
IPR2023‐00919
Patent No. 10,692,108

Patent Owner’s Demonstratives

PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

September 4th, 2024

1



Overview

1) The Invention

2) Level of Ordinary Skill in the Art 

3) Claim Construction 

4) Unpatentability – Grounds 1‐7

5) Patent Owner’s Opposition to Petitioner’s Motion to Exclude

6) Patent Owner’s Motion To Exclude

2

PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Instituted Grounds
IPR2023‐00919

3

Petition at 1PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

ClaimsReference(s)BasisGround

1‐23Felt (aka Verizon)§1021

1‐23Felt§1032

13‐19Felt, Geer§1033

1‐23Felt, Creemer or Scofield§1034

13‐19Felt and Creemer or Scofield, 
further in view of Geer§1035

1‐23Adharapurapu (aka Alcatel), 
Felt§1036

13‐19Adharapurapu, Felt, Geer§1037



Comparison of Independent Claims 1 and 13

4Ex. 1001, Claims 1, 13PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 13Claim 1
13[pre] A method comprising: 1[pre] A method comprising:

13[a] specifying a content distribution campaign comprising media content 
associated with a geolocation; 

1[a] specifying a content distribution campaign, the content 
distribution campaign comprising; 

1[a][i] a geolocation, and 

1[a][ii] media content associated with the geolocation; 

13[b] specifying a plurality of rules for the content distribution campaign, 
wherein specifying the plurality of rules comprises:

1[b] specifying a plurality of rules for the content distribution 
campaign, wherein specifying the plurality of rules comprises:

13[b][i] specifying the geolocation, 
13[b][ii] specifying a period of time, and1[b][i] specifying a first rule corresponding to a period of time, 

1[b][ii] specifying a second rule corresponding to at least one 
element of profile data associated with a consumer, and

13[b][iii] specifying at least one action to be performed by a consumer; 

1[b][iii] specifying a third rule corresponding to a course of travel 
associated with the consumer; 

13[c] receiving a first indication that the consumer is within a radius of the 
geolocation; 

1[c] receiving a first indication that the consumer is at a first location 
within a radius of the geolocation;
1[d] assessing, in response to the first indication, the at least one 
element of profile data associated with the consumer; 

13[d] tracking the consumer in response to receiving the first indication to 
determine whether the consumer has performed the at least one action; and 

1[e] receiving a second indication that the consumer is at a second 
location; 

1[f] determining the course of travel based, at least in part, on an 
analysis of the first location and the second location; and 

13[e]: establishing that the consumer is eligible for the content distribution 
campaign when the plurality of rules is satisfied.

1[g] establishing that the consumer is eligible for the content 
distribution campaign when the plurality of rules is satisfied. 



Independent Claims 20

5Ex. 1001, Claim 20PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 20
20[pre] A method, comprising: 

20(a): defining at least one of the following for a registered asset:

20(a)(i): a physical asset, and

20(a)(ii): a virtual asset; 

20(b): defining a media content associated with the registered asset, the media content comprising a 
first message and a second message;

20(c): defining a consumer audience segment to be delivered the media content;

20(d): defining a set of rules for providing the media content to the consumer audience segment, the set 
of rules comprising:

20(d)(i): a first rule corresponding a consumer's location in association with the registered asset, and 

20(d)(ii): a second rule corresponding to at least one action performed by a consumer during a course 
of travel related to the consumer's location in association with the registered asset; 

20(e): receiving a first determination that the first rule has been satisfied; 

20(f): associating the first message with the consumer upon the first rule being satisfied; 

20(g): receiving a second determination that the second rule has been satisfied; and 

20(h): associating the second message with the consumer upon the second rule being satisfied. 



Comparison of Challenged Dependent Claims

6

Ex. 1001, Claims 2‐5, 14‐17PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 14Claim 2
14.  The method of claim 13, wherein specifying the at least one action 
comprises specifying at least one of the following:

2. The method of claim 1, wherein specifying the third rule 
corresponding to the course of travel associated with the consumer 
comprises specifying a destination as the second location.  14(a): a target destination; and 

14(b): a particular path towards the target destination. 

Claim 15Claim 3
15. The method of claim 13, further comprising:3.  The method of claim 1, further comprising providing a first aspect of 

the media content associated with the content distribution campaign 
when the following delivery rules are satisfied: 

15(a): receiving a second indication that the consumer is engaged in a 
potential fulfillment of the at least one action. 

3(a): the first rule corresponding to the period of time, and

3(b): the second rule corresponding to the at least one element of 
profile data associated with the consumer. 

Claim 4
4. The method of claim 3, further comprising tracking the consumer 
during the course of travel. 

Claim 16
16: The method of claim 15, wherein receiving the second indication 
comprises establishing that the consumer is performing at least one of 
the following actions: moving at a particular path, towards a target 
destination, and within the period of time. 

Claim 5
5. The method of claim 3, further comprising providing a second aspect 
of the media content associated with the content distribution campaign 
when the third rule associated with the second location is satisfied.

Claim 17
17: The method of claim 13, further comprising: 

17(a): providing a first aspect of the media content in response to the 
first indication. 



Comparison of Dependent Claims

7Ex. 1001, Claims 6‐9, 18‐19PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 6
6.  The method of claim 3, further comprising, receiving a third indication 
that the consumer has interacted with the first aspect of the media content 
during the course of travel. 

Claim 7
7. The method of claim 6, wherein specifying the first rule comprises 
specifying a limited timeframe, during the course of travel, in which the 
consumer has to interact with the first aspect of the media content. 

Claim 18
18. The method of claim 17, further comprising providing, upon a fulfillment 
of the at least one action, a second aspect of the media content. 

Claim 19
The method of claim 18, wherein the second aspect of the media content 
comprises a modification of the first aspect of the media content. 

Claim 8
8. The method of claim 6, further comprising tracking the consumer during 
the course of travel in response to the third indication. 

Claim 9
9.  The method of claim 8, wherein tracking the consumer during the course 
of travel comprises receiving, from a mobile computing device associated 
with the consumer, at least one of the following: 
9(a): location data, 
9(b): sensor data, 
9(c): telemetry data,
9(d): device usage data, and 
9(e): a unique identifier. 



Dependent Claims

8

Ex. 1001, Claims 10‐12

PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 10

10. The method of claim 7, further comprising providing a second aspect of the media content associated with the 
content distribution campaign when the third rule associated with the second location is satisfied.

Claim 11

11. The method of claim 1, wherein specifying the first rule comprises specifying a limited timeframe, during the 
course of travel, in which the consumer is eligible to receive the media content associated with the content 
distribution campaign. 

Claim 12

12. The method of claim 3, wherein specifying the first rule comprises specifying a limited timeframe, during the 
course of travel, in which the consumer is eligible to receive a second aspect of the media content associated with 
the content distribution campaign. 



Dependent Claims

9
Ex. 1001, Claims 21‐23PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 21
21.  The method of claim 20, wherein defining the set of rules further comprises defining at least one 
additional rule specifying the following: 

21(a): the consumer's relative presence at a first location associated a delivery of the first message; 

21(b): the consumer's relative presence at a second location associated with a delivery of the second 
message; 

21(c): the consumer's path from the first location to the second location; and 

21(d): a period of time in which the consumer traveled from the first location to the second location. 

Claim 22

22.  The method of claim 21, further comprising providing the media content to the consumer. 

Claim 23
23. The method of claim 22, wherein providing the media content comprises: 

23(a): providing the first message when the at least one additional rule has not been satisfied, and 

23(b): providing the second message when the at least one additional rule has been satisfied.



10

The Invention

PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



The Invention

11PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001, Cover; Institution Decision, 3‐6



The Invention

12PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001, 1:22‐28

Ex. 1001, 1:24‐27; Institution Decision, 3‐6



The Invention

13PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Ex. 1001, 38‐39:44‐3



14

Person Having Ordinary Skill In The Art

PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Proposed Levels of Skill in the Art

15

Response, 3; Petition, 3

PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Proposed DefinitionParty

For the purposes of this proceeding, Patent Owner accepts the 
definition of a person of ordinary skill in the art (“POSITA”) adopted by 
the Board’s Decision to Institute. DTI, p.10. Specifically, a POSITA “would 
have had a Bachelor of Science Degree in Computer Science, Electrical 
Engineering, Computer Engineering or equivalent, and about two to 
three years of practical experience. Additional experience may 
substitute for specific education, or specific education may substitute 
for experience.” DTI, p.10.

P.O.

A person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the alleged invention 
of the ‘108 Patent (“POSITA”) would have had a Bachelor of Science 
Degree in Computer Science, Electrical Engineering, Computer 
Engineering or equivalent, and about two to three years of practical 
experience. Additional experience may substitute for specific education, 
or specific education may substitute for experience. Ex. 1002, 
Declaration of Dr. Goldberg, Ph.D., (“DEC.”), ¶26. 

Petitioner



The Board’s Preliminary POSITA Level from ID

16

DTI, 10‐11

PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

For purposes of this Decision, we adopt Petitioner’s assessment of the
level of ordinary skill in the art. We disagree that a skilled artisan would
have specific working experience with digital advertising and geofencing,
as Patent Owner proposes. See Prelim Resp. 6. We find Petitioner’s
definition, which more generally requires practical working experience, is
consistent with the ‘108 patent and the asserted prior art. Pet. 3; …
Whether we adopt Petitioner’s or Patent Owner’s proposed level of skill,
however, would not change the outcome of this Decision, based on the
similarity in qualifications proposed by each party.
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Claim Construction

PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Consumer
[Petitioner did not propose any construction in Petitioner or Reply]

18

Response, 11

PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner proposes that “consumer” be construed
to mean “a user or person to whom an advertisement
may be sent.”

Patent Owner:

Petitioner:

Petitioner does not expressly construe any term. See
Pet. 3–4.

DTI, 11



Course of Travel
[Petitioner did not propose any construction in Petition or Reply]

19

Response, 11‐12

PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 1 expressly requires that determining the “course
of travel” be based “at least in part, on an analysis of
the first location and the second location.” Exh. 1001,
38:65‐67. As such, Patent Owner proposes “course of
travel” be given its plain and ordinary meaning, albeit
requiring “at least in part, an analysis of the first
location and the second location.”

Patent Owner:

Petitioner:

Petitioner does not expressly construe any term. See
Pet. 3–4.

DTI, 11



20

Grounds 1 and 2:  Invalidity in View of Felt [Verizon]

§102 ‐ Claims 1‐23
§103 – Claims 1‐23

PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“COURSE OF TAVEL” ASSOCIATED WITH CONSUMER
GROUNDS 1 & 2
Element 1(b)

21PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE ID, 21‐22

Felt



“COURSE OF TAVEL” ASSOCIATED WITH CONSUMER
GROUNDS 1 & 2 – Claim 1
Element 1(b)(iii), 1(c), 1(f), and 1(e) 

22PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1(b)(iii) specifying a third rule corresponding to a course of travel
associated with the consumer;

Petition, iv (color and emphasis added); Exhibit 1001, Claim 1 

Felt

1(f): determining the course of travel based, at least in part, on an analysis
of the first location and the second location; and

1(c): receiving a first indication that the consumer is at a first location
within a radius of the geolocation;

1(e): receiving a second indication that the consumer is at a second
location;



Element 1(e) ‐ receiving a second indication that the 
consumer is at a second location

Grounds 1 & 2

23PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Felt

DTI, 26; See also Response 28‐30

“At this preliminary stage of the proceeding, we have reservations as to
whether Felt discloses the step of ‘receiving a second indication that the
consumer is at a second location.’ Based on the current briefing, it
appears that neither the Petition (see Pet. 11) nor the cited portion of Dr.
Goldberg’s declaration (see Ex. 1002 ¶¶ 264–268) clearly sets forth
where Felt teaches the receipt of a second indication at a second
location.”



Element 1(f) ‐ determining the course of travel based, at least in part, 
on an analysis of the first location and the second location

Grounds 1 & 2

24PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Felt

“Summary of Independent Claim 1
At this preliminary stage, we are skeptical whether the Petition

demonstrates a reasonable likelihood that Felt’s method of
advertising satisfies Element 1(e) or 1(f).”

DTI, 28; See also Response 30‐32



Dependent Claims 2‐12
Grounds 1 & 2

25PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“Claims 2–12 depend from independent claim 1. Ex. 1001, 39:4–55. In
addressing these claims under Grounds 1 and 2, Petitioner relies on
the same analysis relied upon in challenging claim 1. See Pet. 13–20.
For the same reasons discussed above in relation to whether Felt
anticipates or renders obvious claim 1, at least at this preliminary stage
of the proceeding, we are skeptical whether the Petition demonstrates
a reasonable likelihood that Felt anticipates or renders obvious claims
2–12.”

DTI 28; See also Response 32 

Felt



Claim 13(b)(iii) ‐ specifying at least one action to be 
performed by a consumer;

Grounds 1 & 2

26PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

However, claim 13 requires the consumer act before the consumer is
determined to be eligible for the content distribution campaign. Exh. 1001,
39:59‐65 (specifying that a consumer action is one of the required rules); 40:4‐
6 (specifying that the consumer is eligible for the distribution campaign “when
the plurality of rules is satisfied”). Petitioner fails to identify where the
claimed three rules are defined in Felt, and it fails to show how Felt’s alleged
consumer action occurs before content delivery to the consumer.

Response, 34

Felt

“Felt distinguishes interactivity‐travel from other travel. RESP., 42. Felt’s
“geolocation” and “period of time” rules are undeniable, and Patent Owner’s
complaints are purely argumentative. RESP., 34‐35.”

Reply, 15



Claim 13(d) ‐ tracking the consumer in response to receiving the first 
indication to determine whether the consumer has performed the at 

least one action
Grounds 1 & 2

27PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“At this preliminary stage of the proceeding, we are skeptical whether
the Petition demonstrates a reasonable likelihood that Felt’s method of
advertising discloses Element 13(d).”

DTI, 32

Felt

DTI, 32

“Dr. Goldberg’s testimony suggests that multiple locations of the consumer are
‘tracked’ (see id.), yet, at this preliminary stage, and as similarly discussed
above in relation to claim 1 (see supra § III.D.2.e), we are skeptical whether
Felt tracks consumer location.”



Claim 13(d)
Grounds 1 & 2

28PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“Summary of Independent Claim 13

At this preliminary stage, we are skeptical whether Felt’s method of
advertising satisfies Element 13(d), and whether the Petition demonstrates a
reasonable likelihood that Felt anticipates or renders obvious claim 13.”

DTI, 33

Felt

13(d) tracking the consumer in response to receiving the first indication to
determine whether the consumer has performed the at least one action; and

Ex. 1001, Claim 13



Claims 14‐19
Grounds 1 & 2

29PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“Claims 14–19 depend from independent claim 13. Ex. 1001, 40:7–30. In
addressing these claims under Grounds 1 and 2, Petitioner relies on the same
analysis relied upon in challenging claim 13. See Pet. 23–27. For the same
reasons discussed above regarding claim 13, at this preliminary stage of the
proceeding, we are skeptical whether the Petition demonstrates a reasonable
likelihood that Felt anticipates or renders obvious claims 14–19.”

DTI, 33

Felt

“Patent Owner’s arguments regarding claims 14‐19 rest on rebutted points
regarding claim 13. ”

Reply, 16



Independent Claim 20
Grounds 1 & 2

30PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“As this preliminary stage of the proceeding, we are skeptical whether the
Petition demonstrates a reasonable likelihood that Felt satisfies the ‘second
message’ limitations. ”

DTI, 34

Felt

Claim Element 20(g) requires “receiving a second determination that the
second rule has been satisfied;”

Claim Element 20(h) further requires “associating the second message with the
consumer uon the second rule being satisfied.”

Exh. 1001



Independent Claims 21‐23
Grounds 1 & 2

31PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“For the same reasons discussed above in regards to claim 20, at this
preliminary stage of the proceeding, we are skeptical whether the Petition
demonstrates a reasonable likelihood that Felt anticipates or renders obvious
claims 21–23.”

DTI, 34‐35

Felt



32

Ground 3:  Felt and Geer
Ground 5: Felt, (Creemer or Scofield), and Geer 

Claims 13‐19

PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Felt & Geer
Motivation to Combine

Ground 3 & 5

33PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Felt & Geer

Based on our preliminary understanding, it is not clear from
the Petition how the teachings of Geer are being used to
improve upon Felt’s system. Petitioner reasons that a “POSITA
would have incorporated such location responsive user
tracking in [Felt] to adjust resolution appropriately, to reduce
data loads, and/or to save power consumption” (Pet. 35), yet
the  Petition  does  not  appear  to  address  how  the  proposed 
combination would satisfy the relevant claim limitation, which 
requires,  “tracking  the  consumer  in  response  to  receiving  a 
first  indication  to  determine  whether  the  consumer  has 
performed the at least one action” (id. at vi (Element 13(d))).
Based on our review of the Petition, it is unclear how Felt is
being modified based on Geer’s teachings to satisfy the claim
limitation. See id. at 34–35.

DTI, 43



Felt, Creemer or Scofield, Geer
Claims 15‐19 and 22‐23

Ground 5 (also Ground 4)

34

PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Felt, Creemer or Scofield, Geer

The Petition and Declaration do not rely on Creemer or
Scofield to teach any element of independent claims 13 and
20, nor any elements of dependent claims 15‐19 and 22‐23.

Response, 52



35

Ground 4:  Felt and (Creemer or Scofield)

Claims 1‐23

PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Felt (Creemer or Scofield)
Ground 4

Independent Claim 1

36PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

At this stage of the proceeding, Petitioner’s expert, Dr. Goldberg,
testifies with reasonable support from Scofield that

Scofield discloses analyzing periodic position information
to determine “how (e.g., by what geographic path, trail,
or avenue) a mobile device user is traveling between
locations. . . .

Such periodic information indicates at least first and
second locations indicated from the mobile device to
the remote system.

DTI, 40

Felt, (Creemer or Scofield)

Incorrect Based on Petition



Felt, (Creemer or Scofield)
Ground 4

Independent Claim 1

37PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

For example, Creemer discloses applying user position and time
information to determine rate of travel “along the user’s path,”
and averages “for the overall journey.” Id., ¶[0062]. Creemer
discloses consideration of the user’s direction. Id., ¶[0063]
(“along the user’s path.”), [0064] (“user’s rate and direction of
travel along segments of the user’s path, or for the overall
journey.”).

Petition, 8

Felt, (Creemer or Scofield)
Creemer:

For example, Scofield applies the user’s path (or “trail”) to
determine desirable advertisements. Cols. 4:43‐55, 5:17‐32.
Scofield expansively considers such paths as consumer courses of
travel including the user’s movements generally. Id., Cols. 5:33‐
6:36.

Scofield:

Petition, 9



38

Ground 6:  Adharapurapu (Alcatel) and Verizon

Claims 1‐23

PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Adharapurapu and Felt
No Motivation to Combine

Ground 6

39PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Adharapurapu & Felt

“Adharapurapu’s “system keeps track of the direction of travel
of the mobile device through locations of predetermined
tracker base stations passed by the mobile device.” Id.”

DTI, 44

Response, 55

“Adharapurapu is using old and entirely different technology to
track mobility service, and not the location of the of the
consumer within a radius of the geolocation as required by the
claims”

“The combination of geofencing in Felt with cellular base
stations in Adharapurapu makes little sense as their
operations are so different. Petitioner’s expert recognizes
these differences but fails to explain how they would permit
combination of the references. See also PATENT OWNER’S
SUR‐REPLY 12 IPR2023‐00919, U.S. Patent No. 10,692,108
Paper No. 15 Paper 12 (Reply), p.31. ”

Sur‐Reply, 12



Adharapurapu and Felt
No Motivation to Combine

Ground 6

40PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Adharapurapu & Felt

“There is no geofencing because a mobile device can be
covered by two or more cells at the same time and no
evidence has been provided by Petitioner that a mobile device
will always be assigned the same base station. ”

Response, 56

“[E]ven if a mobile device takes the same path through the
same cell sites, the use of different services, such as a service
requiring a UTRAN cell, would result in different cells being
used.”

Response, 57



Adharapurapu and Felt
Claim Elements 1(e), 1(f), 13(d), and 20(g)

Ground 6 – Claims 1‐23

41PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Adharapurapu & Felt

“Felt does not teach claim elements 1(e) and 1(f). See §§V.B.1
and V.B.2, supra. The Board indicated that it was skeptical that
Felt taught ‘a second location and no indication is provided in
Dr. Goldberg’s Declaration.’ DTI, p.26.”

Response, 54

“The Board also indicated that ‘[u]nder Grounds 1 and 2, we
are skeptical whether Felt’s method of advertising satisfies
Element 13(d).’ DTI, p.41..”

Response, 54

“[E]lement 20(g) recites ‘receiving a second determination
that the second rule has been satisfied,’ which is not found in
Felt. See §§V.B.1 and V.B.2, supra. The Board also stated that
the ‘Patent Owner’s argument has merit.’ DTI, p.34. The
Adharapurapu reference is not relied on for teaching element
20(g) DTI, p.26.” Response, 54



Adharapurapu and Felt
Claim Elements 1(e) & 1(f)

Ground 6 – Claims 1‐23

42PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Adharapurapu & Felt

“With regards to Adharapurapu’s teaching of element 1(e) and
1(f), the only comment in the petition is a statement of
“[c]ontinuing Alcatel’s first example above, comparing the
indication of stations D to station A, Alcatel determines the
course of travel between those stations, accordingly.” Pet., p.
40 (citing Adharapurapu, ¶¶17, 20‐22; DEC., ¶347).”

Response, 55

“Adharapurapu is using old and entirely different technology to
track mobility service, and not the location of the of the
consumer within a radius of the geolocation as required by the
claims.”

Response, 55



Adharapurapu and Felt
Claim Elements 13(d)

Ground 6 – Claims 1‐23

43PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Adharapurapu & Felt

“[A]s pointed out by the Board, the 
element requires ‘tracking the 
consumer in response to receiving 
the first indication to determine 
whether the consumer has 
performed the at least one action.’ 
DTI, p. 32…[the Board] are skeptical 
whether Felt discloses the step. Id. ”

Response, 58; DTI 32

“A determination is being made of what to do with the tracked
information, not if tracking will occur.”

Response, 55

“The tracking of the Consumer in a general 
area in Adharapurapu fairs no better: 

Adharapurapu, ¶22. Therefore, tracking is 
not in response to, rather it occurs prior 
to, receiving the first indication.” 

Response, 55
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Ground 7:  Adharapurapu, Verizon, Geer

Claims 13‐19

PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Adharapurapu, Felt, and Geer
Motivation to Combine

Ground 7

45PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Adharapurapu, Felt, & Geer

“Based on our current understanding, it appears that the
Petition fails to sufficiently explain how Adharapurapu or Felt
is being modified based on Geer’s teachings to satisfy the
claim limitation. See id. at 34–35.”

DTI, 53

“At this preliminary stage of the proceeding, we are skeptical
whether the Petition demonstrates a reasonable likelihood
that Adharapurapu, Felt, and Geer (Ground 7) renders
independent claim 13 or its dependent claims 14–19
unpatentable.”

DTI, 53
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Opposition to Petitioner’s Motion To Exclude

PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Opposition to Petitioner’s Motion To Exclude

47PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 22

Exhibit 2002 (The GSM System for Mobile Communications): Relevant because 
it establishes why Adharapurapu fails to work as Petitioner proposes and why a 
POSITA would not consider Adharapurapu.

Exhibit 2003 (TS 45.008 ‐ “Measurements for Cell Reselection”): Relevant and 
publicly available printed publication.

• Dr. Goldberg’s “concerns” are improper as shown by the ”change 
history.” 

Exhibit 2004 (Declaration of Craig Bishop): Relevant because it is attests to the 
public availability of Exhibit 2003.
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Patent Owner’s Motion To Exclude

PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Motion to Exclude Exhibits 1002 & 1009

49PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Exhibit 1002 (Declaration of Dr. Goldberg): Improperly discuses the “Patents 
in suit” (plural) despite only one patent being at issue.

Exhibit 1009 (Supplemental Declaration of Dr. Goldberg): Improper for the 
reason above, and because technical experts may not attest to conclusions 
of law.

Paper 20



End of Demonstrative

50


