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The ’420 patent relates to video conferencing with inmates of a correctional 

facility, such as a prison. In the ’420 patent, Securus claims to have invented, just 

three years ago, face recognition applied during a video conference with an inmate. 

At institution, the Board found a reasonable likelihood that all claims of the ’420 

patent are obvious over Torgersrud. In particular, the Board instituted review of 

claims 1-9 and 11-19 over Torgersrud and Kenoyer, and claims 10, 20, and 21 over 

Torgersrud, Kenoyer, and Zhang. Facing these grounds, Securus makes four 

arguments.  

First, Securus claims for the first time that its real innovation isn’t face 

recognition, but “the ability to distinguish ‘actual faces’ from imitations, such as 

photographs” by evaluating changes between video frames. (Ex. 2004, ¶45.) 

Securus calls this ability anti-spoofing. In making this argument, Securus seeks to 

rewrite its claims, advancing two new constructions. Securus’s first construction is 

both incorrect and ineffectual. Securus argues that the claimed “actual face” is “the 

user’s physical face and not a facsimile of a face such as a photograph.” (Paper 17 

(“POR”), 11.) The ’420 patent specification doesn’t define “actual.” In fact, none 

of the evidence that Securus cites—the ’420 patent’s specification and prosecution 

history, and a lay dictionary—supports its interpretation that an “actual” face is in 

contrast to a “facsimile.” Instead, each of those sources support the understanding 

of Dr. Beigi—GTL’s expert with 20 years’ experience in facial detection and 
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