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Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), Cover; POR at 3-6



Summary of the ‘802 Patent

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), Fig. 1; POR at 3-6

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), Fig. 1; POR at 3-6
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Summary of the ‘802 Patent

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), Cl. 1; POR at 3-6
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Ground No. 1
Ohel – Section 103
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Overview of Ohel

Ex. 1004 (Ohel), Cover; POR at 12-13

Ex. 1004 (Ohel), Fig. 2; POR at 12-13

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-6



Ohel’s Dispatcher Is Not an Entity
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 The claims of the ‘802 Patent make it clear that a dispatcher is not an entity 
through the well-established doctrine of claim differentiation.  

The Claimed “Entities” of ‘802 Patent Are Different Than Ohel’s Claimed “Dispatcher”

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), Cl. 6-7, 1:25-27, 3:59-62; POR at 14-15

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), Cl. 1; POR at 14-15; Sur-Reply at 9-10 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-8



 The specification of the ‘802 Patent makes it clear that an entity can include 
users.  

The Specification of the ‘802 Patent Is Consistent With the Claims

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), 1:15-25, 7:18-20; POR at 15-16
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Both Declarants Confirm Dispatchers Are Operators

Ex. 2007 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 58; POR at 15-16

Ex. 2005 (Williams Dep. Tr.), 16:20-25, 17:1-7; POR at 15-16

 Mr. Williams  Dr. Akl
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Mr. Williams Believes Any Individual Can Be an Entity

Ex. 2005 (Williams Dep. Tr.), 70:14-25; POR at 23
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Petitioner Wrongly Asserts Users, Operators, Dispatchers, and Entities Are the Same

Reply at 6

Ex. 1001 (‘802 Patent), 2:45-59 
Ex. 1001 (‘802 Patent), Cl. 7; POR at 25

 Unremarkably, the specification includes separate disclosures where users 
are informed of time of receipt.
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 The ‘802 Patent addresses dispatcher 
confusion—an issue dispatchers face when 
receiving communications from different 
entities. 

Ohel’s “Overtalk” Is Fundamentally Different Than What the ‘802 Patent Identifies and Solves 

 Ohel addresses “overtalk”—an issue affecting 
individual officers on a single multiparty 
communication channel within a single entity.   

Ex. 1004 (Ohel), [0005]; POR at 19-20 ; Sur-Reply at 6-7
Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), 1:22-36; POR at 18-19; Sur-Reply at 6-7
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 The ‘802 Patent addresses dispatcher 
confusion—an issue dispatchers face 
when receiving communications from 
different entities. 

Ohel’s “Overtalk” Is Fundamentally Different Than What the ‘802 Patent Identifies and Solves 

 Ohel addresses “overtalk”—an issue 
users face when communicating within 
a single multiparty communication 
channel or a single entity.   

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), Fig. 1 (annotated); POR at 18; Sur-Reply at 4-6 Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), Fig. 1 (annotated); POR at 21
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 The ‘802 Patent addresses dispatcher 
confusion by forming a queue based on 
priority for message storage.

Ohel’s “Overtalk” Is Fundamentally Different Than What the ‘802 Patent Identifies and Solves 

Ex. 1004 (Ohel), [0009]; POR 19-23

 Ohel addresses “overtalk” by recording 
incoming user messages that have been 
cut off. 

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), Abstract; POR at 20-23
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 A POSITA would not use overtalk to remedy garbled messages. 

Ohel’s “Overtalk” Is Fundamentally Different Than What the ‘802 Patent Identifies and Solves 

Ex. 2007 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 59; POR at 20-21

Ex. 2007 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 60; POR at 20-21
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 Figure 1 and its description do not require dispatchers to be entities and 
users can communicate without being part of an entity

PO’s Interpretation Does Not Exclude Figure 1’s Embodiment

Reply at 3

Ex. 1001 (‘802 Patent), 3:62-4:5; Sur-Reply at 8
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Ohel Does Not Prioritize Messages Based on a Type of Received 
Message
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 Ohel fails to determine priority based on a type of received message.

Ohel Does Not Prioritize Messages Based on a Type of Received Message

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), Cls. 1, 4, and 5; POR at 24
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 Ohel simply teaches prioritizing based on superior user status.

Ohel Does Not Prioritize Messages Based on a Type of Received Message

Ex. 1004 (Ohel), [0070]; POR at 25

Ex. 2005 (Williams Dep. Tr.), 86:3-24; POR at 25
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Ohel Does Not Inform an Operator of Time of Receipt of a Message

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-21



 Ohel does not teach claim 7.

Ohel Does Not Inform an Operator of Time of Receipt of a Message

Ex. 2005 (Williams Dep. Tr.), 99:18-23; POR at 26; Sur-Reply at 10-12

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-22

Ex. 1001 (the ‘802 patent), claim 7; POR at 25



 Ohel’s communication unit 1 is an officer’s display, not a dispatcher’s.

Ohel Does Not Inform an Operator of Time of Receipt of a Message

Ex. 2007 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 72; POR at 25
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-23



 Dr. Akl confirmed Ohel does not render claim 7 obvious (left); Mr. Williams did 
not even analyze that issue (right).

Ohel Does Not Inform an Operator of Time of Receipt of a Message

Ex. 2007 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 73; POR at 26

Ex. 2005 (Williams Dep. Tr.), 100:11-20; POR at 26
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Ohel Does Not Render All Elements of Independent Claim 11 
Obvious
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 There is no evidence or argument that Ohel discloses or renders obvious 
“playing the stored messages having the highest priority.” (Element 11[H])

The Petition Fails to Address Element 11[H]

Pet. at 41-42; POR at 27Ex. 1001 (‘802 Patent), Cl. 11; POR at 26-27
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Mr. Williams Fails to Address Element 11[H]

Ex. 2005 (Williams Dep. Tr.), 102:24-103:5, 105:3:6; POR at 27; Sur-Reply at 11-12
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Limitation 1[G] and 11[H] Are Distinct

Ex. 1001 (‘802 Patent), Cl. 11; POR at 26-27

Ex. 1001 (‘802 Patent), Cl. 1; Sur-Reply at 12 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-28



Ohel Does Not Render Element 11[F] Obvious

Ex. 1001 (‘802 patent), Cl. 11; POR at 27-18
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Ohel Does Not Render Limitation 11[F] Obvious

 A POSITA would have understood that storing messages in a queue is 
unnecessary to Ohel’s user selectable storage. 

Ex. 2007 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 77; POR at 29
Ex. 1004 (Ohel), [0048], [0052]; POR at 28
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Ohel Does Not Render Limitation 11[F] Obvious

 A POSITA would have understood that storing messages in a queue is 
unnecessary to Ohel’s user selectable storage. 

Ex. 2007 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 76; POR at 28
Ex. 1004 (Ohel), [0055]; POR at 28
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Ohel Does Not Render Limitation 11[F] Obvious

 The ‘802 Patent determines priority between 
the messages to establish the storage queue. 

Ex. 2005 (Williams Dep. Tr.), 82:20-23; POR at 29

 Ohel’s prioritization system is binary; superior 
transmissions are played first, and all 
transmissions are stored in memory.

Ex.1001 (‘802 Patent), Fig. 4; POR at 30
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Ohel Does Not Render Limitation 11[F] Obvious

 Even if a POSITA did want to implement a queue storage system in Ohel, the 
Petition fails to explain how this modified version of Ohel would function. 

Ex. 2007 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 78; POR at 29
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Ground No. 2
Nigawara – Section 103
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Overview of Nigawara

Ex. 1007 (Nigawara), Cover; POR at 33-38

Ex. 1007 (Nigawara), Fig. 1; POR at 34
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Overview of Nigawara

Ex. 1007 (Nigawara), Fig. 2; POR at 36
Ex. 1007 (Nigawara), 4:55-5:24; POR at 37
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The Petition Misapplies Nigawara’s Disclosures to Claim 1
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The Petition Misapplies Nigawara’s Disclosures to Claim 1

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), 1:25-27; POR at 40

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), 3:59-62; POR at 40

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-38

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), Cl. 1, 6, 7



 The Petition incorrectly identifies individual plant sites as the first and 
second entities of claim 1. 

Nigawara’s Plant Sites Are Not First and Second Entities

Ex. 2007 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 89; POR at 39 Ex. 2007 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 94; POR at 39
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 The ‘802 Patent solves the issue of interference 
between multiple communications arriving to an 
operator sitting between two different entities.

Nigawara’s Plant Sites Are Not Entities

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), Fig. 1 (annotated); POR at 18

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), 1:22-27; POR at 39

 Nigawara concerns the mixing of prerecorded voice 
messages during an announcement of operating 
conditions at a plant. 

Ex. 1007 (Nigawara), 1:7-15; POR at 40
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 The ‘802 Patent solves an issue affecting 
communication between different entities. 

Nigawara’s Plant Sites Are Not Entities

 Nigawara solves an issue affecting users within an 
entity.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-41Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), Fig. 1 (annotated); POR at 18

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), 1:22-27; POR at 39

Ex. 2005 (Williams Dep. Tr.), 125:12-16; POR at 41 



 The Petition conflates users at plant sites in Nigawara with the operator of the ‘802 
Patent simply because Nigawara uses the term “operator” as a plant worker. 

Nigawara’s Plant Sites Are Not Entities

Ex. 2007 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 89; POR at 39-40

Ex. 2007 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 91; POR at 39-40
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 Mr. Williams agrees that a “single unit” is distinct from multiple “different units.”

Nigawara’s Plant Sites Are Not Entities

Ex. 2005 (Williams Dep. Tr.), 35:11-18; POR at 41

Ex. 2005 (Williams Dep. Tr.), 125:12-16; POR at 41 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-43



 Dr. Akl agrees that a “single unit” is distinct from multiple “different units.”

Nigawara’s Plant Sites Are Not Entities

Ex. 2007 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 94; POR at 42Ex. 2007 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 93; POR at 41 
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 Limitation 1[D] of the ’802 Patent determines messages to store based on priorities 
assigned.

 Nigawara stores all messages when received without a priority assignment.

Nigawara Stores All Messages When Received Regardless of Priority

Ex. 2005 (Williams Dep. Tr.), 148:19-24; POR at 43
Ex. 1007 (Nigawara), 3:68-4:2, 4:39-44; POR at 43; Sur-Reply at 13-14

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), Cl. 1; POR at 43; Sur-Reply at 13-14
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 Nigawara discloses the opposite of claim 1.

Nigawara Stores All Messages When Received Regardless of Priority

Ex. 1007 (Nigawara), 3:66-4:5, 4:24-30; POR at 43-44 Ex. 1007 (Nigawara), Fig. 2; POR at 36
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 Limitation 1[D] requires determining which messages should be stored after the 
priorities are assigned to each message. 

Nigawara Stores All Messages When Received Regardless of Priority

Ex. 2007 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 108; POR 43-49

─ The Board did not address this 
limitation.

─ Petitioner’s evidence cited in 
related district court litigation 
supports this position. 
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 The ’802 Patent storage is based on a priority calculation that Nigawara never performs.

Nigawara Stores All Messages When Received Regardless of Priority

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), Fig. 3, 4:41-44, 4:54-67; POR at 45
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 The ‘802 Patent specification supports PO’s position.

Nigawara Stores All Messages When Received Regardless of Priority

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), 5:34-64; POR at 45

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), Fig. 4, 5:19-21; POR at 45-46
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 The prosecution history support’s PO’s position.

Nigawara Stores All Messages When Received Regardless of Priority

Ex. 1003 (‘802 Patent FH), 62; POR at 46Ex. 2007 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 102; POR at 46
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 In parallel proceedings, the parties previously agreed that the determining 
steps must occur before the storing step.

Nigawara Stores All Messages When Received Regardless of Priority

Ex. 2001 (Joint CC Chart), 12 (annotated); POR at 46 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-51



 Dr. Akl agrees with Mr. Williams that Nigawara stores all messages received 
regardless of priority.

Nigawara Stores All Messages When Received Regardless of Priority

Ex. 2007 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 114; POR at 47

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-52



 Claim 1, Limitations 1[a] and 1[b] require a first and second message.
 The Petition inconsistently and improperly relies on different features for the claimed first message 

of element 1[a] and the first message of elements 1[c] and 1[d].

The Petition Fails to Consistently Identify a First Message and a Second Message

Petition at 62; POR at 48-50
Pet. at 56, 59; POR at 48-50
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 Petitioner does not explain how Information Signals 5, Voice Message Announcement Instruction 
Signals 8, Voice Message Signals 6, and Unknown Item 9 are the same message.

The Petition Fails to Consistently Identify a First Message and a Second Message

Ex. 1007 (Nigawara), Fig. 1; POR at 48-50 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-54



Nigawara Does Not Prioritize Messages Based on a Type of Received 
Message

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-55



 Nigawara fails to render claim 5 obvious because its system prioritizes based on 
message content without considering the type of received messages, as required by 
the ‘802 Patent.

Nigawara Does Not Prioritize Messages Based on a Type of Received Message

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent) Cls 1, 4-5; POR at 50-51

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-56



 Nigawara’s system determines priority based on the message’s content and relative 
importance—not based on whether a signal is an audio or video signal. 

Nigawara Does Not Prioritize Messages Based on a Type of Received Message

Ex. 1007 (Nigawara), 1:49-55, 3:33-39, Fig. 3; POR at 51 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-57



 Table 1 explicitly discloses “determination of priority order according to contents of 
voice messages”

Nigawara Does Not Prioritize Messages Based on a Type of Received Message

Ex. 1007 (Nigawara), 4:55-5:24; POR at 51 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-58



Nigawara Does Not Inform an Operator of a Time of Receipt

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-59



 Nigawara’s “operators” are not the operators or dispatchers of the ‘802 Patent.

 If anything, Nigawara’s “operators” would be users of the ‘802 Patent.

Nigawara Does Not Inform an Operator of a Time of Receipt

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent) Cl. 7, 1:25-27, 3:59-62; POR at 52

Ex. 2007 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 89; POR at 52 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-60



 Petitioner’s own expert admits that Nigawara does not have an 
operator, as claimed in the ‘802 Patent.

Nigawara Does Not Inform an Operator of a Time of Receipt

Ex. 2005 (Williams Dep. Tr.), 133:12-13; POR at 52

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), 3:59-62; POR 52-53
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 Nigawara’s system has no need for a dispatcher or operator as claimed in the 
‘802 Patent.

Nigawara Does Not Inform an Operator of a Time of Receipt

Ex. 2005 (Williams Dep. Tr.), 41:15-22, 133:12-13; POR at 52
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-62



Nigawara Does Not Teach All Elements of Independent Claim 11

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-63



 The Petition fails to address element 11[H]—“playing the stored messages having the 
highest priority.”

The Petition Fails to Address Element 11[H]

Ex. 2005 (Williams Dep. Tr.), 103:3-5; POR at 54

Ex. 1001 (’802 Patent), Cl. 11; POR at 53-54; Sur-Reply at 14-15
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-64



 Nigawara does not store messages “in a queue on the basis of the determination and 
the prioritization,” which fails to render claim 11 obvious.

Nigawara Does Not Store Messages in a Queue Based on Priority

Ex. 1007 (Nigawara), 3:66-4:5; POR at 54

Ex. 1007 (Nigawara), Fig. 2; POR 54-56

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-65



 Nigawara stores all messages, then receives a signal, then identifies and plays the 
higher priority message.

Nigawara Does Not Store Messages in a Queue Based on Priority

Ex. 2007 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 120; POR at 56 Ex. 2007 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 119; POR at 56 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-66



 Petitioner’s citation to Nigawara does not disclose this 
element. 

 Should Petitioners rely on inherently disclosure, this standard 
is not met.

Nigawara Does Not “Periodically Check the Status of the Message Being Played”

Ex. 1007 (Nigawara), 6:54-58 (cited by Pet. at 80); POR at 57

Ex. 2005 (Williams Dep. Tr.), 143:19-25; POR at 57
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-67



 Nigawara’s system is playing pre-recorded messages. 

Nigawara Does Not “Periodically Check the Status of the Message Being Played”

Ex. 2007 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 122; POR at 57-59
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-68



 Mr. Williams has a history of improperly picking and choosing teachings from a 
reference and failing to represent accurately what it fairly suggests to a POSITA.

Mr. Williams Fails to Represent Ohel’s and Nigawara’s Disclosures Accurately

Ex. 2006, 25, POR at 60

Ex. 2006, 27; POR at 60
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-69



 Mr. Williams never investigated whether his methodologies are appropriate at 
all. 

Mr. Williams Fails to Represent Ohel’s and Nigawara’s Disclosures Accurately

Ex. 2005 (Williams Dep. Tr.), 29:2-18; POR at 59
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-70
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