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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE
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U.S. Patent No. 9,578,045

EX-1001 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE
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U.S. Patent No. 9,578,045 Improves upon the Prior Art

Paper 16 at 3-5; EX-1001 2:39-56, cl. 1 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE
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U.S. Patent No. 9,578,045 Improves upon the Prior Art

Paper 16 at 3-5; EX-1001 cls. 8, 16 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE
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U.S. Patent No. 9,578,045 Improves upon the Prior Art

Paper 16 at 18-21; EX-1001, cl. 10 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE
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Petitioner’s Grounds Fail

Paper 30 at 1-2

Grounds 1 fails because:
• Morris does not render obvious the “originating object” limitation 

(claims 1-4, 8-10, 12, and 16) 
• Morris does not disclose or render obvious a “sensor agent stored on the data storage that is 

executable by the processor” because there is no sensor agent in Morris that requires all 
steps required of the sensor agent (claims 8-10, 12, and 16)

• Morris does not render obvious the claimed end recipient device or transmitting an event 
line thereto (claim 10)

• Van Oorschot does not render obvious an event priority using an originating object (claim 3)
Grounds 2 fails because:
• As the Board correctly found, Capalik does not disclose or render obvious the “across a 

network” limitation (claims 1-4, 7-10, 12, 15-18)
• Van Oorschot does not render obvious an event priority using an originating object (claim 3)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE



Ground 1– “originating object”
(Claims 1-4, 8-10, 12, and 16)

7DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE
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“Originating Object”: “the object that directly initiated or otherwise 
created the first object”

Paper 16 at 14-15; EX-1001, 17:30-50, 8:42-51

• ’045 patent repeatedly distinguishes between an originating object and GenesisActor

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE
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“Originating Object”: “the object that directly initiated or otherwise 
created the first object”

• The specification repeatedly presents the originating object and the GenesisActor as 
separate pieces of information

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCEPaper 16 at 37-39; Paper 30 at 4-5, EX-1001 Figure 5B; 17:30-50 
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“Originating Object”: “the object that directly initiated or otherwise 
created the first object”

Paper 16 at 15; EX-2026 ¶57; EX-1001 12:52-65 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE

• The “originating object” is different from GenesisActor because the “originating object” 
supports providing a full audit trail while GenesisActor may skip steps.
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Morris does not disclose an “originating object”

Paper 16 at 16-17, 39-40; EX-2026 ¶57; EX-1005 ¶107.

• Morris’s teaching of skipping to the GenesisActor prevents the full audit trail of the ’045 
patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE



Ground 1 – “sensor agent . . .”
(Claims 8-10, 12, and 16)

12DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE
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Morris does not disclose an “sensor agent” with all limitations of 
claims 8 and 16

EX-1001 cls. 8 and 16; Paper 16 at 41-53; Paper 30 at 10 

• Claims 8 and 16 requires a “sensor agent” operable to do several things

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE
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Petitioner’s Alleged “Sensor Agent” in Morris: Remote Computer 2

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCEPaper 1 at 32; Paper 16 at 41-53; Paper 30 at 11
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“Sensor Agent” (Remote Computer 2) Must “Gather One or More 
Events” (Claims 8 and 16)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCEPaper 1 at 12; EX-1001 cls. 8 and 16; Paper 16 at 52; Paper 30 at 11
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“Sensor Agent” (Remote Computer 2) Must “Generate a Contextual 
State” (Claims 8 and 16)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCEPaper 30 at 11-12; Paper 1 at 12

• Petition does not identify any device that performs this step. Petition 14-15, 32, 35-36
• This is fatal to Claims 8 and 16
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“Sensor Agent” (Remote Computer 2) Must “Generate a Contextual 
State” (Claims 8 and 16)

• Petition relies on “GenesisActor” as the “originating object.” Petition 15-16, Morris ¶ 107.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE

• Reply abandons “GenesisActor” as “originating object” for this limitation.  Reply 10, Morris 
¶87
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“Sensor Agent” (Remote Computer 2) Must “Obtain a Global Perspective” 
/ Obtain “Global Perspective Information” (Claims 8 and 16)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCEPaper 1 at 21-22, 36; Paper 16 at 48-51; Paper 30 at 10 fn 1 



Ground 1– “end recipient device” 
(Claim 10)

19DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE
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“End Recipient Device”: “a device that is separate from the device that 
includes the sensor agent and the global perspective information server”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCEPaper 16 at 18-21, EX-1001, cl. 10 FIG. 2, 
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“End Recipient Device”: “a device that is separate from the device that 
includes the sensor agent and the global perspective information server”

Paper 16 at 18-21; EX-1001 7:9-10, 6:58-62; 6:48-50; Figure 2

• The ’045 patent makes clear that the 
“end recipient device” must be separate 
from the device that includes the 
“sensor agent” and the “global 
perspective information server”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE
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“End Recipient Device”: “a device that is separate from the device that 
includes the sensor agent and the global perspective information server”

Paper 16 at 18-21; Paper 30 at 18; EX-1001 7:9-10, 6:58-62; 6:48-50; Figure 4

• The ’045 patent makes clear that the 
“end recipient device” must be separate 
from the device that includes the 
“sensor agent” and the “global 
perspective information server”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE
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“End Recipient Device”: “a device that is separate from the device that 
includes the sensor agent and the global perspective information server”

Paper 16 at 18-21; Paper 30 at 18; EX-1001 7:9-10, 6:58-62, 6:48-50, 9:45-49, 12:52-63

• The ’045 patent makes clear that the 
“end recipient device” must be separate 
from the device that includes the 
“sensor agent” and the “global 
perspective information server”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE
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Morris Does Not Disclose an “End Recipient Device” As Claimed 
[Claim 10]

• Petitioner points to base computer 3 as constituting the end recipient device and a global 
perspective information server

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCEPaper 1 at 33



Grounds 1 and 2– “event priority” 
(Claim 3)

25DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE
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Van Oorschot does not render obvious an event priority using an 
originating object (claim 3)

EX-1001, cl. 3; Paper 1 at 26-29, 57-58).

• Claim 3 requires that the event priority is “based on one or more of the 
generated context and the global perspective for the at least one event” 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE

• Petitioner argues that van Oorschot’s “severity level” renders obvious “an 
event priority based on … the generated contextual state information”    
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Van Oorschot does not render obvious an event priority using an 
originating object (claim 3)

EX-1001, cls. 1, 3; Paper 16 at 57-58; Paper 30 at 23).

• The “generat[ed] contextual state” must include each of:
• “correlating [the] event to an originating object;”
• “an indication of the originating object of the first object;”
• “an indication of at least one of a device on which the first object is executed and a user 

associated with the first object.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE
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Van Oorschot’s rules are unrelated to the “originating object” 

EX-1001, cl. 3; Paper 1 at 26-29, 57-58.

• Petitioner argues van Oorschot’s rules disclose the generated contextual state, 
but none relate to Claim 3’s “originating object” requirements for the 
contextual state.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE
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Van Oorschot’s rules are unrelated to the “originating object” 

• Van Oorschot does not describe its rules/attributes 
as a software tool

• The user in van Oorschot is not an “originating object” 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCEEX-1001, cl. 3; Paper 1 at 26-29, 57-58; EX-1006 7:7-32; cf. Paper 26 at 18
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Van Oorschot’s rules are unrelated to the “originating object” 

• Petitioner’s Reply conflates the “originating object” 
with the “first object” in an event
• An “event” is the “action of a first object acting on a 

target”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCEEX-1001, cls.1, 3; Paper 1 at 26-29, 57-58; EX-1006 7:7-32; cf. Paper 26 at 18



Ground 2– “global perspective”
(Claims 1-4, 7-10, 12, 15-18)

31DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE
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Capalik Does Not Disclose A Global Perspective for “One or More 
Related Events to the at Least One Event Across a Network”

Paper 30 at 19-22; Paper 16 at 2-3; Paper 11 at 44-47

• Board correctly noted that Petitioner failed to show Capalik discloses “across a network”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE
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Capalik Does Not Disclose A Global Perspective for “One or More 
Related Events to the at Least One Event Across a Network”

Paper 16 at 62; Paper 30 at 20-21

• Capalik only discloses virtual machines collecting information on a single decoy device

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE
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Capalik Does Not Disclose A Global Perspective for “One or More 
Related Events to the at Least One Event Across a Network”
• Capalik only discloses virtual machines collecting information on a single decoy device

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCEPaper 16 at 62; Paper 30 at 20-21
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Capalik Does Not Disclose A Global Perspective That “Relates to 
One or More Other Events Across a Network”

• Capalik fails to render the claims unpatentable for the same reasons addressed during 
prosecution

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCEPaper 30 at 20; EX-2019 at 293
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Capalik Does Not Disclose A Global Perspective for “One or More 
Related Events to the at Least One Event Across a Network”

’045 patent, cl. 1

Capalik, ¶[0130]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCEPaper 16 at 61-66; Paper 42 at 19-21; EX-1008 ¶130
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Capalik Does Not Disclose A Global Perspective for “One or More 
Related Events to the at Least One Event Across a Network”

Paper 30 at 20-22; cf. Paper 26 at 14-18

• Petitioner’s new arguments do not explain how a POSITA would transform Capalik’s single 
decoy device to obtain/determine a global perspective of events “across a network”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE
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Capalik Does Not Disclose A Global Perspective for “One or More 
Related Events to the at Least One Event Across a Network”
• Capalik repeatedly depicts activity within a single machine, not across a network

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCEPaper 30 at 20-22; cf. Paper 26 at 14-18
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE


