
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Demonstrative Exhibits

CISCO SYSTEMS, INC. v. 
ORCKIT CORP.

Exhibit 1018, Page 1

IPR2023-00714
U.S. Patent No. 6,680,904

July 9, 2024
IPR2023-00714 

Cisco Systems, Inc. v. Orckit IP, LLC. 
Cisco's Exhibit 1018 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Roadmap

2

Overview of the ’904 Patent

Grounds

Disputed Issues

2

3

1

EX1018, Page 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 3

Network Access System With Masters And Slaves

Ex. 1001 (’904 Patent) at FIG. 3
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Representative Claim 1 Of The ’904 Patent

Ex. 1001 (’904 Patent) at Claim 1, FIG. 3
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Representative Claim 9 Of The ’904 Patent

Ex. 1001 (’904 Patent) at Claim 9, FIGS. 3 and 6
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Representative Claim 14 Of The ’904 Patent

Ex. 1001 (’904 Patent) at Claim 14, FIG. 3
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Petition at 15

Grounds
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Vink: Two Masters with Serially-Connected Slaves

Petition at 15-19

Masters and slaves each have a switch and pre-switch
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Patrick: Masters and Slaves Connected To External Network

Petition at 20-21; Ex. 1006 (Patrick) at 3:27-32, FIG. 1
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AAPA: Masters and Slaves Connected To External Network

Petition at 27
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Disputed Issues

1313Deck title

1) All Claims: “Subscriber Lines”
2) All Claims: “Physical Interface To A Packet-Switched Network” 
3) Claim 4: Conveying Packets In Opposite Directions
4) Claim 9: “Switch” and “Pre-Switch”
5) Claims 6 And 23: “Bicasting”
6) Claim 20: “Initial” And “Further Downstream Data”
7) Claim 8: First Master Unit Already Received Downstream Data
8) Claim 17: “Multicast Packet”
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Disputed Issue #1
All Claims: “Subscriber Lines” 
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Ex. 1001 (’904 Patent) at Claim 1

Patent Owner Proposes A Construction of “Subscriber Lines”

POR at 20
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Patent Owner’s Proposed Construction Applies Only Against Vink Alone

POR at 45

Patent Owner Argues That Vink Does Not Teach “Subscriber Lines”

Under Plain and Ordinary Meaning, Vink Teaches “Subscriber Lines”

Petition at 33
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Patrick/AAPA Teach “Subscriber Lines” Even Under Patent Owner’s 
Proffered Construction

Petition at 33

Petition at 35

No Construction Needed:  Patrick/AAPA Teach “Subscriber Lines” Even Under Patent Owner’s Proffered Construction
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Patrick/AAPA Teach “Subscriber Lines” Even Under Patent Owner’s 
Proffered Construction

Petition at 33-36

Petition Clearly Articulated The Obviousness Of The Proposed Combination 
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Sur-Reply at 11

19

Patrick/AAPA Teach “Subscriber Lines” Even Under Patent Owner’s 
Proffered Construction

PO’s Argument That Modems Provide Direct Access To An External Network And Obviate The Need For Network 
Access Through Vink’s Masters Is Incorrect

Petition at 35; Ex. 1001 (’904 Patent) at 1:45-48
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Disputed Issue #2
All Claims: “Physical Interface To A Packet-Switched Network”
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Ex. 1001 (’904 Patent) at Claim 1

Patent Owner Additionally Requires An “External, Core” Network

POR at 25
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Patent Owner Attempts To Read Embodiments Into The Claims

“[A] particular embodiment appearing in the written description 
may not be read into a claim when the claim language is broader 
than the embodiment.”  

Superguide Corp. v. DirecTV Enterprises, Inc., 358 F.3d 870, 875, (Fed. Cir. 2004) 

Sur-Reply at 3

Reply at 7
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Patent Owner Misinterprets The Claims
“Physical Interface” Encompasses Connections Between The Slave Units In The “Internal” Network

Ex. 1001 (’904 Patent) at Claim 14, FIG. 3
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Ex. 1001 (’904 Patent) at Claim 1

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply Arguments Lack Merit

Sur-Reply at 3

“Physical interface” vs. “physical interface lines”
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Ex. 1001 (’904 Patent) at Claim 1

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply Arguments Lack Merit

Sur-Reply at 3

Sur-Reply argument directed to the preamble
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Proof #1: Vink’s Internal Network Satisfies The Claims

Petition at 24-26; Ex. 1005 (Vink) at Fig. 2 Petition at 24-26

Sur-Reply at 4
Sur-Reply at 6
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Proof #1: Vink’s Internal Network Satisfies The Claims

Petition at 19-20 Petition at 24-26

Sur-Reply at 4

Purported Admission Is From Preamble In The Actual Limitations, Petition Made Clear 
Distinctions Between Internal and External Networks

. . . . . . . .

EX1018, Page 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 28

Proof #2: Patrick’s/AAPA’s External Network Satisfies The Claims

Petition at 20-31; Ex. 1001 (’904 Patent) at 1:38-42

Petition at 20-24 ; Ex. 1006 (Patrick) at 3:20-24

Reply at 16-18; Ex. 1014 (Cohen) at 6:23-28

Reply at 16-18;  Ex. 1016 (Khuc) at 1:21-25

Connecting Masters and Slaves – And In Particular LANs – To External Networks Was Routinely Done
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Proof #2: Patrick’s/AAPA’s External Network Satisfies The Claims
Numerous Off-The-Shelf Solutions Existed At The Time To Make The Proposed Combination

• Q. What were the functionalities that a person of ordinary skill in
the art would have to program in software in order to modify Vink’s
system in view of Patrick’s teachings to provide the option in Vink’s
system for the master units to be connected to an external packet
switched network?

………
• A. So, you know, to the extent that a POSITA may have actually

started with a – an available operating system already, it may have
already included all the code necessary. … [P]rior to the filing date
of … the ’904 patent there were open source operating systems
available like LINUX, Red Hat, a number of operating systems
like that.  …. And there are lots of operating systems and computer
systems on which users could easily implement and create systems
like that disclosed in Vink and – and other systems for the software
that’s required.

Henry Hou
(Petitioner)

Reply at 16; Ex. 2027 (Houh Dep. Tr.), 110:4-113:24
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Proof #2: Patrick’s/AAPA’s External Network Satisfies The Claims
Compatible Systems: Vink Discloses Both Sequential Addressing Scheme and Hierarchical Addressing Scheme

Petition, 62-63, 81; Ex. 1005 (Vink) at 8:19-34
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Proof #2: Patrick’s/AAPA’s External Network Satisfies The Claims
Compatible Systems: Vink’s Two-level Hierarchical Addressing Scheme Is Just Like The ’904 Patent’s 

Ex. 1001 (’904 Patent) at 2:29-36

Ex. 1001 (’904 Patent) at 7:34-35

• Q. So one level of the hierarchy would be the 
pre-switch address and the second level would 
be the port address?

• A. That's one possible embodiment.

Miguel Gomez 
(Patent Owner Expert)

Reply at 12: Ex. 1013 (Gomez Dep. Tr.) at 128:2-14

Ex. 1005 (Vink) at 11:29-37
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Proof #2: Patrick’s/AAPA’s External Network Satisfies The Claims
Compatible Systems: Vink’s Sequential Addressing Scheme Is Just Like The ’904 Patent’s

Ex. 1001 (’904 Patent) at 2:41-44

POR at 34

• Q. Have you encountered such a nonhierarchical address system
…?

• A. … Vink talks about addressing in some sort of order … So …
the ordering … is not necessarily hierarchical there because it’s
based on ordering of the devices.Dr. Henry Houh 

(Petitioner’s Expert) Sur-Reply at 7; Ex. 2027 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 54:19-55:2
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Proof #2: Patrick’s/AAPA’s External Network Satisfies The Claims

“‘Universal’ motivations known in a particular field to improve technology provide 
‘a motivation to combine prior art references even absent any hint of suggestion 
in the references themselves.’ … Nothing more is required to show a motivation 
to combine under KSR….” 

Intel Corp. v. PACT XPP Schweiz AG, 61 F.4th 1373, 1380-81 (Fed. Cir. 2023)

Petition at 22-24; see also id., 35-36, 43-44, 51-55, 69-70 

The Petition Articulated Reasons To Combine Vink With Patrick

Reply at 14

     
EX1018,      
Page
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Proof #2: Patrick’s/AAPA’s External Network Satisfies The Claims
Patent Owner’s Conclusory Teaching Away Argument: No Objective Evidence

POR at 29

POR at 34

“[T]he cited declaration testimony is conclusory and 
unsupported, adds little to the conclusory assertion for 
which it is offered to support, and is entitled to little weight.” 

Xerox Corp. v. Bytemark, Inc., IPR2022-00624, Paper 9, 15-16 
(Aug. 24, 2022) (precedential)
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Disputed Issue #3
Claim 4: Conveying Packets In Opposite Directions 
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Claim 4 of the ’904 Patent

Ex. 1001 (‘904 Patent) at Claim 4
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Patent Owner’s First Argues Vink Transmits In The Same Direction

POR at 49

POR at 48-49; Ex. 1005 (Vink) at 6:16-27
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Vink Teaches Transmitting Data In Either Direction

Petition at 42-43; Ex. 1005 (Vink) at 14:28-31

Reply at 19
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Vink Teaches Transmitting Data In Either Direction

Reply at 19; Ex. 1005 (Vink) at Fig. 3 Petition at 42; Reply at 19; Ex. 1005 (Vink) at Fig. 4
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Petition Relied On The Combination of Vink And Patrick

Petition at 43-44

Petition at 39; Ex-1006 (Patrick) at 1:34-40
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Patent Owner Only Argues Petition Failed To Prove Up Combination

Sur-Reply at 16-17
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Disputed Issue #4
Claim 9: “Switch” and “Pre-Switch”
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Claim 9 of the ’904 Patent

Ex. 1001 (’904 Patent) at Claim 9

EX1018, Page 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 44

POR Argues Claim Requires Switching To One Of “Several” Daisy Chains

POR at 50

POR at 51

Ex. 1001 (‘904 Patent) at Claim 9
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Sur-Reply Now Argues Claim Requires The Switch To Switch Between 
Upstream and Downstream Data Packets

Sur-Reply at 18; Ex. 1001 (’904 Patent) at 8:53-9:5

Sur-Reply at 18; Ex. 1001 (’904 Patent) at FIG. 6
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Petition Properly Identified The Requisite Functionality Of The Switch

Petition at 46-48

Ex. 1001 (‘904 Patent) at Claim 9
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Claim 9 of the ’904 Patent

Ex. 1001 (‘904 Patent) at Claim 9
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POR Argues Based On Vink Alone

POR at 54
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The Petition Relied On The Teachings Of Vink And Patrick

Petition at 51; Ex. 1006 (Patrick) at Fig. 1

Petition at 53; Ex. 1005 (Vink) at Fig. 2 (modified)
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Sur-Reply Now Argues No Reason To Modify Vink Because Vink Alone 
Already Provides A Solution For Faults

Sur-Reply at 19-20
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Proper To Consider POSITA’s Creativity:
Modification Merely Provides One Alternate Data Flow Path

Reply at 24; see also Petition at 51-55
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Disputed Issue #5
Claims 6 And 23: “Bicasting”
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Claims 6 and 23 of the ’904 Patent

Ex. 1001 (‘904 Patent) at Claim 6

Ex. 1001 (‘904 Patent) at Claim 23
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POR at 56-57

The Petition Did Not Remove “Bi” In The “Bicasts”/“Bicasting” Limitations Of Claims 6 And 23

54

Patent Owner Misinterprets The Petition’s Mappings For Claims 6 And 23

EX1018, Page 
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The Petition First Discussed The “Casts”/“Casting” Portion

Reply at 25; Petition at 70

Reply at 25; Petition at 44
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The Petition Then Discussed The “Bi” Portion Of “Bicasts”/“Bicasting”

Reply at 25; Petition at 70
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The Petition Then Discussed The “Bi” Portion Of “Bicasts”/“Bicasting”

Reply at 25; Petition at 69
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Sur-Reply Argues 1+1 APS Does Not “Indirectly [Cast] To The Network Via 
the Second Master Unit”

Sur-Reply at 20-23

EX1018, Page 
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AAPA’s 1+1 APS Technique Provides That Both The Active And Standby 
Masters Will Transmit The Same Upstream Packets To The Network

Petition at 69; Reply at 26-27; Ex. 1001 (’904 Patent) at 8:44-52, FIG. 2B
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The Petition Proposed Modifying Vink To Implement The 1+1 APS 
Technique

Petition at 69-70
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Disputed Issue #6
Claim 20: “Initial” And “Further Downstream Data”

No longer contested in Sur-Reply
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Claims 20 of the ’904 Patent

Ex. 1001 (‘904 Patent) at Claim 20
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Patent Owner Mischaracterizes Claim 20

POR at 56

EX1018, Page 
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Patent Owner’s Expert Admitted That The “Initial Download Data” And The 
“Further Download Data” Are Received Only Once

Miguel Gomez
PO’s Expert

Ex. 1013 at 174:21-175:19; Reply at 29-30

Q. …The initial downstream data packets will be conveyed to the slaves only once;
correct?

A. Well, packets -- data can be retransmitted. But if you're looking at just those
instances, those very specific packets, and excluding any retransmissions, they get
sent once.

Q. And excluding any retransmissions, the further downstream packets of Claim 20
are also conveyed to the slaves in the second direction only once; right?

A. So the Claim 20 requires that the packets received from the first downstream unit --
by the first downstream unit are conveyed to the second master unit. And that could
be construed as a transmission. And then from the second master unit to the slave
units, they are only sent once to the slave but they are sent through the second
master.

Q. …Neither Claim 19 nor Claim 20 discuss retransmissions; correct?

A. That's not -- that's not here.

EX1018, Page 
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The Petition Applied The Proper Interpretation Of Claim 20

Reply at 30-31; Petition at 68
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Disputed Issue #7
Claim 8: First Master Unit Already Received Downstream Data

No longer contested in Sur-Reply
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POR at 59-60

Patent Owner Mischaracterizes Claim 8

c

Ex. 1001 (’904 Patent) at Claim 8
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Patent Owner Mischaracterizes Claim 8

Ex. 2025 (Gomez Decl.) at ¶108
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Patent Owner’s Expert Confirmed Patent Owner’s Erroneous Interpretation

Miguel Gomez
PO’s Expert

Reply at 32; Ex. 1013 (Gomez Dep. Tr.) at 185:16-22 

Q. So the sentence [in paragraph 108] that starts, "Thus,
Claim 8 explicitly states that the slave's downstream
packets reach the first master via another daisy
chain" is inconsistent with the language of Claim
8; correct?

A. There appears to be an error here that I need to
correct.
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Disputed Issue #8
Claim 17: “Multicast Packet”

EX1018, Page 
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Patent Owner Argues Multicast Limitation Was Not Discussed

POR at 62

Reply at 32-33; Petition at 89
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Petition Provided Ample Explanation

Petition 61, 64-65
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Patent Owner’s Expert Confirmed The Illustration In Ex. 1012 Covers 
Claim 17

Miguel Gomez
PO’s Expert

Reply at 33-34; Ex. 1013 (Gomez Dep. Tr.) at 153:6-154:1

Q. Is [the illustration of Ex. 1012] consistent with your understanding of a
multicast packet according to the '904 patent?

A. I think that's consistent with the description embodiment that's described in
the '904 patent.

Ex. 1012
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The Petition Is Nearly Identical To Ex. 1012

Reply 34-35; Petition at 64-65; Ex. 1005 at Fig. 2 Ex. 1012
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Questions?
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