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PATENT OWNER’S BRIEF IN RESPONSE TO PETITIONER’S

CLAIM CONSTRUCTION FOR INTER PARTES REVIEW OF US.

PATENT NO. 9,454,748 CHALLENGING CLAIMS 1, 2, 5, 7, AND 19-22

I. Introduction

This paper is submitted pursuant to the Board’s authorization to the parties to

provide additional briefing in connection with claim construction issues and is in

response to Petitioner’s Supplemental Brief in Support of Petition for Inter Partes

Review (Paper 27, “Petitioner’s Brief”, hereinafter).

II. Response to Petitioner’s Claim Construction

A. The term “tokenized questionnaire” can only be construed to

mean a questionnaire which contains only device independent

tokens.

Petitioner’s sole focus on the word “comprising” as a transition phrase in

responding to the Board’s questions is misplaced. It is well established that the terms

in a claim must be construed in light of the usage in the specification and must be

given a meaning consistent with their use, e.g., United States v. Adams, 383 U. S.

39, 49 (1966) ("[llt is fiindamental that claims are to be construed in the light of the

specifications and both are to be read with a view to ascertaining the invention").

In the ‘748 patent the specification makes it clear that the tokenized questionnaire

must contain only device independent tokens. Otherwise, an object of the invention

would be thwarted.
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The questionnaires are tokenized so that the same questionnaire can be

executed without change on each device. Petitioner’s Brief, pp. 2-3. “It is still a

further object of the present invention to provide an operating system for a handheld

computer wherein files may be transferred among devices without a translation or

conversion.” ‘748 Patent, 4:23-26. “Any program developed under the inventive

system will run on any handheld computer equipped with the 018 and tiles on one

such handheld will transfer freely to any other handheld or any computer connected

to the inventive system.” 1d., 7:41-45. See also, “Patent Owners’ Response to

Petition for Inter Partes review of US. Patent No. 9,454,748 Challenging Claims

1,2,5, 7, and 19-2”, Paper 16, pp. 5-7. See also, EX. 2006, 1126.

A construction of tokenized questionnaire that includes questionnaires that

contain tokens which are not device independent or indifferent would not be

consistent with the invention as described by the clear language of the specification

of the ‘748 Patent.

B. Assuming arguendo the questionnaire contains tokens that are not

device independent, there is no prior art which teaches this

combination nor has there been any showing of how such would

allow a GPS receiver to be read by a “tokenized questionnaire”.

The prior art of record fails to show a tokenized questionnaire that includes

both device independent and device dependent tokens. Petitioner has provided a

single example ofa language which is alleged to produce device independent tokens:
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Java, e.g., Barbosa 's (EX 1002) refernece to Java is said to teach “device

independent tokens.” EX. 1005, 1MB l-l32. Nowhere in any prior art of record nor

in any argument advanced by the Petitioner or elsewhere is there any statement or

allegation that a Java application could be used to produce a questionnaire that

contains Java “tokens” (which presumably would be device independent) and tokens

which are not device independent.

Nor is there any discussion, explanation, or showing of how such a combined

“Java program” (i.e., one which contains both device independent and device

dependent tokens) would be executed using the standard JVM or KVM ofJava (Ex.

2006, 1|87, 1|44) or how it would interface with it. Recall that Patent Owner has

challenged Petitioner to explain how Java running on a handheld as of the date of

the invention could be used to read a GPS receiver and that challenge has never been

answered. See, e.g., Patent Owner’s Sur-reply (Paper 20, pp. 1-3).

Finally, again assuming arguendo that the prior art actually shows a

questionnaire with both device independent and dependent tokens, Petitioner has

failed to show or allege how this combined questionnaire could be implemented in

practice to read a GPS receiver in Java or any other language as of the date of the

invention. A questionnaire containing that combination of tokens is not enabled.

In view of the foregoing, judgment is requested in favor of Patent Owner

with respect to all challenged claims of the ‘748 patent.

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.


