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I. INTRODUCTION 

Windy City Innovations LLC (“Patent Owner”) submits this supplemental 

response to the newly-added ground in IPR2016-01159 (the “1159 IPR”) which 

has been joined from IPR2017-00659 (the “659 IPR”).
2
  Particularly, Patent Owner 

responds to Facebook Inc.’s (“Petitioner”) ground presented in its petition (’659 

IPR, Paper 2) regarding claims 203, 209, 215, 221, 477, 482, 487 and 492 (the 

“Joined Claims”) of U.S. Patent No. 8,458,245 (Ex. 1001, the “’245 Patent”).  This 

supplemental response is timely pursuant to the Board’s Amended Scheduling 

Order (Original IPR, Paper No. 40).   

Patent Owner respectfully submits that this supplemental response 

demonstrates that the Joined Claims are not obvious over combinations based on 

U.S. Patent No. 6,608,636 to Roseman (Ex. 1003, “Roseman”) for a number of 

reasons.  The Board should find that Petitioner has failed to establish by a 

preponderance of the evidence the invalidity of each of the Joined Claims. 

                                           

2
 This response is intended to address Petitioner’s substantive arguments regarding 

the grounds authorized for trial and is not intended to be any form of acquiescence 

regarding the propriety of the Board’s joinder and institution decisions on these 

grounds. 
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II. SUMMARY OF THE ’657 PATENT AND THE ALLEGED PRIOR 

ART 

Summaries of the ’657 Patent and each alleged prior-art reference have been 

submitted in Patent Owner’s Response (Paper 22 at 5-8).  

III. PROPER CONSTRUCTION OF DISPUTED TERMS 

A. Token 

Petitioner and the Board in its institution decision have both adopted a 

construction of “token” as “piece of information associated with user identity.”  

For the purpose of this Petition only, Patent Owner also adopts a similar 

construction. 

B. Database 

For the reasons set forth in Patent Owner’s Response (Paper 22 at 8-12), a 

database should be construed as “a collection of logically-related data which is 

stored with persistence and associated tools for interacting with the data, such as a 

DBMS.” 

IV. THE JOINED CLAIMS ARE VALID AND NON-OBVIOUS  

In arriving at an obviousness determination, the Board must sufficiently 

explain and support the conclusions that the prior-art references disclose all the 

elements recited in the Challenged Claims and a relevant skilled artisan not only 

could have made, but would have been motivated to combine all the prior-art 

references in the way the patent claims, and reasonably expected success.  Pers. 
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Web Techs., LLC v. Apple, Inc., 848 F.3d 987, 994 (Fed. Cir. 2017).   

The obviousness inquiry must exclude hindsight and avoid reading into the 

prior art the patent’s teachings.  Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 36 (1966).    

A. Claims 189 and 465 Are Valid and Non-Obvious 

The Joined Claims depend from independent claims 189 and 465.  On March 

31, 2017, Patent Owner submitted its Patent Owner’s Response regarding the 

validity and non-obviousness of claims 189 and 465.  (Paper 22)  Accordingly, the 

Joined Claims are valid and non-obvious for at least the reasons submitted in its 

Patent Owner’s Response.   

B. Claims 203, 209, 215, 221, 477, 482, 487 and 492 Are Not 

Unpatentable 

Claims 203, 209, 215, 221, 477, 482, 487 and 492 each require the limitation 

“wherein the computer system provides access via any of two client software 

alternatives, wherein both of the client software alternatives allow respective user 

identities to be recognized and allow at least some of the participator computers to 

form at least one group in which members can send communications and receive 

communications.”  The prior art of record fails to disclose and/or suggest this 

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.


