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Claim 1 of the ’878 Patent
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U.S. Patent 10,715,878 B2
Ex. 1001

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1. A method for identifying an association among multiple electronic devices of a group of devices 
connected through a common local area network (LAN) and using the association for cross-device 
action, the method comprising:
(a) with a computer system, determining an association between device identifiers of two or more 
Internet-accessing electronic devices based on electronically stored association-detection information 
about a plurality of Internet-accessing electronic devices, wherein the stored association-detection 
information for each of the plurality of Internet-accessing electronic devices includes:

(i) a device identifier;
(ii) at least one dynamically assigned IP address assigned to a modem that connects a router of 
the LAN to the Internet; and
(iii) at least one timestamp specifying a time when the Internet-accessing electronic device 
accessed the Internet via the router of the LAN;

(b) wherein determining the association in part (a) is done by using the stored association-detection 
information to determine that the two or more Internet-accessing electronic devices have separately 
accessed the Internet through a router of the LAN during a predetermined period of time via a 
common IP address;
(c) wherein the computer system determining the association in part (a) is outside the LAN and is 
connected to the LAN through the Internet; and
(d) with the computer system, using the association determined in part (a) to utilize user profile 
information associated with the device identifier of a first of the associated Internet-accessing 
electronic devices, and comprising behavioral or demographic data collected via the first of the 
associated Internet-accessing electronic devices, to take an automatic action with respect to a second 
of the associated Internet-accessing electronic devices using the device identifier of the second of the 
associated Internet-accessing electronic devices.



Instituted Grounds

3DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Ground 2 adds Xu for storing user preferences

• Ground 3 adds Gerace for selecting an ad based on profile information of other users

• Ground 4 adds Xu and Gerace 



Prior Art

4DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Baig (EX1003)

5DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 11-12)

(Baig, ¶0038)



Baig (EX1003)

6DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 11-12)

(Baig, Fig. 1)

Identify devices on common local area network



Baig (EX1003)

7DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 14-15)

(Baig, Fig. 3)

Identify devices on common local area network



Baig (EX1003)

8DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 15-16)

(Baig, Fig. 6, ¶0076)

Use association among devices for cross-device action



Laidlaw (EX1006)

9DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 20-23)

(Laidlaw, ¶¶0006, 0016)

Session token/cookie device identifier



Sitaraman (EX1007)

10DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 31-32)

(Sitaraman, 3:31-51)

Dynamic IP addresses and DHCP



Hahn (EX1008)

11DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 46-47)

(Hahn, p.0048)

Automatic webpage actions – CLIENT PULL and SERVER PUSH



Xu (EX1009) (Grounds 2 & 4)

12DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 56-57)

(Xu, 19:32-36, 26:13-15)

Store user preferences, including visibility to other 
community members 



Gerace (EX1010) (Grounds 3 & 4)

13DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 64-65)

(Gerace, ¶0083)

Targeting ads for a user based on 
profile information of other users



Key Disputes

14DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Key Disputes

15DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1. A method for identifying an association among multiple electronic devices of a group of devices 
connected through a common local area network (LAN) and using the association for cross-device action, 
the method comprising:
(a) with a computer system, determining an association between device identifiers of two or more Internet-
accessing electronic devices based on electronically stored association-detection information about a 
plurality of Internet-accessing electronic devices, wherein the stored association-detection information for 
each of the plurality of Internet-accessing electronic devices includes:

(i) a device identifier;
(ii) at least one dynamically assigned IP address assigned to a modem that connects a router of the 
LAN to the Internet; and
(iii) at least one timestamp specifying a time when the Internet-accessing electronic device accessed 
the Internet via the router of the LAN;

(b) wherein determining the association in part (a) is done by using the stored association-detection 
information to determine that the two or more Internet-accessing electronic devices have separately 
accessed the Internet through a router of the LAN during a predetermined period of time via a common IP 
address;
(c) wherein the computer system determining the association in part (a) is outside the LAN and is connected 
to the LAN through the Internet; and
(d) with the computer system, using the association determined in part (a) to utilize user profile information 
associated with the device identifier of a first of the associated Internet-accessing electronic devices, and 
comprising behavioral or demographic data collected via the first of the associated Internet-accessing 
electronic devices, to take an automatic action with respect to a second of the associated Internet-accessing 
electronic devices using the device identifier of the second of the associated Internet-accessing electronic 
devices.

6. The method of claim 1 wherein the automatic action comprises selecting an advertisement, from 
among a plurality of possible advertisements, based at least in part on at least a portion of the user 
profile information associated with the device identifier of the first device.

• “determining an 
association between 
device identifiers of two or 
more Internet-accessing 
electronic devices”

• “predetermined period of 
time”

• Claim 6 – “automatic 
action…”



“determining an association between device identifiers 
of two or more Internet-accessing electronic devices”
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“determining an association between device identifiers…” - Petition

17DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 14-15, 18-19)

(Baig, Fig. 3)

Baig: Identify logged-in devices on common local area network (LAN)



“determining an association between device identifiers…” - Petition

18DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 20-23)

(Laidlaw, ¶¶0006, 0016)

Laidlaw: Session token/cookie device identifier



19DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Petition at 21, 28)
(EX1011, pp.0026, 0028)

“determining an association between device identifiers…” - Petition



“determining an association between device identifiers…” - Petition

20DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 28)
(Baig, ¶0068)

Baig: Ability to “Remember” Username / Password



“determining an association between device identifiers…” - Petition

21DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Petition at 18-20)

Baig + Laidlaw:  session token cookie is “device identifier” 



“determining an association between device identifiers…” - Petition

22DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Petition at 22-23)

Session token/cookie: consistent with ’878 patent



“determining an association between device identifiers…” - Petition

23DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Petition at 18-20)

Baig + Laidlaw:  “Determining” occurs when cookie used to 
identify device as logged in and to place in vicinity-based 
community



“determining an association between device identifiers…” - Petition

24DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 14-16, 19-20)

(Baig, Fig. 6, ¶0076)

Baig:  Vicinity community of devices logged in at common access point



25DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(PO Resp. at 9-13)

• Patent Owner:   

1. Baig places users, not devices, into communities

2. Association between devices is not association between device 
identifiers

3. Using cookies to place devices into a community does not 
equate to determining an association between the cookies

4. No evidence users identified by anything other than respective 
usernames for placing users into a community

“determining an association between device identifiers…” – PO Arguments



26DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 2-3)

“determining an association between device identifiers…” – Petitioner Reply

(Baig, ¶¶0038, 0063)

1. Patent Owner:   Baig places users into communities, not devices

• Petitioner: Baig places users’ devices – not actual users – into those communities



27DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(EX1022 at ¶7)

1. Patent Owner:   Baig places users into communities, not devices

• Petitioner: Baig places users’ devices – not actual users – into those communities

Petitioner’s expert:

“determining an association between device identifiers…” – Petitioner Reply



28DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 3-4)

2. Patent Owner: Association between devices is not an association 
between device identifiers

• Petitioner:  association between devices is based on association 
between underlying device identifiers, consistent with ’878:

“determining an association between device identifiers…” – Petitioner Reply

(’878, 18:57-19:5)



29DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

2. Patent Owner: Association between devices is not association between 
device identifiers (see Yahoo! v. Intent IQ, IPR2017-01299)

• Petitioner: Yahoo! involved different prior art, different claims
• Device identifiers in Yahoo! associated simply because underlying devices were associated:

“determining an association between device identifiers…” – Petitioner Reply

(Reply at 4-6)
(EX1024, 19)



30DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(PO Resp. at 12-13)

3. Patent Owner: Social Security Number (SSN) analogy:

“determining an association between device identifiers…” – PO Arguments



31DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 7)

“determining an association between device identifiers…” – Petitioner Reply

(EX1023 at 46:14-47:14)

?

• Petitioner: PO’s analogy is unclear / flawed



32DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 7)

“determining an association between device identifiers…” – Petitioner Reply

• Petitioner: PO’s analogy is unclear / flawed



33DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 7)

“determining an association between device identifiers…” – Petitioner Reply

• Petitioner:  Cookie presented to server with every access

(Laidlaw, ¶0006; EX1011, p.0026)



34DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 7-8)

“determining an association between device identifiers…” – Petitioner Reply

• Petitioner:



35DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 8)

“determining an association between device identifiers…” – Petitioner Reply

• Petitioner: cookies critical to placing mobile devices into vicinity-based 
communities under Baig-Laidlaw combination



36DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 9)

4. Patent Owner: No evidence users identified by anything other than 
respective usernames for placing users into a community

• Petitioner:  PO focuses only on Baig, ignores proposed 
combination with Laidlaw

“determining an association between device identifiers…” – Petitioner Reply



37DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 9)

“determining an association between device identifiers…” – Petitioner Reply

“A finding of obviousness... cannot be overcome ‘by attacking 
references individually where the rejection is based upon the 
teachings of a combination of references.’”

Bradium Techs. LLC v. Iancu, 923 F.3d 1032, 1050 (Fed. Cir. 2019) (citation omitted)



“predetermined period of time”

38DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



39DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(’878, Claim 1)

“predetermined period of time”



“predetermined period of time” - Petition

40DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Petition at 31-32)

Baig + Sitaraman:  DHCP lease time for network access point



“predetermined period of time” - Petition

41DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
(Petition at 31-33, 37-38)

(Sitaraman, 3:31-51)

Sitaraman:  Dynamic IP addresses and DHCP



“predetermined period of time” - Petition

42DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Petition at 24, 32)

Baig + Sitaraman:  DHCP lease time for network access point



“predetermined period of time” - Petition

43DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Petition at 37-38)



“predetermined period of time” - Petition

44DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(’878, 4:22-26)

’878 patent:  DHCP lease time can be a predetermined period of time



“predetermined period of time” 

45DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(PO Resp. at 20 n. 2)

Patent Owner Agrees:  DHCP lease time can be a predetermined period of time



46DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(PO Resp. at 15-17)

• Patent Owner:   

1. Petition does not allege Baig combination determines whether 
accesses by two devices occurred within DHCP lease time

2. Baig’s content server is not an ISP and would have been unable 
to determine whether two devices accessed the Internet via a 
common access point during a DHCP lease period

“predetermined period of time” – PO Arguments



47DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(PO Resp. at 16)

1. Petition does not allege Baig combination determines whether 
accesses by two devices occurred within DHCP lease time

“predetermined period of time” – PO Arguments



48DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 11-12)

• Petitioner: Computer system can make claimed determination without 
having to “know” DHCP lease time

 

“predetermined period of time” – Petitioner Reply



49DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 12)

“predetermined period of time” – Petitioner Reply

• Petitioner:



50DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 14)

“predetermined period of time” – Petitioner Reply

• Petitioner:



51DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 13-14)

• Petitioner:  ’878 patent does not require computer system to “know” the 
claimed predetermined period of time. PO-cited ’878 embodiment:

“predetermined period of time” – Petitioner Reply

(’878, 16:22-27, 16:30-37, 16:40-45)

. . .

. . .

Only includes points of time IP address 
used in the past; tells nothing about 
any period after any particular point

Determination does not take into 
consideration a “predetermined” 

“period” of time



52DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(PO Resp. at 17)

2. Baig’s content server is not an ISP and would have been unable to 
determine whether two devices accessed the Internet via a 
common access point during a DHCP lease period

“predetermined period of time” – PO Arguments



53DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 14-15)

“predetermined period of time” – Petitioner Reply

(EX2001, ¶60; see also PO Resp. at 17 (paraphrasing))

• Petitioner: Argument depends on assertion that Baig computer system is not an ISP

• Patent Owner’s expert:



“predetermined period of time” - Petition

54DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Petition at 31-32)

• Petitioner: Internet Service Provider (ISP) uses DHCP server to dynamically assign 
IP addresses to clients upon request



“predetermined period of time” - Petition

55DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Petition at 31-32)

• Petitioner: Internet Service Provider (ISP) uses DHCP server to dynamically assign 
IP addresses to clients upon request

• Sitaraman:

• ’878 patent:

(Sitaraman, 3:64-4:1; ’878, 4:36-39)



56DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 16-17)

“predetermined period of time” – Petitioner Reply

• Petitioner: Nothing in Petition requires DHCP server/ISP to be separate from Baig 
computer system — Baig confirms that its computer system does belong to an ISP:

(Baig, Abstract, ¶¶0006, 0007, 0016, 0054, claim 1)



57DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 16-17)

“predetermined period of time” – Petitioner Reply

• Petitioner: “Public network” in Baig refers to the Internet:

(Baig, ¶¶0003, 0044, 0045, Fig. 1)



58DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 16-17)

“predetermined period of time” – Petitioner Reply

• Petitioner: POSITA understanding of “service provider” / ISP

(EX1025, pp.004, 007)



59DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 19)

“predetermined period of time” – Petitioner Reply

• Petitioner: POSITA understanding of “service provider” / ISP 

(EX1026, p.003)



60DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 16-17)

“predetermined period of time” – Petitioner Reply

• Petitioner: Nothing in Petition requires DHCP server/ISP to be separate from Baig 
computer system — Baig confirms that its computer system does belong to an ISP:

(EX1022, ¶29)



61DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 17)

“predetermined period of time” – Petitioner Reply

• Petitioner: Nothing in Petition requires DHCP server/ISP to be separate from Baig 
computer system — Baig confirms that its computer system does belong to an ISP:

(EX1022, ¶30)



Claim 6:  “automatic action…”

62DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



63DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(’878 claims 1, 6)

Claim 6 – “automatic action”

Antecedent basis (claim 1):



“automatic action” (claim 1) - Petition

64DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Petition at 46-47)

Automatically send updated/refreshed webpage when users added to group



“automatic action” (claim 6) - Petition

65DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Petition at 63-64)

Select and deliver ad in automatically sent updated/refreshed webpage



“automatic action” (claim 6) - Petition

66DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Petition at 63)

Ad selected from plurality of possible ads



“automatic action” (claim 6) - Petition

67DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Petition at 64-65)

Baig + Gerace:  Ad selected based in part on profile information of other users

(Gerace, ¶0083)

Gerace:



68DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(PO Resp. at 26-35)

• Patent Owner:   

1. Petition relies on different “automatic action” for claims 1 and 6

2. Petition’s mapping selects an advertiser, not an advertisement

3. No selection “based on…user profile information”

“automatic action” – PO Arguments



69DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 20-21)

“automatic action” – Petitioner Reply

1. PO: Petition relies on different “automatic action” for claims 1 and 6
• Petitioner: Petition and opening expert declaration clear that selected 

advertisement delivered as part of same webpage that presents user list 606

(EX1002, ¶183)



70DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 21)

“automatic action” – Petitioner Reply

2. PO: Petition’s mapping selects an advertiser, not an advertisement
• Petitioner: Baig confirms that VCSP—not advertisers—responsible for 

delivering advertisements to users

(Baig, ¶0099; Gerace, ¶0021)

• Consistent with Gerace:



71DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 22)

“automatic action” – Petitioner Reply

2. PO: Petition’s mapping selects an advertiser, not an advertisement
• Petitioner:



72DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Reply at 23)

“automatic action” – Petitioner Reply

3. PO: No selection “based on…user profile information”
• Petitioner: 



73

Thank you

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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