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Overview of the ‘843 
Patent

2



‘843 Patent – Background

3
Ex. 1001, Cover; Paper 1, 1



‘843 Patent - Background Overview

4

Claim 1

Ex. 1001, FIG. 2 (annotated), Claim 1



‘843 Patent – State of the Art Overview

5
Ex. 1001, FIG. 1 (annotated), FIG. 2 (annotated); 

1:22-24; Paper 1, 7-8; Ex. 1016, ¶¶ 65-68

Applicant Admitted Prior Art‘843 Patent



‘843 Patent – State of the Art Overview

6
Ex. 1001, FIG. 1 (annotated), Ex. 1004, FIG. 3D (annotated), 

19:3-10, 21:19-29; Ex. 1016, ¶ 73; Paper 1, 8-9

‘843 Patent Duursma – Prior Art



Ground 2 – Zoller, Craft, 
and Duursma

7



The Zoller Patent (Ex. 1005)

8

Ground 2

Paper 12, 26-28; Ex. 1005, Cover, FIG. 5, FIG. 7; Ex. 1016, ¶ 88 (“I am the first named inventor of Zoller”)

FIG. 5 FIG. 7



Craft (Ex. 1003)

9

Ground 2

Paper 12, 14-15; Ex. 1003, Cover, FIG. 12.3 (p. 434)



Duursma (Ex. 1004)

10

Ground 2

Paper 12, 16-17; Ex. 1004, Cover, FIG. 3D



Issue 1: the web server 
and the content server

11



Claim Construction

12



The content server and the web server

13

Claim Construction

Ex. 1001, 4:3-5, FIG. 2 (annotated); Paper 1, 15-17; 
Paper 20, 14 (“Patent Owner agrees ... that the ‘content server’ 
and the ‘web server’ may reside on the same physical machine”) 

The parties agree that the content server and web server can be implemented on one 
physical server



The content server and the web server

14

Claim Construction

Patent Owner agrees that the content server and web server can be implemented as 
software

Paper 23, 4; Ex. 1001, 4:3-5

Patent Owner’s Response Patent Owner’s Expert

Paper 20, 14 Ex. 1026, 55:14-22



The content server and the web server

15

Thus, the claims contemplate one physical machine with software for performing the 
content server and web server functions

Claim Construction

Paper 23, 4; Paper 20, 14-15; Ex. 1026, 55:14-22; Ex. 1001, 4:3-5, FIG. 2 (annotated); Paper 12, 36



Zoller discloses a content server 
and a web server

16



Zoller disclose a content/web server

17

Ground 2

Ex. 1016, ¶ 120; Ex. 1005, 7:7-13, 3:33-4:20, 
FIG. 7 (annotated); Paper 1, 51-52; Paper 23, 14-15

Trooskin-Zoller Declaration

Zoller FIG. 7 (annotated)



Zoller discloses a content server

18

Ex. 1016, ¶ 122; Ex. 1005, 6:24-27, 6:27-30, 
FIGs. 5 and 7 (annotated); Paper 1, 52-54; Paper 23, 14-15

* * *

Zoller’s client receives an application launching 
query page



Zoller discloses a content server

19

Ground 2

Zoller’s application launching query page is 
received from a directory on the server 49a

Ex. 1016, ¶¶ 123-24; Ex. 1005, FIG. 5 (annotated), 
FIG. 7; Paper 1, 52-54; Paper 23, 14-15



Zoller discloses a content server

20

Ground 2

The icons in the application launching query page 
correspond to the claimed SAP

Ex. 1016, ¶ 126; Ex. 1005, 4:59-63, FIG. 5 (annotated); Ex. 2009, 
118:18-119:8, 119:21-120:8, 127:13-128:16, 137:6-138:13, 141:4-142:2, 

145:19-146:4; Paper 1, 53-54; Paper 23, 14-15

* * *



Zoller discloses a web server

21

Ground 2

The Zoller client receives address information after 
selecting an icon in the application launching query page

Ex. 1016, ¶ 128; Ex. 1005, 6:35-38, 6:38-45, 
FIGs. 6 and 7 (annotated); Paper 1, 53-54; Paper 23, 14-15



Zoller discloses a web server

22

Ground 2

Ex. 1016, ¶ 129; Ex. 1005, 7:23-25, 7:25-33, FIG. 
6 (annotated); Paper 1, 53-54; Paper 23, 14-15

The Zoller client receives address information 
after selecting an icon in the application launching 

query page



Petitioner’s Reply does not 
contain new invalidity theories

23



Patent Owner mischaracterizes the 
Petition

24

Patent Owner’s mischaracterization

The Petition

Paper 29, 10

Paper 1, 16-17

Ground 2

The Institution Decision

Paper 12, 36



Patent Owner’s “software” argument is 
meritless

25

Ground 2

Patent Owner’s Response

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Paper 20, 14

Paper 29, 11

The Petition identified software

Paper 23, 14-15



Issue 2: the web service 
directory

26



Claim Construction

27



Web service directory

28

Claim Construction

Petitioner’s Proposed
Construction

The Board’s 
Construction

Patent Owner’s 
Construction

a directory of information 
for web services 

(Paper 23, 1-4)

a directory of information 
for web services 

(Paper 12, 13)

Plain and ordinary 
meaning; or searchable 
directory for information 
for web services

(Paper 20, 13)

The parties dispute whether the web service directory must be “searchable”



Web service directory

29

Claim Construction

The Institution Decision found that the web service directory’s ability to be 
searched are exemplary embodiments

Paper 12, 13; Paper 23, 2



Web service directory

30

Claim Construction

Patent Owner’s expert admitted that the disclosed embodiments are not necessarily 
searchable

Ex. 1026, 26:19-27:10; Paper 23, 2

Ex. 1001, 1:42-49



Web service directory

31Ex. 2004, ¶¶ 54-55; Ex. 1026, 32:23-33:24; Paper 23, 3

Dr. Hernandez-Mondragon’s Second 
Declaration

Dr. Hernandez-Mondragon’s Deposition 
Testimony



Zoller discloses a web service 
directory

32



Zoller discloses a web service directory even under Patent Owner’s 
construction because the ts-web folder receives a query

Web service directory

33

Ex. 1026, 94:11-17; Paper 23, 12

Ex. 1026, 18:9-12; Paper 23, 12

Ground 2

search = query = http request



Web service directory

34

Ex. 1005, 6:13-30; 5:4-11, FIG. 5 (annotated; Ex. 1016, ¶¶ 120-27; 
Paper 1, 52-57, 66; Paper 23, 12 

The ts-web folder on server 49a receives a query from the client 20 and is 
therefore searchable

Ex. 1016, ¶ 122



Duursma also discloses a web 
service directory

35



Web service directory

36

Ground 2

Patent Owner does not contest that Duursma discloses a web service directory 
with respect to Ground 2

Ex. 1004, 10:1-18, 15:14-18; Paper 1, 57-58; Paper 23, 13



Web service directory

37

Ground 2

Ex. 1016, ¶ 154; Ex. 1001, 1:55-57; Ex. 1022; 
Paper 1, 57-58; Paper 23, 13

Ex. 1004, 24:3-6; Paper 1, 58; Paper 23, 13

Patent Owner does not contest that Duursma discloses a web service directory 
with respect to Ground 2 Paper 23, 13



Motivation to combine Zoller 
and Duursma

38



Web service directory

39

Rationale to combine Zoller and Duursma

Ground 2

Ex. 1016, ¶ 156; Paper 1, 57-59; Paper 23, 13
Ex. 1005, FIG. 5



Web service directory

40

Rationale to combine Zoller and Duursma

Ground 2

Ex. 1016, ¶¶ 157-58; Paper 1, 57-59; Paper 23, 13
Ex. 1004, FIG. 6B



Patent Owner’s arguments fail:

• The proposed modification would not result in an “extra step” (Paper 20, 36; Paper 23, 13)

• Even if there was an “extra step” (there is not), this does not mean that combination would not 
have been obvious in view of the advantages of programmatically updating the page

• That certain parameters are collected before the application launch page (FIG. 
5) is displayed has no bearing on programmatically updating the page (Paper 20, 48; 

Paper 23, 17; Ex. 1005, 5:43-51, 5:54-60, 6:13-15, 6:21-30; Ex. 1016, ¶¶120-22, 157-59, Paper 1, 52-56)

• The full-path URL to the application can still be stored for later (Paper 20, 49; Paper 23, 

17-18; Ex. 1005, 5:7-34-42, 6:27-30, 6:45-49, 7:23-46; Ex. 1016, ¶¶128-29, 143-44, 157-59, Paper 1, 59-60)

• Even if the full-path URL could not be stored for later (it can), this does not mean that the 
combination would not have been obvious in view of the advantages of programmatically 
updating the page

Web service directory

41

Ground 2



Issue 3: the presentation 
layer protocol

42



Specification

The presentation layer protocol

43

Ground 2

Ex. 1001, 4:33-45, 5:62-67; Paper 1, 19 Ex. 1002, 289-90; Paper 1, 19-20

Prosecution History



The presentation layer protocol

44

Ground 2

Ex. 1016, ¶¶ 135-36; Ex. 1001, 6:66-7:2 Paper 1, 
61; Paper 23, 8-10

Ex. 1005, FIG. 6



The presentation layer protocol

45

Ex. 1005, 6:66-7:6

Ex. 1005, FIG. 5 Ex. 1005, FIG. 3

Ex. 1005, Cover
Ex. 1005, Cover, FIGs. 3 and 5 (annotated), 2:40-41; Paper 1, 62; Ex. 1016, 140; 

Paper 23, 10-12; Ex. 1026, 107:7-9

Ground 2



The presentation layer protocol

46

Ground 2

Graziadio confirms that Microsoft Terminal 
Services use Microsoft RDP

Ex. 1019

Ex. 1016, ¶ 138 (citing Ex. 1019, 6:27-33, 
11:35-38); Paper 1, 61; Paper 23, 9-10



The presentation layer protocol

47

Craft confirms that Microsoft Terminal Services 
use Microsoft RDP

Ground 2

Ex. 1016, ¶ 140; Paper 1, 61-62; Paper 23, 11-12 



The presentation layer protocol

48

Paper 20, 42-32

Paper 20, 41

Ground 2

Patent Owner’s arguments regarding ActiveX are belied by Craft

Paper 23, 10-12; Ex. 1003, 208; Ex. 1016, ¶ 137, 140; Petition, 61-62



Motivation to combine Zoller 
and Craft

49



Combining Zoller and Craft

50

Ex. 1003, 31Paper 29, 17

Ground 2

Patent Owner Sur-Reply Craft



Petitioner’s Reply does not 
contain new invalidity theories

51



Patent Owner mischaracterizes the § 103 
rationale

52

Ground 2

Patent Owner mischaracterizes the 
Petition again 

Paper 29, 11

Paper 1, 62

The Petition

Patent Owner Sur-Reply



Issue 4: the service 
access point

53



Zoller discloses a service access 
point

54



The service access point

55
Ex. 1016, ¶ 126; Paper 1, 52-56

Ground 2

Trooskin-Zoller Declaration

Agreed claim construction: a unique 
address for an application

Paper 14, 11; Paper 12, 12; Paper 23, 1



The service access point

56

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Paper 29, 17

Paper 12, 32

Institution Decision

Ground 2



Zoller renders the service access 
point obvious in view of Craft

57



Zoller and Craft

58

Ex. 1016, ¶ 128; Paper 1, 59-60
Ex. 1016, ¶ 127; Paper 1, 59-60

Ground 2

Trooksin-Zoller Declaration



Zoller and Craft

59

Institution Decision

Ground 2

Patent Owner Response

Paper 20, 45
Paper 12, 32-33



Zoller renders the service access 
point obvious in view of 
Duursma

60



Zoller and Duursma

61

Ground 2

Ex. 1016, ¶ 143; Paper 1, 55-56

Trooskin-Zoller Declaration

Duursma



Zoller and Duursma

62

Ground 2

Paper 29, 19

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Institution Decision

Paper 12, 32-33



Craft (Ex. 1003) Qualifies 
as Prior Art

63



A reference qualifies as a printed publication if it was publicly 
available prior to the critical date

• A reference qualifies as a printed publication it is “disseminated or otherwise 
made available to the extent persons interested and ordinarily skilled in the 
subject matter or art, exercising reasonable diligence, can locate it.” 
Telefonaktiebolaget LM Ericsson v. TCL Corp., 941 F.3d 1341, 1346 (Fed. 
Cir. 2019) (Paper 12, 18-19, Paper 23, 28; Paper 29, 20)

• “[A] petitioner need not establish that specific persons actually accessed or 
received a work to show that the work was publicly accessible.” Hulu, LLC v. 
Sound View Innovations, LLC, IPR2018-01039 at *4 (PTAB Dec. 20, 2019) 
(Paper 29, 20)

Legal Standard for Printed Publications

64

Ex. 1003



Petitioner’s evidence:

• Craft bears a 2000 copyright date (Ex. 1003, 5; Paper 1, 3)

• OCLC records demonstrate that Craft was indexed and publicly 
accessible from libraries as early as November 2000 (Ex. 1014, ¶¶ 11-18; 

Paper 1, 3; Paper 23, 27-28)

• Numerous websites identify Craft as having been published in 
2000 (Ex. 1025; Ex. 1035; Ex. 1036, 4; Ex. 1037, Paper 23, 28)

Patent Owner’s evidence:

• None

Craft is prior art

65

Ex. 1003



Craft is prior art

66

Ex. 1003

2000 Copyright Date



Craft is prior art

67

Craft was cataloged on November 15, 2000

Craft was indexed by subject matter

Ex. 1029, ¶ 8, Attachment 1a (annotated); 
Paper 23, 27-28

Ex. 1014, ¶ 13; Paper 1, 3



Craft is prior art

68

Ex. 1003

The Board’s Institution Decision found that Craft’s title would allow a POSITA to locate Craft

Paper 12, 18-19; Ex. 1003, Cover; Ex. 1001, 6:52-55, 7:33-36; Ex. 1026, 
149:12-21; Paper 23, 27-28



Craft is prior art

69

Patent Owner’s Response misstated the law regarding indexing

Patent Owner’s Response Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Ex. 1003

Paper 20, 52-53

Paper 29, 20



Craft is prior art

70

Ms. Whitbeck’s testimony is based on her expertise as a 
reference librarian

Ex. 1014, ¶¶ 8-9; Paper 1, 3; Paper 23, 27

Ex. 1003



Ms. Whitbeck’s deposition testimony

Craft is prior art

71

Ex. 1003

Ex. 2012, 36:24-37:14 Ex. 2012, 37:15-38:6



Craft is prior art

72

Ex. 1003

Paper 23, 28; Ex. 1035 (Google Books); Ex. 1036 (Science Direct) 

Ex. 1037 (Apple Books)

Ex. 1025 (Amazon Listing) (annotated)



Ground 1

73



Craft

74

Ground 1

web server

content 
server

client

application server

Paper 1, 21-28; Ex. 1016, ¶¶ 99-102, 104-05, 109, 117; Ex. 1003, 45, 52, 433, 442-
44, 454-55, Figs. 12.3 and 12.20 (annotated); Ex. 1001, 7:33-36; Paper 23, 21-24



Craft

75

Ground 1

Craft Zoller Declaration

Ex. 1003, 455; Paper 1, 27

Ex. 1016, Ex. C 1[a], p. 87; Paper 1, 23, 26-27

Service access point: a unique address for an application
Paper 14, 11; Paper 12, 12; Paper 23, 1



Level of Ordinary Skill in 
the Art

76



• Fed R. Evid. 702 provides that an expert can be qualified by “knowledge, 
skill, experience, training, or education”

• U.S. v. Roach, 644 F.3d 763, 764 (8th Cir. 2011) (“Rule 702 does not rank academic training 
over demonstrated practical experience”)

• Environmental Designs v. Union Oil Co. of Cal., 713 F.2d 693, 696 (Fed. 
Cir. 1983) (one factor for determining level of skill in the art is education 
level of workers in the field)

Level of Skill in the Art / Expert 
Qualifications

77
Ex. 1026, 168:5-12; Paper 23, 5



Patent Owner’s Expert Dr. 
Hernandez-Mondragon is 
not Credible

78



Dr. Hernandez-Mondragon

79

Dr. Hernandez-Mondragon’s declaration in 
IPR2020-00108

Dr. Hernandez-Mondragon’s declaration in 
this proceeding

Ex. 1027, ¶ 7; Paper 23, 7 n.4Ex. 2004, ¶ 6; Paper 23, 7 n.4



The presentation layer protocol

80
Ex. 1026, 109:18-110:5, 107:10-23, 127:13-128:7; 

Paper 23, 10 n.6Ex. 1002, 289-90; Paper 1, 19-20

Dr. Hernandez-Mondragon’s testimony is inconsistent with Patent Owner’s arguments during 
prosecution



Zoller and Craft

81

Ground 2

Ex. 2004, ¶ 110; Paper 20, 46

Paper 23, 15-16 Ex. 1026, 118:21-119:15

Hernandez Declaration

Hernandez Deposition



Dr. Hernandez-Mondragon

82
Ex. 1038; Paper 23, 8



Patent No. 8,135,843 
Petitioner’s Trial Demonstrative 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing Petitioner’s Trial 

Demonstrative was served on August 21, 2020, upon the following parties via email: 

 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Attorneys for Patent Owner 

 

Larissa S. Bifano 

larissa.bifano@dlapiper.com 

 
 
Zachary Loney 

zachary.loney@dlapiper.com 

 
 
 

 
 

 

By: /Jennifer Hayes/  

Lead Counsel for Petitioner 
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