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The ’414 Patent

Petition, 8-14; ’414 Patent, Abstract, Fig. 6, Fig. 9. 

* * * *
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Claim 1 of ’414 Patent

’414 Patent, claim 1.
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The ’414 Patent

EX1001, 6:22-28

* * * 

Petition, 8-14; ’414 Patent, Fig. 8, 10:45-11:26. 
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Instituted Claims and Ground

Petition, 22; Institution Decision, 7.
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Prior Art Mapping to Claim 1 of ’414 Patent

’414 Patent, claim 1.

Frerichs + Kawasaki Frerichs + Kauffman
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Frerichs – Targeted Advertisements and Cellular Devices

Petition, 23-24; Frerichs, 2:13-20; 9:39-42, Fig. 1.
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Kawasaki – Using Message Data to Target Advertisements

Petition, 24-25; Kawasaki, Abstract, Fig. 1.
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Kauffman – Recording Streaming Media While Outputting Ads

Petition, 26-27; Kauffman, Abstract, Fig. 1.



10DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 10

Claim Construction

The Combination Teaches the Message Limitations

A POSITA Would Have Combined the Teachings of Frerichs and Kawasaki

The Combination Teaches Caching at a Cellular Device

A POSITA Would Have Combined the Teachings of Frerichs and Kauffman

Dependent Claims
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Claim Construction

’414 Patent, claim 1.

POR, 3; Sur-Reply, 2.Petition, 16.

Petitioner

Plain and ordinary meaning

Patent Owner

“information taken … from a
message” requires information
that was actually in a message

-- and --

taken means “extracting”
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Specification Does Not Narrow “Taken”

Reply, 1-6; ’414 Patent, 10:18-24; Fig. 8

Specification merely describes “information regarding the user”:
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Specification Does Not Narrow “Taken”

Information provided to the server (and used for advertisement 
selection) is generated using information taken from the message:

Reply, 1-6; ’414 Patent, 9:48-51, 11:15-21, Fig. 8.
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Specification Discloses Deriving Information from Sources

’414 Patent, 9:58-60, 10:49-55, Fig. 6, Fig. 8.

Location coordinates are added to information about the user, so 
information provided to server is not limited to “exact” available data:



15DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 15

Claim Construction

The Combination Teaches the Message Limitations

A POSITA Would Have Combined the Teachings of Frerichs and Kawasaki

The Combination Teaches Caching at a Cellular Device

A POSITA Would Have Combined the Teachings of Frerichs and Kauffman

Dependent Claims
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Claim 1(a)-(b) – Providing Information and Selecting an Ad

Petition, 24-25, 35-43.

’414 Patent, claim 1.
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Frerichs – Targeted Ads in Streaming Media on Cell Phones

Petition, 23-24; Frerichs, 1:7-14; 2:13-20, Fig. 1.
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Kawasaki Teaches Taking Information from Messages

Petition, 24-25, 35-43.

Kawasaki, Abstract, Fig. 1.

Kawasaki scans content information of a user, including email messages:



19DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 19

Kawasaki Teaches Taking Information Even Under Narrow View

Ex.2011 (Houh (Petitioner Expert) Deposition Transcript), 39:5-16.
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A POSITA Would Have Understood 
Kawasaki’s Client Could be a Cellular Device

Petition, 35-43.

Kawasaki, 5:66-67, 6:4-5.

Ex.1022 (Ericsson R380 Smartphone).
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Kawasaki Teaches Messages From Other Users

The Petition and Dr. Houh squarely addressed these claim limitations.

Patent Owner’s arguments do not 
consider the evidence of record.

POR, 27.

Kawasaki teaches taking information from an email received from another user:

Kawasaki, Abstract, 5:61-67.
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Kawasaki Teaches Messages From Other Users

Patent Owner’s arguments do not 
consider the evidence of record.

POR, 27.

Using a cellular device to receive email would have been consistent with Kawasaki:

Petition, 38-43; Houh Declaration, ¶ 119.

A POSITA, at the time of the ’414 patent, would have recognized that cellular devices (e.g., the cellular
phones of Frerichs) were commonly used to send and receive e-mail, and that using a cellular device to
send and receive e-mail would have been consistent with the disclosure of Kawasaki.

The Petition and Dr. Houh squarely addressed these claim limitations.
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Kawasaki Teaches Messages that Identify Characteristics

The Petition and Dr. Houh squarely addressed these claim limitations.

Patent Owner’s arguments do not 
consider the evidence of record.

POR, 27.

Kawasaki’s email messages identify characteristics of the device user.

Kawasaki, 4:34-42, Houh Declaration, ¶¶ 125-126.
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Kawasaki Teaches Messages that Identify Characteristics

The Petition and Dr. Houh squarely addressed these claim limitations.

Patent Owner’s arguments do not 
consider the evidence of record.

POR, 27.

Kawasaki, 4:34-42, Houh Declaration, ¶¶ 125-127.

A POSITA would have recognized that message content, such as e-mail message content,
was commonly relevant to or related to the recipient of the message….Because the user
views golf-related e-mail, one identifying characteristic of the user is that she is interested in
golf.

Recognizers indicate that unknown data extracted from a received message matches an area 
of interest to the user (the recipient), which in turn is used to form the user’s profile and target 
advertisements to the user.
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Claim Construction

The Combination Teaches the Message Limitations

A POSITA Would Have Combined the Teachings of Frerichs and Kawasaki

The Combination Teaches Caching at a Cellular Device

A POSITA Would Have Combined the Teachings of Frerichs and Kauffman

Dependent Claims
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Kawasaki’s Teachings Would Have Improved Frerichs’ Targeting

Frerichs, 14:40-53.

Thus, a POSITA would have recognized Kawasaki as teaching a technique for providing user profile
information that provides desirable advertisements to users.

Guided by the suggestion in Frerichs to seek out such techniques that provide more desirable
advertisements, a POSITA would have been motivated to combine the teachings of Frerichs and Kawasaki to
generate user profile information for use in providing an advertisement, as taught by Frerichs, by scanning
data received by a user, as taught by Kawasaki. Petition, 27-30.

Kawasaki, 2:47-50.

Frerichs selects advertisements based 
on user profiles:

Kawasaki improves advertisement 
selection by building profiles:
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Neural Networks on a Cellular Device are Not Required

Reply, 7-11.

Pet., 25

Kawasaki, Fig. 2.

Kawasaki, 4:12-24.

Ex.1028 (Malek (PO expert) Dep.), 83:14-84:8.

Kawasaki’s recognizers are not neural 
networks:
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Recognizers are not Neural Networks

Reply, 7-13; Petition, 27-30. 

Ex.1029 (Houh Supplemental Declaration), ¶ 22.

Kawasaki, 4:23-32, 4:62-67.

The output in the ’664 Patent is a “list of regular
expressions along with neural-net assigned weights”
which are used to characterize a web page … A
regular expression is a form of a rule.

’664 Patent, 8:21-30, Fig. 2.
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Claim Construction

The Combination Teaches the Message Limitations

A POSITA Would Have Combined the Teachings of Frerichs and Kawasaki

The Combination Teaches Caching at a Cellular Device

A POSITA Would Have Combined the Teachings of Frerichs and Kauffman

Dependent Claims
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Claim 1(c) – Recording Content While Playing Advertisement

Petition, 26-27, 30-34, 49-53.

’414 Patent, claim 1.
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Frerichs Teaches Playing Advertisements

Frerichs, 2:13-20, 6:18-42, 7:45-47, Fig. 1.
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Kauffman Teaches Recording Content at an End-User Location

Kauffman, ¶¶ 7, 9, Fig. 1.

Kauffman
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Kauffman Teaches Recording Content at an End-User Location

Kauffman

Kauffman, claims 2, 12, 17, Fig. 1.
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Claim Construction

The Combination Teaches the Message Limitations

A POSITA Would Have Combined the Teachings of Frerichs and Kawasaki

The Combination Teaches Caching at a Cellular Device

A POSITA Would Have Combined the Teachings of Frerichs and Kauffman

Dependent Claims
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Frerichs – Inserting Ads in Streaming Media on Cell Phones

Frerichs, 2:13-20, 12:3-5.

Frerichs teaches that advertisements are inserted:

Frerichs contemplates alternative insertion techniques:
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Caching is a Known Technique in Advertising Systems

Kauffman, ¶ 20.

Kauffman explicitly discloses outputting advertisements in place of streaming media content, and augments
Frerichs by specifically disclosing implementation details for how advertisements may be played in place of
streaming media content.

“‘[U]niversal’ motivations known in a particular field to improve technology provide ‘a motivation to combine
prior art references[’] …. [I]f there's a known technique to address a known problem using ‘prior art elements
according to their established functions,’ then there is a motivation to combine.”

Intel Corp. v. Pact XPP Schweiz AG, 61 F.4th 1373, 1380 (Fed. Cir. 2023) (cited in Reply, 20).

Kauffman teaches an advertisement 
insertion technique using caching:

Petition, 32.
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Streaming Video Not Required by Combination

Petition, 30-34; Reply, 19-24. 

Kauffman’s teachings are applicable to Frerichs’ audio streaming:

Although Kauffman describes techniques with reference
to a “video stream,” a POSITA would have understood it
to also be applicable to audio streams, as Kauffman
generally relates to “inserting data such as advertising in
streaming media” which would be understood to include
audio streaming as well.

Houh Declaration, ¶ 68.

Kauffman, ¶ 1.
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Kauffman Does not Cause or Compound Network Delay

Reply, 19-24.

EX1001, 6:22-28

EX1001, 6:62-67

No “second connection from the caching inserter to the end-user device”:

Kauffman, Fig. 1.

Kauffman, ¶ 9.
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Claim Construction

The Combination Teaches the Message Limitations

A POSITA Would Have Combined the Teachings of Frerichs and Kawasaki

The Combination Teaches Caching at a Cellular Device

A POSITA Would Have Combined the Teachings of Frerichs and Kauffman

Dependent Claims
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Claims 2–3 – Frerichs Teaches Radio Station Broadcasts

Petition, 53-54; Reply, 24-26. 

’414 Patent, claims 1-3.

’414 Patent, Fig. 6.



41DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 41

Claims 2–3 – Frerichs Teaches Radio Station Broadcasts

Frerichs

Petition, 53-54; Reply, 24-26. 

Frerichs, 15:40-52.
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Claim 4 – Frerichs Teaches Receiving and Recording

Petition, 55-57; Reply, 26.

Frerichs

Frerichs, 6:18-42, 7:41-43.’414 Patent, claim 4.
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Claim 7 – Frerichs and Kauffman Teach Advertisement Streams

Petition, 59-60; Reply, 26. 

’414 Patent, claim 7.

Frerichs

Kauffman

Frerichs, 4:54-56.

Kauffman, ¶ 24.
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