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I. US Patent No. 6,757,828
II. Claim Construction

• “a sensor, which is tightly coupled to said memory”
• “monitoring the integrity of the tight coupling between said memory and said sensor”

III. Glass and Rieger References
• Neither Disclose a Sensor “Tightly Coupled” to a Memory
• Neither Disclose “Monitoring the Integrity of the Tight Coupling”
• Neither Disclose “OK” and “Error” Signals

IV. Serret-Avila Reference
• Non-Analogous Art
• POSITA Would Not Have Been Motivated to Combine
• Does Not Disclose “OK” Signal

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 2
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I. U.S. Patent No. 6,757,828

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 3
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4DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

U.S. Patent No. 6,757,828
• Authenticates digital files
• Uses a digital signature that is created using the 

file “as well as at least one parameter that is 
representative of at least one condition under 
which the digital sample was acquired.”

• The parameter can be information such as:
• Date & Time file created
• Compass Heading
• Altitude

EX1001, 1:54-57

EX1001, 2:65-3:6

POR at 3
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5DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

U.S. Patent No. 6,757,828
• Authenticity determined by creating a second 

signature from the stored file and at least one of 
the parameters, and then comparing the 
signatures.

• Digital file contains the authentication 
information 

• Signature authenticates the file
• Avoids the need for encryption

EX1001, 1:59-62

EX1001, 1:64-2:3

POR at 3-4
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II. Claim Construction
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7DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction: “a sensor, which is tightly coupled to said memory”
• Petitioner’s Proposed Construction: a sensor coupled to said memory via 

conductive traces or leads. Pet. at 10.
• Patent Owner’s Proposed Construction: a sensor that is electrically or physically 

coupled to memory in a device. POR at 9.

• Prosecution History: “conductive trace or lead” language was exemplary only.

POR at 5-9
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8DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 5-6; Sur-Reply at 5

Claim Construction: “a sensor, which is tightly coupled to said memory”
• Prosecution History: “exemplary” only, no clear and unmistakable disclaimer.  

EX1002 at 277:

• Functional emphasis in prosecution was that “there is no possibility for altering the 
image before the authentication information is generated.”  EX1002 at 12.
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9DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1002 at 277; POR at 10

Claim Construction: “a sensor, which is tightly coupled to said memory”
• Prosecution History: Cited Schipper reference distinguished because it involved 

external information, not because of conductive leads or traces

• No “clear and unmistakable disclaimer.”
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10DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction: “monitoring the integrity of the tight coupling between said 
memory and said sensor”

• Petitioner’s Proposed Construction: “determining whether physical access has 
been gained to the coupling between said memory and said sensor.” Pet. at 11.

• Patent Owner’s Proposed Construction: “determining whether the physical 
coupling between said memory and said sensor has been accessed or disturbed.” 
POR at 11.

• Specification: Shows that the claim language is directed to monitoring the tight 
coupling between the sensor and the memory.

POR at 9-11

10

JAFFE EX. 2014, Page 10
Adobe v. Jaffe, IPR2024-01352



• Specification:

• Spec describes the system checking internal security system 14 to determine if a 
violation has been recorded. EX1001 at 5:44-46. If security is compromised, a 
security violation is appended to the image. EX1001 at 6:64-66.

• Specification and claim language  centers on the physical coupling between the sensor 
and memory, and identifying whether the coupling itself has been disturbed.

11DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 9-10; Sur-Reply at 9

Claim Construction: “monitoring the integrity of the tight coupling between said 
memory and said sensor”

EX1001 at 4:65-67
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• Prosecution History:

• Emphasis on monitoring the “physical access” to the “interconnections”
between the sensor and memory

12DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Sur-Reply at 10

Claim Construction: “monitoring the integrity of the tight coupling between said 
memory and said sensor”

EX1002 at 293
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III. Glass and Rieger References (Grounds 1-4)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 13
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14DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Glass - U.S. Patent No. 6,332,193

• Collects biometric data from a sensor
• Unique code that is a function of camera data 

attached to digitized biometric data file
• Data and code transmitted over network to a server
• Server authenticates data using a secret key and the 

transaction token
EX1005, Abstract

EX1005
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• Petitioner’s proposed construction for “tightly coupled” requires that the 
connection be by “conductive leads or traces.”

• Glass discloses only an operational data path connecting the sensor (Optics and 
Camera 6) to memory (Digitizer and Frame Store 8); there are no details on how a 
data path would be implemented physically (by “conductive leads or traces” or 
otherwise

15DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 12-14

Glass: No “sensor, which is tightly coupled to said memory”

EX1003 (Glass), Fig. 2
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• Fig. 3 of Glass is cumulative of Fig. 2 regarding the structure of the interconnection, 
only disclosing an operational data path shown by an arrow.

16DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 16-17

Glass: No “sensor, which is tightly coupled to said memory”

EX1003 (Glass), Fig. 3
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17DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 17-18; Sur-Reply at 14

The ‘828 Patent and Prosecution History do not use lines as meaning “conductive 
leads or traces”

EX2001, Fig. 2A
EX2010, Photo of Floppy Drive Ribbon Cable
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18DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 17-18; Sur-Reply at 14

The ‘828 Patent and Prosecution History Do Not Use Lines as Meaning 
Conductive Leads or Traces

EX2002, 277

• The portion of the Prosecution History cited by Petitioner indicates only that the 
processor is “tightly coupled” to the memory

• No discussion that the lines in Fig. 2A depict conductive leads or traces
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• Cables
• E.g., U.S. Patent 5,486,853 (EX2007)

19DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 14; Sur-Reply at 14-15

Exemplary Known Data Paths Not Using Conductive Leads or Traces

EX2007, Figs. 1, 7A, 7B
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• Wireless connections (including by wireless LAN, or Wi-Fi, or by satellite)
• E.g., U.S. Patent 6,377,981 (EX2009)

20DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 15-16; Sur-Reply at 15-16

Exemplary Known Data Paths Not Using Conductive Leads or Traces

EX2009, Fig.
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• Glass does not discuss the design details of how, if at all, the sensor is connected 
to memory; no “conductive leads or traces” under Petitioner’s construction

• Arrows only disclose an operational connection, but fail to identify whether there is 
a physical or electrical connection, and therefore fails to teach limitation under POs 
construction as well

21DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 16-17, 19

Glass: No “sensor, which is tightly coupled to said memory”

EX1003 (Glass), Fig. 3
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22DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Rieger – “Digital Image Recording for Court-Related 
Purposes”
• Depicts a camera which creates image data from a 

CCD sensor and saves to RAM
• Some components, including the CCD sensor, CPU, 

and RAM, as well as connector cables, are in a 
specially protected compartment

• Compartment utilizes an “electrical ‘protective 
shield’” that automatically deletes a key used to 
authenticate images when the compartment is 
“drilled or severed”

EX1006 at 265 EX1006 at Fig. 3
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• Like Glass, Rieger does not discuss the design details of how the sensor is 
connected to memory; no “conductive leads or traces” under Petitioner’s 
construction

• Arrows only disclose an operational connection, but fail to identify whether there is 
a physical or electrical connection, and therefore fail to teach limitation under POs 
construction as well

23DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 28-29, 34-35

Reiger: No “sensor, which is tightly coupled to said memory”

EX1006 (Rieger), Fig. 3
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• Both proposed constructions require monitoring the coupling between the sensor 
and the memory

• Glass does not monitor the interconnection between the sensor and the memory
• Glass monitors the tamper resistant package surrounding the components, not the 

connection itself.

24DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 20-23

Glass: No “monitoring the integrity of the tight coupling”

EX1003 (Glass), Fig. 3
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• As explained, specification discloses monitoring the integrity of the coupling, not 
merely a package or compartment surrounding the coupling

• The system checks internal security system 14 to determine if a violation has 
been recorded. EX1001 at 5:44-46. 

• If security is compromised, a security violation is appended to the image. 
EX1001 at 6:64-66.

• Specification monitors the sensor and the memory

25DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 21

EX1001 at 4:65-67

Glass: No “monitoring the integrity of the tight coupling”
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• Glass monitors the tamper resistant package, not the connection between the 
sensor and the memory.

26DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 22

Glass: No “monitoring the integrity of the tight coupling”

EX1003 (Glass), Fig. 3
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• Similar to Glass, Rieger monitors a “secure compartment,” not the connection 
between the sensor and the memory.

• Rieger’s compartment utilizes an “electrical ‘protective shield’” (shown as 
“Protected Section” in the Figure) that automatically deletes a key used to 
authenticate images when the compartment is “drilled or severed.”

27DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 35-37

Rieger: No “monitoring the integrity of the tight coupling”

EX1006 (Rieger), Fig. 3
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• Claim 1 requires “generating an error signal that is displayed to a user to indicate 
that said stored data stream is not authentic”

• Glass does not display error signals to the user
• Transaction results are written to a log file on the server, but this is not displayed to 

the user when any error is detected
• A log file is potentially never viewed unless the user opens it; no certainty that the 

error will actually be displayed to the user
• Because the log file is on a server, some users may have no access

28DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 23-25; Sur-Reply at 18-19

Glass: No “error signal that is displayed to a user ”

28
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• For the same reasons as for the “error signal” limitation, Glass fails to disclose 
“generating an ok signal that is displayed to a user to indicate that said 
stored data stream is authentic”
• Transaction results, including successful transactions, written to a log file are 

not displayed to the user when any error is detected
• Unless the user opens the log file, the results will never be displayed
• Log file is on a server, and some users may have no access

29DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 25-27; Sur-Reply at 18-19

Glass: No “ok signal that is displayed to a user”
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• Rieger does not depict or describe generating an error signal
• Petitioner relies upon a frowning face image in a figure, but the figure depicts how 

authentication is performed, not what, if anything, is presented to the user
• The text of Rieger discuss hashing, but there is no discussion regarding how, or if, 

results are provided to users

30DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 38-39; Sur-Reply at 19-20

Rieger: No “error signal that is displayed to a user ”

EX1006 (Rieger), Fig. 7
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• For the same reasons as for the “error signal” limitation, Rieger fails to disclose 
“generating an ok signal that is displayed to a user to indicate that said stored data 
stream is authentic”
• The “smiling face” in Rieger Figure 7 is not described as being displayed to users
• Figure 7 is directed to describing the hashing/authentication process, not how results of the 

process are communicated to users

31DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 40-41; Sur-Reply at 19-20

Rieger: No “error signal that is displayed to a user ”

EX1006 (Rieger), Fig. 7
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IV. Serret-Avila Reference (Grounds 5-8)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 32
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33DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Serret-Avila - U.S. Patent No. 6,959,384

• Allows a recipient of data to verify authenticity on-the-
fly

• Utilizes a chain of check values
• A signed hash is used to verify other hash values in the 

hierarchy
• As blocks of data are verified, they may be released 

for use by the receiving system

EX1011, Abstract, 7:31-34

EX1011
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34DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Serret-Avila - U.S. Patent No. 6,959,384

• When a hash value check fails, the system takes 
defensive action, which can include displaying a 
warning or error message on a display.  EX1011, 10:37-
45.

• When a hash value check succeeds, the relevant sub-
block may be released for use.  EX1011, 10:28-30.

EX1011, Fig. 5
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• Grounds 4-8 attempt to combine Serret-Avila with Glass/Rieger
• Glass and Rieger (like the ’828 Patent) are generally directed to 

authenticating images, while Serret-Avila is directed to data generally, but 
not to images specifically

• Serret-Avila is not directed towards authenticating digital images
• Rieger: “it is becoming increasingly difficult to detect and show proof of 

professional image manipulation aided by digital methods” (EX1006 at 1)
• Different fields – Serret-Avila is not in the field of image authentication
• Not reasonably pertinent because using parameters associated with images would not 

be applicable to general data, including non-image data 

35DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 44-45; Sur-Reply at 20-21

Serret-Avila: Non-Analogous Art
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• Glass – Offline system recording authentication determinations in a log file 
on a server

• Rieger – No discussion of how authentication determinations would be 
communicated to users

• Serret-Avila – utilizes an online system where sub-blocks are available for 
use as they are authenticated

• All three references involve differing, and incongruent, ways of 
communicating determinations to users due to the divergent online/offline 
natures of the systems

36DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 46; Sur-Reply at 21-22

Serret-Avila: No Motivation to Combine
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• Claim 1 requires “generating an error signal that is 
displayed to a user to indicate that said stored data stream 
is not authentic”

• Hash value check failures result in defensive actions, 
including a warning message on the display screen. 
EX1011 at 10:39-45

• BUT there is no opposite (i.e., an ok) message to the user 
when the value check passes

• The sub-block may be released for use. EX1011, 10:28-30.  
But no actual “ok” signal is discussed in Serret-Avila

37DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 47-49; Sur-Reply at 23-24

Serret-Avila: No “ok signal that is displayed to a user”

EX1011, Fig. 5
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• Petitioner argues that releasing the block for use is an OK 
signal.  But, there is no ok signal; whatever activity the 
block relates to merely continues
• Analogy: A car that keeps running is not displaying a signal to the 

driver; it is only operating normally
• Some data streams described in Serret-Avila are not visual; e.g., 

audio data that would be played on speaker. EX1011 at 15:47-50
• Even for images, one image may be composed of multiple blocks, 

and there is no way to know whether any particular block is “ok” or if 
it has an error based upon whether an image is displayed

38DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 47-49; Sur-Reply at 23-24

Serret-Avila: No “ok signal that is displayed to a user”

EX1011, Fig. 5
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END

39DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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