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Claim 1 of the ’652 Patent

2

U.S. Patent 8,849,652 B2
EX1001

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1. A system for processing natural language utterances where recognized words of 
the natural language utterances alone are insufficient to completely determine one or 
more commands or requests, the system comprising:

one or more physical processors programmed with one or more computer 
program instructions which, when executed, cause the one or more physical 
processors to:

generate a first context stack associated with a first device, the first context stack 
comprising context information that corresponds to a plurality of prior utterances;

synchronize the first context stack with a second context stack associated with a 
second device such that the context information of the first context stack is 
updated based on related context information of the second context stack;

receive a natural language utterance associated with a command or request;

determine one or more words of the natural language utterance by performing 
speech recognition on the natural language utterance; and

determine the command or request based on the one or more words and the 
updated context information.

Independent claims 14 and 20 are substantially similar



Dependent Claims 3 & 8 of the ’652 Patent

3

U.S. Patent 8,849,652 B2
EX1001

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

3. The system of claim 1, wherein the first context stack includes a plurality of 
context entries, and wherein the one or more physical processors are further 
caused to:

identify, from among the plurality of context entries, one or more context 
entries that correspond to the one or more words, wherein the updated context 
information includes the one or more context entries.

8. The system of claim 3, wherein the one or more physical processors are further 
caused to:

identify one or more domain agents associated with the one or more context 
entries, wherein the one or more domain agents are configured to process the 
command or request; and

generate a response to the command or request using the one or more domain 
agents.

Dependent claims 16 & 18 and 22 & 24 are substantially similar



Instituted Grounds

4DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Prior Art

5DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Coffman (EX1003)

6DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Coffman (EX1003); Petition at 19)



Coffman (EX1003)

7DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Reply at 12)

(Coffman (EX1003), 3:12-16, 4:13-16)

Coffman’s conversational system improves on existing speech-control systems

. . .



Coffman (EX1003)

8DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(EX1002, ¶42; Reply at 12)
(Coffman (Ex1003), Fig. 1)



Coffman (EX1003)

9DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 33-34, 55)

(See Coffman (EX1003), Figs. 1, 4)

E.g., email, 
spreadsheet, 

calendar applications



Coffman (EX1003)

10DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 25)

(See Coffman (Ex1003), Figs. 1, 4, 29:18-20)



Coffman (EX1003)

11DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 25-26)

(Coffman (EX1003), 29:18-32)

Coffman context stack



Coffman (EX1003)

12DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 42)

(Coffman (EX1003), 30:4-10, 30:14-20)

Coffman context stack

11

. . .



Coffman (EX1003)

13DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 43, 55-56)

(Coffman (EX1003), 41:2-5, 42:1-5, 37:2-4)

Coffman context stack searched to identify matching process to activate

. . .

. . .



Coffman (EX1003)

14DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 47-48, 49)

(Coffman (EX1003), 42:1-7)

Coffman context stack can be ordered (and re-ordered)



Coffman (EX1003)

15DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 28; Coffman (EX1003), Fig. 10)

Coffman context stacks can be synchronized across devices



Coffman (EX1003)

16DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Institution Decision at 23)

Coffman context stacks can be synchronized across devices

Master device

Slave/peer 
devices

Dialog manager 
protocols update 

context information



Coffman (EX1003)

17DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Institution Decision at 22)

Coffman context stacks can be synchronized across devices

Master device

Slave/peer 
device

Dialog manager 
protocols update 

context information



Coffman (EX1003)

18DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 30-31)

(Coffman (EX1003), 25:10-14)

Coffman context stacks can be synchronized across devices



Coffman (EX1003)

19DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 30-31)

(Coffman (EX1003), 27:7-20)

Coffman context stacks can be synchronized across devices



Kennewick (EX1004)

20DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 19)

• Cited for features in claim 11 (and 
counterpart method claim 27) related to 
licensing, and features in claims 12-13 and 
19 related to a “cognitive model”

• Not disputed by Patent Owner



Lee (EX1006)

21DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 19)

• Cited for features in claims 13 and 19 
related to a “cognitive model”

• Not disputed by Patent Owner



Key Disputes

22DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



1. A system for processing natural language utterances where recognized words of 
the natural language utterances alone are insufficient to completely determine one or 
more commands or requests, the system comprising:

one or more physical processors programmed with one or more computer 
program instructions which, when executed, cause the one or more physical 
processors to:

generate a first context stack associated with a first device, the first context stack 
comprising context information that corresponds to a plurality of prior utterances;

synchronize the first context stack with a second context stack associated with a 
second device such that the context information of the first context stack is 
updated based on related context information of the second context stack;

receive a natural language utterance associated with a command or request;

determine one or more words of the natural language utterance by performing 
speech recognition on the natural language utterance; and

determine the command or request based on the one or more words and the 
updated context information.

Key Disputes

23DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Whether Coffman discloses 
“synchroniz[ing]” context 
stacks as claimed [a]

[b]

[c]

[d]
[e]

[f]



• Whether Coffman discloses 
“identify[ing]” one or more 
domain agents as claimed

• Whether Coffman discloses 
generating a response 
“using the one or more 
domain agents” 

3. The system of claim 1, wherein the first context stack includes a plurality of 
context entries, and wherein the one or more physical processors are further 
caused to:

identify, from among the plurality of context entries, one or more context 
entries that correspond to the one or more words, wherein the updated context 
information includes the one or more context entries.

8. The system of claim 3, wherein the one or more physical processors are further 
caused to:

identify one or more domain agents associated with the one or more context 
entries, wherein the one or more domain agents are configured to process the 
command or request; and

generate a response to the command or request using the one or more domain 
agents.

Key Disputes (cont’d)

24DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“synchronizing” context stacks

25DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“synchronizing” context stacks – Petitioner 

26DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 28; Coffman (EX1003), Fig. 10)

Coffman system includes multiple devices, each having a context stack



“synchronizing” context stacks – Petitioner 

27DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 30-31)

(Coffman (EX1003), 25:10-14)

Coffman context stacks can be synchronized across devices



“synchronizing” context stacks – Petitioner 

28DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 30-31)

(Coffman (EX1003), 27:7-20)

Coffman context stacks can be synchronized across devices



29DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(POR at 15, 33-34)

Patent Owner argues:

• Examiner concluded during prosecution that synchronizing a 
context entry does not show synchronization of context stacks 

• Synchronization requires same entries in identical order (i.e., 
“perfect” synchronization)

“synchronizing” context stacks – Patent Owner 



30DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Reply at 3)

Patent Owner argues: Examiner concluded during prosecution that synchronizing a context 
entry does not show synchronization of context stacks 

Petitioner Response:

“synchronizing” context stacks – Response to Patent Owner



31DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Reply at 2-3)

Patent Owner argues: Examiner concluded during prosecution that synchronizing a context 
entry does not show synchronization of context stacks 

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

“synchronizing” context stacks – Response to Patent Owner

(EX1012 at 00447)



32DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Reply at 5)

Patent Owner argues: Synchronization requires same entries in identical order

Petitioner Response (cont’d):
“Perfect” synchronization not required – the claim itself describes what “synchronizing” entails:

“synchronizing” context stacks – Response to Patent Owner



33DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Reply at 6)

Patent Owner argues: Synchronization requires same entries in identical order

Petitioner Response (cont’d):
“Perfect” synchronization not required

“synchronizing” context stacks – Response to Patent Owner



34DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Reply at 6)

Patent Owner argues: Synchronization requires same entries in identical order

Petitioner Response (cont’d):
“Perfect” synchronization not required

“synchronizing” context stacks – Response to Patent Owner

(’652, 17:25-32, 19:36-44)



35DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Reply at 6)

Patent Owner argues: Synchronization requires same entries in identical order

Petitioner Response (cont’d):
“Perfect” synchronization not required

“synchronizing” context stacks – Response to Patent Owner



36DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Reply at 9)

Patent Owner argues: Synchronization requires same entries in identical order

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

“synchronizing” context stacks – Response to Patent Owner

A patent’s specification “is the single best guide to the 
meaning of a disputed term” and “the claims themselves 
provide substantial guidance as to the meaning of particular 
claim terms.”

Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F. 3d 1303, 1314-1315 (Fed. Cir. 2005)



37DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Reply at 7-8)

Patent Owner argues: Synchronization requires same entries in identical order

Petitioner Response (cont’d):
Petitioner’s expert:  Even if “perfect” synchronization required, Coffman’s synchronization 

could at least sometimes be “perfect”

“synchronizing” context stacks – Response to Patent Owner

(EX1017, ¶11)



38DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Reply at 7-8)

Patent Owner argues: Synchronization requires same entries in identical order

Petitioner Response (cont’d):
Petitioner’s expert:  Even if “perfect” synchronization required, Coffman’s synchronization 

could at least sometimes be “perfect”

“synchronizing” context stacks – Response to Patent Owner

(EX1017, ¶11)



“identifying” domain agents

39DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“identifying” domain agents

40DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

3. The system of claim 1, wherein the first context stack includes a plurality of 
context entries, and wherein the one or more physical processors are further 
caused to:

identify, from among the plurality of context entries, one or more context 
entries that correspond to the one or more words, wherein the updated 
context information includes the one or more context entries.

8. The system of claim 3, wherein the one or more physical processors are further 
caused to:

identify one or more domain agents associated with the one or more context 
entries, wherein the one or more domain agents are configured to process the 
command or request; and

generate a response to the command or request using the one or more 
domain agents.



“identifying” domain agents – Petitioner 

41DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Coffman conversationally-aware application = “domain agent”

(Petition at 54)



“identifying” domain agents – Petitioner 

42

(Petition at 55-56)

Coffman identifies conversationally-aware application to process command/query

(Coffman (EX1003), 41:2-5, 42:1-5, 37:2-4)

. . .

. . .

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



43DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(POR, 37-38, 39-40, 42)

“identifying” domain agents – Patent Owner 

Patent Owner argues:

• Coffman’s conversationally-aware applications merely provide 
a front-end UI to the system—for a user to interact with an 
application, the user must select it

• Coffman’s context stack search identifies a process performed 
at the CVM, not a conversationally-aware application

• Coffman’s context stacks are application-specific



44DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 12)

“identifying” domain agents – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s conversationally-aware applications merely provide a front-
end UI to the system—for a user to interact with an application, the user must select it

Petitioner Response:



45DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 12)

“identifying” domain agents – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s conversationally-aware applications merely provide a front-
end UI to the system—for a user to interact with an application, the user must select it

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

(Coffman (EX1003), Fig. 1, 64:3 (“a multi-modal conversational user 
interface (CUI) for receiving input queries”))



46

(Reply at 12)

“identifying” domain agents – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s conversationally-aware applications merely provide a front-
end UI to the system—for a user to interact with an application, the user must select it

Petitioner Response (cont’d):
Coffman touts system’s seamless control of multiple Windows applications running 
in parallel, accomplished using CVM’s dialog manager to identify applications

(Coffman (EX1003), 4:13-16, 37:18-20)

. . .

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



47

(Reply at 12-13)

“identifying” domain agents – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s conversationally-aware applications merely provide a front-
end UI to the system—for a user to interact with an application, the user must select it

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

(Coffman (EX1003), 65:12-13, 20:19-23, 31:24-29)

Coffman touts system’s seamless control of multiple Windows applications running 
in parallel, accomplished using CVM’s dialog manager to identify applications

. . .

. . .

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



48

(Reply at 13-14)

“identifying” domain agents – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s context stack search identifies a process performed at the 
CVM, not a conversationally-aware application

Petitioner Response:

(PO Resp. at 40)

None of PO’s cited Coffman passages do anything other than describe context 
stack structure and that there are associated tasks, threads and processes:

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



49

(Reply at 14)

“identifying” domain agents – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s context stack search identifies a process performed at the 
CVM, not a conversationally-aware application

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

(Coffman (EX1003), 30:26-28)

PO’s cited Coffman passages are consistent with tasks/threads/processes 
corresponding to conversationally-aware applications  

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



50

(Reply at 14)

“identifying” domain agents – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s context stack search identifies a process performed at the 
CVM, not a conversationally-aware application

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

(Coffman (EX1003), 30:26-28)

PO’s cited Coffman passages are consistent with tasks/threads/processes 
corresponding to conversationally-aware applications  

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



51

(Reply at 14)

“identifying” domain agents – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s context stack search identifies a process performed at the 
CVM, not a conversationally-aware application

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

(Coffman (EX1003), 6:6-8, 36:29-31)

PO’s cited Coffman passages are consistent with tasks/threads/processes 
corresponding to conversationally-aware applications  

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



52
(Reply at 14)

“identifying” domain agents – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s context stack search identifies a process performed at the 
CVM, not a conversationally-aware application

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

(Coffman (EX1003), 42:27-29)

PO’s cited Coffman passages are consistent with tasks/threads/processes 
corresponding to conversationally-aware applications  

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



53

(Reply at 15)

“identifying” domain agents – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s context stack search identifies a process performed at the 
CVM, not a conversationally-aware application

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“[C]ombinations of prior art that sometimes meet the claim 
elements are sufficient to show obviousness.”

Unwired Planet, LLC v. Google Inc., 841 F.3d 995, 1002 (Fed. Cir. 2016)



54

(Reply at 15)

“identifying” domain agents – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s context stack search identifies a process performed at the 
CVM, not a conversationally-aware application

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



55

(Reply at 15-16)

“identifying” domain agents – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s context stack search identifies a process performed at the 
CVM, not a conversationally-aware application

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



56

(Reply at 16)

“identifying” domain agents – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s context stacks are application-specific

Petitioner Response:

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



57

(Reply at 16-17)

“identifying” domain agents – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s context stacks are application-specific

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Coffman does not require that every context stack is limited to a single application



58

(Reply at 16-17)

“identifying” domain agents – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s context stacks are application-specific

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Coffman does not require that every context stack is limited to a single application



59

(Reply at 17)

“identifying” domain agents – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s context stacks are application-specific

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s cited Coffman statement referring to alternative “stand-alone” type of conversationally-aware application

(Coffman (EX1003), 59:12-13)



60

(Reply at 18-19)

“identifying” domain agents – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s context stacks are application-specific

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s cited Coffman statement is a restatement of alternative ways to implement its CVM system

(Coffman (EX1003), 28:10-18)



61

(Reply at 18-19)

“identifying” domain agents – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s context stacks are application-specific

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s cited Coffman statement is a restatement of alternative ways to implement its CVM system

(Coffman (EX1003), 28:10-18, Fig. 4)



62

(Reply at 19)

“identifying” domain agents – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s context stacks are application-specific

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



63

(Reply at 19-20)

“identifying” domain agents – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s context stacks are application-specific

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Even if PO were correct that a context stack in Coffman is limited to a single application, Coffman explains that 
user input may not necessarily match any entry in a context stack, and if not, other context stacks are searched:

(Coffman (EX1003), 55:27-56:3)



64

(Reply at 20)

“identifying” domain agents – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s context stacks are application-specific

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



generating a response
using domain agent(s)

65DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“generating a response”

66DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

3. The system of claim 1, wherein the first context stack includes a plurality of 
context entries, and wherein the one or more physical processors are further 
caused to:

identify, from among the plurality of context entries, one or more context 
entries that correspond to the one or more words, wherein the updated 
context information includes the one or more context entries.

8. The system of claim 3, wherein the one or more physical processors are further 
caused to:

identify one or more domain agents associated with the one or more context 
entries, wherein the one or more domain agents are configured to process the 
command or request; and

generate a response to the command or request using the one or more 
domain agents.



“generating a response” – Petitioner 

67DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Petition at 56-57)

. . .

. . .

(Coffman (EX1003), 13:8-13, 58:8-11, 39:3-5)

Coffman teaches conversationally-aware application returns output 
that is processed (e.g., text-to-speech) to provide to the user:



“generating a response” – Petitioner 

68DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Petition at 56-57)
(Coffman (EX1003), Fig. 6)

Coffman teaches conversationally-aware application returns output 
that is processed (e.g., text-to-speech) to provide to the user:



69DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“generating a response” – Patent Owner 

(POR, 43-44)

Patent Owner argues:

• Coffman does not disclose selection of an application based 
on a determined meaning of a user’s utterance

• Coffman’s disclosures at 13:8-13 and 58:9-11 describe actions 
at the CVM 14, not a conversationally-aware application



70DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 21)

“generating a response” – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman does not disclose selection of an application based on a 
determined meaning of a user’s utterance

Petitioner Response:
Repeat of earlier PO argument – Coffman does disclose selecting application based on determined meaning 



71DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 21)

“generating a response” – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman does not disclose selection of an application based on a 
determined meaning of a user’s utterance

Petitioner Response (cont’d):
Petitioner’s expert:

(EX1017, ¶28)



72DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 21-22)

“generating a response” – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman does not disclose selection of an application based on a 
determined meaning of a user’s utterance

Petitioner Response (cont’d):
Patent Owner’s expert:

(EX1018, 36:13-24)



73DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 23)

“generating a response” – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s disclosures at 13:8-13 and 58:9-11 describe actions at the 
CVM 14, not a conversationally-aware application

Petitioner Response:
Coffman 13:8-13 describes how CVM subsystems convert output/results from an application into speech:

Coffman 58:9-11 likewise describes how the CVM converts user input into “application calls”
and converts the output from the application into speech



74DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 23)

“generating a response” – Response to Patent Owner 
Patent Owner argues: Coffman’s disclosures at 13:8-13 and 58:9-11 describe actions at the 
CVM 14, not a conversationally-aware application

Petitioner Response (cont’d):



75

Thank you

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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