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INFOGATION CORP.. Case No.: 16-cv-01903-H-JLB
Plaintiff,
ORDER DENYING MOTION FOR
V. JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS
HUAWEI TECHNOLOGIES CO.. LTD.;
HUAWEI DEVICE USA, INC., [Doc. No. 46.]
Defendants|

On February 24, 2017, Bendants ZTE (USA), Ind HTC 2 and Huawe? each

filed a motion pursuant to Federal Rule@¥il Procedure 12(c) for judgment on the

pleadings. (16-cv-1901-Doc. No. 41; 16-cv-1902-Doc. No. 49; 16-cv-1903-Doc. No.

46.) On March 13, 2017, Plaintiff InfoGati@orp. filed its oppositions to Defendants
motions. (16-cv-1901-Doc. No. 45; 16-cv-23Doc. No. 55; 16-c\+903-Doc. No. 50.)
On March 20, 2017, Defelants filed their replies.16-cv-1901-Doc. No. 47; 16-cv-
1902-Doc. No. 57; 16-cv-1903-Doc. No. 53.)

The Court held a hearing on the matia March 27, 2017John P. Moy and
Heather W. Schallhorn appeared for Info@ati Harold H. Davis appeared for ZTE.
Fred |. Williams appeared for HTC. Dawd Almeling, Mark Lang, and Jason W.
Wolff appeared for HuawaiFor the reasons below, th®urt denies Defendants’

motions for judgment on the pleadings.

I

11

1 Defendant ZTE Corporation walismissed from the action on October 11, 2016. (16-cv-19

Doc. No. 21.)

2 Defendant “HTC” includes HTC @poration and HTC America, Inc.

3 Defendant “Huawei” includes Huawei Techogies Co., Ltd. and Huawei Device USA, Inc.
2
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Backqground

On July 27, 2016, Plaintiff InfoGation Carfiled three separate complaints for
patent infringement againBefendants ZTE, HTC, and Huatyalleging infringement o
U.S. Patent No. 6,292,743. (16-cv-1901eDNo. 1; 16-cv-1902-Doc. No. 1; 16-cv-
1903-Doc. No. 1.) Specifically, Plaintifflages that Defendants’ smartphones, which

run the Android operating system and canrect to a Google Maps navigation server

through a wireless carrier’'s network data, infringe, either literally or through the dog
of equivalents, claim 15 of the '743 patent. (Id.)

The '743 patent is entitled “Mobile Navigan System” and “relates generally to
[a] mobile navigation system and apparaarg] more particularly to a distributed
navigation system having a wireless connectooa server for calculating optimal route
using real-time data.” U.S. PatdNo. 6,292,743, at 1:5-8. In describing the prior art,
'743 patent explains that, at the time o thvention, “navigation systems, in which
automobiles are equipped with a navigationahpater that includes a display screen,
input means such as a keypad or a remote@pand a storage measuch as a CD” hg
become quite popular._Id. &t10-14. The 743 patent explains that the problem with
these devices is that they are “stand-alongcds that rely completely on data stored ¢
the local storage device for geographical and other information. Thus, the capacity
storage device becomes a limiting factotaBow much information is available to
users. In addition, users must update thngipping databases frequenitbystay current.”
Id. at 1:27-32.

In light of these problems, the '743 patemplains that it is desirable to have an

online navigation system that can providerent information to the user — including
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real-time information such as traffic, weathand road conditions — without the need for

the system to update its local databases whegrghanges occur. '743 Patent at 1:36-

The '743 patent acknowledges that there ameesprior art navigation systems, such a
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Toyota’'s MONET system, that are able to cectrto online servers and provide real-ti
information to the user. |d. at 1:46-61. Bl '743 patent notes that there are severg

problems with those real-time navigation systems.

time of the invention as follows:

The '743 patent explains the problems wiltk real-time navigation systems at t

In these current systems, all geographazh transmitted by the server is in
a propriety §ic] format. That is, downloadadformation used to describe
geographical data, such as point-of-at# addresses adétailed map data,
includes data points, indices and the likat are specific to the particular
mapping database used on the client.

Accordingly, the client navigation systemust have a pacular pre-defined
mapping database installed in order takweith the server. In some cases,

the mapping database used by the clamt server must be identical. If

there is a mismatch between the etpd mapping database and the actual
mapping database used on the client, the client cannot properly interpret the
geographical data downloaded from ffegver and the system will fail to
operate.

Accordingly, customers using thesearant systems must obtain the latest
version of the mapping datat®software availableThis presents a major
burden for customers and manufactuediisee due to the high frequency in
which these databasenust be updated.

In addition, the data downloaded te client generally requires high
bandwidth communication channelse the shear volume of data
transmitted by these current syster&sich high bandwidth communication
channels are expensive and may notdaelily available in all areas. It
would be desirable to develop asm that requires lower bandwidth
communication channels than thatjuired by these current systems.

Another problem with the current systewutlined above is that the client
must include sophisticated algorithios calculating optimal routes. In
addition, these route-calculating algorithmghe client must be updated in
accordance with current services amiions available on the server. . ..

16-cv-01901-H-JLB
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Another problem with the current systems is that the proprietary server
cannot be used with navigation ssis and mapping databases provided by
other manufacturers.

'743 Patent at 1:62-2:37.

The '743 patent seeks to remedy thesbl@ms in the prior art systems by using
generic natural language description to spetié/optimal routing information that is
generated at the server and tivamsmitted from the server toe client. '743 Patent at
3:21-23. The specification of the '743 patent describes “a client navigation system
follows:

The client navigation system establisl@wireless connection to the server
via cellular telephone technology or tilee. Once connected, the client
requests a specific route by uploadingrsand stop specifications to the
server. The server independently cédbes an optimal route for the user
based on real-time and current data available to the server, as well as user
preferences or the like.

The routing information is formattading a natural language specification

in accordance with each specific lroaliment of the present invention.
Id. at 3:27-36.

The '743 patent explains that by havihg route data generating only at the
server, it allows the client devices tomech less complex ambt require software
changes when the server provides new infdiona ‘743 Patent at 2:53-3:10. The '74
patent further explains that by using a gemadtural language description to specify t
optimal routing information, the optimal rougirdata from the servécan be interpreted
by a variety of clients with mimal software additions.” lcat 3:11-14. Further, the
patent explains that the to@al language routgndescriptions can be highly compresse
allowing the information to travel on lowbandwidth communication channels. Id. at
3:14-20.

16-cv-01901-H-JLB
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Independent claim 15 of the 743 patehg only claim asserted by Plaintiff (16-
cv-1901-Doc. No. 45 at 7), claims:

A mobile navigation system comprising:
a navigation computer;

a wireless transceiver coupled to saavigation computer for connecting
with a navigation server, said ngation server for calculating optimal
routes based on real-time informatisajd optimal routes being formatted
using a non-proprietary, nal language description;

a mapping database coupled to swgligation computer for reconstructing
said optimal route from said non-progtary, natural language description;
and

a display screen coupled to saidvigation computer for displaying said

optimal route using said mapping database.
Id. at 17:9-23.

On November 1, 2016, Defendants efilgdd an answer and counterclaims to
Plaintiff's complaint. (16-cv-1901-Do®No. 22; 16-cv-1902-Dod\No. 21; 16-cv-1903-
Doc. No. 22.) On November 22, 2016, theu@ issued a scheduling order for the thre

e

actions setting forth all datésading up to trial and scheduling a trial date of December

5, 2017 at 9:00 a.m. (16-cv-1901-Doc..I[84; 16-cv-1902-Doc. No. 39; 16-cv-1903-
Doc. No. 31.)

By the present motions, Defendants mpuesuant to Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 12(c) for judgment on the pleadinfii6-cv-1901-Doc. No. 41-1; 16-cv-190
Doc. No. 49-1; 16-cv-1903-Doc. No. 46-1Specifically, Defendants argue that claim

16-cv-01901-H-JLB
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of the 743 patent fails to claim patent-elilgilsubject matter and, therefore, is invalid
under 35 U.S.C. § 101. (16-d®01-Doc. No. 41-1 at 1)
Discussion

. L egal Standardsfor a Rule 12(c) Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings

In patent cases, a motiorr fadgment on the pleadings pursuant to Federal Rule of

Civil Procedure 12(c) is governed by the “the procedural law of the regional circuit.
Amdocs (Israel) Ltd. v. Openet Telecoing., 841 F.3d 1288, 1293 (Fed. Cir. 2016).
Under Federal Rule of Civil Bcedure 12(c), “[a]fter the @adings are closed—but ear

enough not to delay trial—@arty may move for judgment on the pleadings.”
“Judgment on the pleadings is properly graintehen[, accepting all factual allegation
in the complaint as true,] there is no issfienaterial fact in dispute, and the moving
party is entitled to judgmeiats a matter of law.” Clwvez v. United States, 683 F.3d
1102, 1108 (9th Cir. 2012). The Ninth Circuit has explained that the standard for

deciding a Rule 12(c) motion “is ‘functionallyadtical’” to the standard for deciding a

motion to dismiss under Federal Rule ofiCiRrocedure 12(b)(6). Cafasso, U.S. ex rel.

v. Gen. Dynamics C4 Sys., Inc., 63B&.1047, 1055 n.4 (9th Cir. 2011) (quoting
Dworkin v. Hustler Magazine Inc., 867 F.2d88, 1192 (9th Cir. 1989)); accord Chav
683 F.3d at 1108.

A complaint will survive a Rule 12(b){@notion to dismiss if it contains “enough

facts to state a claim to relief that is pldusion its face.” Bell A. Corp. v. Twombly,
550 U.S. 544, 570 (2007). “A claim has fag#usibility when the plaintiff pleads
factual content that allows tleeurt to draw the reasonable inference that the defend
liable for the misconduct alied.” Ashcroft v. Igbals56 U.S. 662, 678 (2009). “A

4 The parties have filed neaittyentical briefing for the Rule 12(ehotions across the three case
(See, e.g., 16-cv-1901-Doc. No. 41-1; 16-cv-19@z. No. 49-1; 16-cv-1903-Doc. No. 46-1.)
Accordingly, in analyzing Defendants’ Rule 12(c)tioas, the Court will cite to the briefing in Case
No. 16-cv-1901 unless otherwise noted.

16-cv-01901-H-JLB
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pleading that offers ‘labels and conclusions'aformulaic recitation of the elements o
a cause of action will not do.”_Id. (quog Twombly, 550 U.S. at 555). “Nor does a
complaint suffice if it tenders ‘naked assertion[s]’ devoid of ‘further factual
enhancement.”_Id. (quatg Twombly, 550 U.S. at 557Accordingly, dismissal for

failure to state a claim jgroper where the claim “lackscognizable legal theory or

sufficient facts to support a cognizable letheory.” Mendiondo v. Centinela Hosp.
Med. Ctr., 521 F.3d 1097,104 (9th Cir. 2008).

In reviewing a Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dim®, a district court must accept as tr
all facts alleged in the complaint, and dralweasonable inferences in favor of the
plaintiff. See Retail Prop. Trust v. Unitedh@® of Carpenters & Joiners of Am., 768 F.
938, 945 (9th Cir. 2014). But, a court need accept “legal conclusions” as true.
Ashcroft v. Igbal, 556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009).rtRer, it is improper for a court to assun

the plaintiff “can prove facts which it has radteged or that the fiendants have violate

the . . . laws in ways that have not bebeged.” Associated GerContractors of Cal.,
Inc. v. Cal. State Council of Qagnters, 459 U.S. 519, 526 (1983).

The Federal Circuit haxpressly recognized that “it is possible and proper to
determine patent eligibilitynder 35 U.S.C. § 101 on a Rule 12(b)(6) motion.” Gene
Techs. Ltd. v. Merial L.L.C., 818 F.3d 1362873 (Fed. Cir. 2016); see, e.g., Amdocs
841 F.3d at 1293 (reviewing eligibility und®@ 101 on an appeal from a grant of

judgment on the pleadings);esalso Bascom Glolternet Servs., Inc. v. AT&T
Mobility LLC, 827 F.3d 1341, 1347 (Fed. Cir. 2048Fourts may . . . dispose of paten

infringement claims under § 101 whenevergadurally appropriate.”). Further, the

Federal Circuit has explained that where ¢her‘no claim construction dispute relevar

to the eligibility issue,” evalation of a patent claim’subject matter eligibility under §

16-cv-01901-H-JLB
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101 can proceed before claim constructioBenetic Techs., 818 F.3d at 1373; see al
Bancorp Servs., L.L.C. v. Sun Life Ass@o. of Canada (U.S.), 687 F.3d 1266, 1273

(Fed. Cir. 2012) (“[C]laim corisuction is not an inviolable prerequisite to a validity

determination under § 101.”).
I[I. Legal Standardsfor Patent Eligibility under § 101

Section 101 of the Patent Act definesgpd-eligible subject matter as “any new
and useful process, machine, manufactoreomposition of matter, or any new and
useful improvement thereof.” 35 U.S.C. § 100he Supreme Court has “long held th
this provision contains an important imgiexception[:] Laws of nature, natural

phenomena, and abstract ideas not patentable.”” Ass‘ior Molecular Pathology v.
Myriad Genetics, Inc., 133 S. Ct. 2107,181(2013). “The concern underlying these

judicial exclusions is that ‘patent law natibit further discover by improperly tying up

the future use of these building blocks of lmmingenuity.” Rapid.itig. Mgmt. Ltd. v.
CellzDirect, Inc., 827 F.3d 1042, 1047 (Fed. Cir. 2016).

“The Supreme Court haswdsed a two-stage framework to determine whether

claim falls outside the scope of section 10Affinity Labs of Texas, LLC v. DIRECTV,
LLC, 838 F.3d 1253, 1257 (Fed. Cir. 2016); sdiee Corp. Pty. v. CLS Bank Int’l, 134
S. Ct. 2347, 2355 (2014). “The prescrib@prmach requires a court to determine (1)

whether the claim is directed #opatent-ineligible conceptel, a law of nature, a natura

phenomenon, or an abstract idea, and,i{3pwhether the elements of the claim,
considered both individually and as an ordered combination, add enough to transfq

nature of the claim’ into a patent-eligild@plication.” Affinity Labs, 838 F.3d at 1257

(internal quotation marks omitted) (citing AlicE34 S. Ct. at 2355). “In the context of

claims that are challenged esntaining only abstract ideas, those two stages are typ

5 Here, neither side has asserted that theaelaim construction dsite relevant to the § 101

eligibility issue inthese cases. (See generdlycv-1901-Doc. Nos. 41-1, 45.)

9
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referred to as the ‘abstract idea’ steyl #he ‘inventive concept’ step.” Id.
“The ‘abstract idea’ step of the inquiry”geires courts “to look at the ‘focus of the

claimed advance over the prior art’ to deteriithe claim’s ‘chaacter as a whole’ is

JJ

directed to excluded subject ttea.” Id. at 1257. “The ‘invetive concept’ step requires
[courts] to look with more specificity at vahthe claim elements add, in order to
determine ‘whether they identify an “inv@re concept” in the application of the
ineligible subject matter’ to which the claisidirected._Id. at 1258. “This inventive
concept must do more than simply recitell-understood, routine, conventional
activity.” FairWarning IP, LLC v. latricSys., Inc., 839 F.3d0B9, 1093 (Fed. Cir.
2016).

[11. Analysis

The Court begins with step one of tAkce inquiry. Defendants argue that under
step one, claim 15 is directed to an abstideh because the claimgpecifically directed

to the idea of providing directions in a naulanguage. (16-cv-D4-Doc. No. 41-1 at 7

16.) In response, Plaintiff argues that neitblaim 15 specifically nor the '743 patent|as
a whole is directed to providinge end-user of the navigatisgstem with directions in ja
natural language; rather, claim 15 is diredted specific improvement to the technologic
process of mobile navigation thaxisted at the time of the invention. (16-cv-1901-Doc.
No. 45 at 7-9.) Plaintiff argues, therefore, ttlaim 15 is not directed to an abstract idea.
(1d.)

“The step one inquiry focusen determining ‘whether tlodaim at issue is ‘directed
to’ a judicial exception, such am abstract idea.” Applénc. v. Ameranth, Inc., 842 F.3d
1229, 1241 (Fed. Cir. 2016). Tkederal Circuit has explaing¢at “[w]hile the two step

of the_Alice framework are related, the ‘Sepre Court’s formulation makes clear that the

UJ

first-stage filter is a meaningful one,metimes ending the § 101 inquiry.” __Thales

Visionix Inc. v. United States, No. 20850, F.3d _ 2017 WL 914618, at *3 (Fed.

10
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Cir. Mar. 8, 2017).

The Federal Circuit has daoned that the step one inquiry does not “simply
whether the claims involve a patent-ineligibncept, because essentially every routir
patent-eligible claim involving physical prodis and actions involves a law of nat
and/or natural phenomenon—aftdy they take place in the physical world.” Enfish, LI
v. Microsoft Corp., 822 F.3d 1327, 1335 (F&ik. 2016); see alstm re TLI Commc'ns
LLC Patent Litig., 823 F.3d 607, 611 (Fedr.C2016) (“[ljn determining whether th

claims are directed to an sthact idea, we must be chrketo avoid oversimplifying thg

claims because ‘[a]t some levéll inventions . . . embody, asreflect, rest upon, or app
laws of nature, natural phenomena, or abstdeas.””). “Rather, th ‘directed to’ inquiry
applies a stage-one filter to claims, consdemn light of the specification, based
whether ‘their character as a whole is dieglcto excluded subjeatatter.” Enfish, 822
F.3d at 1335.

In so doing, a court should “determineetther the claims ‘focus on a specific me
or method that improves the relevant technolagyare ‘directed to eesult or effect thg

itself is the abstract idea and merely inv@eneric processes and machinery.” Apj

842 F.3d at 1241; see Affinity Labs of Texd LC v. Amazon.cm Inc., 838 F.3d 1266

1270 (Fed. Cir. 2016) (“In addressing the firgisof the section 101 inquiry, as appliec
a computer-implemented invention, it is oftefpla to ask whether the claims are direc
to ‘an improvement in the functioning ofamputer,” or merely ‘adding conventior]

computer components to well-known businesscpces.”); see als&nfish, 822 F.3d g

1335 (“The Supreme Court has suggested ttaims ‘purport[ing] to improve th
functioning of the computer itself,” ormiprov[ing] an existing technological proce
might not succumb to the abestt idea exception.”). The FadéCircuit has “held claim
ineligible as directed to an abstract ideaewhhey merely collealectronic information

display information, or embody mental preses that could be performed by huma

11
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Thales Visionix, 2017 WL 914618, at *3.

Here, the invention claimed claim 15 of the '743 pate does not merely colle

electronic information, display informationr embody a mental processes that coulg
performed by humans. Rather, the claim rsatied to improving an existing technologi
process, specifically how an online servemoaunicates in real-time with a local mapp
database within a mobile ngation system. The '743 patesplains that although prig
art real-time mobile navigation systems ¢&eak at the time of the invention, tha
navigation systems transmitted datam the server “in a proprietary format.” '743 Pat
at 1:63. The patent explains that this cdusatain problems, for axmple, the proprietarn

server could not be useslith navigation systems anghapping databasefrom othe

manufacturers, and the transmitted data requiigh bandwidth communication channe

Id. at 2:14-42. Claim 15 of the '743 patetteapts to alleviate these problems by ug
“a non-proprietary, natural language description” to format the route data that is ge
at the server and then sent from the servérddocal mapping databa, rather than usin
a proprietary format. See id. &P1-45, 17:9-23. The '743 tmant explains that by using
generic natural language degtion generated at the seryaavigation systems from af
vendor can more easily be adapwath the server of the invaoh, and also the transmitts
data is able to travel on lower bandwidtimsounication channels. Id. at 3:4-20. Thu

review of the 743 patent’'s @imed advance over the priot ahows that claim 15 focus

on a specific means, here route data fateshusing a non-proprigty, natural language

description generated at the server, for mnprg an existing technological process, h
how an online server communicates in realetiwith a local mapping database in a mo

navigation system. See Affinity Labs, 838d&at 1257 (explaining that under step on

the Alice inquiry, a court should focus ¢ime claimed advance over the prior artpAs

6 At times, Defendants criticize Plaintiff for foging on language in the egification during the §
101 inquiry. (See, e.g., 16-cv-1901-Doc. No. 47 4t)3But, as Defendants themselves admit, in

12
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such, claim 15 is not directed to an adstridea. See Enfish, 822 F.3d at 1339 (“[T]
claims are directed to a specific implemematof a solution to a problem in the softw
arts. Accordingly, we find theaims at issue are not directecatoabstract idea.”); Thalg
Visionix, 2017 WL 914618, at *4-5.

Further, the Court rejects Defendantsadtterization of claim 15 as simply bei
directed to “providing directions in a natulanguage.” (16-cv-1901-Doc. No. 41-1 at

Defendants’ characterization impermissibly wnaplifies claim 15._See TLI Commc’n

823 F.3d at 611 (explaining that courts mistcareful to “to @oid oversimplifying the
claims”). Claim 15 is not simplgirected to the idea of providing directions in a nat
language in the abstract, nor is it directedhi® idea of providing directions in a natu

language to a person, such asehd user in a navigational systénRather, claim 15 i

specifically directed to formatting the roudata into a non-propitary, natural language

description that is generatedthé server and then transtd to a local mapping databg
within a mobile navigation system.

When properly characterized aécomes clear that claim ibdirected to a specifi
improvement to an existing technological @ees rather than aabstract idea. Fc

example, Defendants argue that claim 15 isaded to an abstract idea because the ¢

performing step one of the Alice inquiry, a court skozdnsider what the spéciation describes as the
claimed invention’s innovation over the prior arL6{cv-1901-Doc. No. 41-1 at 7.) See Affinity Labs,

838 F.3d at 1257; see, e.qg., Internet Patentp.@oActive Network, Inc., 790 F.3d 1343, 1348 (Fed.
Cir. 2015); Enfish, 822 F.3d at 1337, 1339.

! Because claim 15 is not diredtto communicating with an ender using natural language, th
present case is distinguishablerfr Concaten, Inc. v. Ameritrdieet Sols., LLC, 131 F. Supp. 3d 116
(D. Colo. 2015), aff'd, No. 2016-1112, 2016 WL 5899749(Feir. Oct. 11, 2016), O2 Media, LLC v
Narrative Sci. Inc., 149 F. Supp. 3d 984 (N.D. Ill. 20H8)d_Intellectual Ventures | LLC v. Capital Of
Fin. Corp., No. 2016-1077, __ F.3d __, 2017 WL 90003d.(E@. Mar. 7, 2017), cited by Defendant
in their briefing. (16-cv-1901-Doc.dN 41-1 at 10-12; Doc. No. 47 at 5-6The claims at issue in thos
cases were directed to an imprdveethod/system for providing certalata/information to end users
the network/system, not between technical compaeneithin the network/sstem. _See Concaten, 131
F. Supp. 3d at 1170, 1172-73; O2 Media, 149UppS3d at 991-95; Intellectual Ventures, 2017 WL
900031, at *4-5.

13
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is directed to a process that could be pentxd by a human withgencil and paper. (16

cv-1901-Doc. No. 41-1 at 8-1Doc. No. 47 at 5.) See Synggsinc. v. Mentor Graphid
Corp., 839 F.3d 1138, 1145 (Fed. Cir. 2016) (exyphgy that a claim is directed to

abstract idea if the claim isrdicted to a process that coble performed mentally or with

pencil and paper). But a humanth a pencil and paper cannotrmat route data into

natural language description thatgenerated on a server aheén transferred to a loc

database. Claim 15, as properly characterizetdnd[s] apart” from claims that cour

have found to be directed to abstract id8ascause [it does] notnerely recite the
performance of some businesagiice known from the pre-Integet world along with thg
requirement to perform it on the Internet. stiad, the claimed solution is necesseé
rooted in computer technology in orderawercome a problem specifically arising in
realm of [mobile navigation] computer netiks.” DDR Holdings, LLC v. Hotels.con
L.P., 773 F.3d 1245, 1257 (Fed. Cir. 2014).

Defendants argue that claim 15 is directecan abstract &h because it fails 1

)_
S

AN

a

al

\U

\U

rily
he

o

adequately claim a specific technical impnment to a computer process. (16-cv-1901-

Doc. No. 41-1 at 14-16; Doc. No. 47 at }-4Defendants argue dh claim 15 merely

describes the desired outcomeuadviding directions in a iaral language without reciting

the technical manner in which this is achievéboc. No. 41-1 at 14; Doc. No. 47 at

Under step one of the Alice inquiry, a coshiould “determine whether the claims ‘fog

on a specific means or method that improveséha/ant technology’ or are ‘directed tq

result or effect that itself is the abstradéa and merely invokgeneric processes a

machinery.” Apple, 842 F.3d at 1241; 9deRO, Inc. v. BandaNamco Games Am. Inc.

837 F.3d 1299, 1314 (Fed. Cir. 2016) (“Thestasict idea exception has been applie
prevent patenting of claims that abstraattywer results where ‘it matters not by w

process or machinery the resigltaccomplished.”); see, e, Affinity Labs, 838 F.3d 3

1269 (finding claims directed w@mbstract idea wherdaims did “no more than describe
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desired function or outcomwjthout providing any limiting d&il that confines the clair

to a particular solution to an identifigproblem”); but see Amdocs, 841 F.3d at 1

(stating that the dissent’s means/ends andlysidetermining patergligibility “is not now
the law, either in statute or in court decisionBut claim 15 is not dacted to some abstra
result or effect. Rather, claim 15 providespecific technological means for remedy

the specific problems with real-time mobilevigation systems that the 743 patent soy

to address: formatting the route data usimgiproprietary, naturddnguage description.

By confining claim 15 to the use of routetaldormatted in a non-proprietary, natu
language description within aahile navigation system, the patent confines claim 15
particular technologic solution to identifiéeichnical problems within mobile navigati
systems._See Amdocs, 841 F.3d at 1303 (findlagn patent-eligiblavhere it “recite[d]
a technological solution to a technologicablgem specific to computer networks
Defendants criticize claim 15 for failing tocdlude a means-plussiction limitation tha;
could be limited to a specific algorithm inetlspecification. (16-¢t901-Doc. No. 47 g
3.) But Defendants fail to provide the Couilttwany authority holding that in order fof
claim related to computer teoblogy to be patent-eligiblender 8§ 101, the alm must bg

tied to some specific algorithm in eitht@e claim language itdedr the specificatiof.
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—
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In sum, Defendants have falldo establish that claim 15 of the '743 patent is

directed to an abstract idea under step onthefAlice inquiry. Accordingly, the Cour
does not need to proceed to step two efitiguiry. Enfish, 822 F.3d at 1339; see McH
837 F.3d at 1312 (“If the claims are not directecn abstract idedhe inquiry ends.”)
Rapid Litig. Mgmt. Ltd. v. CdEDirect, Inc., 827 F.3d 1042047 (Fed. Cir. 2016) (“If th

answer [to the step one inquiry] is no, the imgus over: the claim falls within the amlpi

8 Indeed, for example in Amdocs, the Fedéiatuit found claims involving computer technolo

to be patent-eligible even though the claims werdiadtto any specific algorithm. See, e.q., Amdoq
841 F.3d at 1299-1304; see also e.qg., HRdings, 773 F.3d at 1249-50, 1256-59.
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of 8 101.”). At this stage in the proceedingsfendants have failed to establish that cl

15 of the 743 patent is invalid for failing édaim patent-eligiblewsbject matter as require

by 35 U.S.C. § 101. Accordingly, the Courhaes Defendants’ mains for judgment o
the pleadings.
Conclusion
For the reasons above, the Court derdefendants’ Rule 12(c) motions f
judgment on the pleadings.
IT 1SSO ORDERED.
DATED: March 27, 2017 " -

WNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
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