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l. INTRODUCTION

Petitioners submit this Reply to alert the Director to PO’s inconsistent
positions on the meaning of the “association information” limitation in its POPR and
in its infringement contentions in the related district court litigation.

II. ARGUMENT
A.  “Association Information” (Limitation [1h])

In its infringement contentions, filed after the Petition, PO asserts that

“association information” as recited in claims 1 and 4 is satisfied by a “device ID”:

EX1043 at 192 (annotated);

EX1043 at 203 (annotated). This position is clear and unambiguous: PO’s position
Is that a “device ID” alone can satisfy the claimed *association information.”

However, in its POPR, PO reverses course in an attempt to avoid the prior art and



asserts that the “association information” is not disclosed by Shindo’s management
information or Futa’s judgment tables.

For Shindo, Patent Owner asserts that Shindo does not disclose the claimed
“association information.” Paper 10, 16 (“[t]here is no such association between
content and device specific ID defined by trigger information 15, index information
10, and management information 19”). However, management information 19

includes a device ID field in the form of a terminal ID 20 as shown below:

19

, /

20 Terminal ID 1 :

21 Owner Taro Matsushita

:7;% ———JConnection Status __|ON

23 ——]User Taro Matsushita

24 —— Performance Resoluton=345 X 456
B e Information __|Replay

Paper 1 at 18 (citing Shindo at FIG. 9 (annotation removed)). Thus, the Petition
asserts that Shindo’s association information includes the very thing that Patent
Owner’s infringement contentions identify as “association information.”

For Futa, Patent Owner asserts that “[t]his [Futa’s judgment tables] is
fundamentally different from the claimed ‘association information,” which must
define a specific link between one specific content and one specific subsidiary
terminal for the purpose of determining where to transmit that content. Futa’s tables
define group permissions based on type, not specific transmission mappings.”).
Paper 10, 52. However, the Petition asserts that Futa stores “association information”

in the form of a judgment table that also includes a device ID. Paper 1 at 73 (citing



Futa at 1169 (“prestores judgment tables ‘A’ and ‘B’ and “writes a device ID into
the judgment tables ‘A’ and/or ‘B’, every time...a device establishes connection”)).

Thus, for purposes of PO’s infringement contentions, a “device ID” satisfies
the claimed *“association information,” but here, a device ID does not, even when
included with additional information. PO offers no explanation for these inconsistent
positions.

Petitioners respectfully submit that the Board should reject the construction
that PO now proffer in the POPR to avoid unpatentability and construe “association
information” as PO did in its infringement contentions; namely, that this limitation
Is satisfied by a “device I1D.”

B.  Storage of “Association Information” (Limitation [1h])

Moreover, in a further attempt to avoid an unpatentability determination here,
Petitioners note that PO also reads into limitation [1h] a requirement that is not
present — namely, that the “association information” must be stored in “the storage”
of limitation [1c]. This improper construction should also be rejected.

I11. CONCLUSION

The Director should institute this IPR for the reasons discussed above and for

the reasons discussed in the Petition (Paper 1).
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