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Petitioners’ Demonstrative Slides 
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Overview 

PersonalWeb Patents 

Woodhill, Langer, Kantor 

Disputed Claim Limitations 
– ’791 ( Woodhill) 
– ’280 (Woodhill) 
– ’539 (Langer, Woodhill, Kantor) 
– ’096 (Kantor) 
– ’662 (Kantor) 
– ’544 (Kantor, Woodhill) 
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PersonalWeb Patents 

All of the patents relate to the use of “substantially 
unique identifiers” for file management functions 
– Files are divided into one or more data items 
– Data items are identified by “substantially unique 

identifiers” based on the data in the data item: 

’791 patent at Col. 3, lines 29-35 (IPR’82, Ex. 1001) 
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PersonalWeb Patents 
True File registry stores True Name 
and corresponding information: 

’791 patent at Fig. 4 (IPR’82, Ex. 1001) 

’791 patent at Col. 8, lines  
28-33 (IPR’82, Ex. 1001) 

’791 patent at Col. 9, lines 63-66 (IPR’82, Ex. 1001) 
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PersonalWeb Patents 

All of the patents use the identifiers to perform basic 
file management functions, e.g.: 
– determining if a data item is present in the system  

– accessing a data item   

– eliminating unnecessary duplicate copies 
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According to the patents: 

PersonalWeb Patents 

’791 patent at Col. 1, line 65 to Col. 2, line 3 (IPR’82, Ex. 1001) 
 
 

’791 patent at Col. 2, lines 12-13 (IPR’82, Ex. 1001) 
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PersonalWeb Patents 

’791 patent prosecution history, Amendment of August 29, 1997, at page 8 (IPR’82, Ex. 1028) 



8 

Overview of Woodhill, Langer 
and Kantor 
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Woodhill at Fig. 1 (IPR’82, Ex. 1005) 

Woodhill 
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Woodhill 

Files are divided into one or more binary 
objects (BOBs) 

BOBs are identified by unique binary object 
identifiers (BOBIDs): 

 

 

Woodhill at Col. 8, lines 58-62 (IPR’82, Ex. 1005) 
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Woodhill’s File Database 
stores BOBIDs and 
corresponding 
information: 

Woodhill 

Woodhill at Fig. 3 (IPR’82, Ex. 1005) 
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Woodhill 

Woodhill uses BOBIDs for basic file management 
functions, e.g.: 
– Identifying and accessing file data 
– Managing file backups 
– Comparing binary objects to recognize duplicates 

 

 

 

 
Woodhill at Col. 8, lines 62-65 (IPR’82, Ex. 1005) 



13 

Langer 

Langer at 1 (IPR’85, Ex. 1003) 
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Langer 

Files are identified by MD5 codes 

Langer at 4 (IPR’85, Ex. 1003) 

Langer at 5 (IPR’85, Ex. 1003) 

Packages of files are identified as MD5 hash of hashes 
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Langer 
Computers can query a central database (Archie) using 
unique MD5 identifiers to obtain location information 

Clark Dec. at ¶ 29 (IPR’85, Ex. 1009) 

Langer at 4 (IPR’85, Ex. 1003) 
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Langer 

Langer uses MD5 identifiers for basic file 
management functions 

Patent Owner Resp. at 41 (IPR’85) 

PersonalWeb admits that Langer uses the MD5 
identifiers to access files 

Langer at 4 (IPR’85, Ex. 1003) 
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Kantor 

Kantor at Title Page (IPR’85, Ex. 1004) 
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Kantor 

Files are identified by contents signatures 

Kantor at 9 (IPR’85, Ex. 1004)

Zipfiles are made up of inner files and identified by 
zipfile contents signatures 

Kantor at 7 (IPR’85, Ex. 1004) 
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Kantor CSLIST stores contents signatures and 
corresponding information p g

dK CSLIST es contents signis contentts signts sigi

Kantor 

Kantor at 52-53 (IPR’85, Ex. 1004) 
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Kantor 

Kantor uses contents signatures and zipfile contents 
signatures for basic file management functions, e.g., 
detecting and eliminating unwanted duplicates 

Kantor at Preface 2 (IPR’85, Ex. 1004) 
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Kantor 

October 1993 Walnut Creek CD-ROM (IPR’85, Ex. 1052)  

“The Kantor Reference is part of 
the FWKCS122.ZIP file from my 
copy of the October 1993 Walnut 
Creek CD-ROM. . . .” 

Declaration of Jason Sadofsky, 
      Director of The BBS Documentary  

      at ¶ 16 (IPR’85, Ex. 1081) 
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Kantor 

Mr. Sadofsky’s screenshot 

Sadofsky Reply Dec. at ¶ 10 (IPR’85, Ex. 1091) 
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Kantor 

Kantor at 158-159 (IPR’85, Ex. 1004) 

Ka ntor
 

 

 

  
  

  
  
 

  

New Version

To get a new version of FWKCS, download FWKCSnnn.ZIP from The

Invention Factory BBS, where nnn is the new version number

without a decimal point. These special downloads are available

at no fee, from a 43_line hunt_up group of USR Dual Standard

modems, at 2400—16800 bits/sec (including V32.bis):

212-274-8110 8N1

59 (IPR’85, Ex. 1004)
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Disputed Claim Limitations 
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’791 – Woodhill (IPR’82) ’791 — Woodhill (IPR’82)
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’791 Patent 

Challenged claims    

– MPF Claims 1-4, 29 

– Method claims 30-33, 41 

Claims focus on substantially unique identifiers to 
perform basic file management functions such as 
determine if a data item is present in the system or 
to access the data item 

Woodhill is primary reference 
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Woodhill:  “Identity means” (claim 1) 

PersonalWeb does not dispute Woodhill satisfies identity 
means as construed by PTAB 

– “Identity means . . . whereby two identical data items in the 
system will have the same identifier” (’791 patent at claim 1 
(IPR’82, Ex. 1001)) 

Instead, PersonalWeb contends PTAB’s construction is wrong 

But PersonalWeb’s expert has “no opinion” whether 
PersonalWeb’s construction is correct. (Dewar Dec. at ¶ 32 
(IPR’82, Ex. 2013)) 

PersonalWeb’s expert admits “all hash functions” have the 
property that “identical data items will have the same 
identifier” (Dewar Tr. At 60 (IPR’82, Ex. 1078)) 
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Woodhill: “Existence means for determining whether 
a particular data item is present in system” (claim 1) 

Woodhill at Col. 8, lines 62-65 (IPR’82, Ex. 1005) 

’791 Patent at Col. 15, lines 25-27 (IPR’82, Ex. 1001) 

Woodhill at Col. 9, lines 14-16 (IPR’82, Ex. 1005) 
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Woodhill: “Determining whether a particular data 
item is present at a particular location” (claims 2,3) 

Dewar Tr. at 124-25 (IPR’82, Ex. 1078) 2 2 ( ’82 0 8)

Q.  And the system knows that the modified first BOB exists on the local 
computer? 

A.  Yes. 
Q.  I mean, that's a simple case, there is no doubt about that? 
A.  Yes. 
Q.  It definitely exists there, right? 
A.  Right. 
Q.  And therefore, since it exists on the local computer, it exists in the 

system? 
A.  Yes. 
Q.  There is no doubt about that? 
A.  There is no doubt about that. 
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Woodhill: “Determining whether a particular data 
item is present in the system” (claim 1)/ “at a 

particular location” (claims 2,3) 

Dewar Tr. at 131-32 (IPR’82, Ex. 1078) 

Q.  And when Woodhill is processing that BOB, the comparison is going to 
determine that the BOBIDs are the same, right? 

A.  Right. 
Q.  And it is going to determine that the remote already has that BOB 

because the BOBIDs are equal, right? 
A.  Right. 
Q.  In this situation, the system knows that the second BOB exists on the 

local computer, right? 
A.  Right. 
Q.  And there is no doubt about that because that's where it is, right? 
A.  Right. 
Q.  And it also knows that that second BOB exists in the backup file server? 
A.  Right. 
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Woodhill: “Access means” (claim 4)/ “accessing” a 
data item (claim 30) 

Woodhill at Fig. 5J (IPR’82, Ex. 1005) 

Woodhill at Col. 18, lines 17-19 (IPR’82, Ex. 1005) ( ’ )
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Woodhill: File database (claims 1-4)/ “data 
associating means” (claim 4) 

Woodhill database: 

Woodhill at Fig. 3 (IPR’82, Ex. 1005) 

’791 patent at Col. 9, lines 37-67 (IPR’82, Ex. 1001) 
(portion omitted) 

’791 True File Registry: 

* * * 
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Woodhill: “Providing” (claim 33)/ “fetching” 
data (claim 41) 

Woodhill at Fig. 5A (IPR’82, Ex. 1005) 

Woodhill at Col 9, lines 23-26 (IPR’82, Ex. 1005) W dhill C l 9 li 23 26 (IPR’82 E 1005)
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Woodhill: “Providing” (claim 33)/ “fetching” 
data (claim 41) 

Woodhill at Col. 10, lines 32-34 (IPR’82, Ex. 1005) 

Q.  There is no dispute that even by the time of Woodhill there was 
technology around that would determine that on the local computer, 
if your disk was fried or your file was corrupted, that it would say I 
can't get this file? 

A.  Right. 
Q.  And in that case, you would, using the Woodhill technology, you could 

get that file from the backup file server? 
A.  Right. 

Dewar Tr. at 139-40 (IPR’82, Ex. 1078) 
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’280 – Woodhill (IPR’83) ’280 — Woodhill (IPR’83)
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’280 Patent 

Challenged claims  
– Method claims 36, 38 

Claims focus on using content-based identifiers to 
store, request and obtain a copy of a data file from a 
set of servers 

Primary Reference is Woodhill 
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Woodhill: “Responsive to a client request for the 
data file … causing the data file to be provided” 

(claims 36, 38) 

* * * 

Woodhill claim chart at 4 (IPR’83, Ex. 1032)  
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Woodhill: “Responsive to a client request for the 
data file … causing the data file to be provided” 

(claims 36, 38) 

Woodhill claim chart at 4-5 (IPR’83, Ex. 1032)  

* * * 
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Woodhill: “Responsive to a client request for the 
data file … causing the data file to be provided” 

(claims 36, 38) 

Clark Dec. at ¶ 27 (IPR’83, Ex. 1009) 
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Woodhill at Fig. 5J (IPR’83, Ex. 1005) 

Woodhill at Col 18, lines 17-19 (IPR’83, Ex. 1005) dh ll l l ( ’ )

Woodhill at Fig. 3 (IPR’83, Ex. 1005) (portion omitted) 

Woodhill: “Responsive to a client request for the 
data file … causing the data file to be provided” 

(claims 36, 38) 
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’539 – Langer, Woodhill, 
and Kantor (IPR’85) 



42 

’539 Patent 

Challenged claims 
– Method claims 10, 21, 34 

Claims focus on using substantially unique 
identifiers, based on the contents of the segments 
contained within a data item, to access the data item 

Three primary references: 
– Langer 
– Woodhill 
– Kantor 
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Langer As Primary Reference 
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Langer: Claims 10, 21, 34 

Decision at 21-22 (quoting Clark Dec. at ¶ 29 (Ex. 1009)) (IPR’85) 
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Langer: Claims 10, 21, 34 

Decision at 21-22 (quoting Clark Dec. at ¶ 29 (Ex. 1009)) (IPR’85) 
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Langer: “Obtaining … segment identifiers”  
(claims 10, 21) 

“Providing at least said second data item” (claim 34) 

Langer at 5 (IPR’85, Ex. 1003) 
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Langer: “Obtaining … segment identifiers” (claims 10, 21) 
“Providing at least said second data item” (claim 34) 

Dewar Tr. at 355-56 (IPR’85, Ex. 1088) 

Q.  And then he continues, "...and it would be nice to be able 
to tell the user without the need for collecting the entire 
package," right?

A. Right.

Q.  And so what he is saying is, he's trying to propose a way so 
that the user can find out what the new revisions are 
without having to get the whole package over? 

A.  Right. 

Q.  And there is no dispute about that? 

A.  No. 
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Langer & Woodhill: “Dividing a ... data item” 
(claim 34) 

Clark Dec. at ¶ 19  
(IPR’85, Ex. 1009) 

Decision at 24 (IPR’85) i i 2 ( ’8 )
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Woodhill As Primary Reference 
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Woodhill/Fischer: “Using at least one of said segment 
identifiers … requesting at least one particular segment”      

(claims 10, 21) 

Woodhill at Fig. 5I  
(IPR’85, Ex. 1005) 
W
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Woodhill/Fischer: “Using a first data identifier to obtain a 
plurality of segment identifiers” (claim 21)/ “using at least 
one of said segment identifiers … requesting at least one 

particular segment” (claims 10,21) 

Clark Dec. at ¶ 50 
(IPR’85, Ex. 1009) 
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Woodhill/Fischer: “Using at least one of said segment 
identifiers … requesting at least one particular segment”      

(claims 10, 21) 

Dewar Tr. at 197 (IPR’85, Ex. 1088) 

Q. When the remote backup file server notices that these 
identifiers don't match, it knows that the local computer is 
missing the corresponding granule as it exists in the work area? 

A.  Right. 

Q.  And then it transmits it in step 454? 

A.  Right. 

Q.  And in order to make that transmission, it has to request that 
that granule get transmitted from the remote back to the local? 

A.  Right. 
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Woodhill/Fischer: “Said first identifier is based, at least 
in part, on a second given function of the plurality of 

segment identifiers” (claims 10, 21) 

Fischer disclosure: 

 

 

 

 Fischer at Col. 7, line 65 to Col. 8, line 5 (IPR’85, Ex. 1036) 

Clark Dec. at ¶ 57 
(IPR’85, Ex. 1009) 
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Kantor As Primary Reference 
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Kantor: “Data item comprising a plurality of segments” 
(claims 10, 21) 

Kantor at Preface 2 (IPR’85, Ex. 1004) 
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Kantor: “The segment identifier … being based, at least in 
part, on a first given function of the data” 

(claims 10, 21)/ “determining … segment identifiers” (34) 

Kantor at 48 (IPR’85, Ex. 1004) 

Kantor at 7 (IPR’85, Ex. 1004) 
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Kantor: Obvious to modify read/download commands to 
identify files with contents signatures (claims 10, 21, 34) 

Clark Dec. at ¶ 41 (IPR’85, Ex. 1009) 

41. Kantor renders obvious all portions of claims 10, 21 and 34. As 
discussed above, Kantor discloses file contents-signatures and 
zipfile contents-signatures for identifying files and zipfiles based on 
their contents. A person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
filing of the ‘539 patent, exercising ordinary creativity, would have 
found it obvious to modify the BBS commands and operations used 
with the FWKCS to include a read and/or download request that 
identifies a file by its file contents-signature or a zipfile contents-
signature, like the ones disclosed in Kantor, instead of by the 
filename. I Indeed, Kantor provides an express motivation to do so. 
For example, Kantor discloses the Lookup operation, which is a 
request containing a file or zipfile contents-signature to determine 
where the corresponding file or zipfile is located on the BBS. 
(Kantor at 96-97; Ex. 1004). As discussed above, Kantor further 
discloses using the “i” function to provide a user with file contents-
signatures for files associated with a zipfile. (Kantor at 97; Ex. 
1004). In response to such commands, the modified FWKCS would 
use the cs-list to identify the file or zipfile. Subsequently, FWKCS 
as modified would be able to use one of the file contents-signatures 
in a download request to obtain the file within the zipfile that the 
file contents-signature identifies. Furthermore, adding a contents-
signature based (e.g. using a contents-signature or “zcs” ) read 
and/or download command to the BBS used with the FWKCS 
system disclosed in Kantor would obtain the predictable result of 
providing a more efficient and context-free means for accessing and 
sharing files, and would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art. 
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Kantor at 96 (IPR’85, Ex. 1004) 

Kantor: Obvious to modify read/download commands to 
identify files with contents signatures (claims 10, 21, 34)  
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Kantor and Langer: “Dividing a particular data item 
into a plurality of segments” (claim 34) 

Kantor at 174 (IPR’85, Ex. 1004) 
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Kantor and Langer: “Determining a data item 
identifier for said data item…” (claim 34) 

Kantor at 9 (IPR’85, Ex. 1004) 
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Kantor and Langer: “Determining a data item 
identifier for said data item…” (claim 34) 

Kantor at Preface 2 (IPR’85, Ex. 1004) 

’539 patent at Col. 3, lines 55-58 (IPR’85, Ex. 1001) 
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Kantor and Langer: “Determining a data item 
identifier for said data item…” (claim 34) 

Clark Dec. at ¶ 41 (IPR’85, Ex. 1009) 

Kantor at 52-53 (IPR’85, Ex. 1004) 

1004). In response to such commands, the modified FWKCS would 
use the cs-list to identify the file or zipfile. Subsequently, FWKCS  
1004). 

Subsequently, FWKCS 

* * * 
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’096 – Kantor (IPR’87) ’096 — Kantor (IPR’87)
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’096 Patent 

Challenged claims 

– Method claims 1, 2, 81 and 83 

Claims focus on replicating data items and using 
content-based identifiers to access data 

Kantor is the primary reference 

– Satyanarayanan II is the secondary reference for data 
replication 
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Kantor: “A method operable in a file system” 
(claims 1, 2, 81, 83) 

Kantor at Preface 2 (IPR’87, Ex. 1004) 
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Kantor: “Data item consisting of a sequence of 
non-overlapping parts” (claims 1, 2, 81, 83) 

Kantor at Preface 2 (IPR’87, Ex. 1004) 
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Kantor: “Digital part identifiers … determined 
based at least in part on a first function comprising 

a hash function” (claims 1, 2, 81, 83) 

Kantor at 7 (IPR’87, Ex. 1004) 
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Kantor: “A digital data item identifier … based … on 
the contents of the data item” (claims 1, 2, 81, 83) 

Kantor at 9 (IPR’87, Ex. 1004) 
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Kantor: “A digital data item identifier … based …  
on the contents of the data item” (claims 1, 2, 81, 83) 

Kantor at Preface 2 (IPR’87, Ex. 1004)

’096 patent at Col. 3, lines 55-58 (IPR’87, Ex. 1001) 
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83. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have found it 
obvious to modify the BBS commands, including the download 
and/or read commands, so the commands would accept contents-
signatures or zipfile contents-signatures to identify the files or 
zipfiles on which to operate. One of the benefits would be facilitate 
integrity checking because a user could specify the file of interest 
based on its content instead of an arbitrary filename, and thus 
improve accuracy. Kantor shows that such a modification would be 
easy to implement. For example, FWKCS used contents-signatures 
as input for certain user commands, such as the “Lookup” feature 
(see id. at 97 and 173; Ex. 1004.), and it would have been 
straightforward to allow download and read commands to identify a 
file by a contents-signature in a similar way. Users could easily 
obtain contents-signatures to use for the modified download and 
read commands. For example, the contentssignatures could be 
shared among users. Additionally, Kantor discloses that the FWKCS 
could provide contents-signatures for files on the BBS through the 
“Precheck” feature. Using Precheck, a user is provided a report of 
contentssignatures of files on the BBS. (Kantor at 173; Ex. 1004.) 
The user could then use contents-signatures from the report to 
request files of interest with the modified download or read 
command. In addition, Kantor provided contents-signatures to the 
user in response to Lookup commands in certain modes of 
operation. (Kantor at 96-97; Ex. 1004.) 
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Kantor: Obvious to modify read/download commands to 
identify files with contents signatures (claims 1, 2, 81, 83) 

83. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have found it 
obvious to modify the BBS commands, including the download 
and/or read commands, so the commands would accept contents-
signatures or zipfile contents-signatures to identify the files or 
zipfiles on hich to operate. One of the benefits would be facilitate 
integrity checking because a user could specify the file of interest 
based on its content instead of an arbitrary filename, and thus 
improve accuracy. Kantor shows that such a modification would 
be easy to implement. For example, FWKCS used contents-
signatures as input for certain user commands, such as the 
“Lookup” feature (see id. at 97 and 173; Ex. 1004.), and it would 
have been straightforward to allow download and read commands 
to identify a file by a contents-signature in a similar way. 

Clark Dec. at ¶ 83 (IPR’87, Ex. 1009) 
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Kantor at 96 (IPR’87, Ex. 1004) 

Kantor: Obvious to modify read/download commands to 
identify files with contents signatures (claims 1, 2, 81, 83) 
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Kantor And Satya II Are An Obvious Combination 
(claims 1, 2, 81, 83) 

Satya II at 450 (IPR’87, Ex. 1028) 
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’662 – Kantor (IPR’86) ’662 — Kantor (IPR’86)
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’662 Patent 

Challenged claim  
– Method claim 30 

Claims focus on the concept of using content-based 
identifiers to delete data items 

Kantor is the primary reference 

– Satyanarayanan II is the secondary reference for data 
replication 
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Kantor: “Obtaining a particular digital data item 
identifier … being obtained in response to an attempt to 

delete said particular data item…” (claim 30) 

Kantor at 189 (IPR’86, Ex. 1004) 

1) MULTIS 
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Kantor: “Obtaining a particular digital data item 
identifier … being obtained in response to an attempt to 

delete said particular data item…” (claim 30) 

Kantor at 81 (IPR’86, Ex. 1004) 

2) Exclude 
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Kantor: “Obtaining a particular digital data item 
identifier … being obtained in response to an attempt to 

delete said particular data item…” (claim 30) 

Dewar Tr. At 287-89 (IPR’86, Ex. 1079) 

Q. We walked through at least two examples, both the 
duplicate and the exclude, where it is automatically 
deleted, right? 

A. Yes, it seems to suggest in some cases there is an 
automatic deletion. 
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Kantor: “Updating a record in said list to reflect 
deletion of said particular data item” (claim 30) 

Kantor at 190  
(IPR’86, Ex. 1004) 

MULTIS list 

MULTIS deleted.log 

Kantor at 189  
(IPR’86, Ex. 1004) 
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Kantor: “Updating a record in said list to reflect 
deletion of said particular data item” (claim 30) 

Kantor at 101 (IPR’86, Ex. 1004) K 101 (IPR’86 E 1004)

* * * 

* * * 

* * * 

Exclude upload log 
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Kantor: “Updating a record in said list to reflect 
deletion of said particular data item” (claim 30) 

Dewar Tr. At 287-89 (IPR’86, Ex. 1079) 

Q. So the upload log file is going to give you both the 
type of operation, right, accessioned or excluded, 
right? 

A. Right. 

Q. The file name, the content signature, the date it 
happened, date and time it happened, correct? 

A. Yes, that's what I read, yeah. 
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Kantor and Satya II Are An Obvious Combination 
(claim 30)  

Satya II at 450 (IPR’86, Ex. 1026) 
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Kantor and Satya II Are An Obvious Combination 
(claim 30) 

Clark Dec. at ¶ 47 (IPR’86, Ex. 1009) 
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’544 – Kantor, Woodhill (IPR’84) ’544 — Kantor, Woodhill (IPR’84)
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’544 Patent 

Challenged claim 1 

Claim focuses on comparing two data items 
comprising parts based on their content-based 
identifiers. 

Primary references 
– Kantor 
– Woodhill 
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Kantor As Primary Reference 
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Kantor and Woodhill: “Data item comprising a 
plurality of parts” (claim 1) 

Kantor at Preface 2 (IPR’84, Ex. 1004) 
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Kantor and Woodhill: “Applying a first function to each 
part of said plurality of parts to obtain a corresponding 

part value” (claim 1) 

Kantor at 48 (IPR’84, Ex. 1004) 

Kantor at 7 (IPR’84, Ex. 1004) 
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Kantor and Woodhill: Obvious To Combine 
(claim 1) 

Clark Dec. at ¶ 26 (IPR’84, Ex. 1009) 

26. It would be well within routine creativity of a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings 
of Kantor and Woodhill. Both are concerned with 
uniquely identifying files for reliable file access (Kantor 
at 10-11; Ex. 1004 and Woodhill at col. 9, ll. 30-44; Ex. 
1005.) Although the zipfiles and files in Kantor are clearly 
themselves “data items” and “parts of data items,” a 
person of ordinary skill in the art would have found it 
obvious to modify Kantor to include even smaller “data 
items” and “parts of data items” (i.e., smaller sequences 
of bits), like those disclosed in Woodhill. It is a well-
known technique to divide a file into parts. This can be 
useful, for example, for large files, such as databases. For 
example, Woodhill discloses dividing a data item into 
parts. In particular, Woodhill divides files into “binary 
objects,” and further divides the binary object into 
“granules”. (Woodhill at col. 4, ll. 14-30, col. 14, l. 52 - 
col. 15, l.4; Ex. 1005.) Such combination of Kantor and 
Woodhill would have been the application of Woodhill’s 
known technique of dividing files into smaller parts (e.g., 
“binary objects,” and “granules”) to the device in Kantor, 
ready for improvement, to yield the predictable result of 
reducing the amount of data that has to be transmitted 
over a network (Woodhill at col. 15, ll 4-8; Ex. 1005.) 
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Woodhill As Primary Reference 
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Woodhill: “Obtaining a first value for the first data item, said first 
value obtained by applying a second function to the part values” 

(claim 1) 

Woodhill at Fig. 5A (IPR’84, Ex. 1005) 

Woodhill at Col. 5, lines 61-63 (IPR’84, Ex. 1005) 
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Backing up a shadow file: 

Clark Reply Dec. at ¶ 17 (IPR’84, Ex. 1088) 

Backing up a shadow file

Woodhill: “Obtaining a first value for the first data item, said first 
value obtained by applying a second function to the part values” 

(claim 1) 
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Summary 

’791 claims unpatentable over Woodhill 

’280 claims unpatentable over Woodhill 

’539 claims unpatentable over Langer, Kantor, Woodhill 

’096 claims unpatentable over Kantor 

’662 claims unpatentable over Kantor 

’544 claims unpatentable over Kantor, Woodhill 


