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The ’830 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-2
Ex. 1001 (’830 Patent), Cover



Petitioner Challenges Independent Claims 1 and 15

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-3

 The shortcomings in the Petition apply equally to both independent claims

Ex. 1001 (’830 Patent), 12:28-30, 13:65-67; POR at 14



Ground No. 1
Shaffer in view of Saylor – Section 103

• (a) A POSITA would not be motivated to combine Shaffer with 
Saylor

• (b) Shaffer-Saylor does not identify a video feed from a plurality of 
video feeds

• (c) Shaffer-Saylor is plagued with additional deficiencies

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-4



(a) A POSITA Would Not be Motivated to Combine Shaffer with 
Saylor

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-5



 Petitioner’s motivation to combine is contradicted by Petitioner itself

A POSITA Would Not be Motivated to Combine Shaffer with Saylor

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-6

Pet. at 28



A POSITA Would Not be Motivated to Combine Shaffer with Saylor

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-7

Ex. 1011 (Saylor), 11:24-28; POR at 24-25; Sur-Reply at 11-12

Ex. 1011 (Saylor), 7:40-48; POR at 24-25; Sur-Reply at 11
Ex. 1011 (Saylor), 6:22-32; POR at 24-25; Sur-Reply at 11

 Petitioner’s motivation to combine is contradicted by multiple disclosures in Saylor



 Both experts agree Saylor discloses many ways to convey notifications to 
recipients in different networks

A POSITA Would Not be Motivated to Combine Shaffer with Saylor

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-8

Ex. 2006 (Akl Decl.), ¶ 62; POR at 24-25

Ex. 2008 (Polish Dep. Tr.), 53:2-8, 54:6-11; POR at 24



 There is no dispute that Saylor already discloses a myriad of ways to convey 
notifications to recipients in different networks

A POSITA Would Not be Motivated to Combine Shaffer with Saylor

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-9

Kinetic Concepts, Inc. v. Smith & Nephew, Inc., 688 F.3d 1342, 1369 (Fed. Cir. 2012);
POR at 23-24

“Because each device independently operates effectively, a person 
having ordinary skill in the art, … would have no reason to combine 
the features of both devices into a single device.”

Stryker Corp. v. Karl Storz Endoscopy America, Inc., IPR2015-00764, Paper 13 at 13 
(P.T.A.B. Sept. 2, 2015); POR at 8

“[W]e fail to see, and Petitioner does not adequately explain, why it 
would be obvious to add a translator to redundantly perform the
function that Petitioner maintains is performed by the interconnect 
devices and network computer located within the surgical network.”



The Petition Assumes a POSITA Could, Rather Than Would, Combine

 Per the Petitioner, various networks could be provided as inputs to Shaffer’s IS

Pet. at 27

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-10



The Petition Assumes a POSITA Could, Rather Than Would, Combine

 The Petition’s “well-suited” rationale fails to explain why a POSITA would make Saylor 
an input

Ex. 2006 (Akl Decl.) ¶¶ 65-66; POR at 27
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-11



The Petition Assumes a POSITA Could, Rather Than Would, Combine

Belden Inc. v. Berk-Tek LLC, 805 F.3d 1064, 1073 (Fed. Cir. 2015);
POR at 26, 27

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-12

“[O]bviousness concerns whether a skilled artisan not 
only could have made but would have been motivated to 
make the combinations or modifications of prior art to arrive at 
the claimed invention.”

 The Petition’s “well-suited” rationale explains only why a skilled artisan could make the 
combination



The Petition Assumes a POSITA Could, Rather Than Would, Combine

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-13

 Shaffer stores network parameters in the transient endpoints to enable easy 
connection to “local safety and security forces”
 This is unnecessary in Saylor’s static central security network

Ex. 1004 (Shaffer) ¶ [0040]; POR at 27-28

Ex. 2006 (Akl Decl.), ¶ 68; POR at 28



A POSITA Would Not Be Motivated to Combine Shaffer With Saylor

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-14

 Shaffer’s endpoints are limited to communicating with devices in the same 
physical region

Ex. 1004 (Shaffer), Fig. 2; POR at 20

Ex. 2008 (Polish Dep. Tr.), 27:16-22; POR at 20



A POSITA Would Not Be Motivated to Combine Shaffer With Saylor

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-15

 Shaffer and Saylor’s relevant differences are irreconcilable

Ex. 2006 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 52; POR at 20



A POSITA Would Not Be Motivated to Combine Shaffer With Saylor

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-16

 While Shaffer is based on the endpoint’s physical location, Saylor is not

Ex. 2008 (Polish Dep. Tr.), 60:19-61:1, 71:20-72:3; POR at 18-20
Ex. 1004 (Shaffer), Abstract, ¶ [0008]; POR at 17-18



The Location Requirements Make Saylor an Inapplicable Input to Shaffer

 Saylor’s security system has location-agnostic, predetermined communication 
mechanisms

Ex. 1011 (Saylor), 1:17-22; POR at 19

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-17

Ex. 1011 (Saylor), 2:20-31; POR at 19



The Location Requirements Make Saylor an Inapplicable Input to Shaffer

 A POSITA would not have used Saylor location agnostic system as an input to 
Shaffer’s location dependent communication system

Ex. 2006 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 50; POR at 19

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-18

Ex. 2006 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 53; POR at 19

Ex. 2008 (Polish Dep. Tr.), 71:20-72:3; POR at 18-19



The Network Models of Shaffer and Saylor Are Incompatible

 Shaffer’s network is open – any device with the network credentials can join
 Saylor’s network is closed – the owner predefines the notification structure and 

the methods of contacting recipients

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-19

Ex. 1004 (Shaffer) ¶ [0037]; POR at 21

Ex. 1011 (Saylor), 2:20-31; POR at 19



The Network Models of Shaffer and Saylor Are Incompatible

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-20

 The experts agree any endpoint can join Shaffer’s open network so long as they 
have the correct network requirements

Ex. 2008 (Polish Dep. Tr.), 39:21-40:4; POR at 21

Ex. 2006 (Akl Decl.), ¶ 55; POR at 21



The Network Models of Shaffer and Saylor Are Incompatible

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-21

 The experts agree the rules and policies of Saylor’s closed system dictate who 
receives notifications through Saylor’s communication system

Ex. 2008 (Polish Dep. Tr.), 60:19-61:1; POR at 20
Ex. 2006 (Akl Decl.), ¶ 58; POR at 22



(b) Shaffer-Saylor Does Not Identify a Video Feed From a Plurality of 
Video Feeds, as Recited in Each Independent Claim

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-22



Shaffer-Saylor Does Not Identify a Video Feed from a Plurality of Video Feeds

Ex. 1004 (Shaffer), Fig. 4; Petition, 18

Ex. 1004 (Shaffer), Abstract; POR at 5

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-23

 Shaffer describes a dynamic “method for communicating using position 
information”



Shaffer-Saylor Does Not Identify a Video Feed from a Plurality of Video Feeds

Ex. 1004 (Shaffer), Fig. 4; Petition, 18

Ex. 1004 (Shaffer), ¶ [0008]; POR at 17-18

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-24

 Shaffer describes a dynamic “method for communicating using position 
information”



Shaffer-Saylor Does Not Identify a Video Feed from a Plurality of Video Feeds

Ex. 1011 (Saylor), 71:20-72:3; POR at 18-19

Ex. 1011 (Saylor), 1:17-22; POR at 18

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-25

 Saylor describes a static security system that notifies the owner irrespective of 
where the owner is



Shaffer-Saylor Does Not Identify a Video Feed from a Plurality of Video Feeds

Ex. 1001 (’830 Patent), Cl. 1; POR at 14

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-26



Shaffer-Saylor Does Not Identify a Video Feed from a Plurality of Video Feeds

Petition, 37

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-27
Ex. 1001 (’830 Patent), Cl. 1; POR at 14

 Petitioner relies on Saylor, which only monitors “a specific video feed” 
 This is not a “plurality of video feeds” as recited in each independent claim



Shaffer-Saylor Does Not Identify a Video Feed from a Plurality of Video Feeds

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-28

 Petitioner relies on Saylor, which only monitors “a specific video feed” 
 This is not a “plurality of video feeds” as recited in each independent claim

Ex. 1011 (Saylor), 16:52-60; POR at 14

Ex. 1001 (’830 Patent), Cl. 1; POR at 14



Shaffer-Saylor Does Not Select a Video Feed from a Plurality of Video Feeds

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-29
Ex. 1001 (’830 Patent), Cl. 1; POR at 14

 With no plurality of video feeds, selecting a video feed from the plurality of video 
feeds is not possible

Reply at 3-4



 Because each camera monitors its own feed, there is no plurality to select from
 Petitioner’s declarant diverges from Petitioner, admitting the “video or other 

recording device” monitors its own (i.e., non-plural) feed

Shaffer-Saylor Does Not Select a Video Feed from a Plurality of Video Feeds

Ex. 2008 (Polish Dep. Tr.), 69:11-22; POR at 16

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-30



Shaffer-Saylor Does Not Select a Video Feed from a Plurality of Video Feeds

Ex. 2006 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 71; POR at 14

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-31

 Dr. Polish’s deposition remarks align with Dr. Akl’s declaration: because each 
“specific video feed” is monitored independently, there cannot be a video feed 
selected from a plurality



Shaffer-Saylor Does Not Select a Video Feed from a Plurality of Video Feeds

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-32

 Petitioner’s reference to Dr. Pooley’s infringement report is inapposite
 Dr. Pooley’s infringement opinion referred to a plurality of cameras (a camera 

group) as required by the claims

“The plurality of video feeds, from which the at least one video 
feed is selected, may comprise a camera group.”

Ex. 1037, ¶ 387; Sur-reply at 5-6



(c) Shaffer-Saylor is Plagued With Additional Deficiencies

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-33



 The ’830 Patent was allowed when the subject matter of original claims 7 and 19 
were added to their respective independent claims, granted claims 1 and 15

Shaffer-Saylor is Plagued With Additional Deficiencies

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-34

Ex. 1003 (’830 Patent File History), 108; Petition, 13



 Petitioner assumes parameters are displayed

Petitioner Assumes Too Much About Shaffer

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-35

Ex. 1001 (’830 Patent), Cl. 1; POR at 29

Ex. 1004 (Shaffer) ¶ [0044]; POR at 30 Ex. 1004 (Shaffer), Fig. 4; POR at 30



 With the benefit of hindsight, Petitioner assumes a plurality of Shaffer’s stored 
network parameter listings would have been provided on a display

Petitioner Assumes Too Much About Shaffer

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-36

Polaris Industries, Inc. v. Arctic Cat, Inc., 882 F.3d 1056, 1068 (Fed. 
Cir. 2018); POR at 30

“We have observed that ‘the prejudice of hindsight bias’ often 
overlooks that the ‘genius of invention is often a combination of 
known elements which in hindsight seems preordained.’”



 Instructions submitted for future use do not require monitoring a selection

Petitioner Assumes Too Much About Shaffer

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-37

Ex. 1001 (’830 Patent), Cl. 1; POR at 31
Ex. 1004 (Shaffer) ¶ [0044]; POR at 30



Petitioner Assumes Too Much About Shaffer

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-38

Ex. 1001 (’830 Patent), Cl. 1; POR at 31
Ex. 2006 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 80; POR at 32



 Notification logic does not determine relevancy 

Petitioner Assumes Too Much About Saylor

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-39

Ex. 1001 (’830 Patent), Cl. 1; POR at 32

Pet. at 40-41



 Saylor associates only with the selected channel, contrary to the District Court’s 
construction

Petitioner Assumes Too Much About Saylor

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-40

Ex. 1001 (’830 Patent), Cl. 1; POR at 32

Reply at 2

Ex 2005 (E.D. Tex. Markman Order), 20-21; Sur-reply at 3



 Saylor’s notification preferences do not associate video feeds with 
communication channels based on relevance

Petitioner Assumes Too Much About Saylor

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-41

Ex. 2006 (Akl Decl.), ¶¶ 91-92; POR at 32-33



 Saylor’s notification preferences are predetermined by the user

Petitioner Assumes Too Much About Saylor

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-42

Ex. 1011 (Saylor), 1:17-22; POR at 34

Ex. 2006 (Akl Decl.), ¶ 94; POR at 34



Petitioner Fails to Articulate Invalidating Disclosures

Ex. 1001, 12:40-54; Petition at 42-44

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-43

Pet. at 43

 Petitioner’s claim 2 analysis does not identify any emergency response team 
members as recited in claim 3



Petitioner Fails to Articulate Invalidating Disclosures

Pet. at 43 (analysis of claim 3)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-44

 Dr. Polish simply parrots the Petition

Ex. 1002 (Polish Decl.), ¶ 114; Petition at 43.



 Expert testimony is not a substitute for disclosure in a prior art reference itself

Petitioner Fails to Articulate Invalidating Disclosures

Consolidated Trial Practice Guide, 36; POR at 36

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-45



Petitioner Fails to Articulate Invalidating Disclosures

Pet. at 45

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-46

 Similarly, for claims 7 and 21, Petitioner relies only on its declarant
 Expert testimony is not a substitute for disclosure in a prior art reference itself



Ground No. 2
Gogic in view of Opitz – Section 103

• (a) Gogic fails to teach “monitoring a selection of a communication 
channel”

• (b) A POSITA would not be motivated to combine Gogic with Opitz
• (c) Gogic-Opitz fails to teach “providing a plurality of radio frequencies on 

a display”
• (d) Gogic fails to teach identifying and selecting a video feed from a 

plurality

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-47



(a) Gogic Fails to Teach “Monitoring a Selection of a Communication 
Channel”

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-48



Gogic Fails to Teach “Monitoring a Selection of a Communication Channel”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-49

 Gogic teaches an ad-hoc communication network where endpoints join when 
they meet received group membership location criteria

Ex. 1006 (Gogic) ¶ [0010]; POR at 7



Gogic Fails to Teach “Monitoring a Selection of a Communication Channel”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-50

 Gogic teaches simple PTT communication

Ex. 1006 (Gogic) ¶ [0042]; POR at 39



Gogic Fails to Teach “Monitoring a Selection of a Communication Channel”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-51

 Petitioner relies on Gogic’s PTT switch

Ex. 1001 (’830 Patent), Cl. 1; POR at 32

Pet. at 57



Gogic Fails to Teach “Monitoring a Selection of a Communication Channel”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-52

 Gogic’s PTT switch merely requests the floor

Ex. 1001 (’830 Patent), Cl. 1; POR at 32
Ex. 1006 (Gogic) ¶ [0042]; POR at 39



Gogic Fails to Teach “Monitoring a Selection of a Communication Channel”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-53

Ex. 2006 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 123; POR at 39



Gogic Fails to Teach “Monitoring a Selection of a Communication Channel”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-54

 Gogic’s channels are set up to select users, the users do not select a channel

Ex. 1006 (Gogic) ¶ [0061]; POR at 40

Ex. 1006 (Gogic) ¶ [0062]; POR at 40



Gogic Fails to Teach “Monitoring a Selection of a Communication Channel”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-55

Ex. 2006 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 125; POR at 40

 Gogic’s channels are set up to select users, the users do not select a channel



Gogic Fails to Teach “Monitoring a Selection of a Communication Channel”

Ex. 1006 (Gogic) ¶ [0042]; POR at 39

Ex. 2006 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 127; POR at 40-41

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-56

 Gogic’s CM does not monitor the selection of a communication channel, its 
purpose is to prevent crosstalk between CDs already in a common channel



(b) A POSITA Would Not be Motivated to Combine Gogic with Opitz

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-57



A POSITA Would Not be Motivated to Combine Gogic with Opitz

Pet. at 59

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-58

 Petitioner’s motivation to combine is based on a misrepresentation of Gogic



A POSITA Would Not be Motivated to Combine Gogic with Opitz

Pet. at 21; POR at 44

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-59

 Petitioner itself outlines how Gogic’s CDs connect to the base station based on 
service area



A POSITA Would Not be Motivated to Combine Gogic with Opitz

Ex. 1006 (Gogic), ¶ 37; POR at 42

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-60

 Gogic even provides additional modes of connection to the base station



A POSITA Would Not be Motivated to Combine Gogic with Opitz

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-61

 The initial connection between CD and base station is immaterial to Gogic’s 
functionality

Ex. 2006 (Akl Decl.) ¶ 110; POR at 42



A POSITA Would Not be Motivated to Combine Gogic with Opitz

Ex. 2008 (Polish Dep. Tr.) , 106:23-107:6; POR at 47

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-62

 Dr. Polish confirms a POSITA would understand how the connection is made



A POSITA Would Not be Motivated to Combine Gogic with Opitz

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-63

 The method of connecting endpoints/CDs and base stations that is “informed by 
Opitz” falls far short of the requirement to detail why a POSITA would have been 
motivated to combine Gogic and Opitz

Apple Inc. v. Uniloc Luxembourg S.A., IPR2018-00420, Paper 7 at 14 (P.T.A.B. Aug. 
6, 2018); POR at 43

“the reasons provided in the Petition and the Polish 
Declaration are too generic to provide a credible reason ‘why’ 
a person of ordinary skill in the art would combine the cited 
teachings.”



A POSITA Would Not be Motivated to Combine Gogic with Opitz

Ex. 1006 (Gogic), ¶ 31; POR at 42

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-64

 Connecting to base stations via proximity is the very same method taught by 
Opitz

Ex. 1007 (Opitz), 2:47-58; POR at 44



A POSITA Would Not be Motivated to Combine Gogic with Opitz

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-65

 Petitioner relies on analogy, not motivation to combine

Pet. at 62



A POSITA Would Not be Motivated to Combine Gogic with Opitz

Sisvel Int’l v. Sierra Wireless, 82 F.4th 1355, 1364 (Fed. Cir. 2023);
POR at 46

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-66

“We agree with the Board that Cross-Appellants’ first, second, 
and third reasons to combine were merely assertions that the 
references were analogous art, which, without more, is an 
insufficient articulation for motivation to combine.”

 The reasons why “a POSITA would have been particularly motivated” to combine 
are merely statements that the references are analogous



(c) Gogic-Opitz Fails to Teach “Providing a Plurality of Radio 
Frequencies on a Display”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-67



Gogic-Opitz Fails to Teach “Providing a Plurality of Radio Frequencies on a Display”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-68

 Because Gogic fails to teach this limitation, and there is no motivation to 
combine Gogic with Opitz, the prior art fails to teach this limitation

Pet. at 55



Gogic-Opitz Fails to Teach “Providing a Plurality of Radio Frequencies on a Display”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-69

 Opitz is equal to art cited by the Examiner, Winters, which also failed to teach the 
providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display limitation

Ex. 1001 (’830 Patent), Cl. 1; POR at 46

Ex. 1003 (’830 File History), 174-75; POR at 48



Gogic-Opitz Fails to Teach “Providing a Plurality of Radio Frequencies on a Display”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-70

 Opitz is equal to art cited by the Examiner, Winters, which also failed to teach the 
providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display limitation

Ex. 1007 (Opitz), Abstract; POR at 49

Ex. 1007 (Opitz), Fig. 1; POR at 50



(d) Gogic Fails to Teach Identifying and Selecting a Video Feed From 
a Plurality of Video Feeds

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-71



Gogic Fails to Teach Identifying and Selecting a Video Feed From a Plurality

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-72

 The ’830 Patent describes video feeds as “media streams from” a camera

Ex. 1001 (’830 Patent) Cl. 1; POR at 54

Ex. 1001 (830 Patent), 3:5-10; POR at 52



Gogic Fails to Teach Identifying and Selecting a Video Feed From a Plurality

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-73

 Petitioner relies on Gogic’s CDs as the claimed video feeds

Pet. at 65

Ex. 1001 (’830 Patent) Cl. 1; POR at 54



Gogic Fails to Teach Identifying and Selecting a Video Feed From a Plurality

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-74

 Petitioner relies on Gogic’s CDs as the claimed video feeds
 Petitioner also maps Gogic’s CDs to the claimed mobile communication device
 Petitioner also maps Gogic’s “other group members” to the claimed video feeds

Pet. at 68

Pet. at 56

Ex. 1001 (’830 Patent) Cl. 1; POR at 54



Gogic Fails to Teach Identifying and Selecting a Video Feed From a Plurality

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-75

 Petitioner’s incomprehensible citations to both CDs and group members for both 
the claimed mobile communication device and the claimed video feed fail to 
render Claims 1 and 15 invalid as a matter of law

Whole Space Industries Ltd. v. Zipshade Industrial (B.V.I.) Corp., IPR2015-00488, 
Paper 14 at 18 (P.T.A.B. July 24, 2015); POR at 54

“The Petition improperly shifts the burden of deciphering 
Petitioner’s arguments onto Patent Owner and the Board, 
which, as we discussed above, is contrary to the statutory and 
regulatory provisions governing inter partes review 
proceedings, as well as the best practices outlined in the Office 
Patent Trial Practice Guide.”



Gogic Fails to Teach Identifying and Selecting a Video Feed From a Plurality

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE PO-76

 Gogic’s communication manager ensures there is no plurality of transmissions 
occurring at the same time
 Thus, there can be no selection of a video feed from the plurality of video feeds

Ex. 1006 (Gogic) ¶ [0042]; POR at 55

Ex. 2008 (Polish Dep. Tr.), 92:12-18; POR at 55-56
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