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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Delaware construes disputed terms in U.S. Patent
Nos. 10,380,609 and 11,392,964 in ZoomInfo Technologies LLC’s patent infringement action against
Zenleads Inc., doing business as Apollo.io. The court construes “feature matrix” as a tabular data
structure with rows corresponding to entities and columns corresponding to features. The court holds
that “fitness . . . characteristics” and “the target client” are not indefinite and gives both terms their
plain and ordinary meaning.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. What is the proper construction of the claim term “feature matrix”?

2. Whether “fitness . . . characteristics” is indefinite under 35 U.S.C. § 112(b).

3. Whether “the target client” is indefinite under 35 U.S.C. § 112(b) because it follows the claim's
reference to a plurality of target clients.

HOLDINGS

1. “Feature matrix” means “a tabular data structure, where each row corresponds to an entity, and each
column corresponds to a feature, with row-column intersections containing the value of the
corresponding feature for the respective entity.”

2. “Fitness . . . characteristics” is not indefinite and has its plain and ordinary meaning.

3. “The target client” is not indefinite and has its plain and ordinary meaning; it refers to a target client
from the previously recited plurality of target clients.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court concludes that the claim term “feature matrix” means “a tabular data structure, where each row
corresponds to an entity, and each column corresponds to a feature, with row-column intersections containing
the value of the corresponding feature for the respective entity.”” (Conclusion)

“Accordingly, the term “the target client” is not indefinite and the Court adopts the plain and ordinary
meaning for the term “the target client.”” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

ZoomInfo asserted the '609 and '964 patents against Zenleads in a patent infringement action. The patents share a
common specification, claim priority to the same provisional application, and concern automated predictive
analytics for generating sales leads and engagement recommendations. The claim construction dispute concerned
the meanings of “feature matrix,” “fitness . . . characteristics,” and “the target client,” including whether the
latter two terms were indefinite.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

ZoomInfo sued Zenleads for infringement of the asserted patents. The parties submitted joint claim construction
charts and briefs, and the court held a claim construction hearing on May 7, 2026, without expert testimony. The
court construed three disputed terms and adopted the parties' agreed constructions for three additional terms.
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