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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Paper 1 at 4
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3DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

• Overview of ’302 Patent and Prior Art
• Ground 1: Disputed Claim Elements

• 1[c.1] and 1[e.1]: “first field related to a local broadcasting time regulation”
1) Patent Owner’s incorrect claim interpretation 
2) Plotnick and Parekh teach the correct interpretation
3) Unrebutted evidence of motivation to combine
4) Patent Owner’s new argument about “regulators” in Parekh
5) Patent Owner’s irrelevant arguments about “airability” in Parekh

• 1[c.2]: “second field related to the number of times [the ad] has previously been 
shown”
1) Plotnick teaches the “second field”

• Ground 2: No Material Disputes
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Ex. 1001, Cl. 1
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1[c]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
Ex. 1005 at ¶154 (cited in Paper 1 at 21-22)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Ex. 1007 at 11:14-31 (cited in Paper 1 at 25-26) 
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Ex. 1007 at 2:37-40 (cited in Paper 1 at 25-26)
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Disputed Disputed 

7DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Exemplary Prior Art DisclosuresClaim Element

Plotnick ¶134: “ad targeting system 600.” Paper 1 at 31-32.1[a]: system for automating compliance

Plotnick ¶139: “video storage 620 component” “store[s] all video audio 
programs on the set-top box, including ads.” Paper 1 at 36, 38.

1[b]: programme supply means 

1[c]: ad supply means 
Plotnick ¶¶154, 194: “control data 1006” is “processed [] to generate ad 
queue[s]” which may depend on “what time of day it is” and may include the 
brand of an advertisement. Paper 42-43, 44-45.
Parekh 11:26-36 teaches to apply FCC time regulations. Paper 1 at 45-46. 

1[c.1]: each ad has a header with a first field 
related to a local broadcasting time regulation

Plotnick ¶¶ 156, 163: “updates the ad metadata 1006 based on ad delivery” 
“and transmits an insertion report” for billing. Paper 1 at 47-48.

1[c.2]: second field related to number of times 
ad was shown
1[f]: the control means updates second field

Plotnick ¶¶150, 155-156: “a database module 800” “stores information 
essential to the operation of the ad queuing.” Paper 1 at 49-50.

1[d]: rules database means has rules relating 
to the local broadcasting time regulation

Plotnick ¶¶158, 194: “what time of day it is” and “current system time.” Paper 
1 at 52.

1[e]: clock means 

Plotnick ¶¶154-156, Fig. 10, 194: “processing component 1010” applies 
“processing control instructions 1010” to create “ad queues” based on “what 
time of day it is.” Paper 1 at 53-54.

1[e.1]: control means reads the first field to 
apply the time regulation
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8DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

• Overview of ’302 Patent and Prior Art
• Ground 1: Disputed Claim Elements

• 1[c.1] and 1[e.1]: “first field related to a local broadcasting time regulation”
1) Patent Owner’s incorrect claim interpretation 
2) Plotnick and Parekh teach the correct interpretation
3) Unrebutted evidence of motivation to combine
4) Patent Owner’s new argument about “regulators” in Parekh
5) Patent Owner’s irrelevant arguments about “airability” in Parekh

• 1[c.2]: “second field related to the number of times [the ad] has previously been 
shown”
1) Plotnick teaches the “second field”

• Ground 2: No Material Disputes
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Patent Owner argues that the “first field” must include the “local 
broadcasting time [regulation].” 

Paper 11 at 18

9

Paper 9 at 10
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10DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Ex. 1001 at 1[c.1] (Paper 10 at 5-6)

Ex. 1001 at 6:4-12 (cited in Paper 1 at 57) Ex. 1001 at 4:23 (cited in Paper 1 at 57)
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11DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Paper 11 at 15

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply at 15:
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12DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

• Overview of ’302 Patent and Prior Art
• Ground 1: Disputed Claim Elements

• 1[c.1] and 1[e.1]: “first field related to a local broadcasting time regulation”
1) Patent Owner’s incorrect claim interpretation 
2) Plotnick and Parekh teach the correct interpretation
3) Unrebutted evidence of motivation to combine
4) Patent Owner’s new argument about “regulators” in Parekh
5) Patent Owner’s irrelevant arguments about “airability” in Parekh

• 1[c.2]: “second field related to the number of times [the ad] has previously been 
shown”
1) Plotnick teaches the “second field”

• Ground 2: No Material Disputes
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13

Ex. 1005 ¶154 (cited in Paper 1 at 44) 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Ex. 1005 ¶194 (cited in Paper 1 at 42-43) 
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14DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Ex. 1007 at 11:26-36 (cited in Paper 1 at 44-45)

Plotnick teaches changing ad schedules based on time of day, 
and Parekh teaches that such time of day considerations 
should include the FCC Safe Harbor time regulation.

Ex. 1006 ¶51 (Paper 1 at 44-45)
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Paper 11 at 14-15 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Patent Owner Sur-Reply at 14-15 (describing Parekh):
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16DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

• Overview of ’302 Patent and Prior Art
• Ground 1: Disputed Claim Elements

• 1[c.1] and 1[e.1]: “first field related to a local broadcasting time regulation”
1) Patent Owner’s incorrect claim interpretation 
2) Plotnick and Parekh teach the correct interpretation
3) Unrebutted evidence of motivation to combine
4) Patent Owner’s new argument about “regulators” in Parekh
5) Patent Owner’s irrelevant arguments about “airability” in Parekh

• 1[c.2]: “second field related to the number of times [the ad] has previously been 
shown”
1) Plotnick teaches the “second field”

• Ground 2: No Material Disputes
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17DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Paper 9 at 14 
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18DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Ex. 1002 ¶129 (cited in Paper 1 at 42)

Ex. 1040 ¶228 (cited in Paper 10 at 14-15) 

Ex. 1040 ¶227 (cited in Paper 10 at 14-15) 
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19DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

• Overview of ’302 Patent and Prior Art
• Ground 1: Disputed Claim Elements

• 1[c.1] and 1[e.1]: “first field related to a local broadcasting time regulation”
1) Patent Owner’s incorrect claim interpretation 
2) Plotnick and Parekh teach the correct interpretation
3) Unrebutted evidence of motivation to combine
4) Patent Owner’s new argument about “regulators” in Parekh
5) Patent Owner’s irrelevant arguments about “airability” in Parekh

• 1[c.2]: “second field related to the number of times [the ad] has previously been 
shown”
1) Plotnick teaches the “second field”

• Ground 2: No Material Disputes

Google Exhibit 1047, Page 19 of 29



20DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Paper 11 at 10

Paper 11 at 11
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21DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Ex. 1007 at 11:14-20 (cited in Paper 1 at 45-46)
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22DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

• Overview of ’302 Patent and Prior Art
• Ground 1: Disputed Claim Elements

• 1[c.1] and 1[e.1]: “first field related to a local broadcasting time regulation”
1) Patent Owner’s incorrect claim interpretation 
2) Plotnick and Parekh teach the correct interpretation
3) Unrebutted evidence of motivation to combine
4) Patent Owner’s new argument about “regulators” in Parekh
5) Patent Owner’s irrelevant arguments about “airability” in Parekh

• 1[c.2]: “second field related to the number of times [the ad] has previously been 
shown”
1) Plotnick teaches the “second field”

• Ground 2: No Material Disputes
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Paper 9 at 12

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Patent Owner’s Response argues that the “airability” teaching teaches away from applying the 
FCC regulation at time of playback.

The Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply then shifts to argue that the “airability” teaching means that 
Parekh’s “first field” does not include the time regulation.

Paper 11 at 15
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Ex. 1007 at 10:59-11:13 (cited in Paper 10 at 11)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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25DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

• Overview of ’302 Patent and Prior Art
• Ground 1: Disputed Claim Elements

• 1[c.1] and 1[e.1]: “first field related to a local broadcasting time regulation”
1) Patent Owner’s incorrect claim interpretation 
2) Plotnick and Parekh teach the correct interpretation
3) Unrebutted evidence of motivation to combine
4) Patent Owner’s new argument about “regulators” in Parekh
5) Patent Owner’s irrelevant arguments about “airability” in Parekh

• 1[c.2]: “second field related to the number of times [the ad] has previously been 
shown”
1) Plotnick teaches the “second field”

• Ground 2: No Material Disputes
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26DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Paper 9 at 16
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27DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
Ex. 1005 ¶170 (cited in Paper 1 at 47-48)

Ex. 1002 ¶130 (cited in Paper 1 at 47-48)

Ex. 1005 ¶163 (cited in Paper 1 at 47-48)
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28DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

• Overview of ’302 Patent and Prior Art
• Ground 1: Disputed Claim Elements

• 1[c.1] and 1[e.1]: “first field related to a local broadcasting time regulation”
1) Patent Owner’s incorrect claim interpretation 
2) Plotnick and Parekh teach the correct interpretation
3) Unrebutted evidence of motivation to combine
4) Patent Owner’s new argument about “regulators” in Parekh
5) Patent Owner’s irrelevant arguments about “airability” in Parekh

• 1[c.2]: “second field related to the number of times [the ad] has previously been 
shown”
1) Plotnick teaches the “second field”

• Ground 2: No Material Disputes
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• No dispute that Plotnick renders obvious the Patent Owner’s 
infringement claim interpretation. 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Paper 9 at 22

Google Exhibit 1047, Page 29 of 29




