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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Board should deny institution of inter partes review of U.S. Patent No. 

10,789,626 (the “’626 patent”) because Petitioner fails to demonstrate a reasonable 

likelihood that any challenged claim is obvious.  

The ’626 patent discloses a novel way of providing deep-linked 

advertisements through websites and applications. This new method involves the use 

of a “universal variable map” that maps relationships between the fields of one 

website or application to the fields of another website or application. Through this 

mapping in the universal variable map, user parameters inputted in a field at a first 

website/application can be correlated with and automatically transferred to a 

corresponding field of a second website/application. This allows advertisers to 

present ads to users that, when clicked, will land the user deep within the advertiser’s 

website/application with fields pre-filled, rather than simply directing the user to the 

home page of the website/application. 

Petitioner’s proposed combinations of references fail to demonstrate any 

reasonable expectation that the claims would have been obvious. Each of Petitioner’s 

grounds relies on a single reference – Halevy – as purportedly teaching the 

“universal variable map,” which is a limitation in all of the challenged claims. But 

Halevy does not teach any “universal variable map” that maps relationships between 

fields belonging to different websites or applications. Instead, Halevy simply teaches 
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a search engine with improved capabilities of performing searches for websites 

where relevant data is accessible only through fillable forms. Moreover, Petitioner’s 

expert’s declaration merely parrots Petitioner’s incorrect and conclusory arguments 

on this issue. This means that Petitioner fails to submit any credible evidence on the 

issue of whether Halevy teaches a “universal variable map.” Because Petitioner 

cannot show that any of its proposed combinations teaches the required “universal 

variable map,” Petitioner cannot show obviousness of any challenged claim.  

Finally, even if Petitioner could show that any of its proposed combinations 

teach all the limitations of any challenged claim, a POSITA would not have been 

motivated to combine the references as proposed because the references address very 

different technological problems. The Petition therefore fails to present any 

reasonable likelihood of success on any ground, and institution should be denied. 

II. THE ’626 PATENT 

United States Patent No. 10,789,626 issued on September 29, 2020 to Patent 

Owner Metarail, Inc. (“Metarail”). One of the inventors of the ’626 patent, Narenda 

Nath, founded Wayfare Interactive in 2010. The company rebranded as Metarail in 

2017.  Metarail is an advertising technology company whose clients have included 

Expedia Group, Yahoo!, GoDaddy, Tripadvisor, Travelocity, Progressive, Kayak, 

and Assurance among others. The technological foundation of the company and its 
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products is Metarail’s innovative deep-linking technology, which is described and 

claimed in various patents obtained by Metarail, including the ’626 patent. 

 The ’626 patent relates to improved methods and systems for providing “deep-

linked” or “parameter-based” advertisements in electronic commerce, such as 

through websites and apps. As described in the ’626 patent, these types of 

advertisements involve the user typing in search parameters relating to the product 

or service that the user is interested in. For example, a user viewing a travel site on 

the Internet might type in “search parameters, such as where s/he is traveling from, 

where to, travel dates, how many people in the party, class of travel, etc.” EX1001, 

2:53-59. “These search parameters are then passed along with each ad click to the 

appropriate advertiser.” Id., 2:59-61. The advertiser then uses this information to: 

“(a) hyper-target the placement of ads and customize the copy of ads presented on 

targeted web pages, and (b) automatically activate searches from their home page, 

thereby landing the web user ‘deep’ into their booking process rather than on their 

home page as is customary with other forms of ad clicks.” Id., 2:61-67. 

 At the time of the ’626 invention, however, deep-linked ads were limited by 

the need for advertisers to manually program the code necessary to connect the initial 

publisher’s site or app with the appropriate locations on the advertiser’s site or app. 

Id., 3:7-20. This problem stemmed from the fact that “each web site uses its own 

field descriptors and variable names, and the only way to create deep-linked ads has 
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been to manually obtain the names of the respective variables from both publishers 

and advertisers and then integrate them to each other through manual programming.” 

Id., 3:20-25. 

 The ’626 patent addresses this problem through the use of a novel “universal 

variable map” that maps relationships between the fields of one site to the fields of 

another site. As the ’626 patent explains, this universal variable map provides the 

benefit that user parameters inputted in fields at a first site can be correlated with 

and automatically transferred to corresponding fields of a second site: 

[T]hrough the universal variable map, forms and fields from one site 

can be associated with one or more relevant forms and fields from one 

or more different sites, even if the sites themselves may be in different 

verticals. Leveraging this unique and comprehensive universal variable 

map, embodiments can take a web site visitor from an initial stop (e.g., 

a home page of a first web site) directly and in real-time through a 

specific deep-link ad to a landing spot on another site (e.g., a checkout 

page of a second web site), or to a home page on another site with as 

much data pre-populated as available based on the user’s input in the 

context of the particular E-commerce transaction. 

 
Id., 5:26-38. The ’626 patent depicts an exemplary embodiment of a universal 

variable map as follows: 
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Id., 10:9-19. As depicted in this example, the universal variable map links 

programming variables across multiple websites so that inputs to form fields in one 

website can be easily transferred to the appropriate form fields in other websites.  

For example, the field “Orig” in the website xxx.com corresponds to the field 

“Depart_City” in the website yyy.net and the field “From” in the website zzz.org.  

These fields are related to each other through the normalized variable “from” in the 

universal variable map. 

 Figure 11A in the ’626 patent depicts an example of how the universal 

variable map is used to transfer user-inputted information in a form on a first site to 

a form on a second site: 
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EX1001, Fig. 11A. As the ’626 patent explains: 

In the example of FIG. 11A, Search Site 2 is to provide to its visitors a 

deep-linked ad for Search Site 1. Mapper 613 may access universal 

variable map or variable database 530 . . . , cross reference 

programming variables used by Search Site 2 with those used by Search 

Site 1, and automatically create a deep-linked ad (deep link 1120 in this 

example). . . . When a user selects . . . deep link 1120 on Search Site 2, 

the user’s browser is automatically directed to a network address 

indicated by deep link 1120 . . . . A form at the network address on 

Search Site 1 may be pre-populated with field identifier values (in this 

example, product attributes such as “Toyota” and “Prius”), along with 

any user input provided at Search Site 2.  

Id., 14:6-23.  
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The universal variable map appears as a limitation in claim 1, the sole 

independent claim in the ’626 patent: 

1. A method, comprising: 

generating, by a server computer, a deep-linked ad utilizing a universal 

variable map stored in a data store and accessible by the server 

computer, the universal variable map linking programming 

variables across multiple sites on the Internet and applications; 

serving, by the server computer, the deep-linked ad through a first site 

or mobile application, the deep-linked ad linking a first set of 

programming variables of the first site on the Internet or the first mobile 

applications with a second set of programming variables of a second 

site on the Internet or a second mobile application, the first set of 

programming variables being associated with the second set of 

programming variables in the universal variable map stored in the 

data store; and 

in response to a user interacting with the deep-linked ad displayed on a 

user device through an instance of the first site on the Internet or the 

first mobile application: 

extracting, through the first site on the Internet or the first mobile 

application, values corresponding to the first set of programming 

variables; 

automatically directing the user device to the second site on the Internet 

or the second mobile application; and 
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passing the values corresponding to the first set of programming 

variables to the second set of programming variables such that one or 

more fields corresponding to the second set of programming variables 

of the second site on the Internet or the second mobile application are 

explicitly or implicitly pre-populated with the values extracted through 

the first site on the Internet or the first mobile application. 

 
Id., 22:21-53 (emphasis added). 

A. Person of Ordinary Skill in the Art (POSITA) 

Petitioner and its expert state that a POSITA “would have had a bachelor’s 

degree in computer science or a related field, and at least two years of experience 

with web-programming and search engine systems.” Pet., 17. For purposes of this 

preliminary response, Patent Owner and its expert apply this definition, as the 

Petition fails under any definition of a POSITA. See EX2001, Malek Dec., ¶¶ 35-36. 

III. OVERVIEW OF THE ASSERTED REFERENCES 

A. Belanger (EX1008) 

U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2005/0144048 to Belanger et al. 

(“Belanger”) relates to “an improvement to a reservation booking website for rental 

vehicle reservations.” EX1008, Abstract. Belanger describes that “the on-line rental 

vehicle reservation process can be thought of as a multi-stage process, wherein each 

stage corresponds to receipt of a particular type of necessary reservation information 

from the customer.” Id., [0007]. Belanger explains that a problem with then-existing 
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reservation systems is that they require customers to input their information 

according to a specific order of steps, which can lead to customer frustration with 

the reservation process. Id., [0008]-[0009]. To address this problem, Belanger 

teaches an improved reservation website that allows customers greater flexibility 

regarding the order in which they fill out information on the site. Id., [0013] 

(“Toward this end, the inventors herein have developed an on-line reservation 

transaction system wherein the customer can complete the stages of the reservation 

transaction via a customer-determined path, and not according to a strictly defined, 

straight-line architecture.”).  

Out of the 122 pages of Belanger’s disclosure, Petitioner relies on a mere 

handful of paragraphs that discuss one aspect of Belanger’s online reservation 

system relating to “promotional links.” See Pet., 18-20. Belanger describes that 

“[w]hen a customer selects such a promotional link to initiate a reservation 

transaction, it is preferable that the user begin the reservation transaction with the 

reservation data corresponding to promotional conditions set equal to those 

conditions, to thereby avoid unnecessarily requiring the customer to enter such data 

himself/herself or creating a situation where the customer may accidentally enter 

data that violates the conditions of the promotion.” EX1008, [0169]. As an example, 

Belanger describes that if the promotion is for the rental of a “standard” car, the 
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user’s selection of the link will initiate a reservation where the vehicle type is 

automatically set to “standard.” Id. 

While Belanger refers to the term “deep-linking,” Belanger’s definition of 

“deep-linking” is different from the deep-linking described in the ’626 patent. 

Belanger uses “deep-linking” to refer to the process where, “when a customer selects 

a promotional link or a particular corporate account, that customer is deep-linked 

into the reservation booking process” such that the conditions/parameters 

corresponding to the promotion are already set for the user. Id., [0019]. This is not 

the same as the “deep-linking” described in the ’626 patent, where a user enters 

search parameters into a first website or application and “[t]hese search parameters 

are then passed along with each ad click to the appropriate advertiser.” EX1001, 

2:59-61. 

Indeed, Petitioner incorrectly characterizes Belanger’s “promotional links” as 

“outgoing deep-links that repurpose form data (e.g., the date and location of a car 

rental).” Pet., 20-21. There is no “repurposing” of form data in Belanger’s 

promotional links. EX2001, Malek Dec., ¶ 48. Rather, as described in Belanger, the 

user’s selection of a promotional link results in the initiation of a reservation process 

where the conditions specific to that particular promotion have already been set for 

the user. EX1008, [0169], [0019]; EX2001, Malek Dec., ¶ 48. 
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B. Halevy (EX1006) 

U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2006/0230033 to Halevy et al. 

(“Halevy”) relates to a system that allows for keyword searching of websites where 

content is “not directly available on web pages, but is instead accessible through 

queries entered into web-based forms.” EX1006, [0003]. Halevy achieves this 

through the use of a “form engine” that engages in a web-crawling process to collect 

information about websites with web-based forms, which is then stored in a “form 

database.” Id., [0034]-[0035]. When a user subsequently inputs a keyword search 

query to the system, the form engine uses the data stored in the form database to 

identify forms that are most relevant to the search query and returns those results to 

the user along with links to the corresponding forms. Id., [0036], [0136]-[0138]. The 

user can then click on any of the links to submit a query to the appropriate form. Id. 

Halevy describes that each form in the “form database” is categorized in terms 

of search ontology classes and properties, which are referred to as “SO-classes” and 

“SO-properties.” Id., [0038]. The SO-class of a form “specifies the types of objects 

that can be obtained by querying the form. For example, books, hotels, restaurants.” 

Id., [0045]. The SO-properties of a form are “output properties” that “specif[y] the 

type of information we will obtain from answers to a successful form submission.” 

Id., [0048]. The SO-classes and SO-properties are organized in a hierarchy, wherein 

each SO-class has its associated SO-properties. Id., [0038] (“SO-properties have 
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domains (the classes in the ontology they refer to) . . .”). These SO-classes and 

associated SO-properties are used to identify forms in the database that are relevant 

to the user’s keyword search query. 

Figure 6 in Halevy shows how the SO-classes and SO-properties are used to 

retrieve relevant results from the form database in response to a user’s query: 

 

Id., Fig. 6.  As shown in Figure 6, when a user inputs a keyword search query (602), 

the first step performed by Halevy’s system (604) is to predict the SO-class that is 
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most relevant to the user’s query. Id., [0136]. Once the SO-class has been identified, 

the system then constructs a structured query that maps keywords in the query to 

SO-properties within the identified SO-class (606). Id. That structured query is then 

used to perform a lookup in the form database to identify relevant forms for the user 

(608). Id., [0137]. 

 Halevy describes that the process of translating the user’s query into a search 

of the form database is handled by a “query analyzer.” Id., [0089]. The query 

analyzer receives the keyword query from the user and “predict[s] the SO-class in 

the ontology that is most relevant to the query.” Id. Halevy teaches three different 

ways of performing this prediction process: “(1) word-based prediction; (2) 

property-based prediction; and (3) feedback-based prediction.” Id., [0090]. In word-

based prediction, “the predicted class is the one that is most likely to generate the 

words in the search query,” as determined using a set of mathematical calculations 

to find the “marginal probability estimation” for each word. Id., [0092]-[0094]. In 

property-based prediction, “property recognizers are employed to identify 

interesting constants in user queries,” and “SO-classes can be predicted based on the 

properties recognized.” Id., [0095]. In feedback-based prediction, the SO-class is 

predicted based on the number of “the first 20 hits from just a keyword query” that 

are web forms that have been labeled for a particular SO-class. Id., [0104]. 
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 Once Halevy’s system has predicted a SO-class for a particular user query, “a 

structured query is constructed by mapping the individual words in the query to 

properties of the chosen search class.” Id., [0112]. This process involves 

“recognizers” that attempt to identify “a particular word (or sequence of words) in 

the query with some confidence to be an example value of a particular SO-property 

(or a set of properties). Using this information, the query description module tries to 

match each word in the user query to the most likely search class property.” Id. The 

end result is a structured query that is then used to perform a lookup of relevant 

forms in the form database. Id., [0112], [0137]. 

The focus of Halevy is therefore a search engine that can return, in response 

to a user’s keyword search query, websites that contain forms that are responsive the 

user’s query. As discussed in greater detail below, Halevy is far afield from the deep-

linking advertisement technology of the ’626 patent. 

C. Reichardt (EX1009) 

U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0124255 to Reichardt et al. 

(“Reichardt”) relates to systems and methods for providing “enhanced advertising 

and merchandising opportunities within passive and interactive programming and 

applications” on television. EX1009, [0009], [0002]. Reichardt’s system combines 

“passive programming, such as, for example, television programming, pay-per-view 

programming, commercials, one or more passive video products . . . or any other 
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suitable passive program, and an interactive television program guide, or other 

interactive software.” Id., [0010]. The interactive guide/software can include 

“interactive program sponsorship, advertising, merchandising opportunities, or any 

suitable combination thereof, with the video content of the passive programming.” 

Id. 

IV. THE PETITION FAILS TO DEMONSTRATE A REASONABLE 
LIKELIHOOD OF SUCCESS AS TO ANY CHALLENGED CLAIM 

The Petition presents four grounds. In ground 1, Petitioner challenges claims 

1 and 4-10 as obvious over Belanger in view of Halevy. Pet., 14. For ground two, 

Petitioner challenges claims 1 and 4-10 as obvious over Belanger and alleged 

“Applicant Admitted Prior Art” (or “APA”) in view of Halevy. Id. For ground three, 

Petitioner challenges claims 2 and 3 as obvious over Belanger and Halevy in view 

of Reichardt. Id. For ground four, Petitioner challenges claims 2 and 3 as obvious 

over Belanger, APA, and Halevy in view of Reichardt. Id.   

All of Petitioner’s grounds fail to demonstrate a reasonable likelihood that the 

challenged claims would have been obvious. 

Even if it would have been obvious to combine the references identified by 

Petitioner, none of the combinations teach the “universal variable map” that is 

required in each of the challenged claims. Furthermore, it would not have been 
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obvious to combine Belanger, Halevy, or Reichardt because each of these references 

is directed to a very different technological problem. 

A. Ground 1 Fails 

1. The proposed combination would not have rendered 
obvious a “universal variable map linking programming 
variables across multiple sites on the Internet and 
applications” (element [1A]). 

Element [1A] in claim 1 recites the step of “generating, by a server computer, 

a deep-linked ad utilizing a universal variable map stored in a data store and 

accessible by the server computer, the universal variable map linking programming 

variables across multiple sites on the Internet and applications.” EX1001, claim 1.  

Challenged claims 4-10 also include this limitation by their dependency on claim 1. 

Id., claims 4-10. As the proposed combination of Belanger and Halevy does not 

teach or suggest the claimed “universal variable map,” the Petition fails to present 

any reasonable expectation of success on ground 1. 

Petitioner does not argue that Belanger teaches any “universal variable map” 

as recited in the ’626 patent claims. See Pet., 43-48. Instead, Petitioner relies solely 

on Halevy as allegedly teaching this limitation. Pet., 44. Specifically, Petitioner 

argues that Halevy’s “form database” constitutes a “universal variable map linking 

programming variables across multiple sites on the Internet and applications.” Id. 

But Petitioner misreads the disclosures in Halevy, as Halevy’s “form database” fails 

to teach or suggest any such universal variable map. 
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As previously discussed, Halevy discloses a system that allows for keyword 

searching of websites where content is “not directly available on web pages, but is 

instead accessible through queries entered into web-based forms.” EX1006, [0003]. 

Halevy’s keyword search system relies on a “form database” to store information 

about websites that include web-based forms, which is used to return results to the 

user regarding forms of potential interest based on the user’s search query. Id., 

[0136]-[0138]. However, nothing in Halevy’s form database links any programming 

variables of one form with programming variables of another form, as required in 

Petitioner’s proposed combination.  

Figure 3 in Halevy shows an example of the entries stored in Halevy’s form 

database: 
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EX1006, Fig. 3; see also id., [0028]. As depicted in Figure 3, each form (304) in the 

form database (107) is a separate entry in the database, and has information 

associated with it such as its class, its fields, and keywords associated with the form. 

EX2001, Malek Dec., ¶ 61. Halevy makes no mention of creating any relationships 

between different forms in the form database. Id., ¶ 62. Rather, keyword searches 

inputted by the user result in the entire database being searched to identify forms 

that are responsive to the user’s query. EX1006, [0137] (“[T]he system performs a 

lookup based on the structured query in the form database to identify forms of 

interest (step 608) and ranks these forms (step 610).”); EX2001, Malek Dec., ¶ 62. 

Thus, in Halevy’s form database, there is no “linking programming variables across 

multiple sites on the Internet and applications” as required in claim 1 for the 

“universal variable map.” EX2001, Malek Dec., ¶ 63. Instead, each form entry 

associated with a website in Halevy’s form database exists independently of other 

form entries, with no linkages of programming variables (or any other information) 

between them. Indeed, no such linkages are contemplated in Halevy because 

Halevy’s system is not designed to assess the extent to which forms on different 

websites might be related to each other; instead, the data collected about forms and 

stored in Halevy’s form database is simply used to generate a ranked list of forms of 

interest in response to a user’s search query. EX1006, [0137] (“Next, the system 

performs a lookup based on the structured query in the form database to identify 
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forms of interest (step 608) and ranks these forms (step 610).”); EX2001, Malek 

Dec., ¶ 64.   

Indeed, the structure of the example form database depicted in Halevy’s 

Figure 3 is, on its face, vastly different from that of the exemplary universal variable 

map shown in the ’626 patent: 

 
Halevy’s “form database” 

 

 
’626 patent exemplary “universal variable map” 

 Despite the clear difference between Halevy’s form database and the universal 

variable map discussed and claimed in the ’626 patent, Petitioner attempts to argue 
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that the structure of Halevy’s form database inherently includes a universal variable 

map that provides linking of programming variables across multiple websites. 

Petitioner’s argument, however, lacks merit. 

 Halevy teaches that the information regarding a particular form in its form 

database can include information such as the parameter name of each field in the 

form. EX1006, [0044]. Petitioner argues that the parameter names in Halevy 

correspond to the “programming variables” recited in the ’626 patent claims. Pet., 

45. Petitioner also relies on Halevy’s discussion of “SO-properties” to support its 

argument. SO-properties are “output properties” that “specif[y] the type of 

information we will obtain from answers to a successful form submission.” EX1006, 

[0048]. Halevy teaches that each form entry in the form database can include 

information about “the mapping between the fields in the form and the SO-

properties.” Id., [0049].  

 Petitioner argues that a POSITA would understand that, in Halevy’s form 

database, fields in different forms would map to the same SO-property, such as fields 

for the check-in date for forms on two different hotel reservation websites. Pet., 46-

47. Because of this, Petitioner asserts that “Halevy’s form database meets the 

claimed universal variable map linking programming variables across multiple sites 

and applications, because parameter names of corresponding form fields from 

multiple different websites are linked to each other in the form database by being 
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mapped to the same SO-properties.” Pet., 47. Petitioner’s reasoning is fundamentally 

flawed. 

 The mere fact that fields in forms for different websites might have the same 

SO-properties does not mean that there is any “universal variable map linking 

programming variables across multiple sites and applications” in Halevy’s database. 

EX2001, Malek Dec., ¶ 67. Indeed, Halevy does not teach that the SO-properties 

establish any relationship between different websites or applications. Rather, the SO-

properties are simply used by Halevy’s search engine to identify forms relevant to 

the user’s keyword search, as shown in Figure 6 of Halevy:  
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EX1006, Fig. 6 (annotated). See also id., [0136]-[0137]. Thus, Halevy’s SO-

properties do not provide any functionality relating to “linking programming 

variables across multiple sites and applications” as required for the “universal 

variable map” of the ’626 patent claims. EX2001, Malek Dec., ¶ 67. 

Indeed, as described in Halevy, SO-properties are specific to particular SO-

classes. Id., [0038] (“SO-properties have domains (the classes in the ontology they 

refer to)”). Moreover, the fact that Halevy’s system requires a complex set of 
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prediction algorithms implemented by a “query analyzer” to predict which SO-

classes and SO-properties might be relevant to a user’s query, prior to searching the 

form database, further shows that the form database does not provide the 

predetermined linking between sites or applications in a universal variable map as 

contemplated in the ’626 patent. EX2001, Malek Dec., ¶ 69. The SO-properties in 

Halevy are therefore very different from the normalized variables described in the 

’626 patent that are used to relate programming variables across sites in the universal 

variable map. See EX1001, 10:3-19; EX2001, Malek Dec., ¶¶ 68-69. 

 Finally, Petitioner’s citation to col. 17:52-55 in the ’626 specification does not 

support its position. Pet., 47. That portion of the specification merely discusses 

different types of variables and fields that might appear in different types of forms 

and says nothing about what constitutes a “universal variable map,” contrary to 

Petitioner’s suggestion. EX1001, 17:52-55 (“Variations of linking data variables and 

fields may include . . . .”); EX2001, Malek Dec., ¶ 70. Indeed, Petitioner does not 

offer any explanation of how it believes the cited language in the ’626 specification 

supports that a POSITA would understand that Halevy’s database contains a 

universal variable map. Likewise, the declaration testimony of Petitioner’s expert 

that a POSITA would understand Halevy’s form database to be a “universal variable 

map” is also unconvincing. See EX1003, ¶¶ 110-111. Petitioner’s expert simply 

parrots back the same conclusory arguments as in the Petition and includes the same 
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inexplicable reference to the irrelevant portion of the ’626 specification. Compare 

Pet., 47 with EX1003, ¶¶ 110-111. Thus, Petitioner’s expert offers no reliable 

evidence that Halevy teaches a “universal variable map.” See Xerox Corp. v. 

Bytemark Inc., IPR2022-00624, Paper 12, at 2 (PTAB Feb. 10, 2023) (Director 

review designating institutional denial decision as precedential, where institution 

was denied when declaration merely parroted petition, “was conclusory and added 

little to the assertions the testimony was offered to support.”).   

 In sum, Petitioner fails to show that the combination of Belanger and Halevy 

teaches all of the elements of any of the challenged claims. Petitioner therefore 

cannot show that the combination of Belanger and Halevy renders any of these 

claims obvious. 

2. A POSITA would not have been motivated to combine 
Belanger and Halevy. 

Even if Petitioner could show that the combination of Belanger and Halevy 

teaches all the elements of claims 1 and 4-10 of the ’626 patent, Petitioner cannot 

show that a POSITA would have been motivated to combine Belanger and Halevy. 

These two references relate to very different technologies designed to address very 

different problems, and thus a POSITA would not be motivated to combine them.  

Belanger relates to an improved design of a website for a car rental service. The goal 

of Belanger’s system is to improve the customer’s experience with the reservation 
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booking process on the site, by giving the customer greater freedom in how the 

customer completes a reservation on the site. See EX1008, [0013] (“[T]he inventors 

herein have developed an on-line reservation transaction system wherein the 

customer can complete the stages of the reservation transaction via a customer-

determined path, and not according to a strictly defined, straight-line architecture.”). 

By contrast, Halevy relates to an improved search engine system that facilitates 

searches of websites that include content accessible through fillable forms. See 

EX1006, [0003] (“[T]he present invention relates to a method and an apparatus that 

facilitates searching through content which is not directly available on web pages, 

but is instead accessible through queries entered into web-based forms.”). The 

design goals described in Belanger and Halevy are therefore entirely different. 

EX2001, Malek Dec., ¶¶ 73-75.  

The architecture of Belanger and Halevy’s systems are also significantly 

different. Belanger’s system requires users to fill in multiple different fields on a 

web page as part of the process of completing a reservation transaction. See EX1008, 

Fig. 37. Halevy’s system, on the other hand, requires users to enter a single search 

query string, which is processed by a search engine to come up with relevant search 

hits. See EX1006, [0112] (discussing an example user search query “Telephone 

David Ko 98102”). In light of the different inputs and outputs of these systems, it 
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would not be obvious to a POSITA how or why to integrate the disparate systems of 

Belanger and Halevy into a single system. EX2001, Malek Dec., ¶¶ 76.  

Given all of these differences, a POSITA would not be motivated to combine 

the teachings of Belanger and Halevy to create the deep-linking methods of the ’626 

patent claims. EX2001, Malek Dec., ¶ 77. 

B. Ground 2 Fails 

Petitioner’s ground 2 fails for the same reasons that its ground 1 fails. The 

only difference between ground 2 and ground 1 is that, in ground 2, Petitioner points 

to APA as further support “[t]o the extent that explicit disclosure is required 

regarding travel websites utilizing deep-linking advertising.” Pet., 66. Whether a 

POSITA would know that travel websites can utilize deep-linking advertising is 

irrelevant to Patent Owner’s arguments set forth above for why the combination of 

Belanger and Halevy does not render the challenged claims obvious. Thus, none of 

Petitioner’s additional arguments in ground 2 have any impact on Patent Owner’s 

ground 1 arguments, which apply equally with respect to ground 2. See EX2001, 

Malek Dec., ¶¶ 78-79. 

In addition, Petitioner argues that the need for automation of the mapping of 

fields and variables on websites, as discussed in the ’626 specification, would have 

motivated a POSITA to look to Halevy’s form database. Pet., 67-68. But as 

discussed above, Halevy’s form database does not teach the “universal variable 
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map” recited in the challenged claims. In addition, as discussed above, Halevy has 

nothing to do with online advertisements, and thus a POSITA would have no reason 

to combine Belanger with Halevy to create the deep-linking invention recited in the 

’626 claims. EX2001, Malek Dec., ¶ 80. 

C. Ground 3 Fails 

In ground 3, Petitioner asserts that the combination of Belanger, Halevy, and 

Reichardt renders obvious claims 2 and 3 of the ’626 patent. Pet., 68-75. Both of 

these claims depend on claim 1 and therefore include all of the limitations of claim 

1. EX1001, claims 2-3. 

Petitioner relies on Reichardt solely for the purpose of the additional 

limitations in claims 2 and 3 requiring that the deep-linked ad is inserted into a video. 

Id., 73-75. Petitioner does not contend that Reichardt teaches any part of the 

“universal variable map” limitation of claim 1. Thus, for the same reasons as 

discussed above for ground 1, Petitioner fails to show that the combination of 

Belanger, Halevy, and Reichardt renders claims 2 and 3 obvious. See EX2001, 

Malek Dec., ¶ 81. 

In addition, a POSITA would have no motivation to combine Reichardt with 

Belanger or Halevy. Reichardt is focused on systems for adding interactive content 

to television programming and other passive video content. EX1009, [0010]. The 

problem addressed in Reichardt (adding an interactive component to traditionally 
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passive video content) is therefore very different than the problems addressed in 

Belanger (improving the reservation booking process on a travel-related website) or 

Halevy (adding functionality to a search engine for facilitating searches of websites 

that include content accessible through fillable forms). EX2001, Malek Dec., ¶ 82. 

A POSITA would therefore have no reason to combine the teachings in Reichardt 

with either Belanger or Halevy. Id. 

D. Ground 4 Fails 

Petitioner’s ground 4 is the same as ground 3, except that Petitioner also 

incorporates into ground 4 its ground 2 arguments. Pet., 76. For the same reasons 

discussed above with respect to grounds 1-3, Petitioner’s ground 4 also fails. See 

EX2001, Malek Dec., ¶ 83. 

V. CONCLUSION 

It would not have been obvious to combine Belanger, Halevy, or Reichardt as 

proposed. Even if it were, the proposed combination still fails to teach or suggest the 

“universal variable map” recited in the challenged claims. The Petition therefore 

fails to present any reasonable likelihood of success on any ground, and institution 

should be denied. 
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