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Defendants Google LLC (“Google”), Oath Holdings Inc., and Oath Inc. (together “Oath”) 

file this brief in response to Arendi’s Opening Claim Construction Brief Addressing U.S. Patent 

Nos. 7,496,854 (“‘854 Patent”) and 7,921,356 (“‘356 Patent”).1

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. The Law of Indefiniteness 

The Federal Circuit has made clear that for a computer-related means-plus-function 

limitation, the knowledge or skill-set of a person of ordinary skill in the art does not, and cannot, 

compensate for a patent specification’s failure explicitly to include and describe an algorithm for 

programming a computer to accomplish the specified function. See Blackboard, Inc. v. 

Desire2Learn, 574 F.3d 1371, 1385 (Fed. Cir. 2009) (“A patentee cannot avoid providing 

specificity as to structure simply because someone of ordinary skill in the art would be able to 

devise a means to perform the claimed function.”); Atmel Corp. v. Info. Storage Devices, Inc., 198 

F.3d 1374, 1380 (Fed. Cir. 1999) (“[C]onsideration of the understanding of one skilled in the art 

in no way relieves the patentee of adequately disclosing sufficient structure in the specification.”) 

As a matter of law, merely reciting the claimed function (or desired result) in a claim and in the 

specification (e.g., analyze document text to identify contact information without user 

intervention) does not suffice as the disclosure of an algorithm, which, by definition, must contain 

a sequence of explicitly defined steps. See Blackboard, 574 F.3d at 1384 (finding patent disclosure 

insufficient as it described only outcome of the function to be performed, but not means for 

achieving that outcome); Noah Sys. Inc. v. Intuit Inc., 675 F.3d 1302, 1317 (Fed. Cir. 2012) 

1 Because the lone, disputed ‘356 claim term – “providing an input device configured by the 
document editing program” (’356 Patent, claims 1, 12) – is virtually identical to the ‘843 claim 
term – “providing an input device configured by the first computer program” (’843 Patent, claims 
1, 23) – Google and Oath address these terms together in Defendants’ responsive brief regarding 
the ‘843 and ‘993 Patents. 
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(rejecting argument that undisclosed algorithm was “in the common ken” of a skilled artisan). 

In direct contravention of the Federal Circuit’s clear mandate, Arendi does not point to any 

explicitly disclosed algorithms in the specification of U.S. Patent No. 7,496,854 (“the ‘854 

Patent”), but, instead, argues repeatedly that a person of ordinary skill in the art (“POSITA”) would 

understand the scope of the challenged means-plus-function terms of the ‘854 Patent, or be capable 

of devising a necessary algorithm using their technical knowledge. (See, e.g., “[a] person of 

ordinary skill would just as readily understand the scope of this claim term as she would ‘means 

for searching.’” D.I. 119 at 5; “‘[i]nserting information into an electronic document, based on user 

selection or otherwise, is a basic form of data transfer that a person of ordinary skill in the art 

would readily recognize and understand;” D.I. 119 at 10; “a person of ordinary skill in the art 

would understand how to employ rudimentary programming techniques to initialize the second 

application based on these inputs;” D.I. 119 at 13; “a person of ordinary skill in the art would 

appreciate the scope of ‘associated’ as provided by the claims.” D.I. 119 at 15.) Arendi’s analysis 

thus improperly “conflates the definiteness requirement of section 112, paragraphs 2 and 6, and 

the enablement requirement of section 112, paragraph 1.” EON Corp. IP Holdings LLC v. AT&T 

Mobility LLC, 785 F.3d 616, 624 (Fed. Cir. 2015), quoting Blackboard, 574 F.3d at 1385.  

Unlike the enablement requirement (which focuses on whether a POSITA can make and 

use a claimed invention), a section 112 ¶ 6 disclosure serves the very different purpose of limiting 

a claim’s scope to the particular structure and/or algorithm explicitly disclosed in the patent 

specification, together with its equivalents. EON, 521 F.3d at 1336 (“[t]he question before us is 

whether the specification contains a sufficiently precise description of the ‘corresponding 

structure’ to satisfy section 112, paragraph 6, not whether a person of skill in the art could devise 

some means to carry out the recited function.”) By repeatedly resorting to a POSITA’s knowledge 

Case 1:13-cv-00919-LPS   Document 127   Filed 07/17/19   Page 5 of 19 PageID #: 4198

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
  Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

  Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
  With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

  Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
  Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

  Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


