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U.S. Patent No. 9,008,483 - Summary

Petition (Pet.) (Paper 1), 1, 4-5; ’483 Patent, Fig. 1. 

 Summary:  “[D]rop interface box

[DIB] for interfacing between an

optical network service provider’s

heavy jacketed drop cable and

optical distribution cables at a

premises.” ’483 Patent, 2:3-6

(annotated).

 “DIB 100 mounts at a desired

location of a premises 130, which

will typically be a multi-dwelling or

multi-business type of premises[.]”

’483 Patent, 3:19-22 (annotated).

‘483 Patent, Fig.1 (annotated)
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U.S. Patent No. 9,008,483 – Claim 1

’483 Patent, Claim 1, Fig. 4-1 (annotations in POR, 16).            

A drop interface box configured to be mounted to a structure 
and to receive a drop cable from an optical fiber service 
provider distribution point and a plurality of distribution cables 
which distribute the optical fiber service, the drop interface 
box comprising:

a base unit having a drop cable entrance configured to receive 
the drop cable and having drop cable retaining mechanisms 
spaced apart and configured to retain a length of drop cable 
looped around the drop cable retaining mechanisms;

a cover having a hinged connection to the base unit to 
selectively enclose a storage area provided in the base unit; and

a fiber storage panel having a hinged connection to 
the base unit on a side opposite the hinged 
connection of the cover to the base unit such that the 
fiber storage panel is moveable relative to the base 
unit and configured to be stored between the base 
unit and the cover, the fiber storage panel having first 
spools positioned to store a plurality of feed break-
out cables coupleable to the drop cable, the fiber 
storage panel further having second spools positioned 
to store a plurality of distribution cables coupleable to 
the plurality of feed break-out cables.
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U.S. Patent No. 9,008,483 - Prosecution

POR, 31-36; Reply, 15-18; ’483 FH (Ex. 1002), 232.   

 Original claims rejected over Holmberg. Ex. 1002, 232
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U.S. Patent No. 9,008,483 – Prosecution (Cont.)

Pet., 4-5; ’483 FH (Ex. 1002), 232, 247, 253-56, 285   

 In response, applicant amended to overcome Holmberg:

 Notice of Allowability:

Id., 247

Id., 285
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Petitioner’s Grounds

 Grounds 3 and 5:  Apply narrower construction of “drop 
cable,” requiring jacketed cable routed within DIB

 ID:

Pet., 35-36; Institution Decision, 20-21                      

Proposed Grounds Basis Disputed Claims

Ground 1: Holmberg/Battey § 103 1, 11

Ground 2: Holmberg/Battey/Blankenship § 103 2, 12, 13

Ground 3: Holmberg/Battey/Blankenship § 103 1, 2, 11-13

Ground 4: Holmberg/Battey/Cowen § 103 10

Ground 5: Holmberg/Battey/Blankenship/Cowen § 103 10
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Remaining Disputes

 Ground 1: Claim 1

 Motivation to modify Holmberg’s splice tray with Battey’s hinges

 Holmberg’s mid-span box terminates to subscribers, requiring the same easy 
access as the ’483 Patent’s DIB

 Holmberg’s box is specifically designed to retain fiber slack, avoiding damage when 
removing the splice tray

 Ground 2: Claim 2

 Combination replaces Holmberg’s splice holder with Blankenship’s 
adapter

 Ground 4: Claim 10

 Motivation to modify Holmberg’s cable holders with Cowen’s clips
 Combination sacrifices easy installation for fiber security—a tradeoff Holmberg 

accepts elsewhere

Petitioner’s DX-7



Ground I – Holmberg in view of Battey 

 Holmberg discloses all elements except a 
fiber storage panel (purple) “hinged 
connection” in limitation 1(c).

 Battey’s panel 54 includes splice tray and 
hinged connection (green) to base unit. 

Pet., 35-36, 39; Kiaei Dec. (Ex. 1003), ¶89; Holmberg, [0041]-[0045], [0053], [0035], Fig. 6; 

Battey, [0038], [0039], Fig. 3  

Holmberg, Fig. 6 (annotated)
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Battey, Fig. 3 (annotated)

 Battey teaches that 

its hinges may 

alternatively be 

located on the 

opposite side of its 

enclosure (blue).



Motivation to Combine Holmberg and Battey

 Convenient and easy access to (1) Holmberg’s splice tray and (2) components 
behind the splice tray

 Battey expressly identifies “providing full and convenient access to the splice tray” 
as a benefit to using hinged fiber trays. Battey, [0039]. 

 Dr. Kiaei:  “Modifying Holmberg to utilize a hinged connection for splice tray 
230 instead of threaded fasteners would have been a straightforward 
application of a known technique that would have improved Holmberg in the 
same way the hinged connections benefited Battey.” Ex. 1003, ¶90.

 Modification would be a “simple substitution,” using “a known solution” to 
“advantageously provide easier access to Holmberg’s splice tray[.]” Id., ¶92.

 POSITA would have expected success at least because hinged connections were 
well known in the art. Id., ¶93 (pointing to state of the art discussion, including 
other hinge examples, e.g., Castonguay). 

Pet., 41-44; Ex. 1003, ¶90-93.        
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PPC’s Motivation to Combine Criticisms

 PPC alleges that Holmberg’s mid-span enclosure is 

fundamentally different from the ’483 Patent’s DIB

 1) PPC argues that Holmberg’s mid-span enclosure is designed 

to prevent access to rear of splice tray. POR, 19-44.

 i) Preventing access logical because mid-span enclosures do not 

require repeated access to add and remove subscribers.

 ii) Pass through fibers are protected by preventing access. 

 2) PPC argues that Holmberg’s enclosure would damage fibers if 

the splice tray rotated open without first removing fibers. POR, 

44-63.

POR, 19-63.         Petitioner’s DX-10



Holmberg distinguishes traditional mid-span break-out 

enclosures from its inventive “wall box”

Reply, 6-9; Holmberg, Fig. 1, [0006]      

  

Holmberg, Fig. 1 (annotated)
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Holmberg distinguishes traditional mid-span break-out 

enclosures from its inventive “wall box” (cont.)

Reply, 6-9; Holmberg, Fig. 2, [0007-0008] (annotated)      

 

Holmberg, Fig. 2 (annotated)
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Holmberg’s Fiber Delivery Visualized

Reply, 10; Holmberg, [0007], [0034]     

Holmberg, [0007] (annotated)

Holmberg, [0034] (annotated)

Reply, 10

Petitioner’s DX-13



PPC’s expert admitted boxes that terminate fiber to 

customers require easy access to add/remove subscribers

Reply, 4-5.  

PPC’s Expert’s Admission & Confusion

Ex. 1023, 49:4-11 (annotated)
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Ex. 1023, 42:23-43:13 (excerpted; annotated)

. . . 

. . . . . .

. . .



Only Amphenol’s expert properly interprets Holmberg

Reply, 6-10; Ex. 1033, ¶6.  Petitioner’s DX-15



Secured/removed via normal screws, Holmberg’s splice 

tray is intended to be accessed after initial installation

Reply, 11-13; Ex. 1023, 61:10-15, 69:25-70:3; Ex. 1033, ¶¶20-22, 23-27    

  

PPC’s expert admits screws are simply unscrewed:

Ex. 1023, 69:25-70:3

PPC’s expert even proposes screws 276 can temporarily 

hold splice tray 230 in place during installation:

Ex. 1023, 61:10-15
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Reinforcing motivation to combine, PPC’s 

expert acknowledges Holmberg’s shortcomings

 PPC’s expert admitted that Holmberg 
provides no mechanisms to hold splice tray 
during operation—technician holds tray with 
one hand and installs with other hand.

 Ex. 1023, 53:4-24.

 Difficult/impossible to splice with one hand.

 Ex. 1023, 60:22-25.

 Ex. 1033, ¶39 (confirming technicians generally 
require two hands for splicing).

 PPC’s expert’s proposed solutions:

 (1) Hanging the splice tray by its stored fibers. 

 Ex. 2023, 54:3-9, 61:2-8. 

 (2) One or two screws temporarily holding splice tray. 

 Ex. 2023, 61:9-15. 

 Amphenol expert:

 Battey’s hinge connection is a better solution than 
(1) risking damage by hanging from fibers or (2) 
inconveniently installing and removing two screws. 
Ex. 1022, ¶¶40-41.

Reply, 18-23; Holmberg, Fig. 6        

Holmberg, Fig. 6 (annotated)
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All fiber enclosures—including DIBs—risk 

downstream damage

 PPC’s expert admitted caution 
was needed for any fiber 
enclosure. 

 PPC’s expert disagreed with 
Petitioner that service 
interruptions are a risk only for 
enclosures with pass through 
fibers. 

 Training technicians, not 
restricting access, is the 
preferred means of avoiding 
damage when working in 
enclosures. 

Reply, 13;  Ex. 1033, ¶¶28-30; Ex. 1023, 34:23-36:1       

(Ex. 1023) Eldering Depo. Trans., 34:23-35:14 (annotated)
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Holmberg’s wall box accommodates fiber slack
No need to unspool fiber before rotating splice tray

Reply, 21-25, Holmberg, Fig. 6             

Holmberg, Fig. 6 (annotated) Holmberg, Fig. 6 (annotated)
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Ground 2: Claim 2 
Blankenship’s adapter replaces Holmberg’s splice sleeve holder

Pet., 62-65 (Claim 2 mapping), 58 (Claim 1(d)); Reply, 28-29 Petitioner’s DX-20

Ground 1, Claim 1(d):



Ground 2: Claim 2 (cont.)
Blankenship’s adapter replaces Holmberg’s splice sleeve holder

Pet., 62-66 (Claim 2 mapping), 58 (Claim 1(d)); Reply, 28-29 Petitioner’s DX-21

Pet., 66.

ID, 6.



PPC’s arguments are red herrings
Holmberg’s splice sleeve holder is replaced in combination

 PPC’s attempt to reframe

proposed combination based on

Holmberg’s alternative

embodiments or bodily

incorporation of Blankenship must

be rejected.

 Proposed combination replaces 
splicing with adapter

Pet., 62-66; Reply, 27-29; Ex. 1033, ¶49; Ex. 1023, 75:18-79:5; Ex. 1003, ¶¶44-45, 115-119, 137 

Ex. 1033, ¶49
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Ground 4, Claim 10:  Tradeoffs 

Pet., 81, 84-86, 87-88; Reply, 29-32; Holmberg, Fig. 6; Cowen, Fig. 26B

 Cowen’s storage clips 292 [blue] improve cable management, 

cable routing, and fiber security, especially during installation, 

over Holmberg’s cable retention members 268 [orange].

 Proposed combination exchanges ease of installation for fiber 

security.

V
Holmberg, Fig. 6 (annotated) Cowen, Fig. 26B (annotated)
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Ground 4, Claim 10:  Tradeoffs (cont.)

Pet., 81, 84-86, 87-88; Reply, 30-31; Ex. 1023, 74:21-75:3  

 Implicated tradeoff would have been 

appreciated by POSITA

 Holmberg makes the same tradeoff, 

accepting more difficult fiber routing for 

increased security.

 PPC’s Expert agrees that the alternating 

retention fingers (annotated navy) 

complicate installation.

Holmberg, Fig. 6 (annotated)

Ex. 1023, 74:21-75:3 (annotated)
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