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I, Henry A. Lieberman, declare as follows: 

I. INTRODUCTION 

1. I have been asked by the party requesting this review, Intuit Inc. 

(“Petitioner”), to provide my expert opinions in support of Patent Owner’s Response 

to Petition for Inter Partes Review of U.S. Patent No. 8,527,591 (“’591 patent”), 

challenging the patentability of the claims 1-18 of the ’591 patent. 

2. I currently hold the opinions set forth in this declaration, which 

supplements my prior declaration, filed as Ex. 1003 in this case. 

3. In summary, it is my opinion that the references cited and discussed 

below render obvious the challenged claims of the ’591 patent.  My detailed 

opinions on the claim are set forth below. 

II. MATERIALS CONSIDERED 

4. I have reviewed and considered, in the preparation of this declaration, 

the following additional documents related to this case: 

a. Patent Owner’s Response (Paper 24),  

b. Declaration of Stacy Friedman (Ex. 2004), and 

c. Exhibits 1031-1033 accompanying this Declaration.  

III. PO MISREPRESENTS THE SPECIFICATION 

5. Many of Patent Owner’s (PO) statements misrepresent the 

specification.  For example, a POSITA would understand that there is a difference 

between “desktop or screensharing” and “page sharing.”  Yet PO repeatedly asserts 
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that the ’591 patent specification disparages page sharing as too resource intensive 

(POR, 2-11), whereas the ’591 specification makes no mention of “page sharing” 

whatsoever.  See Ex. 1001, 2:23-27.  Rather, in its discussion of background 

technology, it describes “desktop or screensharing” as a preexisting co-browsing 

technology.  Ex. 1001, 2:25-30.  Specifically, the specification says “desktop or 

screensharing” works by “broadcasting continuous screenshots of the host screen 

in large files or packets,” and “require[s] high levels of bandwidth and computer 

processing power.”  Id., 2:23-27. A POSITA would not conclude from this 

anything about “page sharing.”     

6. PO also talks about the prior art as having “middleman” servers and 

the ’591 patent solving the problems of using such servers. POR, 2-6.  This does 

not accurately reflect the specification.  The ’591 patent does not identify or 

describe any “middleman” server or disparage the use of a server to relay webpage 

information to or from a webpage server.  Nor do the claims recite any architecture 

that would solve problems purportedly caused by such “middleman” servers.  The 

claims of the ’591 patent recite only that the guest device “operat[es] an 

application based on said web browsing interaction data received from said 

synchronization server to access a website server.”  Ex. 1001, claim 1.  The only 

thing the claims say about the host device is that it needs to be associated with a 

“session identifier” and that it “has initiated the session invitation.”  Id.   
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A. Synchronized Browsing Session; “Synchronized” 

7. None of the claim limitations requires any synchronous sharing of the 

same web browsing experiences, despite PO trying to read in this limitation.   

8. Independent claims 1 and 10 only recite the synchronized browsing 

session in 1[pre]-1[c] and 10[pre]-10[b.iii], which are the initial limitations 

establishing the session and notifying the guest that it has joined.  The challenged 

limitations (1[d]-1[e], 10[b.iv]-10[b.v]) do not recite the synchronized browsing 

session or any synchronous sharing between the host and guest whatsoever.   

9. According to FIG. 2(a) of the ’591 patent, establishing a synchronized 

browsing session does not require any content to be passed.  Ex. 1001, 10:10-28.  

Rather, a host device transmits a request to the synchronization server, which the 

synchronization server responds to with a confirmation including a session 

identifier.  Id., 10:10-14. After the synchronized browsing session is established, a 

guest device can join. Id., 10:19-28.   

10. Despite PO’s repeated criticism that the applied references do not 

disclose synchronized browsing is misplaced.  The claims do not recite that any 

content be “synchronized” between the host and guest device, nor viewed 

“simultaneously” (or near simultaneously), nor “coordinated” in any manner.  The 

term “synchronized” appears in the claims only in the context of a “synchronized 

browsing session,” but nothing in the claims recite how the synchronized browsing 
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session is administered by the synchronization server. Even if the claims required 

content to be synchronized, which I see no evidence of, the plain and ordinary 

meaning of that term is “occurring at the same time.” See Ex, 1031, 506.  This is 

the plain meaning of the term; it is how a POSITA would understand the term as 

used in the art, both in the ’591 patent and in the Prajapat reference. This definition 

also is similar to that of another term used in both Lebrun and Prajapat, “dynamic,” 

which is defined as “occurring immediately and concurrently.”  See Ex, 1031, 181.   

11. Although the apparent intent of the patent is to allow users in a 

session to share "synchronized" internet browsing in real time, the specification 

does not disclose a specific process that would enable such synchronization, nor do 

the claims recite one.  Indeed, the specification of the ’591 patent does not disclose 

that the process shown in FIG. 5(a) is performed repeatedly, or even more than 

once, as would be required to “synchronize” the data as between the host and guest 

devices. Nor does the specification disclose how the information received at the 

guest device (Fig 5(a), communication message 64) would enable it to 

“independently replicate” the host interaction. The specification discloses only that 

the guest device 14 may use the “[c]ommunication message 64 …to formulate 

website request 65 to be sent from guest device 14 to website server 12,” and that 

“website request 65 should be similar or identical to website request 60,” and that 

request results in content reply 67.  Ex. 1001, 16:51-62, 17:27-29.  It is not clear 
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how the formulation of the website request 65 by the guest device 14 would cause 

the guest device 14 to perform an independent replication of the “host device 

interaction” with the content of the website as recited in the proposed claims.  

12. Nor is there any disclosure in the specification for a communication 

message (e.g., 64) that includes both data that serves as the basis for the guest 

device obtaining the website content from a website server and that enables the 

guest device to independently replicate the host device interaction with that 

already-obtained content. The specification supports only a single content reply 

(67) to the guest. The content reply 67 is also not described as containing both the 

content and the data for independently replicating the interaction with that content 

at the guest device.  

IV. LEBRUN AND WANG RENDER THE CLAIMS OBVIOUS 
(GROUND 1) 

A. Lebrun Discloses [1.d] 

13. PO has interpreted the following “[i]n alternative embodiments, the 

second web client 110 can receive only a list of pointers (such as URLs) to those 

pages presented during the group-surfing session” in which “only” means the list 

of pointers is the only thing received–to the exclusion of any other information.  

This is incorrect for several reasons.  First, the “alternative” here informs the 

understanding.  The pointers are received instead of the pages themselves as in the 

preferred embodiment.  Second, the word “can” is permissive; that the second web 
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client 110 “can” receive only a list of pointers makes clear that it is optional.  

Moreover, the very “system operation” (method) of FIG. 4 – which figure is 

described in part in the section PO cites (Ex. 1005, 46:7-11) – specifically 

discloses the controlling web client sending the group-surfing server website 

cookies.     

14. PO also left out the final clause of the sentence quoted (without 

citation), which says that the pointers are “dynamically updated when a new page 

is added.”  Ex. 1005, 43:22 (emphasis added). As discussed above, “dynamically” 

is known in the art to mean “occurring immediately and concurrently,” which is 

nearly synonymous with “synchronous,” which means “occurring at the same 

time.” In other words, “dynamically” updating pages as they are added renders 

obvious synchronously updating them.   

15. With respect to cookies, Lebrun describes that the web site 130 sends 

a cookie directly to the web client 110, and that cookie is made available to the 

personalization server 140.  Ex. 1005, 26:8-18; see also id., 2:2-4, 7-9, 5:30-32, 

41:9-11, 49:1-3, 58:6-10 (cookie stored at the web client 110).  Thus, the cookies 

are stored by the group-surfing server 140 at each participating web client 110.  

There is no support for PO’s argument to the contrary. 
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B. Lebrun Discloses [1.e]

16. For this limitation, PO tries to read greater specificity into the term

“based on.” The limitation at issue recites: “operating a browser by the guest 

device based on the data received from the synchronization server.”  Ex. 1001, 

claim 1 (emphasis added).  “Based on” indicates breadth to the possible use of the 

data; as long as the operation uses the data received in some way, it should be 

considered “based on” that data.  “Based on” certainly does not require that all of 

the data received be used. 

C. Lebrun Contemplates Combining Embodiments

17. Lebrun contemplates the processes of its various disclosed

embodiments being compatible. Lebrun describes several “variations on the group-

surfing session,” which includes a subsection of “multiple group surfing channels.” 

Ex. 1005, 37:19, 43:5 (emphasis in original). A POSITA would understand 

“multiple group surfing channels” would be one example/scenario of the 

“variations on the group-surfing session,” and the latter encompasses the former 

and the two embodiments are compatible and combinable.  

V. PRAJAPAT AND WANG RENDER THE CLAIMS OBVIOUS
(GROUND 2)

B. Prajapat Discloses Limitation [1.d]

18. Prajapat teaches the guest device receiving both URL and cookie

information from the synchronization server.  Prajapat at [0043] specifically 
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discloses browser 12a sending a request to web content server 18 using, e.g., an 

HTTP link (URL) and “other suitable information,” which information is 

communicated to web media server 14a, then to web media server 14b, which in 

turn communicates it to browser 12b.  See Ex. 1007, [0043]; Pet., 53-54.  Prajapat 

explains throughout that “suitable information” in such a request also may include 

cookies.  See Ex. 1007, [0017], [0022], [0036]. 

C. Prajapat Contemplates Combining Embodiments

19. Prajapat explicitly ties together the processes of its various disclosed

embodiments. For example, in Prajapat’s description of its peer-to-peer “simple” 

web page sharing embodiment (FIG. 3), it describes the process that the web media 

server 14a uses to locate the web media server associated with browser 12b as 

being “in a substantially similar manner to that described above with reference to 

FIGS. 1 and 2” (peer-to-peer “dynamic” web page sharing embodiment).  Ex. 

1007, [0041].  Similarly, in Prajapat’s description of its peer-to-peer web page 

sharing embodiment using two phones (FIG. 4), it discloses that “for purposes of 

web page sharing, UA and media controller 54a may locate UA and media 

controller 54b in substantially the same manner as described above with reference 

to FIGS. 1, 2, and 3” (all the other embodiments).  Id., [0045]. Finally, upon 

institution the Board cited [0047] and stated “Prajapat expressly indicates that the 

web page sharing of Figure 3 is the same as that described in the dynamic web 
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page sharing embodiment of Figures 1 and 2.” DI, p. 40, citing Ex. 1007, [0047].  

Thus, Prajapat explicitly ties together the processes of its various disclosed 

embodiments in at least three different places in its specification.  

VI. CONCLUSION

20. For the reasons presented above, it is my opinion that the applied

references render obvious claims 1-18 of the ’591 patent. 

I hereby declare that all statements made herein of my own knowledge are 

true and that all statements made on information and belief are believed to be true; 

and further that these statements were made with the knowledge that willful false 

statements and the like so made are punishable by fine or imprisonment, or both, 

under Section 1001 of Title 18 of the United States Code. 

Dated:  December 20, 2023 
Henry A. Lieberman 
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