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Argument Roadmap

2

• Petitioner’s theories require a specific combination of Baig and Costa

• Overview of Baig

• Overview of Costa

• Petitioner fails to show obviousness of adding a TV / STB to a public hotspot in view of 

Baig and Costa as proposed

• Petitioner fails to show obviousness of a multitude of TVs at a multitude of public 

hotspot displaying Baig’s social media website

• Petitioner fails to show obviousness of a contract to display a TV ad in view of Baig 

and Costa (Claims 121 and 146)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Petitioner’s Baig / Costa Combination

3
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• First requirement: 

• It would be obvious to install a TV / STB at a multitude of public Wi-Fi hotspots (e.g., 

coffee shops) in view of Baig and Costa. POR 5.

• Second requirement: 

• The multitude of TVs would obviously display Baig’s VCSP website (rather than, e.g., 

television service or other websites) in view of Baig and Costa. POR 5–6.

• If either requirement is not true, Petitioner cannot prevail as to any challenged claim. POR 

5, 13–17.



4

Argument Roadmap

4

• Petitioner’s theories require a specific combination of Baig and Costa

• Overview of Baig

• Overview of Costa

• Petitioner fails to show obviousness of adding a TV / STB to a public hotspot in view of 

Baig and Costa as proposed

• Petitioner fails to show obviousness of a multitude of TVs at a multitude of public 

hotspot displaying Baig’s social media website

• Petitioner fails to show obviousness of a contract to display a TV ad in view of Baig 

and Costa (Claims 121 and 146)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Baig’s Social Media Website

5
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Ex. 1007 at FIG. 4; Sur-Reply at 1–3. 
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Provision of Baig’s Social Media Website

6
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Ex. 1007 at FIG. 2. 



7

Auction Feature of Baig’s Website

7
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Ex. 1007 at FIG. 8.
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File Sharing Feature of Baig’s Website

8
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Ex. 1007 at FIG. 9.
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Blog Feature of Baig’s Website

9
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Ex. 1007 at FIG. 10.
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Location Forum Feature of Baig’s Website

10
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Ex. 1007 at FIG. 11.
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Lost & Found Feature of Baig’s Website

11
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Ex. 1007 at FIG. 12.
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Search Feature of Baig’s Website

12
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Ex. 1007 at FIG. 13.
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Ads on Baig’s Website

13
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Ex. 1007 at [0102], FIG. 21.
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Baig does not disclose TV ads under Petitioner’s theory

14
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Ex. 2005, 21:20-22:2; Sur-Reply 19.
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• Petitioner’s theories require a specific combination of Baig and Costa

• Overview of Baig

• Overview of Costa

• Petitioner fails to show obviousness of adding a TV / STB to a public hotspot in view of 

Baig and Costa as proposed

• Petitioner fails to show obviousness of a multitude of TVs at a multitude of public 

hotspot displaying Baig’s social media website

• Petitioner fails to show obviousness of a contract to display a TV ad in view of Baig 

and Costa (Claims 121 and 146)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Costa discloses networking techniques

16
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Ex. 2011. FIG. 1; Paper No. 10 at 22.



17

Costa discloses “local environment” can be in a hotspot

17
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1011, FIG. 1 & [0036]; Paper No. 10 at 22–23.
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Costa discloses “local environment” can include a TV

18
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1011, FIG. 1 & [0036]; Paper No. 10 at 22–23.
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Costa does not disclose TV ads under Petitioner’s theory

19
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2005, 22:23–23:1; Sur-Reply 19.
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• Petitioner’s theories require a specific combination of Baig and Costa

• Overview of Baig

• Overview of Costa

• Petitioner fails to show obviousness of adding a TV / STB to a public hotspot in view of 

Baig and Costa as proposed

• Petitioner fails to show obviousness of a multitude of TVs at a multitude of public 

hotspot displaying Baig’s social media website

• Petitioner fails to show obviousness of a contract to display a TV ad in view of Baig 

and Costa (Claims 121 and 146)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Baig/Costa do not render the first part of the Petition’s combination 

obvious

21
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• First requirement: 

• It would be obvious to install a TV / STB at a multitude of public Wi-Fi hotspots (e.g., 

coffee shops) in view of Baig and Costa. POR 5.

• Second requirement: 

• The multitude of TVs would obviously display Baig’s VCSP website (rather than, e.g., 

television service or other websites) in view of Baig and Costa. POR 5–6.

• If either requirement is not true, Petitioner cannot prevail as to any challenged claim. POR 

5, 13–17.
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Petitioner did not even allege who would be motivated to add a TV to a 

public hotspot (such as a coffee shop)

22
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2003, 15:19-16:8; POR 7.
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Petitioner’s expert was unaware of any 

public hotspots that included a STB.

23
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2003, 25:15-17; POR 7.
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Patent Owner’s expert was also not aware 

of public STBs at coffee shops.

24
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2001 ¶37, POR 7-8.
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The lack of evidence weighs against obviousness.

25
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE POR 7–8.
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The Petition identifies no teaching in Costa suggesting any benefits to 

adding a STB to a public hotspot

26
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Ex. 2001 ¶44; POR 8–9.
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The lack of evidence undermines Petitioner’s theory.

27
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Sur-Reply at 18.
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• Petitioner’s theories require a specific combination of Baig and Costa

• Overview of Baig

• Overview of Costa

• Petitioner fails to show obviousness of adding a TV / STB to a public hotspot in view of 

Baig and Costa as proposed

• Petitioner fails to show obviousness of a multitude of TVs at a multitude of public 

hotspot displaying Baig’s social media website

• Petitioner fails to show obviousness of a contract to display a TV ad in view of Baig 

and Costa (Claims 121 and 146)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Baig/Costa do not render the first part of the Petition’s combination 

obvious

29
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• First requirement: 

• It would be obvious to install a TV / STB at a multitude of public Wi-Fi hotspots (e.g., 

coffee shops) in view of Baig and Costa. POR 5.

• Second requirement: 

• The multitude of TVs would obviously display Baig’s VCSP website (rather than, e.g., 

television service or other websites) in view of Baig and Costa. POR 5–6.

• If either requirement is not true, Petitioner cannot prevail as to any challenged claim. POR 

5, 13–17.
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The Petition offered no motivation to tune the TV to Baig’s website

30
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Pet. 11–12; POR 11–12



31

Patent Owner’s expert explained the lack of obviousness.

31
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Pet. 11–1Ex. 2001, ¶46; POR 12.



32

Reply focuses on motivation of an advertiser to direct ads to all 

devices (not the obviousness of tuning the TV to Baig’s website)

32
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Reply at 16; Sur-Reply at 6–7.



33

No evidence of motivation for a public establishment to tune a TV to 

Baig’s website to display ads

33
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Advertisers (even the hotspot proprietor) would need to pay to advertise

Ex. 1007 at [0102], FIG. 21; Sur-Reply at 6–8.
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No evidence of motivation for a public establishment to tune a TV to 

Baig’s website to display ads

34
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Advertisers (even the hotspot proprietor) would need to pay to advertise

Ex. 1007 at [0102], FIG. 21; Sur-Reply at 6–8.



35

No evidence of motivation for a public establishment to tune a TV to 

Baig’s website to display ads

35
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Advertisers (even the hotspot proprietor) would need to pay to advertise

Ex. 2005 35:3-8, 36:8-12; Sur-Reply at 6–8. 
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No evidence of motivation for a public establishment to tune a TV to 

Baig’s website to display ads

36
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Hotspot proprietor would need to bid against neighboring / competing businesses

Ex. 2005 35:3-8, 36:8-12; Sur-Reply at 6–8. 
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No evidence of motivation for a public establishment to tune a TV to 

Baig’s website to display ads

37
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Hotspot proprietor would need to bid against neighboring / competing businesses

Ex. 2005 39:21–40:16; Sur-Reply at 6–8. 
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No Real-World or Documentary Evidence of Obviousness of 

Navigating to any Site Like Baig’s

38
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Ex. 2005 45:1-8; Sur-Reply at 9–10.



3939
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Ex. 2005, 62:4-20; Sur-Reply at  9–10.

No Real-World or Documentary Evidence of Obviousness of 

Navigating to any Site Like Baig’s
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No Real-World or Documentary Evidence of Obviousness

40
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Ex. 2005, 63:17–64:16; Sur-Reply at  9–10.
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No Real-World or Documentary Evidence of Obviousness

41
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Ex. 2005, 65:2–14; Sur-Reply at  9–10.
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Petitioner’s theory is based solely on conclusory expert testimony.

42
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Sur-Reply at 18.
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Conclusory testimony, absent evidence, is insufficient.

43
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Sur-Reply at 16



44

Numerous Additional Problems With Petitioner’s Combination

44
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Sur-Reply at 13.

Petitioner identifies no theory regarding control of Baig’s website on a public TV.



4545
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Sur-Reply at 13–14.

Despite Baig’s privacy concerns, Petitioner identifies no privacy safeguards for public usage.

Numerous Additional Problems With Petitioner’s Combination



4646
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Sur-Reply at 13–14; Ex. 1007, FIG. 5.

Despite Baig’s privacy concerns, Petitioner identifies no privacy safeguards for public usage.

Numerous Additional Problems With Petitioner’s Combination



4747
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Sur-Reply at 14–15; Ex. 1007, FIG. 8.

Despite Baig’s privacy concerns, Petitioner identifies no privacy safeguards for public usage.

Numerous Additional Problems With Petitioner’s Combination
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Independent Claim Summary

48
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Sur-Reply at 17.
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• Petitioner’s theories require a specific combination of Baig and Costa

• Overview of Baig

• Overview of Costa

• Petitioner fails to show obviousness of adding a TV / STB to a public hotspot in view of 

Baig and Costa as proposed

• Petitioner fails to show obviousness of a multitude of TVs at a multitude of public 

hotspot displaying Baig’s social media website

• Petitioner fails to show obviousness of a contract to display a TV ad in view of Baig 

and Costa (Claims 121 and 146)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Petition’s Theory: TV ads are ads displayed on a TV 

50
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Pet. 27.



51

Reply’s Theory: TV ads are ads displayed on a TV 

51
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Reply 17.



52

Petitioner’s Expert: TV ads are ads displayed on a TV

52
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Ex. 2005, 20:10–16, 21:13-17; Sur-Reply at 19.



53

Petitioner’s Expert: No opinion that Baig discloses TV ads

53
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Ex. 2005, 21:13-22:2; Sur-Reply at 19.



5454
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE POR at 17–18; Sur-Reply at 19–20.

Petitioner identifies no “contract[] to display a TV ad” 

under the Petition’s theory.

To the extent any “TV ad” occurs under the Petition’s theory, it is a result of a contract to 

display an ad, with no contemplation of it being a “TV ad.”
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