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Summary of the ’664 Patent

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-2

Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), cover; POR, 4-9

Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), Fig. 5; POR, 9



Summary of the ’664 Patent

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-3

Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), Fig. 1; POR, 7

Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), abstract; POR, 4-9



Ground No. 1
Downs in view of EDACS – Section 103

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-4



Overview of Downs

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-5

Ex. 1004 (Downs), cover; POR, 11-14

Ex. 1004 (Downs), Fig. 1; POR, 12



Overview of Downs

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-6

Ex. 1004 (Downs), abstract; POR, 11-14
Ex. 1004 (Downs), Fig. 6; POR, 13



Overview of EDACS

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-7

Ex. 1005 (EDACS), 1; POR, 14-19
Ex. 1005 (EDACS), 14, Fig. 2; POR, 15



Overview of EDACS

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-8

Ex. 1005 (EDACS), 62, Fig. 9; POR, 16 Ex. 1005 (EDACS), 61, Fig. 8; POR, 17

 EDACS’s “alert” is merely the Request To Talk or Push to Talk (PTT)



EDACS Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “monitoring media 
streams associated with channels in a communication environment” 

and then “receiving an alert in one of the media streams”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-9



 Petitioner relies on EDACS to disclose 
this limitation, however, EDACS fails to 
remedy the deficiency of Downs

EDACS Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “monitoring..” and then “receiving…”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-10

Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration), ¶98; POR, 7

 As acknowledged in the Petition, Downs 
does not disclose this limitation

Petition, 30-31; PO-SR, 7



EDACS Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “monitoring..” and then “receiving…”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-11

Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), claim 1; PO-SR, 12

Ex. 2004 (Claim Construction Order), 16; PO-SR, 12

 The challenged claims require monitoring of the audio and/or video in a 
media stream before an alert is received in the media stream



EDACS Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “monitoring..” and then “receiving…”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-12

Reply, 3; PO-SR, 7

Ex. 2004 (Claim Construction Order), 42; PO-SR, 8

 Petitioner improperly bases the arguments on a new definition of “media 
stream” and ignore the court’s definition



EDACS Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “monitoring..” and then “receiving…”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-13

Reply, 2; PO-SR, 12

Ex. 2004 (Claim Construction Order), 42; POR, 42

 Petitioner improperly bases the arguments on a new definition of “media 
stream” and ignores the District Court’s construction



EDACS Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “monitoring..” and then “receiving…”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-14

Ex. 1042 (Shaffer Deposition Transcript), 221:17-22 

 Contrary to Petitioner’s assertion, STA does not concede that EDACS 
monitors “media streams” 



 Even if EDACS control and working channels are combined (as Petitioner 
alleges), EDACS discloses that PTT requests are transmitted before a 
media stream is created 

EDACS Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “monitoring..” and then “receiving…”

Ex. 1005 (EDACS), 61, Fig. 8; PO-SR, 9

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-15



 For example, emergency call requests in EDACS begin on an inbound control channel 
and inform the system of the individual ID, call type, and the nature of the call to the 
individual of group – before a call is established between endpoints where audio/video 
can be transmitted

EDACS Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “monitoring..” and then “receiving…”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-16

Ex. 1005 (EDACS), 61, Fig. 8; PO-SR, 9



 EDACS uses the PTT as a trigger for setting up a call, which is established on an open 
working channel after the PTT is received

EDACS Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “monitoring..” and then “receiving…”

Ex. 1005 (EDACS), 65, Fig. 12; PO-SR, 9
Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-17



 Finally, after the working channel is opened, EDACS then discloses that the mobile 
radios are then able to communicate (via audio and/or video) with one another on the 
working channel 

EDACS Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “monitoring..” and then “receiving…”

Ex. 1005 (EDACS), 64, Fig. 11; PO-SR, 9
Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-18



 EDACS discloses the PTT (received through a repeater control channel) does not 
include audio or video, as required

EDACS Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “monitoring..” and then “receiving…”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-19

Ex. 1005 (EDACS), 25, 50, 61, Fig. 8; POR, 26-27Ex. 1005 (EDACS), 65, Fig. 12; POR, 26



 The PTT received over the control channel simply requests that the EDACS system 
provide a working channel for an emergency group call

EDACS Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “monitoring..” and then “receiving…”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-20Ex. 1005 (EDACS), 25, 57, Fig. 9; POR, 28



 Dr. Shaffer agrees that EDACS does not monitor audio or video; EDACS only 
monitors for data through call requests

EDACS Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “monitoring..” and then “receiving…”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-21

Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration), ¶97; POR, 28

Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration), ¶98; POR, 28



 The Petitioner itself recognized this clear deficiency in EDACS

EDACS Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “monitoring..” and then “receiving…”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-22

Petition, 30; POR, 28



 The claimed “alert” is mischaracterized in the petition
 EDACS monitors and receives an emergency call request (data) on the control channel
 The control channel does not transmit audio and/or video (required for the claimed 

media stream)

EDACS Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “monitoring..” and then “receiving…”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-23

Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration), ¶96; POR, 29



 EDACS emergency call request begins transmission 
after pushing a PPT emergency button, with the 
request being made on the control channel

EDACS Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “monitoring..” and then “receiving…”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-24

Ex. 1005 (EDACS), 25; POR, 29

Ex. 1005 (EDACS), 57, 50; POR, 29-30

 The control channel does not behave like the 
working channels



 The control channel is not transmitting a media stream, thus, the PTT request in EDACS 
is not received in a media stream

EDACS Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “monitoring..” and then “receiving…”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-25

Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration), ¶102; POR, 29



The Out-of-Band Signaling from the Specification of the ’664 Patent 
does not Support Petitioner’s Reliance on EDACS 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-26



 Petitioner ignores that the out-of-band signaling encompasses an 
embodiment in which audio and/or video is also transmitted with the out-
of-band signaling

The Out-of-Band Signaling from the ’664 Patent does not Support Petitioner’s Reliance on EDACS 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-27

Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), 5:15-22; PO-SR, 10-11



 The specification of the ‘664 Patent discloses multiple embodiments for 
monitoring media streams and receiving an alert in one of the media 
streams

The Out-of-Band Signaling from the ’664 Patent does not Support Petitioner’s Reliance on EDACS 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-28Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), 6:6-23; PO-SR, 10-11



 The specification of the ‘664 Patent discloses multiple embodiments for 
monitoring media streams and receiving an alert in one of the media 
streams

The Out-of-Band Signaling from the ’664 Patent does not Support Petitioner’s Reliance on EDACS 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-29Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), 4:10-26; PO-SR, 10-11



 Petitioner overlooks critical differences between the out-of-band signaling 
disclosed in the ’664 Patent and EDACS
− The out of band signaling in the ’644 Patent occurs through the intermediate server 

receiving audio streams 
− EDACS is silent about alerts being provided during calls when audio/video is 

transmitted

The Out-of-Band Signaling from the ’664 Patent does not Support Petitioner’s Reliance on EDACS 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-30

Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), 5:15-18; PO-SR, 13

Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), 3:51-55; PO-SR, 13



 The ’664 embodiments show the alerts are provided in conjunction with 
audio and/or video
 In contrast, EDACS receives PTT requests as a trigger to then enable audio 

and/or video communications – there are no media streams monitored

The Out-of-Band Signaling from the ’664 Patent does not Support Petitioner’s Reliance on EDACS 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-31Ex. 1005 (EDACS), 61; PO-SR, 10-11



EDACS Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “elevating a priority 
associated with the media stream receiving the alert”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-32



 Even if EDACS is construed to encompass a media stream, EDACS still fails to 
disclose elevating a priority associated with a media stream

EDACS Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “elevating a priority associated with the media stream receiving the alert”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-33

Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), claim 1; POR, 31

Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration), ¶¶106-107; POR, 32-33



 EDACS does not disclose a media stream, which must include “audio or video,” until 
after the working channel is allocated

EDACS Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “elevating a priority associated with the media stream receiving the alert”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-34

Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration), ¶¶106-107; POR, 32Ex. 1005 (EDACS), 25; POR, 32



 EDACS’ elevation in priority occurs before the media stream is created on a working 
channel, i.e., before voice is transmitted

EDACS Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “elevating a priority associated with the media stream receiving the alert”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-35

Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration), ¶105; POR, 32-33Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration), ¶105; POR, 32-33



Downs Also Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “elevating a 
priority associated with the media stream receiving the alert”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-36



 The media stream terminates at the Downs dispatcher console, so the 
associated media stream is unaffected by any local priority elevation

Downs Also Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “elevating a priority associated with the media stream receiving the alert”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-37

Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), claim 1; POR, 34

Ex. 1004 (Downs), 5:60-6:9; POR, 34



 Downs discloses an endpoint device where the dispatcher chooses the display 
of the dispatch console

Downs Also Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “elevating a priority associated with the media stream receiving the alert”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-38

Ex. 2006 (Williams Tr.), 22:24-23:2; POR, 34

Ex. 1004 (Downs), 6:47-53; POR, 34

Ex. 1004 (Downs), 8:41-48; POR, 34



 At best, Downs discloses adjustments made at an endpoint to the way 
information from a media stream is presented to the dispatcher sitting at its 
console

Downs Also Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “elevating a priority associated with the media stream receiving the alert”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-39
Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration), ¶116; POR, 35-36



Downs Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “an adjustment is made 
to how the media stream is provisioned to an endpoint”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-40



Downs Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “an adjustment is made to how the media stream is provisioned to an endpoint”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-41

Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), claim 1; POR, 36-38

Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration), ¶121; POR, 36-38



 Downs is directed to a console that receives different communication channels

Downs Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “an adjustment is made to how the media stream is provisioned to an endpoint”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-42

Ex. 1004 (Downs), Fig. 2; POR, 37 Ex. 1004 (Downs), 6:13-18, 6:1-5, 8:29-35; POR, 37



 Because Downs is an endpoint, Downs only discloses receiving and using 
information from a media stream for display on the console 

Downs Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “an adjustment is made to how the media stream is provisioned to an endpoint”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-43
Ex. 1004 (Downs), 6:10-28; POR, 37

Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration), ¶122; POR, 37



 Downs does not further provision the media stream to another endpoint

Downs Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “an adjustment is made to how the media stream is provisioned to an endpoint”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-44

Ex. 1004 (Downs), 7:40-46; POR, 37

Ex. 1004 (Downs), 6:39-53; POR, 38

Ex. 1004 (Downs), 8:40-48; POR, 38



Downs Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “an adjustment is made to how the media stream is provisioned to an endpoint”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-45

Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration), ¶123; POR, 38



Ground No. 2
Downs in view of EDACS in further view of Childress – Section 103

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-46



Overview of Childress

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-47

Ex. 1031 (Childress), Fig. 1; POR, 19

Ex. 1031 (Childress), Fig. 1; POR, 19-20



 Thus, Petitioner relies on Childress to 
disclose this limitation, however, 
Childress fails to remedy the 
deficiencies of Downs and EDACS

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-48

POR, 41-42; Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration), ¶¶130-133

 The Petition concedes that Downs and 
EDACS may not actually disclose this 
limitation 

Petition, 48-49

Childress Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “receiving an alert in one of the media streams”

Since Childress receives the alleged alert on a first channel in a 

non-media stream and then allocates to a different channel before 

communicating in a media stream (similar to EDACS), Childress fails to 

meet the limitations of the Challenged Claims for the same reasons as 

EDACS.  Ex. 2005, ¶¶130-133.



The Petition Fails to Show a Motivation to Combine Ground 1 in 
further view of Childress

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-49



 EDACS already identifies and solves the alleges “challenges” that the Petition relies on 
for a motivation to combine Downs and EDACS 

The Petition Fails to Show a Motivation to Combine Ground 1 in further view of Childress

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-50
Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration),¶134-135; POR, 43



 EDACS already identifies and solves the alleges “challenges” that the Petition relies on 
for a motivation to combine Downs and EDACS 

The Petition Fails to Show a Motivation to Combine Ground 1 in further view of Childress

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-51

Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration), ¶136; POR, 43 Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration), ¶137; POR, 43



Childress Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “receiving an alert in 
one of the media streams”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-52



Childress Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “receiving an alert in one of the media streams”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-53

Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), claim 1; POR, 39

Ex. 2004 (Claim Construction Order), 42; POR, 39



 Similar to EDACS, Childress discloses a trunked radio system utilizing call 
requests that begin on a control channel

Childress Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “receiving an alert in one of the media streams”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-54

Ex. 1031 (Childress), 13:15-31; POR, 40

Ex. 1031 (Childress), 13:31-42; POR, 40



 The control channel receives alerts and data but does not receive audio or 
video

Childress Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “receiving an alert in one of the media streams”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-55

Ex. 1031 (Childress), 13:43-50; POR, 40

Ex. 1031 (Childress), 6:50-59; POR, 40



 The Petition lacks support for this limitation 

Childress Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “receiving an alert in one of the media streams”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-56

Petition, 50; POR, 41
Ex. 1031 (Childress), 28:42-58; POR, 41



 The Petition lacks support for this limitation

Childress Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “receiving an alert in one of the media streams”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-57

Ex. 1031 (Childress), 28:42-58; POR, 41

Ex. 1031 (Childress), 28:16-19; POR, 41

Ex. 1031 (Childress), 28:33-41; POR, 41



 A POSITA would understand that the claimed “alert” must originate in the 
media stream

Childress Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “receiving an alert in one of the media streams”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-58

Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration), ¶¶128, 130; POR, 41



 A POSITA would understand that the claimed “alert” must originate in the 
media stream

Childress Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious “receiving an alert in one of the media streams”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-59
Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration), ¶132-133; POR, 39-42



Ground No. 3
Downs in view of EDACS in further view of Hancock – Section 103

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-60

For the same reasons as Ground 1, the dependent claims in Ground 3 
are not unpatentable



Ground No. 4
Downs in view of EDACS in further view of Childress and in further 

view of Hancock – Section 103

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-61

For the same reasons as Ground 2, the dependent claims in Ground 5 
are not unpatentable



Ground No. 5
Downs in view of EDACS in further view of Reich – Section 103

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-62

For the same reasons as Ground 1, the dependent claims in Ground 5 
are not unpatentable



Ground No. 6
Downs in view of EDACS in further view of Childress and in further 

view of Reich – Section 103

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-63

For the same reasons as Ground 2, the dependent claims in Ground 6 
are not unpatentable



Ground No. 7
Kim – Section 103

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-64



Overview of Kim

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-65

Ex. 1008 (Kim) cover; POR, 20-23
Ex. 1008 (Kim) abstract; POR, 20-23

Ex. 1008 (Kim) Fig. 6; POR, 21



Claim differentiation between independent Claim 1 and Claims 11 
and 16 support the endpoint of Claim 1 being a separate device

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-66



 The difference in claim language of Claim 1, 11, and 16 correspond to separate 
embodiments disclosed in the specification

Claim differentiation between independent Claims 1, 11 and 16 support the endpoint of Claim 1 being a separate device

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-67

Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), claim 1; PO-SR, 16 Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), claim 11; PO-SR, 16



 The difference in claim language of Claim 1, 11, and 16 correspond to separate 
embodiments disclosed in the specification

Claim differentiation between independent Claims 1, 11 and 16 support the endpoint of Claim 1 being a separate device

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-68

Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), claim 1; PO-SR, 16 Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), claim 11; PO-SR, 16

Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), Fig. 1; PO-SR 17

Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), 3:19-21; PO-SR, 18



 Kim discloses a television as an endpoint, which does not adjust how a media 
stream is provisioned

Claim differentiation between independent Claims 1, 11 and 16 support the endpoint of Claim 1 being a separate device

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-69

Ex. 1008 (Kim), 1:3-7; PO-SR, 19 Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration), ¶142; PO-SR, 19



Kim Does Not Elevate or Adjust the Media Stream Provisioned to an 
Endpoint as Required by Independent Claim 1

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-70



 The plain and ordinary meaning of claim 1 requires the system to adjust the 
media stream before being received by the endpoint 

An Endpoint Cannot Adjust How the Media Stream is Provisioned to Itself

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-71

Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), claim 1; POR, 50

Ex. 2004 (Claim Construction Order), 16



 The plain and ordinary language of claim 1 requires the system to adjust 
the media stream before being received by an endpoint

An Endpoint Cannot Adjust How the Media Stream is Provisioned to Itself

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-72
Ex. 2005, ¶144; POR, 50

Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration), ¶123; POR, 50



 The specification of the ’664 Patent is consistent with the claim language 

An Endpoint Cannot Adjust How the Media Stream is Provisioned to Itself

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-73

Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), 2:37-40; POR, 50

Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), 5:36-52; POR, 50



 Kim receives broadcast data in exactly the same form as originally broadcasted, 
with no elevation of the priority associated with the media stream receiving 
the alert

Kim Does Not Elevate a Priority Associated with the Media Stream Receiving the Alert

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-74Ex. 1008 (Kim), 4:1-12; POR, 51



Kim Does Not Elevate a Priority Associated with the Media Stream Receiving the Alert

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-75

Ex. 1008 (Kim), Fig. 3; POR, 52



 Kim Provides a Message-Based System While the ’664 Patent Provides a 
Dynamic Channel-Based System

The Fundamental Operation of the ’664 Patent Differs from the System of Kim

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-76Ex. 2005 (Shaffer Declaration), ¶142; POR, 53 Ex. 1008 (Kim), Fig. 2; POR, 54



 Kim Provides a Hierarchical System Without Dynamic Alert Identification 
Across Channels

The Fundamental Operation of the ’664 Patent Differs from the System of Kim

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-77Ex. 1008 (Kim), 26:24-27:20; POR, 56
Ex. 1001 (’664 Patent), 3:56-4:9; POR, 56



Ground No. 8
Kim in view of Ishibashi – Section 103

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-78

For the same reasons as Ground 7, the dependent claims in Ground 8 
are not unpatentable



Ground No. 9
Kim in view of Goss – Section 103

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-79

For the same reasons as Ground 7, the dependent claims in Ground 9 
are not unpatentable
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