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Latifur Khan, Ph.D.

Page 5 ) ) o Page 7
1 I NDEX TO EXHI BI TS 1 first duly sworn, was exami ned and testified as
2 | NUMBER PAGE 2 foll ows:
3|Exhibit 1001 United States Patent, Marston, 79 3 COURT REPORTER: Thank you.
et al., Patent No.:
4 US 7,716, 217B2, Bates stanped 4 EXAM NATI ON BY MR OHLERT:
META- 1001.
5 5 Q Ckay, Dr. Khan. Thank you for being with us
Exhi bit 1005 United States Patent Application 218
6 Publ i cati on, Bates stanped 6|here today. Before we begin, | would like to just go
META- 1005.
7 7|over sone ground rules if that's okay with you.
Exhi bit 1006 United States Patent, Rose, et al., 158
8 Patent No. US 6,202, 058B1, Bates 8 A Yes.
st anped META- 1006.
9 9 Q You understand we need "yes," "no" answers
Exhi bit 1007 United States Patent, Bieganski, 202
10 et al., Patent No. US 6,334, 127B1, 10 (today for the benefit of the court reporter?
Bat es stanped META-1007.
11 11 A Yes, | understand.
Exhi bit 2001 55- page Decl aration of 15
12 Dr. Latifur Khan, |PR2025-00430. 12 Q And you understand that you are under oath
13 |Exhi bit 2002 11-page Curriculum Vitae for 57 13|t oday?
Dr. Latifur Khan, Bates stanped
14 | PR2025- 00430. 14 A Yes, | understand.
15 |Exhi bit 2029 84-page Decl aration of 18 15 Q You are able to offer truthful and conplete
Dr. Latifur Khan, |PR2025-00430.
16 16|t esti nony today?
17 17 A Yes.
18 18 Q You are not on any medi cations or any
19 19 |substances that would inpair your ability to provide
20 20 |truthful and honest testinony today?
21 21 A No.
22 22 Q Ckay. And you understand today's deposition
23 23|wi Il be recorded?
24 24 A Yes, | under -- | do.
25 25 Okay. And you understand generally that as
Page 6 ) Page 8
1 THURSDAY, JANUARY 22, 2026, 7:36 A M PST. 1|part of the back and forth of today, | will have certain
2 THE VI DEOGRAPHER:  Good norning. W are on 2|questions for you. Wen | amfinished speaking, your
3|record at 7:36 a.m Today's date is January 22nd, 2026. 3lattorney will have an opportunity to object, and then
4|This is the recorded renpte deposition of Latifur Khan 4|you will be able to provide your answer. And that -- we
5|in the matter of Meta Platforns, Inc. versus Sterling 5|just want to make sure we don't talk over each other for
6 |Conmput ers Cor poration, Case Number |PR2025-00430. 6 |the benefit of the court reporter. Does that nake
7 This deposition is being held via web 7 |sense?
8|conference. M nane is Said Hofiani. | amthe 8 A Yes.
9 |vi deographer with Focus Litigation Solutions. The court 9 Q Ckay. Can you please state your full nane for
10|reporter is Elizabeth Wllis-Lew s. 10|t he record?
11 Counsel, please introduce yourselves and state 11 A Latifur Rahman Khan.
12 |[whom you represent, after which the court reporter will 12 Q And do you have any materials in front of you
13|state, you know, her CSR license nunber and swear in the 13 |today?
14 |wi t ness. 14 A Yeah, | have sone print-out, hard copy.
15 MR OHLERT: This is Andrew Chlert with the | aw 15 Q Do you know what those documents are?
16 |firmPerkins Coie. | represent Meta Platforms in the 16 A Yes. One is patent -- Dummis patent. The
17 |1 PR -- 1 PR2025- 00430. 17 |other one is the Marston patent, the Bieganski patent,
18 MR, PADVANABHAN:  This is Devan Padmanabhan. | 18 |then finally ny declaration.
19 |represent Sterling Conputers in this IPR and the 19 MR PADVANABHAN:  And the --
20 |wi t ness. 20 THE DEPONENT: Let's see. And then patent 170.
21 COURT REPORTER: Good norning. M nane is 21|And | think | have another patent, probably Rose Patent.
22 |Eli zabeth Wllis-Lewis and nmy California CSR Nunber is 22 BY MR COHLERT:
23(12155. 23 Q Okay. And for the benefit of the court
24 DR LATI FUR KHAN, 24 |reporter, | amjust going to do some spellings really
25 having been called as a witness and having been 25|quickly. Dumais, DU MA-I-S
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Latifur Khan, Ph.D.

1 A Yes. Page 9 1|about some case, yeah, in the past. Page 11
2 Q Marston is MA-RS-T-ON.  Rose is ROSE 2 Q Okay. So you provided expert testinmony in the
3|Bieganski is B-I-EEGA-NSK-1. 3|{formof a declaration in another matter about 15 years
4 And so, Dr. Khan, you've nentioned the 217 4 |ago, but you have not provided expert testinmony in any
5|Patent, your declaration, and then certain prior art 5|other proceedings besides this IPR and the X IPR is
6|references in this case, including the Bi eganski 6|that fair?

7|reference, the Dumais reference, and the Mar -- Marston 7 A Yes.

8|reference -- excuse nme, and the Rose reference, not the 8 Okay. And can you recall what case or natter
9|Marston reference. |s there anything else in front of 9(|that was about 15 years ago?

10 |you today? 10 A | couldn't remenber that nuch, but | renenber
11 A No. | have Rose, Bieganski, Dunmis and the 11|it was related to sonmething with database and Excel

12 |[audio distortion]. 12|file. Those type of issues.

13 MR. PADMANABHAN:  And the 217. 13 Q Did that case 15 years ago relate?

14 THE DEPONENT: And 217, yeah, and ny 14 A Mre than 15. It is not 15 only. But | think
15 |decl aration. 15|at least 17, 18 years ago.

16 MR. PADMANABHAN:  Yeah. 16 Q Understood, sir. So when you provided expert
17 THE DEPONENT: That's it. 17 |testinony in that case a while ago, that was about 17 or
18 BY MR CHLERT: 18|18 years ago; is that fair?

19 Q Okay. And are all the materials in front of 19 A Correct.

20|you clean of any extraneous marks or comments or 20 Q And that case related to databases and Excel

21 |hi ghlighting? 21|files. Didit relate to evaluating the relevance of

22 A Not hi ng. 22 |content?

23 Q Okay. So they don't have anything like that on 23 A No.

24 |t hen? 24 Q Okay. So safe to say it's not related to the
25 A Ri ght. 25|technol ogies at issue in this matter?

1 Q Geat. Dr. Khan, | understand you have beenpage 10 1 A Correct, yeah. Page 12
2 |deposed before; is that correct? 2 Okay. Qutside of those three matters, this one
3 A Yes. 3|{from 17 or 18 years ago, and then the two IPRs related
4 Q And you were deposed at |east once in the X IPR 4(to the 217 Patent, have you provided expert opinions in
5|that relates to the sane 217 Patent challenge in this 5|any other natter?

6|matter; is that correct? 6 A No.

7 A Yes. Yes. 7 Q Ckay. And was that earlier matter 17 or 18

8 Q And have you ever been deposed outside of that 8|years ago a patent case?

9|X | PR? 9 A Yeah, that was a patent case, | think.

10 A No. 10 Q Do you renenmber if it was a case versus, for
11 Q And so was that the first tine you were 11 |exanple, an I PR proceeding |like we have in this case or
12 |deposed? 12|in this matter?

13 A Yes. 13 A What is the difference between these two?

14 Q And safe to say this is the second tine you' ve 14 Q Was that case 17 or 18 years ago a case before
15 |been deposed? 15|a district court or was it sone proceedi ng before USPTO
16 A That's correct. 16 |or some other --

17 Q Okay. Do you have a list of cases for which 17 A No, | think USPTO

18 |you' ve previously provided expert testinony? 18 Q Okay. And can you recall any other details

19 A | did once, a long time ago. | couldn't 19 |about that earlier case from 17 or 18 years ago?

20 |remenber now. So 15 years back. Expert opinion, | -- | 20 A It's hard to -- yeah, | could not renenber that
21 |did. 21|much, but | rermenber it was related to database system
22 Q Okay. And so you provided expert testinony in 22 |where they tal k about Excel was devel oped by sone --
23|a different case 15 years ago approxi mately? 23 |some conpani es, and then simlar product were devel oped
24 A Not like -- | did not participate in the part 24|-- the conpany which | represented, and so.

25|of the deposition, but | give ny declaration of opinion 25 Q Ckay. And so is it safe to say in that earlier
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Latifur Khan, Ph.D.

l|case from 17 or 18 years ago you represented -- orasgum 1|today's deposition in the chat. Can you open that an%age 15
2|were providing testinmony on behal f of the patent owner? 2|tell me when you have it open?

3 A Yes, | think so. 3 A So | amgoing to save that docunent first

4 Q Ckay. And in the -- 4 |because it is asking to save it, and then --

5 A To the best of ny know edge. | said to the 5 MR OHLERT: | think there is sonme background
6 |best of my know edge, yeah. 6|chatter. Can we make sure there is no other voices

7 Q Understood. And, apologize, | didn't nean to 7 |bei ng caught on the record?

8|speak over you there. 8 MR PADMANABHAN:  Yeah. Sorry. The main

9 Strike that. 9|screen went black for a second, so she is just turning
10 Is it safe to say that when you have provi ded 10(it back on.

11 |expert testinony, you have al ways done so on behal f of 11 (Exhibit 2001 was marked for identification.)
12|the patent owner, and not the patent challenger or the 12 BY MR OHLERT:

13|accused infringer? 13 Q Do you have that docunent open?

14 A I -- 1 did only once, so | cannot say that | 14 A It's a Meta Platform Inc., Petitioner --
15|only represent patent owner. | was -- 15|that's what you're talking about?

16 (Si mul t aneous col | oquy.) 16 Q Yes. And you recognize this as the first

17 Q In that -- in that earlier case, that involved |17 |declaration you submtted in this natter, correct?

18|a patent owner, right? 18 A Let nme see the date. It was submitted on June
19 A Correct. 19|11th, right? Last year?

20 Q And your testinmony here in the X IPR and then |20 Q That | ooks correct to ne, yes.

21|in the Meta I PR, both relate to you providing testinony |21 And so you agree that woul d have been the first
22|on behal f of the patent owner again, correct? 22 |decl aration you submitted in this case, which on the

23 A Correct, yeah. 23 |cover page bears the nunber EX2001?

24 Q Ckay. And you've never provi ded expert 24 A I do find EX -- EX2001, yes, that's correct.
25|testinony on behal f of an accused infringer or a patent |25 Q Ckay. | amgoing to upload the second exhibit
1|chal | enger, correct? Page 14 1|to your deposition. Can you open that as well and Iel?age 16
2 A That's correct, | think. 2 |me know when you have that open?

3 Q What did you do to prepare for today's 3 A Yeah.

4 |deposi tion? 4 Q And do you recogni ze this second exhibit as

5 A Sorry. What is your question? 5|your second declaration submtted in this case, which is
6 Q What did you do to prepare for today's 6 |l abel ed EX2029?

7 |deposi tion? 7 A Did you send ne another one?

8 A | -- so we -- we prepare this declaration a 8 Q Yes. | just uploaded it to the chat.

9(long time ago, so | read this declaration here carefully 9 A | sawit.

10|la little bit and refresh my mind. And also | read -- 10 Q And so do you recognize this as your second

11 |revisited the Patent 217, and then also read the Dunais 11|declaration submtted in this matter, which is |abeled
12 |Patent, and then the Rose Patent, Bieganski Patent to 12 |EX20297

13 |sonme extent. 13 A Correct, yeah.

14 Q Okay. Did you neet with anyone besides 14 Q And so | want to understand how t hese two
15|attorneys to prepare for today's deposition? 15|decl arations work in delivering your opinions. |Is it
16 A No, by nyself, and | net Devan, yeah. 16 |safe to say that if the opinions in your second

17 Q Okay. And outside of the documents you just 17 |decl aration, in EX2029, are the operative partnerships
18 |described, did you review any other kinds of documents? 18|in this matter, and woul d supersede any of your opinions
19 A No. Not for this deposition, no. Only this. 19|in Exhibit 2001?

20 Q Ckay. 20 A I would -- so [technical interference] -- can
21 A And | also talk to Britta, works with Devan. 21|you hear ne?

22 Q Understood. And | amnot trying to ask about 22 Q Yes, | can hear you.

23 |conmuni cations with counsel. 23 A Can you pl ease tell ne again?

24 Strike that. 24 Q Yeah. | just want to understand how your

25 I'mgoing to upload the first exhibit to 25| opi ni ons work when you have two declarations subnitted

Meta Platforms, Inc. v. Sterling Computers Corporation
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Latifur Khan, Ph.D.

1|in this case. |Is it fair to assume that your second Page 17 1 Q Ckay. And did anyone besides counsel assistpage 19
2 |decl aration, EX2029, contains the relevant opinions that 2|you in preparing your declarations?

3|you're trying to put forward? 3 A No. Me and Rita and -- these are the two main
4 A Basically, the second one, we extended. W 4 |persons.

5|extended the first one, and then we try to address nore 5 Q Okay. And did Paul Marston assist you with

6 |issues that border -- that is not clear, so we tried to 6 |preparing your declaration in any way?

7|address it. So you can say second one is nore 7 A I don't think so.

8 [conpr ehensi ve. 8 Q Did Justin Marston assist you in preparing your
9 Q And if there was anything in Exhibit 2029 that 9|declaration in any way?

10|contradicts Exhibit 2001, is it safe to assume that 10 A | don't think so.

11 |Exhi bit 2029, as the later subnitted declaration, has 11 Q Did you speak --

12 |your operative opinions? 12 A No.

13 A Did you find sone contradiction? 13 Q -- with either Paul Marston or Joel Marston in
14 Q | amjust trying to understand how t hese two 14 |preparing your declaration?

15|decl arations work, and | amtrying to understand if | 15 A No.

16 |need to be exploring your opinions in Exhibit 2001 or if 16 Q Ckay. What are the opinions you offer in this
17 |Exhi bit 2029 has the full scope of your operative 17 |case?

18 |opinions. And so with that in nmnd, is it safe to 18 A You are asking ny opinion?

19 |assune that Exhibit 2029 has your operative opinions, 19 Q Yeah. At a high level, what are the opinions
20|and that anything in Exhibit 2001 that is not consistent 20(|that you are offering in this natter?

21|with Exhibit 2029 can be set aside? 21 A Okay. So | think if you go to page 19, 2029
22 A As | said 2029 is nore conprehensive. So under 22 |exhibit, so there | summarized opinion. So | try to
23|that ground, we can say that, yes, you can assune that 23|argue that the Patent 217, the clainms 1, 3, 5, 9, 13,
241209 [sic] is -- we can discuss it. 24 (15, 18, and those are the -- are not obvious in the --
25 Q Okay. And | think what you're saying is that 25|with respect to Dumais, and same argument | try to put
1|Exhi bit 2029 has your operative opinions in this casel?age 18 1|with respect to Rose that are not obvious. And then ITage 20
2|and Exhibit 2001 is outdated when conpared to Exhibit 2 |al so have nentioned that Rose and Bi eganski, you conbine
312029; correct? 3|these two, still you cannot -- a POSITA, ordinary skill
4 MR. PADMANABHAN:  Cbjection. Rule 611. You 4 |set cannot do the -- what they claimor what was clainmed
5|can answer. 5|in the Patent 217. Those clainms cannot be done through
6 THE DEPONENT: | will not say outdated, but 6 |(the Dumai s, through the Rose, or conbining Rose and
7120 -- as | say, 2029 is a super set of 20 -- the earlier 7 | Bi eganski .

8|one. So in that -- under this assunption we can safely 8 Q Okay. So you are providing opinions that seek
9|move to -- or go with that 2029. 9|to establish that the challenged clainms of the 217

10 BY MR COHLERT: 10|Patent are not obvious in view of the Dunmis reference,
11 Q Okay. So I'mgoing to focus on asking you 11|the Rose reference, and then separately the Rose and

12 |questions about Exhibit 2029 today. Do you understand 12 |Bi eganski conbi nation, correct?

13|that? 13 A That's correct, yeah.

14 A Yes. 14 Q And so you're not providing any opini ons about
15 Q And so when | refer to your declaration, you'll 15 |whether Dunmis is not prior art to the 217 Patent; is
16 |understand | amreferring to Exhibit 2029 and not 16 |that correct?

17 |Exhibit 2001. |Is that fair? 17 A No, | think there are sonme section where we

18 A Ri ght. 18 |di scuss about -- yeah, if you go to section 4, Legal

19 (Exhibit 2029 was marked for identification.) 19 |Standard, and page 11, item nunmber -- or paragraph

20 BY MR CHLERT: 20 |[nunber 16, 17, there | nention that | assune -- |

21 Q Ckay. How did you prepare Exhibit 2029? 21 |nmention that we can assune that | was told that Dumais
22 A So we discuss and then we -- | wote sone 22 |need to be treated as a prior art, so | assune that way.
23|stuff, and then Rita edited that, and then finally I 23 Q Got it. So you're assunming the priority date
24 |read the whole -- whol e docunent, whol e declaration, and 24 |of the 217 Patent, but you're not providing opinions in
25(then we submt it. 25 |support of that priority date; is that fair?
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Latifur Khan, Ph.D.

Page 21 Page 23
1 A Sorry, can you say one nore tinme? 1|let's say for an exanple, there is prior art X and then
2 Q So as you lay out in paragraph 17 of your 2|the new invention is Y. And X is saying we should not
3|decl aration, you have been asked to assume the priority 3|use this conponent. And then in that |etter system or
4 |date of the 217 Patent, but you are not providing 4|Y, they are saying that we should use this conponent.
5|opi nions supporting that the 217 Patent is entitled to 5|So in that case the prior art teaches how -- the claim
6|that priority date; is that correct? 6 |i nvention.
7 A No. What |'msaying, | assune that the Dumais 7 Q And in your exanple you would say that the
8|is a prior art, and based on that | express ny opinion. 8|prior art teaches away from X because it says we shoul d
9 Q And | just want to make sure we're on the same 9|not use this conponent. |Is that fair?
10|page. So you were told to assune that Dumais is prior 10 A Yeah. X should not use sone conponent, but
11|art, but you're not affirmatively offering the opinion 11 |which is used in the later invention or claimed
12 |about whether Dunmis or is not prior art to the 217 12 |invention, yes.
13 |Patent, correct? 13 Q And then if a prior art reference teaches about
14 A No. The last part of your sentence, | didn't 14 |some claimlimtation Y, that wouldn't be teaching away,
15|get it. So can you rephrase it, please? 15|that would be teaching towards. |s that fair?
16 Q Sure. You're not offering opinions to try to 16 A Sorry. Can you say one nore tine?
17 |establish that the 217 Patent is entitled to an earlier 17 Q Vel 1, your exanple referred to X and Y?
18 |priority date; you are just assuning that, correct? 18 A Ri ght.
19 A Yeah. | did not -- for ny case, whether it is 19 The prior art says not to use X and a different
20|June 17 -- | amsorry -- June of 2005 or January 2006, 20|prior art says to use Y, right?
21|the Patent 217, irrelevant date. It doesn't matter. M 21 A Um hum
22 |opinion will remain the sane. 22 Q And so if the prior art says not to use X
23 Q Got it. And so you are not providing any 23|that's an exanple of teaching away. And if the prior
24 |opi ni ons about the conception date or the reduction of 24 |art says to use Y, that would be an exanple of teaching
25|practice of the invention of the 217 Patent, correct? 25|towards or teaching that concept?

Page 22 Page 24
1 A Correct. 1 A No. No, | think -- okay. Let ne rephrase. |
2 Q And you're not providing any opinions about 2|did not clearly say what.
3|secondary considerations of non-obviousness, correct? 3 Okay. Let's say the prior art -- and then a
4 A What is secondary consideration? 4 |prior art is saying that we should not use X. And then
5 Q Ckay. Are you aware of the concept of 5|there is a later, you know, invention or the claim
6 [secondary consi derations of non-obvi ousness, which is 6 |i nvention, which cones |ater, saying we should use X
7 |sormetinmes referred to as objective indicia of 7 |conmponent. So in that case --
8 [non- obvi ousness? 8 Q Ri ght.
9 A No, | don't know. 9 A -- prior art is teaches away that clainmed
10 Q Ckay. And if you aren't familiar with that 10|invention. And that -- this is the way | interpret.
11|concept, is it fair to assume that you are not offering 11|And if you want to know nore, | can tell -- for exanple,
12 |opi ni ons about that concept? 12 |Patent 217 utilizes messages and sub-nmessages, and then
13 A That's correct, yeah. 13 |sub-messages they apply some conpliance rule and so on.
14 Q Okay. Let's look at paragraph 18. Can you |et 14 On the other hand, there is a patent | -- with
15|me know when you're there? 15(|this -- | forgot the -- row hall's patent, that they
16 A Yes. 16 |focus only on the original message. They ignore the
17 Q You wite in paragraph 18 that as part of the 17 |sub-messages entirely. So in that case that says we
18 |obvi ousness anal ysis one nmust consider whether prior art 18 |shoul d not focus on the sub-nessages at all when we
19 |teaches away froma clainmed invention, correct? 19 |apply the conpliance rule.
20 A That's correct, yeah. (Reading to self). 20 So we can say that prior art in that case
21 Q What is your understanding of what it neans for 21 |teaches the later invention or the claiminvention,
22 |prior art reference to teach away fromthe clai ned 22 |because it doesn't consider -- that prior art doesn't
23|invention? 23|consider the sub-nmessages where we should apply the
24 A Teach away is a -- | think is a legal term 24 |conpliance rule that we are claimng in the invention.
25|Basically prior art says sonething that we should not -- 25 Q Ckay. And when | search your report for the
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Page 25 Page 27
1|word "away" -- 1 So that's one way to deal with it. But there's
2 A Um hum 2|no guarantee that it will work or not. It just neans
3 Q -- paragraph 18 is the only place | see it. 3|after combining, we need to check.

4 A Um hum 4 Does it answer your question?

5 Q Do you agree with that? 5 Q I think so. So basically there are a |ot of

6 A I did not check it, but, however, if it's only 6 |reasons why a person of skill in the art night be
7|once if you -- | assume that searching is correct, so -- 7|notivated to combine two prior art references, correct?
8|l mean, your searching is correct, so, yeah, | have -- 8 A Um hum

9 Q Well -- and | amjust trying to make sure. Are 9 Q And you identified a nunber of reasons just
10|you providing any opinions that the prior art in this 10|now. I|s another exanple of why a person of skill in the
11|case teaches away fromthe clainmed invention? 11|art might be notivated to conbine two references because
12 A I don'"t think so. 12 |they might think there is sone financial gain they could
13 Ckay. Then -- if not, then we can just nove 13 |achieve if they did so?

14 |on. 14 A Yeah, of course. Um hum

15 A Um hum 15 Q Okay. And would a person of skill in the art
16 Q Okay. Let's look at paragraph 19, which should 16 |be notivated to conbine two conventional elenents

17 |be the next paragraph. Do you see that? 17 |together that were known in the prior art?

18 A Sur e. 18 A Coul d you please tell me -- could you pl ease
19 Q You wite that "Wien an obvi ousness chal | enge 19 |repeat?

20|is based on a conbination of references, one nust 20 Q Woul d a person of skill in the art be notivated
21 |consider whether there is a notivation to conbine the 21|to conbine two references if they involved conventional
22 |teachings of those references.” Do you see that? 22 |technol ogy that was known in the prior art?

23 A Um hum 23 MR PADMANABHAN: Objection. Rule 611.

24 Q Can you tell ne sone exanples of why a person 24 THE DEPONENT: You nean the PCSITA, right, a
25|of skill in the art might conmbine two prior art 25 |person of ordinary skill set person. Yes, sonetines

Page 26 Page 28
1|references? 1|they do.

2 A There are nany reasons. |In general, if you ask 2 BY MR OHLERT:

3|(ne there are some -- because every day we face new 3 Q And woul d a person of skill in the art be

4 |problems, so we need to solve the new problems. And for 4 |motivated to conbine two references together if their

5|that people try to rely on the prior art and conbi ne 5|teachings would yield a predictable result?

6|those prior art and address it. So that's one way -- 6 A Yeah. This -- if it is predictable that when

7 |people call it incremental work and so on. 7 |conbined that two systens or two prior art, sometines it

8 But that way, if you solve it, then -- then it 8|may produce desired results, sonetinme it may not. And

9|is -- the problemis that sone people may think it is 9|even if you conmbine the system-- two systemor two

10(trivial or easy to solve. But if -- but there's a 10|prior arts you -- the POSITA or the ordinary skill set

11|possibility if you solve it, but the system may not work 11 |person may encounter various issues. So | cannot tell

12 |very well, or it may not produce desired result. 12 |you here that all is the person -- conbining --

13 So in that case we -- researcher may want to 13 |conbi nation of references or conbining two systemor two

14 |come up with a new -- or that engineer or devel opnent 14 |approaches will always produce the desired result. It

15|person may want to cone up with a new system or new 15|may work, it may not work, in general.

16 |approach that may not rely on the -- on the previous 16 Q That's fair. But if a person of skill in the

17 |differences or previous approaches. O they will nodify 17 |art knew that conmbining two references in a certain way

18 |entirely. That is also a new innovation. 18 |would yield a predictable result, that's one reason they

19 So your question is what is the notivation, 19 |mi ght combine those references. Fair?

20|right? So notivation for if -- there's a possibility 20 A Yeah, if it is a-- let's say, if it is solved,

21|that two references or nultiple references solve certain 21|yes -- yes, then it -- it -- you may get -- and if the

22 |problens in the certain domains, but you are 22 |problemis trivial, then, yes, you may end up with a --

23|encountering new problem and in order to solve that new 23|a desired solution. But if the problemis not that

24 |problem a human has a tendency to rely on the existing 24 (trivial, and then conbining may not -- may produce sone

25|solution or references and conbine it and apply it. 25|unin- -- unintended effect or undesirable effect, then
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) Page 29 Page 31
1|you nay need to tackle that issue. 1 (Si nul t aneous col | oquy.)
2 So what | amsaying in this case, | cannot say 2 Q Okay. But 1'mfocused on your claim
3|yes or no. Is -- it depends, basically. That's ny 3|construction opinions in paragraphs 20 through 44. And
4 lanswer . 4 |so you provide certain opinions about nodul es and the
5 Q Got it. So if a person of skill in the art 5|proper claimconstruction of those terms in paragraphs
6 |knew t hat conbining two references in a certain way 6|20 through 20 -- through 44 of Exhibit 2029, correct?
7|would yield a predictable result, that doesn't tell you 7 A Correct. But | think later | mention about the
8|one way or the other whether that person would be 8lidentifying or desirability -- we nention it in the
9|notivated to conbi ne those references, correct? 9|later part of the declaration.
10 A Sorry. Say one nore time. | apol ogize. 10 Q We -- we can get there, and I'll certainly ask
11 Q So if a person of ordinary skill in the art 11 |about that, sir. But | amjust trying to focus on your
12 |knew that conmbining two references in a certain way 12 |cl ai m construction opinions right now and just kind of
13|(woul d yield a predictable result, your understanding is |[13|figure out for the record what you are opining on in
14 (that doesn't tell you one way or the other whether that |14|terms of claimconstruction. Does that nake sense?
15|person woul d be notivated to conbine those references, 15 A Yes.
16 |correct? 16 Q And so you provide certain opinions in
17 A Correct. 17 |paragraphs 20 through 44 related to claimterns that
18 Q Ckay. And if there is a gap in what one 18|i nvol ve the term "nodul e as shown in -- for exanple,
19 |reference teaches, would you agree that it m ght nake 19 |you know, paragraph 22 of your declaration. Fair?
20|sense for a person of skill in the art to | ook at 20 A Ri ght.
21 |anot her reference to see how to address that gap? 21 Q And you don't specifically opine on the proper
22 A Yes. In the real life, yes. 22 |construction of identifying in the 217 Patent cl ains,
23 Q Ckay. Do you understand that a person of 23 |correct?
24 |ordinary skill will often be able to fit the teachings 24 A In the -- in the claimconstruction, yes, but
25|of nmultiple patents together |ike pieces of a puzzle? 25|l ater we discuss that.
1 A Yes. Page 30 1 Q And just so | just -- so the record is clearl?age 8
2 Q And do you understand that familiar items nay 2 |when you say "in the claimconstruction, yes," you nmean
3 |obvi ous uses beyond their primary purposes? 3|you don't specifically opine on the construction of
4 A Can you tell -- elaborate a little bit, please. 4|identifying in the 217 Patent claims, correct?
5 Q You can't answer that question as it is 5 A I'n claimconstruction, yes.
6 |phrased? 6 Q Ckay. And you don't specifically opine in
7 A Coul d you please re- -- could you rephrase it? 7 |rendering your claimconstruction opinions on the
8 Q Do you understand that faniliar itenms may have 8|appropriate construction of recipient, correct?
9 |obvi ous uses beyond their prinmary purposes? 9 A In the claimconstruction, yes, | do not say
10 A Ckay. |'msorry, could -- say one nore tine, 10|that. But later part we discuss, yes.
11|if you don't m nd. 11 Q So later in your report you discuss recipient,
12 Q Do you understand that fanmiliar items may have 12 |but you don't officially opine on what you believe woul d
13 |obvi ous uses beyond their prinmary purposes? 13 |be the proper claimconstruction of that termin the
14 A Yes. Sone cases, yes. l4|claimin the 217 Patent. Fair?
15 Q Ckay. | notice that you provide certain claim 15 A Yeah, in claimconstruction you cannot find it,
16 |construction opinions in your declaration in paragraphs 16|but in the later part of the declaration we discuss the
17|20 through paragraph 44. Do you see that? 17 |recipients, and we discuss also identifying
18 A 22 or -- 18 |desirability, those type of things. That's correct.
19 Q Par agraph 20 through paragraph 44. 19 Q And so, again, | understand you discuss
20 A Um hum Claimconstruction, yeah. 20|recipient later in your report, but you don't ever
21 Q Okay. You don't provide any claimconstruction 21 |provide an opinion about what the proper construction of
22 |opi nions about the identifying limtation, correct? 22 |recipient should be; is that correct?
23 A No, | think we tal k about identifying 23 A An exanpl e recipient, we talk about -- you have
24 |relationship is mssing in other the patents. 24(to give me tine to find it where | discuss recipient
25 Q Ckay. But I'm-- 25|later part of the patent. | introduce what is the
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Page 33 Page 35

1|definition of the recipient. Do you want to give ne a 1|paragraph 62.
2 |few m nutes? 2 Then 64 -- | think 64, everything -- okay, 64,
3 Q Sure. |f you can point me in your report where 3(we try to say a little bit clearly. Page nunber 24,
4 |you provide a construction of recipient, | would 4 |paragraph 64. Paragraph 64 and page 24 we said, "Every
5|certainly like to |l ook at that. 5|claimof the Patent 217 request electronic
6 A Sure. | can use the search option, right? 6 |communi cation, including a sender, a sent piece of
7 Q Yeah, you should be able to search using 7|electronic content, and the recipient.” And then we
8|control F or command F, depending on your conputer. 8|cited Clains 1, 6, 7.
9 A Problemis in nmy PDF, | cannot search. | 9 BY MR OHLERT:
10 |cannot search, but the PDF has an inmmge. You search in 10 Q I's your answer conplete?
11|the PDF file or -- just off record | amasking this. 11 A No. Then 65 also has a "recipient" at the end.
12 Q I'mable to search in the PDF that we upl oaded. 12 |Par agr aph 65.
13|l downl oaded the sanme docunment. | can search. |'mnot 13 And then -- and then paragraph 66 has a
14 |sure if that hel ps or not. 14 |"cognate" group where we tal k about the recipient.
15 MR, PADVANABHAN:  Are you unable to search? 15 Then 67 has -- under -- a recipient of the
16 THE DEPONENT: No, it doesn't -- it cannot 16 |place -- "the piece of the electronic content and that
17|find -- | can search, but it doesn't find. Problemis 17|is cognate to the user," paragraph 67.
18 |this -- ny search doesn't work here. 18 Then paragraph 68 has a "recipient." 68 --
19 MR PADVANABHAN:  Your search doesn't work. 19 Then before paragraph 70, Section VI, we said
20|Ckay. Let nme try to get you a -- 20|"A Second User that is Both 'a recipient' and also is
21 MR OHLERT: Do we want to go off the record 21|cognate to the First user." And then we try to argue
22 |(while we try to figure out this tech problemreally 22 |there, why is that.
23|quickly, see if we can help himfigure out a search? 23 And then 71 has "recipient is one of the steps
24 MR PADVANABHAN:  Yes. 24 |required..." Okay. So there we try to define what is
25 THE VI DEOGRAPHER:  Ckay. Going off record at 25|the second user, and then second user needs to be the
1(8:19 a.m Page 34 1|cognate as well as the recipient of the same el ectronl?a::ge 3
2 (OfFf the record.) 2|content that we try to argue.
3 THE VI DEOGRAPHER:  Back on record 8:24 a.m 3 And then 73 we have a "recipient." 73. And
4 BY MR CHLERT: 4 [then paragraph 73 under bold "npst of the recipients
5 Q Okay. So, Dr. Khan, you should be able to 5|reply,"” we nentioned. Then 73 paragraph, has nultiple
6 |search through your report. Can you identify anywhere 6 |recipient and recipients were nmentioned nultiple tines.
7|el se in Exhibit 2029 that you provide claimconstruction 7 Then --
8 |opi nions about the term"recipient"? 8 Q Sir, can |l -- can | just -- | don't nean to
9 A Say, for exanple, page 20, paragraph 51, we 9|interrupt you, but are you just going through your
10 |tal k about key word "sender," "recipient." Then -- then 10|report and |isting paragraphs that say the word
11|in 52, we said "each piece of electronic content that is 11|"recipient"?
12 |sent froma sender to a user. Exhibit 1001, Caim1, 6, 12 A Correct, yeah.
13|7." 13 Q Ckay. Can you point me to any paragraph where
14 Then -- then we underline "a plurality of 14 |you provide a claimconstruction opinion as to what
15|users.” 15|recipient neans? M question is a little nore specific.
16 Then 58 we call that -- fromthe Patent 217, 16 A I think -- okay. Caimconstruction appears on
17 |"what is a sender." 17 |whi ch page? Yeah, in page nunber --
18 In 58, we also nention the recipient, which is 18 Q Your claimconstruction opinions span
19|a part of the Patent 217, Exhibit 1001, Caim1, 6, 7. 19 |par agraphs 20 through 44.
20 Do you see this? 20 A Okay. That's fine. 20 -- page 20 to 24, okay.
21 Q Any -- anything else? 21 Q Par agraph 20 t hrough paragraph 44.
22 MR PADVANABHAN: He wants you to just go 22 A Ckay. Yeah, in page 32 we tal k about
23 |through the whole -- 23|recipient -- in paragraph 32. The recipient were
24 THE DEPONENT: Ch, the whole. 24 |mentioned multiple tinmes here, and then -- yeah, | do
25 And then 62 has a "recipient.” Then -- 25|not send -- let ne check what | have send --

Meta Platforms, Inc. v. Sterling Computers Corporation Page: 9 (33 - 36)

Focus Litigation Solutions



Latifur Khan, Ph.D.
Page 37 Page 39

1 Q I nean, really what | amlooking for, sir, is 1|what a sender is in this paragraph, right?

2 |sonmething akin to, "The claimterm'recipient' neans," 2 A I -- 1 -- 1 think | clearly say what is sender
3|or, "The claimterm'recipient' should be construed as." 3|here. Sender neans send a piece of -- a sender is
4 Can you point to anywhere in paragraphs 20 4 |sent -- commm, is send piece of electronic content,

5|through 44 of your report where you provide an opinion 5|right. So basically sender will send a piece of

6|as to what recipient should nean? Not sinply nentioning 6|electronic content. |In that case the person who sends a

7 |recipient, but where you actually opine as to what the 7 |piece of -- who will send a piece of electronic content
8|claimconstruction of recipient should be. 8|will be known as a sender.

9 A And | -- | don't see in the claimconstruction 9 Q Your report doesn't actually say that a sender
10|that way -- the way you want the recipient should be 10|i s someone who sent a piece of electronic content, does
11 |nentioned, that's not the case. 11]it?

12 Q So your claimconstruction opinions in 12 A But the way we wite "a sender, a sent piece of
13 |paragraphs 20 through 44 are focused on interpreting the 13|electronic content,” ny interpretation is here -- from
14 |terms of the clainms that reference nodule, correct? 14 |here you can easily understand what a sender neans.
15 A Yeah. This one focus on the nodul es and argue 15 Q But that's not true, sir, because your report
16 |that, and then we tal k about -- we briefly touch what -- 16 |actual |y states, "For exanple, every claimof the 217
17 |we nmention the recipient, we nmention the -- those type 17 |Patent requires electronic communications, including,
18 |of things. But we did not define it -- the recipient 18|quote, 'a sender,' a, quote, 'sent," quote 'piece of
19 |here. 19 |electronic content,' and a quote 'recipient'." Nowhere
20 Q So your declaration nmentions the word 20|in that sentence are you providing definitions of those
21|"recipient,"” but it never discusses or opines as to what 21|terms, are you?
22 |recipient should be construed as in the 217 Patent, 22 A Ckay. So | thought the -- okay. So there are
23|correct? 23|a couple of arguments here. One argument | want to use
24 A In the claimconstruction, that's -- right. 24 |here why we don't say -- because this is a very standard
25(But later | showed you that recipient was clearly 25|definition, so we don't need to define those terns,

Page 38 Page 40
1|mentioned, "what is recipient, what is sender.”" Not in 1|"sender," "recipient,” and so on. So that's one

2|the claimconstruction, but in later part of declaration 2 |argunent.
3|(we clearly state "what is recipient, what is sender." 3 Q Well, sir, I"'mnot |ooking for argunents. |'m
4 Q Ckay. Can you point me to anywhere in Exhibit 4|just trying to establish some very basic facts about

5(2029 where you provide that kind of construction 5|what your opinions are.

6 || anguage about what recipient should nmean? 6 A Um hum

7 A Sure. Yeah. |If you go to paragraph 64, there 7 Q And one of those things I'mtrying to establish
8(we try to say Patent -- "217 Patent involves system and 8|i s whether you provide opinions on the construction of

9|methods relating to -- or relating to person-to-person 9|recipient and cognate in the identifying limtation of
10 |communi cation. For exanple, every claimof the 217 10|the 217 Patent.
11|Patent requires electronic communications, including 'a 11 And so | didn't see any construction about
12 |sender,' 'a sent,' 'piece of electronic content,"” and a 12 |those terns in paragraphs 20 through 44 of your report.
13|'recipient'."” There we nention what is sender, what is 13|You're now pointing me to paragraph 64, but this also
14 |recipient, right? 14 |does not seemto have a clai mconstruction.

15 Q | see you nention the words "sender and 15 And so ny question is sinply, isn't it true

16 |recipient,” but | don't actually see anywhere in 16 |that your declaration in Exhibit 2029 does not disclose
17 |par agraph 64 where you explain what a sender or a 17 |opi ni ons about how to construe recipients or cognate any
18 |recipient neans. Can you clarify what your answer is? 18 |identifying limtation?

19 A So from-- if | read this sentence, | 19 A And also -- and | want to say one nore thing.
20 |understand that sender neans to send the nessages, 20[(So Patent 217 tal ks about sender, recipient very
21|right -- electronic nmessages. And it will go -- and the 21 |clearly, right. So that's why probably we -- we did not
22 |recipient will receive the messages, right. Yeah. So 22 |define this term nol ogy here.

23|that way | -- | interpret it and it is very obvious from 23 Q Okay. Sir, is your testinmony that you didn't
24 (this writing. 24 |need to provide claimconstruction opinions about the
25 Q But, again, you don't provide any definition of 25|terms "recipient” and "cognate" in the identifying
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Page 41 Page 43
1{limtation in the clainms of the 217 Patent? 1 Q Ckay. Let me repeat it for the record. ay.
2 A No, | did not get it. So what are you saying? 2 Strike that.

3 Q Isn't it true that your declaration in Exhibit 3 You agree you did not provide a claim

412029 does not disclose opinions about how to construe 4|construction of the term"recipient” in the clainms of
5|"recipient"” or "cognate" in the identifying limitation 5|the 217 Patent in Exhibit 2029, correct?

6[in the clains of the 217 Patent? 6 A That's correct. | said, yes.

7 A | do not say, "cognate." | said -- "cognate," 7 Q Ckay. And you agree you did not provide a
8|l don't think we discuss "cognate" here at all at this 8|clai mconstruction of the term"cognate" in the clains
9 |point. 9(of the 217 Patent in Exhibit 2029, correct?

10 Q Isn't it true that your declaration in Exhibit 10 A I have to check. So you said in the claim
11(2029 does not discuss opinions about how to construe 11 |construction |I did not define the cognate, is that what
12 |"recipient” in the clainms of the 217 Patent? 12|you are saying?

13 A In the claimeconstruction only, right? Yes. 13 Q That is true, but 1'"'malso saying this with
14 Q In your entire report in Exhibit 2029, you do 14 (respect to your entire report. So let ne ask the
15[not provide opinions about how to construe "recipient" 15(question again so the record is clear.

16|in the clains of the 217 Patent, correct? 16 Strike that.

17 A I -- 1 -- we tried -- okay. We tried to say, 17 You agree you did not provide a claim
18|"recipient,” many, many times in that -- in the whole 18|construction of the term"cognate" in the clains of the
19 |declar- -- ny declaration. So in that case -- and -- 19(217 Patent in Exhibit 2029, correct?

20 (|that's why we did -- and -- fromthe Patent 217, it is 20 A Gve ne a few nminutes to answer the question,
21 |obvious that what is sender, what is recipient. And so 21|please. So | see "cognate" is mentioned in the

22 |that's why we did not define those terns. 22 |paragraph 32, page 16.

23 Q Okay. So you agree you did not provide a claim 23 Q I's your answer conplete?

24 |construction of the term"recipient"” in the clains of 24 A Yes.

25|the 217 Patent, correct? 25 Q So you pointed to paragraph 32. Were

Page 42 Page 44
1 A I did not discuss -- I'msorry. | did not? 1|specifically in your view do you provide a claim
2|(Sorry, can you say -- 2 |construction of the term "cognate"?

3 Q You agree you did not provide a claim 3 A So we did not define it, but we said what --

4 |construction of the term"recipient" in the claimof the 4 |what is the cognate to the user -- relevant to the user,
51217 Patent, correct? 5(right, or simlar to the user. So the definition you
6 A Correct. 6|are looking for, that is not there in the claim

7 Q And, actually, let ne just ask that again 7 |construction because sone of the terms are standard.
8|because | think | got the question wong. 8 Let's say -- you can ask me why don't you do
9 Strike that. 9|the content construction. Content is a -- is all -- we
10 You agree you did not provide a claim 10|can -- content is -- | did not nention what -- what is
11 |construction of the term"recipient” in the clainms of 11 |content in the claimconstruction clearly. But this is
12 |(the 217 Patent in Exhibit 2029, correct? 12|a standard term and we have an understandi ng what does
13 A Previously you said "claimconstruction," 13|content nmeans. So that is why didn't -- sone of the
14 |right? Now you are saying "in general," right? 14 |term nol ogy we did not de- -- define it. So we assune
15 Q No. | said claimconstruction again. Please 15|that these are standard vocabularies -- we are going to
16 |answer -- please listen to the question. I'll repeat it 16|use it.

17 |for the record. 17 Q I's "cognate" an industry termthat you've ever
18 Strike that. 18 |heard outside of the context of the 217 Patent?

19 You agree you did not provide a claim 19 A I'n the reconmendati on system peopl e use cognate
20 |construction of the term"recipient" in the clains of 20 |col | aboratively in those termnology terns that they
21|the 217 Patent in Exhibit 2029, correct? 21|use, yeah.

22 A Are you tal king? 22 Q You said, "in the 'sonmething’ system" |

23 Q Yes, | had asked a question. Did you not hear 23|just -- | don't think | caught it.

241it? 24 MR PADVANABHAN:  Recommendat i on.

25 A No, | did not hear it. 25 THE DEPONENT: Recommendati on.
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1 BY MR COHLERT: Page 45 1 A | also mentioned term-- sorry. Page 47
2 Q So your opinion is that "cognate" is an 2 Q Sir, | need you to not interrupt my questions
3|industry termfor recommendation systems outside of the 3|so that the court reporter can have a clear record. So
4 |context of the 217 Patent? 4|l amgoing to ask my question again, and then you can

5 A Correct. 5|answer in turn. Do you understand?

6 Q You' ve heard the term "cognate" used outside of 6 A Sure, sure. M apol ogies.

7 |the context of the 217 Patent? 7 Q And so you nentioned several terns just now,

8 A Correct. 8|including "sender," "recipient," "content," and,

9 Q And so your opinion is because it's a termthat 9|"cognate," and your position is that you did not need to
10|you were famliar with, you did not need to provide a 10 |provide a claimconstruction of any of these terms in
11|claimconstruction as to what that term nmeans in your 11 |Exhi bit 2029, correct?

12 |Exhi bit 2029, correct? 12 A No. | said -- okay. | said, "Sender,"

13 A Especially for sender and recipient, yes. More 13|"recipient," "content," and "search," these are the

14 |specifically if you say -- you can argue that, Wy don't 14 |standard vocabul aries, and that peopl e use day-to-day

15|you define "search"? Wy don't you define "content"? 15(|life. So that's why we did not -- in Patent 217 they

16 |Why don't you define "sender"? Wy don't you define 16 |are nmentioned many, many times and define it. So that's

17 |"recipient"? These are the standard vocabul ari es peopl e 17 |why we did not -- ny declaration, | did not say or

18 |use day-to-day life, so that's why we did not define 18 |define it -- those terns in the claimconstruction.

19 |them But for "cognate" you nay argue, so | am not 19|That's ny position. And, however, with regard to

20|saying -- "cognate" is arare term People don't -- 20|"cognate" to the user -- "cognate," that termis not --

21|people -- we don't use frequently, that's correct. 21|is arare term It is only focused on the conputer

22 Q Okay. | amgoing to ask the question again 22|science area in certain field cognate termis used. So

23|just because | amtrying to get at specifically cognate 23|that's why the -- it's better to define it in this

24 |and not these other terns that you nentioned. So | just 24 |context, that's correct.

25|want to make sure we have a clean record and we're not 25 Q And you did not define "cognate" in Exhibit
Page 46 Page 48

1|tal king past each other. | hope you understand -- 1(2029, correct?

2 |strike that. 2 A In the claimconstruction, that's correct.

3 So your position is that because "cognate" is a 3 Q You did not define "cognate" anywhere in

4|familiar termthat you understood, you did not need to 4 |Exhi bit 2029, correct?

5|provide a claimconstruction as to the term "cognate" in 5 MR PADVANABHAN:. Objection. Rule 611.

6 |Exhi bit 2029, correct? 6 THE DEPONENT: Let ne see whether | define it

7 A I -- 1 want to correct ny position a little bit 7 |anywhere. Okay. | found sonewhere page -- paragraph

8|with respect to the previous one also. You asked ne 8|66, page nunber 25, we said "A cognate group consists of

9|"recipient,” "sender," and then there are additional 9|user nost similar to a given user or recipient."”
10|terns that there are contents search. So these are the 10 BY MR COHLERT:
11 |standard ternms in vocabulary. So people sonetinmes use 11 Q And so you define "cognate" as other users
12 |frequently in day-to-day life, so that's why ny 12 |considered to be the nost sinmilar to the user concerned,
13|interpretation is we don't need to define or declare 13 |correct?
14 |those -- come up with a definition for these ternms in 14 A Yeah.
15|this declaration. 15 Q And your position nowis that is a claim
16 On the other hand, for cognate users, that is 16 |construction; is that correct?
17 |more related to the recommendati on systemare in a -- in 17 A No, I'mnot saying it is a claimconstruction,
18 |certain areas that have been used, so it is not very 18 |but I'msaying | defined it "cognate" -- what is
19 |prevalent in our daily -- daily lives. So that is why I 19 |"cognate."
20|agree with you. "Cognate" -- we need to define it on -- 20 Q Okay. I'mreally just trying to understand a
21|at least clearly say here what is cognate. 21 |very basic question, which is, are you offering a claim
22 Q And | just want to be clear. You nentioned 22 |construction of certain terms. Do you understand that?
23|several terms. Sender, recipient, content, cognate, and 23 A Yes.
24 |your position is that for each of these -- 24 Q So you woul d agree Exhibit 2029 does not
25 (Si mul t aneous col | oquy. ) 25|provide a claimconstruction of the term"cognate,"
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Page 49 Page 51
1|correct? 1|you how the cognate user -- what does cognate users
2 A Yes. 2 |means [sic].
3 MR PADVANABHAN:  Cbjection. Rule 611. 3 BY MR CHLERT:
4 THE DEPONENT: In the claimconstruction, we 4 Q But didn't you say that the definition in
5|did not provide "cognate" definition, correct. 5|paragraph 66 of "cognate" is not a claimconstruction?
6 BY MR CHLERT: 6 A I's -- you showed ne that claimconstruction is
7 Q And your opinions are not trying to opine as to 7|a separate section, right, in nmy declaration. It covers
8|the appropriate claimconstruction of "cognate" in the 8|certain paragraphs. So it doesn't appear in part of
9|clains of the 217 Patent, correct? 9 |that paragraph, that | neant.
10 A | cannot get that question. Could you please 10 Q And you don't provide a claimconstruction of
11|repeat or rephrase it? 11|the term"recipient" or "cognate" anywhere else in your
12 Q Your opinions are not trying to opine as to the 12 |report noted as Exhibit 2029, correct?
13 |appropriate clai mconstruction of "cognate" in the 13 MR. PADVANABHAN:  Cbjection. Rule 611.
14 |clainms of the 217 Patent, correct? 14 THE DEPONENT: | -- | define -- | try to
15 A My opinion -- | could not get it. Could you 15|explain in ny declaration in other places, except claim
16 |pl ease rephrase it? 16 |construction, what is recipient, what is cognate users.
17 Q You are not trying to opine as to the 17|So that -- that part shows that we are trying to explain
18 |appropriate claimconstruction of "cognate" in the 18 |recipient and then especially the cognate group of -- we
19 |clains of the 217 Patent, correct? 19|tried to define it in other places except claim
20 A Yeah. As | said, | did not define the 20 |constructi on.
21|"cognate,” yeah, in claimconstruction. 21 BY MR OHLERT:
22 Q And so your opinions are not trying to provide 22 Q | see your definition of "cognate" as "other
23|claimconstructions for either the term"recipient" or 23|users considered to be the nost simlar to the user
24 |"cognate” in the identifying linmtation of the clainms of 24 |concerned" in paragraph 66.
25|the 217 patent, correct? 25 A Um hum

Page 50 Page 52
1 MR. PADVANABHAN:  (bj ection. Rule 611. 1 Q I's there anywhere el se in Exhibit 2029 where
2 THE DEPONENT: No, | have an opinion. | -- 1 2 |you provide opinions as to the nmeaning of "cognate"?
3[(will express ny understanding about this because these 3 MR PADVANABHAN:  Cbjection. Rule 611.
4|are two inportant concepts the Patent 217 is based on. 4 THE DEPONENT: Ckay. Let ne see whether any
5 BY MR OHLERT: 5|other places contains. Then in 67 we say "Cognate
6 Q I''mgoing to ask ny question again because | 6 |importance is based on purposeful |y biased exanples, but
7|think you missed it -- strike that. 7|it stills involves the views of significant nunber of
8 Your opinions are not trying to provide claim 8|individuals rather than just one user."
9|constructions for either the term"recipient" or 9 BY MR COHLERT:
10|"cognate” in the identifying linmitation of the claims of 10 Q I's that a definition of "cognate," sir?
11 |the 217 Patent, correct? 11 A No. It is a -- another termnology that is
12 A So just forgive nme. Say one nore tine. 12 |used here, "cognate inportance.”
13 Q Your opinions are not trying to provide claim 13 Q Ckay. | really amfocused on a very specific
14 |constructions for either the term"recipient" or 14 |question. | want you to try to answer that question if
15|"cognate” in the identifying limtation of the clains of 15|you can.
16 |the 217 Patent, correct? 16 Strike that.
17 A In the claimconstruction, yes. 17 | see your definition of "cognate" as "other
18 Q And in your entire report for Exhibit 2029, you 18 |users considered to be the nost sinmilar to the user
19 |are not trying to provide claimconstructions for either 19 |concerned" in paragraph 66. |s there anywhere else in
20|the term"recipient” or "cognate" in the identifying 20 |Exhi bit 2029 where you provide opinions as to the
21|limtation of the clainms of the 217 Patent, correct? 21 |neani ng of "cognate"?
22 MR. PADVANABHAN:  Cbjection. Rule 611. 22 A Yeah. Page 69 -- paragraph 69, cognate users.
23 THE DEPONENT: Well, in nmy report the -- except 23|"How the cognate group in general has rated the sender
24 |the claimconstruction, other places we nention sender, 24 |of electronic content."
25(|recipient. W nention the cognate user. And | showed 25 Q Paragraph 69 is not a definition of "cognate,"
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1lis it, sir? Page 53 1 Q Par agraph 75 di scusses that the "217 Patent Page 55
2 A No. But we try to explain what the cognate 2|explains that its relevance anal ysis engine uses

3|user does -- what is the -- when you have the cognate 3|information about the users in the cognate group to

4 |user group, what they wll do. 4 |calculate values." Do you see that?

5 Q So that's getting at a different limtation 5 A Um hum yes.

6|than the identifying linmtation, correct? 6 Q So paragraph 75 is tal king about how the 217

7 A No, | don't agree to that identifying, but 7 |Patent uses users in the cognate group, it is not
8|okay. Okay. So if you see paragraph 74, "Wy 8|tal ki ng about how to define "cognate," is it?
9|identifying 'cognate' users is inmportant." There we 9 A Ri ght .

10|said, "a cognate group for a user, based on historical 10 Q And so | amstruggling a bit, sir, because |'m
11|actions. More particularly, for each user, over tine, 11|really trying to understand if you provide claim
12|the systemmay identify a..." 12 |construction opinions about the terns "cognate" and

13 Ckay. So here | think -- this text is 13|"recipient,” and ny understanding is you sinply don't.
14 |extracted from Patent 217, and Patent 217 clearly say 14 And if you don't, that's okay. You can say
15|what does "cognate group" neans. So here it say, 15|that. But you keep pointing ne to paragraphs that don't
16 |"Cognate group of the n other users regarded as the nost 16 |do what you're saying they do, and | think that's a real
17|simlar." So that way -- you're |looking for definition, 17 |problem And it's going to make this deposition take a
18|you can find it here. For a user, when you are 18|l ot longer than it needs to take. These are sone sinple
19|l ooking -- when you are |ooking for a cognate group, and 19 |questi ons.

20|the cognate group will be "other n users who are nost 20 So | amjust going to try to ask a very
21|simlar." 21 |straightforward question and nove on and then hopeful Iy
22 Q Sir, the quote that you are referencing does 22 |that can be that.

23|not say, "cognate users will be other n users who are 23 A Sure.

24 |nost similar."” You are adding words there, aren't you? 24 Strike that.

25 A | amtrying to explain -- okay. |If you read 25 Your declaration, Exhibit 2029, does not

1|it, the systemthat identify a cognate group of the nPage >4 1|provide opinions as to the proper construction of thePage %6
2 |other users regarded as nost simlar. 2|ternms "cognate" or "recipient” in the identifying

3 Q Ckay. And that's tal king about cognate groups, 3(limtation of the 217 Patent claims, correct?

4 |not the neaning of the word "cognate," correct? 4 MR. PADVANABHAN:  (Objection. Rule 611.

5 A Ckay. So "cognate" -- yeah, that's correct. 5 THE DEPONENT: So could you pl ease say one nore
6|So cognate and cognate -- cognate user is individual in 6(time?

7|a group -- whatever the multiple users are there. So 7 BY MR COHLERT:

8|these are all part of the cognate group, and each 8 Q Your decl aration, Exhibit 2029, does not
9|individual will be the cognate. GCkay, anyway, yeah. 9 |provide opinions as to the proper construction of the
10 Let ne see if we have any other clear 10|terns "cognate" or "recipient” in the identifying
11|definition of "cognate" because the cognate cones with 11|limtation of the 217 Patent, correct?

12|the -- let's see. So we define "cognate rel evancy," 12 A Not in the claimconstruction? Did you change
13|"cognate inportance," these are the terms that are 13|the wording or --

14 |there -- in the item75 you will find it. 14 Q I"'mreally trying to say the exact sane

15 Q And by item 75, you nean paragraph 757? 15|question over and over again, sir. So let me repeat it
16 A Yeah, paragraph 75, correct. 16|again and let's see if we can get an answer.

17 Q And so paragraph 75 tal ks about how the "217 17 Strike that.

18 |Patent explains that its rel evance anal ysis engi ne uses 18 Your declaration, Exhibit 2029, does not

19 |information about the users in the cognate group to 19 |provide opinions as to the proper claimconstruction of
20|cal cul ate values." Do you agree? 20|the terms "cognate" or "recipient" in the identifying
21 A Whi ch one? Paragraph 74, right? 21(limtation of the 217 Patent, correct?

22 Q You pointed to paragraph 75 and | am just 22 A That's correct.

23|trying to read from paragraph 75. Do you understand 23 Q Okay. Let's take a break and let's reset.

24 |that? 24 MR OHLERT: So can we go off the record?

25 A Yeah. 25 MR PADVANABHAN:  Sure.

Meta Platforms, Inc. v. Sterling Computers Corporation

Page: 14 (53 - 56)

Focus Litigation Solutions



Latifur Khan, Ph.D.

1 THE DEPONENT: How many minutes? Five ni nutia}sg?e >7 1 (Si nul t aneous col | oquy.) Page 59
2 MR OHLERT: What do you need? Well, let's go 2 Q Did you wite a thesis as part of your Ph.D.?
3|off the record first. 3 A Yes.
4 MR. PADVANABHAN: Let's take a 10-nminute break. 4 Q What was your thesis in your Ph.D. program
5 MR OHLERT: Let's go off the record. 5|about ?
6 THE VI DEOGRAPHER:  Going of f the record at 6 A Ckay. So that was a long tine ago, but it was
719:08 a.m 7 |ont ol ogy-based information selection. So basically --
8 (Off the record.) 8|you want to know nore or just title?
9 THE VI DEOGRAPHER: Back on record at 9:19 a.m 9 Q Vell, let's try this. Ws your thesis as part
10 BY MR COHLERT: 10|of your Ph.D. programrelated to determining the
11 Q Okay. Dr. Khan, | amuploading an exhibit to 11 |rel evance of electronic content?
12 |the Chat. Can you tell me when you have that open? 12 A Yes. To some extent, yes.
13 A Sur e. 13 Q Ckay. So can you explain how your thesis
14 Q Do you have it open? l4|related to determning the rel evance of electronic
15 A I am openi ng, yeah. Yeah. 15|content?
16 (Exhibit 2002 was marked for identification.) 16 A Ckay. So in this case, we call a lot of news
17 BY MR OHLERT: 17 |articles fromthe various sources, and then we try to do
18 Q Ckay. And you recognize this as EX2002, which 18 |some search using traditional search engine type of
19|is your CV subnmitted in this matter? 19|things. So you search, but the problemwith the
20 A Sure. 20|traditional search, you specify that QR -- let's say you
21 Q And this is dated February 15th, 2025. Do you 21|are -- you want to know the basketbal |l scores. What
22 |see that? 22 |happened today in the basketball ganes, so you want to
23 A Um hum 23 |know the news articles about that. So then if the
24 Q Is that a "yes"? 24 |articles content keyword basketball, then only those
25 A Yes. 25|articles would be reaching.

Page 58 Page 60
1 Q Have you had any changes to your enpl oyment 1 So -- but the problemis, this keyword-based
2|since you prepared this Cv? 2 |matching may not work very well because there is --
3 A No, ny enpl oynent renains the sane. 3|sonetines people use -- in the articles use word that --
4 Q You are a professor in conputer science at the 4 |or basketball teamin the U S, they have various
5|University of Texas, Dallas, correct? 5|l eague, right. If | renmenber, national basketball
6 A That's correct. 6 |l eague, coll ege basketball and so on. So in that case
7 Q And you have taught in some formof that role 7|those articles, if they don't have the keyword
8[since Septenber 2000; is that correct? 8 |basketbal |, but they are tal king about sonething el se
9 A Sept enber -- yes, since Septenber 2000. Yes. 9|that are relevant in a simlar [inaudible], so using
10 Q Have you been a full-time professor that entire 10|simlar keyword, but that tal ks about basketballs, in
11|ti me between Septenber 2000 and now? 11|that case those articles will be missed. So that recall
12 A Yeah, I'malways full tine. 12|it -- recall would be hard in that tinme. In an
13 Q Ckay. And so there's been no change in your 13|i nformation database there is a termcalled "recall."
14 |title between Septenber 2000 and now? 14 |The rel evant docunents nay not be retrieved in this
15 A Correct, yeah. 15|case. So in that case, we are -- the quality of the
16 Q Okay. You received your Ph.D. in conputer 16 |result may be poor in case of when you do that
17 |science fromthe University of Southern California in 17 |traditional QR base search.
18 |August of 2000, correct? 18 So we try to inprove that search with the help
19 A Correct, yeah. 19|of injecting additional terms -- simlar terms. So
20 Q And in case you want to follow on, I'mjust 20|basically we expand the queries to additional terms and
21|l ooking at page 2 of your CV, okay? 21(that way we try to inport the recall. But there is a
22 A You said page 2? 22 |danger when you recall -- when you try to include the
23 Q Yep, page 2. It starts with "Professional 23|recall or get nore relevant docunments, you may get some
24 |Narrative." 24 |junk also. That is actually called precision.
25 A Ckay. Yeah. 25 So you can inprove the recall at the expense of
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1|precision that we observe. So we try to balance bet v@ae%e o1 1|to match it with this know edge-based various conceptpsa.lge 63
2|these two with the help of the know edge-base of 2 |And then sone of the concepts m ght be expanded to get
3|onotology. So with the help of onotology, we try to 3|additional terms, and then those additional terns would
4 |show that we can actually very high quality results, 4 |be added in the search QueryDom -- as part of the
5|more precise results, less junk. At the same tinme, you 5|QueryDom and then we will do the search. And for
6(will get nore relevant docunents. So, in other words, 6 |searching we use a database systemand the term
7|precision and recall -- what usually when inprove the 7 |"dat abase" was very popul ar.

8|precision, recall goes down. 8 So this way we try to denpnstrate with the

9 But in our case, | showed that when it used the 9 |know edge- based we can inprove the quality of the result
10 |ont ol ogy- based i nformation selection, this will help us 10|by utilizing -- by bal ancing between precision and
11|to inprove the precision as well as recall. So we may 11 |recall.

12 |have a better quality result. That we try to 12 Q And --

13 |denpbnstrate, and there we do some query expansion for 13 A Yeah.

14 |that, and then we devel op sone prototype for 14 Q Sorry, | didn't nmean to interrupt you. Please
15|denonstration to show it, but not only for that text 15|go ahead.

16 |data, but also for the inmage -- audio data based on the 16 A The core -- the main contribution was com ng
17 |transcription of the audio. 17 |fromthis know edge- based because

18 Q And so | want to try to break that down a 18 |knowl edge- based actually -- if | have a very good
19(little. Your thesis at a high level relates to using 19|qual ity know edge-based, then that is our main floor.
20 |know edge- based onotol ogy to inprove search queries. |Is 20|Sorry, go ahead.

21|that fair? 21 Q Okay. So is it fair to say that

22 A Correct. 22 |know edge- based onotol ogy essentially recognizes that
23 Q What is know edge-based onotol ogy in your own 23|concepts and know edge are arranged in a certain

24 [wor ds? 24 |hierarchy and it tries to go to related concepts to

25 A That's a very good question. So 25|suggest better search ternms to refine search queries?
1|know edge- based, ny case was talking about -- let's s@@qe 62 1 A Correct. Page 64
2|you can think about particular domain. You want to come 2 Q Okay. And your thesis basically observed that
3|{up with all the high level concepts. So as far as 3|suggesting too many search queries can actually create
4 |sports, we nay have football -- Anerican football, then 4 |negative results, and so you were trying to find a

5|we may have a basketball. W may have a -- we nay have 5|bal ance between identifying high-quality terms that you
6|a soccer. So these are the popular sports. So we will 6|could add that woul d conplinent the results and not

7 |have the -- under the sports, these are the second |evel 7|steer you in the wong direction. |Is that fair?
8|concepts we call it, and there will be -- and then think 8 A Correct.

9 |about American football. Anerican football, they have a 9 Q Ckay. And your CV refers to your research into
10 |col l ege football, they have a national |eague. So these 10|Big Data Analytics. Wuld this be an exanple of Big

11 |are the subclass of the -- of football concepts. So 11 |Data Anal ytics?

12 |this way we go -- we build a hierarchy of the taxonony 12 A Wien | graduated a long tinme ago, at that time
13 |and then bottom you may have other -- bottomof this 13|there was no concept called Big Data, but it was -- you
14 |hi erarchy, you may have some of the -- the -- the teans 14 |can see -- we considered not only text, we al so

15|and then also sonme -- in the teans, sone players play, 15|considered the audio transcription. So in that regard,
16 |so we have the players' name would be there. So this 16 |we can say that at that point it was Big Data, but now
17 |way the taxonony and know edge-base wi |l be constructed. 17|Big Data definition is so broad. So the data said we
18|And the root will have the sports and then under the 18 |consider it was -- if you consider now it mght be --
19 |sports we have all this -- all this high-level concepts, 19 |you may think about it as nmediumsized data. |It's not
20|and then go to the lower |level, you may have a nore 20|that big. But over time -- nowadays it was -- nowadays
21|finer grain concepts and so on. And at the bottom you 21|Big Data definition is very broad.

22 |may have the -- all this teamsports, teamcollege 22 Q Ckay. So your thesis wouldn't necessarily fall
23|football team and their menbers woul d be maybe the 23 |under the unbrella term"Big Data Anal ytics"?

24 |players. So that way the taxonomy will be constructed. 24 A No, it falls under the -- if you consider the
25 Now, when the query cones, the query will try 25|audio, yes, it falls under the Big Data, and it also
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1|falls under the intersection of database and Al. Page 65 1|based on the shared keywords. Page 67
2 Q Okay. And | guess -- can you tell nme a little 2 Now, with the queries -- or with the -- the
3|bit nmore about the difference between these teachings as 3|description of the -- of other keywords have to be in

4 |applied to text versus audio and video? 4 |the docunent itself. Now, if you consider the audio

5 In other words, how were you able to adapt this 5|domai n of the inmage donain, then we will go beyond that
6 |systemthat was focused on text to also deal with audio 6|text, in that case onotol ogy needs to be revised or
7|and video at the sane time? 7 |needs to be customi zed for the audio or the inmage

8 A You nean ny -- ny work at that tine? 8|domain. So that will be new direction | think sone

9 Q Yeah. | nean, we've been tal king about your 9 |researchers shoul d pursue.

10 |thesis specifically. 10 Q And so | want to just break that down a little
11 A Okay, yeah. So that's a very good question. 11|so that | understand.

12|So I'mtal king about 2000, right. So at that -- at that 12 Strike that.

13|time people nostly do not touch the -- the audio signal 13 I'n 2000 when you were devel opi ng your thesis,
14 |that much. So they -- | -- | remenber there was sone 14 |you had a good understanding of how it applied to text,
15|product that converts the audio into text. Basically a 15|and then one of the ways you expanded that to audi o and
16 |transcription was generated and it was not very high 16|i mages was to use a transcription programfor the audio
17|quality, but -- and then we work on that text from our 17|to convert that to text, and then for meta to use
18|end to produce -- to make -- to show that the -- the 18 |metadata for imagings, which is also a formof text. |Is
19 |information selection will work not only for the text 19|that fair?

20 |domain, it can work on the audi o donain. 20 A Right. That's correct, yeah.

21 But nowadays -- and with regard to the inmages, 21 Q And the transcription programthat you used, it
22|we rely only on the netadata, you can think about. It's 22 |wasn't very good, but it was something that existed at
23|not the -- based on the content of the inmages. W don't 23|the time, right?

24 |ask that the raw pixel level features and so on. W 24 A Correct.

25|rely on the netadata. Metadata, you can think about 25 Q And so in 2000, there were conventional

1|that -- the inmge creation tine, what the imge Page 66 1|prograns that could help translate audio into a textuzallge 08
2 |describes, that sone of the annotated keywords that 2|environnent, fair?

3|(woul d be used for this case. 3 A Fair.

4 Q Ckay. 4 Q Ckay. And so just going back to your CV, it

5 A And -- 5|says next that you received your nmaster's also fromthe
6 (Si mul t aneous col | oquy. ) 6 |University of California in 1996; is that right?

7 A Yeah. 7 A Yeah. |In '96, Decenber.

8 Q Sorry. Are you -- | can let you continue if 8 Q And did you have a thesis as part of your
9|you have nore to say. 9|master's degree?

10 A Yeah. So, but over time after 2000, | think, 10 A No, | don't.

11 |Deep Learning canme into play and now i nage analysis is 11 Q Okay. Do you recall if you studied any

12 |very robust. You can cone up with a very good 12 |specific subjects as part of your naster's degree?

13 |description of the images, and then they are the -- sone 13 A Yeah. | took database class. | took Al class.
14 |then -- even nowadays you can do i nage-to-image search 14|l took conputer network class. | took -- | took sone
15|is possible. So various things are possibl e nowadays, 15|NLT cl asses, natural |anguage classes, | think -- class.
16 |whi ch has been significant inprovenent happens. 16 Q Ckay. So you took --

17 So what | amtrying to say, sone of this -- the 17 Okay. One nore thing. And | did -- | was
18|idea | develop that night be very applicable for the 18 |working as a research assistant. So | work with sonme
19 |text domain, but if you want to apply it now for the 19 |professors at that university there at -- called

20 |audi o or the images domain, then you nay need to 20| nformation Sciences University of Eyesight. There |
21|consider the -- extend the onotol ogy beyond the text. 21|did sone work on the -- basically is it -- some sort of
22 |The onotol ogy needs to be extended for the audio domain 22 |NLP domain. | processed a |ot of text document there,
23|and the video domain. Because the concepts we 23 |which is not part of the thesis, but as a part of ny

24 |doubl e-up, and those concepts has sone textual 24 |research assistant work. 20 hours per week | did sonme
25|description or the text, keywords. So matching is done 25 |wor k.
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Page 69 Page 71
1 Q Ckay. And so you took a few different conputer 1|Ph.D. started in '96 fall. So you can say August or
2 |science classes as part of your master's degree, but 2 |Septenber '96, | started my Ph.D. But at USC, you
3[it's not like you were focused on one particul ar subject 3|can -- when you achieve 27 credited hours, you can claim
4 |area that was a through line through your program 4 |your naster's degree. So | just claimed ny naster's
5|right? 5|degree by course work. But it's not correct to say that
6 A Not -- inthe US., | think the naster's 6|l did not focus on the -- | -- | took classes that are
7 |program especially in conputer science, you have to 7|relate to ny research to prepare me for better
8|take certain classes, and then -- and basically you have 8|research -- that |'mtrying to say.
9(|to increase your breadth. And then once you have a good 9 Q So your testinony is that your nmaster's program
10 |understandi ng, then you will choose -- you may go for -- 10|essentially wapped into your Ph.D. program such that
11|you may graduate or w thout -- w thout thesis or you may 11 |your studies as part of your master's program woul d have
12|go for Ph.D., or you can do master thesis al so. 12 |generally been directed to the same subject area in
13 So what happened in ny case after one year, | 13 |conputer science that your Ph.D. was directed to; is
14 |came -- | started as a master's student, that's correct, 14 |that correct?
15|in 1995. And then in '96, fall, | switched to -- | got 15 A Ph.D. is directed to? |Is directed to? Sorry,
16|a Ph.D. admission, and then -- and | started to do the 16|l couldn't get it. Can you say one nore tine?
17|Ph.D. -- Ph.D. research and taking classes. At the 17 Q So your testinony is that your Master's program
18 |beginning it was not that nmuch research, but nore taking 18 |essentially wapped into your Ph.D. program such that
19 |cl asses and do research into the professor, not |ike 19 |your studies as part of your master's program woul d have
20 |thesis type of thing. 20|generally been directed to the sanme general area of
21 And then -- then in 2000 | graduated. And the 21 |conmputer science that your Ph.D. was directed to,
22|l ast few years, | was busy with doing the research, 22 |correct?
23|those type of things I did. 23 A Can you rephrase it? It's alittle bit
24 Q And so -- just so we're on the sane page. As 24 |difficult to --
25|part of your master's degree, you weren't focused on any 25 Q Yeah, |'msorry. |'mnot trying to be tricky
Page 70 Page 72
1|particular subject area that was a through line through 1|here. I'mjust trying to get it. Ws your naster's
2 |your program right? 2|programdirected at a specific progran? So you can have
3 A I'msaying in order to do the research, you 3|a master's in Al. You can have a master's in
4 |have to take certain classes. So | took database. | 4 |net wor ki ng.
5|took NLP. | took -- okay. So | renenmber now. | took a 5 A Okay.
6|multinedia class also and user interface class. So this 6 Q You can have a naster's in |owlevel conputer
7 |hel ps me or shape me to conduct the researching |ater 7\--
8|years. 8 A Because - -
9 Q | understand that, sir. I'mjust -- I"'mreally 9 (Si mul t aneous col | oquy. )
10(|trying to get at something sinple, which is, was your 10 Q Sir, sir, sir, please don't speak over ne.
11 |master's programa general nmaster's degree, or was it 11 And so ny question is, was your naster's
12 |focused on sone particul ar aspect of conputer science? 12 |program directed at any specific area in conputer
13 A So that is a -- they call it the fact. So you 13|science? Yes or no?
14 |can say | focus on -- because ny research was -- ny 14 A No. This is traditional conputer science.
15|thesis was rel ated to database and infornation area and 15 Q It is just a normal master's program |t
16 |Al area. So | took sone classes, Al and database, and 16 |wasn't directed at anything specific. Fair?
17 |then nul tinedia area, and NLP area. So in that -- in 17 A Correct.
18 |that sense -- and in 2000 -- in conputer network or 18 Q Ckay. Have you ever authored a paper
19 |network was very popular topic, and at that point | 19 |di scussing col | aborative filtering?
20|focus nmore on the -- this domain database Al and NLP. 20 A Paper on collaborative filtering? Let ne
21|So you can see that my -- | -- | took the classes 21|think. | use collaborative filtering, one of the -- one
22 |related to ny research. 22 |of ny paper, but | couldn't remenber now if they had,
23 Q Well, | thought you said you didn't do a thesis 23|and | taught a class at University of Texas at Dallas
24 |as part of your master's progran® 24 |call ed Big Data Managenent and Analytics. There is at
25 A Right. But | said | started -- ny official 25|l east two, three weeks | spent on the collaborative
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Page 73 Page 75
1|filtering to discuss. And collaborative filtering has 1|conpare it with the latent factor nodel, which is the
2 |various associated content -- content-based 2 [new nodel, based on the netrics of the conposition.
3|col l aborative design. |'msorry, | nade a nistake. Let 3 Q Is it fair to say that collaborative filtering
4 |me rephrase it. 4|can be applied to a variety of kinds of electronic
5 Sol -- 1 -- I"'mteaching a class called Big 5|content?
6 |Data Managenent and Anal ytics at UTD. There | cover 6 A Yes.
7 |reconmendati on system And part of the reconmendation 7 Q I's there anything about collaborative filtering
8[system we cover content-based filtering. W cover 8|that suggests it needs to be applied to textual
9(col l aborative filtering. W cover |atent factor nodel, 9|electronic content versus audio or video or sone other
10|which is widely used now in the industry. So these are 10 |kind of electronic content?
11 |the topics | cover in details, and then we give homework 11 A So the collaborative filtering doesn't go with
12 |and so on. 12 |the content. It goes with the -- the -- the user or
13 And with regard to col |l aborative filtering for 13|the -- what feedback user gives on that item So in
14|y research, | think that | use it one time in -- for 14 |that case it doesn't matter whether you use the -- the
15|some problem setting, just collaborate filtering to 15|image or the -- or the text, as long as it's the item--
16 |improve the quality of the result for certain problens. 16|i f you have the users of the item then collaborative
17 |But | could not renenber on which paper and which year 17 |filtering can be used, yes.
18|at this point. But | remenber | used that -- that 18 Q So when you say collaborative filtering doesn't
19 |technique in ny research. 19|go with the contents, is it fair to say that
20 Q So you have authored at |east one paper 20|col l aborative filtering is agnostic about the kind of
21|di scussing collaborative filtering, but you can't 21 |electronic content it's being used with?
22 |specifically recall what that was? 22 A But | saw -- okay, yeah. | saw-- there are
23 A Yeah. If you will give me tinme, then | can 23|two definitions. One is people talk about collaborative
24 (pull up, but it may take tinme to | ook. 24 |filtering, they entirely ignore the content. They focus
25 Q Do you recal | approximtely what period of tine 25|only on the users of the items. If the two users give
Page 74 Page 76
1|that paper woul d have been aut hored? 1|the sanme rating, and then -- then probably there will be
2 A No, not very recently. At |east 15 years ago. 2|the -- there will be in the same group because due to
3 Q Okay. Would it be fair to say closer to 2005 3(the simlarity, sane rating they are providing over
4 |or 20107 4 |history data and over historical items. They wll
5 A Bet ween 2005 and ' 10. 5|belong to the sane group, and they will be connect to
6 Q Ckay. And you can't think of any other papers 6 |each other. And | saw sonetines people also utilize
7 |that you've ever authored that relate to collaborative 7|simlarity calculations that sonetines utilize the
8|(filtering, fair? 8|content also. But in general the true sense
9 A That's correct. 9|col |l aborative filtering doesn't rely on the content.
10 Q Ckay. And you mentioned a course on Big Data 10 Q Well, | guess -- sorry. | amtrying to
11 |Managerent and Anal ytics, correct? 11 |understand. Maybe | will just try to ask a sinple
12 A Correct. 12 |question and see if we are on the same page.
13 Q And as part of that course, you spent to two to 13 Strike that.
14 |three weeks on col | aborative filtering, right? 14 You woul d agree that collaborative filtering
15 A W tal ked about -- we tal ked about 15|can be used with any kind of content. [It's not
16 |[reconmendati on system and there -- you know, that 16 |dependent on a specific kind of electronic content,
17 |recommendati on systemcan be built in various ways. One 17 |right?
18|is the content-based recomendation. The other one is 18 A Yes.
19 |col |l aborative filtering, then latent factor nodel. 19 Q Ckay. Let's look at page 3 of your CV. And
20 Then for collaborative filtering you can do 20|this lists several articles that you have selected; is
21|the -- user either collaborative filtering or itenize 21 |that correct?
22 |col | aborative filtering. So we cover all of these 22 A Yeah. | think these are nore recent
23|details and then we give sone homework to the students 23|publications. Nothing -- so | -- you can see here all
24|to solve sonme of that problem witing code, and then 24 |this 2024 publication, but I have with sone cl assical
25|show the results of the collaborative filtering and 25 |paper that are earlier publication that aren't listed
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1|here. Page 77 1 A Yeah. Page 79
2 Q Got it. So, for instance, the article you 2 Q Ckay. |'mgoing to upload a new docunent to
3|referenced from 15 years ago about coll aborative 3|the chat. This is the 217 Patent, which is stanped
4|filtering, that is not going to be listed on your CV? 4|Exhibit 1001. Can you let me know when you have that

5 A Correct, yeah. | think it is a short CV or 5|open?

6|this is the nost resent one, last year's CV. | nean, 6 A Yeah, it is open.

712024, whatever | publish, listed here on the 7 (Exhibit 1001 was marked for identification.)
8|publications. 8 BY MR CHLERT:

9 Q Okay. Let's -- 9 Q Okay. And actually, you know what, before | go
10 (Si mul t aneous col | oquy. ) 10(into this, | just want to nmake sure | close the |oop.

11 Q Let's junp to page 5 of your CV. 11|That Bullet Point D, you're not sure if that's a patent
12 A Yeah. 12 |or not, but that also doesn't relate to determning the
13 Q And this says you have three patents. 13|rel evance of content, fair?

14 A Correct. 14 A No.

15 Q And actually -- you know, what, sorry. |Is it 15 Q No, as in you agree it doesn't relate to

16 (three patents or four patents? 16 (deternining the rel evance of electronic content?

17 A | saw three. 17 A (Reading to self.) Yeah. Yes, correct.

18 Q Well, | see at least three patents, and then | |18 Q Ckay. So then turning to the 217 Patent,
19|see a reference to Serial Number 10902468. Do you see 19 |what's the purpose of the invention of the 217 Patent?
20|t hat ? 20 A Okay. So as related fromthe declaration or

21 A Ri ght. 21|you in general want to know?

22 Q Is that Bullet Point Didentifying a patent or |22 Q I'mjust saying at a high level, in your own

23 |sonet hi ng el se? 23 |words, what is the purpose of the invention of the 217
24 A I think we got tenporary patent or sonething, 24 |Pat ent ?

25|and then it was not -- we did not pursue for that, | 25 A Okay. So 217 Patent focuses on the -- the

1|t hink. Page 78 1|personal communication system between user to user. Page 80
2 Q The -- 2[(So -- and when user receives an e-nmil nessage, we want
3 (Si mul t aneous col | oquy. ) 3|to arrange those e-nail nessages in a certain order so
4 THE DEPONENT: D, | could not recognize now. 4 |that user will get that nost rel evant one user is

5 BY MR OHLERT: 5|l ooking for. And for that, the patent relies on that

6 Q So as far as you're aware, you only have the 6 [ranki ng process. There's a two-step ranking here before
7|first three patents nmentioned -- 7 |the user gives the feedback pre-rating eval uation, we

8 A Ri ght . 8|call it. And it then post-rating evaluation, after user
9 Q -- in Bullets A B and C? 9(gives their feedback, they will re-rank the list.

10 A Correct. 10 And during this ranking process, they consider
11 Q Okay. Do any of these patents relate 11|multiple factors. One is the -- the local relevancy,

12 |specifically to automatically determ ning the rel evance 12 |gl obal relevancy, then augment users. And those in the
13 |of content to users? 13|cal cul ation, local relevancy, all of this contributes.
14 A So B doesn't -- B tal ks about data mining and 14 And the main contribution of this Patent 217 is
15|machine learning, so it's not in that. 15|that the -- when the ranking, they can't see not only
16 And then C tal ks about cyber security donuin, 16 |the content of the nessage, how inportant based on the
17 |[whet her that vulnerability exists or not. 17 |ranking will be carried -- not be carried out only, it
18 And then A, Systens and Methods for deternining 18 |will be based on the -- it will be based on the -- how
19|-- it is nore of -- A is nore focused on the social -- 19|inportant the user in the organization. Then also based
20|social nmedia, finding the location for the -- for the 20|on the cognate users those were the recipient of the --
21|social nmedia user. So it is nothing -- 21|of the same content as well as the -- simlar to that --
22 Q Ckay. 22 |the users that we are tal king.

23 (Si mul t aneous col | oquy.) 23 So this way the ranking process will be --

24 Q So these patents are different than determ ning 24 |ranking process will take into consideration those
25|the rel evance of an electronic content, right? 25|factors. And it is interesting that the patent talks
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Page 81 Page 83
1|about those things in details and show sone situations 1 Q And so the 217 Patent isn't going to be
2|how to solve it, and then -- and | think that -- the 2|inmplicated for nore generic nessages that are sent
3|ranking process doesn't consider only on the content, it 3|without those kinds of e-nail fields. |Is that your
4 |doesn't consider only on the sinple correlations, and so 4 |testinony?
5|on. It considers various factors. 5 A Can you -- [audio distortion] Can you say it
6 Q Okay. So let's break that down. At a high 6|one nore tine?
7|level, you woul d agree the 217 Patent is generally 7 Q And so the 217 Patent isn't going to be
8|related to determ ning the rel evance of electronic 8|inplicated for nore generic electronic nessages that are
9 |messages, right? 9|sent without those kind of e-nail fields. |Is that your
10 A Yeah, e-mail. Yeah. 10 |testinmony?
11 Q And so you think the 217 Patent is specific to 11 MR PADMANABHAN: Objection. Rule 611.
12|e-mails only, right? 12 THE DEPONENT: No. | think it -- it can be
13 A Yeah. It focuses on the -- the -- it focuses 13 |extended for other domain also.
14|on the e-mails, but the approach -- the domain is 14 BY MR OHLERT:
15|e-mail, yes. 15 Q Okay. So it is not specific to those kinds of
16 Q What in your viewis an e-mail? 16 |e-mails then?
17 A E-mai| nmeans el ectronic nessagi ng system So 17 A Right. Fromthe case studies, they use e-mail
18|you send -- in this case | think they are focusing al so 18 |system yes.
19 |wi thin the organi zation how the e-nail system-- e-nuil 19 Q Ckay. But the 217 applies generally to any
20 |messagi ng systemw || be managed, how all these e-mils 20|kind of electronic nmessages, right?
21|(will be managed, how they will be ranked. That's their 21 A As long as you have a sender and a recipient
22 |main focus within the organization. 22|and then -- yes, then it should work.
23 Q And so e-nmail to you neans el ectroni c nessage, 23 Q Does the sender need to be a human?
24 |right? 24 A That's a good question. Let me think. Can you
25 A Correct. 25|give nme one or two mnutes, just let me check the

Page 82 Page 84
1 Q I's there anything about that electronic nessage 1|question.
2|(that makes it an e-mail? 2 Okay. So as here we tal k about sone of the
3 A So can -- can you say one nore time your 3|user actions, how nuch tine user spends, whether the
4 |question? 4 |user read the nessages or deleted the messages. So if
5 Q I's there anything specific about an electronic 5|you -- | think -- nowadays we can sinulate those actions
6 [message that makes it an e-mail? 6 |by robot or soft robot, that's possible. But at that
7 A So there will be a sender who sends the 7|time it is inpossible to simulate those actions by -- by
8|nessage. There will be a recipient who receives the 8(-- by automatic or without humans. So that's why at
9 |messages and the nessage will have some content and the 9|that point, yes, human is required. Human needs to be
10 |nessage -- and the recipient will have sone -- sone role 10|t he sender.
11|in the organi zation. Then there will be some -- the 11 Q Okay. | just want to make sure | understand.
12 |setting as in this case, there will be sonme associated 12 |Your opinion is that sender in the clainms of the 217
13 |or cognate users. Those are relevant to the recipient, 13 |Patent needs to be a human, right?
14 |those type of things, the re -- the function as to -- of 14 A Not necessary sender, but | amtal king about --
15|the. .. 15|let's -- recipient -- okay.
16 Q Okay. So when | think of an e-mail like in ny 16 So if you see in the Patent 217, columm 31, 32,
17 |Qutl ook system | think of something that has a "To" 17 |that tal ks about some of the user actions and they
18|field, a "From' field, maybe a "CC' O a "BCC' field, a 18 |captured those using sone equations. And in that
19 |"Subject” field, and then generally a nmessage body. 19 |equation, the man nentioned that how -- how rmuch time
20 I's that what you are referring to when you say 20|user -- especially, | think the recipient -- how nmuch
21|e-mail or are you referring to sonething nore generic? 21(time spend to delete the nessage, or whether the user
22 A No, that's correct. 22 |del eted the message, or how nuch tine he spends to read
23 Q So that -- that's the kind of e-mail you are 23|the message, or what is the user actions. So that type
24 |referring to? 24 |of actions would be taken into consideration in that
25 A Right. Right. 25|because if you see situation 30 -- I'msorry. Colum
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1|32, Row 30, there is an equation that captures all OfPage 8 1 A Right. So -- but in this case, the -- at thlZage 87
2 |these actions or behaviors. So -- and ny argunent is at 2 |begi nning of the -- during the ranking process, the
3|that point in 2005 or '6, it was not easy to assinilate 3|system nay not have any know edge about that -- as to
4 |those actions by a non-human -- by a non-human. So the 4 |that, the global 1D values. They call it sender ID.
5|recipient needs to be -- definitely needs to be human 5|The inportancy of the senders in the global level, so it
6|yes. 6(will be initialized sone -- there are small val ues or
7 Q Ckay. So ny question was about the sender 7 |some random val ues. But over tine the systemwll
8lactually. Does the sender in the claimof the 217 8|figure it out that this value should not go up, it
9|Patent need to be a human? 9|should go down. But other cases -- let's say it does.
10 A Ckay. So that -- the way the patent was 10|If the human is sending nail and a hunan pl ays sone
11|witten, the sender needs to be human also. But let's 11|role -- inportant role in the organization, then his
12|say if sonmebody is sending a |lot of junk messages, in 12 |e-mails should cone at the top of the list.
13 |that case -- because the sender has sone reputations or 13 Q So you agree a spam bot sending e-nails is not
14|will play sorme role here in the equation; so the shared 14 |a hunan, right?
15|i nportancy val ues where the sender will play a role. |If 15 A Yeah, it is not human. But | amsaying --
16 |you are the recipient, if you are getting nessages from 16 Q And I"mjust -- I"'mjust trying to understand
17 |say, inmportant sender from-- fromyour -- fromny boss, 17 |your answers. | think you' ve said sone things that are
18|then in that case | -- we should get the higher value in 18 |inconsistent, so let me just ask these questions and see
19 |the ranking process. So that type of thing, we need to 19|if | can figure out what you are trying to say. GCkay?
20 |capture it. 20 Strike that.
21 And now you're saying if it is -- in that case 21 | believe you just testified that a sender in
22 |eventually, if it is not a human -- let's say sone 22|the claims to the 217 Patent needs to be a human. So
23 |spamrer wants to send the messages, then this value wll 23|are you changing that testinony or are you --
24|go down over tinme, and then -- and it will be bottom of 24 A Yes.
25|the list. 25 Q -- standing by that testinony?

Page 86 Page 88
1 But in general, the sender needs to be -- 1 A Yes, I'mchanging it. |'msaying the ideal
2 |because sender inportancy is inportant here to play a 2|case needs to be -- a sender needs to be human, that
3|role, and sender needs to be al so human in general. 3|way -- but even if it is not a human, so there -- there
4 Q You just referenced | believe a spam bot 4|is a nechani sm where spammers can be downgraded and then
5|sending the e-mails. |Is that the kind of electronic 5(will be -- the spammer e-mail will come at the bottom of
6|content that could neet the claims of the 217 Patent? 6|the list during the ranking process. And the spammrer
7 A Yeah, | think so, because eventually those wll 7 |not necessarily human, it can be -- it can be a robot
8|be -- because the ranking process will take care of it 8|or -- then still this algorithmw |l be able to figure
9|and those spamer e-mails -- if the sender is a spamer, 9lit out.
10|and eventually the systemw |l |learn that spamer -- the 10 Q And so your testinony is actually that sender
11 |spamrer will get |ower weight, and will be -- will be -- 11|in the claimof the 217 Patent does not need to be a
12 |his e-mail will be downgraded and will be -- will not be 12 |human, correct?
13|in the top of the list. Keep in mnd that this -- that 13 A Even if it is not human the approach will work.
14 |bot h approach works, Patent 217 in a surrogate manner. 14 COURT REPORTER |'msorry. Could you repeat
15|At the beginning the 217 will try to learn sonme of those 15|the end of your answer?
16 |ways and over tine, once he learn it, then over time he 16 THE DEPONENT: |'m saying the Patent 217, the
17|will be able to figure out the spammer. At the 17 |way the sender was nentioned, it should be a person in
18|beginning, it mght be problematic, that's true. But 18 |the organization. But even if it is not a person, it is
19 |over -- over -- when the system becones stable, when 19|still that person's work, and then if it is a spammer --
20 |many users are giving feedback, actions will record it. 20|the sender is a spamer, then there is -- his or her
21 At that point, yes, the spammer will be 21|e-mail would be -- or the software or whatever the robot
22|identified or will be at least -- the spamer e-nil 22 |generates, that e-mail will be downgraded in the ranking
23|(will conme at the bottomof the list. 23 |process.
24 Q The spam bot sending e-mail is not a human, is 24 BY MR COLHERT:
251it? 25 Q And just to be clear, your testinony is that
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Page 89 Page 91
1|sender in the claims of the 217 Patent does not need to 1 Q I mproving, but you agree it's still a problem
2 |be a human, correct? 2|that persists even till today?

3 MR PADVANABHAN:  Cbjection. Rule 611. 3 A To some extent, yeah, night be.

4 THE DEPONENT: Sorry. Can you say, Sir. 4 Q Ckay. Let's focus on colum 1 of the 217

5 BY MR OHLERT: 5|Patent, which is on page 25 out of 50 of the PDF. Can
6 Q Your testinony is that sender in the clainms of 6|you I et me know when you are there?

7 |the 217 Patent does not need to be a human, correct? 7 A Page 20 -- colum 25?2

8 A Correct. 8 Q Col um 1 page 25 out of 50 of the PDF.

9 Q Do you think the 217 Patent was the first 9 A Yeah, | amon colum 1.

10|patent to try to address clutter of e-mail inboxes? 10 Q Ckay. And you see there's a summary section
11 A Probably not. 11|and there's a paragraph underneath that?

12 Q Do you think other patents since the 217 Patent 12 A Um hum yeah. "According to another aspect one
13 |have tried to al so address clutter of e-nmil inboxes? 13 |of ny enbodi nents," that one?

14 A Yes, | think so. 14 Q Yes. And so this paragraph is describing that
15 Q Woul d you agree that problens associated with 15|the 217 Patent is generally directed to a method of

16 |cluttered e-mail inboxes have been sol ved even today? 16 |determning rel evance that |ooks to both one or nore
17 A Have been solved? Are solved? 17 |actions of the user on a piece of electronic contents
18 Q I amtrying to understand, is it your opinion 18 |and al so --

19 |that problens associated with cluttered e-mail inboxes 19 A One noment. VWere is it? Wich line you are
20|have been solved? Yes or no? 20 |tal ki ng?

21 A No. 21 Q Sir, it would really be better if we could --
22 Q And that's true even today? 22|if you could please let me ask the question, and then
23 A Correct. 23|you can ask for clarification, just for the benefit of
24 Q And so e-mails in your inbox being cluttered, 24 |(the court reporter.

25|and the difficulty of finding relevant e-mails, that's a 25 A Yeah.

Page 90 Page 92
1|problemthat persists even to this very day, right? 1 Q Strike that.

2 A You said the clutter -- the cluttered, yes. So 2 So about hal fway through the paragraph, there's

3fclutter is -- still the problemexists to sonme extent, 3|a clause that begins "where the relevance is

4 |but it doesn't nmean that the Patent 217 solution was not 4 |determined." Do you see that?

5|good. At that -- at that tine Patent 217 solution was 5 A Um hum

6 |very inpressive because it takes into consideration 6 Q And this says "that rel evance can be deternined

7|the -- the organization's role in the ranking process 7 |based on a neasure of relevance dependent on one or nore

8land then it considers that -- cognate users. |t 8|actions of the user on the piece of electronic content

9|considers the way the ranking works. | think it 9|and another measure of rel evance determi ned based on one

10 |produces a nore relevant e-mail to the users. And then 10|or nore actions of at |east one other recipient of the

11|they have a pre-eval uation, post-evaluation, which is 11 |pi ece of electronic content." Do you see that?

12 |very inpressive. 12 Do you see that?

13 Q That's fine, sir, but I'm-- |I'masking just a 13 A Yeah. Sorry, it goes to page -- colum 2,

14 |really specific question. You would agree that the 14 |right?

15|difficulties of cluttered e-nmail boxes and finding 15 MR PADVANABHAN:  No.

16|relevant e-nmails is a problemthat persists to this very 16 BY MR COHLERT:

17 |day regardl ess of the 217 Patent, right? 17 Q That sentence does not.

18 A I think it is inproving day by day. | could 18 A Sent ence doesn't?

19 |not say -- when the e-nmil was |aunched, after that 19 Q I'm | ooking at the paragraph under summary,

20|people -- the spamrers started to create spame-mails 20 |which spans lines 48 to 61. Okay?

21|and so on, and then people -- there's a race going on 21 A | see. Okay. | nissed that part.

22 |between the adversary and then the -- those who -- those 22 Q And |'mjust trying to get a very basic fact

23|who maintain the e-mail. So this race will always -- 23 |about what the 217 Patent is about. Okay?

24 |but | think the quality of the result inproving day by 24 A Um hum

25 |day. 25 Q You woul d agree that the 217 Patent "deternmi nes
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Page 93 Page 95
1|rel evance by | ooking to one or nore actions of the user 1 Q | amjust reading the first sentence.
2|on a piece of electronic content as well as one or nore 2 A Al right. So first sentence doesn't have
3lactions of at |east one other recipient of the piece of 3|"cognate,” that's what you are saying?
4 |electronic content,” right? 4 Q That is not nmy question, sir.
5 MR PADVANABHAN: Objection. Rule 611. 5 A So what is your question?
6 THE DEPONENT: Okay. Let me read it little bit 6 Q The patent continues on line 62 that, quote,
7|carefully. Yeah, okay. 7|"Anot her aspect of one or nore enbodiments of the
8 BY MR OHLERT: 8|present invention, end quote, is that a nethod
9 Q And so the 217 Patent is generally talking 9|conprises, quote, tracking actions by a plurality of
10 |about determining rel evance by | ooking at the actions of 10|users associated with an application for managi ng
11|one user on content as well as the actions of other 11|electronic content in determning a relevance to a user
12 |users on that content, correct? 12 |of a piece of electronic content sent froma sender to a
13 MR. PADMANABHAN:  Cbjection. Rule 611. You 13 |user." Correct?
14 |can answer. 14 Are you still there, sir?
15 THE DEPONENT: And that needs to be cognate to 15 A Yeah, I'mhere. Yeah. So | don't understand
16 |t he user al so. 16 |your question.
17 BY MR OHLERT: 17 Q I"mreally trying to just read the sentence,
18 Q Ckay. | understand that, but this passage 18|sir. So | don't understand how you could not understand
19 |we' re tal king about doesn't say the word "cognate," does 19|that. You see that the patent says, "According to
20]it? 20 |anot her aspect of one or nore enbodi nents of the present
21 A (Reading to self.) Can you give nme two or 21|invention, a nethod conprises tracking actions by a
22 |three minutes and let me get clear? (Reading to self). 22 |plurality of users associated with an application for
23 Q I nean, sir, I"'mreally not trying to be tricky 23 |managi ng content." Do you see that |anguage?
24|with this question. I'mtrying to set up the next 24 A Yeah, | see it.
25|question. |'mjust reading fromthe text. I'm 25 Q The 217 Patent says that, right?

Page 94 Page 96
1|struggling to understand where there's confusion here. 1 A Correct.
2 You can control F for the term"cognate," 2 I's there sonething about that sentence that you
3|correct? 3|need nore tine to understand?
4 A I haven't checked, but | can. 4 A No, it's fine.
5 Q Sir, this paragraph doesn't say the word 5 Q I"mreally struggling why when | read it to you
6|"cognate.” Isn't that correct? 6 |you are pausing and giving nme five ninutes before you
7 A Correct, yeah. That's correct. 7 |answer just to say --
8 Q Okay. So the 217 Patent in this paragraph, 8 A Ch, I'msorry.
9|spanning lines 48 to 61 of colum 1, is generally 9 (Si mul t aneous col | oquy. )
10 |tal ki ng about determ ning rel evance by | ooking at the 10 Q -- it isn't there when | amjust reading the
11|actions of one user on content, as well the actions of 11 |words, sir.
12 |other users on that content, correct? 12 A That's fine.
13 A Correct. 13 Q Do you understand ny frustration?
14 Q And the patent continues on line 62, that 14 A Yeah, | -- | understand.
15|according to, quote, "Another aspect of one or nore 15 Q I"'mnot trying to be difficult. | amreally
16 |enbodi ments of the present invention, end quote, a 16|just trying to read what these words say and see if you
17 |met hod conprises, quote, tracking actions by a plurality 17 |agree, so that | can ask questions about that. Do you
18|of users associated with an application for managi ng 18 |understand that?
19 |el ectronic content and determining a relevance to a user 19 A Sure.
20|of piece of electronic content sent fromthe sender to 20 Q So when | ask you if the patent says this, it's
21|the user." Do you see that? 21|not a trick, I'mjust trying to set something up so |
22 A So the second paragraph? 22|can ask you nore questions. Do you understand?
23 Q Sir, the sentence starting on line 62 of colum 23 A Sure.
24 (1. 24 Q Okay. You understand that it's inportant when
25 A Um hum 25|a patent uses the term"present invention," correct?
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1 MR, PADVANABHAN: bj ection. Rule 611. Page 97 1|"sent froma sender to the user,” it is only talking Page 99
2 THE DEPONENT: Okay, | understand. 2 |about the individual user for whomrel evance is being

3 BY MR CHLERT: 3|evaluated in this sentence? Yes or no?

4 Q This says that the "present invention of the 4 A Correct, yes.

5|217 Patent tracks, quote, a plurality of users 5 Q And it's not referring to a plurality of users
6|associated with an application for managing el ectronic 6 |as saying anything about sent froma sender, correct?
7|content, end quote." Do you see that? 7 A Correct. But later part, they tal k about the
8 MR, PADMANABHAN: bjection. Rule 611. 8|rel evancy, how they calculate, right -- subsequent

9 THE DEPONENT: Where is the -- in the Patent 9|sentence.

10(217? O -- 10 Q And that's not nmy question, sir.

11 BY MR. OHLERT: 11 A Ckay.

12 Q The sentence we have been di scussing. 12 Q So I'mgoing to ask it again so we can get a
13 A Right. (Reading to self.) Yeah, | see it. 13|clean answer that is just to the question that is asked.
14 Q And then it says, that "The present invention 14 |Ckay?

15(of the 217 Patent deternines relevance for a user for 15 Strike that.

16 |content, quote, sent froma sender to the user,"” right? |16 This passage is not referring to a plurality of
17 A To the user, yes. 17 |users when it says sent froma sender?

18 Q And so when the patent says "sent froma 18 A Right. So --

19|sender," that's only referring to the user for whom 19 Q Ckay. Let's go --

20|rel evance is being evaluated, correct? 20 MR OHLERT: You know what, is now a good tine
21 A (Reading to self.) But -- okay. So -- but 21 |for a lunch break?

22|here we are tracking nore than one users, right, 22 MR. PADVMANABHAN:  Yeah, it would be great to do
23|actions. And then when it cones to the rel evancy, we 23|lunch right now. But we ordered in so that we can try
24 |are focusing on froma sender to the users, right? 24|to eat in, like, 20 minutes or so and cone back so that
25 Q Okay. Does that answer ny question? 25|you -- you -- you have tine.

1 A Are you asking me -- what do you ask? |'m Page 98 1 THE DEPONENT: Do you need nore tine? Page 100
2|sorry, | mssed. 2 MR PADVANABHAN. Do you need nore tine?

3 Q Wien this says "sent froma sender," it is 3|You're -- he's on Pacific tine.

4|referring to determining a relevance to a user of a 4 MR OHLERT: |'mPacific, so | can do |unch any
5|pi ece of electronic content specifically, right? 5|time. | amjust trying to think about you guys. | can
6 A Yeah, so it's relevance of the piece of 6 |keep going or we can take lunch. What do you want?

7|el ectronic content froma sender to a receiver -- to the 7 MR. PADMANABHAN:  You want to take |unch? Let
8 |user. 8|me just make sure lunch is here.

9 Q And so when the patent uses that sent froma 9 THE DEPONENT: If lunch is here then, yeah.

10 |sender | anguage, it's only using that when talking about 10 MR, OHLERT: Do we want to go off the record
11 |the user for whomrel evance is being eval uated, correct? 11 |while you figure that out?

12 MR PADVANABHAN:  Objection. Rule 611. 12 THE DEPONENT: Yeah.

13 THE DEPONENT: Determine -- okay. So for the 13 THE VI DEOGRAPHER: Going of f record at

14 |el ectronic content froma sender to a user, the user, we 14|10:31 a.m

15|are going to determine the rel evancy score, but we did 15 (OFf the record.)

16 |note say how this relevancy score will cone. 16 THE VI DEOGRAPHER: Back on record at 10: 31.

17 BY MR OHLERT: 17 BY MR OHLERT:

18 Q That's true. That's not part of what this 18 Q Okay. Let's go to Claim1 of the 217 Patent.
19 |sentence is about, sir. 19 A You nean at the end?

20 (Si mul t aneous col | oquy.) 20 Q Claim1, it's going to be in colum 47 or page
21 Q Can you answer the question that | asked? 21|48 out of 50 of the docunent.

22 A Sur e. 22 A Yes.

23 Q So the | anguage here says, "Determning a 23 Q And so in your opinion the clains of the 217
24 |rel evance to a user of a piece of electronic content 24 |Patent are only nmet when el ectronic content is sent from
25|sent froma sender to a user." \Wen the patent says 25|a user to a recipient, correct?
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Page 101 Page 103
1 A Say one nore time, please. 1|{will be many docunents and anybody can -- as long as if
2 Q Your opinion is that the clainms of the 217 2|you are subscribed to that service, you can post the
3|Patent are nmet only when el ectronic content is sent to a 3|messages there as a docunent, and then consumer wll
4|user froma sender? 4|read the nmessages or consume the nessages. And then
5 A Correct. 5|there will be a version control. So probably you will
6 Q If a user posts content on an electronic 6|update the nessages over tinme as a producer are posting
7|bulletin board and soneone el se reacts to that content, 7|the nmessages. O delete the nessages, so version
8|does that involve electronic content being sent froma 8|content will be there to make sure there is no dispute.
9|sender to a user? 9|Those type of things | understand fromthe docunent
10 A Yes. 10 |[managenent .
11 Q Ckay. So if soneone posts something to an 11 Q That doesn't necessarily involve e-mail, does
12 |el ectronic bulletin board, and another user accesses 12]it?
13|that content, your opinion is that would still be sent 13 A No, not necessarily.
14 (froma sender, correct? 14 Q So a docunent nanagenent application can be
15 A Correct, yeah. 15|used to have nmultiple users access the same docunent
16 Q Why? 16 |without it necessarily being sent via e-mail directly?
17 A That's a good question. So think about this. 17 A Correct.
18 |Sonebody needs to post it, right, in the bulletin board 18 Q Ckay. And so if soneone posts a docunent in a
19|or in the Reddit tester to post a nessage. Somebody 19 ([managenent application like that, and then another user
20 |post a nmessage and others are reading it. So in that 20 |accesses that docunent, would you say that document has
21 |case whoever posted, we can treat themas a sender. And 21|been sent fromthe first user to the second user?
22 |[then whoever consune it, that can be treated as a 22 A So can you repeat, please?
23 |recipient. 23 Q So if soneone posts a document in a docunent
24 Q I's that person -- strike that. 24 |managenent application |like we're discussing, and then
25 When a user posts sonething to an electronic 25|anot her user accesses that docunent, would you say that
Page 102 Page 104
1|bulletin board, why wouldn't they be sending that 1|docunent has been sent fromthe first user to the second
2|content to the conputer system and not an individual 2 |user?
3|user? 3 A I think in that document -- document management
4 A Ckay. So that's a very good question. So a 4 |system domai n, they don't use the sender recipient in
5|bulletin board usually is response -- at that point | 5|that case unless they use different termnology. They
6|think it mght be public, electronic bulletin board. So 6 |may use producer or consumer or who created this
7 |you just posted the nessage there, and whoever have 7 |docunent and these are the readers. So there will be no
8|access to that -- subscribe that service, they can 8|sender and recipient terminology would be used in that
9|access it, right. They can see that nmessage. So it's 9 [cont ext.
10 |not a person-to-person comrunication. So e-mail 10 Q So, in your opinion, the clainms of the 217
11 |messaging systemis nore -- is tailored to a particular 11|Patent, when they say things |ike "sender" or
12|user and it can go to a group also. That's also 12 |"recipient” are excluding things |ike a docunent
13 |possi bl e. 13 |nmnagenent application where documents can be posted and
14 Q Okay. And then are you familiar with a 14 |ot her users can access them is that right?
15 |docunent managenent application? 15 A I'mnot saying that way. |'msaying the
16 A I know a little bit, yeah. 16 |ternminol ogy night be different fromthe domain to
17 Q I'n your own words, how woul d you describe what 17 |domain, and then -- and then the question is this Patent
18 |a docurent nanagenent application is? 18217 can work in the -- the document management system or
19 A The docunent managenent, you nean the software 19|not. You can say sender can be treated as a docunent
20|or -- 20|creator, and then the recipient can be treated as the
21 Q I want to understand in your own words how you 21 |reader, and that way you can nodel this whole thing
22 |woul d describe what a docunment nmenagenent application 22|and -- but | think the document nmnagenent, the object
23|is. 23|is slightly different. It's not like -- okay.
24 A So -- so in this case if we talk about the 24 So |l will argue in alittle bit different way.
25|bull etin board, docurment nmanagenent neans that there 25|So in a personal e-mail message communication system it
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1|is inportant -- user will get many e-mail messages, I?g]%e 105 1 A No. |'m saying al though the document Page 107
2|you may need to rank those nessages in a certain order. 2 |managenent system they don't use the sane terninol ogy
3 In a docunent nmanagenent system probably you 3|like sender and recipient; however, if you want to

4 |post the document let's say for a -- for 24 hours and 4 |manage the docunment and present to the users in a
5|then the next -- that nessage will be renopved entirely 5|certain order, then in that case the algorithm this
6|and the new nmessage will come. So it will be just 6 |Patent 217 develop, that can be still applied. But the
7 |happen only. So based on the application, so it may be 7|question is, then some of the -- you know that in that
8|different settings. So in that case fromthe docunent 8|Patent 217 they have that gl obal relevancy, sender

9 |managenent, the ranking may not play that rmuch of a 9|relevancy for the gl obal one, so that may not play that
10|rol e, the docunent managenent case. 10 |nuch role.

11 It's like a broadcast system You just -- in a 11 Q So, sir, I'mjust trying to understand if the
12 |radi o, you just broadcast the nessage -- broadcast the 12 |scenario that we're tal king about does or does not neet
13 |news to everybody, like, say NPR  You listen to the 13|the claims, and | feel like you're taking inconsistent
14 |news. So sonething like this in document managenent, 14 |positions where it's just the opposite of the question
15|you can think about it as a broadcast system where 15(|that | ask. So I'mgoing to try and ask this again and
16 |everybody will see the nessage. 16|see if you can give me just what your position is as to
17 Q Where -- 17 |[whether this kind of document managenent application

18 (Si mul t aneous col | oquy. ) 18 |nmeets the claims. Do you understand that?

19 A -- that service. 19 A Yes. | think I --

20 Q So if sonmeone posts a docunent in a docunent 20 Q Well, let ne ask the question so we have a

21 |managenent application, and another user accesses that 21 |clear record and then we will go that way. Ckay.

22 |docunment, woul d you say that document has been sent from 22 And part of the reason | say "okay," at the end
23|the first user to the second user? 23|of that is you can respond to say you understand, and
24 A I"'msaying in the docunent nanagenent system 24 (then | can start the question cleanly.

25|they don't use that sender/receiver concept |ike this. 25 So do you under st and?

1|There is no -- they may say the document nanagenent Page 106 1 A Yes, sir. Page 108
2 |sender as to whoever clears the docurment is the creator 2 Q Okay. So is it your opinion that in a docunment
3|of that -- or posting the messages, and then the rest 3 |managenent application when a user posts a docunent and
4(will read it, that will be the consuner. |It's not like 4 |anot her user accesses that sane docunment that that woul d
5|they will use the sender/receiver terms like this. 5|meet the clainms of the 217 Patent because that involves
6 Q So I'mnot asking if they use those terms. |'m 6|a first user sending a docunent to a second user?
7|asking if you would understand that to nmeet the clains 7 A So, yeah, | think the Patent 217 at sone extent
8|of the 217 patent. Do you understand that, sir? 8|it may neet that. It can work in that docunent

9 A I under st and. 9 |managenent al so.

10 Q And so ny question is, would a docunent 10 Q So your opinion is the clainms of the 217 Patent
11 |managenent application |ike we have been describi ng neet 11 |woul d neet that scenario?

12 |the cl ai m|anguage of having a docunent be sent froma 12 A What ?

13|sender to a user? 13 Q Your opinion is the clainms of the 217 Patent
14 MR, PADMANABHAN: Objection. Rule 611. You 14 |woul d nmeet that scenario? Yes?

15|can answer. 15 A Correct.

16 THE DEPONENT: | think for the docunent 16 Q Ckay. Even though there's not necessarily an
17 |managenent system the send -- they don't use the sender 17 |e-mai |l sending that document fromthe first user to the
18|and recipient, this termnology in that domain, |ike the 18 |second user, correct?

19|way we are trying to frane it. 19 A Correct.

20 BY MR OHLERT: 20 Ckay.

21 Q And so your opinion is that in a docunent 21 A Can we take a break for eating? Food is --

22 |managenent application when a user posts a docunent and 22 Q I's the food there?

23 |anot her user accesses that sane docunent, that does not 23 A Yeah.

24 |describe a situation where the first user sends a 24 Q Yeah, if your food is here, let's take a break.
25 |docunent to the second user, correct? 25|Let's go off the record.
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1 THE VI DEOGRAPHER: Going of f record at Page 109 1|architecture contains references to other pieces of Page 111
2(10:45 a.m 2|electronic content rather than repeating that electronic
3 (O f the record.) 3|content within a single document or e-mail?

4 THE VI DEOGRAPHER: Back on record at 11:13 a.m 4 A Correct, yeah. They have a reference and

5 BY MR OHLERT: 5|establish some key paraneter relationship, yeah.

6 Q Ckay. Dr. Khan, can you go to colum 3 of the 6 Q Okay. And the 217 Patent here al so di scusses
71217 Patent? 7 |sormething called TransMail. Do you see that?

8 A 217, colum 3. 8 A Um hum

9 Q Are you there? 9 Q TransMai |, was a product devel oped by Bl ue

10 A Yes, |'mhere. 10|Space. That was related to the 217 Patent, correct?

11 Q Okay. Do you see at lines 52 to 54, the 217 11 A I think so, yeah.

12 |Patent says, "Sone forns of electronic mail, such as 12 Q And so if Blue Space docunments are talking

13 |TransMai | devel oped by Bl ue Space Software Corporation, 13 |about TransMail, they are probably tal king about

14 |use a relational architecture," right? 14 |sonmething related to the 217 patent. |Is that fair?

15 A Um hum  Yes. 15 MR PADVANABHAN: (bjection. Rule 611.

16 Q What is a relational architecture as described 16 THE DEPONENT: Sorry. What do you say?

17 |in the 217 Patent? 17 BY MR OHLERT:

18 A Ckay. So relational architecture neans it 18 Q I'f Blue Space docunents are tal king about

19 |conmes fromthe relational nodel. Let's say you have a 19|TransMail, is it safe to assume they're probably talking
20|-- in this case |I think we are considering nessages, and 20|about sonmething related to the 217 Patent?

21|the nmessages when you get an e-mail nessage from your 21 A No, | don't know that part.

22 |friend, and you responded to that e-nail. So in the 22 Q Ckay. So you can't say one way or the other?
23 |previous nessage will be -- will be your response, along 23 A Yeah.

24 |(with the previous nessage will be there. So in that 24 Q Do you know i f Blue Space ever had a

25|case in the transmt, they call it subnmessages in 25|functioning TransMail product?

1|transmit [sic]. Page 110 1 A Bl ue Space had a TransMail -- fromthis | Page 112
2 So now, in -- the idea here is that the one who 2|know -- | sawit, but | don't know the details.

3|has stored this nmessage and subnessages into the 3 Q So you don't know if Blue Space ever had a

4 |substorage system-- and there are many ways you can 4 (functioning TransMail product?

5|store it. One approach is for -- when the nesting 5 A Fromthis witing on the patent, yes, | saw

6 |[happens or the nmessage nmay have subnessages in front, so 6 |that TransMail devel oped by Bl ue Space devel opers that |
7|in that case if you would store those for each user, 7 | know.

8 |what ever the response user gives. Response nmeans 8 Q And |'m aski ng about sonething else, sir. Are
9 |whatever the user wites, along with the previous 9|you aware whether Blue Space devel oped a functioning

10 |nessages, to keep all this together. That way you can 10|TransMai | product or not?

11|store it. That's one possibility. |In that case, you 11 A No, | don't know that part.

12 |al | ow dupli cates. 12 Q Ckay. You just don't know. That's okay.

13 Because let's say M. X sent an e-mail to 13 A Sure.

14|M. Y, and M. Y forward that e-mail to M. Z, and M. Z 14 Q Let's go to colum 5 of the 217 Patent, and |
15|send it to M. X So in that case all of this X 15(will direct you to lines 53 to 58.

16 |content, Y content, and Z's content will be in the |ast 16 A Col um 5?2

17 |message, right. So our goal is to keep only one copy 17 Q And colum 5, lines 53 to 58 of the 217 Patent
18|and done. Each nessage will keep only one copy in the 18 |states "That a 'rel evance' conponent may be used to rate
19 |system 19 |electronic mail content in an order reflecting a user's
20 How we do it, so for that advocate -- or they 20(likely interest in the content. For exanple, a high
21|propose is to use the relational architecture, where the 21 |rel evance value may indicate that the content is likely
22|data will be stored in a relations -- basically allows 22|to be of significant interest to the user, while a | ow
23|each nessage will be kept only once in the system No 23|rel evance value may indicate that the content is likely
24 |duplication is allowed. 24|to be of little interest to the user." Do you see that
25 Q Is it safe to say that a relational 25 |passage?
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1 A Um hum Page 113 1|can only determine the user's likely interest in thaﬁage 115

2 Q Why does the 217 Patent refer to rating 2 |docunent ?

3lelectronic mail content in an order reflecting a user's 3 A So this is -- in general, this is machine

4(likely interest in the content? 4|l earning, data mining, or reconmmendation system \When

5 A Sorry. Can you say one nore tine your 5|you do the prediction, it is possible that prediction

6|question, please? 6|may -- there are nany factors that play a role of the

7 Q Yes. Wiy does the 217 Patent refer to rating 7 |prediction or coming up with this point. So you cannot

8|electronic mail content in an order reflecting a user's 8|al ways guarantee that it will be the -- this will be the

9|likely interest in the content? 9|only one indicator that will produce the -- capture the

10 A Yeah. So you see the relevance in the content |[10|user actions or user interest. So that's why they use

11 |considers various factors. One of the factor is the 11 |likely word or likely outcone.

12 |content. One of the factor based on the actions. One 12 Q Do you agree that a conputer cannot deternine a

13|of the factor based on the inportancy of the users, and [13|user's actual interest in a document and a conputer can

14 (then the other users how they behave, cognate user's 14 |only estimate the user's likely interest in that

15|actions. So the content, it plays an inportant role. 15 |docunent ?

16(So that is why they consider that if they users a high 16 A Sone cases a conputer can estimate the user's,

17 |rel evancy val ue mai nly because the content likely to be [17|right, interest and then some cases it may make a

18|significant to the users. But lower relevancy indicate |18|nistake. So that's why there are many cases -- in

19|that user may not have any interest on that content -- 19|general, nmany cases when you use nachine | earning

20|or on that el ectronic nessage. 20|al gorithm or recomendation system they estimte the

21 And rel evancy goes with -- they have two nain 21|error. And goal here in doing the training time, they

22 |conponents, relevancy and inportance. The rel evancy 22 |try to reduce the training error as nmuch as possible, so

23 |conponent goes with the content or is associated with 23 |that in prime tine or test tine it goes back on good.

24 |el ectronic object. And inportancy is associated with 24|So that's why here | think they use the |ikelihood.

25|the -- with entity |ike person, sender, or receiver, 25 And ideal case, yes, they all should be zero,
Page 114 Page 116

1|those type. 1|and in that case it was -- nodels the user's behavior or

2 Q Let me ask a better question. Wy does the 217 2|user's interest very correctly. But that's a very -- in

3|Patent refer to a user's likely interest in the content? 3|real-life system that's not the case. Sonetines

4(Wy is it using that word "likely"? 4 |conputer makes an error. Basically algorithm makes an

5 A So | think this is a statistical nodel they are 5|error. So there are many algorithns that try to inprove

6|using, and it is not necessarily one line -- there are 6(|this or reduce this error.

7|many things will play a role in the ranking process. So 7 Q Isn't it true that in an

8|this is one of the -- one of the good indicators that -- 8|el ectroni c-content-rel evance systemthe systemcan only

9|that will play sone role in the ranking process. That's 9|deternine electronic contents -- strike that.

10|why it said likelihood or Iikely. 10 Let me try and ask again.

11 Q Is it related to the fact that a conputer can't 11 Strike that.

12 |determine a user's actual relevance, it can only 12 Isn't it true that in an

13 |determine a user's likely interest in that content? 13|el ectronic-content-rel evant systemthe system can only

14 A I'"msorry, what is? 14 |determine the user's likely interest in content and

15 Q Does the 217 Patent here say "likely" because a 15|cannot determ ne the user's actual interest in content?

16 |conputer can't determine a user's act -- |ike how much a 16 A Coul d you pl ease say one nore time? |

17 |user actually likes a docunment, it can only estimte how 17 |apol ogi ze.

18 |much they woul d likely appreciate that docunent? 18 Q Isn't it true that in an

19 MR. PADVANABHAN:  Cbjection. Rule 611. 19 |el ectronic-content-rel evant systemthe system can only

20 THE DEPONENT: Pl ease say one nore tine. 20|determne the likely -- the user's likely interest in

21 BY MR CHLERT: 21 |content and cannot determine user's actual interest in

22 Q Okay. |'mtrying to understand why the 217 22 |content?

23|Patent refers to a user's likely interest. Does that 23 A I's there actual? | don't get the last part

24 |reflect the fact that a conputer cannot deternmine a 24 |what you say. You said, "actual."

25|user's actual interest in a docurment and the conputer 25 Q Let ne try it again.
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1 Strike that. Page 117 1|could know that. Isn't that true? Page 119

2 Isn't it true that in an el ectronic-content- 2 A But -- okay. So -- but we will -- but user

3|relevant systemthe systemcan only determ ne the user's 3|feedback we will recorded over time. That, we call it

4(likely interest in content and cannot determine the 4 |"historical actions." And then based on their actions

5|user's actual interest in content? 5/we will revise this error and try to reduce the error

6 A Yes, when we do the prediction, yes, you are 6|and come up with a better algorithmwhere the error will

7|right. 7 |be reduced.

8 Q I's there -- what do you nean when you say, 8 So what | amsaying -- and that's not correct

9|"Wen we do the prediction"? 9|to say that conmputer will not get the actual val ues.

10 A Because when you -- because when you determ ne 10|You -- eventually conputer will cone up with the -- or

11 |estinmate based on this content and based on the other 11 |the algorithmw Il come up with a prediction, and then

12 |actions, we need to determ ne the ranking of the 12 |user will give sone feedback. And that feedback --

13 |objects, right, or ranking of the clicked-on nessage -- 13 |based on that feedback, we will revise our error

14 |message system or the outgoi ng nessages. 14 |functions or the algorithmwould be -- paraneters of the

15 So in that case -- in that case, goal here is 15|al gorithm woul d be adjusted in such a way that in future

16|to reduce the -- come up with a prediction or come up 16 |when doing the test tine it should pass as good as when

17|with a ranking that will be the -- that that user wants. 17|it does the prediction or come up with the ranking. It

18|Basically if a user wants certain e-mail nessages. W 18 |shoul d be as close to that as user original intention or

19 |don't know, but if we can present to the user and see 19 |what the user wants.

20|user likes it, in that case we can assunme that safely 20 Q So | think what you just described is that a

21 |that error is the lowest or error is zero in that case, 21|relevant systemw ||l nmake an estimation of the relevance

22 |because you give that e-nmil nessage in the top of the 22|of a content to a user. The user will provide feedback,

23|list. 23|and then the systemw |l iterate and try to update the

24 But if you use a list to go through, let's say 24 |rel evance estimation to the user. But even in that

25[10 e-mui|l messages in order to find the right e-nail 25|situation, isn't that updated rel evance estinmation still
Page 118 Page 120

1|message, so in that case the error is high. So that 1|just trying to gauge the user's likely interest in the

2|type of error, we try to estinmate. And then during the 2 |content?

3ftraining time and trying to reduce those errors. And 3 A Yes. At the beginning, yes, but over tine it

4 |then when the test tine cones, we want to neke sure it 4|may be -- it may convert with the user original -- it

5(will performwell. W are hoping. 5|may satisfy user interest.

6 Q So I'mreally just trying to understand what 6 Q I think I'mjust asking something even a little

7 |the neaning of the word "likely" says about this patent. 7 |hi gher level than what you're getting at. Even when the

8[1'mnot asking about error rates. |'mjust trying to 8|systemupdates the rel evance netric or the rel evance

9 (understand when this patent says, "likely interest," why 9|score, and it is closer to the user's actual interest,

10|does it say a user's likely interest in content and not 10|the conputer is always just doing an estimation of the

11|a user's actual interest? 11 |user's likely interest, right?

12 MR, PADVANABHAN:  Objection. Rule 611. 12 A Correct.

13 THE DEPONENT: So, in general, when we do the 13 Q Because the user -- the conputer can't know

14 |statistical method, | think the people wite like this 14 |what the user's actual interest is, even if it's doing

15|(to be -- because, nman -- in sonme cases we would not be 15|that iterative process?

16 |able to capture the right balance, so that's why we say 16 A Ckay. So it depends upon how you captured the

17 |1i kel y. 17 |user feedback. So if your feedback nmechanism-- | think

18 BY MR CHLERT: 18217 -- Patent 217 has many ways to capture the user

19 Q Well, isn't the point just that when a conputer 19 |feedback. Not only based on the content feedback, we

20|is estimating relevance to a user, it's going to reflect 20|take into consideration how nuch tinme you going to

21|a user's likely interest in that content because it's 21|spend, what action is a DOS, Dell, delete the nmessage,

22 |doing an estimation, right? 22|or -- so various factors are taken into consideration.

23 A Ri ght, um hum 23|That's why | will argue that Patent 217 may capture the

24 Q And the conputer is not going to know the 24 |actual interest better than as conpared to other patents

25|user's actual interest in that content, only the user 25|at that tine.
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1 Q But the 217 Patent repeatedly refers to 1 Q You know, you're right. | -- 1 was asking it
2|determining the user's likely interest, not a user's 2|lagain and | did it wong, so let me ask it one nore tine
3|actual interest; isn't that correct? 3fland | will try and get it right.
4 A Correct. 4 So you agree that when a document describes an
5 Q And so you might say that the 217 Patent gets 5|el ectronic content relevance systemlike the ones we are
6|closer to estimating user's actual interest, but the way 6 |di scussing today, when that document refers to a user's
7 |the 217 patent describes it, it's still estimating the 7|likely interest or a likely prediction, that's just
8|user's likely interest; isn't that true? 8|referring to the fact that this is common |anguage for
9 A Correct, yeah. |It's a likely interest, 9|when an algorithmtries to estimate the rel evance of
10 |correct. 10|content to a user, right?
11 Q Okay. 11 A Correct.
12 A But nmy argunent is this a statistical nethod, 12 Q Okay. Let's look at columm 46 of the 217
13|so that's why they -- we use this type of word. 13|Patent. Can you |let me know when you're there?
14 Q That's fair. And sois it fair to say that 14 A Sure. Yeah, 46.
15|when a docunent discussing electronic content rel evance 15 Q Ckay. And do you see this has a "Correl ation"
16|refers to likely interest or a likely prediction, that's 16|table listed?
17 |just kind of |anguage that's common when referring to 17 A Um hum vyes.
18 |these kinds of estimates of rel evance that are perfornmed 18 Q And correct ne if I'mwong, but this shows a
19 |by conputers, right? 19 |symmetric correlation table, correct?
20 MR, PADMANABHAN:  You have to answer. 20 A Yeah, it should be symretric, yeah.
21 THE DEPONENT: Sorry, what do you say? 21 Q And it is symretric across the diagonal entries
22 BY MR OHLERT: 22 |there?
23 Q Is it fair to say that when a docunent 23 A Yeah, symretric, yeah.
24 |di scusses electronic relevance, it's referring to a 24 Q Okay. And is the 217 patent linmted to a
25|user's likely -- strike that. 25|symmetric correlation matrix?

Page 122 Page 124
1 Let me try and ask it in a better way. 1 A So this is the way we calculate the correlation
2 Is it fair to say that when a docunent is 2|in general. But the -- when you do the -- for each
3|discussing an el ectronic content relevance systemlike 3|users, when you find the cognate user collaboratively,
4 |these, when it refers to a user's "likely interest" or a 4 |there we consider a nunber of users, right? So, for
5|"likely prediction," that's just referring to the fact 5|exanple, a user A | want to see what are the top two
6(|that this is cormpn | anguage we use to refer to the 6 |cognate users for user A Fromthis nmetric probably --
7|estinmates of relevance that are perforned by conputers, 7|1 did not pay attention to the numbers, but let's say
8(right? 8|for user A, the two cognate users will be user C and D
9 A By the al gorithms, yeah. 9|And for user -- and user C, | want to find what the
10 Q Sorry. | just didn't catch your answer. You 10|cognate user for user C. So in that case, probably
11|said, "by the algorithms," yes? 11|might be -- and instead of user A it might be user D
12 A Yeah. Instead of conputer. Conputer is a 12|and F. |'msorry, user -- | nade a mstake. Ckay.
13|broad term so | just want to use algorithns. 13 User A -- as a cognate user, let's say user C
14 Q Okay. GCot it. Let ne ask it again so we are 14|and D. And user C has a cognate user, let's say D and
15|on the sane page and we just have a clean record. GCkay? 15|E. So in that case you cannot say they are symetric.
16 Strike that. 16 Q Ckay. Let ne see if | can ask this in a way --
17 So you agree that when a docunent describes an 17 |because | think -- | think you're saying the sanme --
18|el ectronic content rel evance systemlike the ones we are 18 |sanme thing as nme, but let me try again. Okay.
19 |di scussing today, when it refers to a user's "likely 19 Strike that.
20|interest” or a "likely prediction," that's just 20 So one of the reasons the 217 Patent includes
21|referring to the fact that this is comon | anguage for 21|this correlation matrix in colum 46, is it can be used
22 |when a conputer tries to estimte the rel evance of 22|to identify cognate users, right?
23|content to a user, right? 23 A Correct.
24 A Correct, but instead of conputer, | would say 24 Q And this is a symetric table, but cognate
25|al gori t hrs. 25|users in the 217 Patent woul dn't necessarily be
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1|symetric to one another, right? 1|identify cognate users, that the relationships between
2 A Correct. 2 |those users may be different fromone cognate user to
3 Q And so you woul d agree that even though the 217 3|another, right?

4 |Patent uses a symmetrical correlation table, the 4 A Ri ght.

5|rel ationshi ps between the users wouldn't necessarily 5 Q And so here it says, again, "The behavior and
6|actually be symetric in practice, right? 6|resulting rel evance value of user D on a new piece of

7 Sorry. Is that a "yes"? 7 |content sent to both users A and D woul d be a good

8 A Yes. 8|indicator of the likely relevance of that content to

9 Q And so when the 217 Patent uses this kind of 9|user A" So, again, the 217 Patent says --

10 |symmetric correlation table, it's not saying that in 10 A Where is it?

11 |practice its invention would actually be symetric; it's 11 Q At lines 22 through 25 of colum 46.

12 |just using those kind of as an exanple, right? 12 A Uh- huh.

13 A No. |'msaying -- okay. So this netrics even 13 Q The 217 Patent states, "The behavior and

14 |for -- in order to find the cognate users, | have to -- 14 |resulting rel evance val ue of user D on a new piece of
15|we have to use -- if we use the correlation-based 15|content sent to both users A and D would be a good

16 |t echni que, we have to go through these netrics. And 16|indicator of the likely relevance of that content to
17 |these nmetrics will tell that you user A how they are 17 |user A" Do you see that?

18 |correlated with the rest of the users. And user B, how 18 A Um hum

19|they're correlated with the rest of the users, right. 19 Q Yes?

20 So fromthere for each users, | want to choose 20 A I can read it, yeah.

21|top -- let's say "top-end users,"” and that are receiving 21 Q Okay. Again, just for the court reporter and
22 |the sane electronic content, and then they are cognate 22 |the record, it's -- we'd ask that you use "yes" or "no"
23|to user A. So for user A | would choose top two. So 23 |answers, not umhums or nmm hnms.

24|in this case, probably user D and user -- okay. And 24 A Ch, okay. Gve ne one minute. Let nme read it.
25(then in this case user D and user -- user B. And for 25 Coul d you describe what you are reading?
1|user B -- user B, the cognate user is user C and usePra 5 126 1 A Gve me one -- another minute, please. Page 128
2|You can see, although for A the cognate user is D, D as 2 Q Sir, what are you readi ng?

3|in Douglas. But for B, the cognate user list is -- is 3 A The one you read. So |I'mjust trying to

4|not in that list. So that's -- | call it -- it's not 4 |understand. So what is your question?

5|symetrical; it's asymetrical. 5 Q The 217 Patent again refers to the likely

6 Q And so you agree that when the 217 Patent 6 |rel evance of that content. Do you see that?
7|includes this kind of symmetric correlation table, that 7 A Yeah, likely relevance, right.

8|doesn't nean it is identifying symmetric cognate users, 8 Q And, so, again, when patents |like these and
9(right? 9|content relevance are referring to the likely rel evance
10 A Symmetric cog- -- | don't want to use -- that 10|of content, that's just common | anguage when making
11|same termhere, but | will say for each users, usually | 11|t hese ki nds of conputer-based estimates, right?

12|will find that cognate users. And | am saying sonme -- 12 A Yeah. As | say, these are status scal e nethods
13|it's not necessarily in one -- one user, you may have 13|that are being used, likely.

14 |some cognate -- yeah, the symetric nmay not exist in 14 Q Ckay. Let's goto daim1l, which I think is
15|that case, yes. 15|just on the next page down. Do you see that?

16 Q And so even though the 217 Patent is talking 16 A Um hum

17 |about a symmetric correlation table to identify cognate 17 Q So Claim1 is a conputer-inplenmented system
18 |users that doesn't nean that the rel ationshi ps between 18 |Do you see that?

19 |those cognate users will be symretric, correct? 19 A Um hum  Yes.

20 A I -- 1 -- 1 understand what you're saying, but 20 Q And Caim6 is a conputer program product. Do
21|l don't want to use the termthat way. | just want to 21|you see that?

22 |say for each of the users, the cognate users may be 22 A Yes.

23|different. May overlap, may be different. 23 Q And Jaim7 is a conputer-inplenented nethod,
24 Q And you agree that even though the 217 Patent 24 |right?

25|is tal king about a symmetric correlation table to 25 A Um hum
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1 Q So each of those clains involves some formPoe}gea 129 1|inpl emrentation-w se what you need. |'msaying -- Page 131
2|conmputer. Is that fair? 2 Q I'mjust asking about the kind of conputer that
3 A Correct. 3|can infringe these patent clains. And so if you are

4 Q Do the clainms of the 217 Patent require any 4 |tal king about an algorithm any conmputer could run that
5|specialized conputer conponents to performtheir 5lalgorithm isn't that true?

6 |i nvention? 6 A I't depends. Because if you need a -- let's say
7 A I don't think the way a claimis witten with 7 |your data set is 10 negabytes in size and nmetric system
8|standard conputers with a sufficient amount of RAM can 8| -- 10 negabyte in size, and you have only one negabyte
9|do it. 9|RAMto run it, then that conputer nmay not be able to run
10 Q And so it's not requiring like a specific 10|it at all.

11 |conputer processor, for exanple? 11 Q If a conputer had sufficient resources to

12 A No. 12 |performthe al gorithm these clains don't require a

13 Q And so it's fair to say that any conventional 13 |special kind of conputer, do they?

14 |computer could infringe these clains so long as it 14 A The way it was witten, it would -- | don't see
15|performs the steps that are claimed in either daim1l, 6 15 |anyt hing specific would say that this type of hardware
16 |or 7? 16|is required. That's not the case.

17 A Okay. So I'msorry. You say sonmething -- tell 17 Q So if any conputer is able to performthe steps
18 |me again. 18|claimed in Clainms 1, 6 and 7, that conputer would then
19 Q Is it fair to say that any conventional 19|infringe those clains, right?

20|conmputer could infringe these clains so long as it 20 A So you're saying that if the conputer can run
21|performs the steps that are listed in Clains 1, 6 or 21|the algorithmrelated to Caiml, Caim6, and daim?7,
22(7? 22|then -- then people -- then it will produce that as the
23 MR PADVANABHAN. FRE -- objection. FRE 611. 23 |result [sic].

24 THE DEPONENT:  No. 24 Q I think I"'masking if that's your opinion, sir.
25 BY MR COHLERT: 25 A Yeah, if we can round those al gorithns or those
1 Q Why do you say that? Page 130 1|steps. Especially you see in the 7, we say that thePage 132
2 A Because there is an algorithmthere, first 2 |conputer-inpl emented nethod, and those nethods if you
3|rel evancy, second relevancy. And that request, that 3|can inplement correctly with the sufficient menory and
4 |needs to be -- that request actually -- you're saying 4 |processing power, then, yes, you will get the desired
5|the inplenentation-wi se? Wat is your -- 5|result because it's already this close, right.

6 Q I'mjust -- 6 Q Okay. So let's look at the limtations of

7 A -- question? 7|CGaiml. So, you know, first this talks about a storage
8 Q I"mjust trying to understand the kind of 8|nedium Let's kind of set that aside and focus on a
9|computer that could infringe these clains. So you're 9 |ronitoring nodul e.

10 |tal ki ng about an algorithm | amactually not asking 10 Did the 217 Patent invent a nonitoring nodul e
11 |anything about an algorithm So |I'mgoing to ask ny 11|configured to track actions by a plurality of users

12 |question again. 12 |associated with an application for nanaging el ectronic
13 Is it fair to say that any conventional 13 |content?

14 [conmputer could infringe these clains so |long as that 14 A No. | think they use off-the-shelf or at that
15|computer performs the steps that are listed in Clains 1, 15|ti me whatever the com -- npdules -- nonitoring nodul es,
16|6 or 772 16|they utilize that. They did not -- with the Patent 217
17 A So let's say this -- there's a conponent in 17|did not invent anything new there.

18 |this algorithm Patent 217 has sone ranking al gorithm 18 Q So prior to the 217 Patent, conputers had
19|That | amalgorithm-- 19 |nonitoring nodul es that could track the actions of users
20 Q Can | just -- I'msorry. | really don't nean 20|on content, right?

21|to interrupt you, sir. | just want to stop right there. 21 A Yeah. For the managing el ectronic content,

22 [When you tal k about an algorithm are you tal king about 22 |yes.

23|a specialized kind of computer that needs to run that 23 Q Ckay. And then the next limtation says, "A
24 |al gorithn®? 24 |first relevance npdul e coupled to the nonitoring nodul e
25 A No, | did not say anything about how the 25|and configured to determine a first measure of rel evance
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Page 133 Page 135
1|of the piece of electronic content based at least in 1 Q And so any user action that a user perforns on
2|part on one or nore actions of the user on a piece of 2|el ectronic content could neet this claim right?
3|electronic content." 3 A Yes.

4 So we already tal ked about nonitoring nodul es 4 Q And prior to the 217 Patent, content-relevant
5|being -- existing before the 217 Patent. Did a 5|systems could determine the rel evance of electronic
6|rel evance nodul e that could look to a user's actions on 6|content based on a user's actions on that content,

7 |content exist before the 217 Patent? 7(right?

8 MR PADMANABHAN:  Cbjection. Rule 611. 8 MR, PADMANABHAN: bjection. Rule 611.

9 THE DEPONENT: (Ckay. So they're a nonitoring 9 THE DEPONENT: Okay. So can you say one nore
10|nodul e in the past, but that nonitoring nodul e save us 10|tine.

11|on maybe one type of actions. Not here in the 217 11 BY MR OHLERT:

12 |Patent, they are doing nonitoring a bunch of actions, 12 Q Prior to the 217 Patent, content-rel evant

13 |not only one actions. And then based on those actions 13 |systenms could determne the rel evance of electronic
14 |we tried to -- okay. (Reading to self.) 14 |content based on a user's actions on that content,

15 So that would capture it, using first neasure 15(right?

16 |of relevancy. The nodule -- okay. So we capture 16 MR, PADVANABHAN: bj ection. Rule 611.

17 |multiple user actions basically there by utilizing that 17 THE DEPONENT: Content rel evancy -- say one
18 |nonitoring conponent, and then those actions will play a 18 |nmore tine, please.

19|role in that subsequent or the second rel evancy result. 19 BY MR OHLERT:

20 BY MR OHLERT: 20 Q Prior to the 217 Patent, content-relevant

21 Q Prior to the 217 Patent, could conputers 21 |systens coul d deternine the rel evance of electronic
22 |determ ne rel evance of content based on a user's actions 22|content based on a user's actions on that content,
23|on that content? 23|correct?

24 MR. PADMANABHAN: Objection. Rule 611. 24 A Ckay. So prior art, if you ask ne, then the
25 THE DEPONENT: Can you say one nore tine, 25|rul es tal ks about thunbs-up/thunbs-down, that type of

Page 134 Page 136
1|pl ease? 1l|action is very primtive and, on the other hand, here
2 BY MR OHLERT: 2|the actions are conprehensive as | told you. And -- and
3 Q Prior to the 217 Patent, could conputers 3|based on these actions, we will do the pre-eval uation
4 |determine the rel evance of electronic content based on a 4 |and post-eval uation fromthe el ectronic content.
5|user's actions on that content? 5 Q So your answer is the prior art could only
6 A Just relevancy, right? Not the first 6|track certain kinds of actions, like a thumbs up or a
7 |rel evancy, you say? 7 |thunbs down; is that correct?

8 Q What is the difference you're trying to nake 8 A Correct.

9|there, sir? 9 Q And you understand this claimdoes not specify
10 A Because in this patent, first rel evancy 10|the kinds of actions that it tracks, right?

11 |captures many user actions, not only one user action. 11 A Yes. | saw it one or nore actions, right.

12 |For exanple -- 12 Q So you understand that distinction about the
13 Q Sir, let ne just stop you right there. This 13|prior art tracking sinplified kinds of actions is

14 |cl ai mdoesn't specify what kinds of actions are tracked, 14 |conpletely irrelevant to these clains?

15|does it? 15 MR PADVANABHAN: Objection. Rule 611.

16 A No. It says, "One or nore actions of the user 16 THE DEPONENT: Conpletely -- which one is

17 |on the piece of electronic content." 17 |irrel evant?

18 Q So any user action on the content can neet this 18 BY MR COHLERT:

19 |claim right? 19 Q You understand that the distinction you're

20 A And -- okay. So -- and then -- 20 |meki ng about how the prior art could track sinplified
21 Q I need an answer to ny question, sir. 21 |kinds of actions is conpletely irrelevant to these

22 A Um hum So what is the question? 22 |clai ns because these clainms do not specify the kinds of
23 Q This clai mdoes not specify the kinds of 23|actions that they are focused on?

24 |actions that are tracked, does it? 24 A Say one nore time. | couldn't get it.

25 A No. 25 Q Ckay. Sir --
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1 A Rephrase it, yes. 1 Q So you woul d agree prior art to the 217 Patent
2 Q Sir, we're getting to a point where we're going 2|al so could deternmine the rel evance of content based on a
3|to have serious problems and we m ght need to have this 3|user's actions on that content, correct?
4 |deposition continued to another day because |'mtrying 4 MR. PADVANABHAN:  (bjection. Rule 611.
5|to ask very sinple questions. 5 THE DEPONENT: No, | don't agree with that
6 A Sure. 6|part, that Patent 217.
7 Q And you're not answering and you're having me 7 BY MR COHLERT:
8|repeat themnultiple times with no explanation between, 8 Q And why not ?
9|and your answers, frankly, don't match the claim 9 A Because -- there are a couple of things. The
10|l anguage. And, again, | think that's a real problem 10|first is, Patent 217 considers different types of pre --
11|({So I'mgoing to try and ask again, but | really need you 11 |pre-ranking and post -- |'msorry -- pre-evaluation,
12|to try to work with nme here. 12 |post-evaluation. And then it has a different ranking
13 A Sur e. 13 |nechani smthat takes into consideration the inportancy
14 Q Because this is -- this is getting to be a 14 |of the -- the sender and the organi zation, and then --
15|serious problem sir. Okay? 15|and then it takes into consideration the content
16 A Sur e. 16 |relevancy, and then it takes into consideration the
17 Q You'll agree that prior to the 217 Patent, 17 |cognate users who are recipient of the same electronic
18|el ectronic content-rel evant systens could determne the 18 |content.
19 |rel evance of content based on a user's actions on that 19 So these are the factors that will play a
20 |content, correct? 20|significant role in the ranking process. That's why
21 MR, PADVANABHAN:  Objection. Rule 611. 21 |prior art cannot be replace -- can't replace this patent
22 THE DEPONENT: |'m saying Patent 217 considers 22 |because this patent has a --
23 |many actions, and those are nonitored and utilized in 23 Q I''mnot asking about the patent as a whole.
24 |the first relevancy and the second rel evancy. 24 (1" m asking about a very specific limtation, sir.
25 BY MR COHLERT: 25 A Um hum

Page 138 Page 140
1 Q The clains of the 217 Patent are agnostic to 1 Q And your answer talking about other limtations
2 |the kinds of actions that are performed on content? 2|is sinply not responsive. And that's where we're
3|True or false? 3|getting into the problemof we nmay need to continue this
4 A Ckay. That's not true. 4 |deposition because you're not coning across as prepared
5 Q And so what does it matter that the 217 Patent 5|and able to answer these sinple questions about the
6|considers many actions if the clains don't specify the 6 |clains.
7 |kind of actions that are needed to neet the clains? 7 A Ckay. So what is the sinple question?
8 A Certain actions will play a role and that was 8 Q You agree that prior to the 217 Patent
9|clearly -- those actions were clearly specified in the 9|el ectroni c-content-rel evant systens could deternine the
10 |specification section, not in the claimlanguage. 10|rel evance of content based on a user's actions. Setting
11 |Probably claimlanguage has a linited space to put. But 11 |asi de whether they can do anything else, they can do at
12|if you go to the specification, you will find those 12|l east that, you woul d agree?
13|details there. 13 MR. PADMANABHAN:  Cbjection. Rule 611. You
14 Q Okay. Sir, |I'masking you about the clains. 14 |can answer.
15 A Um hum 15 THE DEPONENT: But you're focusing on the claim
16 Q Are you fam liar with the concept that you 16|that -- the relevancy claim
17 |cannot incorporate limtations froma specification into 17 BY MR OHLERT:
18 |the clains unless they are reflected into the clains? 18 Q I am | amasking a very specific question
19 A No, | don't. 19|only about that relevancy linitation, yes, sir. That is
20 Q You can't just look at the specification if the 20 |what |'m asking about. Do you understand that?
21|clainms don't say the sane thing; isn't that true? 21 A Yes, | understand. Thank you. Yes, | agree.
22 A Ckay. Yes. 22 So once again -- strike that.
23 Q And so these clains don't talk about the kinds 23 Prior to the 217 patent,
24 |of actions they are tracking, does it? 24 |el ectroni c-content-rel evant systems coul d determ ne the
25 A No, it doesn't. 25|rel evance of content based on a user's actions on that
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1|content? Yes or no? 1l|cognate, those are two separate requirenents, correct?
2 A Yes. 2 A Correct, but they're connected by "and."

3 Q And then next, the 217 Patent tal ks about a 3 Q They are connected by "and." They are two
4|second rel evance neasurement nodule. Do you see that? 4|separate requirenents, you agree?

5 A Um hum 5 A Correct.
6 Q I'massuning you are going to say that the 6 Q And when this identified step i s being
7|prior art did not contain that second rel evancy 7|performed, it needs to identify only a -- at |east one

8 |neasurenment nodul e, correct? 8|other of the plurality of users, correct?

9 A Correct. 9 A Correct.

10 Q Ckay. This talks about identifying at |east 10 Q So this claimdoes not require identifying
11|one other of the plurality of users that is a recipient 11|mul tiple users who are cognate and nultiple users who
12 |of the piece of electronic content and that is cognate 12 |have received the content, and then whittling it down,
13|to the user. Do you see that? 13|right? You only need to identify one user that neets
14 A | seeit. 14 |both conditions; isn't that true?

15 Q You understand that identifying another user as 15 A Correct, yeah.
16|a recipient of the piece of electronic content is a 16 Q Okay. Now, let's talk about the next
17 |separate requirenent fromidentifying a user that is 17|limtation, "Deternmining a second nmeasure of relevance
18|cognate to the user, correct? 18 |of the piece of electronic content as based in part on
19 MR. PADVANABHAN:  (bjection. Rule 611. 19|one or nore neasures derived fromthe group consisting

20 THE DEPONENT: Ckay. So, no, these two 20|of ." And then it lists, "Local inportance, global

21 |condition need to satisfy sinmultaneously. 21|i nportance, content relevance, and one or nobre actions

22 BY MR OHLERT: 22|on the piece of electronic content fromthat at |east

23 Q Yes. 23|one other user." Do you agree?

24 A When -- 24 A | agree.

25 Q You agree? 25 Q And so do you understand what a Markush group
1 A Sol -- 1 -- 1 said where -- we want to finpdage 142 1|is? Page 144
2 |the nunber of users that need to satisfy two conditions. 2 A No.
3|First, they need to cognate to -- they need to recipient 3 Q Do you understand that in order for the clains
4 |of the same electronic content and cognate to the user. 4|of the 217 Patent to be met, you only need to nmeet one
5|These two condition need to satisfy simultaneously. 5|of these four options between |ocal inportance, global
6 Q Okay. Let's break that down. So step one, you 6 |i mportance, content rel evance, and then |ooking to one
7|agree that these are two separate requirenents. That 7|or nore actions on the piece of content fromat |east
8|the user nust be both a recipient and separately nust be 8|one other of the plurality of users?
9|a cognate user to the original user, right? 9 A So say one nore tinme, please.

10 A That's correct. That's one possibility, yes. 10 Q You understand that the clains of the 217
11 Q What do you nean that's one possibility? Isn't 11|Patent in order to be nmet only need to neet one of these
12 |that the only way to read this? 12 |four options?

13 A No. For inplenmentation-w se, if you do the 13 A Yeah, one or nore.

14 |conmputer inplenentation you can first identify a bunch 14 Q And so if a prior art reference discloses
15|of cognate users and then -- then jog sonme of the users 15|deternining a second piece of relevance based on a |ocal
16 |for the recipient of the sane el ectronic content or -- 16 |i nportance, you don't have to al so denpbnstrate that --

17 Q Sir, I'mnot asking about how you woul d 17 |gl obal inportance, as an exanple, right?

18 |inplement this. |'m asking about the 217 Patent clains, 18 A Correct.

19 |okay. Can you focus on that? 19 Q Ckay. In the abstract, was |ooking to |ocal

20 A Sure. 20|inportance to determ ne the rel evance of content known

21 Q This says that you need to "identify at |east 21|in the prior art?

22 |one other user that is both a recipient of the content 22 A Wi ch page 1 or -- colum 1?

23|and that is cognate to the original user," right? 23 Q I"mjust |ooking at the claimwe have been

24 A Um hum 24 |di scussing, sir.

25 Q And the user being a recipient and being 25 A Ch, daim1, where you said -- Claim1, yeah.
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1 Q When Claim1 refers to local inportance, isPage 145 1|fact that when you take all these things that exist ePda%en 147
2 |determining content based on the local inportance of a 2|the prior art, and put themin a single spot, that's
3[sender something that the 217 Patent existed? 3|what is inventive. And so |'mtrying to walk through

4 MR. PADVANABHAN:  (bjection. Rule 611. 4 |each of these linmtations and say, "Do you agree this

5 THE DEPONENT: So one nore tinme, what is your 5|existed in the prior art or not, and if you think it

6 |question? 6|didn't exist in the prior art, | want to tal k about

7 BY MR COHLERT: 7|that." Ckay?

8 Q Thi s Markush group | ooks to four factors: 8 A Sure.

9|l ocal inportance, global inportance, content relevance, 9 Q And so right now | am focusing on determ ning

10|and then one or nore actions of other users? 10|rel evance based on the local inmportance of a sender to a

11 A Correct. 11 |user. That doesn't tal k about a Gauss- Seidel equation.

12 Q Was determining the rel evance of content based 12 |That doesn't talk about gl obal inportance. That just

13 |on local inportance of a sender to the user known before 13|tal ks about one thing in this Markush group. OCkay?

14 |the 217 Patent? 14 A Um hum

15 A No. 15 Q So focusing on |ocal inportance --

16 Q So your opinion is, the 217 Patent invented 16 A Go ahead.

17 |determ ning the rel evance of content based on the |ocal 17 Q -- could systenms before the 217 Patent

18|i nportance of a sender to a user? 18 |deternine the rel evance of content based on the | ocal

19 MR. PADVANABHAN:  (bjection. Rule 611. 19 |i nportance of a sender to the user?

20 THE DEPONENT: G ve nme one minute. Let me see 20 MR PADMANABHAN: Objection. Rule 611.

21|l ocal inportance here. Yeah, so a local inportance in 21 THE DEPONENT:  No.

22 |Patent 217 relies on global inportancy al so and content 22 BY MR CHLERT:

23|-- and then other relevancy. So there is a dependency 23 Q Wiy not ?

24 |here. And that's why they use some Gauss-Seidel -- sone 24 (Si mul t aneous col | oquy. )

25 |Gauss- Sei del equation to solve it due to this 25 A Ckay. Then | have to go through the -- the
1|dependency. So | think local inportancy describing I?g]ge 146 1|specification and explain it. Page 148
2|importancy of the sender to the users, which is unique 2 Q I don'"t think you have to go through the
3[in Patent 217. 3|specification to explain why you are saying that.

4 BY MR CHLERT: 4 A Ckay. So because the local inportancy is a

5 Q The clains don't refer to a Gauss- Sei del 5|function of the -- is a function of the individual

6 |equation, do they? 6 |i mportancy conponent, then it al so depends on the

7 A No, but they say -- 7|cognate users. And then it also depends on the sender

8 Q The clains don't say that |ocal inportance is 8|global or -- inportancy. So based on these three

9 |based on gl obal inportance, do they? 9|factors, we will calculate the -- you will calculate the

10 A No. 10|l ocal inportancy. So which -- | think any of the

11 Q Your answer is premsed on the fact that |ocal 11 |previ ous approaches of patent address that issue.

12|i mportance i s dependent on gl obal inportance, to suggest 12 Q And so your answer is the prior art did not

13|that this linitation did not exist in the prior art; is 13|l ook to local inportance when determ ning the rel evance

14 |that correct? 14 |of content specifically because the 217 Patent defines

15 A Because | read the specification in detail -- 15|l ocal inportance as being based on other things, |ike

16 Q I's that correct? 16 |gl obal inportance, and that nekes it nore conplicated.

17 A So are you asking nme based on -- only on the 17|ls that fair?

18 |cl ai m | anguage or based on the claimplus specific 18 A Sorry.

19|i ssue? 19 MR. PADVANABHAN:  Obj ection Rule 611.

20 Q I amtrying to wal k through daim1l and get 20 THE DEPONENT: Three factors: global, cognate,

21|your opinion as to what existed in the prior art. And 21|and then the individual inportancy conponent. So these

22(let me try to be a little clearer here because | think a 22 |three factors will play a role on the |ocal inportance.
23[lot of what's in Caim1l did exist in the prior art. | 23 BY MR CHLERT:

24 [t hink you woul d probably agree with that. And the 24 Q You understand --

25|reality is that your opinion is generally based on the 25 (Si nul taneous col | oquy.)

Meta Platforms, Inc. v. Sterling Computers Corporation

Page: 37 (145 - 148)

Focus Litigation Solutions



Latifur Khan, Ph.D.

1 A Yeah, go ahead. Page 149 1|is the best way to deal with that because it consi deprasge 151
2 Q You understand the clainms of the 217 Patent do 2|the other -- if you only focus on the, say, user

3|not define local inportance with respect to gl obal 3|actions -- entirely only on the user actions, no cognate
4 |inportance or cognate? 4 |users, no global inportancy, you can calculate the |ocal
5 A They' re describing in subsequent nanner, so 5|importancy inmmediately. And there is no dependency.
6|they have to wite in a certain way all people wll 6|But we don't know the quality of the result, howit will
7 |under st and. 7 |be useful .

8 Q But there is nothing in Caim1l that says the 8 It is very likely that when you do the

9|l ocal inportance is determ ned based on the gl obal 9 |post-reading evaluation the result nmay not -- user may
10 |i mportance or whether users are cognate, right? 10 |not be happy with the outcome or the result of the

11 A No. But in the specification, | find it from 11 |ranki ng process. On the other hand, when you utilize
12|there, | can see how unique the nethod is. 12 |this local inportancy, which is -- what you gain from
13 Q Ckay. So you think the clainms have a specific 13|the gl obal inportancy, which depends on the cognate

14 |meani ng of local inportance, and that you cannot 14 |users, which depends on the individual inportancy
15|determ ne the | ocal inportance of content w thout 15 |conmponents, that will produce better quality results.

16 |l ooking al so to the global inportance of content and 16 |That's ny answer.

17 |other cognate users; is that correct? 17 Q You understand the clainms of the 217 Patent

18 A Yeah, an individual inmportancy conponent, 18 |don't have any threshol ds about quality of answers in
19 |correct. 19|order to be net, right?

20 Q Isn't that inconsistent with the fact that this 20 A Threshol d neans -- what do you nean threshold
21|is a Markush group that only needs one of these four 21 |here?

22 |elements to be met? 22 Q You just answered that unless you consider

23 A I think it is a chicken-and-egg problem So 23|other factors in addition to local inportance, the

24 |assunmes there's some dependency exists, so that's why, 24 |outconme won't be very good. Wy does that natter at all
25[if you, let's say, try to neasure one, then 25|to the clains of the 217 Patent?

1|autonmatically the other one will cone. Page 150 1 A Ckay. Page 152
2 Q So you don't think there is a way to evaluate 2 Q The clains of the 217 Patent don't care about
3|the local inportance describing an inportance of the 3|if the results are good or not, do they?

4 |sender to the user, without also considering a gl obal 4 A No, they care because then why --

5|importance describing an inmportance of the sender within 5 Q Sir, sir -- the clains of the 217 Patent do not
6 |an organi zation, as well as considering one or nore 6 |have any requirenents in them whatsoever about whether

7 |actions on the piece of electronic content of the, at 7|results are good or not; isn't that true?

8|l east one other of the plurality of users, that is a 8 A Yeah, it's true.

9|recipient of the piece of electronic content and that is 9 Q So the claims of the 217 Patent do not care

10 |cognate to the user, correct? 10 |whether the results are good or not. That's not

11 A Correct. So |'msaying we can do many ways the 11 |sonething that you | ook to when eval uati ng whet her the
12|l ocal inmportancy -- you can do it. But it will not -- 12|clains are net, is it?

13 |probably do not work. So this dependency type of things 13 A But ny -- okay. Then anybody can doubl e-up the
14 |may hel p each other. May inprove the quality of the 14 |system And if it is a jamed system who use -- nobody
15|result. That's why this was an inportant conponent. 15|will use it, right. And then this --

16 |There is sone dependency, |ocal inportancy, and gl obal 16 Q That may be true, sir, but it's irrelevant to
17 |inmportancy that play a role to each other. They 17 |[whether the clains are net. You would agree? You

18|i nfluence the -- because each other process for the 18 |understand that?

19 |algorithmwill take tine to convert when you run, and it 19 A Yeah. | understand, yeah.

20|produce -- over tinme it will be very smart and produce 20 Q So how does your answer about whether the
21|the good quality results in ternms of the ranking. 21 |outcone is good or not informwhether the prior art

22 Q So you said there are many ways to eval uate 22|could performthis limtation?

23|l ocal inportance. 23 MR PADMANABHAN: Objection. Rule 611.

24 A Not many ways. |'msaying there are a couple 24 MR OHLERT: You know what, wthdrawn. | will
25|of ways you can do it. But this is the -- | think this 25|ask a different question.
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1 BY MR COHLERT: Page 153 1|based on local inportance before the 217 Patent, Page 155
2 Q So -- 2|correct?

3 A Ckay. 3 MR PADVANABHAN.  Cbjection. Rule 611.

4 Q -- your opinion is that the prior art did not 4 THE DEPONENT:  No.

5|determi ne the rel evance of content based on |ocal 5 BY MR OHLERT:

6 |i mportance including because the 217 Patent defines 6 Q Why not ?

7|l ocal inportance to al so consider cognate users, global 7 A | don't see any work that tal ks about the
8|inportance, and other nmetrics, correct? 8|gl obal inportancy in the electronic nessaging system

9 MR PADVANABHAN:  Cbjection. Rule 611. 9|ranking --

10 THE DEPONENT: Correct. 10 Q What does gl obal inportance have to do with

11 BY MR OHLERT: 11|l ocal inportance in that scenario, sir?

12 Q And if the clainms of the 217 Patent did not 12 A No, | amtal king about the gl obal inportancy
13 |have that requirenent of |ocal inportance, you would 13 |now.

14 |agree that prior to the 217 Patent, electronic rel evance 14 Q My question is about the local inportance. So
15|systens coul d determine the rel evance of content based 15|pl ease listen to the question and answer the question
16 |on |l ocal inportance? 16|that is asked. Ckay?

17 MR PADMANABHAN: Objection. Rule 611. 17 A Um hum

18 THE DEPONENT: | do not get it. So please try 18 Q Do you understand this is a deposition? That's
19|one nore tine. 19 |how this needs to work. |'mentitled to get answers to
20 BY MR OHLERT: 20|my questions, not answers to other questions. Do you
21 Q Let's assunme the Board | ooks at your argunent 21 |understand that?

22|and rejects the idea that |ocal inportance in a clains 22 A Sure.

23|of the 217 Patent is informed by gl obal inportance or 23 Q And you understand | have a right to a clean
24 |cognate users -- you with nme so far? 24 |record to represent ny client in this case? You get

25 A No, that last part | did not get it, so. 25|that?

1 Q Let's assune the Board rejects your argumsnﬁage 154 1 A Sure. Yes. Page 156
2|that local inportance in the clains of the 217 Patent is 2 Q So in the scenario we were tal king about, you
3|informed by global inportance or cognate users. 3|(woul d agree that the prior art disclosed determning the
4 A Um hum 4 |rel evance of content based on |ocal inportance before

5 Q You with nme so far? 5|the 217 Patent, correct?

6 A Yes. 6 A Um hum

7 Q In that scenario you woul d agree that the prior 7 Q Is that a "yes"?

8|art disclosed determining the rel evance of content based 8 A Sorry, what do you say?

9|on local inportance, correct? 9 Q Sir -- let's go off the record.

10 A So you are saying local inportancy is -- the 10 THE VI DEOGRAPHER: Going off record at

11 |Board decides local inportancy is covered by gl obal 11(12:23 p.m

12 |i nportancy of cognate? 12 (OFf the record.)

13 Q No, no. |'msaying your opinion is that |ocal 13 THE VI DEOGRAPHER: Back on record at 12:40 p.m
14 |i nportance does not just nean |ocal inportance. Your 14 BY MR OHLERT:

15|opinion is that local inportance neans sone val ue of 15 Q Ckay. We have been tal king about the clainms of
16|l ocal inportance infornmed by global inportance, as well 16 |the 217 Patent for a bit now, Dr. Khan. In your

17 |as other cognate users. That's your opinion that you 17 |opinion, what is the precise invention of the 217

18 |have been saying for the last few minutes, correct? 18 |Patent ?

19 A Correct, yeah. 19 A Thanks for asking. So nultidinmensional ranking
20 Q Now, let's say the Board di sagrees and says 20 |mechanism that's a local inportancy, global inportancy,
21|l ocal inportance just nmeans |ocal inportance, okay? You 21 |content relevancy, and then how to find the cognate

22 |with ne? 22 |users is the nost inportant conponent of that

23 A Yes. 23 |i nnovati on.

24 Q In that scenario, you would agree that the 24 Q So it's specifically the ability to determ ne
25|prior art disclosed determning the rel evance of content 25|rel evance frommultiple things, including |ocal
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Page 157 Page 159
1|inportance, global inportance, and actions from cognate 1|it cites an article titled, "Using collaborative
2|users, fair? 2|filtering to weave an information tapestry by David
3 A Yeah, and the tracking user actions. 3|Col dberg et al., cited from Decenber of 1991." Do you
4 Q Ckay. And were any of those individual 4 |see that?
5|conmponents known in the prior art prior to the 217 5 A Sure. Yeah, | sawit.

6 |Pat ent ? 6 Q Ckay. And so you agree that collaborative

7 A Specially | think the recommendation system 7|filtering techniques pre-date the 217 Patent by nore
8|cognate was known previously. And then also the Rose 8|than a decade, correct?

9(patent, we talk about it. So that also tal ks about sone 9 A Correct.

10|of the -- covers sone of the prior art. 10 Q Ckay. Let's go to figure 3 of Rose. You would
11 Q Ckay. So it was known in the prior art to 11|agree that figure 3 shows that Rose can rank e-mils

12 |determ ne recommendati ons from cognate users, fair? 12|according to a deternined rel evance score, correct?

13 A Ri ght. 13 A Ri ght.

14 Q Okay. The 217 Patent doesn't claimany 14 Q And then | ooking at figure 4, that has a
15|specific math for how it determ nes rel evancy scores, 15 |thunbs-up and a thunmbs-down icon that | think you tal ked
16 |does it? 16 |about earlier. Do you see that?

17 A It says, "the relevancy scores being determ ned 17 A Yeah.

18 |based on -- at least in part on the first deternined 18 Q And so that kind of thunbs-up and thunbs-down
19 |measure of rel evance and on the second deterni ned 19|icon, that's so that a user in the Rose system can

20 |measure of relevance.” daim1l, colum 47, the |ast 20|provide explicit feedback on el ectronic content,

21 |par agr aph. 21 |correct?

22 Q And -- 22 A Correct.

23 (Si mul t aneous col | oquy. ) 23 Q And you woul d agree that would constitute

24 A Doesn't tal k about any specific math, correct. 24 |determning a first measure of rel evance of the piece of
25 Q Ckay. And so you can neet the clainms of the 25|el ectronic content based, at least in part, on one or

Page 158 Page 160
1|217 Patent without perfornming a specific nathematical 1|nore actions of the user on the piece of electronic
2|formula or anything like that, right? 2|content, correct?

3 A That part, | don't know that | can. 3 MR PADVANABHAN:  Cbjection. Rule 611. You
4 Q | nean, as long as you are determ ning 4 |can answer.

5(rel evancy based on the factors that are clained, it's 5 THE DEPONENT: This is one of the nethods here,
6|not like you have to apply sone specific nathenatical 6 |yeah, and that can capture user feedback, yes. But
7|formula to nmeet the math -- the clainms of the 217 7 |Patent 217 tal ks about many, many actions -- nore than
8|Patent, right? 8|one. And sone of themare very conprehensive and very
9 A Yes. According to the claimlanguage, yes, but 9linmplicit feedback. This is nore explicit feedback in
10 |whether it will work or not doesn't define. 10|[inaudible]. And in ny declaration | differentiate
11 (Exhibit 1006 was marked for identification.) 11|inplicit and explicit feedback. So here we tal k about
12 BY MR CHLERT: 12 |explicit -- what the feedback you' re talking about,

13 Q Ckay. | amgoing to upload to the Chat Exhibit 13|t hunbs-up/ t hunbs-down, that's more explicit feedback,
14|1006, which is the Rose reference. Can you let ne know 14 |but there might be some nore inplicit feedback that

15 |when you have that open? 15|Patent 217 takes into consideration.

16 A It is open. 16 BY MR COHLERT:

17 Q Rose issued March 13th, 2001, correct? 17 Q Okay. But the claims of the 217 Patent don't
18 A Ri ght. 18 |di stingui sh between inplicit and explicit feedback, they
19 Q You do not dispute that Rose is anal ogous art 19|just track actions on content; isn't that true?

20(to the 217 Patent, correct? 20 A Correct.

21 A Correct. 21 Q And so you would agree this is a way that a
22 Q And there's no dispute that Rose is prior art 22 |user in the Rose systemin figure 4 can provide direct
23|to the 217 Patent, correct? 23 |feedback on el ectronic content, correct?

24 A Correct. 24 A Correct.

25 Q Looki ng at the top right of Rose's cover page 25 Q And Rose uses that feedback fromusers to
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1|informthe relevance of that content for users goi ngPage 1ot 1 A But | think Rose -- no, the Rose doesn't doPage 163
2|forward, right? 2|that. Rose -- that -- the document are not party to

3 A Ckay. So -- 3|that -- the one we are currently considering, once we

4 MR. PADVANABHAN:  (bjection. Rule 611. 4|get the feedback that will not be -- that will not

5 THE DEPONENT: Here's two things. One is the 5|participate in the ranking process again, no.

6 |Rose patent -- |'m focusing now on Rose patent. So Rose 6 Q But that's sonething you're inferring from

7 |patent, when we tried to do the prediction for the 7|Rose. Rose never explicitly says that it will not

8|i ncom ng nmessages and whether -- and the prediction 8|exam ne the rel evance of a docunent that a user has
9|whether it would be like it or based on the prediction 9|al ready rated, correct?

10|we will put the nessages in the list. If it was a -- 10 A Yeah, but Rose tal ks about the prediction,

11 |possibly likes it, then you come at the top of the list. 11|right. Many tinmes it tal ks about the prediction. So if
12|If it doesn't like it, then it will go bottomof the 12|l do the prediction already, then why | need to rank it
13|list. So then -- so we don't consider the -- okay. 13|again? And our setting is different, but in 217 the

14 And then based on that, we cone up with the 14 |setting is different. So they are pre, post. Both are
15|ranking list, and then we captured the user feedback 15 |required.

16 [t hunbs-up and thunbs-down. So once we captured this 16 Q The 217 Patent also tal ks about predictions,

17 |f eedback, this feedback will be -- will be -- will not 17 |doesn't it?

18 |be used to rank this docunment again. It will be used 18 A Yeah. Ranking process, yes.

19|to, | guess, update the feedback. On the feedback we 19 Q So why does the fact that Rose tal ks about
20|get, based on that we will update our profile vector -- 20 |predictions mean that Rose woul d never re-rank content?
21|user profile vector, and then that profile -- updated 21 A Because for the Rose, we just want to know

22 |profile vector will be applied for the new incom ng 22 |whether the user will -- will be happy with that nmessage
23 |messages to rank it. 23|or not. And so that -- based on that, we rank it and
24 So here, if you renenber in Patent 217 there 24 |put it there. And then once we get the feedback, we
25|are two-step ranking. One is the pre-reading and the 25|already got the feed back. User likes it, soit will go
1|other one is the post-reading. So that -- in this cpaasgee 162 1|to the like -- like list. W don't need to worry abpoaug%e 164
2|you can say Rose patent doesn't tal k about the 2|whether it's -- but on the other hand, in Patent 217 we
3 |post-reading eval uation at all. 3|do sonme sort of ranking, and ranking neans you woul d

4 I nean, ny declaration | describe -- would 4|rank themin the -- in a certain order.
5|describe those things -- the prediction things in 5 So in your feedback -- let's say we put the

6 |details about the Rose patent. 6 |message in the top of the list, but feedback says user

7 Q So why -- 7 |doesn't |ike that message that nuch, so then it wll --
8 (Si mul t aneous col | oquy.) 8|in the post-evaluation state it will go in the mddle or
9 Q So your testinony is that Rose would not use a 9|the bottomof the list. So that way we do the update
10 |user's direct feedback on a document to informthe 10|i mredi ately and local relevancy will take into that

11 |rel evance of that docunent for a user -- for that user 11|consideration immediately. So it doesn't wait for that
12 |going forward, right? 12 |next cycle. \Were a document comes, a new message

13 A Yeah, current document, what we have. Because 13|comes, it doesn't wait for that in Patent 217. This is
14 |we al ready give the feedback, so that feedback may not 14 |one of the crucial differences between 217 and ot her
15|be used. Using that feedback, we don't -- we don't want 15 |patents.

16|to utilize it for ranking purpose inmmediately. 16 Q I"mjust trying to understand why you think the
17 Q Rose never explicitly says that it will not use 171|217 Patent does re-rank but that Rose does not.

18|a user's direct feedback on a docunent to informthe 18 A Ckay.

19 |rel evance of that docunent for that user going forward, 19 Q We agree that Rose never explicitly says it
20|does it? 20|does not re-rank content if a user has already provided
21 A I think in ny declaration | said clearly we -- 21|a rating on that content, correct?

22 |Rose patent. 22 MR. PADVANABHAN:  Cbjection. Rule 611.

23 Q | am aski ng about Rose right now. |f you want 23 THE DEPONENT: Can you go back to ny

24|to switch over to your declaration again, we can do 24 |declaration? | can explain fromthere. That woul d be
25|t hat. 25|easier, if you don't mind. Can | do that?
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Page 165 Page 167
1 BY MR COHLERT: 1|asking a very specific question about Rose.
2 Q You have your declaration, sir. You can open 2 A Sure.
3([that. 3 Q And this is the problemwe were tal ki ng about
4 A Can | share the screen or is that not allowed? 4|before where you're pointing me to something that is
5 Q If you would like to point to a specific 5|unrel ated and does not relate to that question and it's
6|passage, |'mhappy to look at it, sir. 6|just wasting tine.
7 A Sure. 7 A Sure. Okay. | apologize. |If you see one --
8 Q Sir, you don't need to share your screen. Just 8|give ne one nonent. If you see 170, page 65.
9 |pl ease state for the record -- 9 Q Yes, | see that.
10 A | see. 10 A "Prediction of relevancy." "Prediction of
11 Q -- what you would like us to | ook at so the 11(relevancy." | think this all talks about Rose, right.
12|record is clear. 12 Q Okay. So we already tal ked about earlier how
13 A Sure. Sure. GCkay. | got it. 13|the 217 Patent also tal ks about predictions, right?
14 Q So what are you trying to point to in your 14 A Ckay.
15 |decl aration? 15 Q So these passages saying the word "prediction"
16 A I"mtrying to open it. So | describe the 16|don't suggestion that Rose does not rewite content,
17 |difference between Rose and Patent 217 in nmy declaration 17 |does it?
18 |par agraph 158, 159 -- 18 MR, PADVANABHAN: (bjection. Rule 611.
19 Q Okay. 19 THE DEPONENT: Say, for exanple, once -- the
20 A -- 160, 161, and then 162, 1 -- 20|l ast one, on 65 page, "Once the user's profile is
21 Q Sir, let ne -- let me just take a step back. 21 |retrieved, all the nessages to be provided to the user
22 |Instead of pointing me to random paragraphs that say the 22|are ranked on the basis of a predicted degree of
23|word Rose, can you point me to anywhere in your 23|rel evancy to that user."
24 |decl aration that has a passage from Rose that says Rose 24 BY MR OHLERT:
25|will not re-rank content a user has already rated or 25 Q What about that suggests that Rose does not
1|anything like that? Page 166 1|re-rank content? Page 168
2 A Okay. 2 A Then also it doesn't say -- for exanple in
3 Q Can you point ne to that |anguage that supports 3|Patent 217, we state three and four are nmentioned right
4 |your opinion? 4|here. And here in Rose, they don't talk about the post
5 A Sure. |If you see 169. 5|at all.
6 Q Ckay. 6 Q Ckay. Sir -- sir, you are pointing me to a
7 A There we tal k about "never used in Rose to 7 |nunber of passages in paragraph 177 now. None of these
8|determ ne the rel evance." 8lexplicitly say that Rose will not re-rank content if a
9 Q So, again, don't point me to a paragraph that 9|user has already addressed it, right?
10|j ust tal ks about Rose. Can you point me to anywhere in 10 MR. PADVANABHAN:  (bj ection. Rule 611.
11 |your declaration that supports that Rose explicitly says 11 THE DEPONENT: But it doesn't say that it wll
12|it does not re-rank content a user has already rated? 12 |re-rank al so either.
13 A So | said 169, read that paragraph. The snall 13 BY MR OHLERT:
14 |paragraph there we nmention that "Rose to determine the 14 Q Ckay. But you're the one saying that Rose wll
15|rel evance score for an itembefore the first user has 15|not re-rank content. So | amtrying to understand the
16|rated the item Therefore, Rose uses the first user's 16 |basis for your opinion. And it sounds |like the basis is
17 |profile to deternmine the rel evance score before the 17 |that Rose doesn't actually say that?
18 |profile has been updated to reflect the first user's 18 A Correct.
19|rating of the item" And this is -- 19 Q So | want a very sinple -- like | want a sinple
20 Q Sir, paragraph 169 does not cite any passage 20|answer. Like, we can tal k about these passages, but
21|from Rose, does it? 21|let's get there after you answer the question. OCkay?
22 A No. It tal ks about Fox's opinion of it. 22 Strike that.
23 Q Wien you are referring to paragraph 169, | see 23 Rose never explicitly says it does not re-rank
24 |your opinion that Rose does not re-rank content. | 24 |content if a user has already provided a rating on that
25|don't see anything from Rose that says that. So | am 25|content, correct?
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1 MR. PADVANABHAN:  (bjection. Rule 611. Page 169 1 Q Why not ? Page 171
2 THE DEPONENT: Correct. 2 A Okay. So let's say we -- M. John Smith is a
3 BY MR OHLERT: 3|user, and we have a profile, and he likes, let's say,

4 Q Al right. Now, let's go back to the 217 4|Dallas a lot in the past, and we have a |ot of docunents
5|Patent, because you were just saying that the 217 Patent 5|for exanple related to Dallas visit. And now all of a
6|very clearly talks about pre and post-ratings. So | 6 |sudden after comng to Dallas, he doesn't like it -- in
7 |want you to point me to where in the 217 Patent tal ks 7 |the past he did not like it, so now he's saying -- in
8|about that concept. 8|the feedback case, he's giving -- in case of Rose, he's
9 A Gve nme one mnute. | amsearching it. | 9|giving thunbs-down, so now this nmessage is not there --
10|found it, that's good. Columm 28, Patent 217. Col umm 10|any nore there. So already it is ranked and the user
11|28 and line nunber 25, and onwards, you will see 11|gave a negative feedback and based on that feedback user
12 |"before-readi ng" and "post-reading." There are two 12 |profile will be updated. Now Dallas w |l be downgraded
13 |different rel evancy neasures. 13|in his profile. Basically the profile will venture some
14 Q So your opinion, is that because the 217 Patent 14 |wei ght with keywords. Dallas will have a | ower weight
15|tal ks about rel evance rankings before a nessage is 15|with respect to other keywords and so on.

16 |opened; i.e., before-reading, and after it is opened; 16 Now new nmessage cones, and that tal ks about
17|i.e., post-reading, that that actually refers to ranking 17 |Dal | as Cowboys, and then that Dallas Cowboys news

18|or not ranking content before and after a user takes 18 |articles will not be shown on the top of the list or nmay
19 |actions on that content? 19|not be shown to the user at all.

20 A No. |'m saying they have one ranking before 20 So when the update happens, this update will
21|the reading and then that ranking will be updated based 21|not be reflected with the current messages because the
22 |on the feedback i mediately. So then we call it 22 |current nessage is already ranked and we already

23| post - readi ng. 23|captured the -- give the feedback on the current

24 So what |'m saying, the object on electronic 24 |nessages and the current nessage is gone fromthe --
25|content map here in top of the list before-reading, new 25|it's not inportant anynore in terms of the ranking in
1|e-mail content, but after the reading, based on the Page 170 1|this case. Page 172
2|interactions, are then -- post-reading will trigger that 2 And then when the new nessage come again -- so
3|electronic mail object may becone bottom of the list. 3|for this new nessage, the -- this updated profile wll

4 Q Ckay. Let's go back to Rose. 4|play a role where we already -- M. John Snith -- we

5 A This type of thing -- this type of thing may 5|know that now in the profile, John Smith doesn't |ike

6 |not happen in other cases -- other places immediate. Go 6|Dallas, so anything related to Dallas will be

7 |ahead. You want to go back -- 7 |downgraded. So that way this type of system works.

8 Q Okay. Let's go back to Rose, colum 2. 8 Q That's what you're inferring as to how this

9 A Um hum 9 |kind of systemworks, right?

10 Q And -- you know what, actually let's go to 10 A I -- 1 dowork inthis area, so | knowthis is
11|colum 6 of Rose. Sorry for that. So let's |ook at 11|the way it works. That's ny --

12 |lines 36 through 43. Rose teaches that, "Each user 12 Q So you never -- you couldn't point to a
13|profile also conprises a vector based upon the user's 13|statement in Rose that says it won't consider nessages
14|indications as to his or her relative interest in 14 |that a user has already rated, right?

15|previously retrieved documents.” 15 MR PADVANABHAN: Cbjection. Rule -- Rule 611.
16 A Um hum 16 THE DEPONENT: Correct.

17 Q So that's teaching that users will provide 17 BY MR OHLERT:

18 |indications and their profile will have a vector that 18 Q And you just now said once a user provides

19 |indicates the rel evance of previously retrieved 19 |feedback on el ectronic content, now this nessage is not
20|docurents, right? 20|any nore there. What is your support?

21 A Um hum 21 A No.

22 Q Isn't that discussing determining the relevance 22 (Si nul t aneous col | oquy.)

23|of a docunment based on what a user has previously 23 A kay.

24 |retrieved? 24 Q What is your support for that statenent?

25 A No. 25 A No, it is wong. | think | did not state
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Page 173 Page 175
1|clearly the last part. "The nessage shoul d not be 1 A -- see where Rose has a --
2|there," is not correct. The nessage will be there, but 2 (Si mul t aneous col | oquy. )
3[it will not be a part of the ranking list. 3 Q Sir, sir, please don't speak over me. Again,
4 Q So if a user provides feedback on a docunent, 4 |for the benefit of the court reporter, we really need to
5|the system woul d never provide that docunent to the user 5|not speak over each other. Thank you.
6|even if it was relevant? 6 My point is, you either can point to an
7 A If it isirrelevant already -- let's say user 7|explicit statement in Rose or you cannot. And if you
8|says relevant, then it will go to the relevant -- in 8|can't, that's fine. But then the answer to ny question
9|this example it will go to the relevant bucket. And 9 |becones, "yes," you cannot point to that. GOkay? |It's
10|then the -- I'mtrying to say -- you're trying to point 10|not okay to say "no," or "I don't know," and then be
11|out that the profile vector will be updated, right. So 11|unable to point me to a specific --
12 |since the profile vector will be updated. Now the 12 (Si mul t aneous col | oquy. )
13|question is profile vector will work on which document? 13 A Sure. | cannot point out it.
14(1t will work on the new inconing docunent. It wll not 14 Q Okay. So let nme just ask the question to get a
15|work in this case for the existing or current docunent. 15|cl ean record.
16 Q But again -- 16 Strike that.
17 (Si mul t aneous col | oquy.) 17 You are assuming that Rose will not use the
18 Q -- that's your inference of Rose. You don't 18 |user's profile vector to re-rank the rel evance of
19 |have any statenment in Rose that suggests that it won't 19|content that the user has already rated, but you can't
20|use that profile vector to rank the rel evance of that 20|point to any explicit statement in Rose to that effect,
21|content, correct? 21 |correct?
22 MR. PADVANABHAN:  CObjection. Rule 611. 22 MR. PADVANABHAN:  Objection. Rule 611. Co
23 THE DEPONENT: The argument | have in this 23 |ahead.
24 |case -- supporting argunent is that in Patent 217 | 24 THE DEPONENT: Correct.
25|showed you there is a pre-reading, post-reading, that 25 BY MR COHLERT:
1|type of things are there. But in Rose, we don't havpeage 174 1 Q So you just gave an exanpl e where someone er;es 17e
2|pre-reading or post-reading are not clearly say. So | 2|an e-nail about the Dallas Cowboys, and then that
3|assume that in case of Rose -- but the updated profile 3|informs future docunents going forward, right?
4(will not be used to re-rank the -- the current docunent. 4 A Um hum
5(It will be -- updated profile will be used to re-rank 5 Q Do you recall that?
6 |the incom ng new docunments or incom ng new messages. 6 A Yes.
7 |That's what |'m saying. 7 Q What if a user got an e-nmil about Dallas
8 BY MR OHLERT: 8|Cowboys and ranked it negatively, and then got 10
9 Q But, again, that's your assunption about Rose. 9|mllion e-nuils about the Dallas Cowboys and rated every
10|You can't point to any specific statement that says that 10|single one of those positively, wouldn't the Rose system
11|Rose will not use a user's profile vector to rate the 11|want to re-rank that original docunent because the
12 |rel evance of content the user has already rated, 12 |user's preferences m ght have changed?
13 |correct? 13 MR. PADVANABHAN:  Cbjection. Rule 611.
14 MR PADMANABHAN: Objection. Rule 611. 14 THE DEPONENT: That's a very good argunent, but
15 THE DEPONENT: Ckay. 151 think here the system-- the works the -- it will --
16 BY MR OHLERT: 16 |you are saying -- let's say Dallas Cowboys has 10
17 Q You agree? 17|mllion users -- nmessages now, so those 10 mllion
18 A I"'mnot agreeing or disagreeing in this case, 18 |messages will cone to the users, and based on the user
19 |because it is not clear fromhere. 19 |profile we see that user profile |ikes Dallas Cowboys,
20 Q Ckay. This is a "yes" or "no" question, sir. 20|right. And so all of these nessages will be delivered
21|And either Rose has a specific statenent about this, and 21|to the users and then the users will give a feedback.
22|1'm - - 22 |Based on that feedback, so in this 10 -- or one million
23 A No. | don't -- 23|docunents, original Dallas Cowboy articles will not be
24 (Si mul t aneous col | oquy. ) 24 |there. Only the new nmessages will be -- will be ranked
25 Q -- amgoing to ask you to point nme to it. 25|and presented to the users.
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1 BY MR COHLERT: Page 177 l|are -- then you will create the -- there are other il?sas%ee 179
2 Q Doesn't the fact that the user ranked each of 2|may arise. So | am saying when you -- let's say you
3|those docunments positively after that initial one 3|already see the nmessage and you -- user already gave

4 |suggest that their interest might have changed? 4|the -- already gave the feedback, now we should not --

5 MR PADVANABHAN: Objection. Rule 611. 5lin the error calculation we will use it for that data

6 THE DEPONENT: Yeah. Inter -- okay, yeah, 6 |once and update the npdel or update the weight, and then
7|that's a -- that's a very good question. 7|we nove to the next batch. O we can consider all the
8 So you're saying at the beginning it doesn't 8|historical data and build a nodel fromthe scratch.
9|like it, and now user likes it, and now -- now the -- 9|That's al so possi bl e.

10|this e-mail nmessage -- this nessaging systemworks only 10 But I'msaying this -- this nessage should
11|for the new inconing nessages. They don't -- if they 11|not -- that we already inspect it, should not

12 |consider, lets say, all the historical data or all data, 12 |participate in the ranking process unless if it is a new
13 |plus the new incom ng nessages and rank it, that's 13|nessage. If it is -- it comes as a new unknown message,
14 |possible. But usually this type of system focuses on 14 |then it's possible. But if it is already in the system
15|only the new i ncom ng nessages, which one unread or 15|it should not participate in the ranking process again.
16 |which -- that will be -- try to be ranked based on this 16 BY MR OHLERT:

17 |system Because if you consider the historical data, 17 Q Okay. So earlier you tal ked about how a
18|you may end up with too many nessages al so and from 18 |conmput er system mi ght nmake a prediction of relevance for
19 |there you have to do the filtering or ranking. That 19|a user, a user mght provide feedback, and the system
20|m ght be problematic al so. 20|mght try to re-rank that. But you're saying that

21 BY MR CHLERT: 21 |wouldn't apply in the exanple of Rose, right?

22 Q So it sounds like you are citing your 22 A Ckay. Let nme understand the question.

23 |experience with these kinds of systenms to say that 23 So let's say if the duplicate nessage that

24 |that's not usually how they work, correct? 24 |comes repeatedly and if there is a -- if you give the
25 A Yes. 25|simlar feedback, |ike what you said, then in that case
1 Q But isn't it true that you could design a Page 178 1|in this part of -- in case of Rose, the weight vectoprage 180
2|systemthat would want to work that way, that -- 2(will go up for those keywords in that. So the profile
3 A That's possi bl e. 3{will have a bunch of keywords listed in sinple case.

4 Q -- would want to evaluate whether a user's 4 So those -- so he likes Dallas Cowboys, so
5|preferences for content changed based on subsequent 5|Dal | as Cowboys, all of those keywords will -- their

6 |i nfornation? 6|score will go up over time due to this feedback. And,

7 A That's possible, yes. 7 |now, when the new message cone, we try to rank it based
8 Q And | think earlier -- you know, way back 8|on this updated profile.

9|earlier today in the deposition, you were talking about 9 Now the user will |ove Dallas Cowboys news
10|error rates. And so a user -- or the system m ght 10|articles, and it will be -- | nmean, it will be -- I'm
11|predict a user's likely interest in a docunent, and then 11|sorry. It will had been shown in the highly relevant to
12 |the user provides feedback, and then the systemtries 12 |the users. Dallas Cowboys news articles will be shown
13|again, and it uses that to iterate on the error rates to 13|as highly relevant to the users because user already
14|try to take that error rate to zero. Do you renenber 14 |gave positive feedback. But this will go with the new
15|that? 15|i ncomi ng nmessages essentially.

16 A Um hum 16 Q Let's look at Rose again. |In the same colum,
17 Q Isn't that another reason why a system m ght 17 [the next sentence from what we were tal ki ng about at

18 |want to re-rank content even though a user's provided 18 |line 38 says, "Each tine a user provides a new response
19 |feedback on it? 19|to a retrieved nessage, the profile vector is nodified
20 MR PADMANABHAN: Objection. Rule 611. 20|in accordance with the results of the indication.” Do
21 THE DEPONENT: No. |If the system already gives 21|you see that?

22 |sonme data and give the feedback, then that should not be 22 A Yes.

23|used again. It can be used -- it should be used in the 23 Q And so the user's profile vector will be

24 |training purpose, but it should not be used for 24 |updated every time they provide feedback on el ectronic
25|re-ranking purpose or -- because then you are -- you 25|content, correct?
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1 A Yeah. So it may be updated periodically orPai%e 181 1|time they provide feedback on content? Yes? Page 183
2 |may be updated in a synchronized way or inmediately, 2 A Yes.

3|that's correct. 3 Q And then this says that, "For exanple, if the
4 Q So setting aside periodically or 4 |user indicates interest in a docunent all of the
5|non-synchronously, you will agree that the user's 5|significant terns in that document can be given
6|profile vector will be updated each time they provide 6 |increased weight in the user's profile." Do you see

7 |f eedback on el ectronic content, right? 7 |that?

8 A The reason |'msaying this because I in- -- | 8 A Um hum

9|read nany patents related to this topic, and | saw -- | 9 Q The user's profile is not recording the user's
10|don't know it was Krugert, Creacher [sic] -- sone of the 10|rating on that docunent. It is including specific

11 |patent tal ked about this issue. They update the profile 11|metric to see each of the ternms in that docunment. Do
12 |periodically. The reason is, if you -- every time user 12 |you see that?

13|give feedback you trying to update the profile. It will 13 A Correct.

14 |be time-consum ng and expensive fromthe conputer 14 Q And so | understand you dispute that Rose would
15 |resource perspective. 15|re-rank that content, but you would at |east agree that
16 So what do they there, let's say every five 16|if Rose did re-rank that content it would appear nore
17 |mi nutes or every hour, they will update that profile. 17 [rel evant because all of the ternms in that docunment have
18|That's one way to deal with that. O at the end of the 18 |been given increased weight in the user's profile,

19 |day, they will update the profile. That way you can 19|right?

20|save your resources and so on because you have to pull 20 MR PADMANABHAN: Objection. Rule 611.

21|the -- those profiles through the nenory and do it and 21 THE DEPONENT: Correct.

22 |the conpetition and cost involved and the data transfers 22 BY MR CHLERT:

23|are required. Data transfers are required and so on. 23 Q And you understand that generally when Rose
24|So these are al ways expensive thing. 24 |eval uates the rel evance of content, it does so by

25 But -- so that's why they devel op these 25 |conparing a docunent's vector to a vector representing
1|periodic things. Although the -- and on that appr oaPcahge 182 1|the user's profile, right? Page 184
2 |what you are suggesting with the -- 2 A Correct, yeah, [inaudible].

3 Q Sir -- 3 Q Okay. Let's go to colum 2, and I'Il focus you
4 A -- way that it was witten imediately, that's 4|on line 29.

5|possible. And | saw, especially Patent 217, in certain 5 A Yeah, colum 2.

6 |cases |ocal relevancy or local inmportancy, it talks 6 Q This says that, "Using this profile, itens of
7|about it will be updated inmediately. But on the other 7|information to be presented to the user; e.g., nessages
8|hand, cognate users, local relevancy, that will be 8|and electronic mail network or documents within a
9|updated slowy or periodically as | mentioned in figure 9|particular bulletin board category are ranked according
10|-- in some figure in the Patent 217. 10|to their likely degree of relevance and displayed with
11 Q Sir, do you dispute that Rose will update a 11|an indication of the relative relevance." Do you see
12 |user's profile vector each tinme that user provides 12 |that?

13 |feedback on el ectronic content? 13 A Yes.

14 A No, | don't. Because that way -- 14 Q So Rose contenpl ates being used with nessages
15 Q Okay. Okay. Let's -- let's just stay there. 15|in an electronic nail network as well as nessages

16|l have limted tine today. | need your answers, and if 16 |di spl ayed on bulletin boards, correct?

17|l want you to elaborate | will ask. Okay? 17 A Correct.

18 A Sure. Yeah, that's what | amtrying -- 18 Q And you woul d understand that an el ectronic

19 Q And your counsel can al so ask questions at the 19 |neil network, that's referring to e-mail, correct?
20|end of this deposition to elaborate, if they would Iike. 20 A Um hum vyes.

21(So if there's sonething inportant, they can point that 21 Q And you don't dispute that Rose is dealing with
22|out. | really just need direct answers to ny questions. 22|content that is sent froma sender, correct?

23| Ckay? 23 A Ckay. So in the -- Rose deals user profiles
24 A Thank you. 24 |and the docunent profiles and match it based on that.

25 Q So Rose will update the user's profile each 25|And that's nore content or attribute-based matching, and
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1|then they combine it with a correlation and come up I?/a%eh 185 1|users whose interests in novies are similar or opposPea.% 187
2|the one unified score. So which is different fromthe 2|Do you see that?
3|Patent 217, the ranking process. 3 A Yes.
4 MR. PADMANABHAN:  That's not his question. 4 Q So Rose considers novies to be a kind of
5 BY MR OHLERT: S5lelectronic content that it rates, correct?
6 Q You don't dispute that Rose is dealing with 6 A Correct.
7 |content that is sent froma sender, correct? 7 Q And a user's interactions with that content can
8 A Correct. It can be, yeah. 8|be used to informthe rel evance of other users whose
9 Q And when you're tal king about your arguments 9linterest in novies are simlar or opposed, correct?
10 |about Rose, you -- that's not your argument? You're not 10 A Um hum vyes.
11|arguing that Rose does not involve content sent froma 11 Q And when it references other users whose
12 |sender, correct? 12|interests in novies are simlar, you understand that's
13 A Correct. 13|referring to cognate users, correct?
14 Q Okay. Let's talk about colum 6 in Rose. 14 A (Reading to self.) Yeah, correct.
15|Specifically I will focus you on lines 5 to 6. Can you 15 Q Let's go to colum 7, lines 35 through 37. And
16|l et ne know when you are there? 16 |this says, "In accordance with the invention, a
17 A Sure. |'mhere. 17 |conbi nation of attribute-based and correl ati on-based
18 Q So this says that, "Traditionally the ranking 18 |prediction is enployed to rank the rel evance of each
19 |of nessages was based only on the content of the 19|itemof information." Correct?
20 |messages in accordance with the present invention, 20 A Ri ght.
21 |however, the ranking of nessages was carried out by 21 Q So Rose is referring to evaluating each item of
22 |conbi ning data based upon an attribute of the nmessage, 22|information and it's not making a distinction about
23|for exanple its content, with other data relating to 23 |whet her that content has been ranked by a user
24 |correl ations of indications provided by users who had 24 |previously, correct?
25(|retrieved the nmessage."” Do you see that? 25 MR. PADVANABHAN:  (bjection. Rule 611.

Page 186 Page 188
1 A Yes. 1 THE DEPONENT: (Reading to self.) It nay be
2 Q And so when this tal ks about eval uating 2|the new -- a new types of information -- a new -- each
3 |nessages based on their content, you understand that 3|type of -- each itemof information neans new i ncom ng
4 (woul d be evaluated with reference to the user profile 4 |information.
5|that is devel oped based on that user's interactions with 5 BY MR CHLERT:
6 |content ? 6 Q But Rose doesn't make that distinction?
7 A Correct. 7 (Si nul taneous col | oquy.)
8 Q Let's go to colum 5, lines 55 to 60. This 8 A Yeah, correct.
9(says that "Each tine a user sees a novie he or she can 9 Q So at lines 43 to 47 of this colum 7, Rose
10|record his or her reaction to it, like or dislike." Do 10|says that, "For exanple, nultiple regression analysis
11|you see that? 11 |can be utilized to conbine the various factors. In this
12 A No. Wiere is it |ine nunber? 12 |approach regression nmethods are enployed to identify the
13 Q Colum 5, line 55. 13 |npst inportant attributes that are used as predictors;
14 A Line 55. Gkay. Yeah, each -- "each time user l14|e.g., salient terms in a document and users having
15|sees a novie..." Yes. 15|simlar feedback responses.” Do you see that?
16 Q It says -- and so each tinme a user sees a 16 A Um hum  Yeah, | see.
17 |movie, they'll record their reaction to it. 17 Q Do you agree that when Rose refers to users
18 A Um hum 18 |having simlar feedback responses, it's referring to
19 Q And this will use that reaction to update the 19 |cognate users?
20|user's profile for the novie database. Do you see that? 20 A (Reading to self.) They are trying to identify
21 A Um hum 21|the nobst inmportant stuff. So it's not in a docunent.
22 Q Is that a "yes"? 22|It's nothing with the -- with the cognate users or
23 A Yes. 23|cognate -- so they are trying -- using regression, they
24 Q "And this information is also used to provide 24 (try to identify which are the inportant terns we should
25|information to rank that novie for view ng by other 25|focus on -- or we should take into consideration in the
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1|profile eventually. And | think the cognate part mali/a ee 189 1|do -- to determine this weight, they will utilize Page 191

2|more even relevant to the -- in this space the 2|regression. That's ny understanding.

3|regression of the top correlation-based, there it may be 3 BY MR CHLERT:

4 |associated. That's ny understanding. 4 Q Yeah, sure. So is it fair to say that Rose is

5 Q And so the start of this paragraph refers to a 5|using regression to identify the terms in that docunent

6 |conbi nation of attribute-based and correl ati on-based 6(|that it should | ook to when determ ning rel evance?

7 |prediction, right? 7 A To deternmine relevance will be done through the
8 A Ri ght . 8|user explicit feedback -- user thunbs-up/thunbs-down.

9 Q And previously we tal ked about how Rose refers 9|And then based on that, you will like certain -- if user
10|to eval uating content-based on both the content itself 10|gives a thunmbs-up, that means that document is relevant
11|as well as feedback from other users, right? 11|to that user. And if user gives thunbs-down, that neans
12 A Correct. 12|it doesn't like it.

13 Q And you understand that when Rose tal ks about 13 And then if a user gives a thunbs-up, then

14 |content, that is evaluated based on their user profile, 14 |whatever the thunbs there, all of the keywords will be

15|which is devel oped based on their actions on electronic 15|-- you have a positive post in the ranking -- in the --

16 |content, right? 16|in the -- in the profile. But nowthis is just for one

17 A Correct. 17 |user. But you have many users and nmany docunents out

18 Q And so is it fair to say that Rose generally is 18 |there, and then you have to figure out which are the

19|saying its invention |looks to two kinds of feedback when 19|inportant terns in those collection of users.

20|determ ning rel evance? One is content-based feedback 20 So that they want to determ ne using

21|that |l ooks at the user's actions and the other is 21|regression, and then they -- that will give you --

22 |correl ation-based feedback that |ooks at the actions of 22 |regression will give you some weight. That weight will

23 |ot her users? 23|be used in the final calculation. That way | interpret.

24 MR, PADVANABHAN: Objection. Rule 611. 24 Q OGkay. And | think we're on the sane page, but

25 THE DEPONENT: Yeah. So correlations, yeah 25| just want to make sure we are not tal king past each
Page 190 Page 192

1|(reading to self) feedback and content neans -- yeah, 1|other. So a nobment ago you tal ked about regression

2|that's correct. 2 |being used to identify what you want to | ook at for

3 BY MR OHLERT: 3|rel evance, right?

4 Q And so when we go down a little later in that 4 A Which are the salient terms, yes. \Wich are

5|paragraph it says, "Regression nmethods are enployed to 5|the salient terns in a large -- across multiple

6|identify the nost inportant attributes that are used as 6 |docunents, anmong nul tiple users.

7|predictors; e.g., salient terns in a docunent and users 7 Q Ckay. And so Rose discusses using regression

8|having simlar feedback responses." 8(to identify which of the salient terns that it shoul d

9 Is it fair to say that that refers to the two 9|focus on for determ ning rel evance, correct?

10 |ways that Rose can determine content? First, by |ooking 10 A Correct.
11|at the salient ternms in a docunent; and second, by 11 Q And in the sane way, Rose al so uses regression
12|l ooking at users having sinlar feedback responses? 12|to identify users having simlar feedback responses so
13 MR. PADVANABHAN:  Cbjection. Rule 611. 13|that it can focus on the users that are npbst relevant in
14 THE DEPONENT: M understanding is they're 14 |maki ng that determ nation?
15|using regression for something else. So they're -- 15 A I think they use one short -- utilize
16 |because in a docunent you may have nmany, nmany terns, and 16 |regression only once for this to -- across the
17 [which ternms you want to focus on. So that -- they're 17 [docunent' s keywords and then the feedback and determ ne
18|trying to determ ne weight for those terms. And here 18 |the wei ght, not separate.

19 |they're conbining correlations with attribute-based. So 19 Q Isn"t this paragraph explaining howit uses
20 |these two nmeasurenents, you need to conbine it and it 20 |regression?

21 |come up with a score. 21 A Wher e?

22 So they -- they want to do the wei ghted score. 22 Q So we've -- we've been tal king about a sentence
23|So attribute will have some weight and the -- and the 23 |that says, "Regression is used to identify the nost

24 |correlation will have sone weight and then nultiply this 24 |inportant attributes; e.g., salient terms in a document

25|to corresponding ways and sumit up. So in order to 25|and users having simlar feedback responses.” You with

Meta Platforms, Inc. v. Sterling Computers Corporation

Page: 48 (189 - 192)

Focus Litigation Solutions



Latifur Khan, Ph.D.

1|me? Page 193 1|content, right? Page 195
2 A Yes. 2 A Correct.

3 Q And you just said that regression can be used 3 Q Okay. Let's look at aim1l of Rose, which |
4|to identify the salient terns; i.e., which of those 4(|think is on the same page, just to the right. Do you
5|ternms that it should actually | ook to when determ ning 5|see that?

6 |rel evance, correct? 6 A Um hum

7 A Right. | nean, and you see at the end, "how 7 Q So first this tal ks about "storing user

8|much shoul d be weighted," right? Regression -- 8|profiles for users" in step A. Do you see that?

9 Q O course. 9 A Um hum

10 A -- should be given some weight. That's the 10 Q And then it says, "Determining an attribute

11 |important part. 11 |based rel evance factor." Do you see that?

12 Q Sir -- okay. 12 A Um hum

13 A Yes. 13 Q Do you see that?

14 Q Strike that. 14 A Yes, | sawit.

15 You will agree that regression can be used to 15 Q And then in step Cit says, "Determning a
16|identify the salient terms in a docunment; i.e., which of 16 |measure of correl ation between the particular user's

17 |those terns that Rose should | ook to when determ ning 17|interests and those of other users who have accessed the
18|the rel evance of content, correct? 18|said itemof information." Do you see that in step C?
19 A Correct. 19 A Um hum

20 Q And in the sane way, because it's part of the 20 Q And then step D, "Conbines the rel evance factor
21|same sentence, Rose al so uses regression to determ ne 21|and said degree of correlation to produce a ranking

22 |users having simlar feedback responses that it should 22|score for said itemof information." Right?

23|use when eval uating rel evance, correct? 23 A Correct.

24 A Correct. 24 Q And now step E repeats each of those steps for
25 Q And those users having sinilar feedback 25|each itemof information to be presented to said
1|responses, those woul d be cognate users, correct? Page 194 1|particular user. Do you see that? Page 196
2 A No, | cannot say this. Did you this say -- 2 A (Reading to self.) Yes, | sawit.

3|this doesn't nention anything about cognate users here. 3 Q And so if a user is trying to, you know,

4 |And since they don't say the cognate user, | cannot say 4 |understand the relevance of e-mails in their inbox, Rose
5|it's a cognate user either. And | don't think the 5|teaches that it's going to do these steps for each item
6|way -- if you see the correlation analysis, the equation 6|of information, correct?

7|they put on the top of this page, there they consider 7 MR. PADVANABHAN:  (bj ection. Rule 611.

8|all the other users receive the same el ectronic content 8 THE DEPONENT: Let me try to understand this
9|that were participants regardl ess of the cognate or 9|because | didn't -- did not read his claimyet.

10 |non-cognat e. 10|(Reading to self.) So what is your question?

11 Q  kay. 11 BY MR, OHLERT:

12 A Whet her they are similar or not simlar. 12 Q If a user is trying to understand the rel evance
13 Q Does that matter to the clains -- 13|of e-mails in their inbox, Rose teaches that it's going
14 A I don't know. 14 |to performeach of these steps for each item of

15 Q -- in the 217 Patent? 15|information in that user's nmilbox, correct?

16 A I don't know. 16 MR. PADVANABHAN:  (bj ection. Rule 611.

17 Q | guess you would agree that users with simlar 17 THE DEPONENT: Yes, it is possible.

18 |f eedback responses woul d be cognate users, correct? 18 BY MR COHLERT:

19 A Users with similar responses -- can you say it 19 Q Ckay. Let's go to columm 4 of Rose, and |
20|one nore tine, sir? 20(think this will probably be ny last kind of

21 Q You woul d agree that users with sinmilar 21 |Rose-specific question, at least with this docunent.

22 |f eedback responses woul d be cognate users? 22 So are you at colum 4?

23 A Correct. 23 A Yes.

24 Q Because cognate is based on whether users have 24 Q Inline 40 to 42, Rose teaches that, "In an
25|simlar interests, which is based on their feedback on 25|e-mai |l system all of the nessages addressed to that
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1|user are ranked." Do you see that? Page 197 1|it will consider or it will -- so the -- it wll bePage 199
2 A 4272 2 |conpared agai nst the incom ng nmessages. And incom ng

3 Q It looks like it's -- sorry. Line 38 to 40. 3|nessages -- in the e-mail system you have a bunch of

4 A 38 to 40. 4 |inconmi ng nmessages, and those will be ranked. And once
5 Q And 1'Il just read the full passage so that 5|it is ranked, then we already got -- receive the
6|you're on the sane page. Rose at line 38 to 44 says, 6 |feedback. So that nmeans if it is relevant, then you go
7|"Once the user's profile is retrieved, all of the 7|to the relevant site, and then next tine we have a new
8 |nessages to be provided to the user are ranked on the 8[set of nessages that will be ranked again. This way the
9|basis of a predictive degree of relevance to the user. 9|algorithmwill process.

10|For exanple, in an e-mail systemall of the nessages 10 But | am not disagreeing with you that it may
11|addressed to that user are ranked." Do you see that? 11|be possible to build a system where you can al so

12 A Yeah. 12 |consider the historical messages or rated nmessages to
13 Q And so your opinion is that if a user has 13|it. That's possible. Very possible.

14 |provi ded feedback on an e-mail, Rose would not re-rank 14 Q So your answer just now spoke a | ot about
15|that e-mail as part of this process, correct? 15 |ranki ng incom ng nessages, but Rose doesn't use the word
16 A (Reading to self.) Okay. So if you see the 16 |"incom ng" in these paragraphs. Rose says that "all

17 |previ ous sentence, "This profile is used to rate the 17 |messages addressed to that user will be ranked." Isn't
18 |message stored within the system"” So -- yes. So if 18 |that true?

19 |you have a bunch of messages you receive, then this 19 A Correct.

20|ranking systemw |l come up with the rank. But every 20 Q Okay. | have uploaded to the chat the

21|time a new nmessage cones, then they will try to rank it. 21|Institution Decision in this case. Can you open that

22 |That's ny understandi ng. 22|and | et me know when you have it open?

23 But if you want to build a system where you 23 A kay.

24 |want to consider the historical nmessages also, or old 24 Q And let's go to paragraph 22.

25|nmessages to rank it -- anyway, the old nmessages will go 25 A One nminute, | haven't opened it.

1|to the bottomof the rank usually because it's al reaptglge 198 1 Q O course. Sorry. Page 200
2|too old or of a tenporal aspect usually considered in 2 A It is the | PR2025?

3lall -- in nmost of the patent | saw. Even Patent 217 in 3 Yes. So just looking at the front page, this
4 |sone cases. | think even Rose al so considered tenporal 4|is a docurment that's titled, "Decision, Ganting
5|aspect. 5(|Institution of Inter Partes Review " Do you see that on
6 Q So you're testifying now that Rose considers a 6 |the front page?

7|user's actions on content beyond explicit actions, such 7 A Yes.

8las inplicit actions, |like how long ago they |ast read 8 Q Let's go to page 22, please.

9|the e-mail? 9 A Yeah.

10 A No. Ckay. Let ne see if | say correctly or 10 Q So the Board says that, "Petitioner points out
11 |wrong. 11|that Rose's systemranks nessages in an electronic mail
12 Q Here, let me -- let me ask a sinpler question, 12 |network...according to their likely degree of relevance
13|and let's just see if we can get on the same page there. 13 |and displayed with an indication of their relative

14 |kay? 14 |ranking. For exanple, they can be displayed in order of
15 Strike that. 15|rank. Patent Oawner's argunent that a document

16 So Rose teaches that, quote, all of the e-mails 16 |previously indicated as rel evant would not be ranked
17|to a user will be ranked in colum 4, correct? 17 |suggests that, after a user rates an e-mail, Rose would
18 A Ri ght. 18 |exclude that ranked e-nmil from ongoing ranked e-mail

19 Q And your opinion is that, in reality Rose would 19|listings. On this record, doing so is contrary to
20|not rank e-mails that a user has already provided 20|Rose's e-mail system" And, quoting Rose, the Board

21 |f eedback on, correct? 21|says, "In an e-mail system all of the nmessages

22 A It depends on the scenario, but the way it was 22 |addressed to that user are ranked and displayed in order
23|witten, yes, you are right. So it will consider all of 23|fromthe highest to the |owest ranking." Do you see
24|(them So all of themneans it may include the 24 |that ?

25|historical one or not. |'mnot sure fromthis item but 25 A Umhum Yeah, | sawit.
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1 Q And so the Board agreed that Rose teaches tPr%%e 201 1|the conbination of Rose and Bi eganski, correct? Page 203
2|all of the nessages will be ranked, not just those that 2 A Ri ght.

3|the user has not already provided feedback on, correct? 3 Q You understand that the Board concluded that a
4 A Correct, yeah, the Board said that. 4 |person of skill in the art woul d have been notivated to
5 Q Does your declaration or your opinions in this 5|conmbi ne Rose and Bi eganski, correct?

6 |case rebut anything about the Board's statement here? 6 A That -- yeah, Board interpret it, but |

7 A Yes. | think we provided some wite-up on 7 | di sagr ee.

8|that, the declaration. 8 Q Okay. And the Board stated that "Rose and

9 Q Okay. So you disagree with the Board in this 9 |Bi eganski are both concerned with recomendi ng content
10 |passage even now -- 10|to a user based on other users' content preferences," on
11 A Correct. 11 |page 28. Do you understand that?

12 Q -- after we've covered Rose? 12 A Page 28.

13 A Correct. 13 O the -- of the Institution Decision, yes.

14 Q Okay. Let's go to your declaration. And can 14 A Hold on. Ckay. Page 28. Yeah, | openit,
15|you just point nme to where in your declaration you 15|Page 28. Which line you are talking?

16 |address the Board's argunment on page 22 of the 16 Q The Board states that "Rose and Bi eganski are
17 |Institution Decision? 17 |both concerned with recommendi ng content to a user based
18 A Yeah, | saw it. Paragraph 177. 18 |on other users' content preferences." Do you see that?
19 Q Okay. So in paragraph 177 you say, "As the 19 A Um hum

20|fol l owi ng passages denonstrate; however, Rose cal cul ates 20 Q And so the Board wasn't concerned with the kind
21|a ranking score of predicted rel evance for each nessage 21|of content that Rose or Bieganski |ooked at, correct?
22 |before it is presented to a -- the first user.” Do you 22 A Correct.

23|see that? 23 Q | understand your point is that Rose and

24 A Ri ght. 24 |Bi eganski are directed to different kinds of content; is
25 Q Do any of the passages you cite after this say 25|that true?

1|that Rose only eval uates the relevance of content bel?%gree 202 1 A Yes, to sonme extent. And there are other Page 204
2|it is presented to a first user? 2 |issues, yeah.

3 A No. 3 Q And you understand the Board rejected that

4 Q Ckay. Let's take a short break. Let's go off 4 |argunent, right?

5|the record and we can tal k about it. 5 A Correct.

6 THE VI DEOGRAPHER:  Going of f record at 6 Q Ckay. The Board al so concluded that Bi eganski
7(1:55 p.m 7|can be directed to textual information sources such as
8 (O f the record.) 8|internet docunents, correct?

9 THE VI DEOGRAPHER: Back on record at 2:02 p.m 9 A Yeah, correct.

10 BY MR COHLERT: 10 Q And you understand that Rose deals with those
11 Q So, Dr. Khan, welcone back. |'mgoing to 11 |ki nds of textual information sources such as internet

12 |upl oad to the chat Exhibit 1007, which is the Bi eganski 12 |docunent s?

13 |reference. Can you open that and | et me know when you 13 A Correct.

14 |have it open? 14 Q Okay. | guess -- can you explain why you think
15 A Yeah, | can open it. It's open. 15|that a person of ordinary skill in the art would not be
16 (Exhibit 1007 was marked for identification.) 16 |notivated to conbi ne Rose and Bi eganski ?

17 BY MR OHLERT: 17 A Okay. So | think in the declaration | clearly
18 Q Ckay. You do not dispute that Bieganski is 18 |state this, but let me pull out and I can tell you. |
19 |anal ogous art to the 217 Patent, correct? 19|can tell you, but at high level.

20 A Correct. 20 Q Hi gh | evel would be fine.

21 Q And you understand the Board's Institution 21 A G ve nme one mnute.

22 |Deci sion concluded that Bieganski is an anal ogous art to 22 Q If you would like, | can point you to paragraph
23 |the 217 Patent, right? 23[196 of your declaration, if that's helpful.

24 A Where is that nentioned? Okay. 24 A Yeah, thank you.

25 Q Your decl aration makes a few points discussing 25 Al right. First of all, in Patent 217 when
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1|you consider a set of users that are recipient of thPeage 208 1|involving contents sent froma sender, and it only IPo%es 207
2 |same el ectronic content, and that is cognate to the 2|to Bieganski to understand the threshold values that you
3|users. So this condition need -- two condition need to 3|critique el sewhere.

4 |satisfy sinmultaneously. 4 A Um hum

5 In Rose patent, if you see the equation, they 5 Q And so that conbination doesn't rely on

6 |put -- they consider all the users that receive the same 6 |Bi eganski to identify content sent froma sender, right?
7|electronic content, that's fine, but they don't consider 7 MR. PADVANABHAN:  (bj ection. Rule 611.

8|the cognate there. That's one difference with this. 8 THE DEPONENT: Let's say a -- the Bieganski

9 And then with respect to Bieganski -- okay, 9|al gorithmhas three steps, right. One is the

10 |Bi eganski -- there's a Fox -- Dr. Fox argunent, | tried 10 |reconmendati on. Then you have to get rid of the

11|to dispute. But let nme talk about -- (reading to self). 11 |popul ar, very frequent item or non-popular -- |east

12 Ckay. So conbining this will not work 12 |frequent item you want to get rid of it. And then --
13 |because -- because Bieganski doesn't address the sane 13|then you do the weighted one and come up with the score
14 |content whereas every claimof Patent 21 -- 201 14 |or what they call the serendipity -- serendipitous
15|paragraph, | said, "Bieganski doesn't address the 'sent' 15|congal function or integrators -- serendipitous congal
16 |content, whereas every claimof 217 Patent addresses the 16|i ntegrators.

17 |rel evancy of 'sent' content. The Bieganski reference 17 So keep in mind that Bieganski entirely ignores
18|doesn't address the problem of recomending a particul ar 18 |the popular itemor popular -- if you have a -- that

19 |type..." Okay, so that we already discussed, that's 19 |neans if you have a popular item Bieganski wll discard
20 |fine. 20fit. It will not be -- will not pick it upin their

21 And then -- and then. GOkay. And then the 21 |recommendation system

22 |problemis conbining Rose and Bi eganski woul d not be a 22 Now, this may -- this nay negatively effect
23|sinple change. Because if you see, Bieganski uses two 23 |when you conbi ne Rose and Bi eganski, because sone of the
24 |threshold. One is the m ni mum nei ghbor of simlarity; 24 |popul ar itens are based on that -- whatever the cognant
25|the other one is the maxi mum nei ghbor hood site. 25|user will find, that may play sone role. So | don't

1 And when you conbine it, these threshold arPeage 206 1|know whet her they are conbini ng Bi eganski will workPoa:ge 208
2|not trivial, and it may vary fromone user to another 2|not. That's questionable.

3|user. And so -- so that's why | tried -- | argued that 3 And then as | said, the Rose -- if you want to
4 |PCSI TA ordinary skill set would not be able to do it by 4 |use the Rose recommendation -- |'msorry, Rose

5|conbi ning these two together -- 5|correlation nmetrics, they are -- in the equation, they
6 Q And -- 6 |consider -- Rose considers all the users that recipient
7 A -- and woul d get the exact result. 7|of the same electronic content. But they do not -- they
8 Q So let's take that a piece at a tinme. 8|do not define shared between the simlar users or

9 A Sur e. 9|cognate users versus non-cognate users. They don't.

10 Q One of your argunents is that Bieganski is not 10 BY MR COHLERT:

11 |di scussing content that is sent froma sender, right? 11 Q So nmy question was, the Rose/Bi eganski

12 A Ri ght. 12 |conbi nation does not rely on Bieganski to identify

13 Q But you agree that Rose teaches that aspect of 13|content sent froma sender, correct?

14|the clainms, right? 14 A Correct.

15 A Correct. 15 MR PADVANABHAN: Objection. Rule 611. You
16 Q And so Bi eganski doesn't need to teach that if 16 |can answer.

17 |Rose already has that teaching; isn't that correct? 17 THE DEPONENT: Correct.

18 MR PADVANABHAN: Objection. Rule 611. 18 BY MR COHLERT:

19 THE DEPONENT: But you are conbining these two, 19 Q And part of the argument in your declaration is
20|right, Rose and Bieganski? And the one you are saying 20|that a person of skill in the art would not have known
21|is defined sender, other one doesn't talk about the 21|how to inplement the threshold values that are set in
22 |sender. So how do you do the netric? 22 |Bi eganski, correct?

23 BY MR OHLERT: 23 A Correct.

24 Q Well, the way it is explained in Meta's 24 Q And that refers to Bieganski's discussion of a
25|petition is that Rose operates as it normally does, 25 |m ni num nei ghbor simlarity and a maxi num nei ghbor hood
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1|size -- Page 209 1|way they use -- for the pruning purpose they use it.Page 21t
2 A Ri ght . 2 Q Why are the teachings in Bieganski not

3 Q -- when | say, "threshold"? Do you get that? 3|sufficient to explain to a person of skill in the art

4 A Correct. 4 |how to inplerment the m ni mum nei ghborhood sinilarity and

5 Q Ckay. And your declaration states that in 5| maxi mum nei ghbor hood si ze taught in Bieganski?

6 |paragraph 202, "The two threshold sel ections of 6 A Because this threshold is sensitive to that

7|Bi eganski are not trivial," right? You never elaborate 7|each user, and it is not |ike one global threshold you
8|why it is your opinion that these thresholds woul d not 8|can use. |f you use one global threshold across all

9|be trivial in your declaration, correct? 9|users, that's possible, but | don't know whether it will
10 A | briefly started, because | said, "This 10(work or not. So it will be the best case if we can conme
11 (threshold nay vary fromone targeted user to another 11|up with -- for each individual user some threshold, and
12|one." So keep in mind that for each users in the 12|that will be the ideal case.

13|Bi eganski nethod, they utilize profile, and profile we 13 But | think in this case a POSITA may need to

14 |describe in terms of the items. And how many common 14 |come up within the nmiddle ground, so he nay needs to
15|itenms are there is based on that they would cal cul ate 15|come up with sonmething in the middle. For a group of
16(the simlarity. And then they want to get rid of sone 16 (user, may you need to cone up with the threshold.

17 (of the users who are very frequent who are -- that will |17 So that is not -- that -- I'mtrying to argue
18|be if the -- if -- if maxi num nei ghbor -- 18|that this is not a trivial problem that you just sinply
19 Q And -- 19 |nerge those two nethods together and get the desired

20 A -- and then al so mini mum nei ghbor sinilarity, 20|result. That's not the case.

21|this will play a role to get rid of some of the -- sone |21 Q | nean, Bieganski received a patent on these
22|of the users. Wen |'msaying this nunber is varies 22 |thresholds, didn't they?

23|(fromone user to another user. So it is not trivial to |23 A Yeah, yeah. They got it, yeah.

24 |set one threshold, it's all the users. 24 Q And so you woul d expect that Bieganski itself

25 Q | am asking a very direct question. Your 25|woul d teach how to inplement these thresholds, wouldn't
1|report sinply says, "The two threshold selections inPage 210 1|you? Page 212
2 |Bi eganski are not trivial." Your declaration does not 2 A Keep in nmind that the patent was released in
3|el aborate why it is your opinion that these are not 3|the year of 1991, you said, right, when collaborative
4|trivial to inplement, correct? 4|filtering was just starting. And -- and at that point,
5 MR PADMANABHAN:  Cbjection. Rule 611. 5|ny understanding is the threshold, maybe they did it by
6 THE DEPONENT: You can see the next -- the very 6 |manual Iy or by hand. They may consider only a few

7 |next sentence | said, "Furthernmore, these thresholds may 7|users. But here we're tal king about -- in case of an
8|vary fromone targeted user to another." 8|e-mai |l nessaging system if you want to use it, we are
9 BY MR OHLERT: 9|consider -- we apply -- we may need to consider nore
10 Q So when you say “"furthernore,” you nean that 10|than 100 users in a particular organi zation. So then
11 |that sentence is explaining why these threshold 11|threshold selection will not be trivial.

12 |sel ections are not trivial? 12 Q Ckay. Sir, can you go to the top of Bieganski
13 A I'm-- I'"mproviding ny supporting docunent -- 13|and tell ne when Bieganski issued as a patent?

14 |supporting al gorithm yeah. 14 A Sorry, 2001. | misspoke. | said 1991.

15 Q Ckay. And so the reason you say that the two 15 Q Those are pretty big differences in years,

16 |threshol d sel ections of Bieganski are not trivial is 16(right, 2001 versus 19917

17 |that the thresholds may vary from one user to another, 17 A Ri ght .

18|right? 18 Q And so when Bieganski in 2001 is talking about
19 A Correct. 19|how to inpl ement these threshold values, that would be
20 Q Do you think Bieganski teaches how to perform 20|nmuch easier than if he was trying to do it in 1991;

21 |m ni mum nei ghbor sinmilarity and maxi num nei ghbor hood 21|isn't that true?

22 |si ze? 22 A Yeah, that mght be true. GOkay. Can you give
23 A | saw they assune sone threshold in advance and 23|me atime to see it -- a couple of minutes to see

24 |use it to -- for the pruning purpose. The exanple they 24 |whet her they tal k about special threshold selection in
25|gave in Bieganski, 7 -- 60 percent, 70 percent. That 25|t he begi nni ng?
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1 Q How about we go to the Institution Decisi onPage 213 1 THE DEPONENT: |f you see they said, "Thesepage 215

2 |actual ly? 2 |paraneters nay be configured by the..." -- colum 7,

3 A Sur e. 3|{line nunber 19, "These paranmeters may be configured by
4 Q And so | believe it was on page 28 of that 4 |the administrator of the recommendation in general.

5|Institution Decision that it is discussing Bieganski 5|M ni num nei ghborhood sinmilarity ensures all that." So

6 |conmbi ned with Rose. 6|that neans that it's a nmanual process. And when it is a

7 A Yeah, 28. 7 |manual process if, you have a few user systemthis wll
8 Q And then | think specifically on page 30 is the 8|work perfectly all right. But when you have a diverse

9 [di scussi on addressing these threshold selections. Let 9(set of users, |arge nunber of users, then this nmanual
10 |nme know when you're there. 10 |process may not work well or it may be subjective, tine-
11 A I"mthere. There | agree with the Dr. Fox 11|consum ng. Those type of things will start to happen.
12 |argunent in that skill art -- 12 BY MR CHLERT:

13 (Si nul taneous col | oquy.) 13 Q So part of why you think a person of skill in
14 A -- yeah, skill art do it -- can select this. 14 |the art would not be able to conbi ne Rose and Bi eganski
15 And -- 15|is not that they wouldn't be famliar with these

16 (Si mul t aneous col | oquy. ) 16 |thresholds, it's that inplementing these thresholds for
17 A -- same problem yeah. 17 |a smal| nunber of users would be easy, but it would be
18 Q And the Board says, "The threshol d sel ections 18 |more conpl ex when dealing a |arge nunber of users,
19|in Bieganski are numerical paranmeters used to optinmnize 19|right?

20 |recomendati ons and that we agree with Dr. Fox that 20 MR PADMANABHAN: Objection. Rule 611.
21|selecting a nunmber to optinize recommend -- 21 THE DEPONENT: Yeah. Cbviously, for the |arge
22 |recommendations is within the ability of a skilled 22 |nunber of users -- when you have e-nail systemfor a
23|artisan.” Do you see that? 23|l arge nunber of users, these will be very difficult to
24 A Um hum sure. | seeit. 24|deal with that. And we are tal king about the e-mail

25 Q And so the Board did not agree that conbining 25 |messagi ng system here. There we want to conbine Rose

1|Rose and Bi eganski would not be trivial, correct? Page 214 1|and Bieganski; am| correct? Page 216

2 A Correct. 2 BY MR CHLERT:

3 Q And so ny question is, you say that it would be 3 Q Sure. And let's say we are dealing with 10

4(trivial -- or sorry -- strike that. 4 |users.

5 You say that a person of skill in the art with 5 A But the -- in the organization there are

6 |Bi eganski woul d not know how to inplenment these 6 |tal king about -- Patent 217, in an organization they

7 |threshol d values. M question is, why doesn't Bieganski 7|will have -- | assune that they will have a good nunber

8|itself teach how to do that? 8|of users. Not like 5, 2, or 3, or 10.

9 A Okay. There are a couple of possibilities. 9 Q The 217 Patent never specifies the nunmber of
10|One possibility is -- so you're saying -- let ne nmake it 10|users that are needed to infringe its claims, correct?
11|clear. So Dr. Bieganski -- |'msorry, the Bieganski did 11 A Correct. | agree with that part.

12 |not disclose the threshold. That's what you're saying? 12 Q And so the nunber of users isn't relevant to
13|Or did not talk about how to run this threshold, right? 13 |whet her sonething does or doesn't neet the 217 Patent
14 Q Vell, | think what | amsaying is that 14 |clainms; is that right?

15 |Bi eganski teaches these thresholds, it has a patent on 15 MR PADVANABHAN: Objection. Rule 611.

16 |them And so doesn't that beg the question, why would 16 THE DEPONENT: Correct. Correct.

17 |this be not trivial to inplement if Bieganski teaches 17 BY MR OHLERT:

18 |these concepts? 18 Q And so when we're tal king about conbining Rose
19 A Do you know where did they teach? GCkay. 19 |and Bieganski, | think you said that this would be

20 Q I nean, there's passages here where it's 20|possible if there were a small nunber of users, correct?
21 |expl ai ning these concepts. This is also cited in the 21 A Yeah, that's ny first argument. And | think
22 |petition. 22 |that actually supports ny claim They're saying their
23 A 162772 23|adm nistrator can set up these paraneters. And if you
24 Q That is one passage that they cite. 24 |are a few users, adninistrator can easily do it. But,
25 MR PADVANABHAN.  1627. 25|again, it will be a lot of work for that adm nistrator
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1|to do it, to come up with the paraneters of the Page 217 1 (Si nul t aneous col | oquy.) Page 219
2 |threshol ds. But when you have many, many users or 2 Q So you think she's a well-respected

3|m d-sized conpany where you won't be using your e-mail 3|professional in the industry?

4 |messagi ng system like Patent 217, so in that case this 4 A Um hum

5(will -- this manual threshold selection will not work. 5 Q Okay. Let's look at the abstract of Dunais.

6 Q Ckay. But, again, if you had sonmething on the 6|This says that the very -- let's see. This says that
7|scale of 20 users, you think a person of skill in the 7|"various conmponents and processes are provided to enable
8lart woul d have been able to make that conbination, 8|data processing on nultiple data types," correct?
9|right? 9 A Mil tiple data types and -- yeah.

10 MR. PADVANABHAN:  (bj ection. Rule 611. 10 Q And so Dumais is able to be used with a nunber
11 THE DEPONENT: May not work with the diverse 11|of different types of data, correct?

12 |users, the different background, different interest it 12 A Yes. Fromthis witing, yes.

13|may not work. But if you have a -- let's say sinilar 13 Q And then let's go to paragraph 8.

14 |set of users, not diverse, then 10, 5 may work. 14 A Par agraph 8, okay.

15|Actually all this enconpasses a tine when you do 15 Q You don't contest that Dumais tracks an

16 |something with the -- the human, that is -- you know, 16 |i ndi vi dual user's actions on electronic content,

17|that it's tinme-consumng, subjective, and is it not easy 17 |correct?

18|to do it. And you have to do nmultiple tines. You have 18 A Correct.

19(|to run it and set the threshold and bury the threshold 19 Q And Dumai s in paragraph 8 teaches that "scores
20|and do the experinment. Many, many hours after that you 20|or weights can be assigned based on opening, view ng,
21|mi ght get sone useful results. 21|scrolling, editing, printing, annotating, saving,

22 BY MR COHLERT: 22 |forwarding," and so forth. Do you see that?

23 A Okay. But, again, if you were just dealing 23 A Correct.

24|(with a small nunber of users, it would have been well 24 Q And that's describing different ways that
25(within the skill of a person of ordinary skill in the 25|Dumai s can nonitor the actions of users on electronic
1|art to inplenment Bieganski's m ni mum nei ghbor sinmil aPrei‘%?/ 218 1|content, correct? Page 220
2 |and nmaxi mum nei ghbor hood size in the context of the 2 A Correct.

3|teachings of Rose, correct? 3 Q And when it says, "Forwarding," that's an

4 MR. PADVANABHAN:  (bjection. Rule 611. 4 |exanpl e of something that can be done with e-mail,

5 THE DEPONENT: Yeah, probably it nmay work, yes, 5|correct?

6|in that context with the few nunmber of users. 6 A Yeah, forwarding is part of the e-nail. But

7 BY MR COHLERT: 7|forwarding that is -- there are other places forwarding
8 Q I am upl oadi ng Exhi bit 1005 to the chat, which 8|can be used too.

9|is the Dumais reference. Can you tell nme when you have 9 Q But you woul d agree generally when you're

10|t hat open? 10 |forwarding sonething, you're referring to e-mail, right?
11 A Yeah. 11 A Correct.

12 (Exhibit 1005 was marked for identification.) 12 Q And at the very least you are referring to

13 BY MR OHLERT: 13|sending a docurment froma sender to a recipient,

14 Q Okay. Looking at the cover of Dummis, you 14 |correct?

15 |understand Dumais is assigned to Mcrosoft, correct? 15 A Correct.

16 A Yes, she's a very good person, Dunmis is. | 16 Q And if you wanted to know who a docunent is

17 [read her paper when | was a student. 17 |forwarded to, you would need to explore e-mail headers.
18 Q And so you're referring to Suzanne T. Dunuis, 18 |Li ke who that document is to or who that docunent is
19|one of the listed inventors? 19|from correct?

20 A Yeah. 20 A Correct.

21 Q And you are famliar with Ms. Dumai s? 21 Q Okay. Let's go to paragraph 21. Can you |et
22 A Yeah, | know Dr. Dumais with her work in ny 22 |me know when you are there?

23 |past experience when | was a student. You asked ne sone 23 A kay.

24 |interesting question about nmy Ph.D., so at that time | 24 Q This teaches in the last sentence, "By

25|read sone of her paper. She probably -- 25|observing that one user interacts with a subset of other
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Page 221 Page 223
1|users over a network, it may be determined or inferre 1|{you see that?
2|that this subset of users belongs to a desired social 2 A Whi ch say -- oh, in the nmiddle or inthe item
3|network of interest for the one user as opposed to 3|22, paragraph 22?
4|plurality of other users who are never or rarely 4 Q Yeah, let nme ask it again. | amjust reading
5|interacted with." Do you see that? 5|the last sentence of paragraph 22.
6 A Gve me one mnute to |ook. GCkay. Yeah. 6 A Ckay.
7 Q And so when Dunmis tal ks about identifying a 7 Q And so this says -- it says up above that
8|social network of interest you would agree that's 8|monitoring can occur, and then it's giving you exanples
9|tal ki ng about identifying cognate users, correct? 9|of monitoring.
10 A Yeah. 10 A Ckay.
11 Q And it says that that "social network of 11 (Si mul taneous col | oquy.)
12|interest will be determined for the one user as opposed 12 A Yes. Yes.
13|to a plurality of other users." Do you see that? 13 Q OCkay. And so you agree Dummi s di scusses that
14 A Yeah, | saw it says, "Those other users are 14 (moni toring can include tracking when a docunent is
15|never -- are rarely interacted with." 15|forwarded, replied to, or sent to. Fair?
16 Q And so Dumai s tal king about devel oping a soci al 16 A Correct.
17 |network of interest for a single user, right? 17 Q And to know who a docunent is forwarded to,
18 A (Reading to self.) 18|sent to, or replied from you would necessarily need to
19 MR PADVANABHAN:  Objection. Rule 611. 19 |examine the "to" and "fronl fields in how that docunent
20 THE DEPONENT: But -- okay. So | don't know 20|is transmtted, correct?
21 |whether they tal k about social network neans tine -- 21 A Correct.
22 |what about the social network is meant, but they are 22 Q And these are generally actions that can be
23|tal king about sonme sort of -- yeah, the relevant user 23|done on an e-mail that is being sent froma sender to a
24 |set, yeah, for a given user. 24 |recipient, correct?
25 BY MR COHLERT: 25 A Correct.

Page 222 Page 224
1 Q And so it's tal king about the relevant user set 1 Q Ckay.
2|for a given user, and that neans that the rel evant user 2 MR OHLERT: Wuld it nmake sense to just take a
3|set for a different user nmight be different. |s that 3|short break? [1'll try and be quick and then hopefully
4 |fair? 4|we can wap this up in the next 30 minutes or so.
5 A I'"msorry, can you say one nore tine? 5 MR PADMANABHAN:  Sure.
6 Q And so Dumais tal king about the relevant user 6 MR OHLERT: Let's just take five mnutes.
7|set for a given user, and that nmeans that the rel evant 7 |Back at 2:40.
8|user set for a different user might be different? 8 THE VI DEOGRAPHER:  Going of f record at
9 A Correct. 9(2:34 p.m
10 Q Let's look at paragraph 22. That should just 10 (Of the record.)
11|be the next one down there. And so paragraph 22 is 11 THE VI DECGRAPHER: Back on-record at 2:40 p.m
12 |general |y discussing Dumais's nmonitor. Do you see that? 12 BY MR CHLERT:
13 A Um hum 13 Q Let's go to paragraph 52 of Dummis. Can you
14 Q And it says, "That nonitoring can include 14|l et me know when you are there?
15 |observing when files are opened or closed, edited, added 15 A Yeah, 52.
16|to or deleted from read or witten to, cut, pasted, 16 Q And Dunei s teaches that, "Mdels can be derived
17|l ast edited, forwarded, replied to, sent to, |ast 17 [for individuals or groups of individuals such as via
18|viewed," and so on. Do you see that? 18 |col l aborative filtering techniques that develop profiles
19 A Um hum  Yes. 19 |by the analysis of simlarities anmong individuals or
20 Q And so Dunmis tal ks about how nonitoring can 20|groups of individuals." Do you see that?
21|i nclude tracking when a docunent is forwarded, replied 21 A Umhum Yes, | sawit.
22|to, or sent to sone other user; is that correct? 22 Q And so Dunmis can generate nodels for
23 A But there was a forward. They said -- is this 23|individuals or for groups of people, right?
24 |the forward -- here, or reply? No, right? 24 A Um hum
25 Q It says, "forwarded, replied to, sent to." Do 25 Q And these nodels can be devel oped by using
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1|collaborative filtering. Do you agree? Page 225 1|you see that? Page 227
2 A Correct. 2 A Uh- huh.

3 Q Col | aborative filtering is one of the ways that 3 Q And it also refers to a "personalization

4 |the 217 Patent discusses how to identify cognate users; 4 |conponent 410 that includes a user nodel 420 based on
5lisn't that correct? 5|user activity." Do you see that?

6 A Correct. But also in Patent 217 they talk 6 A Yeah.

7 |about the two conditions. One is the cognate users, 7 Q And this continues to say that, "The

8|other one is the recipient of the same content. 8|personalizati on conponent can influence search results

9 Q Okay. But focusing on cognate, you understand 9|by nodifying a query and/or nodifying results returned
10 |that one of the ways the 217 Patent can identify cognate 10|froma search.”" Do you see that?

11|users is using collaborative filtering, right? 11 A Correct, um hum

12 A Correct. 12 Q And so is that what you were tal king about when
13 Q And so when Dunmi s tal ks about identifying 13|you tal ked about Dunais nodifying search results using
14 |simlarities anpng individuals or groups, that's 14 |these user profiles?

15 |teaching how to identify cognate users, correct? 15 A Correct.

16 A Correct. 16 Q Ckay. And so a user nodel can influence

17 Q And so when Dunmis tal ks about identifying 17 |results and nodify queries. Do you agree?

18 |these nmodels, it's doing so by looking at sinmlarities 18 A (Reading to self). Sorry, can you say one nore
19 |anong individuals, including the usage of itens, right? 19|time, please?

20 MR, PADMANABHAN: Objection. Rule 611. 20 Q So a user nodel can nodify search results and
21 THE DEPONENT: | don't know whether that -- 21|queries for a user, you agree?

22 |Durmai s tal ks about the start, right. User subnmits a 22 A Correct.

23|query and the query will be nodified or re-edited and 23 Q And continuing on in paragraph 40, right at the
24 |submit to the search engine. And search engine wll 24 |end of the paragraph on the page it's, "A global

25|give you sone -- searches other objects, and then those 25 |dat abase 490 of user statistics nmay be naintained to
1|objects will be presented to the user. But before Page 226 1|facility [sic] updates to the user nodel 420." Do yPoaLge 228
2 |presentation they will do another reordering based on 2|see that?

3|the user interest and present to the users. In a 3 A Um hum

4 |certain way that user wll had been happy. 4 Q So Dumais is teaching that it has a gl obal

5 And that there the collaborative filtering is 5|dat abase of user statistics that can hel p update that
6|used to build a profile for the -- if you have a new 6 |user nodel for users, right?

7 |user, so you namy not have the profile right. So for 7 A Correct.

8|that we need to find profile, then collaborative 8 Q And then the final sentence here says that,
9|filtering can be used. 9|"User nodel 420 and/or global statistics 490 can be

10 And al so for -- when you look for -- when 10|associated with user activity or interaction data to
11|you -- as a user when you search sone itens, your query 11|facilitate data mani pulation or processing." Do you see
12|will had been nodified based on the collaborative 12 |that?

13|filtering -- will help us to augnent the queries or 13 A Unhum | see it there. | can see it, yeah.
14 |additional ternms or inject additional terms on the 14 Q COkay. So is it fair to say that user nodel 420
15|queries based on that because collaborative filtering 15|is going to relate to user activity of that particular
16 |wi |l give you group profiles and produce group profiles. 16 |user?

17 You have certain terns that those groups like 17 A Ckay, yeah -- so what is it you have to say?
18|it and use it as a part of that group. Then we wll 18 Q Is it fair to say that user npdel 420 rel ates
19 |pull out those ternms and add themto the query ternms and 19|to user activity data for that particular user?

20(|the query will be submtted to the search engi ne 20 A Correct, yeah. "User nodel is user profile
21|augnment ed phrase or extended phrase. 21 |that nonitors the user activities," correct.

22 Q Let's go to paragraph 40 of Dumais. Can you 22 Q And then the global statistics 490, that could
23|l et me know when you are there? 23|include user activity of other users, correct?

24 A Yeah. 24 A Al the users, and then -- yeah.

25 Q Thi s paragraph nakes reference to figure 4. Do 25 Q And let's go to paragraph 41 just continuing
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1lon. This teaches that, "Rel evance feedback is aPage 229 1 Q And one exanple in step 2 is that Dunais' slTJasgeer 23t
2|{two-cycle variation of this process wherein a query 2 |model s can be based on content previously encountered,
3|generates results that lead to a nodified query using 3|correct?

4lexplicit or inplicit judgments about the initial result 4 A Wi ch I'ine?

5|set, which yields personalized results that are 5 Q Paragraph 45 in step 2 Dunmis teaches that,
6|personalized to a short-termnodel based on the query 6|"User nodel s can be based on content previously

7|and result set." Do you see that? 7 |encountered,” right?

8 A Um hum 8 A I'n paragraph 45, right?

9 Q And then the next line is that, "Longer-term 9 Q Yes.

10 |nmodel s can be al so used in the context of relevance 10 A Encounter, yeah. Docunents (reading to self)
11 (f eedback, " right? 11|-- so, yeah.

12 A Yeah, | see. 12 Q And as an exanpl e of content previously

13 Q So paragraph 41 is teaching that these user 13 |encountered, Dumais |ists e-nail and instant messages,
14 (nodel s can be used long-termto help evaluate the 14 |right?

15|rel evance of content to users, correct? 15 A Yes.

16 A Let me understand one nore tine you are trying |16 Q And Durai s's user nodels can be based on
17|to say. (Reading to self.) GOkay. VYeah, | sawit, 17 (monitoring client interactions, correct?

18|"1 onger-term user nodel." 18 A Um hum

19 Q And so paragraph 41 teaches that, "These user 19 Q And so when it's tal king about nonitoring

20 |model s can be used long-termto help evaluate the 20 |e-mails, that can include nonitoring e-nails that the
21|rel evance of content to users," correct? 21|user previously dealt with and interacted with, right?
22 A But | think there "long-terni nmeans you can -- |22 A Wi ch one? The 46, client interaction?
23|final result, you can summarize it. Because as you see |23 Q No, but I'Il just wthdraw the question and
24|here at the end there is, "Mdification of results can 24 |move on.

25|al so include various types of agglonmeration and 25 "Dumai s' s user npodel s can be based on
1|sunmmarization of all subset of results.” Page 230 1|rmonitoring client interactions, topics of interests Page 232
2 So basically they tried to -- with the 2 |derived fromkeywords and rel ationship in an
3|information overl ook problem So is -- long-tinme user 3|organi zational chart," correct?

4 |model neans -- ny understanding fromthis reading from 4 A Right. Yeah, | sawit 46, yes.

5|here that you can -- short-termgoes with each 5 Q And so paragraph 46, that's describing both

6 |i ndi vidual users and | onger-term considers nore 6|l ocal and global interests, right?

7|multiple -- group of users maybe, and then they do sone 7 MR. PADVANABHAN:  (bj ection. Rule 611.

8|sort of class time or sunmmarization for the results. 8 THE DEPONENT: Okay. Monitoring -- (reading to
9 Q Ckay. And continuing on in paragraph 41 this 9|self.) So that tal ks about, yeah, the keywords,
10|says that -- in the second-to-last sentence, 10|rel ationship, the organizational chart, appointnents,
11|"Modification of results usually includes sone form of 11|and so forth, so on.

12 |re-ranking and/or selection froma |arger set of 12 BY MR CHLERT:

13 |al ternatives, which can include a consideration or 13 Q And when Dunmis says those words, it's

14 |wei ghting fromdeternined activity data." Do you see 14 |referring to a global and/or a local inmportance for the
15|t hat ? 15|user, right?

16 A Um hum 16 A I don't think --

17 Q And so you agree that Dumais will re-rank 17 MR, PADMANABHAN:  Objection. Rule 611.
18|search results as part of this rel evance process, right? 18 THE DEPONENT: | -- | don't agree with that

19 A Yeah, personalizations. 19 |part.

20 Q Ckay. And then paragraph 43, the very |ast 20 BY MR OHLERT:

21 |sentence says, "The user nodel can be obtained froma 21 Q You woul d agree that an organizational chart is
22 |variety of sources."” And then the next couple of 22 |an exanple of a local inportance value in the 217

23 |paragraphs |ist exanples of those kinds of sources. Do 23|Patent, correct?

24 |you see that? 24 A Organi zation chart may be sonething el se here.
25 A Um hum 25|Is it in the hierarchy of the organization? |'mnot
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1|sure whether it tal ks about that and -- and -- and aplasgoe 233 1|consideration sone of the posts in the organization Page 235
2|as | pointed out, the primary focus of the Dumais on the 2|chart that nay play a role here, that's true. But other
3|chart, get the sources relevant, then re-rank it and 3|part, | don't know how to do it here.

4 |present to the users in a personalized nmanner. 4 BY MR CHLERT:

5 And then | also talk about -- and in the Patent 5 Q And so you can't answer that question because
6217, if | remenber, local inportancy is a function of 6|you can't identify how local inportance is evaluated in
7|global -- a cognate user's global inportancy and 7 |the 217 Patent?

8 |i ndi vidual inportancy conponents. And a gl obal 8 A No, | said local -- local inportancy is a

9 |i mportancy where they consider the -- how inportant the 9|function of three factors that Patent 217 clearly state.
10 |user is and the digital mne based on the -- not only on 10|One is the individual inportancy component, then --
11|the organi zation chart or organization rank for sender's 11 Q And you -- let's try to cut through it because
12 |i mportancy can be determ ned based on how many i nportant 12|we're really short on tinme.

13 |nessages the sender sends. That -- where eventually the 13 A Sure.

14 |Patent 217 will learn that algo- -- or will learn that 14 Q Can you point ne to -- you know what,

15| wei ght. 15 |wi t hdr awn.

16 Q You woul d agree that one way to determnine the 16 Go back to Dumais. Let's |ook at paragraph 48,
17|l ocal inportance of a sender to a recipient is to |ook 17 |pl ease.

18 |at an organi zational chart as described in the 217 18 A Yeah.

19 |Patent, correct? 19 Q Dumai s' s user nodels can be based on a profile
20 A Did | say that before? | can't renmenber. | 20|of user interest which can be specified explicitly or
21|don't think so. 21|inplicitly derived via background nmonitoring. Do you
22 Q Okay. Sir, let's go to the 217 Patent in 22 |agree?

23|colum 30. Please |et me know when you're there. 23 A (Reading to self.) Yeah, uh-huh.

24 A Col um - - 24 Q Let's go to paragraph 58.

25 Q Col um 30. 25 A I'n Dunai s?

1 A Yeah. Page 234 1 Q O Durmais. GCkay. Dumais teaches that searﬁ%ge 236
2 Q And this tal ks about the "local inportance of 2 |component 650 can receive a user query. Do you see
3|the sender to the individual recipient, which can depend 3|that?

4|on where within the organizational chart the sender is 4 A Search conponent -- (reading to self). Umhum
5|relative to the receiver," correct? 5 Q And Dunai s continues on to explain that, "The
6 A Correct. 6 [search conponent can extract itens, quote, such as

7 Q And so when Dunais tal ks about exam ning 7|e-mails, co-worker evaluations, documents published in
8|rel ati onshi ps based on an organi zati onal chart, that is 8|the last year, web page inmages, audio recordings, and so
9|an exanple of local inportance as described in the 217 9|forth." Do you see that?

10 |Patent, correct? 10 A | see it.

11 MR PADMANABHAN: Objection. Rule 611. 11 Q And so Dunmis teaches that its searches can

12 I's there a question pending? 12 |return e-mails, correct?

13 MR, OHLERT: There is. 13 A (Reading to self.) Yes, it can be.

14 THE DEPONENT: Ch, what is your question? 14 Q So e-mails are an exanple of the kind of

15 BY MR CHLERT: 15|content that's being re-ranked when Dumais nodifies its
16 Q When Durai s tal ks about examining rel ationships 16 |search queries; is that correct?

17 |based on an organi zational chart, that is an exanple of 17 MR, PADMANABHAN:  Objection. Rule 611.

18|l ocal inportance as described in the 217 Patent, 18 THE DEPONENT: Sorry, can you say one nore
19|correct? 19|time?

20 MR PADMANABHAN: Objection. Rule 611. 20 BY MR OHLERT:

21 THE DEPONENT: So | see that there is a keyword 21 Q So e-mails are an exanple of the kind of

22 |organi zational chart. But |ocal inportance, it depends 22 |content that's being re-ranked when Dunais nodifies its
23|on a -- as | said, three factors, right. Cognate, then 23|search queries; isn't that true?

24 |gl obal inportancy, and individual inportancy conponent. 24 MR PADVANABHAN:. Cctober. Rule 611.

25 So -- and gl obal inportancy takes into 25 THE DEPONENT: Correct.
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1 MR, OHLERT: | understand you have a hard sﬁ%gpe, 237 1|the opinions he provided in his declaration, incl udipr%ge 239
2|so we are going to stop at this tine. 2 |because he could not el aborate at times about why his
3 M. Padmanabhan, | assunme -- do you have any 3|opinions were that way in light of the clains of the 217
4 |addi tional questions? 4 |Patent.
5 MR, PADMANABHAN:  No. Well, | have -- | was 5 And, M. Padmanabhan, if you would like to add
6|going to have one question, but... 6 |anything, please feel free, but otherw se we can go off
7 MR, OHLERT: Ckay. | pass the witness, so you 7 |the record.
8|can ask your question. 8 MR PADVANABHAN:  The only thing | would add is
9 MR PADVANABHAN: | just have one. 9 |much of the questioning was topics that were not covered
10 EXAM NATI ON BY MR PADNVANABHAN: 10|in his deposition -- by his declaration, but you were
11 Q Can you open your declaration to paragraph 185? 11|entitled to ask those questions. | just want to put
12 A 185. 12 |that in there.
13 Q Are you there? 13 MR, OHLERT: Under st ood.
14 A Yeah. 14 THE VI DECGRAPHER: Eli zabeth, would you like to
15 Q Do you see the very first sentence that you 15|get copy orders on the record?
16|testified to. You say, "In Rose, the second similarity 16 COURT REPORTER: Yes, please. |'msorry.
17 |measure enpl oys correlations and ratings fromall users 17 |Counsel, if | could get copy orders on the record,
18 |across the systemfromthe same itemor el ectronic 18 |pl ease.
19 |object.” Do you see that? 19 MR OHLERT: So | think for us, we would like a
20 A Yes. 20|rough. W don't need the transcript expedited.
21 Q Do you still agree with your testinony? 21 MR PADVANABHAN: Yes, we are the same way. W
22 A Yes, | agree, and | said it also in the 22 |would like a rough, but we don't need the transcript
23 |testinony. 23 |expedi t ed.
24 MR PADVANABHAN: That's all | have. 24 THE VI DEOGRAPHER: Ckay. Going off-record at
25 MR OHLERT: GOkay. | just have one nore 25(3:03 p.m
Page 238 Page 240
1|question. 1 (Proceedi ngs of Latifur Khan, Ph.D., concluded
2 FURTHER EXAM NATI ON BY MR. OHLERT: 2 at 3:03 p.m PST)
3 Q Dr. Khan, at any point during the breaks in 3 *okox
4 |today's deposition, did you speak with your counsel 4 (NOTE: Al quotations fromexhibits are reflected
5|about the substance of today's questioning? 5|/in the manner in which they were read into the record
6 A No. 6|and do not necessarily denote an exact quote fromthe
7 Q Ckay. 7 |docunent .)
8 MR OHLERT: Let's call it there. Before we go 8 *ox o
9(off the record, | would just like to note that we 9
10|reserve the right to pursue an additional day of 10
11 |deposition with Dr. Khan. He was late to the deposition 11
12 |by at least 30 minutes, if not longer. At various 12
13 |poi nts throughout the day he struggled to answer 13
14 |questions, including ones as sinple as, "You woul d agree 14
15|that this docunent says," followed by reading sentences 15
16 |fromthe docunent. 16
17 At tines Dr. Khan would sit there as if a 17
18 |question was not pending and not answer the question, 18
19 |requiring additional delays. And at other tines he 19
20 |woul d read a docunent over and over again, only to get a 20
21|sinmple question of "Is this sentence in the docunent?" 21
22 |at which point after multiple tries he still could not 22
23 |answer those sinple questions. 23
24 Overall it just calls into question Dr. Khan's 24
25|anal ysis and whether he really is capable of delivering 25
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1 DECLARATI ON UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY Page 241
2
3 I, Latifur Khan, Ph.D., do hereby certify under
4 |penalty of perjury that | have reviewed the foregoing
5(transcript of nmy deposition taken on January 22, 2026;
6|that | have made such corrections as appear noted
7 |herein; that ny testinmony as contained herein, as
8|corrected, is true and correct.
9
10 DATED this ____ day of ,
11(20____, at , California.
12
13
14
15
16
Lati fur Khan, Ph.D.

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
1 REPORTER S CERTI FI CATI ON Page 242
2
3 I, Elizabeth A. Wllis-Lewis, Certified Shorthand
4 |Reporter in and for the State of California, do hereby
S5(certify:
6 That the foregoing wtness was by ne duly sworn;
7 |that the deposition was then taken before me at the tine
8|and place herein set forth; that the testinony
9|and proceedings were reported stenographically by me
10|and later transcribed into typewiting under ny
11|direction; that the foregoing is a true record of the
12 |testinony and proceedi ngs taken at that tinme.
13
14 I'N WTNESS WHEREOF, | have subscribed ny nane
15|on this date: February 5, 2026
16
17
18
19
20

Eli zabeth AL WIllis-Lewis, CSR
21
22
23
24
25
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day-to-day (3)
de (1)

deal (5)
dealing (5)
deals (2)

dealt (1)
decade (1)
December (2)
decides (1)
Decison (7)
declar (1)
Declaration (65)
declarations (4)
declare (1)
Deep (1)
define (30)
defined (2)
defines (2)
definitely (1)
definition (15)
definitions (2)
degree (12)
delays (1)
delete (3)
deleted (3)
delivered (1)
delivering (2)
Del (1)
demonstrate (4)
demonstration (1)
denote (1)
depend (1)
dependency (6)
dependent (3)
depending (1)
depends (9)
DEPONENT (86)
deposed (5)
DEPOSITION (24)
derived (4)
describe (8)
described (6)
describes (4)
describing (8)
description (3)
design (2
desirability (2)
desired (7)
detail (1)

details (7)
determination (1)
Determine (45)
determined (12)
determines (3)
determining (36)
DEVAN (4)
devan@paddalawgr ou
p.com (1)
develop (5)
developed (9)
developers (1)
developing (2)
development (1)
diagonal (1)
difference (5)
differences (3)
different (29)
differentiate (1)
difficult (3)
difficulties (1)
difficulty (1)
digital (1)
direct (6)
directed (12)
direction (3)
directly (2)
disagree (2
disagreeing (2)
disagrees (1)
discard (1)
disclose (3)
disclosed (3)
discloses (1)
discuss (14)
discussed (1)
discusses (7)
discussing (14)
discussion (2)
didike (1)
displayed (5)
dispute (9)
distinction (4)
distinguish (1)
distortion (2)
district (1)
diverse (3)
document (122)
documents (24)

document's (2)
doing (9)
domain (19)
domains (1)
DOS (1)
double-up (2
Douglas (1)
downgraded (5)
downloaded (1)

Dr (21)

due (3)

duly (2)
Dumais (54)
D-U-M-A-I-S (2)
Dumais's (5)

duplicate (1)
duplicates (1)
duplication (1)

<E>

eg (4

earlier (12)
easer (2)

easly (2)

easy (4)

eat (1)

eating (1)

edited (3)
editing (1)

effect (4)

either (11)
elaborate (6)
electronic (115)
electronic-content (1)
electronic-content-
relevance (1)
electronic-content-
relevant (4)
elements (2)
Elizabeth (7)
e-mail (72)
e-mails (24)
embodiments (4)
employed (3)
employment (2)
employs (1)
enable (1)
encompasses (1)
encounter (2)

encountered (3)
encountering (1)
engine (6)
engineer (1)
ensures (1)
entire (4)
entirely (6)
entitled (4)
entity (1)
entries (1)
environment (1)
equation (9)
equations (1)
error (18)
errors (1)
Especially (6)
ESQ (2
essentially (4)
establish (5)
estimate (8)
estimates (3)
estimating (3)
estimation (5)
et (4)
evaluate (5)
evaluated (6)
evaluates (2)
evaluating (6)
evaluation (4)
evaluations (1)
eventually (6)
everybody (2)
EX (1)
EX2001 (2)
EX2002 (1)
EX2029 (4)
exact (3)
EXAMINATION (4)
examine (2)
examined (1)
examining (2)
example (40)
examples (4)
Exce (3)
exclude (1)
excluding (1)
excuse (1)
Exhibit (66)
EXHIBITS (2)
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exist (5)
existed (5)
existing (3)
exists (3)
expand (1)
expanded (2)
expansion (1)
expect (1)
expedited (2)
expense (1)
expensive (2)
experience (2)
experiment (1)
EXPERT (11)
explain (12)
explained (1)
explaining (3)
explains (2)
explanation (1)
explicit (11)
explicitly (7)
explore (1)
exploring (1)
express (2)
extend (1)
extended (5)
extent (6)
extract (1)
extracted (1)
extraneous (1)
Eyesight (1)

<F>

face (1)
facilitate (1)
facility (1)
fact (12)
factor (8)
factors (16)
facts (1)
fair (43)
fall (3)
falls (3)
false (1)
familiar (10)
far (4)
features (1)
February (2)
feed (1)

feedback (84)
fee (2)
field (5)
fields (3)
figure (16)
file (2

files (2)
filtering (39)
fina (3)
finally (2)
financial (1)
find (20)
finding (3)
fine (8)
finer (1)
finished (1)
firm (1)
first (42)
fit (1)

Five (4)
floor (1)
Focus (22)
focused (10)
focuses (4)
focusing (7)
follow (1)
followed (1)
following (1)
follows (1)
Food (3)
football (7)
foregoing (3)
forgive (1)
forgot (1)
form (5)
forms (1)
formula (2)
forth (5)
forward (8)
forwarded (6)
forwarding (6)
found (2)
four (6)
Fox (4)
Fox's (1)
frame (1)
frankly (1)
FRE (2)
free (1)

frequent (3)
frequently (2)
friend (1)
front (6)
frustration (1)
full (4)
full-time ()

function (6)
functioning (3)
functions (1)
FURTHER (1)
Furthermore (2)
future (2)

<G>

gan (2
games (1)
gap (2)
gauge (1)
Gauss-Seidel  (4)
general (15)
generally (15)
generate (1)
generated (1)
generates (2)
generic (3)
getting (6)
give (31)
given (7)
gives (8)
giving (5)
global (46)
go (82)

goal (3)
goes (7)
going (50)
Goldberg (1)
Good (30)
graduate (1)
graduated (2)
grain (1)
Granting (1)
Great (2)
ground (3)
group (29)
groups (6)
guarantee (2)
guess (5)
guys (1)

<H>
halfway (1)
hall's (1)
hand (7)
happen (3)
happened (2)
happens (3)
happy (4)
hard (4)
hardware (1)
headers (1)
hear (4)
heard (2)
held (1)
help (11)
helpful (1)
helps (2)
hierarchy (4)
high (12)
higher (2)
highest (1)
high-level (1)
highlighting (1)
highly (2)
high-quality (1)
historical (9)
history (1)
HOFIANI (2)
Hold (1)
homework (2)
honest (1)
hope (1)
hopefully (2)
hoping (1)
hour (1)
hours (4)
human (24)
humans (1)

<l>

i.e (4

icon (2)

ID (2

idea (3)

ideal (3)
identification (7)
identified (3)
identify (27)
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identifying (31)
ignore (2)
ignores (1)
image (8)
images (6)
iImage-to-image (1)
imagings (1)
immediate (1)
immediately (8)
impair (1)
implement (10)
implementation (1)
implementation-wise
©)
implementing (1)
implicated (2)
implicit (6)
implicitly (1)
import (1)
importance (76)
importancy (41)
important (23)
impossible (1)
impressive (2)
improve (9)
improvement (1)
improving (3)
inaudible (3)
inbox (3)
inboxes (4)
include (9)
includes (4)
including (11)
incoming (15)
inconsistent (3)
incorporate (1)
increase (1)
increased (2)
incremental (1)
INDEX (2)
indicate (3)
indicated (1)
indicates (2)
indication (3)
indications (3)
indicator (3)
indicators (1)
indicia (1)
individual (16)

individuals (8)
industry (4)
inference (1)
inferred (1)
inferring (2)
influence (3)
inform (5)
information (26)
informed (3)
informs (1)
infringe (7)
infringer (2
initial (2)
initialized (1)
inject (1)
injecting (1)
innovation (2)
inspect (1)
instance (1)
instant (1)
Institution (7)
integrators (2)
intention (1)
Inter (2
interacted (3)
interaction (2)
interactions (5)
interacts (1)
interest (54)
interesting (2)
interests (6)
interface (1)
interference (1)
internet (2)
interpret (4)
interpretation (2)
interpreting (1)
interrupt (4)
intersection (1)
introduce (2)
invent (2)
invented (1)
invention (28)
inventive (1)
inventors (1)
involve (4)
involved (3)
involves (4)
involving (1)

IPR (9)
IPR2025 (1)
|PR2025-00430 (7)
IPRs (1)
irrelevant (6)
issue (6)
issued (2)
issues (4)
item (24)
itemize (1)
items (12)
iterate (2)
iterative (1)
its (9)

<J>
jammed (1)
JANUARY (6)
Job (1)

Joel (1)

jog (1)

John (3)
judgments (1)
jump (1)
June (3)
junk (3)
Justin (1)

<K >

keep (9)

kept (1)

key (2)

keyword (4)
keyword-based (1)
keywords (13)
KHAN (23)
Khan's (1)

kind (28)

kinds (20)

knew (3)

know (69)
knowledge (4)
knowledge-base (2)
knowledge-based (9)
known (9)

KNOX (2)
Krugert (1)

<L >

labeled (2)
language (17)
large (5)
larger (1)
late (1)
latent (3)
LATIFUR (12
launched (1)
law (1)

lay (1)

lead (1)
league (3)
learn (5)
Learning (4)
Legal (2)
lets (1)

letter (1)
level (12)
license (1)
life (4)

light (1)
likelihood (2)
likes (8)
limitation (21)
limitations (4)
limited (3)
line (20)
lines (11)
list (23)
listed (8)
listen (3)
listing (1)
listings (1)
lists (3)
Litigation (1)
little (16)
lives (1)
local (72)
location (1)
long (12)
longer (2)
Longer-term (3)
long-term (3)
long-time (1)
look (27)
looked (1)
looking (23)
looks (9)
loop (1)
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lot (10)
love (1)
low (1)
lower (4)
lowest (2)
low-level (1)
lunch (7)

<M >

machine (3)
mail (10)
mailbox (1)
main (7)
maintain (1)
maintained (1)
making (4)
man (2)
manage (1)
managed (2)
Management (30)
managing (6)
manipulation (1)
manner (4)
manual (4)
manually (1)
map (1)

Mar (1)
March (1)
marked (7)
marks (1)
Markush (4)
Marston (9)
M-A-R-S-T-O-N (1)
master (1)
master's (22)
match (3)
matching (3)
materials (2)
math (3)
mathematical (2)
matrix (2)
matter (18)
matters (1)
maximum (6)
mean (32)
meaning (5)
means (34)
meant (2)
measure (11)

measurement (2)
measurements (1)
measures (2)
mechanism (4)
media (2)
medications (1)
medium (1)
medium-sized (1)
meet (17)
meets (2)
megabyte (2)
megabytes (1)
members (1)
memory (2)
mention (14)
mentioned (20)
mentioning (1)
mentions (1)
merge (1)
message (63)
messages (74)
messaging (8)
met (9)
META (7)
META-1001 (1)
META-1005 (1)
META-1006 (1)
META-1007 (1)
metadata (4)
Meta's (1)
method (10)
methods (8)
metric (5)
metrics (6)
Microsoft (1)
middle (4)
mid-sized (1)
million (4)
mind (8)

mine (1)
minimum (7)
mining (2)
Minnesota (1)
minute (7)
minutes (14)
missed (4)
missing (1)
misspoke (1)
mistake (3)

mm-hmms (1)
model (22)
models (13)
Modification (2)
modified (4)
modifies (2)
modify (3)
modifying (3)
module (12)
modules (6)
moment (3)
monitor (2)
monitored (1)
monitoring (21)
monitors (1)
morning (2)
motivated (9)
motivation (3)
move (5)
movie (5)
movies (4)
multidimensional (1)
multimedia (2)
multiple (21)
multiply (1)

<N >

name (5)
Narrative (1)
national (2)
natural (1)
necessarily (12)
necessary (1)
need (60)
needed (2)
needs (24)
negative (2)
negatively (2)
neighbor (6)
neighborhood (7)
nesting (1)
network (13)
network...according
1)

networking (1)
never (14)
new (41)
news (7)

NLP (4)

NLT (1)
non-cognate (2)
non-human (2)
non-obviousness (3)
non-popular (1)
non-synchronously
D

normal (1)
normally (1)
note (3)

noted (2)

notice (1)
nowadays (6)
NPR (1)
NUMBER (33)
numbers (1)
numerical (1)

<0O>

oath (1)
object (6)
Objection (72)
objective (1)
objects (3)
observe (1)
observed (1)
observing (2)
obtained (1)
obvious (8)
Obvioudly (1)
obviousness (2)
occur (1)
October (1)
offer (2)
offering (5)
OFFICE (2
official (1)
officially (1)
off-record (1)
off-the-shelf (1)
Oh (6)
OHLERT (117)
Okay (313)
old (3)
OLHERT (2)
once (18)
ones (3)
ongoing (1)
onotology (8)
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on-record (1)
ontology-based (2)
onwards (1)
open (22)
opened (4)
opening (2)
operates (1)
operative (5)
opine (8)

opines (1)
opining (1)
opinion (42)
opinions (53)
opportunity (1)
opposed  (4)
opposite (1)
optimize (2)
option (1)
options (2)
order (17)
ordered (1)
orders (2)
ordinary (8)
organization (16)
organizational (8)
organization's (1)
original (7)
outcome (4)
outdated (2)
outgoing (1)
Outlook (1)
outside (6)
Overall (1)
overlap (1)
overlook (1)
Owner (8)
Owner's (1)

<P>

p.m (8)

Pacific (2)
PADMANABHAN
(105)

PAGE (52)
paper (9)
papers (1)
paragraph (96)
paragraphs (14)
parameter (1)

parameters (6)
Parkway (1)
part (56)
Partes (1)
participants (1)
participate (4)
particular (12)
particularly (1)
partnerships (1)
party (1)

pass (2)
passage (9)
passages (6)
pasted (1)
PATENT (313)
patents (14)
Paul (2)
pausing (1)
pay (1)

PDF (6)
PENALTY (2
pending (2)
people (19)
percent (2)
perfectly (1)
perform (7)
performed (4)
performing (1)
performs (4)
period (1)
periodic (1)
periodically (4)
PERJURY (2)
PERKINS (2)
persists (3)
person (32)
personal (2)
personalization (2)
personalizations (1)
personalized (3)
persons (1)
person's (1)
person-to-person (2)
per spective (1)
petition (2)
Petitioner (2)
Petitioners (3)
Ph.D (22)
phrase (2)

phrased (1)
pick (1)

piece (38)
pieces (2)
pixel (1)
place (3)
places (6)
Platform (1)
PLATFORMS (4)
play (19)
players (3)
plays (2)
please (37)
PLLC (1)
plurality (14)
plus (2
Plymouth (1)
point (42)
pointed (3)
pointing (5)
points (3)
poor (1)
popular (8)
POSITA (5)
position (7)
positions (1)
positive (2)
positively (2)
possibilities (1)
possibility (6)
possible (18)
possibly (1)
post (9)
posted (3)
post-evaluation (4)
posting (2)
post-rating (1)
post-ratings (1)
post-reading (9)
posts (9)
power (1)
practice (3)
pre (3)
precise (2)
precision (6)
pre-date (1)
predict (1)
predictable (5)
predicted (2)

prediction (25)
predictions (3)
predictive (1)
predictors (2)
pre-evaluation (3)
preferences (4)
premised (1)
prepare (6)
prepared (2)
preparing (4)
pre-ranking (1)
prerating (1)
pre-reading (3)
PRESENT (12)
presentation (1)
presented (6)
pretty (1)
prevalent (1)
previous (8)
previously (13)
primary (4)
prime (1)
primitive (1)
printing (1)
print-out (1)
prior (67)
priority (5)
probably (17)
problem (27)
problematic (2)
problems (7)
proceeding (2)
proceedings (4)
process (29)
processed (1)
processes (1)
processing (3)
processor (1)
produce (12)
producer (2)
produces (1)
product (7)
Professional (2)
professor (3)
professors (1)
profile (55)
profiles (8)
program (20)
programs (1)
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proper (7)
propose (1)
prototype (1)
provide (50)
provided (20)
provides (5)
providing (12)
pruning (2)
PST (4)
public (1)
Publication (3)
publications (2)
publish (1)
published (1)
pull (4)
purpose (7)
purposefully (1)
purposes (3)
pursue (3)
put (10)
puzzle (1)

<Q>

QR (1)
QR-base (1)
quality (13)
queries (11)
query (13)
QueryDom (2)
question (91)
guestionable (1)
questioning (2)
questions (17)
quick (1)
quickly (2)
quotations (1)
quote (17)
quoting (1)

<R>

race (2)
radio (1)
Rahman (1)
RAM (2)
random (2)
rank (19)
ranked (23)
ranking (55)
rankings (1)

ranks (2)
rare (2)
rarely (2)
rate (4)

rated (10)
rates (5)
rating (8)
ratings (1)
raw (1)
reaching (1)
reaction (3)
reacts (1)
read (30)
reader (1)
readers (1)
Reading (34)
real (3)
reality (2)
real-life (1)
really (21)
reason (6)
reasons (4)
rebut (1)
recall (17)
receive (6)
received (4)
receiver (3)
receives (2)
receiving (1)
recipient (114)
recipients (4)
recognize (5)
recognizes (1)
recommend (1)
recommendation (17)
recommendations (3)
recommending (3)
record (56)
recorded (3)
recording (1)
recordings (1)
Reddit (1)
reduce (5)
reduced (1)
reduction (1)
re-edited (1)
refer (6)
reference (21)
referenced (2)

references (20)
referencing (1)
referred (2)
referring (23)
refers (16)
refine (1)
reflect (3)
reflected (3)
reflecting (3)
refresh (1)
regard (4)
regarded (2)
regardless (2)
regression (20)
rejected (1)
regects (2)
relate (10)
related (22)
relates (3)
relating (3)
relational (6)
relations (1)
relationship (4)
relationships (5)
relative (4)
released (1)
relevance (130)
relevancy (42)
relevant (33)
relies (2)

rely (8)
remain (1)
remains (1)
remember (16)
REMOTE (3)
removed (1)
rendering (1)
reordering (1)
repeat (8)
repeatedly (2)
repeating (1)
repeats (1)
rephrase (8)
replace (2)
replied (5)
reply (2)
report (16)
Reported (2)
reporter (14)

REPORTER'S (1)
represent (5)
represented (2)
representing (1)
reputations (1)
request (3)
require (3)
required (6)
requirement (2)
requirements (4)
requires (2)
requiring (2)
rerank (23)
re-ranked (2)
re-ranking (2)
research (14)
researcher (1)
researchers (1)
researching (1)
resent (1)
reserve (1)
reset (1)
resource (1)
resources (2)
respect (7)
respond (1)
responded (1)
response (5)
responses (11)
responsive (1)
rest (3)

result (23)
resulting (2)
results (25)
retrieved (8)
return (1)
returned (1)
review (2)
reviewed (1)
revise (2)
revised (1)
revisited (1)
rewrite (1)

rid (4)

Right (196)
Rita (2)

RMR (1)
robot (4)
robust (1)

Meta Platforms, Inc. v. Sterling Computers Corporation
Focus Litigation Solutions

Page: 9



Latifur Khan, Ph.D.

role (23)

root (1)

Rose (155)
R-O-SE (1)
Rose/Bieganski (1)
Rose's (3)
Rose-specific (1)
rough (2)
round (1)

row (2)

RPR (1)

Rule (76)

rules (2)

run (8)

<S>

safe (9)
safely (2)
salient (9)
satisfy (5)
save (4)
saving (1)
saw (21)
saying (63)
says (74)
scale (2)
scenario (8)
science (10)
Sciences (1)
scope (1)
score (13)
scores (4)
scratch (1)
screen (3)
scrolling (1)
search (44)
searches (2)
searching (4)
Seattle (1)
second (31)
secondary (3)
second-to-last (1)
section (6)
security (1)
see (147)
seek (1)
sees (3)
select (1)
selected (1)

selecting (1)
selection (7)
selections (6)
self (23)
send (12)
sender (108)
sender/receiver (2)
senders (1)
sender's (1)
sending (9)
sends (4)
sense (6)
sensitive (1)
sent (46)
sentence (27)
sentences (1)
separate (6)
separately (2)
September (6)
serendipitous (2)
serendipity (1)
Serial (1)
serious (2)
service (3)
set (27)
setting (6)
settings (1)
shape (1)
share (2)
shared (3)
Shelard (1)
short (5)
Shorthand (1)
short-term (2)
show (5)
showed (5)
shown (5)
shows (3)

sic (6)

signal (1)
significant (6)
similar (34)
similarities (3)
similarity (11)
simple (14)
smpler (1)
simplified (2)
simply (6)
simulate (2)

Simultaneous (26)
simultaneoudly (3)
single (4)

sir (68)

st (1)

site (2
situation (3)
situations (1)
size (6)

skill  (26)
skilled (1)
dightly (1)
sowly (1)
small (5
smart (1)
Smith (3)
soccer (1)
social (9)
soft (1)
software (3)
solution (4)
Solutions (1)
solve (9)
solved (5)
somebody (3)
Sorry (48)
sort (4)
sounds (2)
sources (6)
Southern (1)
Space (11)
spam  (4)
spammer (12)
spammers (2)
span (1)
spanning (1)
spans (1)
speak (6)
speaking (1)
special (2)
specialized (2)
Specially (1)
specific (27)
specifically (14)
specification (8)
specified (2)
specifies (1)
specify (6)
spellings (1)

spend (2)
spends (2)
spent (2)
spoke (1)
sports (6)

spot (1)
stable (1)
stamped (6)
Standard (9)
standing (1)
start (4)
started (7)
starting (2)
starts (1)
state (11)
stated (1)
statement (8)
STATES (11)
statistical (3)
statistics (4)
status (1)

stay (1)

steer (1)
stenographically (1)
step (10)
steps (10)
STERLING (4)
stills (1)

stop (4)
storage (1)
store (3)
stored (3)
storing (1)
straightforward (1)
Strike (29)
struggled (1)
struggling (3)
student (3)
students (1)
studied (1)
studies (3)
stuff (2)
subclass (1)
subject (4)
subjective (2)
subjects (1)
submessages (3)
sub-messages (5)
submit (2)
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submits (1)
submitted (9)
subscribe (1)
subscribed (2)
subsequent (4)
subset (3)
substance (1)
substances (1)
substorage (1)
sudden (1)
sufficient (4)
suggest (3)
suggesting (2)
suggestion (1)
suggests (4)
Suite (2)

sum (1)
summarization (2)
summarize (1)
summarized (1)
summary (2)
super (1)
supersede (1)
support (3)
supporting (4)
supports (3)
sure (55)
surrogate (1)
Suzanne (1)
swear (1)
switch (1)
switched (1)
sworn (2)
symmetric (18)
symmetrical (2)
synchronized (1)
system (102)
systems (12)

<T>

table (8)
tackle (1)
tailored (1)
take (24)
taken (5)
takes (7)
talk (35)
talked (10)
talking (52)

talks (41)
tapestry (1)
targeted (2)
taught (3)
taxonomy (3)
teach (6)
teaches (26)
teaching (11)
teachings (6)
team (4)
teams (2)

tech (1)
technical (1)
technique (2)
techniques (2)
technologies (1)
technology (1)
tell (17)
temporal (2)
temporary (1)
tendency (1)
term (41)
terminology (9)
terms (62)

test (3)

tester (1)
testified (3)
testifying (1)
testimony (28)
Texas (2)

text (18)
textual (5)
Thank (6)
Thanks (1)
thesis (16)
thing (12)
things (24)
think (128)
thought (2)
three (16)
Threshold (31)
thresholds (10)
thumbs (3)
thumbs-down (5)
thumbs-up (5)
thumbs-up/thumbs-
down (3)
THURSDAY (3)
till (2)

time (106)
time-consuming (2)
times (10)
title (2)

titled (2)
today (17)
Today's (8)
told (3)

top (14)
top-end (1)
topic (2)
topics (3)
touch (2)
track (5)
tracked (2)
tracking (9)
tracks (3)
TRADEMARK (2)
traditional (4)
Traditionally (1)
training (4)
transcribed (1)
transcript (3)
transcription (5)
transfers (2)
trandate (1)
TransMail (10)
transmit (2)
transmitted (1)
treat (1)
treated (4)
TRIAL (2)
trick (1)
tricky (2
tried (10)
tries (5)
trigger (1)
trivial (16)
true (33)
truthful (2)
try (56)
trying (69)
turn (1)
turning (2)
two (55)
two-cycle (1)
two-step (2)
TYLER (1)
type (25)

types (6)
typewriting (1)

<U>

us (2
Uh-huh (3)
umbrella (1)
Um-hum (66)
um-hums (1)
unable (2)
underline (1)
underneath (1)
understand (100)
understanding (13)
Understood (5)
undesirable (1)
unified (1)
unin (1)
unintended (1)
unique (2
UNITED (6)
University (6)
unknown (1)
unread (1)
unrelated (1)
update (17)
updated (17)
updates (2)
upload (5)
uploaded (3)
uploading (2)
usage (1)
UsC (1)

use (72
useful (2)
user (352)
users (193)
user's (79)
uses (17)
USPTO (2)
usually (8)
UTD (1)
utilize (8)
utilized (2)
utilizes (1)
utilizing (2)

<V >
value (10)
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values (11)
variation (1)
varies (1)
variety (2)
various (14)
vary (4)

vector (18)
venture (1)
version (2)
versus (6)
video (4)
VIDEOGRAPHER
(19)
VIDEOTAPED (2)
view (3)
viewed (1)
viewing (2)
views (1)

VI (1)

visit (1)

Vitae (1)
vocabularies (3)
vocabulary (1)
voices (1)

vs (2)
vulnerability (1)

<W >

wait (2)
wak (2
want (69)
wanted (1)
wants (5)
Washington (1)
wasting (1)
way (69)
ways (14)
weave (1)
web (2)
week (1)
weeks (2)
weight (16)
weighted (3)
weighting (1)
weights (1)
welcome (1)
well (30)
well-respected (1)
went (1)

were (13)
we've (4)
whatsoever (1)
WHEREOF (1)
whittling (1)
widely (1)
Willis-Lewis (6)
withdraw (1)
withdrawn (2)
WITNESS (7)
word (15)
wording (1)
words (11)
work (48)
working (1)
works (8)
worry (1)
wrap (1)
wrapped (2)
write (6)
writes (1)
write-up (1)
writing (4)
written (6)
wrong (6)
wrote (1)

<Y >
Yeah (195)
year (5)
years (17)
year's (1)
Yep (1)
yield (4)
yields (1)

<Z>

zero (3)
ZOOM (2
Z's (1)
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