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Petitioners WhatsApp, Inc. and Facebook, Inc. (“Petitioners”) hereby submit 

this Response to the Patent Owner’s Motion for Observations.  Petitioners respond 

to each of Patent Owner’s observations in the order they appear in the Motion for 

Observations filed by Patent Owner on April 20, 2016.  But first, as Petitioners will 

explain below, the Motion for Observations should be disregarded as improper. 

Patent Owner’s “Motion for Observations” is Improper 

On April 5, 2016, the Petitioners timely filed their reply in support of the 

petition (“Petitioner’s Reply” or “Reply”) and a supporting reply declaration of 

Mr. Klausner (“Reply Declaration”) (Ex. 1013).  See Paper 39; Ex. 1013.  The 

Patent Owner subsequently took a deposition of Mr. Klausner on April 13, 2016.  

See Ex. 2010.  The Patent Owner devoted the deposition to asking whether 

statements and citations in the Reply Declaration were contained in Mr. Klausner’s 

original declaration in support of the Petition (“Original Declaration”) (Ex. 1002).  

See Ex. 2010.  The Patent Owner did not seek testimony about the substance of 

Mr. Klausner’s analysis or question him about any other subject that would be 

proper for cross-examination.   

Whether or not content from Mr. Klausner’s reply declaration was contained 

in his original declaration can be determined by simply comparing the two 

documents.  But the Patent Owner needed to take Mr. Klausner’s deposition on 

April 13 to provide a pretext for the present Motion for Observations, which is 
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essentially a disguised motion to exclude statements in Mr. Klausner’s reply 

declaration as allegedly being outside the scope of reply.  See Trial Practice Guide, 

77 Fed. Reg. 48,756, 48,768 (Aug. 14, 2012) (“An observation . . . is not an 

opportunity to raise new issues, re-argue issues, or pursue objections”) (emphasis 

added).  Petitioners’ counsel objected to these questions at the April 13 deposition.  

See, e.g., Ex. 2010, 24:5-6.   

The Board should also disregard the Motion for Observations because it 

seeks to evade the page limits set forth by the Board’s order of April 19.  See Paper 

42.  More specifically, on April 18, 2016, the Patent Owner sent an email to the 

Board indicating that it believes that Petitioner’s Reply and the Reply Declaration 

exceed the scope of a proper reply.  Id., at 1.  The next day, the Board issued an 

Order authorizing the Patent Owner to “file a two-page submission that identifies 

arguments and evidence in the Reply and in Petitioner’s Exhibits, filed 

contemporaneously therewith, that Patent Owner contends exceeds the proper 

scope of a reply” (hereafter “Two-Page Submission”).  Id.  The Patent Owner filed 

its Two-Page Submission on April 26, 2016.  Paper 49.  The Petitioner’s response 

is due on May 3, 2016. 

On April 20, after the Board had already authorized the “two-page 

submission” for the purpose of addressing the issue of scope, the Patent Owner 

filed its Motion for Observations.  Paper 45.  Reminiscent of its purported cross-
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examination of Mr. Klausner on April 13, the Patent Owner’s Motion for 

Observations attempts to argue that certain paragraphs from Mr. Klausner’s reply 

declaration (Ex. 1013) are beyond the proper scope of a reply and does not address 

the testimony substantively.  See id.  Notably, the Patent Owner does not quote, but 

rather paraphrases in its own words statements from the Reply Declaration it 

contends to be outside the proper scope.  See id.  The Motion for Observations is 

thus simply an attempt to inject lengthy substantive arguments about scope that 

were not authorized by the April 19 Order authorizing the “two-page submission,” 

and thus, should be disregarded. 

Nevertheless, in the event the Board intends to consider the improper 

Motion for Observations, the Petitioners respond below.     

Responses to Observations 

Response to Observation #1:  

Patent Owner’s observation is an improper attempt to expand on point 1 of 

its Two-Page Submission (Paper 49), and should therefore be disregarded.  Trial 

Practice Guide, 77 Fed. Reg. 48,756, 48,768 (Aug. 14, 2012) (“An observation . . . 

is not an opportunity to raise new issues, re-argue issues, or pursue objections”) 

(emphasis added).  Further, the cited cross-examination testimony is irrelevant 

because the issue of proper scope is a procedural issue that is not the proper subject 

of expert testimony.   
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In any event, the statement made in ¶ 29 of the Reply Declaration (Ex. 1013) 

did not exceed the proper scope of a reply declaration.  The cited statement was 

responsive to the following statement from the Declaration of Rajeev Surati, Ph.D. 

(“Surati Declaration”) (Ex. 2002), at ¶ 113:  

[T]he CSS style sheets disclosed in Tittel are not “a predefined user 

interface,” and are therefore not a “template” as that term is 

construed by Mr. Klausner. . . . CSS style sheets neither create the 

elements being displayed nor enable the ability to change any of the 

elements in an HTML file. In fact, CSS cannot display anything 

without an HTML document input. A POSITA would understand that 

a “predefined user interface,” . . . has to include a visually displayed 

interface consisting of actual data elements of interest and not just the 

fonts or colors to apply to the elements in an HTML document. 

(Emphasis added.) 

Response to Observation #2:  

Patent Owner’s observation is an improper attempt to expand on point 3 of 

its Two-Page Submission (Paper 49), and should therefore be disregarded.  Trial 

Practice Guide at 48,768.  Further, the cited cross-examination testimony is 

irrelevant because the issue of proper scope is a procedural issue that is not the 

proper subject of expert testimony.  In any event, the statement made in ¶ 30 of the 

Reply Declaration (Ex. 1013) was responsive to the following statement from the 

Surati Declaration (Ex. 2002), at ¶ 113:  

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.


