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Patent Owner Demonstratives



Petitioner Never Mapped The Actual Claim Language In 
the Petition

"DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE" 2

Petition, 28 

Sur-Reply, 9 



Motion to Strike, 3-4

Reply, 4
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The First Time Petitioner Addressed “In 
Response To” Was In The Reply Brief



3M Company v. Evergreen Adhesives, Inc., 860 Fed. Appx. 724 (Fed. Cir. 2021)
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The Patent Owner Was Not Required To Respond 
To Arguments That Did Not Appear In The Petition

Sur-Reply, 9 

Reply to MTS,  3 



Petitioner’s Characterization Of Vangemert 
Shows That It Doesn’t Meet The Claim Element
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Sur-Reply, 9-10 



Tachyon Is Not Included In Any Of The 
Asserted Grounds
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Institution, 3-4



Petitioner Is Not Using The Tachyon Article To 
“Interpret” Vangemert 
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Reply, 13 

Sur-Reply, 5 



Unlike in Cisco Sys., Inc. v. Crossroads Sys. 
Tachyon was not included in the Petition
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Reply, 12 

Sur-Reply, 6 



Vangemert’s Buffer Credit Signal And Buffer 
Credit Control Words Are Different Signals
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1005, Col. 2 1005, Col. 3 

1005, Col. 4 

Reply, 36 



The Petition Failed To Show That Vangemert’s Flow Control 
Signal Does Not Pass Through The Second Buffer
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Sur-Reply, 1-2 

Sur-Reply, 3 

Sur-Reply, 3



Petitioner Has Failed To Show That Vangemert’s 
BCCW Are Treated Differently Than Other “Control 
Words” 
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Sur-Reply, 11 



Petitioner’s Expert Attempts To Fill Gaps In Vangemert By 
Making Conclusory Assumptions About The Operation Of 
Vangemert That Are Not Grounded In The Reference Or Record
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Reply, 11

Sur-Reply, 12



Facts are similar to Predcential Decision of 
Xerox Corp. v. Bytemark, Inc 
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Sur-Reply, 14 



Vangemert ’s Transmit Buffer Is Not Inherently 
FIFO
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Sur-Reply, 15 



Copeland Is Relied Upon For The Same Flow 
Control Mechanism As Daines
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Reply, 22 

POR, 26-27 



The Patent Was Not Allowed Because Of A 
Connector

1002, 231
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Sur-Reply, 18



There is No Motivation To Combine 
Vangemert and Copeland
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Reply, 19

Reply, 25



Petitioner Has Failed To Address Why A  POSITA Would 
Implement Two Possibly Contradictory Control Systems
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Sur-Reply, 18-19



Dobson’s internal signal on line 132 cannot be “the flow 
control signal” because it is not transmitted “through the serial 
link and the connector.”
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Sur-Reply, 20-21



Copeland Does Not Teach Transmitting “The Flow Control 
Signal Through The Serial Link”
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Sur-Reply, 22

Sur-Reply, 24

Reply, 37-38



Vangemert Overview
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POR, 9-12



Copeland Overview
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POR, 23

POR, 13

POR, 23



Dobson Overview
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POR, 23

POR, 38-39

POR, 39

POR, 39



Representative Claim
• 1. A system, comprising:
• a connector configured to be connectable to a serial link; and
• a module coupled to the connector, wherein the module is operable to receive first serial data transmitted over the 

serial link through the connector and transmit second serial data to the serial link through the connector, and wherein 
the module includes:

• a receiver operable to receive the first serial data from the serial link through the connector;
• a first circuit configured to deserialize the first serial data to generate deserialized data;
• a decoder configured to decode the deserialized data;
• a first buffer operable to store data that has been deserialized and decoded by the first circuit and the decoder, 

respectively;
• a second buffer operable to receive data, wherein the second buffer is in data communication with a second circuit that 

is configured to serialize data received via the second buffer to generate the second serial data; and
• a transmitter operable to transmit the second serial data to the serial link through the connector;
• wherein the module is configured to determine whether an amount of data stored in the first buffer equals or exceeds a 

fill amount associated with a storage capacity of the first buffer; and
• wherein the module is operable to generate a flow control signal in response to the amount of data stored in the first 

buffer equaling or exceeding the fill amount, and wherein the module is further configured to transmit the flow control 
signal through the serial link and the connector without passing the flow control signal through the second buffer.
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