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PO’s positions regarding the claimed “association information” in its POPR 

and Infringement Contentions (“Inf. Cont.”) are consistent. PO is not reversing 

course in an attempt to avoid any prior art. To the contrary, claims 1 and 4 of the ’650 

Patent distinguish “device specific ID information” and “association information” 

by reciting them separately in the same claim limitation. Samsung collapses the two 

different requirements of the claim by pointing to a “device ID” in Shindo and a 

“device ID” in Futa for all of its grounds. Paper 13, 2-3. This is precisely the flaw in 

the Petition that PO highlighted in the POPR: simply pointing to a deviceID—a 

separate requirement of the claim—does not disclose storing of “association 

information,” as required by the claims. Paper 10, 15-19, 33-35, 50-52.  

The Reply attempts to rehabilitate the Petition’s deficiencies by erecting a 

strawman regarding PO’s alleged inconsistencies. Instead, it only amplifies the 

Petition’s deficiencies by belatedly attempting to set forth a claim construction 

position arguing that “association information” is not required to be stored in “the 

storage.” Paper 13, 3. Both claims 1 and 4 explicitly recite “a storage storing 

contents.” EX1001, claims 1 and 4. Under 37 C.F.R. § 42.104(b)(3), Samsung was 

required to clearly articulate “[h]ow the challenged claim is to be construed” and 

explain how the prior art meets such a construction. The Petition fails to meet 

§42.104(b)(3) because it is intentionally vague and fails to properly construe and 

apply the prior art to “association information” and “storing.” Samsung’s attempt to 
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overcome these glaring deficiencies by mischaracterization of the Inf. Cont. or  

advocating for a negative limitation (that “storing” is not in the storage identified in 

the claim) should be rejected. 

Contrary to the Petition’s conflation of the two separate claim requirements, 

the Inf. Cont. identify both device ID and association information and are 

completely consistent with PO’s distinctions from the prior art. Samsung relies on 

out-of-context snippets from the Inf. Cont., ignoring the explicit evidence PO 

provides to demonstrate the data fields, metadata, and “GET” request working with 

“device ID” in the Accused Products to define association information. A 

comparison of PO’s positions in the POPR and the infringing evidence in the Inf. 

Cont. shows no inconsistency. Instead, it directly shows device ID and association 

information by way of the use of device ID fields and its metadata for association:  

POPR PO Inf. Cont. (EX1043) at 194–196 (highlights added) 
“There is no such 
association 
between content 
and device 
specific ID 
defined by trigger 
information 15, 
index 
information, 10, 
and management 
information 19.”  
POPR at 16. 
 
“This is . . . 
different from the 
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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.”  
POPR at 52. 

 

 

In the Inf. Cont., the main terminal (e.g., Galaxy S25) issues a “GET” request 

including as input “deviceID” (e.g., “GET/devices/{deviceID}”) to obtain contents 

(i.e., device events) from a subsidiary terminal (e.g., fridge). EX1043, 194; see also 

id. at 192. This request returns a data structure including device metadata (e.g., 

device specific identification (ID)) and device events (e.g., device states). See id. at 

194–96. Thus, the Inf. Cont. demonstrate how the “deviceID” and its underlying 

structure corresponds to the claimed association information because of the 

presence of a variety of fields such as “name,” “label,” “device ManufacturerCode,” 

“locationId,” “parentDeviceId,” “profileID,” “vid,” etc. Thus, the Inf. Cont. do not 

simply point to “deviceID” but demonstrate how the deviceID works in conjunction 

with the GET request to provide “association information” that meets claims 1 and 

4. Such an association is simply not present in the prior art. 
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