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Claim 12 of the ’160 Patent

2

U.S. Patent 7,640,160 B2
EX1001

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

12. A method for interpreting natural language utterances using knowledge-
enhanced speech recognition engine, wherein the knowledge-enhanced speech 
recognition engine is configured to determine an intent and correct false 
recognitions of the natural language utterances, comprising:

receiving a transcription of a natural language utterance at a computer 
comprising the knowledge-enhanced speech recognition engine;

identifying one or more contexts that completely or partially match one or more 
text combinations contained in the transcription, wherein identifying the 
matching contexts includes comparing the text combinations against the 
grammar expression entries in the context description grammar and against 
one or more expected contexts stored in a context stack;

scoring each of the identified matching contexts;

selecting the matching context having a highest score to determine a most 
likely context for the utterance; and

communicating a request to a domain agent configured to process requests in 
the most likely context for the utterance, the request formulated using at least 
one grammar expression entry in the context description grammar.



Instituted Ground

3DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Prior Art

4DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Kennewick (EX1004)

5DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 12; see also EX1007 (redline comparison between ’160 and Kennewick (EX1004)))

• Shares common named inventor with ’160 
patent (Robert Kennewick)

• Much of Kennewick incorporated nearly 
verbatim into ’160 patent



Kennewick (EX1004)

6DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 11 (’160 Fig. 1), 22 (Kennewick (EX1004), Fig. 1))

Fig. 1, ’160 patentFig. 1, Kennewick

• Much of Kennewick incorporated nearly verbatim into ’160 patent



Ross (EX1005)

7DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 31; Ross (EX1005), ¶¶0010, 0013)

• Techniques for determining a context 
associated with user’s spoken command 
or question to determine an application to 
invoke to process the command or 
question



Ross (EX1005)

8DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Compares speech-to-text against contexts 
in context list to select appropriate 
application to invoke  

For example:

• “print the first message”  email

• “print the first appointment”  calendar

(Ross (EX1005), Fig. 4, ¶¶0052-0053; Petition at 31-32, 35-36, 39-40)



Ross (EX1005)

9DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Ross (EX1005), ¶0060; Petition at 39; Reply at 23 n.1)

• Contexts can include grammars, list of 
keywords or phrases (and other approaches)



Ross (EX1005)

10DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Ross (EX1005), ¶¶0034-0035; Petition at 32-33, 39-40, 41-42)

• Priority ordering of contexts in context list

Priority order 
based on most 
recent access



Key Disputes

11DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



12. A method for interpreting natural language utterances using knowledge-
enhanced speech recognition engine, wherein the knowledge-enhanced speech 
recognition engine is configured to determine an intent and correct false 
recognitions of the natural language utterances, comprising:

receiving a transcription of a natural language utterance at a computer 
comprising the knowledge-enhanced speech recognition engine;

identifying one or more contexts that completely or partially match one or more 
text combinations contained in the transcription, wherein identifying the 
matching contexts includes comparing the text combinations against the 
grammar expression entries in the context description grammar and against 
one or more expected contexts stored in a context stack;

scoring each of the identified matching contexts;

selecting the matching context having a highest score to determine a most 
likely context for the utterance; and

communicating a request to a domain agent configured to process requests in 
the most likely context for the utterance, the request formulated using at least 
one grammar expression entry in the context description grammar.

Key Disputes

12DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Whether prior art 
discloses “expected 
contexts” as claimed

• Whether claim requires, 
and prior art discloses, 
entirely separate 
“identifying” and 
“scoring” steps

[a]

[b]

[c]

[d]

[e]



“expected contexts”

13DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“expected contexts” – Petition 

14DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 38-42; Reply at 1-5)

Petition provided three alternative mappings for “expected contexts”:

(1) Kennewick alone – “possible contexts”

(2) Kennewick alone – contexts associated with earlier questions

(3) Kennewick in view of Ross



“expected contexts” – first mapping

15DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“expected contexts” – Petitioner 

16DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 38, 42; Reply at 2)
(Kennewick (EX1004), ¶0152)

Kennewick matches against “possible contexts”



“expected contexts” – Petitioner 

17DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 38; Reply at 2)

(EX1002, ¶78; EX1016, ¶4)

Kennewick’s “possible contexts” are “expected contexts”

Petitioner’s expert:



“expected contexts” – Patent Owner

18DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(POR at 13, 16-17, 25-26)

Patent Owner argues:

• “expected contexts” are a “subset” and do not include every 
entry in a context stack

• “expected contexts” part of a different embodiment than 
“possible contexts” 

• “possible contexts” are scored, but “expected contexts” are 
used to identify matching contexts



“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner

19DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Reply at 7)

Patent Owner argues:  “expected contexts” are a “subset” and do not include every entry in 
a context stack

Petitioner Response:



“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner

20DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Reply at 7)

Patent Owner argues:  “expected contexts” are a “subset” and do not include every entry in 
a context stack

Petitioner Response (cont’d):



“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner

21

(Reply at 7-8)

Patent Owner argues:  “expected contexts” are a “subset” and do not include every entry in 
a context stack

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(’160, 13:64-14:2)



“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner

22

Patent Owner argues:  “expected contexts” part of a different embodiment than “possible 
contexts”

(POR at 16-17)
(’160, 13:60-14:20)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner

23DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner argues:  “expected contexts” part of a different embodiment than “possible 
contexts”

Petitioner Response: 

(Reply at 8-9)

“[I]t is improper to read limitations from a preferred 
embodiment described in the specification—even if it is the 
only embodiment—into the claims absent a clear indication in 
the intrinsic record that the patentee intended the claims to be 
so limited.’”

GE Lighting Solutions, LLC v. AgiLight, Inc., 750 F.3d 1304, 1309 (Fed. Cir. 2014) 
(quoting Liebel-Flarsheim Co. v. Medrad, Inc., 358 F.3d 898, 913 (Fed. Cir. 2004))



“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner

24DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner argues:  “expected contexts” part of a different embodiment than “possible 
contexts”

Petitioner Response (cont’d): 

(Reply at 9)

No clear indication to limit claims—for example:



“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner

25DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner argues:  “expected contexts” part of a different embodiment than “possible 
contexts”

Petitioner Response (cont’d): 

(Reply at 9)

No clear indication to limit claims—for example:

(’160, 3:14-15)



“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner

26DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner argues:  “possible contexts” are scored, but “expected contexts” are used to 
identify matching contexts

Petitioner Response: 

(Reply at 12)

A “comprising” claim is “inclusive or open-ended and does not 
exclude additional, unrecited elements or method steps.”

CIAS, Inc. v. Alliance Gaming Corp., 504 F.3d 1356, 1360-61 (Fed. Cir. 2007)



“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner

27DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner argues:  “possible contexts” are scored, but “expected contexts” are used to 
identify matching contexts

Petitioner Response (cont’d): 

(Reply at 12)
(EX1016, ¶21)



“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner

28DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner argues:  “possible contexts” are scored, but “expected contexts” are used to 
identify matching contexts

Petitioner Response (cont’d): 
Kennewick:

(Reply at 10; Petition at 38, 42)
(Kennewick (EX1004), ¶0152)



“expected contexts” – second mapping

29DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“expected contexts” – Petitioner 

30DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 38-39; Reply at 3-4)

(Kennewick (EX1004), ¶¶0144-0145, 0166)

Kennewick matches against contexts associated 
with earlier questions



“expected contexts” – Petitioner 

31DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Reply at 4; see also Petition at 39)

(EX1016, ¶6)

Kennewick’s contexts associated with earlier 
questions are “expected contexts”

Petitioner’s expert:



“expected contexts” – Patent Owner

32DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(POR at 28, 29)

Patent Owner argues:

• Kennewick’s contexts associated with earlier questions are 
scored, but “expected contexts” are used to identify matching 
contexts 

• Kennewick does not identify which entries in a context stack 
are considered “expected contexts,” or how a search of a 
following-on question utterance is limited to “expected 
contexts”



“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner

33DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner argues: Kennewick’s contexts associated with earlier questions are scored, 
but “expected contexts” are used to identify matching contexts

Petitioner Response: 
Kennewick teaches using contexts associated with earlier questions(s)

to identify matching contexts

(Reply at 4, 15; Petition at 38-39)



(Reply at 16)

“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner

34DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner argues: Kennewick does not identify which entries in a context stack are 
considered “expected contexts,” or how a search of a following-on question utterance is 
limited to “expected contexts”

Petitioner Response:



(Reply at 16-17)

“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner

35DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner argues: Kennewick does not identify which entries in a context stack are 
considered “expected contexts,” or how a search of a following-on question utterance is 
limited to “expected contexts”

Petitioner Response (cont’d):



“expected contexts” – third mapping

36DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“expected contexts” – Petitioner 

37DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Ross compares speech-to-text against 
contexts in context list to select 
appropriate application to invoke  

For example:

• “print the first message”  email

• “print the first appointment”  calendar

(Ross (EX1005), Fig. 4, ¶¶0052-0053; Petition at 31-32, 35-36, 39-40)



“expected contexts” – Petitioner 

38DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 40; Reply at 4)

(Ross (EX1005), ¶0037)

Ross matches against contexts



“expected contexts” – Petitioner 

39DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Reply at 23 n.1; Petition at 39)

(EX1017, 0022:5-16; Ross (EX1005), ¶0060)

Ross matches against contexts (cont’d)
Patent Owner’s expert:



“expected contexts” – Petitioner 

40DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ross’s contexts have priority ordering

(Ross (EX1005), ¶¶0034-0035; Petition at 32-33, 39-40, 41-42)

Priority order 
based on most 
recent access



“expected contexts” – Petitioner 

41DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 40-41)

(EX1002, ¶¶81-82)

Ross’s contexts are “expected contexts”
Petitioner’s expert:

. . .



“expected contexts” – Petitioner 

42DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Reply at 4-5)
(EX1016, ¶7)

Ross’s contexts are “expected contexts” (cont’d)
Petitioner’s expert:



“expected contexts” – Petitioner 

43DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Reply at 19)

(EX1016, ¶37)

Ross’s contexts are “expected contexts” (cont’d)
Petitioner’s expert:



44DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(PO Resp. at 32-37)

“expected contexts” – Patent Owner

Patent Owner argues:

• Ross’s process of selecting a context is “not a comparison of 
text combinations from an utterance against one or more 
expected contexts (i.e., prior utterances)” 

• Ross discloses a first-to-match system and therefore fails to 
disclose “expected contexts”

• Ross has no concept of “expected contexts”

• Ross only selects one grammar among the context list based 
on a first match



45DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner
Patent Owner argues:  Ross’s process of selecting a context is “not a comparison of text 
combinations from an utterance against one or more expected contexts (i.e., prior utterances)” 

Petitioner Response:

(Reply at 18-20)
(EX1016, ¶37)

. . .



46DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 18)

“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner

“A finding of obviousness... cannot be overcome ‘by attacking 
references individually where the rejection is based upon the 
teachings of a combination of references.’”

Bradium Techs. LLC v. Iancu, 923 F.3d 1032, 1050 (Fed. Cir. 2019) (citation omitted)

Patent Owner argues:  Ross’s process of selecting a context is “not a comparison of text 
combinations from an utterance against one or more expected contexts (i.e., prior utterances)” 

Petitioner Response (cont’d):



47DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner
Patent Owner argues: Ross discloses a first-to-match system and therefore fails to disclose 
“expected contexts”

Petitioner Response:

(Reply at 20)



48DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner
Patent Owner argues: Ross discloses a first-to-match system and therefore fails to disclose 
“expected contexts”

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

(Reply at 21)



49DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner
Patent Owner argues: Ross discloses a first-to-match system and therefore fails to disclose 
“expected contexts”

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

(Reply at 21)
(’160, claim 12 (excerpt))



50DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner
Patent Owner argues: Ross discloses a first-to-match system and therefore fails to disclose 
“expected contexts”

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

(Reply at 21-22)

Ross teaches matching multiple contexts:



51DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner
Patent Owner argues: Ross discloses a first-to-match system and therefore fails to disclose 
“expected contexts”

Petitioner Response (cont’d):
Patent Owner also improperly attacks Ross individually

(Reply at 22-23)
(EX1016, ¶41)

Petitioner’s expert:



52DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner
Patent Owner argues: Ross discloses a first-to-match system and therefore fails to disclose 
“expected contexts”

Petitioner Response (cont’d):
Patent Owner also improperly attacks Ross individually

(Reply at 22-23)

Petitioner’s expert:

(Kennewick ¶¶0152-0153; EX1016, ¶41)

Kennewick:



53DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner
Patent Owner argues: Ross has no concept of “expected contexts”

Petitioner Response:

(Reply at 23-24)



54DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner
Patent Owner argues: Ross only selects one grammar among the context list based on a 
first match

Petitioner Response:

(Reply at 21-22)

(Again) Ross teaches matching multiple contexts:



55DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner
Patent Owner argues: Ross only selects one grammar among the context list based on a 
first match

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

(Reply at 24)
(EX1017, 16:2-5)



56DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner
Patent Owner argues: Ross only selects one grammar among the context list based on a 
first match

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

(Reply at 24)



57DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“expected contexts” – Response to Patent Owner
Patent Owner argues: Ross only selects one grammar among the context list based on a 
first match

Petitioner Response (cont’d):

(Reply at 25)



“identifying” and “scoring” steps

58DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“identifying” and “scoring” steps

59DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’160 claim 12:



60DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 10-11; see PO Resp. at 18-20)

“identifying” and “scoring” steps – Patent Owner

Patent Owner argues:



61DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 11; see PO Resp. at 20-21)

“identifying” and “scoring” steps – Patent Owner

Patent Owner argues:



62DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 12)

“identifying” and “scoring” steps – Response to Patent Owner



63DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 12)

“identifying” and “scoring” steps – Response to Patent Owner (cont’d)



64

Thank you

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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