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IPR2023-00456

U.S. Patent No. 11,036,856

Claims 1-28

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Overview

1. “Moving” and “Copying” Are Interchangeable
2. Even If Not, “Copying” a File Is Obvious
3. A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Scan Files on A Network Security Device
4. Locating a Repository On a Security Device or External Storage Device Would Have Been 

Obvious Over Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 8, 19, and 27)
5. A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Use Dods’ Malware Detection Techniques With 

Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 3, 6, 11, 15, 17, 23, and 25)

2PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Overview

1. “Moving” and “Copying” Are Interchangeable
A. The Intrinsic Record Shows “Moving” and “Copying” are Interchangeable
B. Extrinsic Evidence Shows “Moving” and “Copying” are Interchangeable

2. Even If Not, “Copying” a File Is Obvious
3. A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Scan Files on A Network Security Device
4. Locating a Repository On a Security Device or External Storage Device Would Have Been 

Obvious Over Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 8, 19, and 27)
5. A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Use Dods’ Malware Detection Techniques With 

Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 3, 6, 11, 15, 17, 23, and 25)

3PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



4’856 Patent, Claim 1 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“Moving” and “Copying” Are Interchangeable
Intrinsic Record | Claim 1



5POR, 22-23 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“Moving” and “Copying” Are Interchangeable
Intrinsic Record | PO’s Characterization of the ’856 Patent



6Institution Decision, 23 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“Moving” and “Copying” Are Interchangeable
Intrinsic Record | The Board’s Preliminary Finding



7

“Moving” and “Copying” Are Interchangeable
Intrinsic Record | Claim 5 Recites “Copying by Sharing”

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’856 Patent, Claim 5

Institution Decision, 22-23



8Reply, 5; Franz Reb., ¶¶ 8-9; 29-30 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’856 Patent, Claim 12

’856 Patent, Claim 1

“Moving” and “Copying” Are Interchangeable
Intrinsic Record | Claims 1 and 12 Use the Terms Interchangeably



9Reply, 5; Franz Reb., ¶¶ 8-9; 29-30 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’856 Patent, Claim 12

’856 Patent, Claim 1

“Moving” and “Copying” Are Interchangeable
Intrinsic Record | PO’s Interpretation Renders Claims Nonsensical



10Reply, 5; Franz Reb., ¶¶ 8-9; 29-30 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’856 Patent, Claim 1 (partial)

“Moving” and “Copying” Are Interchangeable
Intrinsic Record | PO’s Interpretation Renders Claims Nonsensical

Storage Volume 1 Storage Volume 2

First 
Repository

Second 
RepositoryFile “copied”

A



11Reply, 5; Franz Reb., ¶¶ 8-9; 29-30 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’856 Patent, Claim 1 (partial)

“Moving” and “Copying” Are Interchangeable
Intrinsic Record | PO’s Interpretation Renders Claims Nonsensical

Storage Volume 1 Storage Volume 2

First 
Repository

Second 
RepositoryFile “copied”

’856 Patent, Claim 12

Storage Volume 1

First 
Repository File “moved”

Third 
Repository

A

B



12Reply, 5; Franz Reb., ¶¶ 8-9; 29-30 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’856 Patent, Claim 1 (partial)

“Moving” and “Copying” Are Interchangeable
Intrinsic Record | PO’s Interpretation Renders Claims Nonsensical

Storage Volume 1 Storage Volume 2

First 
Repository

Second 
RepositoryFile “copied”

Storage Volume 1

First 
Repository File “moved”

Third 
Repository File “moved”

Second 
Repository

’856 Patent, Claim 12

A

C



13Reply, 7-9 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’856 Patent, Figs. 1A and 1B

“Moving” and “Copying” Are Interchangeable
Intrinsic Record | The Specification Uses “Moving” and “Copying” Interchangeably



14Reply, 8-9 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’856 Patent, 8:53-57

’856 Patent, 3:40-43

’856 Patent, 6:5-10

“Moving” and “Copying” Are Interchangeable
Intrinsic Record | The Specification Uses “Moving” and “Copying” Interchangeably



Overview

1. “Moving” and “Copying” Are Interchangeable
A. The Intrinsic Record Shows “Moving” and “Copying” are Interchangeable
B. Extrinsic Evidence Shows “Moving” and “Copying” are Interchangeable

2. Even If Not, “Copying” a File Is Obvious
3. A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Scan Files on A Network Security Device
4. Locating a Repository On a Security Device or External Storage Device Would Have Been 

Obvious Over Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 8, 19, and 27)
5. A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Use Dods’ Malware Detection Techniques With 

Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 3, 6, 11, 15, 17, 23, and 25)

15PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



16Reply, 11; Franz Reb., ¶¶ 15-16 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2003, 76

Ex. 2003, 76

Ex. 2003, 79

Ex. 2003, 99

“Moving” and “Copying” Are Interchangeable
Extrinsic Evidence | PO Uses “Moving” and “Copying” Interchangeably

Administration Guide, FortiSandbox 4.2.4
June 12, 2023



Overview

1. “Moving” and “Copying” Are Interchangeable
2. Even If Not, “Copying” a File Is Obvious

A. Burdett Renders Obvious “Copying”
B. Kamalapuram Renders Obvious “Copying” 

3. A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Scan Files on A Network Security Device
4. Locating a Repository On a Security Device or External Storage Device Would Have Been 

Obvious Over Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 8, 19, and 27)
5. A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Use Dods’ Malware Detection Techniques With 

Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 3, 6, 11, 15, 17, 23, and 25)

17PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



18Reply, 16-17

Even If Not Interchangeable with “Moving,” “Copying” a File Is Obvious

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Black Dep. Tr., 9:5-10:11



19Petition, 33; Reply, 17

Even If Not Interchangeable with “Moving,” “Copying” a File Is Obvious 
Burdett

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Burdett, 25:18-33



20Reply, 18 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Burdett, 28:1-6Burdett, 23:34-42

Reply, 18

Even If Not Interchangeable with “Moving,” “Copying” a File Is Obvious 
Burdett



Overview

1. “Moving” and “Copying” Are Interchangeable
2. Even If Not, “Copying” a File Is Obvious

A. Burdett Renders Obvious “Copying”
B. Kamalapuram Renders Obvious “Copying” 

3. A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Scan Files on A Network Security Device
4. Locating a Repository On a Security Device or External Storage Device Would Have Been 

Obvious Over Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 8, 19, and 27)
5. A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Use Dods’ Malware Detection Techniques With 

Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 3, 6, 11, 15, 17, 23, and 25)

21PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



22Petition, 67-68; Reply, 20-21 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petition, 67-68

Even If Not Interchangeable with “Moving,” “Copying” a File Is Obvious 
Kamalapuram



Overview

1. “Moving” and “Copying” Are Interchangeable
2. Even If Not, “Copying” a File Is Obvious
3. A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Scan Files on A Network Security Device

A. Burdett and FortiSandbox
B. Sharpe, Seese, and Kamalapuram

4. Locating a Repository On a Security Device or External Storage Device Would Have Been 
Obvious Over Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 8, 19, and 27)

5. A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Use Dods’ Malware Detection Techniques With 
Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 3, 6, 11, 15, 17, 23, and 25)

23PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



24Petition, 29-30

A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Scan Files on A Network Security Device
Burdett and FortiSandbox

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



25Petition, 19 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Scan Files on A Network Security Device
Burdett and FortiSandbox



26Petition, 30 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Scan Files on A Network Security Device
Burdett and FortiSandbox



27Petition, 30 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Burdett, 2:5-21

FortiSandbox, 114

A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Scan Files on A Network Security Device
Burdett and FortiSandbox



Overview

1. “Moving” and “Copying” Are Interchangeable
2. Even If Not, “Copying” a File Is Obvious
3. A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Scan Files on A Network Security Device

A. Burdett and FortiSandbox
B. Sharpe, Seese, and Kamalapuram

4. Locating a Repository On a Security Device or External Storage Device Would Have Been 
Obvious Over Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 8, 19, and 27)

5. A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Use Dods’ Malware Detection Techniques With 
Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 3, 6, 11, 15, 17, 23, and 25)

28PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



29Petition, 53 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Scan Files on A Network Security Device
Sharpe, Seese, and Kamalapuram



30Petition, 53 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Sharpe, 98:21-32

A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Scan Files on A Network Security Device
Sharpe, Seese, and Kamalapuram



31Petition, 53 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Scan Files on A Network Security Device
Sharpe, Seese, and Kamalapuram



Overview

1. “Moving” and “Copying” Are Interchangeable
2. Even If Not, “Copying” a File Is Obvious
3. A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Scan Files on A Network Security Device
4. Locating a Repository On a Security Device or External Storage Device Would Have Been 

Obvious Over Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 8, 19, and 27)
5. A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Use Dods’ Malware Detection Techniques With 

Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 3, 6, 11, 15, 17, 23, and 25)

32PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



33’856 Patent, Claim 8

Locating a Repository On a Security Device or External Storage Device Would Have 
Been Obvious Over Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 8, 19, and 27)

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



34Petition, 75-76 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Locating a Repository On a Security Device or External Storage Device Would Have 
Been Obvious Over Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 8, 19, and 27)



Overview

1. “Moving” and “Copying” Are Interchangeable
2. Even If Not, “Copying” a File Is Obvious
3. A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Scan Files on A Network Security Device
4. Locating a Repository On a Security Device or External Storage Device Would Have Been 

Obvious Over Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 8, 19, and 27)
5. A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Use Dods’ Malware Detection Techniques With 

Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 3, 6, 11, 15, 17, 23, and 25)

35PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



36Institution Decision, 26

A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Use Dods’ Malware Detection Techniques 
With Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 3, 6, 11, 15, 17, 23, and 25)

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



37POR, 40 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Use Dods’ Malware Detection Techniques 
With Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 3, 6, 11, 15, 17, 23, and 25)



38Petition, 79-80 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Use Dods’ Malware Detection Techniques 
With Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 3, 6, 11, 15, 17, 23, and 25)



39Petition, 80 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Use Dods’ Malware Detection Techniques 
With Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 3, 6, 11, 15, 17, 23, and 25)



40Petition, 80-81 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Use Dods’ Malware Detection Techniques 
With Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 3, 6, 11, 15, 17, 23, and 25)



41Petition, 81 PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Use Dods’ Malware Detection Techniques 
With Sharpe-Seese-Kamalapuram (Dependent Claims 3, 6, 11, 15, 17, 23, and 25)



42’856 Patent, Fig. 1A

Fig. 1A

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



43’856 Patent, Fig. 1B

Fig. 1B

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



44Petition, 11

Annotated ’856 Figures

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



45Petition, 12

Annotated ’856 Figures

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



46Petition, 21

Burdett

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



47Petition, 34

Burdett

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



48Petition, 51

Sharpe

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



49Reply, 5-7

PO Argues “Copying” Applies Only When Source and Destination are on Different Volumes

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Black Dep. Tr., 9:8-10; 9:21-10:11

…



50Black Supp., ¶ 60

PO Argues “Copying” Applies Only When Source and Destination are on Different Volumes

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



51Reply, 12

PO’s Definition of “Copying” does not Align with Knowledge of POSITA

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Franz Reb., ¶ 23

Destination path is mapped to a different 
storage volume as the source

Destination Path is mapped to 
the same storage volume as 
the source

File-level “copy” operation (1) The blocks of the file are duplicated to 
the destination medium (effort 
proportional to the size of the file, then a 
new directory entry is created to point to 
the newly allocated storage blocks

(2) A new directory entry is 
created that points to the 
existing storage blocks of the 
original file

File-level “move” operation (3) The blocks of the file are duplicated to 
the destination medium (effort 
proportional to the size of the file), then 
the original directory entry is modified to 
point to the newly allocated storage blocks

(4) The original directory entry 
is modified and continues point 
to the existing storage blocks 
of the original file

Bits not 
duplicatedBits duplicated

Bits duplicated
Bits not 

duplicated



52Reply, 12

PO’s Definition of “Copying” does not Align with Knowledge of POSITA

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



53Reply, 22

Motivation to Combine: Burdett + FortiSandbox

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Burdett, 29:31-41

Burdett, 30:57-62



54Reply, 21-22 

Motivation to Combine: Burdett + FortiSandbox

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Franz Reb., ¶ 38

Franz Reb., ¶ 38



55Reply, 21-22 

Motivation to Combine: Burdett + FortiSandbox

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Franz Reb., ¶ 38

Franz Reb., ¶ 38
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

The undersigned hereby certifies that a true copy of the foregoing 

PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVES FOR ORAL ARGUMENT was served in 

its entirety this 28th day of May, 2024 by electronic mail on the Patent Owner via 

its attorneys of record: 

James M. Glass - jimglass@quinnemanuel.com 
John T. McKee - johnmckee@quinnemanuel.com 

Quincy Lu - quincylu@quinnemanuel.com 
Andrew M. Holmes - drewholmes@quinnemanuel.com 
Ognjen Zivojnovic - ogizivojnovic@quinnemanuel.com 

Razmig H. Messerian - razmesserian@quinnemanuel.com 
Sean Gloth - seangloth@quinnemanuel.com 
Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan LLP 

51 Madison Ave, 22nd Floor 
New York, New York 10010 

 

 
Dated:  May 28, 2024 
 
 
Perkins Coie LLP 
1201 Third Avenue Suite 4900 
Seattle, WA 98101-3099 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

   /Meghan Bright/ 
Meghan Bright 
Patent Paralegal 
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