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Roadmap

• The Petition fails to invalidate the claims of U.S. Patent No. 8,332,454 (“454 Patent”).

• The independent claims 1 and 20 each recite “an event node in a multi-dimensional personal 

information network” 

• Social Networks are a disclosed embodiment of “multi-dimensional personal information 

network”

• Ground 1 (Amidon):

• Amidon does not show its alleged “event node” (the “social network conference”) as a node 

within the social network.  
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Roadmap

(cont.)

• Ground 2 (Gogic and Wong):

• Neither Gogic nor Wong, individually or combined, discloses an “event node” (the “social 

network conference”) as a node within the social network.” 

• Petitioner's arguments for combination are conclusory and ignore technical realities. 

• A POSITA would not have been motivated to combine Gogic and Wong due to technical 

infeasibility. 

• Petitioner’s arguments regarding dependent claims consequently fail.
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MOTION TO WITHDRAW MOTION TO AMEND
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Proposed Substitute for Claim 10
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Claims 10-19 Cancelled
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EVENT NODE
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Event Node – Construction 

• The Markman order in SitNet v. Meta noted “the claims clarify that ‘the event 

node corresponds to a situation.’” Ex. 2007 at 6.

• Claims 1 and 20 recite: "an event node in a multi-dimensional personal 

information network, the event node corresponding to a situation.”
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Event Node – Construction 
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“An N-dimensional social network (NDSN), also called 
a multi-dimensional personal information network, 
captures and manages multi-dimensional relationships 
between persons and other entities that are users of 
the network.” 454 Patent, 14:28-31

• A social network is explicitly 

defined as one embodiment of 

a “multi-dimensional personal 

information network.”



Ground 1: 
Amidon Fails to Disclose the Claimed “Event Node”

(i.e., with the required functionality in an NDSN)
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Event Node – Flaws with Amidon

• Amidon’s “social network conference” is a 
social network – i.e., an embodiment of multi-
dimensional personal information network, 
“event node.”

• Amidon doesn't show such a “conference” 
(even if considered a node) existing as a node 
within a larger social network as claimed. (Sur-
Reply, p. 6) 

• A “Conference” is a Grouping, Not a Functional 
Node:

• Amidon’s “conference” is a meeting/group 
of users communicating, or data 
representing this group. (POR, p. 7-8; Pet. 
Reply, p. 6 )

KEY FLAWS
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Ground 2: 
The Gogic & Wong Combination 

Does Not Yield the Claimed “Event Node”
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Event Node – Flaws with Gogic & Wong

• Petitioner admits neither Gogic nor Wong individually teaches an “event node.” (Pet. Reply, p. 

18) 

• Gogic = wireless ad-hoc groups. 

• Participants in Gogic's system (dispatcher, CDs, CM, MSC/BS) are not the '454 Patent's 

functional “event node.” (POR, p. 17-19) 

• Wong = generic social network nodes. (POR, p. 15-16, 19) 

• Petitioner wrongly accuses SitNet of only looking at references individually. (Pet. Reply, p. 18)  

• SitNet argues the result of any purported combination still lacks the claimed “event node.”
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Event Node – Flaws with Gogic & Wong

• Petitioner: POSA would see a “new node (i.e., an event node)” would be useful in Wong from Gogic's teachings. (Pet. 

Reply, p. 19, citing EX1003, ¶177-178) 

• This is Conclusory: (POR, p. 20) 

• No specific explanation of how this “new node” would possess the NDSN integration and peer-to-peer 

information propagation capabilities of the '454 Patent's event node.

• Combination Lacks a Nexus to the Claimed “Event Node”:

• Even if a POSA combined the general ideas (ad-hoc group + social network), this doesn't automatically 

create the specific, functionally defined “event node” of the '454 Patent.

• Where is the teaching for this “new node” to be integrated into an NDSN and to propagate situation 

information peer-to-peer? 

• Dr. Cooperstock's supporting citations (EX1006, EX1007, EX1010) (Pet. Reply, p. 19-20 ) do not fill this gap for 

the specific claimed features.
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Event Node – Flaws with Gogic & Wong

• A POSA would not have been motivated to combine Gogic and Wong due to fundamental technical disparities. (POR, 

p. 21-25) 

• Gogic: Telecom-specific (CDMA, GSM, AMPS), signaling protocols.

• Wong: General IP computer networks.

• Petitioner’s “Bodily Incorporation” Argument Misses the Point: (Pet. Reply, p. 20) 

• SitNet's argument is not merely about physical incompatibility.

• It's about the lack of a clear, reasonable path for a POSA to integrate such disparate operational principles and 

technologies to arrive at the functionally specific “event node in an NDSN” as claimed. The foundational 

technologies are too different for the combination to be obvious or readily achievable in the manner claimed. 

(Sur-Reply, p. 14)

• Dr. Cooperstock's expertise limitations regarding early mobile social networks are relevant. (POR, p. 20-21; Reply, p. 

21-22 )
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Event Node – Flaws with Gogic & Wong
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Ex. 2010.
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Conclusion

• Petitioner has failed to demonstrate unpatentability.

• Petitioner's Flawed Approach:

• Relies on an overly broad, out-of-context construction of “event node.”

• Fails to show prior art teaches the specific functionality and NDSN context of the claimed 

“event node.”

• Asserts conclusory combinations without bridging critical gaps to the claimed invention.

• The ‘454 Patent claims are patentable over the asserted art.

• The Board should confirm the patentability of all challenged claims.
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