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I. Introduction.  

Under the proper claim construction as set forth by Patent Owner SynKloud 

Technologies, LLC (“PO” or “SynKloud”), none of the claims of U.S. Patent 9,098,526 

(“the ’526 patent”) would have been obvious. Many of the claim limitations are wholly 

absent from the prior art.  

Under these circumstances, documentary evidence is required to establish that the 

absent limitations would have been obvious. K/S HIMPP v. Hear-Wear Technologies, 

LLC, 751 F.3d 1362, 1366 (Fed. Cir. 2014) (“an assessment of basic knowledge and 

common sense as a replacement for documentary evidence for factual findings lacks 

substantial evidence support.”). But Petitioners make no attempt in its Reply to provide 

the documentary evidence required to establish obviousness. Nor does it attempt to argue 

that K/S HIMPP is not the law.  

Instead, Petitioners restate their sole reliance on their expert declaration to advance 

the theory that the limitations that are absent from the prior art would have been obvious. 

See Reply, 7-25. For this very reason, Petitioners’ argument violates the mandate of K/S 

HIMPP. It is improper to rely on after-the-fact expert declarations, rather than 

contemporaneous documentary evidence, to support an obviousness theory that relies on 

modifications of the prior art to supply missing limitations. Indeed, Petitioners’ Reply 

ignores the testimony of SynKloud’s expert Mr. Jawadi, which explains why a person of 

ordinary skill in the art (POSITA) would not have been motivated to modify the prior art 
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to include the missing claim limitations. 

Moreover, Petitioners’ arguments are based on erroneous claim constructions. 

Although Petitioners contend that the claims would have been obvious under SynKloud’s 

constructions, they do not, in fact, apply SynKloud’s constructions in their Petition or 

Reply.  

Petitioners’ Reply and Petition are based on erroneous claim constructions and the 

mistaken view that the claim limitations that are wholly absent from the prior art would 

have been obvious just because it says so (i.e., without any supporting documentary 

evidence). Petitioners have not nearly met its burden to show by a preponderance of the 

evidence that any claim of the ’526 patent would have been obvious. 

II. PO’s Claim Constructions Are Consistent With the Plain and Ordinary 

Meaning Of The Claims As Understood By A POSITA In Light Of The  

Specification. 

A. Predefined Capacity  

As explained by PO, the proper construction of “a storage space of a predefined 

capacity assigned exclusively to the user of a wireless device by a storage server” 

requires “deciding or setting in advance by a storage server an amount of storage server 

an amount of storage space exclusively to a user of a wireless device.” PO Response, 12.  

In response, Petitioners build and then knock down a straw man argument that 

SynKloud never made. According to Petitioners, SynKloud’s attention to the plain and 

ordinary meaning of this claim limitation as understood by a POSITA means that 

SynKloud’s construction “represent[s] a wholesale rewriting of the claim language.” 
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Reply, 6.  But this is plainly not so. 

SynKloud agrees with and endorses the Federal Circuit’s prohibition against 

rewriting claims. But it is simply not relevant here.  SynKloud does not make the 

argument prohibited by the Federal Circuit. Rather, SynKloud explains that its 

construction is consistent with the plain and ordinary meaning as understood by a 

POSITA. As explained by Mr. Jawadi, a POSITA would have understood that 

predefining capacity is different than allocating storage: 

a POSITA would have understood the predefining capacity to mean defining 

(i.e., deciding or setting in advance) the amount of storage before the storage 

is allocated or assigned to the user (EX2014, § 102); 

a POSITA would not have conflated predefining capacity (predefining an 

amount of storage before the storage is allocated (reserved or assigned) and 

allocating (reserving or assigning) storage (which happens later). (id. at 

§103). 

Indeed, the prefix “pre” in “predefined” means “before.” Ibid.1 Moreover, the claims 

explicitly recite that “a storage space of a predefined capacity,” is “assigned exclusively 

 
1 Petitioners’ statements that SynKloud did not provide a “sufficient basis” for its 

proposed construction and did not cite to supporting evidence (Reply, 6) are 

demonstrably false. SynKloud explained—with support from the claim language, the 

Specification, and expert testimony as to how a POSITA would have understood the 

claims—that the prefix “pre” in the claim term “predefined” means that the storage is set 

in advance. PO Response, 12-13.   

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.


