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Statutory Grounds for Challenges

2

Ground Assertion Petitioned Claims

1
Obvious under § 103 in view of Handley in

combination with Basturk
1-21, 23, 25-28

2
Obvious under § 103 in view of PacketCable

in combination with Handley
1-28

3
Obvious under § 103 in view of PacketCable

in combination with Basturk
1-28

4
Obvious under § 103 in view of Handley in

combination with Basturk and PacketCable
22, 24

Paper 3 (Petition) at 5 
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’682 Patent

Title: Method and System for Transmitting Data from a 

Transmitter to a Receiver and Transmitter and Receiver 

Therefor

Inventor: Martin Euchner

Original Assignee: Siemens Aktiengesellschaft

Priority Date: January 18, 2000

3

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at 1; Paper 3 (Petition) at 4; Paper 26 (POR) 2-5
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Method and System for Transmitting Data from a Transmitter to a 
Receiver and Transmitter and Receiver Therefor

4

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at Claim 1, Figs. 1-2, 4; Paper 26 (POR) at 3-5
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’682 Patent

5

OVERVIEW OF THE ’682 PATENT
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The ’682 Patent Addresses Problems Related to 
Real-Time A/V Data Transmission

6

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at 2:44–3:10; Paper 26 (POR) at 2 

Security of Real-Time Communication
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The ’682 Patent Addresses Problems Related to 
Real-Time A/V Data Transmission

7

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at 3:16–41; Paper 26 (POR) at 2-3 

The “IPSEC” Protocol had flaws
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The ’682 Patent Addresses Problems Related to 
Real-Time A/V Data Transmission

8

Paper 26 (POR) at 2-3 

RTP did not have authentication/integrity features

EX1008 at 72

EX1008 at 50
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The Innovative Technique of the ’682 Patent

9

Paper 26 (POR) at 4, 14-15 

The OSI Model

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at 1:19-45

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at 2:6-11

EX1001 (’682 Patent) Fig. 1
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The Innovative Technique of the ’682 Patent

10

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at 7:6-23, Fig. 3; Paper 26 (POR) at 3 

Inserting authentication data into RTP packets as an application 
protocol on an application layer
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The Innovative Technique of the ’682 Patent

11

EX1001 (’682 Patent) Figs. 1-2, 6:33-51; Paper 26 (POR) at 4

Inserting authentication data into RTP packets as an application 
protocol on an application layer
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The Innovative Technique of the ’682 Patent

12

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at 7:24-36;

 Paper 26 (POR) at 4-5 

Inserting authentication data into RTP packets as an application 
protocol on an application layer
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The Innovative Technique of the ’682 Patent

13

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at 3:55-4:10; Paper 26 (POR) at 4

Benefits of authenticating RTP packets in the application layer
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The Innovative Technique of the ’682 Patent

14

Paper 26 (POR) at 4-5 

Benefits of authenticating RTP packets in the application layer

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at 4:22-30

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at 4:11-22
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Claim 1 of the ’682 Patent

15

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at 7:6-7

Paper 26 (POR) at 3 
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Claim 1 of the ’682 Patent

16

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at 7:6-22 Paper 26 (POR) at 3 

EX1001 (’682 Patent) Fig. 3
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Claim 1 of the ’682 Patent

17

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at 7:6-23, 7:24-48, Figs. 1-4; Paper 26 (POR) at 3-5 
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Claim 1 of the ’682 Patent

18

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at 7:6-23, Figs. 3 and 4; Paper 26 (POR) at 3-5 



Presentation of Patent OwnerDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 1 of the ’682 Patent

19Paper 26 (POR) at 3-5 

EX1001

(’682 Patent) 

at 7:6-23

EX1001

(’682 Patent) 

at 7:24-48

EX1001

(’682 Patent) 

Fig. 3
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’682 Patent

20

CLAIM CONSTRUCTION
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Claim Construction

1. A method for transmitting data from a transmitter to a receiver, comprising:

[1.1] providing transmitter-to-receiver authentication at a Real Time Transport 

Protocol (RTP) packet level as an application protocol on an application layer

[1.2] by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a whole RTP 

packet payload;

[1.3] ascertaining, by the receiver, whether the receiver knows the transmitter 

based on the RTP packet level authentication data; and

[1.4] accepting, by the receiver, the whole RTP packet payload, if the receiver 

knows the transmitter, and otherwise rejecting the whole RTP packet payload.

21

EX1001 (’682 patent), at claim 1

Claim 1
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Term Patent Owner’s 
Construction

Petitioners’ 
Construction1

“application layer” “the layers above the transport layer (layers 
above 4)”

n/a

“application protocol” “the protocol for communication between a 
transmitter application layer situated above the 
transport layer and a receiver application layer 
situated above the transport layer”

n/a

1 See Paper 3 (Petition) at 9 and Paper 37 (Reply) at 1.
Paper 26 (POR) at 14-18 

Claim Construction
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Paper 26 (POR) at 14-15 (citing EX2004 ¶62)

Claim Construction: “application layer” & “application protocol”

The OSI Model

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at 1:19-45

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at 1:19-45
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Paper 26 (POR) at 12, 15-16 (citing EX2004 ¶63)

Claim Construction: “application layer” & “application protocol”

The ’682 Patent

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at 2:6-11

“Because a patent is a fully integrated written instrument, we have long emphasized the importance of the 

specification in claim construction. Thus, if the specification reveals a special definition given to a claim term by the 

inventor, then the inventor’s lexicography governs, even if it differs from the term’s ordinary meaning.”

David Netzer Consulting Eng’r LLC v. Shell Oil Co., 824 F.3d 989, 994 (Fed. Cir. 2016) (cleaned up; emphasis added)
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Paper 26 (POR) at 16 (citing EX2004, ¶64)

Claim Construction: “application layer” & “application protocol”

The ’682 Patent

EX1001 (’682 Patent) Fig. 1

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at 5:65-67

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at 6:1-2

EX1001 (’682 Patent) Fig. 2
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’682 Patent

26

HANDLEY IS NOT PRIOR ART
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Handley is not prior art.

27

Paper 26 (POR) at 18-19; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 5

Petitioners’ only public accessibility theory is that Handley (EX1005) 
published in Computer Networks journal on February 11, 1999

Paper 3 (Petition) at 4 EX1003 (Houh Decl.) ¶59
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Handley is not prior art.

28

Paper 26 (POR) at 20

The Board instituted based on Petitioners’ sole theory that 
Handley (EX1005) published in Computer Networks journal on February 11, 1999

Paper 16 at 15

Paper 16 at 15-16
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Handley is not prior art.

29

Paper 26 (POR) at 21-22

The Petition’s evidence is insufficient: no indicia of publication

“One of the Flashpoint manuals is marked ‘an unpublished work and is 

considered a trade secret belonging to the copyright holder.’ The 

second manual is not marked with any indicium of either publication 

or secrecy. There was no evidence as to the source, publication, or 

public accessibility of either manual. The district court found that ‘no 

witness testified, nor was any evidence presented, that either of these 

documents was ever published or disseminated to the public.’”

ResQNet.com, Inc. v. Lansa, Inc, 594 F.3d 860, 865-66 (Fed. Cir. 2010)

EX1005 (Handley) at 1
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Handley is not prior art.

30

Paper 26 (POR) at 19, 21-22

The Petition’s evidence is insufficient: conclusory argument and testimony

Paper 3 (Petition) at 4 EX1003 (Houh Decl.) ¶59

“Attorney argument is not evidence.”

Icon Health & Fitness, Inc. v. Strava, Inc., 849 F.3d 1034, 1043 (Fed. Cir. 2017)

“Conclusory expert testimony does not qualify as substantial evidence.”

TQ Delta, LLC v. Cisco Sys., 942 F.3d 1352, 1358 (Fed. Cir. 2019)
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Handley is not prior art.

31

Paper 26 (POR) at 19, 22

The Petition does not explain how the POSITA would locate Handley

Paper 3 (Petition) at 4 EX1003 (Houh Decl.) ¶59

“A reference is considered publicly accessible ‘upon a satisfactory showing that such 

document has been disseminated or otherwise made available to the extent that 

persons interested and ordinarily skilled in the subject matter or art, exercising 

reasonable diligence, can locate it.’”

Jazz Pharms., Inc. v. Amneal Pharms., LLC, 895 F.3d 1347, 1355 (Fed. Cir. 2018)
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Handley is not prior art.

32

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 2

Petitioners forfeited their opportunity to argue public accessibility in Reply

Paper 37 (Reply) at 2

Unified Patents, LLC v. Gesture Technology Partners, LLC, IPR2021-

00917, Paper 31 at 33 (PTAB Nov. 21, 2022)
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Handley is not prior art.

33

Paper 44 at 2-3

Apple, Inc. v. Gesture Technology Partners, LLC, IPR2021-00923, 

Paper 27 at 13-14 (PTAB Dec. 2, 2022)

Petitioners forfeited their opportunity to argue public accessibility in the Petition

Paper 3 (Petition) at 4
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Handley Is Not Prior Art

34

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 2-3

Paper 37 (Reply) at 2

“The burden of production cannot be met without some combination of citing 

the relevant record evidence with specificity and explaining the significance of 

the produced material in briefs.”

Parus Holdings, Inc. v. Google LLC, 70 F.4th 1365, 1372 (Fed. Cir. 2023)

Paper 3 (Petition) at 4

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 2-3
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Handley is not prior art.

35

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 3

The Board did not rule that Handley is prior art

Paper 37 (Reply) at 2

Paper 28 at 6
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Handley is not prior art.

36

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 3-4

Petitioners’ motion arguments and evidence are not incorporated into their Reply

Paper 37 (Reply) at 2

Apple Inc. v. Qualcomm Inc., IPR2018-01279, Paper 45 at 17-18 (PTAB Jan. 2, 2020)
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Handley is not prior art.

37

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 3-4

Considering Petitioners’ motion arguments would “eviscerate all page limits”

“Further, Parus’s suggestion that patent owners need only submit 

evidence—regardless how voluminous or argumentative—would 

eviscerate all page limits for patent owners while maintaining 

restrictions on petitioners. See 37 C.F.R. § 42.24.”

Parus Holdings, Inc. v. Google LLC, 70 F.4th 1365, 1372 (Fed. Cir. 2023)

Paper 37 (Reply) at 2

In-Depth Geophysical Inc. v. ConocoPhillips Co., IPR2019-00850, Paper 56 at 35 

(PTAB Sept. 3, 2020)
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Handley is not prior art.

38

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 4

The Board should not consider the supplemental information

“But it is still a system that is predicated on a petition followed by a trial in which the petitioner bears the

burden of proof. Given that framework, we find no support for the PTO’s position that the Board is free to adopt

arguments on behalf of petitioners that could have been, but were not, raised by the petitioner during an IPR.

Instead, the Board must base its decision on arguments that were advanced by a party, and to which the

opposing party was given a chance to respond.”

In re Magnum Oil Tools Int’l, Ltd., 829 F.3d 1364, 1381 (Fed. Cir. 2016)
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Handley is not prior art.

39

Handley (EX1005) is not what published in Computer Networks

EX1027EX1005 (Handley) EX1028

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 5
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Handley is not prior art.

40

Handley (EX1005) is not what published in Computer Networks

EX1027EX1005 (Handley) EX1028

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 5
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Handley is not prior art.

41

Handley (EX1005) is not what published in Computer Networks

EX1027EX1005 (Handley) EX1028

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 5
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Handley is not prior art.

42Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 5

Handley (EX1005) is not what published in Computer Networks

EX1027EX1005 (Handley) EX1028
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Handley is not prior art.

43

Handley (EX1005) is not what published in Computer Networks

EX1027EX1005 (Handley) EX1028

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 5
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Handley is not prior art.

44

Handley (EX1005) is not what published in Computer Networks

EX1027EX1005 (Handley) EX1028

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 5
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Handley is not prior art.

45

Handley (EX1005) is not what published in Computer Networks

EX1027EX1005 (Handley) EX1028

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 5
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Handley is not prior art.

46

Handley (EX1005) is not what published in Computer Networks

EX1027/EX1028

EX1005 (Handley)

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 5
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Handley is not prior art.

47

Handley (EX1005) is not what published in Computer Networks

EX1027EX1005 (Handley) EX1028

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 5
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Handley is not prior art.

48

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 5-6

Crowcroft confirms “differences” and different “versions”

EX1016 (Crowcroft Decl.) ¶16

EX1016 (Crowcroft Decl.) ¶17
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Handley is not prior art.

49

Paper 44 at 6

Houh confirms EX1005 is a different “version”

EX1017 (Houh Supp. Decl.) ¶13
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Handley is not prior art.

50

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 6-7

Alternative “UCL website” and “FTP” theories are waived

“Before the Board, Samsung did not argue that the WD4 reference was publicly accessible because it was discussed at the 

Torino meeting or disseminated at the Geneva meeting. … Thus, Samsung waived any separate argument on appeal that the 

WD4 reference was publicly accessible because it was disseminated at the Torino or Geneva meetings.”

Samsung Elecs. Co. v. Infobridge Pte. Ltd., 929 F.3d 1363, 1369-70 (Fed. Cir. 2019)

“We agree with Patent Owner that Petitioner’s argument in Section II.C. of its opening brief is a new argument or theory of public 

disclosure that was not raised in the Petition and, therefore, is waived. See Ariosa, 805 F.3d at 1367. As the Federal Circuit found, 

Samsung argued in the Petition that WD4 was publicly accessible because it was uploaded to the JCT-VC and MPEG websites and 

emailed to the JCT-VC listserv. See Samsung, 929 F.3d at 1369–1373. … We determine that this is a new argument or theory 

because the argued dissemination is not based on the listserv email, but on post-listserv email ‘secondary distribution’ that may 

have occurred with respect not only to WD4, but also ‘other versions of Working Draft 4.’ Accordingly, Petitioner’s new ‘public 

dissemination’ argument is waived.”

Samsung Elecs. Co. v. Infobridge Pte., Ltd., IPR2017-00099, Paper 43 at 42 (PTAB Nov. 13, 2020)
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Handley is not prior art.

51

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 7; Paper 26 (POR) at 19

The Petition does not argue disclosure by “UCL website” or “FTP”

Paper 3 (Petition) at 4 EX1003 (Houh Decl.) ¶59
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Handley is not prior art.

52

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 7

Liquidia does not support consideration of theories not disclosed in the petition

Liquidia Technologies, Inc. v. United Therapeutics Corp., IPR2021-00406, Paper 

78 at 10 (PTAB Jul. 19, 2022)

“As the Board recognized, Liquidia’s IPR petition asserted

that each of the Voswinckel abstracts was publicly presented 

or published at least one year before the priority date of the 

’793 patent, making each of them printed publications within 

the meaning of § 102(b). …

 

“ … As the Board observed, Liquidia’s arguments were not 

inconsistent with, and therefore not new over, the grounds 

raised in its IPR petition—that the Voswinckel abstracts 

were publicly accessible prior to the critical date.”

United Therapeutics Corp. v. Liquidia Techs., Inc., 2023 WL 8794633, 

at *3 (Fed. Cir. Dec. 20, 2023)
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Handley is not prior art.

53

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 7-8; Paper 26 (POR) at 19

Disclosure by “UCL website” or “FTP” is inconsistent with the Petition’s theory

Paper 3 (Petition) at 4

EX1003 (Houh Decl.) ¶59

“In these circumstances, we find that the Board did not err 

in refusing the reply brief as improper under 37 C.F.R. § 

42.23(b) because IBS relied on an entirely new rationale to 

explain why one of skill in the art would have been 

motivated to combine Tsien or Ju with a modification of 

Zavgorodny.”

Intelligent Bio-Sys., Inc. v. Illumina Cambridge Ltd., 821 F.3d 1359, 

1369–70 (Fed. Cir. 2016)

Consolidated Trial Practice Guide (Nov. 2019) at 74
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Handley is not prior art.

54

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 8

The “UCL website” and “FTP” theories fail to meet Petitioners’ burden

“A reference is considered publicly accessible if it was ‘disseminated or otherwise made available to 

the extent that persons interested and ordinarily skilled in the subject matter or art, exercising 

reasonable diligence, can locate it.’ As petitioner, Blizzard had the burden to prove Lin is a printed 

publication.”

Acceleration Bay, LLC v. Activision Blizzard Inc., 908 F.3d 765, 772 

(Fed. Cir. 2018) (cleaned up).

“The Board then correctly noted that ‘public accessibility’ requires more than technical 

accessibility.”

Acceleration Bay, LLC v. Activision Blizzard Inc., 908 F.3d 765, 773-74 

(Fed. Cir. 2018).
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Handley is not prior art.

55

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 8-9

Petitioners fail to show the POSITA would have located Handley on the UCL website

“In the present case, the Board found that Groupon had failed to carry its burden of establishing that an 

interested party exercising reasonable diligence would have located Ratsimor. We agree. Groupon has 

provided no evidence that Ratsimor was disseminated to the interested public before the critical date other 

than testimony from Dr. Joshi that it was ‘publicly available around November 2003.’ Even if we assume 

that Ratsimor was available online on Dr. Ratsimor’s personal page before the critical date, Groupon does 

not point to any evidence indicating that Ratsimor was viewed or downloaded. Further, in contrast to Voter 

Verified, the present case lacks any testimonial evidence that a person interested in e-commerce and peer-

to-peer marketing would be independently aware of the web address for Dr. Ratsimor’s personal page. In 

other words, there was no evidence that the ordinarily skilled artisan would know of Dr. Ratsimor’s 

personal webpage or its web address.”

Blue Calypso, LLC v. Groupon, Inc., 815 F.3d 1331, 1349-50 (Fed. Cir. 2016).
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Handley is not prior art.

56

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 8-9

Petitioners fail to show the POSITA would have located Handley on the FTP

“The record on summary judgment does not show that an anonymous user skilled in 

the art in 1997 would have gained access to the FTP server and would have freely 

navigated through the directory structure to find the Live Traffic paper.”

SRI Int’l, Inc. v. Internet Sec. Sys., Inc., 511 F.3d 1186, 1196-97 (Fed. Cir. 2008)
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Handley is not prior art.

57

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 8-9

Petitioners’ evidence is insufficient as a matter of law

“Taken together, these cases suggest that a work is not publicly accessible if the only 

people who know how to find it are the ones who created it. This is why SRI focused on the 

knowledge of those outside the authoring organization and why Bayer discounted the 

knowledge of various professors on a faculty committee reviewing student theses. To hold 

otherwise would disincentivize collaboration and depart from what it means to publish 

something.”

Samsung Elecs. Co. v. Infobridge Pte. Ltd., 929 F.3d 1363, 1372 (Fed. Cir. 2019)
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Handley Is Not Prior Art

58

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 9-10

The “teachings” of Handley are not printed publications

“In MIT, a paper delivered orally to the First International Cell Culture Congress was considered a ‘printed 

publication.’ In that case, as many as 500 persons having ordinary skill in the art heard the presentation, 

and at least six copies of the paper were distributed. The key to the court’s finding was that actual copies of 

the presentation were distributed. The court did not consider the issue of indexing. The MIT court 

determined the paper in question to be a “printed publication” but did not limit future determinations of the 

applicability of the “printed publication” bar to instances in which copies of a reference were actually offered 

for distribution. MIT, 774 F.2d at 1108–10.4”

In re Klopfenstein, 380 F.3d 1345, 1349 (Fed. Cir. 2004)

“4 With regard to scientific presentations, it is important to note than an entirely oral presentation at a 

scientific conference that includes neither slides nor copies of the presentation is without question not a 

“printed publication” for the purposes of 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). …”
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Handley is not prior art.

59

Paper 44 at 9-10

EX1027 and EX1028 cannot stand in for Handley

“Based on this record, we conclude that substantial evidence supports the Board’s determination that 

Zodiac did not satisfy its burden of establishing that the version of the Orange Book in the record was 

publicly accessible. The nature of the Orange Book focuses our inquiry on whether the version of the Orange 

Book containing the relevant schematic was publicly accessible. … In short, nothing in the record 

demonstrates that “persons interested and ordinarily skilled in the subject matter or art exercising 

reasonable diligence” could have located the relevant version of the Orange Book before the priority date. 

See In re Lister, 583 F.3d at 1311.”

B/E Aerospace, Inc. v. C & D Zodiac, Inc., 709 F. App’x 687, 698 (Fed. Cir. 2017)
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’682 Patent

60

PACKETCABLE IS NOT PRIOR ART
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PacketCable Is Not Prior Art

61

Paper 26 (POR) at 40; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 10

Petition

Paper 3 (Petition) at 5 EX1003 (Houh Decl.) ¶61
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PacketCable Is Not Prior Art

62

Reply

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 12-13

Paper 37 (Reply) at 2-3

Paper 37 at 2-3
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PacketCable Is Not Prior Art

63

Paper 26 at 42; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 10-11

“Instead, Groupon argues that an internet search 

engine would have been able to locate the report. But 

that argument does not allow us to automatically infer 

that Dr. Ratsimor’s webpage was ‘indexed . . . (through 

search engines or otherwise)’ and thus locatable by a 

search engine. See Voter Verified, 698 F.3d at 1381. The 

record is devoid of any evidence that a query of a search 

engine before the critical date, using any combination of 

search words, would have led to Ratsimor appearing in 

the search results.”

Blue Calypso, LLC v. Groupon, Inc., 815 F.3d 

1331, 1349-50 (Fed. Cir. 2016)EX1007 at 1
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PacketCable is not prior art.

64

Hall-Ellis’s 12/1/1999 “release date” theory fails to meet Petitioners’ burden

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 10-11

Paper 37 at 2-3

EX1019 (Hall-Ellis Decl.) ¶¶18, 20
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PacketCable is not prior art.

65

Hall-Ellis’s only evidence of accessibility is the current CableLabs website

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 11EX1019 (Hall-Ellis Decl.) ¶19

“Groupon has provided no evidence that Ratsimor was 

disseminated to the interested public before the critical

date ….”

Blue Calypso, LLC v. Groupon, Inc., 815 F.3d 

1331, 1349 (Fed. Cir. 2016)
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PacketCable is not prior art.

66

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 11

EX2009 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr.) at 25:14-26:8

Hall-Ellis checked but found no evidence of online 
availability at the relevant time
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PacketCable is not prior art.
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Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 11

EX2009 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr.) at 28:13-20

EX2009 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr.) at 32:7-12

Hall-Ellis checked but found no evidence of online 
availability at the relevant time
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PacketCable is not prior art.

68

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 11

EX2009 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr.) at 29:22-30:17

Hall-Ellis checked but found no evidence of online 
availability at the relevant time
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PacketCable is not prior art.
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Hall-Ellis performed a “pretty thorough search” but found no evidence of availability 
anywhere at the relevant time

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 11EX2009 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr.) at 36:13-37:15



Presentation of Patent OwnerDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PacketCable Is Not Prior Art
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PacketCable Was Not Catalogued, Indexed, or in a Library

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 11EX2009 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr.) at 50:9-51:19
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PacketCable is not prior art.
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Hall-Ellis’ opinion is based on the word “release”

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 11-12EX2009 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr.) at 17:8-18

EX1007 at 3

EX1019 (Hall Ellis Decl.) ¶18
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PacketCable is not prior art.
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PacketCable does not say what “release” means

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 12

EX2009 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr.) at 17:19-18:1
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PacketCable is not prior art.
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Hall-Ellis has no personal knowledge of CableLabs’ release policies/process

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 12

EX2009 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr.) at 19:4-19
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PacketCable is not prior art.
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Hall-Ellis has no personal knowledge of CableLabs’ release policies/process

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 12

EX2009 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr.) at 37:21-38:15
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PacketCable is not prior art.
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Hall-Ellis did not research CableLabs’ release procedures

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 12

EX2009 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr.) at 20:9-15
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PacketCable is not prior art.

76

Hall-Ellis does not know who or how many people wrote PacketCable

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 12

EX2009 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr.) at 12:10-22EX2009 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr.) at 11:9-20
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PacketCable is not prior art.
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Hall-Ellis does not know of any CableLabs members

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 12

EX2009 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr.) at 30:18-31:8
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PacketCable is not prior art.
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Hall-Ellis’ speculation about the release of PacketCable is insufficient 

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 12

“The government urges us that it is appropriate in this case to presume that the 

manuscript information was added to the Westlaw and Dialog databases prior to the 

critical date because the critical date was more than a year after the certificate of 

registration was granted. However, absent any evidence pertaining to the general practices 

of the Copyright Office, Westlaw, and Dialog, or the typical time that elapses between 

copyright registration, inclusion in the Copyright Office's automated catalog, and 

subsequent incorporation into one of the commercial databases, any presumption along 

those lines would be pure speculation.”

In re Lister, 583 F.3d 1307, 1317 (Fed. Cir. 2009)
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PacketCable is not prior art.
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Hall-Ellis’ speculation about the release of PacketCable is insufficient 

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 12-13

“Although there was testimony that it was the general practice at IADR meetings for 

presenters to hand out abstracts to interested attendees, the lack of substantial evidence of 

actual availability of the Abstract adequately supports the court’s conclusion that 

dissemination of the Abstract was not established. That holding is affirmed.”

Norian Corp. v. Stryker Corp., 363 F.3d 1321, 1330 (Fed. Cir. 2004)
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PacketCable is not prior art.
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No evidence PacketCable was locatable by the POSITA before January 18, 2000

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 13

EX2009 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr.) at 52:11-14

EX2009 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr.) at 55:13-18
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PacketCable is not prior art.
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No evidence the POSITA would have been directed to PacketCable

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 13
EX2009 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr.) at 51:20-52:8



Presentation of Patent OwnerDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PacketCable is not prior art.
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PacketCable’s copyright date does not indicate public accessibility

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 13

In-Depth Geophysical, Inc. v. Conocophillips Co., 

IPR2019-00849, Paper 14 at 9-11 (PTAB Sept. 6, 2019)

EX2009 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr.) at 57:12-22
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Ground 1: Obviousness over Handley + Basturk

83

Paper 3 (Petition) at 5 

Ground Assertion Petitioned Claims

1
Obvious under § 103 in view of Handley in

combination with Basturk
1-21, 23, 25-28

2
Obvious under § 103 in view of PacketCable

in combination with Handley
1-28

3
Obvious under § 103 in view of PacketCable

in combination with Basturk
1-28

4
Obvious under § 103 in view of Handley in

combination with Basturk and PacketCable
22, 24
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Handley: Overview

84

Paper 26 (POR) at 5-6

EX1005 (Handley) at 2

EX1005 (Handley) at 3

IP Multicast distribution through “routers”

EX1005 (Handley) at 3
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Handley: Overview

85

EX1005 (Handley) at 3

Paper 26 (POR) at 5-6
EX1005 (Handley) at 8

EX1005 (Handley) at 5

EX1005 (Handley) at 5

“real-time” traffic v. “non-real-time” traffic
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Handley: Overview

86

Paper 26 (POR) at 6; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 19-21

EX1005 (Handley) at 12

Paper 37 (Reply) at 14

No authentication at the RTP packet level

EX1005 (Handley) at 3

EX1005 (Handley) at 8
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Basturk: Overview

87

Paper 26 (POR) at 6

Basturk’s transport level protocol provides transport level security

EX1006 (Basturk) at 1
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Basturk: Overview

88

Paper 26 (POR) at 6-7

Basturk’s transport level protocol provides transport level security

EX1006 (Basturk) at 3

EX1006 (Basturk) at 3
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Basturk: Overview

89

Paper 26 (POR) at 7

Basturk’s transport level protocol provides transport level security

EX1006 (Basturk) at 4-5
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Basturk: Overview

90

Paper 26 (POR) at 6-8

Basturk’s protocol requires a transport-level session key α

EX1006 (Basturk) at 5
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Basturk: Overview

91

Paper 26 (POR) at 7-8

“transport machines” MA and MB apply the cryptographic functions

EX1006 (Basturk) at 8
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Basturk: Overview

92

Paper 26 (POR) at 7-8

“transport machines” MA and MB generate/verify the MAC under session key α; 
the application never sees it

EX1006 (Basturk) at 9-10

EX1006 (Basturk) at 10
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Basturk: Overview
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Paper 26 (POR) at 8-9; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 15-16

Computing a MAC adds latency; “on-the-fly” minimizes this latency

EX1006 (Basturk) at 6

EX1006 (Basturk) at 6-7

EX1006 (Basturk) at 7
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Basturk: Overview

94

Paper 26 (POR) at 8-9; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 15-16

“on-the-fly” processing depends on two major components

EX1006 (Basturk) at 12-13

EX1006 (Basturk) at 13
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Basturk: Overview

95

Paper 26 (POR) at 8-9; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 15-16

“context”

EX1006 (Basturk) at 8

`

EX1006 (Basturk) at 13
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Basturk: Overview

96

Paper 26 (POR) at 8-9; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 15-16

Two rules for on-the-fly’s two major components

EX1006 (Basturk) at 13

EX1006 (Basturk) at 13
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Basturk: Overview

97

Paper 26 (POR) at 8-9; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 15-16

Two rules for on-the-fly’s two major components

EX1006 (Basturk) at 13

EX1006 (Basturk) at 13
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Basturk: Overview

98

Paper 26 (POR) at 8-9; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 15-16

Three design rules for “timely and on-the-fly” security computations

EX1006 (Basturk) at 8
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Motivation to Combine: The POSITA Would Not Have Been Motivated
 to Modify Handley in view of Basturk

99

Petitioners argue that “on-the-fly” computations are performed
in parallel with “packet” transmission

Paper 3 (Petition) at 11
EX1003 (Houh Decl.) ¶65

Paper 26 (POR) at 24-25; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 15-16

Paper 37 (Reply) at 5

EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 65:6-13
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Motivation to Combine: The POSITA Would Not Have Been Motivated
 to Modify Handley in view of Basturk

100

Petitioners argue that “on-the-fly” computations are performed
in parallel with “packet” transmission

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 16

EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 74:11-75:3

EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 98:17-19

EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 99:16-100:8
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Motivation to Combine: The POSITA Would Not Have Been Motivated
 to Modify Handley in view of Basturk

101

“on-the-fly” computes in parallel with context retrieval, not actual packet transmission

Paper 26 (POR) at 24-25; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 15-16

EX1006 (Basturk) at 8

EX1006 (Basturk) at 12-13

EX1006 (Basturk) at 13

EX1006 (Basturk) at 8
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Motivation to Combine: The POSITA Would Not Have Been Motivated
 to Modify Handley in view of Basturk

102

Under Petitioners’ theory, “on-the-fly” operations happen below the application layer

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 16-17

EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 117:14-19

EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 66:1-9

EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 109:4-11

EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 117:5-10
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Motivation to Combine: The POSITA Would Not Have Been Motivated
 to Modify Handley in view of Basturk

103

Under Petitioners’ theory, “on-the-fly” operations happen at the physical layer

Paper 26 (POR) at 25; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 17

EX2004 (Stubblebine Decl.) ¶108

EX2004 (Stubblebine Decl.) ¶52
EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 109:4-11
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Motivation to Combine: The POSITA Would Not Have Been Motivated
 to Modify Handley in view of Basturk

104

Petitioners’ disregard for layer distinctions is inconsistent with the patent’s lexicography

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 18; Paper 26 at 14-18

Paper 37 (Reply) at 5-6

Paper 37 (Reply) at 1

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at 1:19-45

EX1001 (’682 Patent) at 2:6-11



Presentation of Patent OwnerDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Motivation to Combine: The POSITA Would Not Have Been Motivated
 to Modify Handley in view of Basturk

105

“on-the-fly” does not motivate the claimed invention

Paper 26 (POR) at 26

“This testimony is generic and bears no relation to any specific combination of 

prior art elements. It also fails to explain why a person of ordinary skill in the 

art would have combined elements from specific references in the way the 

claimed invention does. See KSR, 550 U.S. at 418, 127 S.Ct. 1727 (“[I]t can be 

important to identify a reason that would have prompted a person of ordinary 

skill in the relevant field to combine the elements in the way the claimed new 

invention does ... because inventions in most, if not all, instances rely upon 

building blocks long since uncovered, and claimed discoveries almost of necessity 

will be combinations of what, in some sense, is already known.”).”

ActiveVideo Networks, Inc. v. Verizon Commc’ns, Inc., 694 F.3d 1312, 1328 (Fed. Cir. 2012)
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Motivation to Combine: The POSITA Would Not Have Been Motivated
 to Modify Handley in view of Basturk

106

Basturk teaches not modifying the application layer

Paper 26 (POR) at 25-26

EX1006 (Basturk) at 3

EX1006 (Basturk) at 5
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Motivation to Combine: The POSITA Would Not Have Been Motivated
 to Modify Handley in view of Basturk

107

Basturk’s speed and efficiency benefits are inapplicable to Handley

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 19

Paper 3 (Petition) at 10

Paper 3 (Petition) at 11

Paper 37 (Reply) at 14
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Motivation to Combine: Basturk’s reliable transport protocol is 
incompatible with Handley’s use of RTP

108

Basturk has reliability features like TCP

Paper 26 (POR) at 26-27EX2006 (TCP) at 10

EX1006 (Basturk) at 4
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Motivation to Combine: Basturk’s reliable transport protocol is 
incompatible with Handley’s use of RTP

109

Basturk has reliability features like TCP

Paper 26 (POR) at 27-28EX2006 (TCP) at 10

EX1006 (Basturk) at 12
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Motivation to Combine: Basturk’s reliable transport protocol is 
incompatible with Handley’s use of RTP

110

Basturk’s “extension” of transport level reliability is the addition of security

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 18-19
EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 126:15-127:19
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Motivation to Combine: Basturk’s reliable transport protocol is 
incompatible with Handley’s use of RTP

111

Handley teaches away from combining reliability protocols with RTP

Paper 26 (POR) at 28-29

EX1005 (Handley) at 4-5

EX2004 (Stubblebine Decl.) ¶113
EX2004 (Stubblebine Decl.) ¶70 (§IX.A.2)
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Motivation to Combine: Basturk’s reliable transport protocol is 
incompatible with Handley’s use of RTP

112

Handley teaches away from combining reliability protocols with RTP

EX1005 (Handley) at 3

Paper 26 (POR) at 6, 28-29
EX1005 (Handley) at 8

EX1005 (Handley) at 5

EX1005 (Handley) at 5
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Motivation to Combine: Basturk’s reliable transport protocol is 
incompatible with Handley’s use of RTP

113

Basturk’s protocol is unsuitable for Handley’s multicast network

Paper 26 (POR) at 29-30

EX2004 (Stubblebine Decl.) ¶115

EX1005 (Handley) at 3
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Handley + Basturk Do Not Disclose or Render Obvious Every Element

114

Missing Claim Elements

[1.1] providing transmitter-to-receiver authentication at a Real Time Transport Protocol (RTP) 

packet level as an application protocol on an application layer

[1.2] by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a whole RTP packet payload

[1.3] ascertaining, by the receiver, whether the receiver knows the transmitter based on the RTP 

packet level authentication data

EX1001 (’682 patent), at claim 1
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Handley + Basturk [1.1]: “providing transmitter-to-receiver authentication at a Real Time 
Transport Protocol (RTP) packet level as an application protocol on an application layer”

115

Term Patent Owner’s Construction Petitioners’ Construction

“application layer” “the layers above the transport layer (layers above 4)” n/a

“application protocol” “the protocol for communication between a transmitter application 
layer situated above the transport layer and a receiver application 
layer situated above the transport layer”

n/a

Handley does not disclose RTP packet level authentication

Paper 26 (POR) at 31-32

EX1005 (Handley) at 12

EX1008 (RTP) at 50
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Handley + Basturk [1.1]: “providing transmitter-to-receiver authentication at a Real Time 
Transport Protocol (RTP) packet level as an application protocol on an application layer”

116

Term Patent Owner’s Construction Petitioners’ Construction

“application layer” “the layers above the transport layer (layers above 4)” n/a

“application protocol” “the protocol for communication between a transmitter application 
layer situated above the transport layer and a receiver application 
layer situated above the transport layer”

n/a

Basturk does not disclose authentication at the RTP packet level

Paper 26 (POR) at 31-32

Paper 3 (Petition) at 11
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Handley + Basturk [1.1]: “providing transmitter-to-receiver authentication at a Real Time 
Transport Protocol (RTP) packet level as an application protocol on an application layer”

117

Term Patent Owner’s Construction Petitioners’ Construction

“application layer” “the layers above the transport layer (layers above 4)” n/a

“application protocol” “the protocol for communication between a transmitter application 
layer situated above the transport layer and a receiver application 
layer situated above the transport layer”

n/a

Basturk teaches away from modifying Handley’s application layer

EX1006 (Basturk) at 5

EX1006 (Basturk) at 3

Paper 26 (POR) at 30-31
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Handley + Basturk [1.1]: “providing transmitter-to-receiver authentication at a Real Time 
Transport Protocol (RTP) packet level as an application protocol on an application layer”

118

Term Patent Owner’s Construction Petitioners’ Construction

“application layer” “the layers above the transport layer (layers above 4)” n/a

“application protocol” “the protocol for communication between a transmitter application 
layer situated above the transport layer and a receiver application 
layer situated above the transport layer”

n/a

Basturk teaches away from modifying Handley’s application layer

EX1006 (Basturk) at 12
Paper 26 (POR) at 30-31

EX1006 (Basturk) at 4
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Handley + Basturk [1.1]: “providing transmitter-to-receiver authentication at a Real Time 
Transport Protocol (RTP) packet level as an application protocol on an application layer”

119

Term Patent Owner’s Construction Petitioners’ Construction

“application layer” “the layers above the transport layer (layers above 4)” n/a

“application protocol” “the protocol for communication between a transmitter application 
layer situated above the transport layer and a receiver application 
layer situated above the transport layer”

n/a

Handley + Basturk does teach or suggest RTP packet level authentication as an application 
protocol on an application layer 

Paper 26 (POR) at 33-34; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 19-20

Paper 37 (Reply) at 14

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 19

EX1006 (Basturk) at 9

EX1006 (Basturk) at 9

EX1006 (Basturk) at 10
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Handley + Basturk [1.1]: “providing transmitter-to-receiver authentication at a Real Time 
Transport Protocol (RTP) packet level as an application protocol on an application layer”

120

Term Patent Owner’s Construction Petitioners’ Construction

“application layer” “the layers above the transport layer (layers above 4)” n/a

“application protocol” “the protocol for communication between a transmitter application 
layer situated above the transport layer and a receiver application 
layer situated above the transport layer”

n/a

Patent Owner does not apply an “overly strict” interpretation of “application layer”; 
Petitioners ignore the patent’s lexicography

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 21
EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 153:3-154:2 

EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) 

at 153:3-154:2 
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Handley + Basturk [1.1]: “providing transmitter-to-receiver authentication at a Real Time 
Transport Protocol (RTP) packet level as an application protocol on an application layer”

121

Term Patent Owner’s Construction Petitioners’ Construction

“application layer” “the layers above the transport layer (layers above 4)” n/a

“application protocol” “the protocol for communication between a transmitter application 
layer situated above the transport layer and a receiver application 
layer situated above the transport layer”

n/a

Under Petitioners’ theory, “on-the-fly” computations are done at the “lower” physical layer

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 17, 19-21EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 117:14-19

EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 117:5-10

EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 109:4-11
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Handley + Basturk Do Not Disclose or Render Obvious Every Element

122

Missing Claim Elements

[1.1] providing transmitter-to-receiver authentication at a Real Time Transport Protocol (RTP) 

packet level as an application protocol on an application layer

[1.2] by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a whole RTP packet payload

[1.3] ascertaining, by the receiver, whether the receiver knows the transmitter based on the RTP 

packet level authentication data

EX1001 (’682 patent), at claim 1
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Handley + Basturk [1.2]: “by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a whole 
RTP packet payload”

123

Under Petitioners’ theory, Handley does not disclose this element

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 20-21

Paper 37 (Reply) at 14
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Handley + Basturk [1.2]: “by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a whole 
RTP packet payload”

124

Basturk’s “on-the-fly” is not enabled by placing the signature in a trailer

Paper 26 (POR) at 8-9, 34-36; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 20-21

EX1006 (Basturk) at 12-13

EX1006 (Basturk) at 13
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Paper 26 (POR) at 8-9, 34-36

Basturk’s two rules for on-the-fly’s two major components do not require a trailer

EX1006 (Basturk) at 13

EX1006 (Basturk) at 13

Handley + Basturk [1.2]: “by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a whole 
RTP packet payload”
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Paper 26 (POR) at 8-9, 34-36

Basturk’s two rules for on-the-fly’s two major components do not require a trailer

EX1006 (Basturk) at 13

EX1006 (Basturk) at 13

Handley + Basturk [1.2]: “by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a whole 
RTP packet payload”
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Paper 26 (POR) at 8-9, 34-36

Basturk’s three design rules for on-the-fly do not require a trailer

Handley + Basturk [1.2]: “by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a whole 
RTP packet payload”

EX1006 (Basturk) at 8
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Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 19-21

The “inserting” of 1.2 is how the “providing” of 1.1 is done

Handley + Basturk [1.2]: “by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a whole 
RTP packet payload”

1. A method for transmitting data from a transmitter to a receiver, comprising:

[1.1] providing transmitter-to-receiver authentication at a Real Time Transport Protocol 

(RTP) packet level as an application protocol on an application layer

[1.2] by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a whole RTP packet 

payload;

[1.3] ascertaining, by the receiver, whether the receiver knows the transmitter based on the RTP 

packet level authentication data; and

[1.4] accepting, by the receiver, the whole RTP packet payload, if the receiver knows the 

transmitter, and otherwise rejecting the whole RTP packet payload.

EX1001 (’682 patent), at claim 1

Claim 1
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Under Petitioner’s theory, “on-the-fly” insertion into a trailer happens 
as the packet is actually transmitted onto the network

Handley + Basturk [1.2]: “by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a whole 
RTP packet payload”

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 16

EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 74:11-75:3

EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 98:17-19

EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 99:16-100:8
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Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 17, 19-21

Under Petitioner’s theory, “on-the-fly” insertion into a trailer happens 
at the physical layer, not the application layer

Handley + Basturk [1.2]: “by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a whole 
RTP packet payload”

EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 117:14-19

EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 117:5-10

EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 109:4-11
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Handley + Basturk Do Not Disclose or Render Obvious Every Element
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Missing Claim Elements

[1.1] providing transmitter-to-receiver authentication at a Real Time Transport Protocol (RTP) 

packet level as an application protocol on an application layer

[1.2] by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a whole RTP packet payload

[1.3] ascertaining, by the receiver, whether the receiver knows the transmitter based on the RTP 

packet level authentication data

EX1001 (’682 patent), at claim 1
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Ground 2: Obviousness over PacketCable + Handley
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Paper 3 (Petition) at 5 

Ground Assertion Petitioned Claims

1
Obvious under § 103 in view of Handley in

combination with Basturk
1-21, 23, 25-28

2
Obvious under § 103 in view of PacketCable

in combination with Handley
1-28

3
Obvious under § 103 in view of PacketCable

in combination with Basturk
1-28

4
Obvious under § 103 in view of Handley in

combination with Basturk and PacketCable
22, 24
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PacketCable: Overview

133

Paper 26 (POR) at 9-10

EX1007 (PacketCable) at 18

PacketCable clients are MTAs

EX1007 (PacketCable) at 12

EX1007 (PacketCable) at 19
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PacketCable: Overview

134

Paper 26 (POR) at 9-11

RTP is used to transport media streams

EX1007 (PacketCable) at 12

EX1007 (PacketCable) at 31
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PacketCable: Overview

135

RTP is used to transport media streams

Paper 26 (POR) at 44, 46
EX1008 (RTP) at 50

EX1007 (PacketCable) at 45

EX1007 (PacketCable) at 47
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PacketCable + Handley Do Not Disclose or 
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Missing Claim Elements

[1.1] providing transmitter-to-receiver authentication at a Real Time Transport Protocol (RTP) 

packet level as an application protocol on an application layer

[1.2] by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a whole RTP packet payload

[1.3] ascertaining, by the receiver, whether the receiver knows the transmitter based on the RTP 

packet level authentication data

EX1001 (’682 patent), at claim 1
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PacketCable + Handley [1.1]: “providing transmitter-to-receiver authentication at a Real Time 
Transport Protocol (RTP) packet level as an application protocol on an application layer”

137

Term Patent Owner’s Construction Petitioners’ Construction

“application layer” “the layers above the transport layer (layers above 4)” n/a

“application protocol” “the protocol for communication between a transmitter application 
layer situated above the transport layer and a receiver application 
layer situated above the transport layer”

n/a

Petitioners identify no RTP authentication functions implemented in the MTA application

Paper 26 (POR) at 43; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 22-23

 

EX1003 (Houh Decl.) ¶52

EX1008 (RTP) at 4

Paper 3 (Petition) at 45
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PacketCable + Handley [1.1]: “providing transmitter-to-receiver authentication at a Real Time 
Transport Protocol (RTP) packet level as an application protocol on an application layer”

138

Term Patent Owner’s Construction Petitioners’ Construction

“application layer” “the layers above the transport layer (layers above 4)” n/a

“application protocol” “the protocol for communication between a transmitter application 
layer situated above the transport layer and a receiver application 
layer situated above the transport layer”

n/a

Petitioners identify no RTP authentication functions implemented in the MTA application

Paper 26 (POR) at 44; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 22-23

 

EX1007 (PacketCable) at 45

EX1007 (PacketCable) at 31

EX1007 (PacketCable) at 57

EX1008 (RTP) at 50
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No Hindsight Reasoning

139

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 22-23

“However, ‘[t]he inventor’s own path itself never leads to a conclusion of 

obviousness; that is hindsight. What matters is the path that the person 

of ordinary skill in the art would have followed, as evidenced by the 

pertinent prior art.’”

Millennium Pharms., Inc. v. Sandoz Inc., 862 F.3d 1356, 1367 (Fed. Cir. 2017)
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PacketCable + Handley Do Not Disclose or 
Render Obvious Every Element

140

Missing Claim Elements

[1.1] providing transmitter-to-receiver authentication at a Real Time Transport Protocol (RTP) 

packet level as an application protocol on an application layer

[1.2] by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a whole RTP packet payload

[1.3] ascertaining, by the receiver, whether the receiver knows the transmitter based on the RTP 

packet level authentication data

EX1001 (’682 patent), at claim 1
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PacketCable + Handley [1.2]: “by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a 
whole RTP packet payload”

141

Petitioners do not show that PacketCable discloses this element

Paper 26 at 45; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 23

Paper 3 (Petition) at 45)
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PacketCable + Handley [1.2]: “by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a 
whole RTP packet payload”

142

PacketCable is completely silent as to the location of the MAC

Paper 26 at 46; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 23

EX2004 (Stubblebine Decl.) ¶147

EX1007 (PacketCable) at 45

EX1007 (PacketCable) at 47
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PacketCable + Handley [1.2]: “by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a 
whole RTP packet payload”

143

PacketCable’s silence is consistent with RTP’s lack of authentication

Paper 26 at 46-47

EX2004 (Stubblebine Decl.) ¶148

EX1008 (RTP) at 50
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PacketCable + Handley [1.2]: “by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a 
whole RTP packet payload”

144

Dr. Houh does not dispute that RTP does not define a trailer or 
that there is space in the RTP header

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 23

EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 148:10-20 EX1033 (Houh Decl.) ¶67
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PacketCable + Handley [1.2]: “by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a 
whole RTP packet payload”

145

Information would be easier to find in the RTP header

Paper 26 (POR) at 47-48; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 24

EX2004 (Stubblebine Decl.) ¶150

EX2004 (Stubblebine Decl.) ¶43 (in §VI.B.3)
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PacketCable + Handley [1.2]: “by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a 
whole RTP packet payload”

146

Information would be easier to find in the RTP header

Paper 26 (POR) at 48-49; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 24

EX2004 (Stubblebine Decl.) ¶152

EX2004 (Stubblebine Decl.) ¶43 (in §VI.B.3)

EX2004 (Stubblebine Decl.) ¶44 (in §VI.B.3)
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PacketCable + Handley [1.2]: “by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a 
whole RTP packet payload”

147

Petitioners identify no “fragmentation” issues

Paper 26 (POR) at 48; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 23-24

EX1009 (Tanenbaum) at 43-44

EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 145:21-146:3

EX2010 (Houh Dep. Tr.) at 147:16-20
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PacketCable + Handley [1.2]: “by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a 
whole RTP packet payload”

148

The use of checksum services in lower layers does not 
motivate the use of a trailer in the RTP packet

Paper 26 (POR) at 49; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 24

EX2004 (Stubblebine Decl.) ¶150
EX2004 (Stubblebine Decl.) ¶37
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PacketCable + Handley [1.2]: “by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a 
whole RTP packet payload”

149

Adding a trailer does not avoid the need for storing the packet in memory

Paper 26 (POR) at 49-50; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 24EX2004 (Stubblebine Decl.) ¶156
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PacketCable + Handley [1.2]: “by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a 
whole RTP packet payload”

150

Adding a trailer does not reduce transmission delay

Paper 26 (POR) at 50-51; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 24

Paper 3 (Petition) at 47

EX2004 (Stubblebine Decl.) ¶158-159
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PacketCable + Handley Do Not Disclose or 
Render Obvious Every Element

151

Missing Claim Elements

[1.1] providing transmitter-to-receiver authentication at a Real Time Transport Protocol (RTP) 

packet level as an application protocol on an application layer

[1.2] by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a whole RTP packet payload

[1.3] ascertaining, by the receiver, whether the receiver knows the transmitter based on the RTP 

packet level authentication data

EX1001 (’682 patent), at claim 1
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PacketCable + Handley: Claims 22 and 24

152

Paper 26 (POR) at 54; 

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply at 24-25)

Petitioners’ Reply arguments are untimely and improper

Consolidated Trial Practice Guide 

(Nov. 2019) at 74-75
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Ground 3: Obviousness over PacketCable + Basturk

153

Paper 3 (Petition) at 5 

Ground Assertion Petitioned Claims

1
Obvious under § 103 in view of Handley in

combination with Basturk
1-21, 23, 25-28

2
Obvious under § 103 in view of PacketCable

in combination with Handley
1-28

3
Obvious under § 103 in view of PacketCable

in combination with Basturk
1-28

4
Obvious under § 103 in view of Handley in

combination with Basturk and PacketCable
22, 24
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Motivation to Combine: The POSITA Would Not Have Been Motivated
 to Modify PacketCable in view of Basturk

154

Basturk teaches away from modifying the application layer

Paper 26 (POR) at 30-31, 55

EX1006 (Basturk) at 3

EX1006 (Basturk) at 5



Presentation of Patent OwnerDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Motivation to Combine: The POSITA Would Not Have Been Motivated
 to Modify PacketCable in view of Basturk

155

Basturk teaches away from modifying the application layer

Paper 26 (POR) at 30-31, 55
EX1006 (Basturk) at 12

EX1006 (Basturk) at 4
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Motivation to Combine: The POSITA Would Not Have Been Motivated
 to Modify PacketCable in view of Basturk

156

Basturk’s reliability protocols is incompatible with PacketCable
 for the same reasons as Handley

Paper 26 (POR) at 55-56

EX1007 (PacketCable) at 20

EX1005 (Handley) at 3
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Motivation to Combine: The POSITA Would Not Have Been Motivated
 to Modify PacketCable in view of Basturk

157

Preliminary context retrieval is unavoidable in PacketCable; “on-the-fly” is not possible

Paper 26 (POR) at 57-58

EX1007 (PacketCable) at 47

EX2004 (Stubblebine Decl.) ¶173
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Motivation to Combine: The POSITA Would Not Have Been Motivated
 to Modify PacketCable in view of Basturk

158

Preliminary context retrieval is unavoidable in PacketCable; “on-the-fly” is not possible

Paper 26 (POR) at 57-58

EX2004 (Stubblebine Decl.) ¶ ¶ 176-1773

EX1007 (PacketCable) at 47

EX2008 (Halevi) at 9
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PacketCable + Basturk Do Not Disclose or Render Obvious Every 
Element

159

Missing Claim Elements

[1.1] providing transmitter-to-receiver authentication at a Real Time Transport Protocol (RTP) 

packet level as an application protocol on an application layer

[1.2] by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a whole RTP packet payload

[1.3] ascertaining, by the receiver, whether the receiver knows the transmitter based on the RTP 

packet level authentication data

EX1001 (’682 patent), at claim 1
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PacketCable + Basturk Do Not Disclose or Render Obvious Every 
Element

160

Missing Claim Elements

[1.1] providing transmitter-to-receiver authentication at a Real Time Transport Protocol (RTP) 

packet level as an application protocol on an application layer

[1.2] by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a whole RTP packet payload

[1.3] ascertaining, by the receiver, whether the receiver knows the transmitter based on the RTP 

packet level authentication data

EX1001 (’682 patent), at claim 1
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PacketCable + Basturk Do Not Disclose or Render Obvious Every 
Element

161

Missing Claim Elements

[1.1] providing transmitter-to-receiver authentication at a Real Time Transport Protocol (RTP) 

packet level as an application protocol on an application layer

[1.2] by inserting, at the transmitter, authentication data at end of a whole RTP packet payload

[1.3] ascertaining, by the receiver, whether the receiver knows the transmitter based on the RTP 

packet level authentication data

EX1001 (’682 patent), at claim 1
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Ground 4: Obviousness over Handley + PacketCable + Basturk

162

Paper 3 (Petition) at 5 

Ground Assertion Petitioned Claims

1
Obvious under § 103 in view of Handley in

combination with Basturk
1-21, 23, 25-28

2
Obvious under § 103 in view of PacketCable

in combination with Handley
1-28

3
Obvious under § 103 in view of PacketCable

in combination with Basturk
1-28

4
Obvious under § 103 in view of Handley in

combination with Basturk and PacketCable
22, 24
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Ground 4: Obviousness over Handley + PacketCable + Basturk

163

Paper 26 (POR) at 54; 

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply at 24-25)

Petitioners’ Reply arguments are untimely and improper

Consolidated Trial Practice Guide 

(Nov. 2019) at 74-75
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