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Patent Owner’s Hearing Demonstratives

April 23, 2025

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



‘520 Patent Overview: 286 IPR

2DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



3EX1001, Fig. 5)

‘520 Patent Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



4(POR at 28)

‘520 Patent Overview

(Ex1001 at 1:52-62)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



5(POR at 28)

‘520 Patent Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



6(POR at 28)

‘520 Patent Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



7(POR at 28)

‘520 Patent Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



8(EX1001, Fig. 2A)

‘520 Patent Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



9(EX1001, Fig. 2B)

‘520 Patent Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



10EX1001, Fig. 5)

‘520 Patent Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



11(POR at 7-8 (citing EX2004 at [0005]))

‘520 Patent Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



12(POR at 8)

‘520 Patent Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Houston (EX1003) Overview

13DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



14(POR at 17)

Houston Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



15(POR at 17-18)

Houston Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



16(POR at 17-18)

Houston Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



17(POR at 17 (EX1003 at 5:37-6:3))

Houston Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



18(POR at 18 (EX1003 at )

Houston Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



19(POR at 19 (EX1003 at 8:14-21))

Houston Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



20(POR at 19 (EX1003 at 8:14-21))

Houston Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



21(Sur-Reply at 8-9 (EX1003 at 7:38-58))

Houston Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



22(POR at 17-18)

Houston Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



23(Sur-Reply at 9-10 (EX1003 at 1:6-9))

Houston Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Garcia (EX1004) Overview

24DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



25(POR at 19)

Garcia Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



26(POR at 19 (EX1004 at 1:12-42))

Garcia Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



27(POR at 20 (EX1004 at 5:14-26))

Garcia Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



28(POR at 20-21 (EX1004 at 10:32-43))

Garcia Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



29(POR at 20-21 (EX1004 at 11:11-43))

Garcia Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



30(POR at 20 (EX1004 at Fig. 10))

Garcia Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



31(POR at 22 (EX1004 at Fig. 12; see also EX2052))

Garcia Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



32(Sur-Reply at 14-15)

Garcia Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



33(POR at 19; EX2009)

Garcia Originally Assigned to SugarSync 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



34(POR at 23)

SugarSync Documentation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Manzano (EX1005) Overview

35DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



36(POR at 24-25)

Manzano Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



37(POR at 24-25)

Manzano Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



38(POR at 24-25)

Manzano Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



39(POR at 24-25)

Manzano Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Claim Construction: 
“Representation of the at least one folder” 

40DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



41(Sur-Reply at 2; POR at 28)

“Representation of the at least one folder” Is a Special Type of Folder

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



42

(Pet. Rep. at 2)

Petitioner’s Proposed Constructions Are Result-Driven and Based on Hindsight

. . . 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



43(POR at 29)

The Claim Language Confirms a “Representation” Is Not Simply a “Sign,” “Symbol,” “Icon,” or “Stand-in”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



44(POR at 30)

The Claim Language Confirms a “Representation” Is Not Simply a “Sign,” “Symbol,” “Icon,” or “Stand-in”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



45(POR at 30)

The Claim Language Confirms a “Representation” Is Not Simply a “Sign,” “Symbol,” “Icon,” or “Stand-in”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



46(POR at 31)

The Claim Language Confirms a “Representation” Is Not Simply a “Sign,” “Symbol,” “Icon,” or “Stand-in”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



47(POR at 31-32)

The Claim Language Confirms a “Representation” Is Not Merely a “Sign,” “Symbol,” “Icon,” or “Stand-in”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



48(EX2004 at [0013]; POR at 36)

The Intrinsic Evidence Confirms a “Representation” Must be Accessible to Retrieve a Data Object

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



49(EX2004 at [0109]; POR at 36)

The Intrinsic Evidence Confirms a “Representation” Must be Accessible to Retrieve a Data Object

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



50(EX2004 at [0116]; POR at 37)

The Intrinsic Evidence Confirms a “Representation” Must be Accessible to Retrieve a Data Object

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



51(Sur-Reply at 5; EX2004 at [0116]-[0119]; see also POR at 36-38)

The Intrinsic Evidence Supports PO’s Construction

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



52(EX2004 at [0103]; Sur-Reply at 5)

The Specification Confirms a “Representation” Must be Accessible to Retrieve a Data Object

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



53(EX2004 at [0110]; Sur-Reply at 5)

The Intrinsic Evidence Confirms a “Representation” Must be Accessible to Retrieve a Data Object

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



54(EX2004 at [0115]; Sur-Reply at 5)

The Intrinsic Evidence Confirms a “Representation” Must be Accessible to Retrieve a Data Object

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



55(EX2004, Figures 2A and 2B; Sur-Reply at 5)

The Intrinsic Evidence Confirms a “Representation” Must be Accessible to Retrieve a Data Object

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



56(EX2004, Figures 2A and 2B; Sur-Reply at 5)

The Intrinsic Evidence Confirms a “Representation” Must be Accessible to Retrieve a Data Object

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



57(EX2004, claims 1 and 11; Sur-Reply at 5)

The Intrinsic Evidence Confirms a “Representation” Must be Accessible to Retrieve a Data Object

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



58(Paper 12 at 6-7; Sur-Reply at 5)

The Intrinsic Evidence Cited by the Board Does Not Contradict PO’s Construction

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



59(Paper 12 at 6-7; Sur-Reply at 5)

The Intrinsic Evidence Cited by the Board Does Not Contradict PO’s Construction

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



60(Paper 12 at 6-7; Sur-Reply at 5)

The Intrinsic Evidence Cited by the Board Does Not Contradict PO’s Construction

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



61(Paper 12 at 6-7; Sur-Reply at 5)

The Intrinsic Evidence Cited by the Board Does Not Contradict PO’s Construction

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



62(Paper 12 at 6-7; Sur-Reply at 5)

The Intrinsic Evidence Cited by the Board Does not Contradict PO’s Construction

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



63(POR at 33)

Only PO’s Construction Is Consistent with Other Claims of the ’520 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



64(POR at 33)

Only PO’s Construction Is Consistent with Other Claims of the ’520 Patent

Because claim terms are normally used consistently throughout the patent, the usage of a
term in one claim can often illuminate the meaning of the same term in other claims.

Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d 1303, 1314 (Fed. Cir. 2005)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



65(Rep. at 2)

Petitioner Mischaracterizes PO’s Construction 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



66(Rep. at 3)

Petitioner’s Remaining Arguments Lack Merit

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



67(Rep. at 4)

Petitioner’s Remaining Arguments Are Unavailing

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



68(Rep. at 5)

Petitioner’s Remaining Arguments Are Without Merit

. . . 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Houston Does Not Disclose 17[d]-17[g] and 
Teaches Away from the Claimed Inventions
(Grounds 1-4)

69DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



70(POR at 42)

Houston Does Not Support Petitioner

Houston’s system “automatically” and “immediately” synchronizes folders and their contents 
among multiple clients by downloading local copies of shared documents to each user’s client. 

(EX1003 1:29-35)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



71(POR at 42)

Houston Does Not Support Petitioner

Houston’s system “automatically” and “immediately” synchronizes folders and their contents 
among multiple clients by downloading local copies of shared documents to each user’s client. 

(EX1003 2:63-3:10)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



72(POR at 42)

Houston Does Not Support Petitioner

Houston’s system “automatically” and “immediately” synchronizes folders and their contents 
among multiple clients by downloading local copies of shared documents to each user’s client. 

(EX1003 2:63-3:10)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



73(POR at 42)

Houston Does Not Support Petitioner

Houston’s system “automatically” and “immediately” synchronizes folders and their contents 
among multiple clients by downloading local copies of shared documents to each user’s client. 

(EX1003 5:37-6:5)

. . . 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



74(POR at 42)

Houston Does Not Support Petitioner

Houston’s system “automatically” and “immediately” synchronizes folders and their contents 
among multiple clients by downloading local copies of shared documents to each user’s client. 

(EX1003)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



75(POR at 42, 17-18)

Houston Does Not Support Petitioner

Houston’s system “automatically” and “immediately” synchronizes folders and their contents among 
multiple clients by downloading local copies of shared documents to each user’s client. 

(EX1003 7:18-58)

. . . 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



76(POR at 42, 17-18)

The Incorporated Houston ’787 Provisional Confirms PO’s Position

Houston’s system “automatically” and “immediately” synchronizes folders and their contents 
among multiple clients by downloading local copies of shared documents to each user’s client. 

(EX2051, paragraph 55)



77(POR at 42, 17-18)

The Incorporated Houston ’787 Provisional Confirms PO’s Position

Houston’s system “automatically” and “immediately” synchronizes folders and their contents 
among multiple clients by downloading local copies of shared documents to each user’s client. 

(PO Sur-reply at 10)



78(POR at 42, 17-18)

The Incorporated Houston ’787 Provisional Confirms PO’s Position

Houston’s system “automatically” and “immediately” synchronizes folders and their contents 
among multiple clients by downloading local copies of shared documents to each user’s client. 

(PO Sur-reply at 11)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



79

Houston Does Not Support Petitioner

Petitioner’s “checkmark overlay” argument is misleading, at best

(EX1034 ¶ 30)

(EX1034 ¶ 31)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



80

Houston Does Not Support Petitioner

Petitioner’s “checkmark overlay” argument is misleading, at best

(EX1002 ¶ 99)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



81

Houston Does Not Support Petitioner

Petitioner’s “checkmark overlay” argument is misleading, at best

(POR at 43)

(POR at 43)

(POR at 45)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



82

Petitioner’s “Checkmark Overlay” Argument Fails

Petitioner’s “checkmark overlay” argument is misleading, at best

(POR at 44)

(POR at 44)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



83

Petitioner’s “Checkmark Overlay” Argument Fails

Petitioner’s “checkmark overlay” argument is misleading, at best

(PO Sur-reply at 12)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



84

Houston Teaches Away from the Challenged Claims 

(PO Sur-reply at 13) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



85

Petitioner Does Not Seriously Dispute the Operation of Houston

(Pet. Mtn. to Exclude, Paper 40, at 3) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



86

Properly Construed, the Board Agrees with PO’s Characterization of Houston 

(Paper 12 at 36) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



87

Properly Construed, the Board Agrees with PO’s Characterization of Houston 

(Paper 12 at 42) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



88

Properly Construed, the Board Agrees with PO’s Characterization of Houston 

(Paper 12 at 42-43) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Garcia Does Not Cure Houston’s Deficiencies
(Grounds 1-4)

89DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



90(POR at 47-48)

Garcia Does Not Teach Creating a Representation at the Second Node

Garcia downloads the contents of the shared folder at the receiving node

(EX2052; see also EX1004 Fig.12)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



91(POR at 45-46)

Garcia Does Not Teach Creating a Representation at the Second Node

(EX1004 at 5:14-26)

(EX1004 at 5:40-62)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



92

(Rep. at 17)

Petitioner Mischaracterizes Garcia

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



93

(Rep. at 17-18)

Petitioner Mischaracterizes Garcia

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



94

Petitioner Mischaracterizes Garcia

(PO Sur-reply at 15)
(EX1004 Fig. 12)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



95

Petitioner Mischaracterizes Garcia

(PO Sur-reply at 15-16)(EX1004 Fig. 12)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



96

Petitioner Mischaracterizes Garcia

(PO Sur-reply at 15-16)

(EX1004 10:32-44)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



97

Petitioner Mischaracterizes Garcia

(PO Sur-reply at 15-16)

(EX1004 Fig. 16 (excerpt))

(EX1004, 12:1-10)

(EX1004 Fig. 17 (excerpt)) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



98

Petitioner Mischaracterizes Garcia

(EX1004 Fig. 10) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



99

Petitioner Mischaracterizes the Teachings of Garcia

(PO Sur-reply at 15-16)

(EX1004 Fig. 20a)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



100(POR at 46)

Garcia Teaches Away from the Proposed Houston-Garcia Combination

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



101(POR at 46)

Garcia Teaches Away from the Proposed Houston-Garcia Combination

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



102(Pet at 31; Ex1002, Para. 92; Sur-Reply at 14-16)

Garcia Teaches Away from the Proposed Houston-Garcia Combination

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



103(Sur-Reply at 14-15)

Garcia Teaches Away from the Proposed Houston-Garcia Combination

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



104(Sur-Reply at 16-17)

Garcia Teaches Away from Proposed Houston-Garcia-Manzano Combination

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Manzano Does Not Cure Deficiencies of 
Houston and Garcia and No Motivation to 
Combine
(Grounds 2 and 4)

105DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



106(Petition at 64-65; Sur-reply at 17-18)

Petitioner Relies on Manzano for the “A second representation of the at least one Folder”

(Rep. at 23)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



107(POR at 24; EX2051 at 62-63)

Manzano Directed to Purported Problems Transferring Files Using Email

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



108(POR at 24; EX2051 at 62-63)

Manzano Directed to Purported Problems Transferring Files Using Email

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



109(POR at 24; EX2051 at 62-63)

Manzano Directed to Purported Problems Transferring Files Using Email

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



110(POR at 52-53)

Manzano Directed to Transferring Files, Not Folders, Using Mobile Agents Without Email

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



111(POR at 52-53)

Manzano Directed to Transferring Files, Not Folders, Using Mobile Agents Without Email

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



112

Petitioner Acknowledges Manzano Is Inapposite to Creating a Representation of a Shared Folder at the Second Node

(Pet. at  64-65

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

(Rep. at 23)



113

Manzano Does Not Teach Creating a Representation of a Shared Folder at the Second Node

(POR at 51-52)

(PO Sur-reply at 18)
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



114

Manzano Does Not Teach Creating a Representation of a Shared Folder at the Second Node

(POR at 53; EX2051 at 116)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



115(POR at 51-53; Sur-reply at 18)

Manzano Does Not Teach Creating a Representation of a Shared Folder at the Second Node

(EX1005 at [0041], [0050])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



116(POR at 51-53; Sur-reply at 18)

Manzano Does Not Teach Creating a Representation of a Shared Folder at the Second Node

(EX1005 at [0041], [0050])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Motivation to Combine and Teaching Away

117DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



118(POR at 39)

Motivation to Combine and Teaching Away

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



119(POR at 39-40)

Motivation to Combine and Teaching Away

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



120(POR at 39-40)

Motivation to Combine and Teaching Away

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



121(POR at 46)

Motivation to Combine and Teaching Away

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



122(POR at 46)

Motivation to Combine and Teaching Away

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Further, the proposed combination, on this record, raises a concern over the operability of 
the proposed combination. In re Urbanski, 809 F.3d 1237 (Fed. Cir. 2016) ("if references 
taken in combination would produce a seemingly inoperative device such references teach 
away from the combination and thus cannot serve as predicates for a prima facie case of 
obviousness.") (cleaned up); Plas-Pak Industries, Inc. v. Sulzer Mixpac AG, 600 F. App'x. 
755, 758 (Fed. Cir. 2015) ("combinations that change the basic principles under which the 
prior art was designed to operate, or that render the prior art inoperable for its intended 
purpose, may fail to support a conclusion of obviousness.") (cleaned up). . . . . It is 
unclear to us that such a device would function. . . . Cook Grp. Inc. v. Bos. Sci. Scimed, 
Inc., 809 F. App'x 990, 1001 (Fed. Cir. 2020) ("the Board properly weighed the loss of 
key functions as a relevant factor in the motivation to combine analysis"). Petitioner has 
not discussed these changes in its analysis. As a whole, the combination raises questions 
about its operability, further lending to the view that Petitioner has not established a 
reasonable likelihood of success.

Samsung Elecs. Co. v. Mojo Mobility, Inc., No. IPR2023-01100, Paper 11, 2024 Pat. App. LEXIS 574, *14–15 (PTAB Feb. 12, 
2024). 



Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness Support PO

123DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



124(POR at 54)

Dropbox Did Not Introduce Representations of Shared Folders Until 2016

(EX2012)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



125(POR at 54)

Dropbox Did Not Introduce Representations of Shared Folders Until 2016

(EX2013)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



126(POR at 54)

Dropbox Did Not Introduce Representations of Shared Folders Until 2016

(EX2013)
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



127(POR at 55-56)

Dropbox Did Not Introduce Representations of Shared Folders Until 2016

(EX2019)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



128(POR at 55-56)

Dropbox Did Not Introduce Representations of Shared Folders Until 2016

(EX2020)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



129(POR at 54-55)

Dropbox Did Not Introduce Representations of Shared Folders Until 2016

(EX2015)
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



130(Rep. at 25)

Petitioner Is Wrong to Suggest that Smart Sync Is Irrelevant to the Claims

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



131(PO Sur-reply at 19)

Petitioner Is Wrong to Suggest that Smart Sync Is Irrelevant to the Claims

(EX2049 at 134-40) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



132(Rep. at 25-26)

Petitioner Is Wrong to Suggest that Smart Sync Is Irrelevant to the Claims

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



133(PO Sur-reply at 19-20)

Petitioner Is Wrong to Suggest that Smart Sync Is Irrelevant to the Claims

(EX2048 at 1375:16-1381:24 (emphasis added))

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



134(Paper 12 at 19)

Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness and Nexus

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



135(EX2051, paragraphs 51-52)

Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness and Nexus

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



136(Sur-reply at 19; EX2049 (see 125-140 for entire claim 17; 133-140 for 17[g])

Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness and Nexus

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



137(EX2051, paragraphs 51-52)

Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness and Nexus

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Houston ‘787 Provisional and Motion to 
Exclude

138DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



139

POR at 18

PO Correctly Identified the Houston ‘787 Provisional

POR at vii

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



140

Reply at 11-12

Petitioner’s Willful Blindness Cannot Create Prejudice Nor Warrant Exclusion

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



141

Paper 41 at 8

Houston Includes the ‘787 Provisional Disclosure

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



142

POPR at 18

PO Correctly Identified the Houston ‘787 Provisional

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



143

POPR at 19

PO Correctly Identified the Houston ‘787 Provisional

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



144

POPR at 19-20

PO Correctly Identified the Houston ‘787 Provisional

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



145

POPR at 19-20

PO Correctly Identified the Houston ‘787 Provisional

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



146

POPR at 20

PO Correctly Identified the Houston ‘787 Provisional

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



147

Paper 41 at 2

The Houston ‘787 Provisional Is Part of Houston

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



148

Paper 41 at 2

The Houston ‘787 Provisional Is Part of Houston

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



149

Paper 41 at 2

The Houston ‘787 Provisional Is Part of Houston

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



IPR2024-00287

150DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Riepling Is Not a Prior Art Printed Publication

151DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



152

Riepling is Not a Prior Art Printed Publication

Riepling filed
Aug. 16, 2011

’635, ’906 
Applications
Sep. 25, 2012

Riepling
published

Feb. 21, 2013

’623 Application
May 9, 2014

’223 Application
Oct. 3, 2017

’621 Application
Feb. 26, 2021

(POR at 30-31; EX1101) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



153(POR at 31-35; EX1107)

Riepling Is Not a Prior Art Printed Publication

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



154(POR at 31-34; EX1107)

Riepling Is Not a Prior Art Printed Publication

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



155(POR at 34-36; EX1107)

Riepling Is Not a Prior Art Printed Publication

. . . 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



156(PO Sur-reply at 9)

Riepling Is Not a Prior Art Printed Publication

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



The Claims Are Entitled to at Least a 
September 25, 2012 Priority Date

157DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



158

Petitioner Has Not Shown that PO Is Precluded

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

(Rep. at 6-7)

Reply at 



159

(Sur Reply at 3)

Petitioner’s Preclusion Is Irrelevant and Inadequately Presented

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

(Sur-Reply at 4)



160(Rep. at 6-7; PO Sur-reply at 3)

“Claim Preclusion” Is Irrelevant 

The test for claim preclusion in the Fifth Circuit has four elements:
(1) the parties in the later action are identical to, or in privity with, the parties in the earlier

action;
(2) the judgment in the earlier case was rendered by a court with proper jurisdiction;
(3) there has been a final judgment on the merits; and
(4) the earlier case and later case involve the same cause of action.

SimpleAir, Inc. v. Google LLC, 884 F.3d 1160, 1165 (Fed. Cir. 2018)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



161(PO Sur-reply at 3-4)

Issue Preclusion Is Irrelevant 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Petitioner Overlooks Relevant Disclosures in 
Priority Applications 

162DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



163(EX1127 ¶¶ 33, 68)

Petitioner’s Argument Turns on Purported “External Messaging Node”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



164(EX1127 ¶ 34, citing EX1132 at 71-72)

Petitioner’s Argument Turns on Purported “External Messaging Node”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



165(EX1127 ¶ 49)

Petitioner’s Expert Downplays Key Disclosures in Priority Applications

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



166(EX2005 ¶ 25; EX2004 Fig. 2A; EX2005 App’x 1, at 34-37, 60-69; POR at 3; Sur-Reply at )

Petitioner Overlooks Key Disclosures of External Messaging Nodes in Priority Applications

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



167(EX2005 ¶¶ 26-28; EX2004 Fig. 5)

Petitioner Overlooks Key Disclosures in Priority Applications

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



168(EX2005 ¶¶ 26-28; EX2004 at [0102], [0123]-[0124])

Petitioner Overlooks Key Disclosures in Priority Applications

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



169(PO Sur-reply at 5-6)

Petitioner Overlooks Key Disclosures in Priority Applications

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



170(PO Sur-reply at 7-8)

Petitioner Overlooks Key Disclosures in Priority Applications

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



171(PO Sur-reply at 7-8; EX2004, [0185]-[0186])

Petitioner Overlooks Key Disclosures in Priority Applications

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



172(EX2005 at pp. 25-26 of Appendix 1; Sur-Reply at 6-8)

Petitioner Overlooks Key Disclosures in Priority Applications

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



173(Sur-Reply at 6-8; EX2004 at [0128]-[0129], Figure 7; Exhibit 2005, Appendix 1 at 36, 132, 215)

Petitioner Overlooks Key Disclosures in Priority Applications

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



174((Sur-Reply at 6-8; EX2004, Fig. 7, [0144]))

Petitioner Overlooks Key Disclosures in Priority Applications

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



175

(EX1127 at paragraph 46)

Petitioner Overlooks Key Disclosures in Priority Applications

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



176(Sur-Reply at 6-8; Exhibit 2005, Appendix 1 at 40 (citing Fig. 4 and [0128]-[0129]; see also POR at 30-31)

Petitioner Overlooks Key Disclosures in Priority Applications

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



177(Sur-Reply at 5, 8; EX1127 ¶ 49)

Petitioner’s Expert Downplays Key Disclosures in Priority Applications

(EX2015 99:15-23)

(EX2015 101:9-23)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



178

Petitioner’s Expert Downplays Key Disclosures in Priority Applications

(EX2015 105:8-106:5) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



179

Petitioner’s Expert Downplays Key Disclosures in Priority Applications

(EX2015 109:12-110:9)) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



180

Petitioner’s Expert Downplays Key Disclosures in Priority Applications

(EX1101 22:21-42; EX2015 114:6-118:15) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



181

Petitioner’s Expert Downplays Key Disclosures in Priority Applications

(EX1101 22:21-42; EX2015 114:6-118:15) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



182

Petitioner’s Expert Downplays Key Disclosures in Priority Applications

(PO Sur-reply at 5) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



183

Petitioner’s Expert Downplays Key Disclosures in Priority Applications

(PO Sur-reply at 8-9) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Even were Riepling eligible Prior Art, It Does 
Not Render the Challenged Claims Obvious 
(All Grounds)

184DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



185(EX1107 [0004], [0005], [0007]; PO Sur-reply at 10)

Riepling Is Directed to a Different Problem from the Challenged Claims

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



186(EX1107 Fig. 8, [0051]-[0052]; PO Sur-reply at 11)

Riepling Is Directed to a Different Problem from the Challenged Claims

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



187(PO Sur-reply at 10-11)

Riepling Is Directed to a Different Problem from the Challenged Claims

Riepling is directed to securely receiving unknown files from unregistered users of a content 
sharing service, not requesting files by file description

(EX1107 [0055])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



188Sur-reply at 11-19

Riepling Does Not Teach or Suggest Element 9[b] and 9[g]

(EX1107 Fig. 3)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



189

Petitioner Mischaracterizes the Teachings of Riepling

(EX1107 Fig. 3)

(Rep. at 10)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



190(PO Sur-reply at 11-12)

Fig. 3 of Riepling Does Not Include a Text Box Containing a Description of the Requested File

(EX1107 Fig. 3)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



191(PO Sur-reply at 12-13)

Fig. 3 of Riepling Does Not Include a Text Box Containing a File Description of the Requested File

(EX1107 Fig. 3)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



192(PO Sur-reply at 13-14)

Fig. 3 of Riepling Does Not Include a Text Box Containing a Description of the Requested File

(EX1107 Fig. 3)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



193

Riepling Does Not Teach or Suggest Element 9[g]

(EX1107 Fig. 4)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



194

Petitioner’s Obviousness Theories Are Inconsistent with its Expert’s Opinions

(EX1107 Fig. 4)
(Rep. at 14)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



195(PO Sur-reply at 15-17)

Petitioner’s Obviousness Theories Are Inconsistent with its Expert’s Opinions

(EX1107 Fig. 4)

(EX2015 at 239:21-240:7)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



196(PO Sur-reply at 15-17)

Petitioner’s Obviousness Theories Are Inconsistent with its Expert’s Opinions

(EX1107 Fig. 4)

(EX2015 at 243:2-16)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



197(PO Sur-reply at 18)

Petitioner and its Expert Mischaracterize the Teachings of Riepling

(EX1107 Fig. 4)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



198(PO Sur-reply at 18)

Petitioner and its Expert Mischaracterize the Teachings of Riepling

(EX1107 Fig. 4)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



199(POR at 47 (citing EX2003); see also EX2005 at 100)

Petitioner Pursued Patents on File Request Features Years Later

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



No Obviousness Based on Meisels
(Grounds 3-4, 6)

200DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



201(Sur-Reply at 21; POR at 53-55)

Meisels Does Not Teach or Suggest Elements 9[b] and 9[g]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



202(POR at 54)

Meisels Does Not Teach or Suggest Elements 9[l] and 9[o]

(EX1108 Fig. 4)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



203(POR at 53-54)

Meisels Does Not Teach or Suggest Elements 9[l] and 9[o]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



204(POR at 54)

Meisels Does Not Teach or Suggest Elements 9[l] and 9[o]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



205(POR at 54)

Meisels Does Not Teach or Suggest Elements 9[l] and 9[o]

(EX1108 ¶ 3)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



206(POR at 54)

Meisels Does Not Teach or Suggest Elements 9[l] and 9[o]

(EX1108 ¶¶ 37, 59)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



207

Petitioner Admits Meisels Does Not Teach Generation of a Message (Element 9[l])

(Rep. at 22)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



208

The Riepling+Meisels Combination Does Not Teach a “Fourth Interface” (Element 9[o])

(Rep. at 23)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



209

The Riepling+Meisels Combination Does Not Teach a “Fourth Interface” (Element 9[o])

(EX1108 Fig. 4)

(PO Sur-reply at 21 n.8) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



No Obviousness Based on Manzano
(Grounds 2, 4-6)

210DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



211

Manzano Does Not Cure Deficiencies of Riepling

(PO Sur-reply at 21) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



212

A POSITA Would Not Have Been Motivated to Combine Manzano with Riepling

(PO Sur-reply at 22) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



213

Manzano Utilizes Mobile Agents Rather than Email

(POR at 8-9; EX1105 at [0003];  Sur-reply at 22) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



214

Riepling Directed to Interactions with Unregistered Users

(POR at 8; PO Sur-reply at 22) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



215

Manzano Does Not Teach Creating a Representation of an Uploaded File at the First Node

(POR at 59)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



216

Petitioner Does Not Assert that Manzano Teaches Creating a Representation of an Uploaded File at the First Node

(Pet. at 51) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



217

Petitioner Does Not Assert that Manzano Teaches Creating a Representation of an Uploaded File at the First Node

(Pet. at 52) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



No Obviousness Based on Garcia
(Grounds 5-6)

218



219

Garcia Does Not Cure Deficiencies of Riepling

(PO Sur-reply at 21) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



220(POR at 59)

Garcia Does Not Teach Creating a Representation of an Uploaded File at the First Node

(POR at 59-60)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



221

Petitioner Does Not Assert that Garcia Teaches Creating a Representation of an Uploaded File at the First Node

(Pet. at 74-75) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



222

Petitioner Does Not Assert that Garcia Teaches Creating a Representation of an Uploaded File at the First Node

(Pet. at 77-78) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Garcia teaches that folders are synchronized with other clients, not at the first node where a file 
requester expects to receive a file uploaded in response to a file request

223

Garcia Does Not Teach Creating a Representation of an Uploaded File at the First Node

(EX1104 at 5:14-26)

(EX1104 at 5:40-62)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



224

Garcia Does Not Teach Creating a Representation of an Uploaded File at the First Node

(POR at 60-61)

(EX1104 Fig. 12)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



225

Garcia Does Not Teach Creating a Representation of an Uploaded File at the First Node

Sur-Reply at 23

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR at 11



226

Garcia Does Not Teach Creating a Representation of an Uploaded File at the First Node

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR at 11

EX1104 at 10:32-43



227

Garcia Does Not Teach Creating a Representation of an Uploaded File at the First Node

Sur-Reply at 23-24 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Claims 11-13, 16, and 22-24

228DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



229

Grounds 2, 4, 5 and 6 Fail For Same Reasons as Grounds 1 and 3

POR at 57-58 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



End of Slides

230DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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