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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
____________ 

 
BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

____________ 
 
 

SECURUS TECHNOLOGIES, INC., 
Petitioner,  

 
v. 

 
GLOBAL TEL*LINK CORPORATION, 

Patent Owner. 
____________ 

 
Case  IPR2016-00267 
Patent 7,256,816 B2 

____________ 
 

 
Before KEVIN F. TURNER, BARBARA A. BENOIT, and  
GEORGIANNA W. BRADEN, Administrative Patent Judges. 
 

TURNER, Administrative Patent Judge. 

 

DECISION 
Denial of Institution of Inter Partes Review  

37 C.F.R. § 42.108 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 

Securus Technologies (“Petitioner”) filed a Petition for inter partes 

review of claims 1–55 of U.S. Patent No. 7,256,816 B2 (Ex. 1001, “the ’816 

Patent”).  Paper 2 (“Pet.”).  Patent Owner, Global Tel*Link Corporation, 

filed a Preliminary Response.  Paper 6 (“Prelim. Resp.”).  We have 

jurisdiction under 35 U.S.C. § 314(a), which provides that an inter partes 

review may not be instituted “unless . . . the information presented in the 

petition . . . and any response . . . shows that there is a reasonable likelihood 

that the petitioner would prevail with respect to at least 1 of the claims 

challenged in the petition.” 

Upon consideration of the Petition and the Preliminary Response, we 

conclude the information presented does not show that there is a reasonable 

likelihood that Petitioner would prevail in establishing the unpatentability of 

any one of claims 1–55. 

A.  Related Matters 

Both parties identify the district court proceeding Securus Tech., Inc. 

v. Global Tel*Link Corp., Case No. 3:14-cv-04233-M (N.D. Tex.), as 

possibly affecting or being affected by the instant proceeding.  Pet. 59; 

Paper 4, 2. 

 

B.  The ’816 Patent 

As Petitioner indicates, “[t]he ’816 patent describes a system for 

conducting video visits between two participants, such as prison inmates and 

outside visitors.”  Pet. 2 (citing Ex. 1001, 5:15–21).  The ’816 Patent 

discloses that each endpoint of the system, serving the visitors and the 
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inmate, has an audio/video terminal connected through a data center, where 

the data center also houses equipment to schedule and conduct the video 

visits.  Id. at 4:19–22, 6:12–14.  The system also has an overseer’s terminal 

or station that is used to monitor the video visits, and is capable of 

displaying multiple sets of participants at one time, each selectable so that 

the visit can be observed.  Id. at 8:58–9:2.  The ’816 Patent also discusses 

prior art systems, including their apparent lack of synchronicity between 

data connections during the conference creating latency, and how those 

deficiencies are overcome by the’816 Patent.  Id. at 2:25–3:3.   

 

C.  Illustrative Claim 

Claims 1 and 30 of the ’816 Patent are independent.  Claim 1 is 

illustrative of the claimed subject matter: 

1. A method of monitoring a video visit between at least a 
first participant and a second participant located at distinct 
endpoints, the method comprising:  
establishing a first data connection from a data center and the 

first participant at a scheduled time;  
establishing a second data connection from the data center and 

the second participant at the scheduled time, the first and 
second participants visiting via the first and second data 
connections;  

capturing video and audio as original communications data 
from the first and second participants;  

transmitting the original communications data to and from the 
first and second participants across a computer network via 
the data center;  

splitting along the first or second data connection either the 
communications data transmitted from one of the first and 
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second participants to the data center, or the 
communications data transmitted to the one of the first and 
second participants from the data center, to create a copy of 
the video and audio communications data from the original 
video and audio communications data; and  

monitoring the video visit by receiving the copy of the 
communications data at a monitoring station substantially 
simultaneously with the transmitting of the original 
communications data to and from the one of the first and 
second participants. 

Ex. 1001, 16:21–47 (emphases added). 

 

D.  Asserted Grounds of Unpatentability 

Petitioner contends that claims 1–55 of the ’816 Patent are 

unpatentable based on the following specific grounds (Pet. 12–58): 

Claims Challenged Basis References 

1–15, 18–21, 25–44, 47–50, 54, and 55 § 103 Bulriss1 and Hesse2 

16, 17, 22–24, 45, 46, and 51–53 § 103 Bulriss, Hesse, and 
Rae3 

 

                                           
1 US Patent No. 7,061,521 B2, filed December 16, 2003, issued 
June 13, 2006 (Ex. 1005, “Bulriss”).   
2 US Patent No. 7,046,779 B2, filed February 15, 2002, issued May 16, 2006 
(Ex. 1006, “Hesse”). 
3 US Patent No. 7,899,167 B1, filed August 15, 2003, issued March 1, 2011 
(Ex. 1007, “Rae”). 
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II.  DISCUSSION 

A.  Claim Construction  

In an inter partes review, claim terms in an unexpired patent are 

interpreted according to their broadest reasonable construction in light of the 

specification of the patent in which they appear.  37 C.F.R. § 42.100(b); see 

In re Cuozzo Speed Techs., LLC, 793 F.3d 1268, 1278–79 (Fed. Cir. 2015), 

cert. granted sub nom. Cuozzo Speed Techs., LLC v. Lee, 136 S. Ct. 890 

(mem.) (2016).  Under that standard, claim terms are presumed to be given 

their ordinary and customary meaning as would be understood by one of 

ordinary skill in the art in the context of the entire disclosure.  In re 

Translogic Tech., Inc., 504 F.3d 1249, 1257 (Fed. Cir. 2007).   

Petitioner asserts that “multiplexing means” and “transmitting 

means,” recited in certain claims, are means-plus-function limitations, and 

describes the recited functions and the corresponding structures provided in 

the Specification of the ’816 Patent.  Pet. 7–12.  Patent Owner argues that 

the Petition can be denied without considering Petitioner’s proposed claim 

constructions, but nonetheless also argues that Petitioner’s proposed 

constructions are deficient.  Prelim. Resp. 4–9.  We agree with Patent Owner 

that neither claim limitation needs to be construed specifically herein.   

As such, for purposes of this Decision, we are not persuaded that any 

specific claim construction must be made in this decision to determine the 

efficacy of Petitioner’s grounds of unpatentability. 

  

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
	� Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

	� Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
	� With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

	� Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
	� Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

	� Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


