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Instituted Grounds
IPR2024-00530 (’345 Patent)

Claims Challenged Basis Applied References

1, 3-8, 10-13, 15, 16 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) Gage (EX1005)

2, 9, 14 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) Gage + Mitchell (EX1013)

1, 3, 4, 6-8, 10-13, 15 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) Shida (EX1006)

2, 5, 9, 14, 16 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) Shida + Sinha (EX1007)

Pet., Paper 1, 12; DI, Paper 9, 8-9, 50-51.
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Agenda
I. Issues Raised in SitNet’s Patent Owner Response

A. Dispute focuses on “Situational Network” and “Situation Authority” (See Claim 13)
B. The ’345 patent’s disclosure
C. Gage’s teachings
D. Shida’s teachings 

II. SitNet’s Motion to Amend and Substitute Claims
A. Overview of the Substitute Claims 
B. Claim Construction – “Event Node”
C. The Substitute Claims are Ineligible under 35 U.S.C. § 101
D. The Substitute Claims are Ineligible under 35 U.S.C. § 103

1. The Gage-Issa Combination
2. The Shida-Kraft Combination
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Disputed Issues – Gage’s Teachings
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’345 Patent – Independent Claim 13
IPR2024-00530 (’345 Patent) – Claim 13

[13.P] A system for accessing situation related information, the system comprising: 

[13.1] a central server, corresponding to a situation authority,

[13.2] configured to receive an indication of an occurrence of a situation,

[13.3] form a situational network related to the occurrence of the situation with a plurality of 
participant devices determined to be geographically proximate to the situation, each of the 
participant devices corresponding to a participant in the situational network,
[13.4] present a roll call query to each of the plurality of participant devices soliciting a reply 
related to a status of the participant, 
[13.5] receive a status response from one or more of the participants, and aggregate the status 
responses from responsive participants into a roll call list;
[13.6] and a database corresponding to the central server for storing the responses and the roll 
call list.

’345 Patent, EX1001, Claim 13.
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Disclosure of “Situational Network” and “Situation Authority”

’345 Patent, EX1001, 4:3-15, FIG. 1.

Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 3-5.
’345 Patent, EX1001, 4:16-20.
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Disclosure of “Situational Network” and “Situation Authority”

Pet., Paper 1, 13, 27-28.

’345 Patent, EX1001, 14:1-11, FIG. 1 (annotated).
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Gage Teaches a Situational Network

Gage, EX1005, FIG. 1 (annotated).

Pet., Paper 1, 25-29;
Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 6-11.

Gage, EX1005, FIG. 2.
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Gage Teaches a Situational Network

Gage, EX1005, FIG. 1 (annotated).

Pet., Paper 1, 25-29;
Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 6-11.

Gage, EX1005, ¶[0009].

Gage forms a situational network (i) in response to detecting a disaster 
with (ii) devices “proximate to a disaster area”
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Gage Teaches a Situational Network
Gage forms a situational network with participant devices (subscribers 132, 134) determined to be 

geographically proximate to a situation (disaster region 110).

Pet., Paper 1, 25-29;
Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 6-11.

Gage, EX1005, FIG. 1 (annotated).
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Gage Teaches a Situational Network

Gage, EX1005, ¶[0025].

Gage describes dynamically establishing 
ad hoc networks

Pet., Paper 1, 25-29;
Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 6-11.
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Gage Teaches a Situation Authority
Gage’s “disaster response system” is a “situation authority”

Gage, EX1005, FIG. 1 (annotated).

Even under SitNet’s erroneous claim construction, Gage’s “disaster 
response system” is external to the disaster region

Pet., Paper 1, 34;
Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 11-14.

Pet., Paper 1, 34.
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Disputed Issues – Shida’s Teachings
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Shida Teaches a Situational Network

Shida, EX1006, FIG. 1 (annotated).

Shida forms a situational network when 
Shida’s center server establishes communications with 

subscriber terminals in a disaster region

Pet., Paper 1, 52-55;
Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 14-19.
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Shida Teaches a Situational Network

Shida, EX1006, ¶[0046].

Shida, EX1006, ¶[0046] continued.

Shida forms a situational network in response to detecting a disaster

Pet., Paper 1, 52-55;
Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 14-19.
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Shida Teaches a Situational Network

Shida, EX1006, ¶[0050].
Shida, EX1006, ¶[0048].

Shida forms a situational network in response to detecting a disaster

Pet., Paper 1, 52-55;
Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 14-19.
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Shida Teaches a Situation Authority

Shida, EX1006, FIG. 1 (annotated).

Even under SitNet’s erroneous claim construction, Shida’s “center 
server” is external to the disaster region

Pet., Paper 1, 59-60;
Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 19-21.

Shida’s “center server” is a “situation authority”

Pet., Paper 1, 59.



18
Petitioner’s Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Shida Teaches a Situation Authority

Shida, EX1006, FIG. 1 (annotated).

Even under SitNet’s erroneous claim construction, Shida’s “center 
server” is external to the disaster region

Pet., Paper 1, 59-60;
Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 19-21.

Shida’s “center server” is a “situation authority”

Rubin Depo. Tr., EX1027, 35:11-36:1.
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Shida Teaches Claims 6 and 11

[Claim 6] The method of 
claim 1, wherein the status 
response includes a 
request for assistance and 
a location of the 
participant.

[Claim 11] The method of 
claim 8, wherein the status 
response includes a 
request for assistance and 
a location of the 
participant.

Pet., Paper 1, 63-66;
Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 22-23.

Shida, EX1006, ¶[0058].

Shida, EX1006, ¶[0049].



20
Petitioner’s Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Shida and Sinha Render Obvious Claims 5 and 16

Sinha, EX1007, FIG. 4K (annotated).

[Claim 5] The method of claim 1, 
further comprising:
establishing an electronic message 
board for providing access to the roll 
call information related to the situation 
for individuals not participating in the 
situational network.

[Claim 16] The system of claim 13, 
wherein the central server is further 
configured to establish an electronic 
message board for providing access to 
the roll call information related to the 
situation for individuals not 
participating in the situational network.

Pet., Paper 1, 68-74;
Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 23-27.
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SitNet’s Motion to Amend
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’345 Patent – Substitute Claim 17
IPR2024-00530 (’345 Patent) – Substitute Claim 17

[17.P] A method of accessing situation related information, the method comprising: 

[17.1] receiving an indication of an occurrence of a situation;

[17.2] forming a situational network related to the occurrence of the situation by establishing an event node 
hosted by an event node server within a N-dimensional social network and connecting the event node to a 
plurality of existing nodes within the N-dimensional social network, said plurality of existing nodes 
corresponding with a plurality of participant devices determined to be geographically proximate to the 
situation, each of the participant devices corresponding to a participant in the situational network;
[17.3] presenting a roll call query by the event node to each of the plurality of existing nodes corresponding 
with the plurality participant devices, said roll call query soliciting a reply related to a status of the 
participant;

[17.4] receiving at the event node a status response from one or more of the participants; and 

[17.5] aggregating the status responses from responsive participants into a roll call list.

Motion to Amend, Paper 13, Appendix A.
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SitNet’s Motion to Amend –
Substitute Claims are Ineligible under § 101
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The Substitute Claims are Ineligible under § 101

• SitNet does not address the USPTO’s Guidance at all

• Step 2A, Prong One 
• The substitute claims describe a mental process and a method of organizing 

human activity. 
• Presenting a “roll call query” to geographically proximate participants and receiving 

and aggregating status responses are operations that can be performed in the 
human mind. 

• Step 2A, Prong Two
• The judicial exception is not integrated into a practical idea.
• Forming a network to gather responses from a social network does not add any 

meaningful limitation to the claims.

Opp. to MTA, Paper 18, 7-8.
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The Substitute Claims are Ineligible under Alice

• Abstract Idea: “obtaining status responses from social network 
participants and compiling those responses into a list”

• The claims merely recite:

Collecting data -receiving an indication of an occurrence
-receiving a status response

Manipulating data -forming a situational network
-aggregating status responses

Presenting
results

-presenting a roll call query
-providing a roll call list

Opp. to MTA, Paper 18, 2-8; Prelim. Guidance, Paper 20, 7-9.
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Alice Step One - The Substitute Claims are Directed to an Abstract Idea

Opp. to MTA, Paper 18, 2-8.

• Dr. Rubin admitted that each step amounts to nothing more than 
“receiving,” “manipulating,” or “presenting” data

Rubin Depo. Tr., EX1027, 57:7-59:15.
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Alice Step One - The Substitute Claims are Directed to an Abstract Idea

Opp. to MTA, Paper 18, 2-8.

Rubin Depo. Tr., EX1027, 59:9-15.

• Dr. Rubin admitted that each step amounts to nothing more than 
“receiving,” “manipulating,” or “presenting” data
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The Substitute Claims are Ineligible under § 101
Alice Step One - The Substitute Claims are Directed to an Abstract Idea

• The substitute claims are analogous to other ineligible claims.

Trinity Info Media, LLC v. Covalent, Inc., 72 
F.4th 1355 (Fed. Cir. 2023)

Claims directed to “creating a polling network” and “focused 
on ‘collecting information, analyzing it, and displaying certain 
results’”

Sanderling Mgmt. Ltd. v. Snap Inc., 65 F.4th
698 (Fed. Cir. 2023)

Claims directed to “distributing a digital image processing 
function” were directed to the “distribution of information,” 
which “is an abstract idea.”

Chamberlain Grp., Inc. v. Techtronic Inds. Co., 
935 F.3d 1341 (Fed. Cir. 2019)

Claims for operating a “movable barrier,” e.g., a garage door, 
were directed to an abstract idea of “wirelessly 
communicating status information.”

ChargePoint, Inc. v. SemaConnect, Inc., 920 
F.3d 759 (Fed. Cir. 2019)

Claims directed to remote server communications through a 
wide area network for an electric vehicle charging station 
were directed to an abstract idea.

Opp. to MTA, Paper 18, 2-8.
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The Substitute Claims are Ineligible under § 101
Alice Step Two - The substitute claims implement the abstract idea using 
conventional networking technology and thus lack an inventive concept

’345 Patent, EX1001, 6:1-7.

’345 Patent, EX1001, 4:33-47.

The ’345 patent uses conventional user devices

Opp. to MTA, Paper 18, 8-10.
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The Substitute Claims are Ineligible under § 101
Alice Step Two - The substitute claims implement the abstract idea using 
conventional networking technology and thus lack an inventive concept

The ’345 patent uses conventional network architectures

Opp. to MTA, Paper 18, 8-10.

’345 Patent, EX1001, 7:38-51.

’345 Patent, EX1001, 6:60-62.
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The Substitute Claims are Ineligible under § 101
Alice Step Two - The substitute claims implement the abstract idea using 
conventional networking technology and thus lack an inventive concept

The ’345 patent uses conventional network nodes

Opp. to MTA, Paper 18, 6, 8-10.

’345 Patent, EX1001, 15:42-52.

’345 Patent, EX1001, 16:32-36.
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SitNet’s Motion to Amend –
Substitute Claims are Obvious under § 103
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The Substitute Claims are Obvious under § 103
The Gage-Issa Combination

Barnes, X1005, ¶[0096].
Barnes, EX1005, ¶[0096].

Issa, EX1029, FIG. 5. Issa, EX1029, Title, Abstract.

Issa’s “aggregation node” teaches the claimed “event node” within 
an N-dimensional social network

Opp. to MTA, Paper 18, 11-17.
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The Substitute Claims are Obvious under § 103
The Gage-Issa Combination

Issa’s “aggregation node” teaches the claimed “event node” within 
an N-dimensional social network

Opp. to MTA, Paper 18, 11-17.

Issa, EX1029, 2:55-66.

Issa, EX1029, 3:5-25.
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The Substitute Claims are Obvious under § 103
The Gage-Issa Combination

Opp. to MTA, Paper 18, 14-15.
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The Substitute Claims are Obvious under § 103
The Gage-Issa Combination

Opp. to MTA, Paper 18, 15-16.
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The Substitute Claims are Obvious under § 103
The Shida-Kraft Combination

Kraft, EX1030, FIG. 2 (annotated).

Kraft’s “event node” teaches the claimed “event node” within an N-
dimensional social network

Kraft, EX1030, Title, Abstract.

Opp. to MTA, Paper 18, 18-24.
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The Substitute Claims are Obvious under § 103
The Shida-Kraft Combination
Kraft’s “event node” teaches the claimed “event node” within an N-

dimensional social network

Opp. to MTA, Paper 18, 18-24.
Kraft, EX1030, 8:23-31, 8:39-48.

Kraft, EX1030, 9:50-66.
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The Substitute Claims are Obvious under § 103
The Shida-Kraft Combination

Opp. to MTA, Paper 18, 21.
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The Substitute Claims are Obvious under § 103
The Shida-Kraft Combination

Opp. to MTA, Paper 18, 22-23.
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Independent Claims
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’345 Patent – Independent Claim 1
IPR2024-00530 (’345 Patent) – Claim 1

[1.P] A method of accessing situation related information, the method comprising: 

[1.1] receiving an indication of an occurrence of a situation;

[1.2] forming a situational network related to the occurrence of the situation with a 
plurality of participant devices determined to be geographically proximate to the situation, each 
of the participant devices corresponding to a participant in the situational network;
[1.3] presenting a roll call query to each of the plurality of participant devices soliciting a reply 
related to a status of the participant;

[1.4] receiving a status response from one or more of the participants; and 

[1.5] aggregating the status responses from responsive participants into a roll call list.

’345 Patent, EX1001, Claim 1.
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’345 Patent – Independent Claim 8
IPR2024-00530 (’345 Patent) – Claim 8

[8.P] A method of providing situation related information to a situation 
authority via a situational network, the method comprising: 
[8.1] receiving, by a participant device, a roll call query soliciting a reply 
related to a status of a participant based on the participant being determined, 
by the situation authority, to be geographically proximate to the situation;
[8.2] receiving, by the participant device, a selection of a status response from 
the participant; and 
[8.3] sending the status response to the central authority, wherein the status 
response is included in a roll call list.

’345 Patent, EX1001, Claim 8.
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’345 Patent – Independent Claim 13
IPR2024-00530 (’345 Patent) – Claim 13

[13.P] A system for accessing situation related information, the system comprising: 

[13.1] a central server, corresponding to a situation authority,

[13.2] configured to receive an indication of an occurrence of a situation,

[13.3] form a situational network related to the occurrence of the situation with a plurality of 
participant devices determined to be geographically proximate to the situation, each of the 
participant devices corresponding to a participant in the situational network,
[13.4] present a roll call query to each of the plurality of participant devices soliciting a reply 
related to a status of the participant, 
[13.5] receive a status response from one or more of the participants, and aggregate the status 
responses from responsive participants into a roll call list;
[13.6] and a database corresponding to the central server for storing the responses and the roll 
call list.

’345 Patent, EX1001, Claim 13.
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Undisputed Issues

IPR2024-00530 (’345 Patent)

Gage and Shida disclose receiving an indication of an occurrence
Gage and Shida disclose presenting a roll call query that solicits a status 
response
Gage and Shida disclose receiving a status response
Gage and Shida disclose aggregating received status responses into a roll 
call list

POR, Paper 14, 4-24.
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Disputed Issues – Claim Construction 
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Claim Construction of “Situational Network”
District Court’s Construction

“a network created in response to an 
event or situation”

Markman Order, EX2007, 2-4;  POR, Paper 14, 2-4, 9-10;
Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 2-4; PO Sur-Reply, Paper 21, 4-7.
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Claim Construction of “Situational Network”

Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 2-4.

SitNet concedes that elements of a pre-established network can be 
formed into a situational network

POR, Paper 14, 3.
PO Sur-Reply, Paper 21, 2-3.
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Claim Construction of “Situational Network”

Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 2-4.

The plain language of the claims 
does not support SitNet’s additional limitations

[1.2] forming a situational network related to the 
occurrence of the situation with a plurality of participant 
devices determined to be geographically proximate to the 
situation, each of the participant devices corresponding 
to a participant in the situational network; 
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Claim Construction of “Situational Network”

’345 Patent, EX1001, 4:3-15, FIG. 1.

The ’345 Patent’s specification describes forming a “situational network” 
from nodes of a pre-existing network

Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 3-4.
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Claim Construction of “Situational Network”

SitNet’s construction here is inconsistent with 
the one it proposed before the District Court

Markman Order, EX2007, 2-4.

SitNet’s District Court Construction:

a network that is a subset of a larger network, comprising 
member nodes, formed in response to an event or 
situation 

Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 2-4.
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Claim Construction of “Situational Network”

Rubin Depo. Tr., EX1027, 56:2-7.

Dr. Rubin concedes that elements of a pre-established network can be 
formed into a situational network

Rubin Depo. Tr., EX1027, 56:11-16.

Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 3-4.
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Claim Construction of “Situation Authority”

District Court’s Construction PO SitNet’s Additional Limitations

“an entity providing information 
concerning a situation”

The situation authority must be external to a 
situational network

Markman Order, EX2007, 4;  POR, Paper 14, 12-13, 22-23;
Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 4-6; PO Sur-Reply, Paper 21, 7-8.
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Claim Construction of “Situation Authority”

The plain language of the claims 
does not support SitNet’s additional limitations

[8.P] A method of providing situation related information to a situation 
authority via a situational network, the method comprising: 
[8.1] receiving, by a participant device, a roll call query soliciting a reply 
related to a status of a participant based on the participant being 
determined, by the situation authority, to be geographically proximate to 
the situation;

[Claim 4] The method of claim 1, wherein the situational network is formed 
by a situation authority.

Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 4-6.
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Claim Construction of “Situation Authority”

The plain language of the claims 
does not support SitNet’s additional limitations

[13.1] a central server, corresponding to a situation authority,

[13.2] configured to receive an indication of an occurrence of a situation,

[13.3] form a situational network related to the occurrence of the situation with a plurality 
of participant devices determined to be geographically proximate to the situation, each of 
the participant devices corresponding to a participant in the situational network,

Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 4-6.
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Claim Construction of “Situation Authority”

The specification does not require a “situation authority” to be 
external to a situational network

’345 Patent, EX1001, 4:16-20.

Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 4-6.
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Claim Construction of “Situation Authority”

SitNet’s expert agreed that district court’s construction does not 
require the situation authority to be external to a situational network

Rubin Depo. Tr., EX1027, 72:10-18.
Rubin Depo. Tr., EX1027, 35:11-36:1.

Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 4-6.
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Claim Construction of “Event Node”

District Court’s Construction

Needs no construction.

Markman Order, EX2007, 5-6; 
Opp. to MTA, Paper 18, 1-2; Prelim. Guidance, Paper 20, 5-7.
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Claim Construction of “Event Node”

Rubin Depo. Tr., EX1027, 33:2-7, 41:17-20.

Dr. Rubin says an event node is simply an 
“object with attributes that defines [an] event.”

Opp. to MTA, Paper 18, 1-2.
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Appendix Slides
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Shida and Sinha Render Obvious Claims 5 and 16
[Claim 5] The method of claim 1, 
further comprising:
establishing an electronic message 
board for providing access to the roll 
call information related to the situation 
for individuals not participating in the 
situational network.

[Claim 16] The system of claim 13, 
wherein the central server is further 
configured to establish an electronic 
message board for providing access to 
the roll call information related to the 
situation for individuals not 
participating in the situational network. Sinha, EX1007, ¶[0134].

Pet., Paper 1, 68-74;
Pet. Reply, Paper 17, 23-27.
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The Substitute Claims are Ineligible under § 101
Alice Step One - The Substitute Claims are Directed to an Abstract Idea

’345 Patent, EX1001, 16:53-59.

The passages cited in SitNet’s Reply to the Opposition are not 
reflected in the substitute claims and do not demonstrate any 

unconventional system

PO Reply to Opp., Paper 22, 3;
Pet. Sur-Reply to PO Reply to Opp., Paper 26, 2-3.

’345 Patent, EX1001, 24:46-53.



Petitioner’s Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Thank you
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