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P R O C E E D I  N G S  1 

(2:08 p.m.)  2 

JUDGE POWELL:  Okay.  Is  everybody ready?  3 

With that  then we will  begin the hearing for IPR2014 -00452, 4 

and we wil l  start  as  last  t ime wi th Petit ioner.    5 

MR. SMITH:  Thank you, Your Honor.   Matthew 6 

Smith,  Turner Boyd, for the Petit ioners  Google and Motorola 7 

Mobil i ty.   I  think I  would l ike to reserve about  10 minutes of 8 

t ime for rebuttal ,  i f  that 's  okay.   9 

May i t  please the Board,  let  me get  right  to  what  I  10 

view as the central  issue here.   Arendi  has two approaches to 11 

claim construction that  i t  uses,  I  think,  to  make a single 12 

crit ique of the Goodhand reference.   13 

The fi rst  approach to claim construction deals  with 14 

the analyzing l imitat ion,  wh ich in the original  reads analyzing 15 

the document to determine if  fi rst  information is  contained 16 

therein.   So it  is  a  test  for  the presence of fi rst  information,  17 

which is  not  further qualified as  claim language as  being 18 

information of any particular  type.   19 

Arendi  would l ike to construe that to  mean 20 

analyzing the document to determine or to distinguish fi rs t  21 

information from other information,  other text  in  the 22 

document,  and at  t imes in the Patent  Owner response Arendi  23 

seems to argue that  that  l imitation sho uld be construed to 24 

mean analyzing the document to determine or to dist inguish 25 
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contact  information from other types of contact  information or 1 

other text  in  the document.    2 

And, of  course,  the second approach to claim 3 

construct ion is  the argument that  there  should be a negative 4 

l imitation in the claims that  effectively excludes what  Arendi  5 

calls  user select ion prior to the analyzing step in any system 6 

that  might  be asserted as  prior art .    7 

And these two construct ions are intertwined in the 8 

sense that  I  think  Arendi  is  saying if  a  prior art  system or i f  9 

an accused infringing system is  analyzing the text  according 10 

to the analyzing step,  that  i t  is  l ikely not  using user selection,  11 

and vice versa,  i f  i t  is  using user select ion then it  is  l ikely not  12 

analyzing the text .    13 

The central  cri t ique that  Arendi  makes of the 14 

Goodhand reference as  I  see i t  is  the following:   In the 15 

Goodhand reference the user is  typing things into an address 16 

field in an e-mail  form, so a "to" field,  a  cc field,  a  bcc field,  17 

something like that .    18 

And the Goodhand system takes what  is  in  the 19 

address f ield --  and also I  think with the understanding, to  be 20 

fair ,  that  what  is  in  the address field is  intended to in some 21 

way be connected to a recipient  of  the e -mail ,  so I  think 22 

Arendi 's  argument is  that  the Goodhand system is  taking the 23 

information that  i t  gets  from the text ,  being the address field,  24 

and from the intent  of  the user of the Goodhand system and 25 
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