IPR2018-00199
Patent 7,092,671

DOCKET NO.: 2211726-00152US1

Filed on behalf of Unified Patents Inc.

By: David L. Cavanaugh, Reg. No. 36,476
Michael Van Handel, Reg. No. 68,292
Ellyar Y. Barazesh, Reg. No. 74,096
Wilmer Cutler Pickering Hale and Dorr LLP
1875 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20006
Tel: (202) 663-6000
Email: David.Cavanaugh@wilmerhale.com

Roshan Mansinghani, Reg. No. 62,429
Jonathan Stroud, Reg. No. 72,518
Unified Patents Inc.

1875 Connecticut Ave. NW, Floor 10
Washington, D.C., 20009

Tel: (214) 945-0200

Email: roshan@unifiedpatents.com

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD

UNIFIED PATENTS INC.
Petitioner

V.
UNILOC LUXEMBOURG S.A. & UNILOC USA

IPR2018-00199
Patent 7,092,671

PETITION FOR INTER PARTES REVIEW OF
U.S. PATENT NO. 7,092,671
CHALLENGING CLAIMS 1-16
UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 312 AND 37 C.F.R. § 42.104

DOCKET

A R M Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com.



https://www.docketalarm.com/

IPR2018-00199

Patent 7,092,671
TABLE OF CONTENTS

[, INEOAUCHION ..ceiiiiiie ettt ettt e e e e et e e saseeesassaeeennsaeens 1
II.  Mandatory NOICES......cccccuiieieiieeeetieeeieeeerteeee e e e streeesbeeeeseseeessseeessseeeansneeans 1
A.  Real Party-1n-Interest .........cocoviiiiiiieiiiie e e 1
B.  Related Matters.......ccceeiiiiiiiiiieeieeeee e 2
O 0101 11 4111 TSP 2
D. Service Information, Email, Hand Delivery, and Postal................c............. 3
III. Certification of Grounds for Standing ............cceceeeviieiiieniieniieeee e 3
IV. Overview of Challenge and Relief Requested...........cccovevviiiniieniiiniiiciec, 3
A. Prior Art Patents and Printed Publications...........c.ccccecveviieeiiiiniecnieeiene, 3
B.  Grounds for Challenge ............ccceecuiieiiiiiiiieiiiecieeeee e 4
V. Overview Of the 671 Patent........ccceeeiieriiiriiieeieeeie et eiee e e 4
A. Summary of the Alleged Invention ...........cccccoecviiiviiieecciie e 4
B. Level of Ordinary SKill in the Art.......ccccoooiiiiiiiiiiecee e 7
C.  Prosecution HiStOTY .....c.iiiiiiiiiiiiecciee et 7
VI Claim CONSIUCHION .....ccccviiieeiieeeiiieeeeieeeeieeeeieee e st e e e sbeeeeseaeeessseeessseeesnsneeans 9
VII. Specific Grounds for Petition............ccccuvvieiiiiiiiiie e 10

A. Ground I: Claims 1-6 and 9-14 are obvious in view of Yun, Langlois, and
DIYKES. .ttt ettt e et e e ettt e e et e e e b e e et e e e rbe e e eaaeeeenataeeennraeennns 11
L. OVEIVIEW Of YUN ...oiiiiiiiiiiiieecceee ettt 11
2. Claim 1 is obvious in view of Yun, Langlois, and Dykes........................ 13
3. Claim 2 is obvious in view of Yun, Langlois, and Dykes ....................... 26
4. Claim 3 is obvious in view of Yun, Langlois, and Dykes ....................... 27
5.  Claim 4 is obvious in view of Yun, Langlois, and Dykes........................ 28
6. Claims 5 and 6 are obvious in view of Yun, Langlois, and Dykes.......... 28
7. Claim 9 is obvious in view of Yun, Langlois, and Dykes ....................... 31
8. Claim 10 is obvious in view of Yun, Langlois, and Dykes ..................... 33
9. Claim 11 is obvious in view of Yun, Langlois, and Dykes ..................... 34

DOCKET

A R M Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com.



https://www.docketalarm.com/

IPR2018-00199
Patent 7,092,671

10.  Claim 12 is obvious in view of Yun, Langlois, and Dykes.................. 34
11.  Claims 13 and 14 are obvious in view of Yun, Langlois, and Dykes ..35

B. Ground II: Claims 7, 8, 15, and 16 are obvious in view of Yun, Langlois,

Dykes, and HUSEMANN .........cccueiieiiiiieiie et e e 35
1. Claims 7, 8, 15, and 16 are obvious in view of Yun, Langlois, Dykes, and
HUSEMANN.......ooiiiiiii et st 36

C. Ground III: Claims 1-7 and 9—15 are obvious over Harris, Langlois, and

DY KES ettt ettt e e e e ettt e et e e et e e et e e e bt e e etbeeeennraeeennraeennns 38
1. The Grounds Presented In This Petition Are Not Redundant.................. 38
2. OVerview Of HaITIS .....ooouiiiiiiiieieeiieete e 39
3. Claim 1 is obvious in view of Harris, Langlois, and Dykes..................... 41
4. Claim 2 is obvious in view of Harris, Langlois, and Dykes..................... 55
5. Claim 3 is obvious in view of Harris, Langlois, and Dykes..................... 56
6. Claim 4 is obvious in view of Harris, Langlois, and Dykes..................... 56
7. Claims 5 and 6 are obvious in view of Harris, Langlois, and Dykes.......57
8. Claim 7 is obvious in view of Harris, Langlois, and Dykes..................... 60
9. Claim 9 is obvious in view of Harris, Langlois, and Dykes.................... 61
10.  Claim 10 is obvious in view of Harris, Langlois, and Dykes............... 64
11. Claim 11 is obvious in view of Harris, Langlois, and Dykes............... 64
12.  Claim 12 is obvious in view of Harris, Langlois, and Dykes............... 64
13.  Claims 13 and 14 are obvious in view of Harris, Langlois, and Dykes

65
14.  Claim 15 is obvious in view of Harris, Langlois, and Dykes............... 66

D. Ground IV: Claims 8 and 16 are obvious in view of Harris, Langlois,

Dykes, and HUSEMANN ..........coeeiiiiiiiiiiieciie et 66
1. Claims 8 and 16 are obvious in view of Harris, Langlois, Dykes, and
HUSEMANN. ......eiiiiiiiiii et 66

VL CONCIUSION .ottt ettt ettt ettt e enaee e 68

DOCKET

A R M Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com.



https://www.docketalarm.com/

IPR2018-00199
Patent 7,092,671

I. INTRODUCTION

Unified Patents, Inc. (“Petitioner”) respectfully submits this Petition for /nter
Partes Review of claims 1-16 of U.S. Patent No. 7,092,671 (“the *671 patent,” or
“°671”) (EX1001). The ’671 patent discloses an automated telephone dialing
system, where a “specific telephone number is selectable from a list displayed on [a]
handheld computer system,” and where the handheld computer system is
“configured to control [a] telephone via [a] wireless communication such that the
telephone dials the specific telephone number.” See, e.g., 671 patent, claim 1. But
there was nothing inventive about these claimed concepts when the *671 patent was
filed, and such concepts had been well-known long before the *671 patent was filed.
The *671 patent’s claims would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in

the art at the time that the 671 patent was filed.

II. MANDATORY NOTICES
A. Real Party-in-Interest
Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.8(b)(1), Unified Patents Inc. (“Unified” or

“Petitioner”) certifies that Unified is the real party-in-interest, and further certifies
that no other party exercised control or could exercise control over Unified’s
participation in this proceeding, the filing of this petition, or the conduct of any

ensuing trial.
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B. Related Matters

U.S. Pat. No. 7,092,671 (EX1001) is owned by Uniloc Luxembourg S.A. and
is exclusively licensed to Uniloc USA (collectively “Uniloc”). The status of cases

asserting this patent is provided in the table below.

Case Caption Case District | Case Filed Status
Number
Uniloc USA, Inc. et 2:17-cv- EDTX | August 1,2017 | Dismissed,
al. v. Samsung 00562 August 10,
Electronics America, 2017
Inc. et al.
Uniloc US4, Inc. et 2:17-cv- EDTX | May 26,2017 Pending
al. v. Apple Inc. 00457
Petition for Inter IPR2018- | PTAB December 6, Pending
Partes Review by 00282 2017
Apple Inc.

The Uniloc USA, Inc. et al. v. Apple Inc. case is still in its early stages. The
Petition for Inter Partes Review by Apple Inc. is distinct from this Petition because
it uses different prior art combinations that address the claims in a different way.

C. Counsel

Lead Counsel: David L. Cavanaugh (Registration No. 36,476)
Backup Counsel: Roshan Mansinghani (Registration No. 62,429)
Backup Counsel: Jonathan Stroud (Registration No. 72,518)
Backup Counsel: Michael Van Handel (Registration No. 68,292)

Backup Counsel: Ellyar Y. Barazesh (Registration No. 74,096)
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