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I. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 316(a)(8) and 37 C.F.R. § 42.120, Patent Owner

Securus Technologies, Inc. (“Securus”) hereby responds to the Petition (Paper 2)

(“Petition”) filed by Global Tel*Link Corporation (“GTL” or “Petitioner”)

challenging claims 1-21 ofU.S_ Patent No. 9,007,420 (EX. 1001) (the “‘420 Patent”)

with respect to Grounds 1 and 2 which the Board instituted Inter Partes Review as

summarized below:

Claims ClaimsReferences Combined Dependent
Torgersrud and Kenoyer 2-9, 12-19 2 Torgersrud, Kenoyer, and 21 10, 20
Zhan

Petitioner bears “the burden of proving a proposition of unpatentability by a

preponderance ofthe evidence-” 35 U.S.C. § 316(e). For the reasons set forth herein,

Petitioner has failed to meet its burden to show by a preponderance of the evidence

because (1) Petitioner’s grounds of unpatentability rely on incorrect claim

constructions; (2) the prior art lacks material claim limitations; and (3) one having

ordinary skill in the art would not have been motivated to combine references as

Petitioner suggests; and (4) Petitioner uses impermissible hindsight reconstruction

by failing to consider the differences between the claims and the prior art and failing

to analyze the claims as a whole.
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