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Defendants hereby submit their Markman brief addressing two related disputes over 

whether the word “participants” (1) means “users” as Defendants propose or (2) means “users” 

and/or “devices” as AGIS proposes.  “Participants” appears in Claim 2 of the ’970 Patent and 

within the agreed construction of the term “group” in all claims of the ’838, ’829, and ’123 Patents.  

All four patents are related, and the ’838, ’829, and ’123 Patents have a common specification, 

which overlaps substantially with the ’970 Patent’s specification.  The specifications, claims, 

dictionaries, as well as AGIS’s past admissions, all support that “participants” means “users.” 

I. ARGUMENT FOR DISPUTED TERMS 

A. “participants” (’970 Patent - Claim 2) 

Plaintiff’s Proposal Defendants’ Proposal 

Plain meaning (which Plaintiff contends is “devices” or “users”) “users” 

 

In the context of the ’970 Patent, “participants” means “users,” and does not also include 

“devices” as AGIS proposes, because: (1) the claim language distinguishes between a “participant” 

and devices such as a “PDA/cell phone”; (2) the specification equates “participants” with “users”; 

and (3) dictionaries define a “participant” as a “person.”  AGIS offers no contrary evidence and 

relies instead on the false assumption that the plain meaning of “participant” could include a 

“device” (i.e., a physical object).  AGIS also raises irrelevant arguments about this Court’s prior 

construction of unrelated terms and the impact that the construction could have on infringement. 

1. The Claim Language Distinguishes “participants” From Devices 

“[T]he context in which a term is used in the asserted claim can be highly instructive” as 

to the meaning of a term.  Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d 1303, 1314 (Fed. Cir. 2005) (en banc).  

Here, the context in which “participants” is used in Claim 2 shows that AGIS’s proposal that the 

term could refer to “devices” is incorrect.  “Participants” appears in the limitation: “a 

predetermined network of participants, wherein each participant has a similarly equipped 
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