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Declaration of Mark Lanning
Regarding U.S. Patent No. 8,594,651

I, Mark Lanning, aresident of Greenville, Texas, declare as follows:

1. | have been retained by McKool Smith, P.C. and Wiley Rein LLP to
provide my opinions concerning the validity of U.S. Patent No. 8,594,651 (“the
'651 Patent”) (Ex. 1001). McKool Smith and Wiley Rein are compensating me for
my time at the rate of $550 per hour.

2. My declaration contains the following sections beginning at the

designated pages.

l. BasiSfor My OpiNiON........cccoceeiienieeieesee e 3

II.  Introduction and Qualifications.............cccceevieveviieecien e 3

I11. My Understanding of the Governing Law ..........ccccceeceeecieenenee. 8
A.  Typesof Claams—Dependent and Independent Claims.. 8
B. Patentability and Validity of Claims...........ccccccevvvvinnnnnenn 8
C. IPRProceedings and Clam Interpretation.................... 10
D. Relevant TIMePeriod .......ccccoooeviniiiiniiniesecee e 11
E. Leve of Ordinary Skill inthe Art and Relevant
TIMEFTAME ... e 12

V.  The 651 Patent ........cccccveieeieeeseesie e ees e e 12
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A.  Technical Overview of the’651 Patent ............c............ 12
B.  The Asserted Priority Chain of the ‘651 Patent............. 15
C.  Prosecution History of the ‘866 Patent........................... 17
D.  Claim CONSIUCHION .......coverierieeie e 17
V.  Priority ANalYSIS.....coooeiieie et 19
A.  Priority of “aDigital Cameraof the First Wireless
CommuNiCatioNS DEVICE" ........ccooiiiiiiereee e 20

B.  Priority of “the Format Compatible with the Second
Wireless Communications Device Comprig[ing] a Different
File Size than the Format of the Selected Video File' ............. 22

C.  Priority of “the Format Compatible with the Second
Wireless Communications Device Comprig[ing] a Different

Resolution than the Format of the Selected Video File’ ......... 24
D.  Priority of “Sending aLink That Identifies the Converted
File” 26
E.  Conclusion Regarding Priority of the Challenged Claims29
VI. Anaysisof the’ 651 Patent Based on Le Bodic....................... 29
A. LeBodic Discloses Independent Clam 1...................... 30
B. Invaidity Anaysisof Dependent Claim 10 .................. 45
C. LeBodic Disclosure of Independent Claim 12.............. 46
D. Invalidity of Dependent Claim 21 .........ccccccvvcveveereeenne 53
E. Invalidity of Dependent Claim 23 ..........cccccoeveevennnne, 54
F. Invalidity of Dependent Claim 24 ............cccoeveevennne, 56
G. Invalidity of Claim 31.......cccooviiiiiieeee e 58
H. Invalidity of Dependent Claim 32 .........cccccceeceeivecneenne 59
l. Invalidity of Dependent Clam 33 ..........cccccoeeveeveenee, 60
J. Invalidity of Dependent Claim 40 ..........c..ccoeveeveenene, 60
VII. Anaysisof the’ 651 Patent Based on Shanahan PCT in view of
0 T o [ oS 61
A.  Shanahan PCT Discloses Independent Clam 1............ 62

B.  Shanahan PCT Disclosure of Independent Claim 12.... 68
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B Invalidity of Dependent Claim 21 ..........ccooooeeveevennnne 75
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. Basisfor My Opinion

3. In preparing this declaration, | have reviewed:
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US 6,496,692 to Michael E. Shanahan--Methods and apparatuses
for programming user-defined information into electronic devices
US 7,257,395 to Michael E. Shanahan--Methods and apparatuses
for programming user-defined information into electronic devices
US 7,295,864 to Michael E. Shanahan--Methods and apparatuses
for programming user-defined information into electronic devices
US 7,319,866 to Michael E. Shanahan--Methods and apparatus for
programming user-defined information into electronic devices

US 7,742,759 to Twenty Year Innovations, Inc.--Methods and
apparatuses for programming user-defined information into
electronic devices

US 8,249,572 to Solocron Media, LL C--Methods and apparatuses
for programming user-defined information into electronic devices
US 8,594,651 to Solocron Media, LLC--Methods and apparatuses
for programming user-defined information into electronic devices
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US 5,809,415 to Unwired Planet--Core Wireless Client/Server
Architecture Patent (WAP).

US 5,784,001 to Motorola--Method and apparatus for presenting
graphic messages in a data communication receiver

Prosecution history for US 6,496,692 patent

Prosecution history for US 7,257,395 patent

Prosecution history for US 7,295,864 patent

Prosecution history for US 7,319,866 patent

Prosecution history for US 7,742,759 patent

Prosecution history for US 8,249,572 patent

Prosecution history for US 8,594,651 patent

Prosecution history for US 5,809,415 patent

Prosecution history for US 5,784,001 patent

Solocron Media, LLC's P.R. 3-1 Infringement Contentions and
supporting claim charts, dated Apr. 4, 2014 and served in Solocron
v. AT& T Mohility, et al. (E.D. Tex.) (Case No. 2-13-cv-1059)
Defendants P.R. 3-3 Invalidity Contentions and supporting claim
charts, dated June 24, 2014 and served in Solocron v. AT&T
Mobility, et al. (E.D. Tex.) (Case No. 2-13-cv-1059)

Exhibits cited in the IPR Petition at Attorney Docket No. 01869-
101P651-1 regarding U.S. Patent No. 8,594,651

Exhibits cited in the IPR Petition at Attorney Docket No. 01869-
101P651-2 regarding U.S. Patent No. 8,594,651

Exhibits cited in the IPR Petition at Attorney Docket No. 01869-
101P651-3 regarding U.S. Patent No. 8,594,651

Exhibits cited in the IPR Petition at Attorney Docket No. 01869-
101P759 regarding U.S. Patent No. 7,742,759

US 5,794,142 to Nokia--Core SM S Patent: Mobile terminal having
network services activation through the use of point-to-point short
message Service.

US 6,038,295 to Siemens--Apparatus and method for recording,
communicating and administering digital images.
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US 6,487,602 to Ericsson--System and method for accessing the
internet in an internet protocol-based cellular network.

US 6,795,711 to Nokia--Multimedia M essage Content Adaptation.
US 6,192,257 to Lucent--Wireless communication terminal having
video image capability.

US 5,797,089 to Ericsson--A cellular phone combined with a PDA
with associated programs.

US 5,793,416 to LSI (Wireless system for audio, video & data
signals).

US 6,006,105 to LSI (Multi-Freg, Multi-Protocol Wireless Device)
US 5,764,235 to Insight (System for Xmit Graphical images from
server to client)

US 5,956,716 to InterVu (Delivery of Video data over a computer
network)

US 6,108,655 to Cisco (Transmitting Images & Objects over a
computer network).

WO 1997030556 to Ericsson. Sending graphic images to mobile
terminals.

WO 1998043177 to Intel. System for dynamically transcoding
data transmitted between computers over a communication link.
US 6,516,135 to Matsushita (Video Processing with conversion of
Image compression format).

US 6,092,114 to Siemens (performing file conversions of message
attachments transmitted between computers).

US 6,453,340 to Matsushita (Data Converter in an email network)
W01999021351 to Adobe.

US 6,421,429 to AT&T (Network-based System Enabling Image
Communications)

US 6,741,608 to Avaya (transcoding streaming data in telecom
system)

US5,524,137 to AT& T (Multimedia Messaging System)

US 6,282,714 to Sharewave (Wireless Home Computer System)
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