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Plaintiff Leader Technologies, Inc. (“Lesader”) filed this
action against Defendant Facebook, Tnc. (“Facebock”) alleging
infringement of United States Patent No. 7,139,761 (the “’ 761
vatent” or the “patent-in-suit”). The parties briefed their
respective positions on claim constructicn, and the Court
conducted a Markman hearina on the disputed terms. This
Memorandum Opinicn provides -onstructions >t the disputed terrs.
I. Background

The patent-in-suit is entitled “"Dynamic Assoclation of
Electronically Stored Information With Iterative Workflow
Changss.” Tt relates to the ‘“management and storage of
electronic information,” and specifically relates to “new
structures and methods for creating relationships between users,
applications, files ard folders.” *'761 patent, cor. 1:20-24. At
the core of their dispute, the parties have very diverysnt
understandings ¢of the technology covered by the ‘761 patent,
Leader maintains tha- the ’"761 patent discloses a system which
automatically captures environmental and tracking information on
a document uploaded by a user, s50 that other users can search for
the information associated with the document, and access the
document from a central repository without having to know the
document’s exact loccatiocr.. 0.1, 179, at 3-4; 2.1I. 1%&, at 3.
In contrast, Facebook contends that the ‘761 patent discloses a

system in which data created by a user is automatically tetnered
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to the user, so trnat when tne user moves to a new location, the
change in user context is captured dynamically, and the data is
automatically available to the user in the new locatien. (D.I,
1591, at 3-4.)

IT. Legal Principles of Claim Construction

Claim construction is & guestion of law, Markma:. v.

Westview Instruments, Inc., 52 F.3d 967, 877-78 (Fed. Cir. 1995),

aff'd, 517 U.s. 370, 388-90, 116 S. Ct. 1384, 134 L. Ed. 24 577
{1996). When construing the claims of a patent, a court
considers the literal language of the claim, the patent
specification and the prosecution history. Id. at 979. Of these
sources, the specification is “always highly relevant to the
claim construction analysis. Usually it is dispositive; it is the

single best guide to the meaning of a disputed term.” Phillips

v. AWH Corp., 412 ©¥.3d 1303, 1315 (Fed. Zir. 4005) (citing

Vitronics Corp. v, Conceptronic, Inc., 90 F.32a 1576, 1582 (Fed.

Cir. 1996)). However, “{e)ven when the specification describes
only a single embcdiment, the claixe of the patsnt will not be
read restrictively unless the patentee has demonstrated a clear
intention to limit tre claim scope using ‘words or expressions of

manifest exclusion or restriction.’” Liebel-Flarsheim Co. v.

Medrad, Inc., 358 F.3d 898, 906 (Fed. Cir. 2004) (citing Teleflex,

Inc., v, Ficcsa N. Am. Corp., 299 F.3d 1313, 1327 (Fed. Cir.

2002y .
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A court may consider extrinsic evidence, including exper*
and inventor testimony, dictionaries, and learned treatises, in
order to assist 1t in unders*anding the underlying technology,
the meaning of terms to one skilled in the art and how the
inpvention works. Phillips, 415 F.34 at 1318-19; Markman, 5?2
F.3d at 979-80 {(citations omicted). However, extrincsic evidence
is considrred less reliable and less useful in claim construction

F.3d

Ln

than the patent and its prosecution history. Phillips, 41
at 1318-19 (discussing “flaws’ inherent in extr_nsic ev.dence,
and noting that extrinsic evidence “is unlikely to result in a
reliable interpretation of a patent claim scope unless consideren
in the context of the intrinsic evidence”).

In addition to these funcdamental claim construction
principles, a court shculd alsc interpret the language in a cla.m
by applying the ordinarv an< accustomed meaning c¢f the words in
the claim. Envirotech Corp. v. Al Gecrge, Ing., 730 F.2d 753,
759 (Fed. Cir. 1984). The ordinary and accustomed meaning of
claim terms denotes the nean:ng that : person having ordinary
skill in the pertinent art would ascribe To the terms in the
context of the entire patent, including its specification.
Phillips, 415 F.3d, at 1313. If =he inventor clearly supplies a
different meaning, however, then the claim should be interpreted
according to the mmeaning supplied by the invertor. Markman, o0

F.3d at 980 {noting that patentee is free to be his own
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lexicographer, but emphasizing that any special definitions giv:n

to words must be clerarly set forth in patent). If possible,

claims should be construed to uphold validity. In_re Yamamoto,
740 F.2d 1569, 1571 (Fed. Cir. 1984) (citations omitted).
III. Term Construction

L=ader aileges that Facebook infringes 27 of the 35 claims

of the 761 patent. The parties were unable to agree on a set of

representative claims for claim construction. "See D.I. 176,
177.) Leader contends that most claims of the ‘761 patent do not

require construction, and accordingly asks the Court to construe
five terms from the assertad claims. (C.I. 179, at 1.) Facebook
lnitially scught construction of 31 additional terms, and argued
that Leader’s failure to identify the “plain and ordinary
meaning” of terms which Leader contends do not reguire
censtruction “virtual’ly ensure’'d] that the parties ‘would)
attempt to presen: claim construction evidence at trial.” (D.I.
191, at 8.) At the Markman hearing, the Court advised the
parties that “claim construction evidence” would not be presented
at trial, and the Court would entertain a party’s motlon to
strike if experts disagreed on the plazin and ordinary meaning of

claim terms. ( D.T. 269, T-. at 60:8-63:7; 101:18-104:14.)

o
e0]

Thereafter, by letter dated January 22, 2010, Facebook narrowed
its proposed l:st of claim terms requiring constructicn to three

terms. (D.I. 219.) By letter dated January 29, 2010, Leader



Case 1:08-cv-00862-JJF-LPS Document 280 Fited 03/09/10 Page 6 of 33

contends that the three terms identified by Facebook do not
ragquire construction, as they are understood by cone of ordinary
skil: in the art. (D.I. 224.)

The parties agree that the following five claim terms
require construction: 1) “context”; 2) “component”; 3)
“ordering”; 4) “traversing”; and 5) “many-to-many functionality.”
The Fhree additional terms for which Facebook seeks construction
are:; 1) “dynamicallvy”; 2) “metadata’”; and 3, “access.” (D.I.
219.}) For the reasons discussed, the Court construes the

disputed terms as fo.lows:

A, Context
|Leadar’s Construction Facebook’ s Construction i
‘Environment A collection of interrelated
[ webs

The term “context” appears in Claims 1-8, 23-26, 29, and 31-

AAY

3¢. Leader contends that the meaning < the ternm context” can
be ut derstood by reference to the intrinsic evidence. (D.I. 179,
at 6-7.) Specifically, Leader contends trat the terms “context”
and “environment” are used interchangeably throughout the
specification. (Id.) Facebook responds that “context” and
“environment” are not used interchangeably in the specification,
wnd further, that the doctrine of claim differentiavion dictates

that these two terms must have different meanings. (D.1I. 191, at

13-14.) Facebook contends that the specification actually
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supports 1ts preposed construction, and makes clear that
“contexts” are used to ¢organize the interrelated webs that sit
beneath them. (Id. at 13.)

In th= Court’s view, Leader’s proposed construction has
stronger support in the specification. In describing Figure 9,
the specificatisn states, “([(u)nder the context level 904 is the
web level 906 that associates one or more of the webs with one or
mocre of the ceontexts of thc context level 804.7” '761 patent col.
12:13-20. Facebook argues this supports defining “context” to
mean “a collection of interrelated webs.”

While the specification clearly dictates that the cne ¢~
more of the contexts of the context level associates with one or
rore ¢f the webs of the web level, it is ntt clear that the
associated webs must be “interrelated,” or that there must be 4«
“collection” of webs. 1In contrast, Leader’s proposed
construction of “context” is suppcrted by this language in tihic
specification:

[Wlhen a user logs-in to the system 100, user data 102 i<

generated and associated with at least the user and the

login process. The user automatically enters into a user
workspace or a first context 104 (also denoted

CONTEXT.sub.1l) or environment. This environment can be 2

default user workspace, or a workspace environment

predesignated by the user or an administrator after logim,
for example.

AL n |“

‘761 patent, col. 6:26-333. Facebock focuses on the word “or o)
contend that the three te:7s are not used as synonyms, but

rather, as differant constructs. Facebook’s position 1is

[}
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untenable, however, when this portion of the specification is
read as & whole.

Turning to Facebook’'s claim differentiation argument, the
doctrine of claim differentiation is “based on ‘the common sens=
notion that different words or phrases used in separate claims

are presumed to indicate that the claims have different meanings

and scopes.’” Anderson Corp. v. Fiber Composites, LLC, 474 F.3d
1361, 1369 (Fed. Cir. 2007) (citing Karlin Tech. Inc. v. Surgical
Dynamics, Inc., 177 F.3d 968, 971-72 (Fed. Cir. 1983)). The

Federal Circuit has observed tha“ two considerations generally
govern the doctrine of claim differentiation when applied to two
independent claims: " (1) claim differentiation takes on relevance
in the context of a claim construction that would render
additional, or different, language in another independent claim
superfluous; and (2) c.aim differentiation ‘can not broaden

claims beyond their correct scope.’” Curtiss-Wright Flow Control

Corp. v, Velan, Inc., 438 F.3d 1374, 1381 (Fed. Cir. 2006) (citing

Fantasy Sports Props. v. Sportsl.,ne.com, 287 F.3d 1108, 1115-15

(Fed. Clir. 2002)).
In relevant part, Claim ' of the ’'761 patent claims:

1. A computer-implemented network-based system that
facilitates management of data, comprising:

a computer-implemented context component of the network-
based systems for capturing context information .
created by user interaction of a user in a first
context of the network-based system, the context
component dyramically storing the context infcrmation
in metadata azssociated with the user-defined data
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.; and

a computer-implemented tracking component . . . for
tracking a change of the user from the first context to
a second context of the network-based system
wherein the user accesses the data from the second
context.

761 patent, col. 20:63- 321:21 (emphasis added). 1ln relevant
part, Claim 9 of the ‘761 ratent claims:

9. A computer-implemented method of managing data,

comprising computer-executable acts of;

cr=ating data within a user environment of a web-based
computing platform via user interaction with the user
enviro nt by a user using an application . . .;

dynamically assoclating metadata with the date, . . .,
the metadata includes information related tu the user,
the data, the appliceation, and the user environment;

tracking movement of the user from the user environment
of the web-based computing platform to a second user
environment of the web-based computing platform; and

dynamically updating the stored metadata with an
associat:on of the data, the application, and the
second user environment, wherein the user employs at
least ona of the application and the data from the

second epvironment.

"76l patent, col. 21:38-58 (emphasis added).

Facebook contends that, under the doctrine of claim
differentiation, the use 2f different terms in these Claims
indicates that the terms “cuntext” and “envirunment” should have
diffexent meanings. (D.I. 181, at 14.) Leader responds that
Claim 9 refers to “user environment,” not simriy “environment.”
{D.I. 196, at 7.) Further, Leader notes that dependent Claim 4

requires that “context information” includes “user environment.”

N

1:22-24., According to Leader, because Claim 1

on
[
"0
[
(i
o
n
O
O
'_.
o

is necessarily broader than Claim 4, "“context” (i.e.,
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!

‘environment”) is broader than, and nor identical ro, ‘user
environment.” (D.I. 196, at 7.)

The Cour<” is rot persuadsd that Leader’s prooosed
construction runs afoul of the doctrine of claim differentiatior..
First, if every reference to “context” in Claim 1 is replaced
with “envirenment,” the scope of Claimr 1 does not appear tn ve
broacened. Second, if every reference to “context” in Claim 1 is
replaced with “environment,” Claims 1 and % do not appear t: b«
totally identical in scope. As noted by Leader, C.aim 9
specifically references “user environment” rather than mere.vw
“environment,” and depencent Claim 4 dictates that “context”
information (or “envircnment” information, if Leader’s proposed
construction 1s adoptec, includes a relationship bstween the uwy
and user environment. Third, even if independent Claims 1 and @
were made to have similar scopes as a result of construing

7

“context” to mean “environment,” case law siugcests that the
doctrine of claim differentiation does not necessarily prevent

rwo independent claims which use different terminclogy freo

having similar scopes. See Hormone Research [Foupd., Inc. v.

Genentech, Inc., 904 F.2d 1558, 1567 n.15 (Fed. Cir. 1990) {noring

that, although the doctrine of claim aifferentiation is welli-
established, it “cannct overshadow the express and contrary
intentions of the patent draftsman. It :s not unusual that

separate claims may define the invention using different
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terminology, especially where las here'! independent clzims are
involved.”) Finaily, claim differentiation is “not a hard and
fast rule and will be overcome by a contrary construction
dictated by the written description of prosecution history.”

Seachange Int’i, Inc. v. C-COR, Inc., 413 F.3d 1361, 1369 (Fed.

Cir. 2005). For the reasons set forth above, the Court concludes
~hat construing “context” to mean “environment” is dictated by
the specification, and thus, the specification should prevail
over claim differentiation principles. Accoraingly, the Court

concludes that “context” means “environment.”

B. Component
Leader’s Construction Facebook’s Construction
A computer-related entity, “he term “component” should be
either hardware, a combination |construed in reference to
of hardware and software, three specific components
softwars, or software in identified in the asserted
execution claims: “tracking component”;
: “storage component”; and

“context component”

The term “componsat” appears in Claims 1-3, 5, 9, 17, 23,
29, and 32. Leader contends that ivs prcposed construction of
“component” is identical to the definition in the specification,
which is dispositive becausz the patentee can act as his own

lexicographer, (D.I. 179, at 8.) Facebook does not provide a

proposed construction for the term (see D.I. 1%1, at 25), and

does not dispute rhat the patentee has defined the term

10
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“component” in the specification as follows: “As used in this
application, the terms "“cocmpenent” and “system” are intended to
refer to a computer-related entity, either hardware, a
combination of hardware and scftware, ssitware, or software in
execution.” 7761 patent, col. 5:54-57. Rather, Facebook
contends that “component” is never used in isolation, and always
appears in the phrases “context component,” “tracking c—omponent,”
and “storage compornent”. According to Facebock, ail three terms
are means-plus-function claim terms, and all three terms are
indefinite because the specification fails to identif, algorithms
to verform the claimed functions. (D.I. 1%1, at 26-30.)
Therefore, the parties' dispute centers on whether means-plus-
function treatment is appropriate.-

35 U.S.C. § 112(6) provides that “ar. element in a claim for
a combination may be expressed as a means or step for performing
a specified function without the recital of structure, matesrial,
or acts in suppcrt thereof, and such cla:m shall be construed to

cover the corresponding structure, material, or acts described in

'Facebook also states that the explicit definition of
“component” in the specification is so “broad and amorphous
as to render it almost entirely meaningless.” (D.I. 191, at 25.)
While the definition is expansive, it is well-settled law that a
patentee is free to ke his or own lexicecgrapher as long as “any
special definition given to a word (is] clearly defined in th=
specification.” E.g., Markmap v, Westview Instruments, Inc., 52
F.3d 967, 980 ,Fed. Cir. 1495). To the extent Facebook contends
that the Court should cisregard the patentee’s definition ¢l
“component” solely for its breadth, Facebook has provided no
authority to support such a contention.

11
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the specilicacion and eguivalents thereof.” 35 12.5.C. § 112(6).
Section 112, 9 6 applies only to “purely functional limitations
that do not provide the structure that performs the recited

function.” Depuy Spine, Inc. v. Medtronic Sofamor Danek, Inc.,

489 F.3d 1005, 10Z3 (Fed. Cir. 2006) (citing Phillips, 415 F.34 at
1311). 1In determining whether a2 claim c¢lement 1is subject to
Section 112, 9 6, a court considers the phrasing of the element.
Use of the word “means” creates the presumption that a claim is
employing means-plus-function language, and therefore, that
Section 116, 9 & applies. Id. I1ts absence creates a presumption
to the contrary. Id. The presumption that & claim term is not a
means-plus-function term “can be rebutted ‘by showing that the
claim term element recite(s] a function without reciting
sufficient structure for performing that function.” Id. (citing

Watts v, XL Sys., Inc., 232 F.3d4 877, 880 (Fed. Cir. 2000)),.

Facebook recognizes that the term “means” is not used with
these terms in any of the claims, which gives rise to the
presumption <hat none of the three terms are means-plus-funcrion
terms. (D.I. 191, at 26, 28, 29.) However, Facebook contends
that the presumption is overcocme because “component” is a generic
term that does not conrote structure o one of ordinary skill in
the art, and the modifving terms “context,” “tracking,” and
“storage” do not provice additional structural identification.

{ ) In response, Leader contends that Facebook ignores both

3
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the specification x:nd the claim language in that the patentee
explicitly defined “component” in the specification, and
described ezch of the three types of components in the claims,
(D.I. 196, at 5.) Further, Leader contends that the patentee
explicitly used me=ans-plus-function language in Claim 22, and
therefore, would have donc so with respect to these three terms
if they were intended ts be means-plus-function terms. {(Ic. at
5-6.

The Court conciudes that Facebeocok has not cvercome the
presumption against mesans-plus-function treatment, and that

ALY

“context component,” “tracking component,” and “storage

component” should be not construed as means-plus-function terms,

) (1%

iith respect to the term “centext coemponent,” Claim 1 claims “a
computer—implemented context component of the network-based
system.” '7&l patent, col. 20:65-66 (emphasis added). Claim 2:

claims “a computer-implemented context component of a web-based
server.” ‘761 patent, col. 23:22-23 (empnasis added). With
M

respect teo the term “tracking compcnent,” Claim 1 claim “a

computer-implemented tracking component of the network-based

em.” '76¢1 patent, ccl. 21:7-8 {emphasis addecd!. Claim 23

e

[

¥s

claims “computer~implemented tracking component of the web-based

gserver.” ‘'761 patent, col. 23:31-32 (emphasis added). With
respect to the term “storage component,” Claim Y c.aims “tne data

and metadata stored on a storaqe component of the web-based

Lt
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computing piatform.” ‘761 patent, col. 21: 44-46 (emphasis
added). Claim 17 claims “storing in a storage component ordering
information.” ’761 patent, col. 22:28 (emphasis added). Claim

23 claims “storing the context data as metadata on a storage
component of the web-based server,” and “storing the :hange

information cn the storage component [of the web-based server. as

part of the metadata.” ’'/61 patent, col. 23:27-:9, 35-36
{(emphasis added). Upon consideration of the phrasing used in the
Claims, the Court concludes there is sufficient structural
identification for each of the three terms, Because means-plus-
function treatment 1s not appropriate, “component” is explicitly
defined in the specification, and Facebcok has not otherwise
proposed a construction for the term, the Court concludes that
“component” means “a computer-related entity, either hardware, a

combination of hardware and software, software, or scoftware in

1]

xecution.”

=

C. Ordering

Leader’s Construction Facebook’ s Construction

Organizing Placing into a fixed sequence

The term “ordering” is reclted in Claim 17. Leadsr proposes
tnat “ordering” be construed to mean “organizing” beczuse the
terms are used interchangeably in the computer science field when
referring to data stored on a computer. (£.I. 178, at 70.)
flurther, Leader contends that its proposed construction comports

14
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with the plain lanquage used :in the Claim, and is consistent with

the specificarion. Facebook alsc contends that its proposed

/

construction, “placing into a fixed sequence,” is what one of

ordinary skill in the art understands “ordering” to mean. (D.I.
191, at 31.) Facebook argues that the surrounding language in
Claim 17 “clearly implies a relaticnship betwsen environments
that is based on placement into a fixed sequence.” (1d. at 32.)
Moreover, Facebook contends that the specification supports its
proposed construction because Claim 17 is discussed in the
context of a routing algorithm which defines sequential
arrangements, (1d.)

The Court concludes that Facebook’s proposed constructiorn
reads in a limitation not suprorted by either the language of
Claim 17 or the specification, and thus, will adopt Leader’s
construction. In relevant part, Claim 17 claims:

17. A computer-implemented method of managing data,

comprising computer-executable acts of:

generating a plarality of user environments in a web-
based system;

ordering two or more of the plurality of user

environments according to different arrangements of the
user environments;
* * &

stering in a storzage component ordering informaticn
related to the orderimg of the two or more of the
plurality of uvser environments;

traversing the different arrangements of the user
environments with one or more ¢f the applications bascd
on the ordering information to locate the azta
associated with the user environment.

‘761 patent, col. 22:12-34 (emphasis added). As Facebnok



Case 1:08-cv-00862-JJF-LPS Document 280 Filed 03/09/10 Page 17 of 33

alleges, the claim language surrounding the term “ordering” does
imply @ rclationship between user cnvircnments. The Claim
consistently specifies the manner in which the re.ationship
between user environments is achieved: “according to different
arrangements of the user environments.” Id. However, nothing in
the literal claim language suggests that the “ordering” of the
vider environments according to “different arrangements”
necessarily means that tne user environments are placed in a
fixed sequence.

The parties do not agree on which portion of the
specificartion applies to Claim 17. Facebook directs the Court’s
attention to a portion of the specification describing Figure 4B.
In Figure 48, “there is illustrated board/web relationship
diagram 402.” /761 patent, col. 5:1g-19. Trnis embodiment
teaches that “[b]oards can exist in any number of webs,” and that
“[t]he web represents a certain view of the relationship among
boards.” '76€1 patent, col. B:19-22. Further,

[tlhe disclosed system has associated therewith a routing

algoritnm, referred tc nerein as a ‘webslice’. A webslice

is a relaticnship rule that defines a relationship between a

web and one or more boards of that web. 1If a web changes

(e.g., a board is added), and seets the criteria of the

rule, the content will be on the new board as well.

761 patent, col. B8:59-64. racebook contends that this routing
algorithm defines the sequential arrangements in which the user

environments may be placed, but upon review of the specification

as a whole, the Court disagrees.
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The Summary =% the Invertion states that “[w]lhen a user logs
in to the system that employs the tool, the user enters into a
persconal workspace .:nvironment. 7This workspace is called a
board, and is asscuiated with a user -contvext.” ‘761 patent, col.
3:32-35. Further, the Summary of the Invention states that
“"[t]wo or more boards (or workspace environments) can be grouped
as a collection of boards, alsoc called a web.” '761 patent, col.
3:64-66. These terms, “workspace environment” and “board” appear
tc be used consisternt.y throughout the ’'7€61 patent. Understood
as such, the routing algorithm (or webslice} defines the
relationship between a web (or collection of boards) and one or
more boards (or worksoace envircnments) within that web. By its
terms, the routing algorithm does not define the relationship
between user environments within the web, and thus, does not
support Facebook’s proposed limitation. Accordingly, tne Court

concludes that “ordering” means “orocan:zing.”

D. Traversing
Leader’s Construction Facebook’s Construction
Searching Naviyatior by the user
according to a specific path
or route

The term “traversing” appears in Claims 17 and 18. Both
Leader’s and Facebook’s proposed constructions of the term

“traversing” are closely related to their proposed constructions

17
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of the term “ordering,” discussed above. Leader cont=nds that
its proposed construction is correct because one of ordinary
skill in the art wcold understand “traversing” to mean
“searching.” (D.I1. 178, at 10-11.) Further, Leader contends
that the claim language describes “a process where the system
searches for, and locates, the ditferent data that is associated
with the user environments” (id. at 11), directly supporting its
proposed construction. Facebook similarly argues that one of
ordinary skill in the art would understand “traversing” to mean
“navigation by the user according to a specific path or route.”
(D.I. 191, at 33.) Pacebook contends that the claim language
requires that the user environments “be navigated according to a3
specific path or route as defined by their ordering.” (Id.)
Additionally, Facebook essentially makes a claim differentiation
argument, contending that the patentee used the term “searching”
in other claims and portions of the specification, and thus,
“traversing” should not be construed as synonymous with
"searching.” (Id. at *3-34.) Leader responds that 1t can agree
that “traversing” means “navigating,” but that Facebook’s
proposed construction reads in two unsupported limitations: that
the navigation must be “by a user,” and “acccrding to a specific
path or route.” (D.I. 196, at 9.}

The Court initiaily cciciudes that Facebook’s proposed

limitation~ that “traversing” must be done “by the user”- is not

18
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supported by the ciaim language. In relevant part, Claim 17
claims “[a] computer-implemented method of managing data,
comprising computer-executabie acts ~°; . . . traversing the
different arrangements of the user environments witii one or more
of the applications based on the ordering information tc locarte
the dacta asscociated with the user environment.” ’'761 patent,
col., 22:12-13, 31-34 {(emphasis added)., Dependant Claim 18 claims
“{t]lne metnod of claim 17, the act of traversing is performed
using a webslice that includes traversal informaticn for locating
the data associatec with a given us#r enviromment.” 761 patent,
cal, 22:35-38 (emphasis added). By the plain language of Claims
17 and 18, the act of “traversing” does not reguire a certain
action to be taken by a user, but rather is a “computer-
executable act({].” '761 patent, col. 22:13. Facebook has not
pointed to anything in the specificatiosn to Support a
constructicn of “traversing” wnich requires some action by the
user.”

The Court corziudes, however, that “traversing” must b= done

‘Tronically, a portion of the specification which might be
read to support Facebock’s position that “rraversing” must be
done “by the user” provides as follows: “the data content is
indexed to facilitate searching for the content in a number of
different ways in the future by the user of other users.” ‘761
patent, col. 3:50-53. However, Facebook maintains that
“sgarching” and “traversing” are not syncnymous. Because Leader
has agreest that “traversing” can mean “navigating,” the Court
wlll not undertake an unnecessary analysis of whether
“traversing” also means "“searching.”

—
WL
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“according to a specific path or route,” as Facebook contends.
Claim 18 clearly provides that “traversing” is an act perfcrmed
for “locating the data associated with a given user environment.”
761 patent, col. 22:35-38; see also Claim 17, 7761 patent, col.
21:31-34 (“traversing . . . to locate the data associated with
the user environements”). The manner in which data associated

with the user envirconments is located is provided for by the

Claims. Accordirg to Claim 17, “traversing” is done “based on
the ordering information.” 761 patent, col. 22:32-34.
According "o Claim 18, “traversing” is done “using a webslice

[i.e., rouring algorithm) that includes transvarsal information.”
'761 patent, col. 22:36-37. Transversal information, in turn,
includes “at least a collection ID, & user environment 1D, and a
routing path to the locaticn of the environment data.” '761
patent, col. 22:40-41. Therefore, the act of “traversing” iz
more than merely “navigating” to locate data assoclated with *he
user environment- the navigation must be performed in the manner
or path specified by “he claim language. Accordingly, the Court
adopts, in part, Facebook’s proposed construction, and concludes
rhat “traversing” means “navigation according to a specific path
or route.”

E. Many-To~Many Functionality

Leader’s Construction Facebook’ s Construction

Two or mo-e users able to claim term is indefinite
avcess two or more data filles
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The term “many-to-many functionality” appears in Claim 32.
Leader contends that the term reflects a weli-known concept in
computer science, and that the language of Claim 32 and the
specification both support its proposed coanstruction, in which
"many-to-many functionality” means “two or more users able to
access two or more data files.” (D.I. 179, at 11-12.)
Specifically, Leader contends that the specification describes
the “many-to-many functionality” claimed by the ‘761 patent, and
juxtaposes the claimed functionality with prior art systems which
reflected "many-to-cne” and “one-te-many” functionalities. (id.
at 12.) Faceboock does not provide a proposed constructior, but
rather, contends that the term “many-to-many functicnality” is
invalid for indefiniteness. (D.I. 181, at 37.) With regard to
the claim language, racebook contends that Claim 23 only
discusses one user, not many users, and does not mention multiple
data files. (Tr. at 118:2-10.) Facebook alsc argues that tre
specification does not support Leader’s contention that “many-to-
many” refers to multiple users accessing multiple data files.
(D.I. 191, at 37.) 1In additicn, racebook contends that there is
no basis on which one pf ordinary skill in the art could
determine what the two “manys” in the claimed functionality refer
to, (Id.)

The issues before the Court with respect to this term are

whether it is indefinite, and if not, what 1ts proper
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constructicen should be. “If the meaning of the claim is
discernible, even though the task may be formidable and the

conclusion may be one over which reasonable persons will

tisagre=, [the Federal Circuit has] held the claim sufficiently
clear to avoid invalidity on indefiniteness grounds.” [Exxon Res.
& Eng’g Co. v. U.S., 2585 F.3d 1371, 1375 (Fed. Cir. 2001). ™A

claim will be found indefinite only if it ‘is insolubly
ambigucous, and noc narrowing construction can preperly be adopted

7 Praxair, Inc. v. ATMI, Inc., 543 F.3d 1306, 13.9 (Fed.

Cir. 2008} (citing Exxon, 265 F.3d at 1375). 1In contrast, a claim
term is definite if it can ke given any reasonable meaning. See

Young v. Lumenis, Inc., 4%2 F,3d 1336, 1346 (Fed. Cir.

2007) (citing Datamize, LILC v, Plumtree Software, Inc., 417 F.3d

1342, 1347 (Fed. Cir 2005)). A court should apply general

principles of claim cons*ruc<ion when determining whether a claim
term is indefinite., Id.

A reascnable meaning for the term “many-to-many
functicnality” can be derived Zrom the specification, and the
specification makes clear that the "many-to-many functionality”
claimed in Claim 32 envisi2ns multiple users and multiple data
files. Limitations inherent in the prior art systems,
particularly in “one-teo-many” and “many-to-one” storage paradigms

re discusses in the specification. The following exanple of the

sl

functionality of these systems is provided:
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an emall message to ten recipients is a one-to-many
relationship, while ten customers sending orders to a dingle
vendor exemplifies a many-to-one relationship. 1In the case
of the former, ths emall is stored in an Outbox, and the ten
recipients store the received messages in their respective
fclders, called an Inbox. In the latter case, the ten
received orders are placed in an Orders folder for the
associated the product [sic].

'761 patent, col. 2:36-44. Thus, the phrases "“one-to-many” and
“many-to-one” describe thc relationship between the number of

users and the number of data files- in both instances, multiple

users and a single data file. See also '"761 patent, col. 2:45-46
(“Conventional systems are designed to allow multiple users to
access Th# game Tile for cailaboration vurposes.”) That the term
“many-to-many functicnality” refers to multiple users and
multiple data files is further supported at numerous points
throughout the specification. See ‘76l natent, col. 3:25-27
(“The data management toocl includes a novel architecture where
the highest contextual assumption 1s that there exists an entity
that consists of one or more users.”); col. 3:37-43 (“Any user
operating within a board has access to the suite of applicatiens
assaciated with that board, and can obtain access tc any data in
any form . . . created by the applications . . . [Tlhereafter,
the user can tren move t- shared wor<spaces (or boards), and
access the same data or other data.”); coi. 3:63 (“the tool
supports multiple users”):; cel. 4:5-7 (“"All files anz groups nf
files can be associated with any other f:le in the system,

allowing a system user the flexibility in determining aynamic

22
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assoclations.”).

In the Court’'s visw, Leader’s proposed construction of
"manv-to-many f.nctionality” comports with the specification,
from which the meaning of Claim 32 is made sufficiently clear o
avoid invalidity »n indefiniteness grounds. Accordingly, the
Court concludes that “many-to-many functionaliry” is not
indefinite, and means “two or more users able to access two or
mere data files.”

F. Dynamically

Leader’s Construction Facebook’s Construction
rlain and ordinary meaning Automatically and ir r=:sponse
to the preceding event

The term “dynamically” appears in Claims 1, S, 17, 2.-23,
and the dependent claims thereof. Leader contends that the term
“dynamically” requires no construction because it 1s rommenly
used in the computer science field, and one of ordinary skill ‘n
the art understarnd: its meaning. (D.i. 179, at 25.) Leader
agrees that the orcinary meaning of “dynamically” can ke
“automatically,” but contends that the rest of Facebook’s
proposed construcrtion reads limitacions into the term which are
not supported by the intrinsic record, {(I1d.) Facebook contends
that the term “dyramically” cannot be understood without
raeference to liow the automatic action is triggered. (D.L. 191,

at 20.) According to Facebook, the intrinsic record supports its
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proposed construction mecause “(n)owneres in the claimrs or
specification does the /761 patent identify an action taking
place ‘dynamically’ without such action being in response to the
preceding action by the uascr .” (!d.) Further, Facebook contends
fhat the file history, which shows that occurrences of the term
“automatically” irn eacn independent claim were replaced with the
term “dynamically,” confirms that “dynamically” means more than
Just “automatically.” (Id. at 21-22.) Because the parties agree
that “dynamically” means “automatically,” the eonly issue to be
decided by the Court is whether the term “dynamically” contailns
Facebocok’s proposed limitation of “in respconse to the preceding
event.”

When read in the context of the entixe 761 patent,
including the specification, the Court concludes that the term
“*dynamically” means "“automatically and in response to the
preceding event.” Admittedly, neither the phrase "“in response ro
the precsiing event” nor the terms comprising that phrase
explicitly appear in the Claims or the specification. lHowever,
in =ach of the Claims, the actions identified as taking place
“dynamically” only occur after some identified action by the
nuser. The specification provides further support for this
limization. YAs a user creates a context, or meoves from one
context to at least ore other context, the data created and

applications used previously by the user automatically follows

3]
L
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the user to the next context., The changg in user context is
captured dynamically.” 761 patent, col. 3:1-5. Thus, & change
in context is captured “automatically,” bux it is only automatir
upon the user creating a context or moving from one context to
another. Accordingly, the Court concludes that “dynamically”

means “automatically and in response to the preceding event.”

G, Metadata

Leader’ s Construction Facebook’s Construction

plain and ordinary meaning A stored iter of information
associated with the user’s
data that identifies at least
the context, user workspace or
user environment n which the
user and the data currently
reside

The term “metadata” appears in numercus claims throughout
the 761 pacent. Facebook contends that 1ts proposed
construction is consistent with the specification and prosecution
history of the '761 patent. {D.I. 181, at 15.) Facebook
generally contends that “metadata” cannot be understood without
reference to the system in wiich it is stored and utilized. (Id.
at 17.) According to Facebook, the system disclosed by the ’'761
patent is about linking data to a user and keeping track of the
user’s locatior in the system, and thererore, “[t]lhe purpose of
the ‘metadata’ [in the system, is to store information related to

the (a) user to whom the data 1s tied, and (b) the user’s

[
ey
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location (since that is where the data will be).” (Id. at 15.)
Leader contends that Facebook’s proposed construction suffers
from three main fauvlts: 1} It incorporates limitations that are
inconsistent with the intrinsic record; 2) it creates ambiguity
in a commornly understood term; and 3) needlessly attempts to
deconstruct the term. (D.I. 179, &at 30-31.) Leacer contends
that “mestadata” is universally understood by one of ordinary
skill in the art -¢ mean data sbout data. (Id. at 30.) Thus,
Leader contends that this term should be given its plain and
ordinary meaning. (Id. at 22.)

The Court concludes that Facebock’s proposed construction
imports unnecessary and unwarranted limitations into the term
“metadata.” The claim language demonstrates that the patentee
intended “metadata” to have a broad meaning. For example, Claim
1 states that context information is stored in metadata. ’'761
patent, col. 21:2-3. Claim 9 states that “the metadata includes
information related to the user, the¢ data, the application, and

~

user environment.” '761 patent, col. 21: 46-48. Claim 17

D

T he

(

states that metadata stcres “the associat.on ¢f the data and the
second user environment.” ‘761 patent, col. 22:26-27. Claim 21
states that metadata “includes information related to the user of
the user workspace, to the data, to the application and to the
user workspace. ‘761 patent, col. 22:54-56. Facebook’s

contention that the words “at least” in its proposed construction
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make it “abundantly clear” that “metadata could theoretically
contain information beyond” the information identified in its
construction, (D.I. 191, at 7 (emphasis added)}, is not
persuasive. As defined by the lireral claim language, “metadata”
actually incluces types of information beyond that included in
Facebook’s proposed construction, such as information related to
the application.

Facebook’s contention that its proposed constructicon is
supported by the specification is similarly unavailing. The
specification dces state, inter alia, that ”[dj}ata crezted while
the user is in the board is immediately associated with the user,
the current workspace, any other desired workspace that the user
designates, and the application. This association is captured in
the form of metadata . . . The metadata automatically captures
the context In which the data was created . . ..” 7761 patent
cel., 9:50-56. In the Court’s view, this portion of the
spec.fication is consistent with the claim language, and was not
meant to restrict the term “metadata.” The specification
describes association and context as being captured in the form
of “metadata,” buL there 1s nc necessary corollary that
“metadata” is exclusively comprised of that information.

The Court furrther con-~luaes that the prosecution history
Jdoes not support Facebook's proposed construction. Facebook

contends that the following excerrct from trne May 2006 Amencnients

23
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and Remarks submitted by the patentee to the Patent and Trademark

W

Office demonstrates that the inrended meaning of “metadata” is “a
stored item of information associated with the user’s data that
identifies at least the context, user workspace or user
environment in which the user and the data currently resice’:

When a user logs in to a systex thet employs =he tool, the
user enters intoc a personal or user workspace environment

Context information associated with the workspace is
auntomatically stored in the database as metadata, and the
metadata is further associatecd with data that is created in
the workspace. Accordingly, any data created by the user in
the workspace can be searched via the metadata.

Morecwer, thereafter, the user can then move (or login) to a
different workspace, such as a shared workspace (or shared
board) that accommocdates multiple users, for example, and
the user can then access the same data created by the user
in th= first workspace and/cor new data that was created in
the shared workspace. The fact that the user is now in the
shared workspace, and that s/he accsssed the same data
created in the personal (or first) workspace, is recorded as
additional information stored in thes metadata of the same
data created in the personal workspace.

* o ¥

Again, this context inltormation of the single workspace
and/or shared workspaces and any movement of a user or users
between the workspaces is automatically captured and stcred
in the metadata, and the metadata is further asscciated with
data that is created in the workspaces.

(D.1. 180, Andre Decl., 8x. 4 at LTI 000510-11). The Court
disagrees with Facebook’s contention. Nothing in this lengthy
excerpt amounts to an unambiguous disavewal of the scope of the

’

term “metadata,” and accordingly, no disclaimer has taken place.

See Purdue Pharma L.P. v. Endo Pharms. Inc., 433 F.34 1123, 1136

{(Fed. Cir. 2006) (“Under the doctrine of prosecution disclaimer, a
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patentee may limit the meaning of a claim term by making clear
and unmistakable disavowai =% scope during prosecution.”).

Accordingly, the Court declines to adopt Faceboock’s proposed
construction for the term “metadata.”

H. Accesses [the data]?®

Leader’s Construction Facebook’s Construction

plzin and ordinary meaning Retrieves information in the
sccond context or user
workspaceae as distinct from
uploading it, adding or
creatling it

The phrase “accesses the data” appears in Claims 1, 17, and
23." Facebock contends that the disputed claim term “accesses”
means “retrlieves information in the second context or user
workspace as distinct from uploading, adding or creating it.”
(D.I1. 191, «t 22.) According to Faceboox, this proposed
constructicon is supported by the :intrimnsic record, and is
consistent with the plain meaning one of ordinary skill in the
art would ascribe to the term. (Id. at z3-Z4.) Leader
criticizes Facebook’s proposed construction on several ground::
1) it reads limitations which are unsupported by the

specification intc a simple term; 2) if adopted, it would render

"Phe bracketed terms are not being offered for construction.
(D... 179, at 14 n.3.)

Y

Y'In Claim 17, the phrase reads “the data i1s accears
761 patent, col. 22:24.
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the claim nonsensical; and 3) it attempts to deconstruct the term
ratn~y than construe it. (D.I. 178, a2t 14-15.) Leader contends
that the term “accesses” in the ‘761 patent is used consistently
with its everyday meaning, and accordingly, should be given its
plain and ordinary meaning. (Id. at 14.)

The Court concludes that Facebook’s proposed construction is
not supported by the intrinsic record. The specification
provides that

Any user operating witnin any board has access to the suite

of applications asscciated with that board, and can obtain

access Lo any data in any form (e.g., documents and tfiled)
created by the applications and to which he or she has
permission. Morecover, thereafter, the user can then move to
shared workspaces .or boards,;, and access the same data or
other data.
761 patent, col. 3:37-43. There is no references to “access” of
the cata being distinct from uploading, adding, or creating the
data. Facebook points to a portion of the specification,
referring to Figqure 8, which statss that “[d]ata of any kind and
size can pe uploaded to a common or shared workspace or board.
Varying levels of access can be provided to the uploaded data.”
761 patent, col. 11:29-31. The Court is mindful of the Federal
Circuit’s admonition that “although the specification often
describes very specific embodiments cf the invention, we have
repeatedly warned against confining the claims to those

embodiments.” Phillips, 415 F.3d at 1323. That uploaded data

can be “accessed” in this embodiment is ‘nsufficiert, 1. the
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Court’s view, to import F:cebook’s proposed limitation into tho
claim term.

Accordingly, the Co.rt declines to adoprt Facebook’s proposed
corstruction for the term “accesses.”
IV. Conclusion

An Order consistent with this Memorandum Opinion will be

entered,
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE

LEADER TECHNOLOGIES, INC.,
Plaintiff,
v. ; Civil Action No. 08-862-JJF
FACEBOOK, INC., .
Defendant.
ORDER

At Wilmington, this fﬂ_ day of March 2010, for the reasons
discussed in the Memorandum Opinion issued this date;

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the following terms in United
States Patent No. 7,139,761 (the “ 761 thent") are assigned the
following meanings:

1. The term “context” means “environment.”

2. The term “component” means “a éomputer—related entity,
either hardware, a combination of hardwafre and software,
software, or software in execution.”

3. The term “ordering” means “organizing.”

4. The term “traversgsing” means ““havigation according to a
specific path or route.”

5. The term “many-to-many functionality” means “two oxr
more users able to access two or more data files.”

6. The term “dynamically” means “éutomatically and in
response tc the preceding event.”

7. The term “metadata’ shall be given its plain and
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ordinary meaning.

8. The term “access” shall be giveq its plain and ordinary

meaning.

UNI@D STATRS DISTRICT JWDGE




