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I. INTRODUCTION

The two patents-in-suit1 are part of a family of four issued patents directed to Ameranth’s

widely acclaimed and multiple-award winning synchronous hospitality communications technology.

The asserted claims2 encompass, inter alia, a client/server system for synchronizing hospitality

information between a central database, Web pages and wireless handheld computing devices in an

internet-enabled system, as well as between/with other hospitality and third party applications. These

breakthrough aspects of the patents were conceived over 13 years ago when internet and wireless

communications capabilities and deployment were far more limited than they are today, e.g., prior to

the introductions of 3G and 4G wireless networks, the ubiquity of high speed internet connections and

modern mobile devices/smart phones–which serve to further increase the need for this breakthrough

invention for practical hospitality market implementations in the 21st Century.

The asserted claims are clear and unambiguous when interpreted in light of the specification.3

Ameranth’s constructions are entirely consistent with, and compelled by, the intrinsic record alone.

These claims are directed to synchronous communication and synchronization of computerized

hospitality software applications--such as for online/mobile ordering, reservations, wait lists, ticketing

and other applications in the hospitality industry which require a synchronized user interface across

different computing components of the synchronized client/server system.

The Court should adopt the straightforward constructions intended by the inventors as

1 The asserted patents are U.S. 6,384,850 (the “’850 Patent”) and U.S. 6,871,325 (the “’325 Patent”).
The asserted patents claim priority to an original application filed in 1999. The ‘850 Patent issued
from the original application. The ‘325 Patent issued from a continuation of the application which
issued as the ‘850 Patent as did the `733 (U.S. 6,982,733) and `077 (U.S. 8,146,077) Patents. The
patents are attached as Exhibits 1, 2, 3, and 4, respectively. The text of the specifications are nearly
identical but the latter two patents include additional disclosure and Figures. For simplicity, citations
herein are from the original ‘850 Patent unless otherwise indicated. Citations are in the form
“Col.:lines.”
2 ‘850 claims 12-15; ‘325 claims 11-13, 15.
3 The meaning of the claims, including each of the disputed terms, is clear, upon reading the
specification and prosecution history, to any person with even rudimentary knowledge of computer
systems, and is thus clear to a person of ordinary skill in the art (“POSA”).

Case 2:10-cv-00294-JRG-RSP   Document 155   Filed 04/19/12   Page 5 of 39 PageID #:  1326

Apple Inc.    Exhibit 1042f 

 

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.


