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’138 Patent Claims Challenged

(IPR2024‐00334) Inst. Dec. (Paper 10), 10.
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’512 Patent Claims Challenged

(IPR2024‐00332) Inst. Dec. (Paper 10), 10.
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Claim 1, ’138 Patent

(’138 Patent, claim 1) APPL‐1001, 11:17‐56.
(’512 Patent, claim 1) APPL‐1001, 10:62‐11:31.

Claim 1, ’512 Patent
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Summary Claim Landscape

’512 Patent 
IPR2024-00332

’138 Patent
IPR2024-00334

General Claim Terms

processor
first processor / second processor
record (biometric template and/or 

credential (key))
match (biometric input and 

biometric template)
facilitate login to external resource

(transmit credential)
wiping of record

(dependent)secure backup of record
(dependent)restricted interface
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Discussion Roadmap

• ’138 Patent Grounds: 

• ’512 Patent Grounds: 

Slides 7-14• Prior Art Teachings Not Seriously Disputed

Slides 21-33• Motivation to Combine Kesanupalli and 
Brown 

Slides 21-37• Motivation to Combine Kesanupalli-Brown 
and Challener 

Slides 15-19• Prior Art Teachings Not Seriously Disputed

Slides 21-37• Motivation to Combine Kesanupalli-Cheng 
and Challener 

Slides 39-49
• Petition demonstrates “a second processor 

is configured to: … perform a secure backup 
of the record to a storage service” 
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’138 Patent
Prior Art Teachings Not Seriously Disputed

7
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Undisputed: Kesanupalli Teaches 
Limitations [1.1]-[1.7], [1.9] of ’138 Patent, Claim 1

(Kesanupalli) APPL‐1006, Fig. 2, annotated; 
(IPR2024‐00334) Pet., 24; 

(IPR2024‐00334) APPL‐1003, ¶94.

(’138 Patent, claim 1) APPL‐1001, 11:17‐56.
(IPR2024‐00334) Pet. (Paper 2), 44.
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(IPR2024‐00334) Pet., 26; (Kesanupalli) APPL‐1006, 3:15‐51.

Undisputed: Kesanupalli Teaches 
Limitations [1.1]-[1.7], [1.9] of ’138 Patent, Claim 1

(’138 Patent, claim 1) APPL‐1001, 11:17‐56.
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(Kesanupalli) APPL‐1006, FIG. 9, annotated; 
(IPR2024‐00334) Pet. (Paper 2), 26; (IPR2024‐00334) APPL‐1003, ¶106. 

Undisputed: Kesanupalli Teaches 
Limitations [1.1]-[1.7], [1.9] of ’138 Patent, Claim 1

(’138 Patent, claim 1) APPL‐1001, 11:17‐56.

(Kesanupalli) APPL‐1006, 6:31‐49;
(IPR2024‐00334) Pet. (Paper 2), 31‐32; (IPR2024‐00334) APPL:‐1003, ¶119.
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(Kesanupalli) APPL‐1006, FIGS. 4‐5, annotated; 
(IPR2024‐00334) Pet. (Paper 2), 34‐35; (IPR2024‐00334) APPL‐1003, ¶126.

Undisputed: Kesanupalli Teaches 
Limitations [1.1]-[1.7], [1.9] of ’138 Patent, Claim 1

(’138 Patent, claim 1) APPL‐1001, 11:17‐56.
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(Kesanupalli) APPL‐1006, FIG. 12, annotated; 
(IPR2024‐00334) Pet. (Paper 2), 39;  (IPR2024‐00334) APPL‐1003, ¶135.

Undisputed: Kesanupalli Teaches 
Limitations [1.1]-[1.7], [1.9] of ’138 Patent, Claim 1

(’138 Patent, claim 1) APPL‐1001, 11:17‐56.
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Undisputed: Brown Teaches 
Limitation [1.8] – “wiping”

(IPR2024‐00334) Pet. (Paper 2), 41; (IPR2024‐00334) APPL‐1003, ¶143.

(’138 Patent, claim 1) APPL‐1001, 11:17‐56.
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(Challener) APPL‐1007, FIG. 1, annotated; 
(IPR2024‐00334) Pet. (Paper 2), 63, 67; (IPR2024‐00334) APPL‐1003, ¶¶195‐211.

Undisputed: Challener Teaches 
Claims 11, 23 – “restricted interface”

(’138 Patent) APPL‐1001, 12:16‐17.

(’138 Patent) APPL‐1001, 13:13‐14.

’138 Patent, Ground 3 : 
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’512 Patent 
Prior Art Teachings Not Seriously Disputed

15
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Undisputed: Kesanupalli Teaches 
Authentication Limitations of ’512 Patent, Claim 1

(Kesanupalli) APPL‐1006, FIGS. 9, 2; 
(IPR2024‐00332) Pet. (Paper 2), 11‐12; (IPR2024‐00332) APPL‐1003,¶65.

(’512 Patent, claim 1) APPL‐1001, 10:62‐11:31.
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Undisputed: Cheng Teaches 
Secure Backup

(IPR2024‐00332) Pet. (Paper 2), 54‐56; (IPR2024‐00332) APPL‐1003, ¶¶158‐165.

[Cheng, APPL‐1008] :

(’512 Patent, claim 1) APPL‐1001, 10:62‐11:31.
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Undisputed: Challener Teaches a System Implementation 
having a First and Second Processor

(IPR2024‐00332) Pet. (Paper 2), 20, 30, 34; 
(IPR2024‐00332) APPL‐1003, ¶¶74‐79, 97‐100 (first), 113‐118 (second).

(’512 Patent, claim 1) APPL‐1001, 10:62‐11:31.
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Undisputed: Challener Teaches a System Implementation 
having a Restricted Interface

(IPR2024‐00332) Pet. (Paper 2), 13‐14, 36; 
(IPR2024‐00332) APPL‐1003, ¶¶67‐69, 113‐117.

(’512 Patent, claim 1) APPL‐1001, 10:62‐11:31.
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Discussion Roadmap

• ’138 Patent Grounds: 

• ’512 Patent Grounds: 

Slides 7-14• Prior Art Teachings Not Seriously Disputed

Slides 21-33• Motivation to Combine Kesanupalli and 
Brown 

Slides 21-37• Motivation to Combine Kesanupalli-Brown 
and Challener 

Slides 15-19• Prior Art Teachings Not Seriously Disputed

Slides 21-37• Motivation to Combine Kesanupalli-Cheng 
and Challener 

Slides 39-49
• Petition demonstrates “a second processor 

is configured to: … perform a secure backup 
of the record to a storage service” 
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Petition Established Motivation to Combine for Each Challenge

’138 Patent (IPR2024‐00334)

Kesanupalli + Brown

Kesanupalli + Brown + Cheng

Kesanupalli + Brown + Challener

Kesanupalli + Brown + Headley

’512 Patent (IPR2024‐00332)

Kesanupalli + Cheng + Challener

Mr. Kesanupalli’s selection of features 
for inclusion in his patent application

Kesanupalli’s recognition of social 
engineering attacks being a threat

These arguments fail as they demand an overly 
narrow perspective for the obviousness inquiry:

Obvious to a POSITA
(pre-AIA) 35 U.S.C. §103(a):

Patent Owner purports to raise 
reasons to not combine
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Petition’s Reasons to Combine Brown with Kesanupalli 
Are Not Seriously Disputed (’138 Patent)

Pet., 18 (“POSITA would have readily understood the stored biometric
information and credentials would be at risk if Kesanupalli’s device were
lost or stolen”); Pet. Reply, 2.

“need or problem known in 
the field” 
KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 1742

Pet., 18‐19 (“Brown’s system and method for wiping data at a
communication device including according to a predefined rule would
provide an advantage for client devices like those of Kesanupalli‐namely,
that of protecting data on the client device from unauthorized use by
wiping it from the device”); Pet. Reply, 13.

“obvious benefit” and 
“predictable results” 
Id. at 1731, 1739, 1740, 
1744 

Pet., 19 (“adding a wiping technique of Brown in a biometric
authentication system such as taught by Kesanupalli as Brown is similarly
directed to improving security of personal information in a substantially
similar device. … the wiping technique of Brown is implemented by
routine software executed on generic processing components, which
would have been a predictable application relative to Kesanupalli’s
system and devices. APPL‐1003, ¶81. Brown discloses that a processor
facilitates its wiping techniques.”)

“a combination of familiar 
elements according to 
known methods” Id. at 1739

(IPR2024‐00334) Pet. (Paper 2), 18‐19; 
(IPR2024‐00334) APPL‐1003, ¶¶75‐82.

(IPR2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 2‐14; APPL‐1036, ¶¶10‐23. 
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Petition’s Reasons Combine Challener with Kesanupalli-Brown
Are Not Seriously Disputed (’138 Patent)

Pet., 62 (“Challener, in accord with the TPM specification, a standard
chipset including a programmable microcontroller can be provided and
used to store and secure information of the system that is desired to be
protected”)

“need or problem known in 
the field” 
KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 1742

Pet., 65‐66 (“standards‐based architecture as an implementation
framework for Kesanupalli’s biometric security techniques given the
support that a TPM implementation provides for many of the underlying
cryptographic security services (encryption/decryption) and secure
storage facilities provided…These are precisely the security architecture
features POSITA having Kesanupalli before them would be motivated to
implement in a standards‐based security architecture that would
engender trust amongst users and customers.)

“obvious benefit” and 
“predictable results” 
Id. at 1731, 1739, 1740, 
1744 

Pet., 66 (“implementing Kesanupalli’s biometric authentication
techniques and in applying Brown’s wipe features to a sensitive data in
secure storage given that Challener’s architecture applies TPM
techniques, which were well‐known, standard and widely‐deployed in
the industry.”); Reply, 18‐19; APPL‐1036, ¶25 (“TPM was included on
many enterprise‐class PC and laptop motherboards deployments and the
set of major PC manufacturers shipping TPM‐enabled PCs include Dell,
Lenovo, HP, Toshiba, and Fujitsu.”)

“a combination of familiar 
elements according to 
known methods” Id. at 1739

(IPR2024‐00334) Pet. (Paper 2), 62‐66; 
(IPR2024‐00334) APPL‐1003, ¶¶51‐54 (TPM), 195‐197 (Challener), 198‐202 (Combination);

(IPR2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 14‐20; APPL‐1036, ¶¶24‐36.
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Petition’s Reasons to Combine Challener with Kesanupalli-Cheng
Are Not Seriously Disputed (’512 Patent)

Pet., 13 (“As explained in Challener, in accord with the TPM specification,
a standard chipset including a programmable microcontroller can be
provided and used to store and secure information of the system that is
desired to be protected. APPL‐1003, ¶¶67‐69, 45‐51.”); Pet. Reply, 14‐15.

“need or problem known in 
the field” 
KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 1742

Pet., 19‐20 (“Challener’s TPM security architecture would have been an
attractive platform on which to implement a biometric security system
such as that described in Kesanupalli, particularly for POSITA who would
value a proven, widely adopted security architecture and who would
expect that the marketplace would favor a standards‐based
implementation. APPL‐1003, ¶78.”); Pet., 24 (“These are precisely the
security architecture features POSITA having Kesanupalli before them
would be motivated to implement in a standards based security
architecture that would engender trust amongst users and customers.
APPL‐1003, ¶¶83, 48‐51; APPL‐1016; APPL‐1017 (describing TPM
adoption).”); Pet. Reply, 11‐12.

“obvious benefit” and 
“predictable results” 
Id. at 1731, 1739, 1740, 
1744 

Pet., 19 (“A well‐known platform for implementing secure systems and for
securely handling sensitive information is a Trusted Platform Module
(TPM) security architecture. APPL‐1003, ¶¶77, 45‐51. TPM
implementations were widely implemented based on specifications from
Trusted Computing Group (TCG) and would have been well understood by
POSITA before the earliest priority date of the ’512 patent. Id.”); Pet., 24
(“implementing Kesanupalli’s biometric authentication techniques in
Challener’s TPM‐based architecture, as TPMs were well‐known, standard
and widely‐deployed in the industry.”); Reply, 14‐15; APPL‐1030, ¶24
(“TPM was included on many enterprise‐class PC and laptop…includ[ing]
Dell, Lenovo, HP, Toshiba, and Fujitsu.”)

“a combination of familiar 
elements according to 
known methods” Id. at 
1739

(IPR2024‐00332) Pet. (Paper 2), 12‐15, 18‐24; APPL‐1003, ¶¶48‐51 (TPM), 74‐84 (Combination);
(IPR2024‐00332) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 11‐16; APPL‐1030, ¶¶10‐35.
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Unsupported Conjecture Regarding Mr. Kesanupalli 
Is Not a Stand-in for a POSITA 

(2024‐00334) PO’s Resp. (Paper 13), 16.
See also, (2024‐00332) PO’s Resp. (Paper 13), 15.

(2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 4; see also, (2024‐00334) APPL‐1036, ¶¶10‐13.
See also, (2024‐00332) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 2‐3; (2024‐00332), APPL‐1030, ¶¶10‐13.
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Disclosed Feature Set in Kesanupalli Is Not Indicative Of Mr. Kesanupalli’s 
Views On Combinability—Just What He (and 4 Others) Included 

in a Patent Application

(2024‐00334) APPL‐1036, ¶12; cited at (2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 5. 

patent application ≠ survey of available, compatible features

(2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 5.

(2024‐00334) PO’s Resp. (Paper 13), 16.
See also, (2024‐00332) PO’s Resp. (Paper 13), 15.

See also, (2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 4‐5; (2024‐00334) APPL‐1036, ¶¶10‐13.
See also, (2024‐00332) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 2‐4; (2024‐00332), APPL‐1030, ¶¶10‐13.
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Mention in Background of Kesanupalli of a Problem Does Not Constrain 
Obviousness Inquiry to Only Solutions Limited to That Problem

References are 
analogous art, 
which is not disputed  

Obviousness is from 
POSITA’s perspective

(2024‐00334) PO’s Resp. (Paper 13), 21.
See also, (2024‐00332) PO’s Resp. (Paper 13), 20.

(2024‐00334) PO’s Resp. (Paper 13), 23.

(2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 11; see also,  (2024‐00334) APPL‐1036, ¶¶10‐23.
See also, (2024‐00332) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 9‐10; (2024‐00332), APPL‐1030, ¶¶10‐23.
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Kesanupalli Is Not Limited to Problem of Avoiding Social Engineering Attacks

See also, (IPR2024‐00334) APPL‐1036, ¶¶14‐22; see also Reply, 5‐9; 
See also, (IPR2024‐00332) APPL‐1030, ¶¶14‐22; see also Reply, 6‐10.

(IPR2024‐00334) APPL‐1036, ¶14.
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Briefing and Expert Testimony Details Kesanupalli’s Numerous Security 
Features Proving Protection Outside of Social Engineering Attacks

• General discussions of “secure transactions,” “secure application,” and “secure
communication” with no implication that these are “secure” only with respect to social
engineering attacks. See, e.g., (2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 10; APPL‐1036, ¶17; APPL‐1006, 5:53‐58, 6:15‐17, 6:39‐42.

• Secure socket layer (SSL) protocol for encrypted transmission of data including between
the sensor and general processor. See, e.g., (2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 9; APPL‐1036, ¶17; APPL‐1006, 1:28‐30,
6:39‐42.

• Strong cryptographic algorithms in its hardware and/or software including cryptography
features of secure keys and hashes. See, e.g., (2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 9; APPL‐1036, ¶17; APPL‐1006, 4:12‐
23, 4:64‐5:33.

• Strengthening security by biometric sensor unique identifiers (ID). See, e.g., (2024‐00334) Pet. Reply
(Paper 16), 9; APPL‐1036, ¶17; APPL‐1006, 4:23‐30.

• Addressed “dictionary attacks.” See, e.g., (2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 8; APPL‐1036, ¶19; APPL‐1006, 1:35‐38.

• Concerned with malware risk and digitally signs its browser extensions as mitigation and
checks credentials and biometric component. See, e.g., (2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 8; APPL‐1036, ¶¶17‐
18; APPL‐1006, 8:23‐28.

See also, (2024‐00332) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 5‐9; (2024‐00332), APPL‐1030, ¶¶14‐20.
See also, (2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 6‐10; (2024‐00334) APPL‐1036, ¶¶14‐20.
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Kesanupalli Includes Device Security Features

Kesanupalli’s 
“secure storage 206”

(Kesanupalli), APPL‐1006, FIG. 2, 3:46‐51, 6:6‐10; (2024‐00334) Pet. (Paper 2), 24.

(2024‐00334) PO’s Resp. (Paper 13), 30.
See also, (2024‐00332) PO’s Resp. (Paper 13), 28.

See also, (2024‐00334) Pet. (Paper 2), 24;  (2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 10; APPL‐1036, ¶16.
See also, (2024‐00332) Pet. (Paper 2), 28;  (2024‐00332) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 8‐9; APPL‐1030, ¶16.
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POSITA Would Consider Security in a Multi-Faceted Approach, 
Not Limited to a Single Type of Risk 

APPL‐1031, 37‐38 discussed at (2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 12;
(2024‐00332), Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 10.

APPL‐1032, 3 discussed at (2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 10;
(2024‐00332) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 12.

(2024‐00334) APPL‐1036, ¶22 discussed at (2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 12.
See also, (2024‐00332) APPL‐1036, ¶22 discussed at Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 10.

PO expert’s undergraduate textbook:  

PO expert’s testimony:   

POSITA’s comprehensive approach to security:

See also, (2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 12‐13; APPL‐1036, ¶¶20‐22.
See also, (2024‐00332) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 10‐11; APPL‐1030, ¶¶20‐22.
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POSITA Would Not Limit Security Features to Just Initial Attack 

Social engineering attacks do not
exist in a vacuum, but are used as
a precursor to and are related to
other security risks

(2024‐00334) APPL‐1036, ¶21 discussed at Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 7‐8.
See also, (2024‐00332) APPL‐1030, ¶21 discussed at Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 5‐7.

(2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 7.
See also, (2024‐00332) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 5.



3333DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT —NOT EVIDENCE

Kesanupalli Stores Critical Personal Information, 
Which Motivates Protection of the Stored Information

(2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 9; see also, APPL‐1036, ¶15.
See also, (2024‐00332) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 7; (2024‐00332) APPL‐1030, ¶15.
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Kesanupalli Is Ready for Improvement by Challener’s TPM-Based Architecture

(2024‐00332) APPL‐1030, ¶31.
See also, (2024‐00334) APPL‐1036, ¶32.

Dr. McDaniel’s unrebutted testimony confirms Challener’s 
TPM-architecture augments Kesanupalli

(2024‐00334) PO’s Sur‐Reply (Paper 17), 3.
See also, (2024‐00332) PO’s Sur‐Reply (Paper 17), 10.

(2024‐00332) APPL‐1030, ¶32.
See also, (2024‐00334) APPL‐1036, ¶33.

See also, (2024‐00332) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 11‐13; APPL‐1030, ¶¶31‐35.
See also, (2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 16‐18; APPL‐1036, ¶¶30‐34.
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Petition Showed Challener Provides a Benefit of a Standards-Based 
Architecture that Engenders Trust

(2024‐00332) Pet. (Paper 2), 19‐20.
See also, (2024‐00332) Pet. (Paper 2), 18‐24; APPL‐1003, ¶¶48‐51, 74‐84.

See also, (2024‐00334) Pet. (Paper 2), 62‐66; APPL‐1003, ¶¶51‐54, 195‐202.

See also, (2024‐00334) Pet. (Paper 2), 65‐66.
(2024‐00332) Pet. (Paper 2), 23‐24.
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Benefits of TPM Apply Regardless of Industry-Wide Adoption

(2024‐00334) PO’s Response (Paper 13), 32.
See also, (2024‐00332) PO’s Response (Paper 13), 30.

See also, (2024‐00332) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 16.
(2024‐00334) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 20.
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TPM Was Deployed in Available Commercial Products

(2024‐00332) APPL‐1033, 1; APPL‐1030, ¶26, Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 14‐15.

(2024‐00334) APPL‐1036, ¶25 discussed at  Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 18‐19.
See also, (2024‐00332) APPL‐1030, ¶24 discussed at  Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 14‐15.

See also, (2024‐00334) APPL‐1033, 1; APPL‐1036, ¶27, Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 18.
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Discussion Roadmap

• ’138 Patent Grounds: 

• ’512 Patent Grounds: 

Slides 7-14• Prior Art Teachings Not Seriously Disputed

Slides 21-33• Motivation to Combine Kesanupalli and 
Brown 

Slides 21-37• Motivation to Combine Kesanupalli-Brown 
and Challener 

Slides 15-19• Prior Art Teachings Not Seriously Disputed

Slides 21-37• Motivation to Combine Kesanupalli-Cheng 
and Challener 

Slides 39-49
• Petition demonstrates “a second processor 

is configured to: … perform a secure backup 
of the record to a storage service” 
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Parties Appear to Agree that Claims Recite “the second processor is configured 
to…perform a secure backup of the record to a storage service”

(’512 Patent, claims 1‐2) 
APPL‐1001, 10:62‐11:33.

Petition demonstrates that POSITA 
would have been motivated to 
configure Kesanupalli-Challener’s 
second (secure) processor to 
perform a secure backup of the 
record to a storage service

. . . 
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(2024‐00332) Pet. (Paper 2), 55.

Cheng teaches secure 
backup by encrypting data 
of a biometrics-based 
device and providing it to a 
storage service

It would have been obvious 
to implement Cheng’s 
backup on Kesanupalli-
Challener’s second
(secure) processor
• data relates to security features 
• secure processor is protected 

from attacks
• records are accessible only to 

secure processor 

Petition Explains Second Processor Perform[s] Secure Backup

Arrangement was 
conventional and 
implemented by widely 
practiced methods

(2024‐00332) Pet. (Paper 2), 55; see also,  APPL‐1003, ¶¶158‐164, 173.
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Implementation of Second Processor Perform[ing] Secure Backup 
Is Well-Supported

Petition details how the 
second processor performs 
the secure backup 
including:
• Backup in context of TPM 

was known in industry 
(APPL-1018) 

• Porting of code to second 
processor described

• Cheng itself teaches 
using a microprocessor 
onboard a biometric-
based device (second 
processor)

(2024‐00332) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 18‐19.
See also, (2024‐00332) Pet. (Paper 2), 54‐59, APPL‐1003, ¶¶158‐164, 173.
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Dr. McDaniel’s Confirms that it Was Straight-Forward for  
Second Processor to Perform Cheng’s Secure Backup

(2024‐00332) APPL‐1030, ¶36 discussed at Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 18‐19.
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TPM-based Architecture Restricts Access to the Second Processor

(2024‐00332) APPL‐1030, ¶37 discussed at Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 20.

(2024‐00332) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 20.

Cheng’s backup technique 
implements security features such 
as encryption, which are provided 
by the second (secure) processor

• Restricted interface keeps 
second processor secure

• However, the second
(secure) processor can 
interact with outside world 
through the restricted 
interface
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Claims Recite “the second processor is configured to…perform a secure 
backup of the record to a storage service”

(’512 Patent, claims 1, 2) 
APPL‐1001, 10:62‐11:33.

. . . 
a second processor configured to 

“perform” a secure backup precludes
downstream components along path 

to cloud storage service

Patent Owner’s arguments fail as they demand an 
unsupported claim interpretation :
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Claim Language Does Not Preclude Involvement of Downstream Components  

Recitation of “facilitate a login” does 
not transform the meaning of “perform” 
to preclude downstream components 

(’512 Patent, claim 1) APPL‐1001, 10:62‐11:31.

(2024‐00332) APPL‐1030, ¶41 discussed at Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 25.
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Secure Backup to Remote Storage Service 
Uses Downstream Components

(’512 Patent) APPL‐1001, FIG. 1, discussed at Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 24‐25.
Pet. (Paper 2), 3‐4; APPL‐1001, 11:32‐33 (claim 2). (2024‐00332) APPL‐1030, ¶38 discussed at Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 24‐25.
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Second Processor Communicates with the First Processor

APPL‐1001, 3:66‐4:8 discussed at Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 21‐22.

APPL‐1001, FIG. 3 discussed at Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 21‐22.
See also, Pet. (Paper 2), 7.

(2024‐00332) Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 21‐23 citing APPL‐1031, 35‐36.

Patent Owner’s expert agreed the communication path to 
the second processor is via a restricted interface with  

the first processor 
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’512 Patent Describes “Backup” Path from Second Processor 
through Insecure Storage of First Processor

(2024‐00332) APPL‐1030, ¶39 discussed at Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 21‐24.

’512 Patent Backup Process:
1. record accessed by                 

second processor
2. encrypted by second processor
3. written by second processor to 

insecure storage of first processor
4. “in turn propagate[d]” to external 

backup storage
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The Only Identified Embodiment in the ’512 Patent is a Communication Path 
Including a First Processor

Evidentiary Support’512 Patent

APPL‐1030, ¶¶37‐39
APPL‐1031, 35‐36

APPL‐1001, Fig. 3, 3:66‐4:12
APPL‐1001, Fig. 1

second processor communication path 
includes downstream component(s)

second processor communication path 
precludes downstream component(s)

(2024‐00332) PO Sur‐Reply (Paper 17), 5.

X X

(2024‐00332), Pet. Reply (Paper 16), 21‐26, APPL‐1030, ¶¶36‐42. 
See, e.g., (2024‐00332) PO Sur‐Reply (Paper 17), 5‐6. 
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Summary Of Conclusions — ’138 Patent

Uncontested• Prior Art Teaching of Claim Elements

Unrefuted• Motivation to Combine Kesanupalli and 
Brown 

Unrefuted• Motivation to Combine Kesanupalli-
Brown and Challener 

Contrary to Legal 
Standards 

§103 and KSR

• Patent Owner’s Reasons Not to 
Combine X
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Summary Of Conclusions — ’512 Patent

Uncontested• Prior Art Teaching of Claim Elements

Unrefuted• Motivation to Combine Kesanupalli-
Cheng and Challener 

Unrefuted

• Petition demonstration that “a second 
processor is configured to: … perform a 
secure backup of the record to a storage 
service” 

Unpersuasive
Contrary to ’512 

Patent Claims and 
Specification

• Patent Owner’s argument that the 
“second processor is configured to: … 
perform a secure backup of the record to 
a storage service” precludes
downstream component(s)

X
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Thank You




