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1. Introduction

When evaluating BloomReach’s petition for inter partes
review, the Board should consider these key points:
o Wesemann (the first of two primary references) teaches

how to automatically traverse connected nodes of telephone
service systems, because these legacy systems cannot jump

nodes;

o the menu embodiment of Fratkina (the second of two
primary references) also fails to teach the jumping limitation;
and

o Bloomreach cannot combine Fratkina’s alleged
“jumping” feature of autocontextualization to its menu
embodiment.

BloomReach has therefore failed to show “that it is more likely
than not that at least 1 of the claims challenged in the petition is
unpatentable” and therefore institution of inter partes review must be
denied. 35 U.S.C. § 324(a).

2. Wesemann fails to teach key limitations of each of the
challenged claims, leaving the board with no basis for
institution (Grounds 1 and 2).

2.1 Wesemann teaches how to automatically traverse
connected nodes of telephone service systems, because
these legacy systems cannot jump nodes.

“Jumping” nodes—as undisputedly construed here—is contrary
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to the teachings of Wesemann.! Element 1(b)? recites: identifying at
least one node, other than the first node, that is not directly connected
to the first node but is associated with the at least one keyword, and
jumping to the at least one node. Ex. 1001, claim 1 (emphasis
added) (also referred to as the “jumping limitation™).

Wesemann provides a user interface for navigating legacy
telephone service systems that can only receive dual tone multi-
frequency signals as inputs. See Ex.1004, Abstract. These legacy
telephone systems cannot jump to non-connected menu states (i.e.

nodes):

1 Bloomreach adopted Guada’s construction of “jumping”, citing the prosecution
history and the Patent Owner Opposition to Motion to Dismiss. Presumably,
Bloomreach thereby also adopts the construction of “Jumping to the At Least One
Node” and “Jumping to the Vertex”, which makes clear that the subject doing the
jumping is the “system”. See Ex. 1003, 18-19 (where these terms are construed as
“the system jumping to the at least one node” and “the system jumping to the
vertex”, respectively; emphasis added).

2 Bloomreach acknowledges that all of the challenged claims possess an
equivalent jumping limitation, whether jumping across nodes (independent claim
1 with corresponding dependent claims 2-6) or jumping across vertices
(independent claim 7). See Petition, 39 (Bloomreach opines that the jumping
limitation of Claim 1(b) as equivalent to the same limitation in Claim 7(c)).
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Wesemann teaches moving between connected menu states only
because of the inherent limitations of telephone service systems

“To cause the telephone service system to jump from a first menu
state to a second menu state, the voice-enabled user interface
generates and transmits output to the telephone service system that
causes the telephone service system to traverse the one or more
menu states it 1s jumping over, steps 536, 538. For example, if the
telephone service system is in the menu state of business laptop
sales 662 when the user speaks “home laptop sales,” then the
voice-enabled user interface generates and transmits output to
the telephone service system that causes the telephone service
system to first transition to business computer sales 660, then to
sales 630, then to home computer sales 650, and then finally to
home laptop sales 652. It should be appreciated that all of the
communications associated with jumping from one menu state to
another menu state are conducted without the knowledge and efforts

of the user, which is an improvement over the prior art.” (Ex. 1004,
12:53-65; emphasis added.)

As an example, when a user requests home laptop sales 652
while in the business laptop sales 662 menu state, Wesemann teaches
how to automatically transition between connected menu states
without user interaction. In this way, Weisman’s user interface (which
provides inputs to, but is inherently limited by, the telephone service
system) generates the following series of connected menu state
transitions in order to move from business laptop sales 662

(highlighted yellow) to home laptop sales 652 (highlighted purple):

DOC KET

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



https://www.docketalarm.com/

Nsights

Real-Time Litigation Alerts

g 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
O 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,

/ . o
Py ,0‘ opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

o ®
Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are
always at your fingertips.

-xplore Litigation

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more
informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of

knowing you're on top of things.

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.

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD? @ sales@docketalarm.com 1-866-77-FASTCASE




