UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF OREGON

OpenSesame, Inc. v. GO1 Pty, Ltd.

OpenSesame - No. 3:21-cv-1258-SI - Decided May 5, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Oregon construes disputed terms in U.S. Patent No.

8,784,113 in an action between OpenSesame, Inc. and GO1 Pty, Ltd. The court adopts the parties’

agreed construction of “user” and adopts GO1’s proposed constructions of “network-side” and “client-

side,” based primarily on the patent’s description, prosecution history, and network-topology context.

The document is an opinion and order on claim construction in a patent dispute.
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Patent-infringement declaratory-judgment action in which the parties
sought construction of four terms in U.S. Patent No. 8,784,113.

Claim construction is a matter of law. The court applied the ordinary
and customary meaning of claim terms as understood by a person of
ordinary skill in the art, considered in the context of the claims,
specification, prosecution history, and, where appropriate, extrinsic

evidence.

Unknown; district-court claim-construction opinion and order.

intellectual property ~ commercial litigation

intellectual property ~ commercial litigation



QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. What construction should be given to the patent term "user"?

2. Whether "network-side" and "client-side" refer to the respective ends of a client/server connection based

on relative network topology rather than physical location or management.

3. What construction should be given to the patent term "content player,” including whether the definition

should include software "configured when executed" to play content.

HOLDINGS

1. "User" means "A person who uses the e-learning system, such as an author, instructor, training manager,

learner, or student."

2. "Network-side" means "The provider's (that is, the server's) end of a client/server connection, as opposed

to the client's end."

3. "Client-side" means "The user's (that is, the client machine's) end of a client/server connection, as

opposed to the server's end."”

4. "Content player" means "Software that plays content provided by the e-learning system."

KEY QUOTATIONS

“[t]he invented system and method operate within each of (and across) a ‘client-side’ and a ‘network-side.’”
('113 Patent at 6:48-50)

“Generally, although not exclusively, ‘client-side’ refers to the devices and/or operations of a training

manager and/or a learner, typically including an LMS” ('113 Patent at 6:50-55)

“The network-side in an exemplary but non-limiting embodiment includes, for example, a licensing/reporting
server, a content player, a catalog, and a CDN. A payment system, when present, is also typically represented
on the network side.” ('113 Patent at 6:56-62)

»»

“The Court therefore adopts the following constructions for the terms “network-side” and “client-side.

(Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

OpenSesame and GO1 develop and market e-learning technology, including learning management systems that
host digital coursework. OpenSesame's '113 Patent claims a system architecture using a SESAMESEED proxy
to permit e-learning content to be stored remotely, updated more easily, and used across changing content

nn

standards and platforms. The claim-construction dispute concerned the meanings of "user," "network-side,"

"client-side," and "content player" in the patent's e-learning delivery system.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

OpenSesame brought an action against GO1 seeking a declaratory judgment that GO1 infringed one or more

nn

claims of the '113 Patent. The parties originally disputed the construction of the terms "user," "network-side,"



"client-side," and "content player." After a claim-construction hearing on April 6, 2026, the parties agreed on the

construction of "user," and the court construed all four terms in its Opinion and Order.
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