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I. Introduction 

The Board correctly found that the Petition and the declaration testimony of 

Plaid’s expert Dr. Mowry establish that claims 1, 3–20, and 22–36 would have been 

obvious over Sugiarto and Brandt, and that claims 2 and 21 would have been obvious 

over Sugiarto, Brandt, and Chow.  An ordinary skilled artisan would have been 

motivated to modify Sugiarto’s content gathering modules to incorporate the 

automatic authentication functionality of Brandt’s Application Gateway 332, such 

that the content gathering modules would obtain non-public information over the 

Web from Secure Content Providers.  Petition at 20-21; Mowry Decl., ¶ 60.  Dr. 

Mowry further explained that it would have been obvious to incorporate Chow’s 

revision manager to keep users apprised of changes to content.  Id., ¶ 117.  The 

Board’s well-reasoned analysis in the Institution Decision regarding obviousness 

stands untouched by Yodlee’s Response.   

Yodlee first proposes several claim constructions that are wholly unsupported 

by the claim language and the patent specification.  For example, it rehashes the 

argument that the term “non-public personal information” should carry patentable 

weight.  The Board correctly rejected this proposition, finding instead that term has 

no functional or structural relationship to the remainder of the claim and therefore 

should not mean anything beyond “merely information.”  Yodlee also raises, for the 

first time, constructions for the terms “protocol for instructing the processor how to 
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