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I. NATURE AND STAGE OF THE PROCEEDINGS 

On December 29, 2021, Coretek Licensing LLC (“Cortek”) filed a Complaint for 

Infringement of Patent (“Complaint”). Coretek accuses the “ALASKA VOICE” communications 

software (the “Accused Product”) of infringing “at least one claim” of the asserted patents because 

the accused product purportedly routes a call without using a network operator’s home location 

register and determines a location of a wireless device by extracting data from a database. (D.I. 1 

at ¶¶ 22, 37, 59.) 

II. SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 

Defendant Alaska Communications Systems Group, Inc. (“ACS Group”) moves pursuant 

to Rule 12(b)(6) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure to dismiss Coretek Complaint for 

Infringement of Patent (D.I. 1 (“Complaint”)) for failure to state a claim.1  

The claims of the asserted patents are invalid because they are directed to patent-ineligible 

subject matter under 35 U.S.C. § 101. The purported advance of Coretek’s claims is the idea of 

call routing, where the user can “set up call in accordance to a user’s own choice of routing” (’512 

Patent, 6:47-49). The claims recite the mere notion of using generic computer components and 

processing for their generic purposes in order to achieve the abstract result of call routing. They 

use result-based functional language described only at a high-level of generality. The claims are 

abstract because the applicants failed to describe with any specificity how to achieve their intended 

goal in a non-abstract way. See Two-Way Media Ltd. v. Comcast Cable Commc’ns, LLC, 874 F.3d 

1329, 1337-38 (Fed. Cir. 2017). 

                                                 
1 Coretek Licensing LLC sued and served the incorrect entity. ACS Group is a holding company 
that does not commercialize the accused product, Alaska Voice. The correct party to this suit is 
Alaska Communications Internet, LLC (“ACS Internet”), an Alaska corporation. Despite 
Coretek’s improper service and incorrect party naming, ACS Group is responding to Coretek’s 
lawsuit.     
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