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202-551-1990 

 
 
ON BEHALF OF THE PATENT OWNER: 
 

CHING-LEE FUKUDA, ESQUIRE 
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 The above-entitled matter came on for hearing on Wednesday, May 30, 
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P R O C E E D I N G S 1 

-    -    -    -    -  2 

 THE USHER:  All rise. 3 

 JUDGE WEINSCHENK:  Be seated.  All right.  Welcome back 4 

everyone.  This is a hearing for IPR2017-00913 and -00914.  Google LLC 5 

versus Blackberry LTD.  Let's start with appearances again.  Who do we 6 

have for petitioner? 7 

 MR. CITROEN:  Good afternoon, Your Honor.  Phillip Citroen for 8 

Paul Hastings on behalf of Google and with me here today is Joseph Palys 9 

and Naveen Modi also for Paul Hastings and petitioner.   10 

 JUDGE WEINSCHENK:  All right.  And who do we have for patent 11 

owner? 12 

 MS. FUKUDA:  Ching-Lee Fukuda, Sidley Austin representing patent 13 

owner Blackberry.  With me is my colleague Sharon Lee who will also be 14 

arguing today.  And Sam Dillon who is attending.   15 

 JUDGE WEINSCHENK:  Okay, thank you.  As you know from the 16 

order, again each side will have 60 minutes to present their arguments, so we 17 

are going to test your endurance here today.  We will start with petitioner 18 

and follow up with patent owner.  Petitioner just let us know how much time 19 

you would like to reserve for rebuttal.  20 

 MR. CITROEN:  I'd like to reserve about 20 minutes, Your Honor.  21 

 JUDGE WEINSCHENK:  20? 22 

 MR. CITROEN:  Yes please.  23 

 JUDGE WEINSCHENK:  Sure.   24 

 MR. CITROEN:  And, Your Honors, before I go on we have 25 

demonstratives printed out if you would like a copy.  26 
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 JUDGE WEINSCHENK:  Sure.  1 

 MR. CITROEN:  Thank you.  Okay.  If we are all ready I will kick it 2 

off.  So thank you.  Good afternoon, Your Honor, my name is Phillip again.  3 

And we are as Your Honor mentioned we are here to discuss the 4 

consolidated hearings for 2017-00913 and -00914.  These proceedings 5 

involves the ’384 patent and the ’466 patent.  These are related patents and 6 

they share the same specification.   7 

If we can go to Slide 2, for the Boards convenience we have listed the 8 

grounds that were instituted in this proceeding which covers and this is for 9 

the ’913 proceedings, this covers all the claims of the ’384 patent.  And if we 10 

go to the next slide, Slide 3 it shows the grounds again that Your Honors are 11 

aware of that were instituted by the Board.  And these grounds cover the 12 

’466 claims.   13 

So in our view, based on the evidence that the Board relied on to 14 

institute these proceedings and the additional evidence that is of record, we 15 

believe that the Board should enter final written decisions in these 16 

proceedings finding all challenge claims unpatentable and they should be 17 

terminated.   18 

So if we can go to Slide 4, we wanted to just show Your Honors an 19 

exemplary claim and this is independent Claim 1 for the ’384 patent and 20 

while there is a lot of words in Claim 1, in our view the concepts described 21 

here are not complex and rather than go through all the limitations here what 22 

we have done is just highlight a few of the important limitations that are 23 

kind of at the heart of the disputes between the parties.  And I will get into 24 

some of this more as we go on.   25 

And if we look at the Slide 5, next slide, here is Claim 1 for the ’466 26 
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patent and again a long claim with a lot of words, we don’t think the 1 

concepts here are complex and if you compare the claims there are some 2 

minor differences but we don't think the differences are actually meaningful 3 

for our purposes here today.  4 

The arguments with respect to the independent claims apply equally across 5 

all the proceedings, the two proceedings for all independent claims.   6 

So if we can go to the next slide, Slide 6 please.  So, Your Honor, you 7 

may have noticed that petitioner's slides are bifurcated into two sections.  8 

We have a section on claim construction and then we have another section 9 

that addresses the issues related to the prior art.  For purposes of my opening 10 

presentation, I don't plan to discuss the claim construction issues and there's 11 

two reasons why we plan to go straight to the issues for the prior art.   12 

The first is we believe our papers sufficiently describe why the patent 13 

owner’s claim construction arguments with respect to the additional dynamic 14 

preview information and selectable link is incorrect and second and probably 15 

most importantly we believe that the construction in the end doesn't matter.  16 

The prior art discloses these limitations whether or not the Board adopts 17 

patent owner’s construction or agrees with the construction that it adopted in 18 

this institution decision.   19 

So unless Your Honors have any specific questions about the claim 20 

construction issues I would like to jump forward and go straight to the prior 21 

art.  Okay.   22 

So with that can we go to Slide 20 please?  So you can see on Slide 20 23 

there is several issues here.  So the patent owner in these proceedings have 24 

advanced several issues in the two proceedings.  All of them we believe 25 

should be rejected and I plan to address most of them here today.  I'm going 26 
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