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Overview – Outbound Call Patents

•

•

•

•



Using the same 
“switch” is not 
inherent in Backhaus.

’585 Grounds 1-2
’094 Grounds 1-2
’554 Grounds 1-2



The claims require using the same “switch.”



Inherency requires prior art “necessarily” 
discloses a claim limitation.



The possibility of an alternate arrangement 
defeats inherency.



Using the same “switch” is not inherent in 
Backhaus.



Using the same “switch” is not inherent in 
Backhaus.



Expert testimony is sufficient to defeat 
inherency.



Petitioner’s “local” switch theory fails.



Petitioner’s “local” switch theory fails.



Petitioner’s “local” switch theory fails.



Backhaus does not 
disclose sending the 
relationship number 
“via a data channel.”

’585 Grounds 1-4
’094 Grounds 1-4
’554 Grounds 1-2
’770 Grounds 1-4
’105 Grounds 1, 4



The proper construction of “channel.”



The proper construction of “channel.”



The Petition is based on an erroneous 
construction of channel.



The Petition is based on an erroneous 
construction of channel.



Petitioner takes inconsistent positions on whether a 
voice channel exists before a call is connected.



Dr. Lin could not identify any basis for this ‘voice path’ opinion.



Dr. Lin cannot explain how conventional caller ID is 
transmitted.



The Petition’s construction contradicts the specification.



Dr. Lin’s opinions contradict the specification.



Dr. Lin’s opinions contradict the specification.



Dr. Lin’s opinions contradict the specification.



The specification support’s Patent Owner’s 
proposed construction.



The specification does not support the 
Petition’s construction.



The specification does not support the 
Petition’s construction.



The Petition’s ‘first way’ fails to invalidate 
because the relationship number is 
delivered as part of the call, not via a 
“data channel.”



•

•

•

•

•

The Petition’s ‘first way’ theory.



Petitioner concedes caller ID depends on 
implementation.



The Petition’s ‘first way’ does not rely on Backhaus’ 
implementation, but its improper construction of “channel.”



The Petition’s ‘first way’ fails because Backhaus teaches the 
relationship number is transmitted as part of the call.



The Petition’s ‘first way’ fails because Backhaus teaches the 
relationship number is transmitted as part of the call.



Backhaus paragraph 73 relates to Figure 4D.



Figure 4D is not reachable as part of an 
incoming or outgoing call.



The Reply introduces a genus-species argument.



The Reply’s genus-species argument is 
contrary to law.



The Petition’s ‘second way’ fails to 
invalidate because Backhaus does not 
teach transmitting the relationship 
number specifically via a “data channel.”



The Petition’s ‘second way’ fails.



The Petition’s ‘second way’ fails.



The Petition and Petitioner’s expert take 
inconsistent positions on “channel.”



•

•

•

•

•

The Petition takes inconsistent positions on “channel.”



•

•

•

•

•

The Petition takes inconsistent positions on “channel.”



•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

The Petition takes inconsistent positions on “channel.”



Dr. Lin refused to fully embrace the [1.d] 
theory at deposition.



Dr. Lin could not explain the difference between his ‘first 
way’ theory and his limitation [1.d] theory.



Dr. Lin could not explain the difference between his ‘first 
way’ theory and his limitation [1.d] theory.



Dr. Lin’s conclusory opinions should be given 
little to no weight.



Backhaus-Taylor does 
not render obvious 
using the same 
“switch.”

’585 Grounds 3-4
’094 Grounds 3-4
’554 Grounds 3-4



Grounds 3-4 are irrelevant, conditional arguments.



Taylor’s PSTN interface is not a switch.



Taylor’s PSTN interface is not a switch.



The Reply’s improper new construction of 
“switch” is overbroad.



Backhaus communicates with the PSTN, so 
already has its own PSTN interface.



Inbound Call Patents

’770 (IPR2023-00360)
’105 (IPR2023-00361)



Overview – Inbound Call Patents



Backhaus-Logan does 
not render obvious 
“the handset” using a 
bridge telephone 
number to connect the 
call.

’770 Grounds 1-4
’105 Grounds 1, 4



The plain claim language makes clear the bridge phone 
number is for use by the handset to connect the call.



The plain claim language makes clear the bridge phone 
number is for use by the handset to connect the call.



Surrounding claim language in the ’105 
Patent confirms this construction.



The specification supports that it is “the 
handset” that uses the bridge number.



The Petition’s theory is based solely on 
actions by the server.



The Reply’s improper new theory fails to show the 
handset using the bridge number to connect the call.



In Backhaus-Logan, the bridge number is not 
used to connect the call.



The prior art does not 
render obvious pre-call 
information 
transmitted “via a data 
channel.”

’770 Grounds 1-4
’105 Grounds 1, 4



Figure 4D is not reachable as part of an 
incoming or outgoing call.



The Petition does not offer any reason to 
combine distinct embodiments of Backhaus.



The Petition’s delay argument is meritless.



The Petition’s ‘second 
way’ fails to disclose 
“transmitting pre-call 
information.”

’770 Grounds 1-4
’105 Grounds 1, 4



The plain claim language includes an antecedent basis 
relationship.



The “pre-call information” must relate to the received incoming 
call at the switch/server.



The “pre-call information” must relate to the received incoming 
call at the switch/server.



The specification supports that “pre-call information” must relate 
to the received incoming call at the switch/server.



Dr. Akl explained how the plain claim 
language supports this construction.



The Reply’s ringing argument is irrelevant.



•

•

The specification does not teach any example of pre-call 
information unrelated to a specific incoming call.



The Petition’s ‘second way’ theory relates to an outgoing call, not 
“pre-call information” for a call already received at the 
server/switch. 



The possibility of re-using a relationship number for a 
hypothetical future incoming call does not render obvious.



The Reply makes a new argument based on an incoming 
call, which is its ‘first way’ not the ‘second way.’



The Reply’s new argument only shows obtaining the 
third-party number, not the relationship number.



Backhaus and Logan do 
not render obvious that 
the “pre-call 
information” includes 
the “handset-associated 
telephone number.”

’770 Grounds 1-4



The Petition’s obviousness theory depends on needing the 
handset-associated number to distinguish between calls to the 
primary and secondary number(s).



Backhaus does not handle calls directed to 
the primary number.



Backhaus only teaches re-using numbers for different 
subscribers, never for the same subscriber.



Backhaus cannot reuse relationship numbers 
for different third-party contacts.



A POSITA would not 
combine Backhaus and 
Winbladh.

’105 Grounds 2, 3, 5, 6



Backhaus relies on the conventional PSTN for 
routing.



Backhaus is directed to providing cross-
carrier functionality.



Backhaus teaches away from any solution 
that requires non-standard routing.



Winbladh teaches its own, non-standard 
routing.



The Reply concedes Winbladh replaces PSTN 
with Internet routing.



The Reply’s collect-call rate theory has no 
connection to Backhaus.



The Petition’s local call rate theory does not 
make sense.



The local call theory does not make sense in light 
of Backhaus’ single relationship number system.



It was not well-known to accept an incoming call 
by making an outbound call to a bridge number.



A POSITA would not combine Backhaus and 
Winbladh.



Backhaus-Winbladh does 
not render obvious using 
the same “switch.”

’105 Grounds 2, 3, 5, 6



Claim 2 requires both call legs use the same “switch.”



To obtain cost savings, the Backhaus-Winbladh 
combination could not use the same “switch.”



The Reply’s new Internet bridging argument confirms 
that Winbladh “bridges” between different switches.



Backhaus-Winbladh does 
not render obvious 
accepting the incoming 
call using the bridge 
number.

’105 Grounds 2, 3, 5, 6



Claim 2 requires the handset “accept” a call by using the 
bridge number to connect.



Winbladh’s call-back process is not accepting 
a call.



Winbladh teaches that the call has already been accepted.



A POSITA would not consider Winbladh’s 
reconnect process to be “accepting” a call.
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