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Petitioner Aylo’s Demonstratives

Case No. IPR2024-00710*
U.S. Patent No. 8,307,286
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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U.S. Patent No. 8,307,286

• The ’286 patent is directed to adding a chaptering feature to 
online videos

• The concept of chaptering a video was already well known 
(e.g., commonly used in DVDs)

• The ’286 patent simply extends this well-known chaptering 
concept to online video
• The ’286 patent adopts a typical client-server framework, 

where the software is installed on a server (as opposed to 
a personal computer) and users connect to the server from 
their personal computers to add and edit chapters of online 
videos (EX1002 (“Houh Decl.”) ¶¶41-45)

• The ’286 patent distinguishes over a scenario where a user 
edits a local video file using local software installed on the 
client computer (’286 patent, 2:16-25)

Pet. 3-4; POR 1-3; Reply 1-9
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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U.S. Patent No. 8,307,286

What is a “cue point”?
• “indexed time positions or tags”
• “essentially providing chapter markers for the different sections of the 

video”
• Example disclosed in ’286 Patent

◦ For a video of a hotel suite, cue points for “the bedroom, bathroom, 
living room, and kitchenette” defined at “time positions … zero, 
one, two, and three minutes”

Pet. 4, 8
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(’286 Patent, 7:50-60)

(’286 Patent, Fig. 11A; see also 36:9-21)
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U.S. Patent No. 8,307,286
• What is a Video Editing Environment (“VEE”)?

• What is a Video Playback Environment (“VPE”)?

Pet. 4-8
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(’286 Patent, Fig. 1A)

(POR 3-4; see also POPR 6-7)

(’286 Patent, 34:59-65)
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U.S. Patent No. 8,307,286
The ’286 patent describes a server-side VEE providing a web browser user 
interface to a client

Pet. 5-8; Reply 3-7
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(’286 Patent, 24:56-62)

(’286 Patent, 13:59-67)

(’286 Patent, claim 26)
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U.S. Patent No. 8,307,286
The ’286 patent describes using client-side forms and submitting form information to 
the server side

Pet. 5-8; Reply 3-9
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(’286 Patent, 23:12-28)

1) The ’286 patent describes using a cue point information 
form displayed on a client terminal to collect cue point 
information

2) The ’286 patent describes the client submitting the form 
over the network to the server-side VEE to generate the 
cue point and save it (e.g., in a server-side database)



7

U.S. Patent No. 8,307,286
The ’286 patent describes using CGI scripts for handling cue point information

Reply 8-9; EX1023 ¶¶19-31 
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(’286 Patent, 18:12-17)
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U.S. Patent No. 8,307,286
CGI scripts are:
• server-side executed scripts
• “the traditional way to handle forms 

and other interactive Web pages”

Reply 8-9; EX1023 ¶¶ 19-31
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Tanenbaum, 496)

(EX2025 (Tanenbaum), 496)



9

U.S. Patent No. 8,307,286
The ’286 patent illustrates an exemplary user interface provided to the client for a 
server-side VEE

Pet. 6-8; Reply 5-7
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(’286 Patent, Fig. 6)

(’286 Patent, 25:64-66)

(’286 Patent, 23:18-23)
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U.S. Patent No. 8,307,286
The ’286 patent illustrates a “name” form field for a user to input cue point information

Pet. 6-8; Reply 5-7
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(’286 Patent, Fig. 6)

(’286 Patent, 27:36-40; see also 28:50-57)
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U.S. Patent No. 8,307,286
The ’286 patent describes using client-side forms and submitting form information to 
the server side

Pet. 5-8; Reply 3-9
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(’286 Patent, 23:12-28)

1) The ’286 patent describes using a cue point information 
form displayed on a client terminal to collect cue point 
information

2) The ’286 patent describes the client submitting the form 
over the network to the server-side VEE to generate the 
cue point and save it (e.g., in a server-side database)

(’286 Patent, 16:11-23)
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U.S. Patent No. 8,307,286
The ’286 patent illustrates a “Save” button to “save” and “submit” cue point information

Pet. 6-8; Reply 5-7
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(’286 Patent, Fig. 6)

(’286 Patent, 27:40-59)

. . .
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U.S. Patent No. 8,307,286
The ’286 patent describes the “save” and “submit” operations involve 
submitting/uploading form information from the client to the server-side VEE

Pet. 6-8; Reply 5-7
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(’286 Patent, 23:12-23)

(’286 Patent, 16:24:41)
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U.S. Patent No. 8,307,286
To summarize, the ’286 patent describes that:
1) the VEE causes a user interface (e.g., form) to be displayed on the client side
2) a user enters modified cue point information on the client side via the client user 

interface
3) the entered cue point information is submitted from the client side to the server-side 

VEE to edit the cue point at the server side (e.g., update the cue point database)

Pet. 4-8; Reply 3-7
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Unpatentability Grounds

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground # Challenged Claim(s) Basis for Unpatentability
1 13-15 and 17-20 Anticipation by Gupta

2 13-15 and 18-20
17

Anticipation by Fegan
Obviousness over Fegan and Sull

3 13-15 and 17-20 Obviousness over Kim
4 13-15 and 17-20 Obviousness over Kim and Gupta
5 13-15 and 17-20 Obviousness over Vasilevsky and Logan
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Primary Prior Art References

Gupta
U.S. Pat. Pub. No. 2005/0081159

Published: Apr. 14, 2005 

Fegan
U.S. Pat. Pub. No. 2005/0144305

Published: June 30, 2005

Kim
U.S. Pat. Pub. No. 2005/0210145

Published: Sep. 22, 2005

Vasilevsky
Int’l Pub. No. WO 03/067594

Published: Aug. 14, 2003

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Challenged Claims

Claims 13-15 and 17-20 being challenged
•  Claim 13 is the sole independent claim

[13.1]

[13.P]

[13.2]

[13.3]

[13.4]

[13.5]

[13.6]

[13.7]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Claim 13

Claim 13 imposes only two requirements for the recited video editing environment 
(“VEE”)

Reply 1-3

1. The VEE is part of a server-side computer 
system (limitation 13.1)

2. The VEE receives a set of video information 
(limitation 13.2) and receives a set of cue 
point information (limitation 13.3)

Claim 13 contains no additional language 
further limiting the VEE. . . .

[13.1]

[13.2]

[13.3]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Claim 13
Patent Owner’s expert, Dr. Mahon, agrees that claim 13 does not impose any VEE 
requirements beyond those recited in limitations 13.1 through 13.3

Reply 1
(EX1024 (“Mahon Dep.”), 110:17-22)

. . .

(Mahon Dep, 111:5-13)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 13)

Issues in dispute regarding Gupta and claim 13
1) Does Gupta disclose providing a computer system 

comprising a VEE and disposed at a server side of 
a public network (limitation 13.1)?

2) Does Gupta disclose receiving a set of video 
information at the VEE (limitation 13.2)?

3) Does Gupta disclose receiving a set of cue point 
information at the VEE (limitation 13.3)?

4) Does Gupta disclose receiving a cue point editing 
command over the network from a client-side 
terminal (limitation 13.4)?

5) Does Gupta disclose modifying a portion of the 
cue point information at the server side according 
to the cue point editing command (limitation 13.5)?

• Patent Owner does not dispute that Gupta 
discloses limitations 13.6 and 13.7

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

[13.1]

[13.P]

[13.2]

[13.3]

[13.4]

[13.5]

[13.6]

[13.7]
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 13)

Gupta discloses a server-side editing environment to edit video annotations

• Patent Owner does not dispute that Gupta’s “annotations” constitute cue points

Pet. 15-17; Reply 12-13

(Pet. 15 (citing Gupta, Fig. 1))

(Pet. 15)

(Pet. 16)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 13)

Gupta discloses a server-side VEE providing a web browser user interface to a client

Pet. 15-17; Reply 12-13

(Gupta, Fig. 1)

(Gupta, Fig. 3 (partial))
(Gupta, Fig. 3 (partial))

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 13)

Gupta discloses a server-side VEE providing a web browser user interface to a client

Pet. 15-19, 27; Reply 12-17

(Gupta, Fig. 3)(Gupta ¶[0047])

(Gupta, cover)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 13)

Gupta discloses a server-side VEE providing a web browser user interface to a client

Pet. 15-19, 27; Reply 12-17

(Gupta ¶[0047])

(EX1027 (Microsoft web site))

(EX1028 (Microsoft web site))
(Gupta, Fig. 3 (portion))

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 13)

Gupta discloses a server-side VEE providing a web browser user interface to a client

Pet. 21-28; Reply 13-17

(Gupta, Fig. 7)

(Gupta, Fig. 8; ¶[0102])
(Gupta, Fig. 21; ¶[0144])

. . .

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 13)
Gupta discloses the user interface presenting form fields for user input of annotation 
information

Pet. 22-24; Reply 15-16

(Gupta, Fig. 21)

(Gupta ¶[0144])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 13)

Gupta’s “OK” button causes the client to send the entered form information to annotation 
server 10 for storage

Pet. 21-28; Reply 22-24

(Gupta ¶[0100])

(Gupta, Fig. 7)

(Gupta ¶[0048])
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



29

Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 13)

Patent Owner’s expert, Dr. Mahon, confirms annotation information in Gupta is submitted 
from the client side to the server side for storage

Reply 16

(Mahon Decl. ¶127)

(Gupta, Fig. 3 (partial))

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 13)

Pet. 7, 23; Reply 6, 13-15

(Gupta, Fig. 21) (’286 patent, Fig. 6)

’286 patentGupta

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 13)

Gupta’s “OK” button performs analogous actions to the ’286 patent’s “Save” button

Pet. 25; Reply 15

(’286 Patent, 23:12-28)
(’286 Patent, Fig. 6)

(Gupta, Fig. 7)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



32

Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 13)
To summarize, Gupta discloses that:
1) the annotation server 10 causes a user interface (e.g., form) to be displayed on the 

client side (via Microsoft IIS and ISAPI web server functionality)
2) a user enters modified annotation information on the client side via the client user 

interface (via Fig. 21 interface)
3) the entered annotation information is submitted from the client side to the annotation 

server 10 to edit the annotation at the server side (e.g., by updating data stores 17, 
18)

 Gupta discloses an analogous system to that described in the ’286 patent.

Pet. 4-8; Reply 3-7
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 13)

Pet. 15-17; Reply 10-17

Gupta discloses limitation 13.1
• Annotation server 10 provides web interface to 

client for editing videos, utilizing Microsoft IIS 
and ISAPI functionality (Gupta, Figs. 1, 3; 
¶[0047])

[13.1]

[13.P]

[13.2]

[13.3]

[13.4]

[13.5]

[13.6]

[13.7]

(Gupta, Fig. 1)
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 13)

Patent Owner concedes claim 13 encompasses the recited VEE accessed via a client web browser

Pet. 5; POR 38; Reply 4
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR, 38 n.1 (citing ’286 Patent, 13:58-67)

(EX1033 (Patent Owner’s opening claim construction brief) at 2)
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 13)
Gupta discloses limitation 13.2
• Streaming media server 11 receives streaming media 

content for annotation (Gupta ¶[0030])
• Streaming media server 11 has access to streaming 

media content including “live” media streams, which 
are annotated and “stored … in a database or other 
file storage system” (Gupta ¶[0030])

Pet. 18-19; Reply 10-11

[13.P]

[13.2]

[13.3]

[13.4]

[13.5]

[13.6]

[13.7]

(Gupta, Fig. 1)

[13.1]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 13)
Gupta discloses limitation 13.3
• Annotation server 10 receives cue point information 

entered at client via web user interface provided via 
annotation server 10’s IIS/ISAPI functionality (Gupta, 
Figs. 1, 3; ¶¶[0047]-[0048])

Pet. 19-20; Reply 10-11

[13.P]

[13.2]

[13.3]

[13.4]

[13.5]

[13.6]

[13.7]

(Gupta, Fig. 1)

[13.1]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 13)
Gupta discloses limitation 13.4
• Annotation server 10 receives cue point editing 

command when user selects “OK” in Fig. 21 interface 
to submit form field edits to annotation server 10 
(Gupta ¶¶[0100], [0144])

Pet. 21-24; Reply 12-17

[13.P]

[13.2]

[13.3]

[13.4]

[13.5]

[13.6]

[13.7]

[13.1]

(Gupta ¶[0100])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 13)
Gupta discloses limitation 13.5
• Gupta’s Fig. 21 interface is used for modifying 

existing annotations (Gupta ¶[0144])
• Annotation server 10 modifies cue point information 

at server side by updating data stores 17, 18

Pet. 25; Reply 12-17

[13.P]

[13.2]

[13.3]

[13.4]

[13.5]

[13.6]

[13.7]

[13.1]

(Gupta ¶[0048])

(Gupta, Fig. 21; ¶[0144])

. . .

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 13)

Issues in dispute regarding Gupta and claim 13
1) Does Gupta disclose providing a computer system comprising a VEE and disposed at a server side of a 

public network (limitation 13.1)?
2) Does Gupta disclose receiving a set of video information at the VEE (limitation 13.2)?
3) Does Gupta disclose receiving a set of cue point information at the VEE (limitation 13.3)?
4) Does Gupta disclose receiving a cue point editing command over the network from a client-side terminal 

(limitation 13.4)?
5) Does Gupta disclose modifying a portion of the cue point information at the server side according to the 

cue point editing command (limitation 13.5)?

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 15)

Issue in dispute regarding Gupta and claim 15
• Does Gupta disclose receiving an edit mode 

entry signal over the network from the client 
terminal representing entry into the cue point 
edit mode?

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 15)

Gupta discloses the computer system receiving an “edit mode entry signal” when a user 
selects “Edit” option to request the Fig. 21 interface 

Pet. 27, 30-31; Reply 17-18

(Gupta, Fig. 15)

(Gupta, Fig. 21)

(Gupta ¶[0144])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 15)
Gupta discloses commands sent from client to annotation server 10 via HTTP requests

Pet. 30-31; Reply 17-18

. . .

(Gupta ¶¶[0043]-[0044])

(Gupta ¶[0034])

. . .

(Houh Decl. ¶¶123-25)
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 15)
Fig. 21 interface displays current annotation information, which is stored on data 
stores 17 and 18 and retrieved by annotation server 10

Pet. 19-25, 30-31; Reply 17-18

(Gupta ¶[0144])

(Gupta, Fig. 21) (Gupta ¶[0032])

 Therefore, an “edit mode entry signal” is received by annotation server when a user 
selects “Edit” option, to generate Fig. 21 interface having current annotation information and 
provided to client

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 18)

Issue in dispute regarding Gupta and claim 18
• Does Gupta disclose receiving, over the 

network, authentication information relating to 
access authority of the remote client terminal?

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



45

Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 18)

Gupta discloses:
• “annotation server 10 … supports read and 

write security, allowing the creator of the set to 
identify which users are able to read and/or 
write to the annotation set”

• “only those sets for which the user has write 
access can be entered”

• Annotations added by individuals with 
“appropriate access rights”

Pet. 31; Reply 18-19

(Gupta ¶[0090])

(Gupta ¶[0007])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Gupta
(Claim 18)

Dr. Houh confirms a POSITA would have understood Gupta features to involve receiving 
authentication information “over the network”

Pet. 31; Reply 18-19

(Houh Decl. ¶133 (citing Gupta ¶[0090]))

(Houh Reply Decl. ¶66)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)

Issues in dispute regarding Fegan and claim 13
1) Does Fegan disclose providing a computer system 

comprising a VEE and disposed at a server side of a 
public network (limitation 13.1)?

2) Does Fegan disclose receiving a set of video 
information at the VEE (limitation 13.2)?

3) Does Fegan disclose receiving a set of cue point 
information at the VEE (limitation 13.3)?

4) Does Fegan disclose receiving a cue point editing 
command over the network from a client-side 
terminal (limitation 13.4)?

5) Does Fegan disclose modifying a portion of the cue 
point information at the server side according to the 
cue point editing command (limitation 13.5)?

• Patent Owner does not dispute that Fegan 
discloses limitations 13.6 and 13.7

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

[13.1]

[13.P]

[13.2]

[13.3]

[13.4]

[13.5]

[13.6]

[13.7]
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Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)
Fegan describes server-side system for annotating videos

Pet. 33, 39-41; Reply 19-24

(Fegan, Abstract)

(Fegan ¶[0003])

(Fegan ¶¶[0005], [0008]; see also ¶¶[0010], [0015])

. . .

• Patent Owner does not dispute that Fegan’s 
“annotations” constitute cue points

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)
Fegan touts advantages of server-side approach

Pet. 11, 33-35; Reply 19-21; Houh 
Decl. ¶¶147-49, 152, 156

(Fegan, ¶[0007]) (Fegan, ¶[0008])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)
Fegan discloses using server-side functionality (e.g., PHP) to produce the web 
pages for its web interface

Pet. 11, 33-35; Reply 20-21, 23, 27, 29-
34; Houh Decl. ¶¶147-49, 152, 156

(Fegan ¶[0010])

(Houh Decl. ¶154)

…

(Fegan, Fig. 7)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)
PHP are scripts executed server-side to produce web pages upon requests from 
client

Pet. 11, 33-35; Reply 20-21, 23, 27, 29-
34; Houh Decl. ¶¶147-49, 152, 156

(Houh Decl. ¶154) (Tanenbaum, 500 (Fig. 7-37(a)))

(EX2025 (Tanenbaum), 496)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)

Pet. 44-46; Reply 24-29

Fegan discloses a server-side environment providing a web browser user interface to a client

(Fegan, Fig. 4)

(Fegan Fig. 7; see also ¶[0081])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)

Pet. 44-46; Reply 24-29

Fegan discloses:
• Fig. 7 interface includes an “Update” button
• server-side environment receives annotation information from client

(Fegan, Fig. 7)
(Fegan ¶[0012])

. . .

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)
Dr. Houh confirms a POSITA’s understanding of the role of Fegan’s “Update” button in Fig. 7

Pet. 44-46; Reply 24-29

(Houh Decl. ¶176)

(Houh Decl. ¶172)

(Houh Reply Decl. ¶93)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



56

Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)
Fegan discloses the server-side environment maintaining the annotations

Pet. 40-43; Reply 27-29

(Fegan ¶[0008])

. . .

(Fegan ¶[0015])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)
Fegan discloses each user having a “personal portal page” providing access to further edit 
an annotation

Pet. 40-47; Reply 21-24, 27-28

(Fegan, Fig. 7)

(Fegan ¶[0081])

. . .

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)

Pet. 45; Reply 26-27 (Fegan, Fig. 7)

(’286 patent, Fig. 6)

’286 patent Fegan

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)

Pet. 34-35; Reply 19-21

Fegan discloses limitation 13.1
• Fegan discloses a “comprehensive server-

side system” and an “entirely server-side 
environment” for annotating and segmenting 
videos (Fegan, ¶¶[0005], [0008])

• Fegan provides this environment via a web 
browser interface to client (Fegan, ¶¶[0037], 
[0042])

• Fegan’s web server utilizes PHP to generate 
interface web pages (i.e., server-side scripts 
executed on a web server) (Fegan, ¶[0010], 
Figs. 4-7)

[13.1]

[13.P]

[13.2]

[13.3]

[13.4]

[13.5]

[13.6]

[13.7]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)
Fegan discloses the same aspects of a server-side VEE that are described in the ’286 
Patent and encompassed by limitation 13.1

Reply 4, 21-28
(POR 38 n.1 (citing ’286 Patent, 13:58-67))

(POR 3-4)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)
Fegan discloses the same aspects of a server-side VEE receiving cue point information 
collected via form fields, that are described in the ’286 Patent

Reply 4, 21-28

(’286 Patent, 23:18-23)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)
Patent Owner’s “localhost” Sur-reply argument should be rejected
1) New argument is first presented in Patent Owner’s Sur-reply and is thus waived
2) Patent Owner’s argument contradicts Fegan’s teachings of the client and server 

being separate
3) Dr. Houh testifies that a POSITA would have understood Fegan’s “localhost” in its 

screenshot figures as solely for ease in generating the screenshots used for the 
patent application

Sur-reply 12-19

(Scheduling Order (Paper 14) at 9)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)
Patent Owner’s “localhost” Sur-reply argument should be rejected
1) New argument is first presented in Patent Owner’s Sur-reply and is thus waived
2) Patent Owner’s argument contradicts Fegan’s teachings of the client and server 

being separate
3) Dr. Houh testifies that a POSITA would have understood Fegan’s “localhost” in its 

screenshot figures as solely for ease in generating the screenshots used for the 
patent application

Pet. 40-43; Reply 27-29

(Fegan ¶[0008])

. . .

(Fegan ¶[0015])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)
Patent Owner’s “localhost” Sur-reply argument should be rejected
1) New argument is first presented in Patent Owner’s Sur-reply and is thus waived
2) Patent Owner’s argument contradicts Fegan’s teachings of the client and server 

being separate
3) Dr. Houh testifies that a POSITA would have understood Fegan’s “localhost” in its 

screenshot figures as solely for ease in generating the screenshots used for the 
patent application

Reply 32

(Houh Reply Decl. ¶108)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



65

Ground 1 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)
Fegan discloses limitation 13.2
• Fegan discloses the remote server receiving a 

multimedia presentation created by the user, 
which is “stored entirely on a remote server” 
(Fegan, ¶[0085])

Pet. 35-40; Reply 21-23

[13.P]

[13.2]

[13.3]

[13.4]

[13.5]

[13.6]

[13.7]
(Fegan ¶[0085])

[13.1]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)
Fegan discloses limitation 13.3
• Fegan’s remote server (server-side 

environment) receives annotation information 
inputted at the client web browser (e.g., when 
adding a new annotation) (Fegan, ¶¶[0012], 
[0015]; Houh Reply Decl. ¶93)

Pet. 40-43; Reply 22-23

[13.P]

[13.2]

[13.3]

[13.4]

[13.5]

[13.6]

[13.7]
(Fegan ¶[0012])

[13.1]

. . .

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ground 1 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)
Fegan discloses limitation 13.4
• Fegan’s remote server receives cue point editing 

command when user selects “Update” in Fig. 7 
interface to modify an existing annotation (Fegan 
¶¶[0012], [0015]; Houh Decl. ¶¶172-76; Houh Reply 
Decl. ¶93)

• Fegan discloses using PHP to process submitted 
browser form information (Fegan ¶[0010], Figs. 4-7)

Pet. 43-46; Reply 24-29

[13.P]

[13.2]

[13.3]

[13.4]

[13.5]

[13.6]

[13.7]

[13.1]

(Fegan ¶[0012])

. . .

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



68

Ground 1 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)
Fegan discloses limitation 13.5
• Submitted annotations are maintained on the 

remote server, and thereafter edits to existing 
annotations likewise maintained on the remote 
server (Fegan ¶¶[0085], [0015])

• Saved annotations appear on user’s personal 
portal page (Fegan ¶[0081], Fig. 5)

Pet. 46-47; Reply 24-29

[13.P]

[13.2]

[13.3]

[13.4]

[13.5]

[13.6]

[13.7]

[13.1]

. . .

(Fegan ¶[0015])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



69

Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 13)

Issues in dispute regarding Fegan and claim 13
1) Does Fegan disclose providing a computer system comprising a VEE and disposed at a server side of 

a public network (limitation 13.1)?
2) Does Fegan disclose receiving a set of video information at the VEE (limitation 13.2)?
3) Does Fegan disclose receiving a set of cue point information at the VEE (limitation 13.3)?
4) Does Fegan disclose receiving a cue point editing command over the network from a client-side 

terminal (limitation 13.4)?
5) Does Fegan disclose modifying a portion of the cue point information at the server side according to 

the cue point editing command (limitation 13.5)?

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



70

Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 15)
Issue in dispute regarding Fegan and claim 15
• Does Fegan disclose receiving an edit mode entry 

signal over the network from the client terminal 
representing entry into the cue point edit mode?

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



71

Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 15)

Fegan discloses transitioning from portal interface (Fig. 6) to annotation edit interface 
(Fig. 7)

Pet. 50; Reply 29-34
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Fegan Fig. 6) (Fegan Fig. 7)



72

Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 15)

Fegan refers to fundamental web pages operation involving the client sending a 
request and the server serving web pages as a response

Pet. 50; Reply 29-34
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Fegan ¶[0037])



73

Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 15)

Fegan discloses different URLs and PHP scripts executed between Figs. 5/6 and Fig. 7 
to generate respective interfaces

Pet. 50; Reply 29-34
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Fegan Fig. 6) (Fegan Fig. 7)



74

Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 15)

Fegan discloses different URLs and PHP scripts executed between Figs. 5/6 and Fig. 7 
to generate respective interfaces

Pet. 50; Reply 29-34
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dr. Houh confirms that different 
PHP scripts involve separate
retrieval and execution by the 
web server

(Houh Reply Decl. ¶108)



75

Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 18)

Issue in dispute regarding Fegan and claim 18
• Does Fegan disclose receiving, over the 

network, authentication information relating to 
access authority of the remote client terminal?

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



76

Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 18)
Fegan discloses each user having a personal portal page hosted server-side and 
accessed via web browser

Pet. 50-51; Reply 34

(Fegan ¶[0009])

(Fegan ¶[0081])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



77

Ground 2 – Anticipation by Fegan
(Claim 18)

 Dr. Houh testifies that Fegan’s teaching 
of a user’s personal portal page involves 
the server receiving authentication 
information to grant/deny access to the 
portal

 Fegan’s teaching of an individual 
personal portal page is uncontested by 
Dr. Mahon

Pet. 50-51; Reply 34

(Houh Decl. ¶203)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Grounds 3-4 – Obviousness over Kim or
Kim and Gupta

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



79

Ground 5 – Obviousness over Vasilevsky and 
Logan

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



80

Ground 5 – Obviousness over Vasilevsky and Logan
(Claim 13)

Issues in dispute regarding Vasilevsky/Logan and claim 13
1) Would a POSITA have been motivated to modify Vasilevsky’s client-server architecture operating over a 

Home Area Network to operate over a public network, such as the Internet, as taught by Logan with a 
reasonable expectation of success (limitation 13.1)?

2) To the extent the VEE requires software, does Vasilevsky’s “Application Unit” include software (limitation 
13.1)?

3) Is video information from Memory 118 received “at” Vasilevsky’s Video Manager (VEE) (limitation 13.2) and is 
cue point information received “at” Vasilevsky Application Unit (VEE) (limitation 13.3)?

4) Is the command from Vasilevsky’s clients to edit the bookmarks a “cue point editing command” (limitations 
13.4-13.5)?

• Unlike for the Gupta and Fegan grounds, Patent Owner does not dispute that Vasilevsky discloses a 
VEE that is server-side

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



81

Ground 5 – Obviousness over Vasilevsky and Logan
(Claim 13)

Vasilevsky discloses a centralized media server and clients connected by a Home 
Area Network

Pet. 73-78; Reply 35-37

(Vasilevsky, Fig. 1)

(Pet. 76)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



82

Ground 5 – Obviousness over Vasilevsky and Logan
(Claim 13)
Vasilevsky’s centralized media server contains a VEE including Application Unit 
and Video Manager

Pet. 78-79; Reply 37-38

(Vasilevsky, Fig. 1 (annotated))

(Vasilevsky, 15:15-19)

(Vasilevsky, 14:6-7)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



83

Ground 5 – Obviousness over Vasilevsky and Logan
(Claim 13)

Vasilevsky discloses its system being connected to a Wide Area Network like the 
Internet

Pet. 77-78; Reply 35-37

(Vasilevsky, Fig. 1 (annotated)) (Pet. 77-78)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



84

Ground 5 – Obviousness over Vasilevsky and Logan
(Claim 13)

Logan teaches providing access to client-server video bookmarking system over the Internet

Pet. 73-78; Reply 35-37

(Logan ¶[0308])

(Logan ¶[0050])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



85

Ground 5 – Obviousness over Vasilevsky and Logan
(Claim 13)
A POSITA would have been motivated to modify Vasilevsky to allow Vasilevsky’s clients to 
connect to the centralized media server via the public Internet network

Pet. 73-78; Reply 35-37
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Logan discloses the desirability of 
implementing its bookmarking system 
over a public network (e.g., Internet) “to 
permit the public (other viewers) to 
contribute” to the system

• A POSITA would have recognized that 
implementing Vasilevsky’s system on a 
public network, as taught by Logan, 
would have allowed more users in a 
broader public network to participate in 
the system to add, modify, and playback 
video bookmarks

(Houh Decl. ¶323)



86

Ground 5 – Obviousness over Vasilevsky and Logan
(Claim 13)
The modification simply permits Vasilevsky’s clients to connect to the centralized 
media server via the public Internet network

Pet. 73-78; Reply 35-37

(Vasilevsky, Fig. 1 (annotated)) (Pet. 77)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



87

Ground 5 – Obviousness over Vasilevsky and Logan
(Claim 13)
Patent Owner’s own exhibit reinforces this modification being desirable and straightforward 
for a POSITA

Pet. 73-78; Reply 35-37

(EX2032 ¶[0007])

(EX2032 ¶[0004])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



88

Ground 5 – Obviousness over Vasilevsky and Logan
(Claim 13)
Dr. Mahon testifies the VEE is not limited to software; regardless, Vasilevsky’s 
centralized media server executes software

Pet. 78-79; Reply 37-38

(Mahon Dep., 79:6-10)
(Vasilevsky, 15:15-19)

(Vasilevsky, 14:6-7)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(Mahon Dep., 57:15-17)



89

Ground 5 – Obviousness over Vasilevsky and Logan
(Claim 13)
Vasilevsky’s video information is received “at” the Video Manager and cue point 
(bookmark) information is received “at” the Application Unit

Pet. 78-82; Reply 38

(Vasilevsky, Fig. 1 (annotated))

(Pet. 82)

(Pet. 79)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



90

Ground 5 – Obviousness over Vasilevsky and Logan
(Claim 13)
The command from Vasilevsky’s clients to modify the bookmark information is a “cue point 
editing command”

Pet. 83-84; Reply 39

(Vasilevsky, Fig. 6 (annotated)) (Vasilevsky, 22:8-15)

(Vasilevsky, claim 11)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



91

Ground 5 – Obviousness over Vasilevsky and Logan
(Claim 13)

Issues in dispute regarding Vasilevsky/Logan and claim 13
1) Would a POSITA have been motivated to modify Vasilevsky’s client-server architecture operating over 

a Home Area Network to operate over a public network, such as the Internet, as taught by Logan with 
a reasonable expectation of success (limitation 13.1)?

2) To the extent the VEE requires software, does Vasilevsky’s “Application Unit” include software 
(limitation 13.1)?

3) Is video information from Memory 118 received “at” Vasilevsky’s Video Manager (VEE) (limitation 13.2) 
and is cue point information received “at” Vasilevsky Application Unit (VEE) (limitation 13.3)?

4) Is the command from Vasilevsky’s clients to edit the bookmarks a “cue point editing command” 
(limitations 13.4-13.5)?

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



92

Ground 5 – Obviousness over Vasilevsky and Logan

Issues in dispute

1) Claim 15
a. Whether the command to the server when a user at a client selects a bookmark 

for modifying/editing includes an edit mode entry signal.

2) Claim 18
a. Whether Vasilevsky’s teaching that editing of a bookmark is restricted to the user 

who created the bookmarks teaches receiving authentication information over the 
network.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



93

Ground 5 – Obviousness over Vasilevsky and Logan
(Claim 15)

Vasilevsky’s clients send edit mode entry signals (user commands) over network to server to 
enter GUI for editing bookmarks (Figure 6).

Pet. 87; Reply 39

(Vasilevsky, 22:8-15)
(Vasilevsky, Figure 6)

(Vasilevsky, 15:15-19)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



94

Ground 5 – Obviousness over Vasilevsky and Logan
(Claim 18)

Vasilevsky’s server receives over the network authentication information relating to access 
authority of the user who established the bookmark.

Pet. 88; Reply 39-40

(Vasilevsky, Figure 7 (annotated))

(Vasilevsky, Figure 6 (annotated))

(Vasilevsky, claim 5)
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



95

U.S. Patent No. 8,307,286
Petitioner’s expert, Dr. Houh, confirms a POSITA would have understood ’286 Patent 
Figure 6 as depicting web forms for submitting cue point information to a server-side 
VEE

Pet. 6-8; Reply 5-7
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

(EX1023 (“Houh Reply Decl.”) ¶19) (Houh Reply Decl. ¶25)

…
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