll within a date range, so we’ll use a count of decisions, so this is a
use a Posture filter. Document Filing Date filter. Documents Search
Document Types . [} Documents
= J
June 1, 2014 TO June 1, 20 - e =
Motion by a Party —— - igeaea -
Search for pleadings and amm}Zin patent
Search For Documents
| From Jun. 1st, 2014 - Jun. 1st, 2019, | | how many U.S. District Court decisions |
have addressed motions | | for summary judgment asserting patent invalidity |
| based on lack of patentable subject matter under 35 USC § 101? |
|| How many of those were granted? |
FILTER LEGAL ISSUE FILTER TYPE OF DOCUMENT
FILTER RESULT OF MOTION e
The question is asking about The question is asking about
The question is asking about the motions involving a specific legal decisions on a specific type of
decision outcomes of motions, concept, so we'll use a Legal Issue motion so we'll use a Type of
so we'll use a Result of Motion filter. Document filter.
filter
Granted Unpatentable Subject Matter (35 ... Matian for Summary Judgment - P...
6
@ . £
. . . e It Conw‘ 26
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STEP 1 — SEARCH TYPE

On the main search page,
select a Documents search

STEP 2 - FILTERS:

Overview

Using the Posture of Motion
filter, select Motion by a
Party

Using the Type of Document
filter, select Motion for
Summary Judgment — Patent
Invalid

A Feit Consumer Insights Whitepaper

Patent Litigation Research: The Importance of Precision
A comparison of Docket Navigator and Lex Machina Data Searches

1 Custom Search types

Select a Custom Search based on the type of information you are looking for. For example, if you want to see a list of cases involving a
company or graup of companies, select “Cases.” If you want to see a list of court orders or pleadings, select “Documents.” Select “Show All

Search Types” o see ofher Custom Search options.

Ifl‘ Cases [R Documents

o i

Search for cases in federal courts, the ITC and the
PTAB.

Search for pleadings and orders filed in patent
cases.

Search For Cases. Search For Documents

SHOW ALL
SEARCH TYPES

\

RY Patent Library v

< eers for Documents

Advanced Filters

Find a fist of Documents

Document Types

Posture of Motion Type of Document Result of Motion

ADD ANOTHER DOCUMENT TYPE FILTER USING OR

Parties v *  Affiiates Judges v

Fims v

Document Text Add Citation

Type here

Posture of Motion

[ selectai

|:| Stipulated/Agreed

D Ex Parte / Emergency
D Sua Sponte

D Motion to Reconsider
[C] Metion for Leave to File

Type of Document CLEAR

motion for summary judgment Q< | > 23malches SELECT ALL MATCHES

[ Motions to Alter Scope of Patent

[ claim Construction

[ pispositive Motions
[J Motion for Leave to File Summary Judgment Motion
[ Metion for Summary Judgment — Infringement
[J Motion for Summary Judgment - Noninfri

Motion for Summary Judgment - Patent Invalid |

[ Moetien for Summary Judgment - Patent Not lnvalid

Fe I t Consumeryy
CONSULTING

VIEW 156 RESULTS

Legal lssue

Legal lssue

Document Filing Date Autofill v

June 1, 2014 0 June1.2019 I

Case Status

x
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Legal Issue CLEAR X
unpatentable subject matter Q < > 1matches  SELECT ALL MATCHES
Using the Legal Issue filter, ¥ O invaiidity
select Unpatentable Subject O Presumption of Valdity
101 [ corroboration
Matter (35 uscs 10 ) [ First-Inventor-to-File
» [ Priority Date
» [ prior Art
I > u Unpatentable Subject Matter {35 USC E 101) I

> [ Anticipation (35 USC § 102
STEP 3 — VIEW RESULTS

< Gnm for Documents Advanced Filters MORE SEARCH TYPES CREATE ALERT VIEW 156 RESULTS

Find a list of Documents

Document Types.
Posture of Motion Type of Document Result of Motion Legal Issue
C“ck ”View 156 ResultS” to Motion by a Party Motion for Summary Judgment - P... Unpatentable Subject Matter (35 U..
view the search results
Legal Issue
ADD ANOTHER DOCUMENT TYPE FILTER USING OR
Parties v 2 Afiiistes Judges v Document Filing Date Autofill v
begins with June 1,2014 TO June1, 2019

1 "/gonsumenj' 28
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3. From Nov. 1st, 2012 - Jun. 1st, 2019, how many rulings on requests for rehearing of an IPR institution

decision have there been? How many of those were granted?

Answer 1132 Rulings — 43 Granted

When converting a real-world question into a Docket Navigator query, the first step is to
consider what type of information answers the question. If the question calls for a list of
cases, a Cases search will provide the answer. If the question calls for a list of patents, use
a Patents search.

Overview This question is asking for a count of “rulings” (i.e., Orders), so a Documents search will
provide the answer. Other aspects of the question can be addressed with Filters within a
Documents search, as shown in the diagram below. The tricky part of this question is
recognizing that a “request for rehearing” of IPR decisions doesn’t call for a separate
document type — but rather the same document type (PTAB Institution of Inter Partes
Review) with a Motion to Reconsider posture. If you caught that, kudos!

FILTER POSTURE OF MOTION

FILTER DOCUMENT FILING DATE SEARCH TYPE  DOCUMENTS

The question is asking about
decisions on mations, so we’'ll use

Document Filing Date The question is asking about
November 1, 2012 X rulings, so this is a Documents
Search

a Posture filter.

Posture of Motion | <=

Motion to Reconsider

E& Documents

Search for pleadings and orders fffed in patent
| Search For Documents I

| From Nov. 1%, 2012 — Jun. 1%, 2019, || how many rulings on |

|requests for rehearingl |of an IPR Institution Decision | have there been?
A

| How many of those were granted?

FILTER RESULT OF MOTION
FILTER TYPE OF DOCUMENT

The question is asking about the

9q . The question is asking about
decision outcomes of motions, q E

- decisi ific &
so we’ll use an additional Result (e @ &) el (72 o

motion so we'll use a Type of
Document filter.

of Motion filter

Result of Motion —

Granted

Type of Document

PTAB Institution of Inter Partes Re:

V ,/Consumer‘ 2 9
ellGer)
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STEP 1 — SEARCH TYPE

stom Search

erate a fist of al other Cu earch types) that match the

Selecta Custom Search based on the type of information you are looking for. For example, if

list of cases involving pany or group of companies, select “Cases.” If you want to see a list
of court orders or pleadings, select "“Documents.” Select “Show All Search Types” to see other Custom Search options.
On the main search page,
select a Documents e} G2 [ Eamets o
T T —
sea rch 1 Doied Couni il 1o HeoSIT R 020208

| S ]

‘Search for cases in federal courts, the ITC and the PTAE. Search for pleadings and crders filed in patent cases.

Search For Cases Search For Documents

STEP 2 - FILTERS:

£ Q\Ievs for Documents Advanced Filters Use Previous Search Results MORE SEARCH TYPES VIEW 1132 RESULTS

Find a list of Documents

Document Types

Posture of Motion Type of Document Result of Motion

Motion to Reconsider PTARB Institution of Inter Partes Re.

Legal lssue

Overview
or another Document Types

Posture of Motion Type of Document Result of Motion Legal lssue

-

Parties v Affiliates Judges v Document Filing Date Autofil v

November 1, 2012 TO June 1, 2019

Pasture of Motion

Using the Posture of O] seteet a
Motion filter, select [ Motion by a Party (7366}

Motion to Reconsider 0 stipulatediagreed ()
D Ex Parte / Emergency

[0 sua spente (2)

Metian to Reconsider (1132)

1 Metinn for | asve tn Ells M)

Type of Document CLEAR X

PTAB institution q < > 7 matches SELECT ALL MATCHES
Using the Type of
Document filter, select
PTAB Institution of Inter
Partes Review

[ Patent Owner Response
[ Institution of Review (1132)
|:| PTAB Procedural Challenge to Institution (CBM)
D PTAB Procedural Challenge to Institution (IPR)
D PTAB Procedural Challenge to Institution (PGR)
PTAB Institution of Inter Partes Review (132) |
|:| PTAB Institution of Covered Business Method Review

[ JPE,

10
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Using the Document Filing
Date filter, enter the
relevant dates

STEP 3 — VIEW RESULTS

Click “View 1132 Results”
to view the search results.

Click Filters > Related
Filters to view a
breakdown of the Order
Results

Patent Litigation Research: The Importance of Precision
A comparison of Docket Navigator and Lex Machina Data Searches

Document Filing Date Autafill ~

Movember 1, 2012 T Junel, 2019

hersfor Documents Advanced Filters Use Previous Search Results MORE SEARCH TYPES VIEW 1132 RESULTS

Find a list of Documents f
Document Types
Posture of Motion Type of Document Result of Mation Legal Issue
Metion to Reconsider PTAB Institution of Inter Partes Rewi...
or anather Dacument Types
Posture of Mation Type of Document Result of Motion Legal Issue
Do e Eiar < HIDE OPTIONS ~ VIEW  PRINT 3. Rulings on Requests for Rehearing PTAB Institutions of In
B of Motion 2 Posture of Mation Type of Document Result of Mol
Motion to Reconsider @ Motion to Reconsider PTAB Institution of Inter Partes Review Denied
Types of Document Invalidity
L Obviousness (35 USC§ 103}
PTAB Institution of Inter Partes - Comparing Claims & Prior Art (Obviousness)
The Board denied pefitioner's ing of the decision - jiew. "Peitioner aid
in the record. . But s perse pus generi execute the as we discusse
Document Filing Date explained in the Decls put function is the ‘algorithm’ by which the software perfarms. ... The claims here do not specify the algorit
‘rosecution histary cited by Petiioner is not contrary ta our determination”

Nov. 1st, 2012 - Jun. ist, 3019
Invaiity
L Obviousness (35 USC § 103}
- Comparing Claims & Prior Art (Obvicusness)
The Board denied petitioner's ring of the decision Y i e Ve the module ¢

- 7 5
program dos ] which :he madule generating assembly performs its recited function is not specified in the claims. That
aninput and an output, and a function to be performed, <.., creating the output. Some data go in, and some

Related Filters

¥ Result of Qrder

T — ©  Motionto Reconsider PTag insution of ter Pates Review Deries
O inted (43)

- . PTAR Grounds for review: IPR

[ Denied in part granted in part (34) L PTAB Institution discretionary (37 CFR § 42108)

The Baard denied petitioner's request for rehearing of the decision ta deny institution of inter partes review and rejected petitioner's argument that the Board erred in exerc

] Additional briefing ordered we erred in denying the Petition because we failed to provide a of i . Ltd. v. Canon Kabushiki Kaisha, IPR2IE- 01357, s
ilarity of the prior- in the Appie 1, Apple 1, and HTC IPY expressly

[0 Denied without prejudice (1) peition are additional factors that can be considered 'in the exercise of discretion under § 314{a)! . . Assuming Petitioner is correct that General Plastic factars two through

y any algorithm used to pr

O Denied 25 moot (23)

*Frequent Mistakes: Searching using the “PTAB Rehearing” legal issue instead of the legal posture “Motion to

Reconsider.”
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4. From Jun. 1st, 2014 - Jun. 1st, 2019, how many rulings on original, contested motions to stay pending

IPR have there been? What was the percentage of grants for those in 2018?

Answer 915 rulings, with a 47% grant rate in 2018

When converting a real-world question into a Docket Navigator query, the first step is to
consider what type of information answers the question. If the question calls for a list of
cases, a Cases search will provide the answer. If the question calls for a list of patents, use
a Patents search.

This question is asking for a count of “rulings” (i.e., Orders), so a Documents search will
provide the answer. Other aspects of the question can be addressed with Filters within a

Overview
Documents search, as shown in the diagram below. The tricky part is catching that
“original, contested motions” means filtering under Posture of Motion for “Motion by a
Party” and “Emergency” motion types (excluding stipulated, ex parte, sua sponte motions,
etc. which are not original contested motions). To find the success rates for the motions,
create a chart showing those orders broken down by year using Options - Open Analytics
- Motion Success.
SEARCH TYPE DOCUMENTS
FILTER DOCUMENT FILING DATE [l The question is asking for a FILTER |POSTURE
The question is looking for ol e R S s s @ The question is asking about original
e _— Documents Search k )
decisions within a date range, so contested motions, so we’ll use a
we'll use a Document Filing Date [& Documents Posture filter to exclude sua sponte
filter. . — motions, ex parte, etc.
S Document Types
| From Jun. 1st, 2014 - Jun. 1st, 2019, || how many rulings on | |0riginal, contested
| motions to stay pending IPR have there been? FILTER TYPE OF DOCUMENT
| What was the percentage of grants for those in 2018? The question is asking about decisions
on a specific type of motion so we’'ll
use a Type of Document filter.
SEARCH TYPE MOTION SUCCESS
To find grant percentage, we can add a Motion <
Success chart to this search {further explained below) Motion to Stay Pending Inter Pa...
Anabics
O #1s Outcomes by Year
12
@ . £
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STEP 1 — SEARCH TYPE

Select a Custom Search based on the type of Information you are kooking for. For exampe. if you want to see a kst of cases invalving @ company of group of companies, select *Cases.” I you want to see a kst
af court arders or pleadings, select “Documents.” Select Types” 1o see other aptions.

On the main search page, .
ases
select a Documents search

2,

HIDE.
SEARCH TYPES
o i

0o 00

LS S B

STEP 2 - FILTERS:
@hicrs forDocuments | AdvancedFiters  Use Previous Search Results
Find a list of Documents
Document Types.
Posture of Motion Troe of Document Result of Motion Legel kssue
Motion by a Party Mation to Stay Pendi
Ex Parte / Emergency
Overview
or another Document Types
Posture of Motion Type of Document Resultof Motion Legel ssue
Parties v % amistes B udges v Document Filing Date Autofin
June 1, 2014 TO June 1 2019
Posture of Motion
Using the Posture of
Motion filter, select [ selectan
Motion by a Party; [ _Mation by a Party (507)
[ ] stipulated/Agreed (558)
Emergency/Ex Parte
gency/!
[[] suaSponte (24)
D Motion to Reconsider (16)
Type of Document CLEAR X
maotion 10 stay pending inter q 4 » 4 matches SELECT ALL MATCHES
Using the Type of [0 challenging Pleadings
Document filter, select O stay (1604
Motion to Stay Pending [[] motion to Stay Pending Reexamination
Inter Partes Review [[] Mation to Stay Pending Supplemental Examination

D Mation to Stay Pending Post-Grant Review
[[] Mation to Stay Pending CBM Review
I Mation to Stay Pending Inter Partes Review (1804} I

[] Motion to Stay Pending Reissue

13
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Using the Document Filing ~ Dacument Filing Date Austodfill ~

Date filter, enter the June 1,2014 TO June1,2019
relevant dates

STEP 3 — VIEW RESULTS

< ehers for Documents Advanced Filters Use Previous Search Results MORE SEARCH TYPES
Find a fist of Documents /

Click “View 915 Results” to

Document Types
view the search results Posture of Motion Type of Document Result of Motion Legal lssue
Motion by a Party Motion to Stay Pending Inter ...

Ex Parte / Emergency

Analytics < HIDE FILTERS OPTIONS VIEW PRINT

|:| Motion Success el e
Shows the outcomes of more than View Related Searches i
400 different types of motions over ]
time, filtered by judge, court, or any 0 Motic Coby Tab 1
To find grant percentages, other criteria you select. ° 7
. . Motic  Save Changes n
click Options > Open 0O Outcomes by Year
Analytlcs > Motion Success Search for outcomes of accusations Stipu [RETETmR n
about infringement, validity, or Save To
enforceability of patents. 3
© Mot Delete Tab 1
OPEN TABS Motic 1
Download Selected
Stipu  Export Tab to XLS n
FILTERS  OPTIONS  VIEW  PRINT 4 a. Sucess Rates on Motions to Stay Inter Partes Review
Motion Success by Year [CF «
100
. 9 1%
That will open a new tab e £ e == o
with a motion success chart ”
40%
of that data Gaed 0% 44% 49% a3%
50
” 2% 44% 4% 38% = 2%
0
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 YTD 2019 st
M Granted MDenied M Partial Other
Motion Success v

*Frequent Mistakes: Failing to add a Posture of Motion filter to exclude uncontested motions
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5. In cases filed from Jun. 1st, 2014 - Jun. 1st, 2019, how many patents has Apple Inc. asserted in U.S.

district court cases? Were any found infringed?

Answer 17 patents asserted, 1 found infringed.

When converting a real-world question into a Docket Navigator query, the first step is to
consider what type of information answers the question. If the question calls for a list of
cases, a Cases search will provide the answer. If the question calls for a list of patents, use a
Patents search.

_ This question is asking for a count of patents, so a Patents search will provide the answer.
Overview Other aspects of the question can be addressed with Filters within a Patents search, as
shown in the diagram below. The trick here is recognizing that the patents Apple ‘has
asserted’ means searching for Apple as the Patentee. In a Patents search, filters for Parties
are under the Advanced Filters page — just remember to click the drop-down and switch the
filter-type to ‘Patentees.’ Once you add the date and court filters (also on the Advanced
Filters page), you're all set!

ADV. FILTER FILING DATES OF CASES

SEARCH TYPE PATENTS

The question is asking for a count of The question is looking for patents in cases

within a date range, so we’ll use a Filing

patents, so this is a Patents Search

Search for patents asserted in
federal courts, the ITC, and the

Dates of Cases filter.

Filing Dates of Cases Involving Patents

June 1, 2014

TO June1 2019

ADV. FILTER PARTIES (PATENTEES)

We're looking for patents asserted by
Apple Inc. — so we’ll need to filter for
Apple Inc. in the Parties In Cases

| In cases filed from Jun. 1st, 2014 - Jun. 1st, 2019, | filter, and then use the drop down to
toggle to Patentee.

\
| how many patents | | has Apple Inc. asserted

arties in Cases Involving Patents v Affilid
ng

[[] Parties in Cases Invelving Patents

| in U.S. District Court cases? I How many were found infringed?
s 5 for patents

ADVANCED FILTER COURTS FILTER DETERMINATIONS

The question is asking about The question is asking about patents

Patentees
s for patents asserted by the selected

found infringed, so we’ll use a
PARTIES

Determinations filter.

U.S. district court cases, so
we'll use a Courts With Cases

Involving Patents filter

Infringed

Rl Courts With Coses Involving Paten

USS. District Courts (all districts)
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Patent Litigation Research: The Importance of Precision
A comparison of Docket Navigator and Lex Machina Data Searches

STEP 1 — SEARCH TYPE

arch types) that match the filter

Selecta Custom the type of ¥ g for. For example, if y fist of i
o see a list of court orders or pleadings, select “Documents.” Select *Show All Search Types” o see other Custom Search optians.

[3 Cases [® Documents HIDE
SEARCH TYPES

P [r— [SPRr. [t}

group. ipanies, select “Cases.” If you want

e s

On the main search page,
select a Patents search

Search for cases in federal courts, the TC and the PTAB.

Search For cam/ Search For Documents

B Patents B Accusations £ Docket Sheets P Remedies

Search for patents pa injunctons,
the ITC, and the PTAS. validity, or enforceabilty of pateots. cases attomey fees, and other remedies,

B Parties B Firms & Attorneys A Determinations

Search for parties invaived in patent cases, Search for law firms appearing in patent Search for Search i

Infringement, invalidty, or enforceabilfy.

STEP 2 - FILTERS:

Filers for Patents  @vanced Fiters Use Previous Search Results. MORE SEARCH TYPES

Find a list of Patents \

3 Parties in Cases Involving Pate.. 2 astiiotes Attorneys in Cases Involving Patents v |'H ‘Courts With Cases Involving Patents
u

Overview

S. District Courts (all districts)

and

-— 2 Affiiores Cases Involving Patents *

0

Filing Dates of Cases Involving Patents _ Autofilv

June 1,2014 TO June1,2019

PmmncE ——— © % afiiates

[ Parties in Cases Involving Patents.
Searches for patents in cases involving the

Using the Parties filter, solecied PARTIES.
P: Liti
enter Apple Inc. and Dot s ita i
|eCt ”Pate ntees" uSl n challenged by the selected PARTIES.
se g Patentees
t h e d ro pd own s:;l;‘:;s for patents asserted by the selected

[] Patent Challengers
Searches for patents asserted against of
challenged by the selected PARTIES.

SAVE

Courts With Cases Involving Patents CLEAR X
Using the Court with

Cases Involving Patents

filter, select U.S. District b| B4 u.s. District Courts (USDC) |

Courts [ Federal Circuit (CAFC) Limited Scope
D International Trade Commission {ITC)
|:| Patent Trial and Appeal Board (FTAB) (9)

Q| ¢ > | SELECT ALL MATCHES

Using the Case Filing Date Filing Dates of Cases involving Patents Autofill »
filter, enter the relevant June 1, 2014 To  June 1, 2019
dates
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Patent Litigation Research: The Importance of Precision
A comparison of Docket Navigator and Lex Machina Data Searches

STEP 3 — VIEW RESULTS

< Filters for Patents de!nceﬁ Filters MORE SEARCH TYPES CREATE ALERT VIEW 17 RESULTS

Find a list of Patents

H o\ J: ”n
Click “View 17 Results” to Patentees v 2 Affilotes Attorneys in Cases Involving Patents ¥ Couirts With Cases Involving Patents
1 Apple Inc. U.S. District Courts (all district:
view the search results. e ot a et ot el drieny)
Cases Involving Patents k3
Firms in Cases Involving Patents v Filing Dates of Cases Involving Patents  Autofill ¥
June 1, 2014 TO June1, 2019

Patents Filters < HIDE FILTERS | OPTIONS  VIEW  PRINT Patents Search

:

Patent & Patent Name

Patentees
Apple Inc 7355905 Integrated circuit with separate supply voltage for memory that is different fro...
Courts With Cases Involving Patents 7383453 Conserving power by reducing veltage supplied to an instruction-processing ...

U:S: District Courtsi(all districts) 7548584  Using order value for computing motion vector

Click Filters > Related

Filing Dates of Cases Involving Patgnts

Filters 9 Determinations 7551546 Dual-mode shared OFDM methods/transmitters, receivers and systems
Jun. 1st, 2014 - Jun. 1st, 2019
toview a brea kdOWn Of 7760559 Integrated circuit with separate supply voltage for memory that is different fro...
patent Determinations & ;
7864163 Portable electronic device, method, and graphical user interface for displaying...
Related Filters 8085814  Frame structure, system and method for OFDM communications

Judges Assigned to Casef Involving
Patents 8090026 Using order difference for calculating metion vector
» Patent Type

» Patent Technologies 8098534 Integrated circuit with separate supply voltage for memory that is different fro...
¥ Determinations
[ Not invalid (2) 8271812 Hardware automatic performance state wransitions in system on processor sle...
O Infringed (1)

8433940 Conserving power by reducing voltage supplied to an instruction-processing ...

[ Not infringed (1)
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Patent Litigation Research: The Importance of Precision
A comparison of Docket Navigator and Lex Machina Data Searches

6. What was the PTAB institution success rate for Banner & Witcoff in 2018 when they represented

the Patent Owner?

Answer 6 Institutions granted; 4 Institutions denied.

Since the question is asking about PTAB institution success rates, you might be tempted to
use a PTAB Institutions search, or a Documents search for PTAB Institution of
While both of those searches will ultimately lead to the right answer, there is quicker
solution here: a Motion Success chart

Overview
To build a Motion Success chart, start by clicking on the chart-type on the homepage (under
Analytics). The trick for the filters is recognizing that the patents Apple ‘has asserted’ means
searching for Apple as the Patentee. In a Patents search, filters for Parties are under the
Advanced Filters page — just remember to click the drop-down and switch the filter-type to
‘Patentees.’

If you're familiar with our Database, you may recognize that PTAB Institution Success Rates

*Shortcut Alert!* is one of the pre-built charts in the Firm Profiles. You can access that chart with just a few
clicks either directly through the Firm Profile, or, starting from an existing binder, you can
select that chart tab individually to add to your binder!

FILTER TYPE OF DOCUMENT SEARCH TYPE MOTION SUCCESS

The question is asking about rulings on

Since this question is looking for
institution events, so we'll use a Type institution success rates, we'll use

of Document filter.

[ oo ] a——

PTAB Institution of Covered Busine..

a Motion Success Chart (under

the Analytics section of the main
search page)

PTAB Institution of Inter Partes...

PTAB Institution of Post Grant ...

|What was the PTAB institution | | success rate

|for Banner & Witcoff in 2018 when they represented the Patent Owner

FILTER FIRMS (PATENTEE FIRMS)

We're looking for institution success for a Firm
when they represented a specific type of client
(Patent Owner) - we’ll need to filter for Banner
& Witcoff in the Firms filter, and then use the
drop down to toggle to Patentee Firm.

B —
O Firms

Counts only docume
selected FIRMS repres

in cases in which the
nted a party

Patentee Firms

Fe I t/Conm 38

A Feit Consumer Insights Whitepaper Lt W)

—



STEP 1: SEARCH TYPE

On the main search page,
select a Miotion Success

chart under Analytics

STEP 2: FILTERS

Using the Firms filter,
enter Banner & Witcoff
and select “Patentee
Firms” using the
dropdown

Using the Posture of
Motion filter, select
Motion by a Party

Using the Type of
Document filter, select
PTAB Institution of
[IPR/CBM/PGR]

STEP 3: VIEW RESULTS

dick “View 69 Results” to
view the search results.

*Protip: Use the gear icon
on the chart to toggle to
show percentages

A Feit Consumer Insights Whitepaper

Patent Litigation Research: The Importance of Precision
A comparison of Docket Navigator and Lex Machina Data Searches

[ ] = = n = = o
- - - - e —

Patent B S (Femporary and Admin-Only)

Report
--llIIIIlI-I | I . I I ||

Cases by Year

Patentee Firm{ ] [~
[ rirms

Counts anly documents in cases in which the
selected FIRMS represented a party.

Patentee Firms
Counts only documents in cases in which the
selected FIRMS represented a patentee.

[ Patent Challenger Firms
Counts only documents in cases in which the
selected FIRMS represented a patent
challenger.

SAVE

Posture of Motion

[[] Select Al

[] Motion by a Party (69)
[ stipulated/Agreed
D Ex Parte / Emergency

| D Sua Sponte
Type of Document clear X
PTAB institution of Q < > 3Imatches  SELECT ALL MATCHES

[ Patent Owner Preliminary Response
[ Patent Owner Response
[ institution of Review @2)
[ PTAB Procedural Challenge to Institution (CBM)
[ P1AB Procedural Challenge to Institution (IPR)
] PTAB Procedural Challenge to Institution (PGR)
[&3 PTAB Institution of Inter Partes Review (52)
PTAB Institution of Covered Business Method Review
PTAB Institution of Post Grant Review

Motion Success Filters CHIDE FITERS OFTIONS VIEW  PRINT Institution Success for the Patent Owner

Patentee Firms. Motion Success by Year
Banner & Witcof

- Show Percentages
Postures of Motion

Show YTD
Show 2019 est

Miotion by & Party
™

Types of Document

PTAB Institution of Covered Business.
Mathod Review

PTAB Institution of Inter Partes
Review

PTAB Institution of Post Grant

Review
EDIT FILTERS
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Patent Litigation Research: The Importance of Precision
A comparison of Docket Navigator and Lex Machina Data Searches

7. For ITC cases that terminated from Jan. 1st, 2014 - Jan. 31st, 2018, what were the accusation

outcomes for Finnegan’s patent owner clients?

Answer 380 Accusations (breakdown in binder)

When converting a real-world question into a Docket Navigator query, the first step is to
consider what type of information answers the question. If the question calls for a list of
cases, a Cases search will provide the answer. If the question calls for a list of patents, use a
Patents search.

Overview
This question is asking for Outcomes of Accusations, so we’ll use an Accusations search type.
Accusations data is unique Docket Navigator and basically corresponds to the claimsin a
lawsuit (Accusations) and the resolution of those claims (Outcomes). More complete
definitions can be found in our User Guide. Other aspects of the question can be addressed
with Filters within an Accusation search, as shown in the diagram below.

FILTER COURTS ADVANCED FILTER CASE TERMINATION DATE

The question is asking about cases in The question is looking for decisions within a
the ITC, so we'll use a Court filter. In date range, so we’ll use a Case Termination

this context “court” includes any Date filter.

Case Termination Date | -i—— Autofill v

< January 1, 2014 70| January 31, 2018

International Trade Commission

tribunal that resolves disputes.

For ITC cases || that terminated from Jan. 1st, 2014 - Jan. 31st, 2019,

what were the accusation outcomes|| for Finnegan’s patent owner clients?

SEARCH TYPE ACCUSATIONS FILTER FIRM (PATENTEE)

The question is asking for We're looking for outcomes for a specific law
accusations/outcomes, so this is an firm’s clients, so we’ll use a Firm filter and
Accusations Search select Patentee Firms.

[+ T P ——
[ Firms

Searches for patent accusations in cases in
which the selected FIRMS represented a party.

Patentee Firms
Searches for patent accusations in cases in
which the selected FIRMS represented a party
asserting or defending a patent
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Patent Litigation Research: The Importance of Precision
A comparison of Docket Navigator and Lex Machina Data Searches

STEP 1 — SEARCH TYPE

o et st o A A, RAIT 4404 AL - i 8 T i o PR, 48 M

o sen
Bect “Shw Al Semeh Trpee” o vex ather Csiem Search cpbere,
ey

et o o mcer - e

On the main search page,
select an Accusations

search

o g ro 53w v c o e nen
0 B b iim e e

B Pyents ecusntom £ Dachet heeta T Nemacios
me T mame sy Searznme e or 350t oS o P e, Seuren s mantry IS e SmaBytees. 873
vien =esrase o et s ™
STEP 2 - FILTERS:
Accusations Filters < HIDE FITERS OPTIONS VIEW  PRINT 7. Accusation Outcomes for Finnegan ITC Patent Owner:

i P Patenios P..  Patent Challenger Case Name Case.. | Oulcome

Biisaa i Farsi Telefonakticbologet LM Ericss..  602..  Samsung Electionics Co,, Lid.  Electronic Devices, Including Wireless Ca..  337-T..  ITC Settlement

Garrett & Dunner Tesetonaktisbolaget LM Ericss..  602..  Samsung Electionics America,_.  Electronic Devices. Including Wireless Co.  337-T..  11C Settiement

7 Telefonaktiebolsget LM Efiess...  605... n Electronic Devices. Including Wireless Co..  337-T..  ITC Settiement
Overview T —— Tewtnskiabeoge M Efcr.. 605, Samamg Ecioncs o, Lk EcionicOnvicn, ncoding Wirems Co 33T, 1T Swtemars
Cavidien LP &07. Changging “ Devices 337-T.. ITC Cansent O...
e Ajinomats Company, Inc. B1B..  PT Cheilledang Indonesia L-Tryptophan, L-Tryptophan Products, and_  337-T.
A Ton 200 - Jan, By, 3018 Ajinomata Heartland, Inc. 618 CJ America, Inc. L-Tryptaphan, L-Tryptophan Products, and..  337-T..  ITC Viakation F...
Afinomots Company, Inc. 618,  CJ Cheilledang Corp. L-Tryptaphan, L-Tryptophan Products, and..  337.T..  ITC Viokation F.
- Mnt-ﬁmm (]
O riems
|§] nd er the Firms f|| ter Counts only documents in cases in which the
N selected FIRMS represented a party.
enter anegan and Patentee Firms
" r ” Counts only documents in cases in which the
SeleCt Patentee Flrms selected FIRMS represented a patentee.
using thed I’Opd own [ Patent Challenger Firms
Counts only documents in cases in which the
selected FIRMS represented a patent
challenger.
Courts CLEAR X
Using the Courts filter, | Q| < | > | SELECTALLMATCHES

select International
Trade Commission

» [ us District Courts (LISDC)
[[] Federal Circuit (CAFC) Limited Scooe
International Trade Commission (ITC) (380)
D Patent Trial and Appeal Board (PTAB)

Under the Advanced Case Termination Date Autofill ¥

Filters Tab, enter the Januery 1, 2014 10 Jenuary 31, 2018
relevant dates into the

Case Termination Date

filter
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Patent Litigation Research: The Importance of Precision
A comparison of Docket Navigator and Lex Machina Data Searches

STEP 3 — VIEW RESULTS

. “w g ” w Accusations odvun:ad Filters Use Previous Search Results VIEW 380 RESULTS
Click “View 380 Results

to view the search Find a lst of Accusations
results Outcome Document Types
Posture of Motion Type of Document Result of Motion Legal lssue
Accusations Filters < HIDE n OPTIONS ~ VIEW  PRINT 7. Accusation Outcomes for Finne
P Firms Patentee Pat. & Patent Challenger Case Name 4
Finnegan Henderson Farabow Telefonaktiebolaget LM Ericsson 6029..  Samsung Electronics Ca., Ltd. Electronic Devices, Including Wireless Communicat.. &
Garrett & Dunner Telefonaktiebolaget LM Ericsson 6029..  Samsung Electronics America, Inc. .. Electronic Devices, Including Wireless Communicat. ¢
p— Telefonaktiebolaget LM Ericsson 6058..  Samsung Electronics America, Inc. .. Electronic Devices, Including Wireless Communicat... @
Telefonaktiebolaget LM Ericssan 6058..  Samsung Electronics Ca., Ltd. Electronic Devices, Including Wireless Communicat..
Interational Trade Commissi
Covidien LP 6079..  Chongging GMI Surgical Co., Ltd, Surgical Stapler Devices and Components Thereof &
H H > Case Termination Date
Clle FIlteI’S Related e Term a Ajinomoto Company. Inc, 61B0..  PT CheilJedang Indonesia L-Tryptophan, L-Tryptophan Products, and Their M.. 3
Jan. fst, 2014 - Jan. 31syf2018 . 5 ]
. Ajinomato Heartland, Inc. 6180..  CJ America, Inc. L-Tryptophan, L-Tryptophan Products, and Their M.. &
Filters > Outcome to
Ajinomata Company, Inc. 6180.. €l Cheilledang Corp. L-Tryptophan, L-Tryptophan Products, and TheirM.. %
view a breakdown of Ajinamata Heartiand, Inc. 6180..  PT Cheiledang Indonesia L-Tryptophan, L-Tryptophan Products, and TheirM.. 2
Qutcomes Related Fiters Ajinamato Heartiand, Inc 6180..  ClCheilledang Corp. L-Tryptophan, L-Tryptophan Products, and Their M.. &
e e Ajinamata Company, Inc. 6180..  CJAmerica, Inc. L-Tryptophan, L-Tryptophan Products, and TheirM.. 2
v Outcome. Ericsson Inc. 6278.. Samsung Electronics America, Inc. .. Electronic Devices, Including Wireless Communicat...
O ITC Complaint Withdrawn (181) Ericsson Inc. 6278..  Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. Electronic Devices, Including Wireless Communicat... @
[0 I7C Settiement (154) Telefonaktiebolaget LM Ericsson 6301..  Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. Electronic Devices, Including Wireless Communicat... 2
ITC Vilation Found
O LAEDEIELE]) Telefonaktiebolaget LM Ericsson 6301.. Samsung Electronics America, Inc. fl..  Electronic Davices, Including Wireless Communicat..
[0 I1TC Consent Order (3}
Kudelski SA 6345..  Comcast STB Software |, LLC Digital Telewision Set-Top Boxes, Remate Control D.. 1
[ Patent Challenger Won (2}
Appy | KudelskiSA 6345.. Gemstar Technology (Qinzhou) Co. Lt..  Digital Television Set-Top Boxes, Remote Control D...
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Patent Litigation Research: The Importance of Precision
A comparison of Docket Navigator and Lex Machina Data Searches

8. From Jan. 1st, 2014 - Dec. 31st, 2018, how many ANDA patent cases were filed in U.S. district courts?

Answer 2006 Cases

When converting a real-world question into a Docket Navigator query, the first step is to
consider what type of information answers the question. If the question calls for a list of
cases, a Cases search will provide the answer. If the question calls for a list of patents, use a
Patents search.

Overview This question is asking for a count of cases, so we’ll use a Cases search type. To find ANDA
cases, filter for cases that contain ANDA pleadings using a Type of Document filter. Here,
you'll want to select each of the ANDA pleadings that could contain ANDA claims: Complaint
— Infringement (ANDA), Complaint — Declaratory Judgment (ANDA), and Counterclaim —
Infringement (ANDA). This will narrow your results to just cases that contain those
documents —i.e., all ANDA cases. From there, just add a quick date filter and you’re all set!

FILTER CASE FILING DATE ADVANCED FILTER TYPE OF DOCUMENT
The question is looking for cases The question is asking about ANDA cases,
within a date range, so we’ll use a which we can identify by searching for
Case Filing Date filter. cases that contain ANDA pleadings using a
Type of Document filter.
June 1, 2014 TO December 31, 2019
e P—
Counterclaim - Infringement -- ANDA
From Jun. 1st, 2014 — Dec. 31st, 2019, || how many ANDA patent
cases || were filed in U.S. district courts?
SEARCH TYPE CASES FILTER |COURTS
The question is asking for a count of The question is asking about cases in
cases, so this is a Cases Search. U.S. district courts, so we'll use a
Courts filter
3 rict Courts (all districts)
23
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Patent Litigation Research: The Importance of Precision
A comparison of Docket Navigator and Lex Machina Data Searches

STEP 1 — SEARCH TYPE

On the main search page, T2 o o
select a Cases search 2 . ' . =

kEBKKO

STEP 2 — FILTERS:

Cases Filters < HIDE FILTERS OPTIONS VIEW  PRINT 8. ANDA Cases
xa
Case Filing Date 2| =
. ° Valeant Pharmaceuticals North America LLC et al v. Alkem Laboratories Ltd.
Jan. 1st, 20%4 - Dec. 31st. 2018 318-cv-17731 (NJD)
Cases with Types of Document o Valeant Pharmaceuticals North America LLC et al v. Aurobindo Pharma USA Inc. et al
318017733 (NJD)
Counterclaim — Infringement -- ANDA o
H Biogen International GmbH v. Banner Life Sciences LLC
Overview Complaint - Infringement -- 148-v-02054 (DED)
oA o AstraZeneca AB et al v. MSN Pharmaceuticals, Inc. et al
Complaint - Declaratory 1-18-cv-02051 (DED)
Judgment - ANDA €  Janssen Products, LP et al v. Amneal Pharmaceuticals LLC et al
21B-cv-17585 (NJD)
ERiniE ©  Ei Lily and Company et al v. Qilu Pharmaceutical Co., Ltd.
Type of Document CLEAR X
Under the Advanced
i ANDA —Q < SELECT ALL MATCHES
Filters tab, use the Type — -
of Document filter, select ¥ [0 complaint
Complaint — Infringement [ Complaint ~ Infringement

Complaint - Infringement -- ANDA
[ complaint —- Infringement -- BRCIA

-- ANDA, Complaint —

Dedaratory ",Udgment - [ complaint — Declaratory Judgment
ANDA, and Counterclaim — Complaint - Declaratory Judgment -- ANDA
J‘nfringement - ANDA [ Complaint - Declaratory Judgment - BPCIA

- Case Filing Date Autofill v
Use the Case Filing Date
filter to enter the relevant ~ January 1, 2014 TO December 31, 2018
dates
STEP 3 — VIEW RESULTS
for Cases MF\MH Use Previous Search Results MORE SEARCH TYPES.
Click “View 2006 Results”  rrsasiorcaes f
to view the search results Ll T (A= B EEE= o
January 1, 2094 10 December 31,2018
B Firms v Couns Case Status

*Frequent Mistakes: Attempting to filter for ANDA cases using Legal Issues instead of searching for ANDA pleadings using
Document Types.
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Patent Litigation Research: The Importance of Precision
A comparison of Docket Navigator and Lex Machina Data Searches

9. From Jan. 1st, 2014 - Dec. 31st, 2018, how many cases involving Orange Book patents were filed in

U.S. district courts?

Answer 1884 Cases

When converting a real-world question into a Docket Navigator query, the first step is to
consider what type of information answers the question. If the question calls for a list of
cases, a Cases search will provide the answer. If the question calls for a list of patents, use a
Patents search.

Overview

This question is asking for a count of cases, so we’ll use a Cases search type. Other aspects
of the question can be addressed with Filters within an Accusations search, as shown in the
diagram below. Docket Navigator contains listings of most major patent classification
systems (CPC, USPC) as well as PTAB and Orange Book codes all of which can be accessed
with a Patent Technologies filter.

FILTER |CASE FILING DATE SEARCH TYPE CASES

The question is looking for cases within The question is asking for a count
a date range, so we'll use a Case Filing of cases, so this is a Cases Search
Date filter.

Case Filing Date | Autofill v
June 1, 2014 TOI December 31, 2018
From Jun. 1st, 2014 - Dec. 31st, 2018,/ | how many cases
involving Orange Book patents | | were filed in U.S. District Courts?

ADV. FILTER PATENT TECHNOLOGIES FILTER [COURTS
The question is asking about specific The question is asking about cases in
classes of patents, so we'll use a U.S. district courts, so we’ll use a
Patent Technologies filter. Courts filter

s D— e

Orange Book (and all subcategories) U.S. District Courts (all districts)
25
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Patent Litigation Research: The Importance of Precision
A comparison of Docket Navigator and Lex Machina Data Searches

STEP 1 — SEARCH TYPE

On the main search page,
select a Cases search

‘Search for pleadings and orders filed n patont cases.

Seareh For Dotuments.

STEP 2 - FILTERS:

[ S B -]

a\(ers for Cases ‘wdvanced Filters. Use Previous Search Results

’Flnd a list of Cases

MORE SEARCH TYPES VIEW 1884 RESULTS

. Parties v 2 Affiliates Patents Case Filing Date Autofill v
Overview January 1, 2014 Y0 December 31,2018 |
Firms v Courts Case Status
U.S. District Courts (all districts) |
Courts CLEAR X
. ) Q, ¢ > | SELECT ALL MATCHES
Using the Courts filter,
select U.S. District Courts p-l U.S. District Courts (USDC) (1884) I
I:I Federal Circuit (CAFC) Limited Scope
D Internatinnal Trade Commission (ITC)
Use the Case Filing Date Case Filing Date Butofill %
filter to enter the January 1, 2014 T December 31, 2018
relevant dates
Patent Technologies CLEAR X
Under the Advanced
Filters tab, use the Q. < > | SELECT ALL MATCHES
Patent Technologies
Filter to enter Orange I:I Cooperative Patent Classification
Book I:I LS. Patent Classification (Grouped by NBER Technology Categories) Limited Scope
[ I Orange Book |
[ Patent Technology Centers
STEP 3 - VIEW RESULTS
orcmes | @evanceariters | Use Pravious Search Resuits
Click “View 1884 Results” f
to view the search results
Decument Types
Posture of Motion Type of Document Result of Motion Legal Issue.
26
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Patent Litigation Research: The Importance of Precision
A comparison of Docket Navigator and Lex Machina Data Searches

10. How many Design patents were asserted in U.S. district court cases filed from Jun. 1st, 2014 - Jun.

1st, 2015? How many of those patents were found infringed?

Answer 382 Patents, 61 Infringed

When converting a real-world question into a Docket Navigator query, the first step is to
consider what type of information answers the question. If the question calls for a list of
cases, a Cases search will provide the answer. If the question calls for a list of patents, use a
Patents search.

Overview
This question is asking for a count of patents, so we’ll use a Patents search type. Other
aspects of the question can be addressed with Filters within a Patents search, as shown in
the diagram below.

FILTER ' PATENT TYPE SEARCH TYPE PATENTS ADV. FILTER COURTS

The question is looking for The question is asking for a The question is asking about cases in
a subtype of patents, so count of patents, so this is a U.S. district courts, so we'll use a
we’ll use a Patent Type Patents Search Courts filter

filter.

B courts with Cases Involving Patents | —

U.S. District Courts (all districts)

Search for patents asserted in federal courts|
the ITC, and the PTAB.

How many design || patents | | were asserted in U.S. district court cases

filed from Jun. 1% 2014 — Jun. 1** 20157 |

How many of those patents were found infringed? |

ADV. FILTER | CASE FILING DATE FILTER DETERMINATIONS

The question is looking for patents in

This question asking about

cases within a date range, so we'll
use a Case Filing Dates filter.

findings of patent infringement,
so we can add a Determinations
filter.

Infringed

IFIIing Dates of Cases Involving Pate. I

June 1, 2014 TO Junel, 2015
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Patent Litigation Research: The Importance of Precision
A comparison of Docket Navigator and Lex Machina Data Searches

STEP 1 — SEARCH TYPE

Setect a Custom Search based on the type of informaien you are laoking for. For example, f you want 1o see a ist of cases ivolving a company of gioup of companies, select “Cases.” f you want to see a list of court orders or pleadings, select
“Documents” Select “Show All Search Types” 1o 508 cther Custom Search options.

[ Cases

On the main search page,
select a Patents search

B Patents

‘Search far patents sssetad in federsl cours, he ITC, and Search for eccusations sbout infingement. validity, or ‘Search (e Leat of docket sheets For patent cases. ‘Search far monetasy swards, injuncions, atiorey fees, and
the PTAB, ‘setorceatiity of patents. ol remadies

STEP 2 — FILTERS:

Patent Type

Using the Patent Type [] select
filter, select “Design” [ usiliey 4508y
from the dropdown O reissue (105)

Design (382)

D Plant (2)

Courts With Cases Involving Patents CLEAR X
Under the Advanced

Filters tab, use the Court Q, < > | SELECT ALL MATCHES

with Cases Involving ’l B2, UsS. Distict Cours (USD I

Patents filter to select o - fm -

U.S. District Courts [ Federal Circuit (CAFC) Limited Scone
[ international Trade Commission (ITC)

[] Patent Trial and Appeal Board (PTAB) (9)

Using the Case Filing Date  Filing Dates of Cases Involving Patents  Autofil v

filter, enter the relevant June 1, 2014 1O June1,2015
dates

STEP 3 — VIEW RESULTS

of Patents &wnmd Filters. Use Previous Search Results MORE SEARCH TYPES VIEW 382 RESULTS

Click “View 382 Results” to T

. Find a list of Patents
view the search results
[ Parties in Cases Involving Patents ~ £ Afiiiates. [E3 Attomeys in Cases Involving Patents v [E Courts With Cases Invalving Patents

USS. District Courts (al districts)

[ U S S e bk S Pt -

*Frequent Mistakes: Using a Cases search instead of a Patents search.
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