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’477 Patent

General Access Solutions, Ltd., Exhibit 2006, Page 2 of 46



3DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’477 Patent

Ex. 1001 at Cover.
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’477 Patent

Ex. 1001 at Cover, Figure 3, 5:60-67.

The ’477 patented invention increases “the speed and accuracy 
by which bursts of burst data signals are operated upon, when 
received at the receiving station”:
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The ’477 Instituted Claims
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The ’477 Instituted Claims: Claim 1

Ex. 1001 at 12:62-13:18.

Claim 1 recites:
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The ’477 Instituted Claims: Claim 16

Ex. 1001 at 14:22-42.

Claim 16 recites:
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Claim 18 recites:

The ’477 Instituted Claims: Claims 2 and 18

Ex. 1001 at 13:19-24, 14:22-42.

Claim 2 recites:

General Access Solutions, Ltd., Exhibit 2006, Page 8 of 46



9DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Genossar
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Genossar does not disclose a “profile parameter storage device coupled 
to [a] profile parameter determiner”.1

Genossar does not disclose a “profile parameter storage device” that 
stores the signal-related parameter and channel-related parameter.2

Genossar Summary

POR at 16-24, 27-30; Sur-Reply at 3-13.
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Genossar does not disclose a “profile parameter storage device coupled 
to [a] profile parameter determiner”.1

Genossar does not disclose a “profile parameter storage device” that 
stores the signal-related parameter and channel-related parameter.2

Genossar Summary

POR at 16-24, 27-30; Sur-Reply at 3-13.
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The Petition did not allege that Genossar discloses a “profile parameter storage device 
coupled to [a] profile parameter determiner”:

Genossar Does Not Disclose the Claimed 
“Profile Parameter Storage Device” 

Ex. 1001 at Claim 1; Petition at 20; POR at 15-24. 

Claim 1: Petition does not allege the claimed coupling:
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Petitioner’s Reply Improperly Tries to Find a “Coupled To” 
Allegation in its Analysis of a Different Claim Element

Sur-Reply at 3-12; Reply at 14; Paper 10 at 1-2. 

Petitioner argues that the Board should find its 
“coupled to” allegation in the analysis of an 
element without this claim limitation:

This argument is inconsistent with Petitioner’s prior 
argument with respect to the “coupled to” limitation:
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 “It goes beyond the plain meaning of 
‘coupled’ to say that a sub-
component (e.g., an engine in a car) is 
‘coupled to’ the component as a 
whole (e.g., the car).” 
Cutsforth, Inc. v. MotivePower, Inc., 643 F. 
App’x 1008, 1012–13 (Fed. Cir. 2016)

 “It would be illogical to regard one 
unit as being ‘attached’ to itself.” 
In re Cuozzo Speed Techs., LLC, 793 F.3d 1268, 
1280 (Fed. Cir. 2015) (quotation omitted)

A Component May Not Be “Coupled To” Itself

POR at 16-24; Sur-Reply at 3-12; Ex. 1005 at Figure 2. 

The newly-alleged “profile parameter storage” is 
contained within the “profile parameter determiner”:

PLL 66PLL 66 Equalizer controller 56Equalizer controller 56 Alleged “profile 
parameter determiner”

Alleged “profile 
parameter determiner”
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Genossar does not disclose a “profile parameter storage device coupled 
to [a] profile parameter determiner”.1

Genossar does not disclose a “profile parameter storage device” that 
stores the signal-related parameter and channel-related parameter.2

Genossar Summary

POR at 16-24, 27-30; Sur-Reply at 3-13.
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Genossar Does Not Disclose a “Profile Parameter Storage Device” that 
Stores the Signal-Related Parameter and Channel-Related Parameter

Claim 1:

Petition at 20; Ex. 1001 at claim 1; POR at 27-30; Sur-Reply at 12-13.

Petition does not identify a “profile parameter 
storage device” that stores the “signal-related 
parameter” and the “channel-related parameter”:
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Petitioner Does Not Allege a “Profile Parameter Storage Device” that Stores a 
Signal-Related Parameter and Channel-Related Parameter in Genossar

Petition at 17-18, 20; POR at 27-30; Sur-Reply at 12-13; Paper 10 at 1-2.

Petitioner alleges in claim [1.A] analysis that 
Genossar stores equalizer coefficients in 
equalizer controller 56:

Petitioner denies this allegation in 
subsequent briefing:
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PLL 66PLL 66 Equalizer controller 56Equalizer controller 56 Alleged “profile 
parameter determiner”

Alleged “profile 
parameter determiner”

Petitioner Does Not Allege a “Profile Parameter Storage Device” that Stores a 
Signal-Related Parameter and Channel-Related Parameter in Genossar

The Petition is silent as to where Genossar
stores the carrier frequency offset (alleged 
signal-related parameter), but Genossar
states this occurs in PLL 66:

The Petition does not allege that Genossar’s PLL 
and Equalizer controller are the claimed “profile 
parameter storage device”: 

Petition at 20; POR at 27-30; Sur-Reply at 12-13; Ex. 1005 at 11:61-65.
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Barratt ’470
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Barratt ’470 Summary

Petition at 47-48; POR at 38-47; Reply at 15-18; Sur-Reply at 14-21; Ex. 1003 at ¶¶ 134-135.

The Petition does not identify the component in Barratt ’470 that is the 
“profile parameter storage device”.1

The Petition did not allege that Barratt ’470 discloses a “profile parameter 
storage device coupled to [a] profile parameter determiner”.2

Petitioner did not allege that Barratt ’470 discloses a “profile parameter 
storage device” that stores signal-related and channel-related parameters.3

Petitioner cannot identify Barratt ’470’s alleged “profile parameter storage 
device” on Reply.4
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Barratt ’470 Summary

Petition at 47-48; POR at 38-47; Reply at 15-18; Sur-Reply at 14-21; Ex. 1003 at ¶¶ 134-135.

The Petition does not identify the component in Barratt ’470 that is the 
“profile parameter storage device”.1

The Petition did not allege that Barratt ’470 discloses a “profile parameter 
storage device coupled to [a] profile parameter determiner”.2

Petitioner did not allege that Barratt ’470 discloses a “profile parameter 
storage device” that stores signal-related and channel-related parameters.3

Petitioner cannot identify Barratt ’470’s alleged “profile parameter storage 
device” on Reply.4
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Claim 1:
Petition does not allege the component in Barratt 
’470 that is the “profile parameter storage device”:

The Petition did not allege that Barratt ’470 discloses a “profile parameter storage 
device coupled to [a] profile parameter determiner”:

Barratt ’470 Does Not Disclose the Claimed 
“Profile Parameter Storage Device” 

Ex. 1001 at Claim 1; Petition at 47-48; POR at 38-47. 
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Inherently meant this:

The Petition did not allege that Barratt ’470 discloses a “profile parameter storage device coupled to [a] 
profile parameter determiner,” or that this storage device stores a signal-related parameter and channel-
related parameter:

Barratt ’470 Does Not Disclose the Claimed 
“Profile Parameter Storage Device” 

Ex. 1001 at Claim 1; Petition at 47-48; Reply at 15; Sur-Reply at 14-21. 

Petitioner argues that this allegation:
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Barratt ’470 Summary

Petition at 47-48; POR at 38-47; Reply at 15-18; Sur-Reply at 14-21; Ex. 1003 at ¶¶ 134-135.

The Petition does not identify the component in Barratt ’470 that is the 
“profile parameter storage device”.1

The Petition did not allege that Barratt ’470 discloses a “profile parameter 
storage device coupled to [a] profile parameter determiner”.2

Petitioner did not allege that Barratt ’470 discloses a “profile parameter 
storage device” that stores signal-related and channel-related parameters.3

Petitioner cannot identify Barratt ’470’s alleged “profile parameter storage 
device” on Reply.4
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There is no inherent coupling within the 
claimed apparatus:

 No alleged profile parameter storage 
device apparatus to be coupled;

 Storage device could be external to 
alleged profile-creating apparatus, such 
as in the cloud;

 Storage device could be a component 
within alleged profile-creating apparatus.

The Petition Did Not Allege that Barratt ’470 Discloses a “Profile 
Parameter Storage Device Coupled to [a] Profile Parameter Determiner”:

Petition at 47-48; POR at 38-47; Reply at 15; Sur-Reply at 14-21. 

Petitioner did not allege that the inherent profile 
parameter storage device is inherently coupled to 
a profile parameter determiner:
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Barratt ’470 Summary

Petition at 47-48; POR at 38-47; Reply at 15-18; Sur-Reply at 14-21; Ex. 1003 at ¶¶ 134-135.

The Petition does not identify the component in Barratt ’470 that is the 
“profile parameter storage device”.1

The Petition did not allege that Barratt ’470 discloses a “profile parameter 
storage device coupled to [a] profile parameter determiner”.2

Petitioner did not allege that Barratt ’470 discloses a “profile parameter 
storage device” that stores signal-related and channel-related parameters.3

Petitioner cannot identify Barratt ’470’s alleged “profile parameter storage 
device” on Reply.4
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Barratt ’470’s Figure 6 
does not indicate where 

parameters from SYNCH mode 
or previous frame are stored:

Petitioner Did Not Allege Barratt ’470 Discloses a “Profile Parameter Storage 
Device” that Stores Signal-Related and Channel-Related Parameters

Petition at 44-48; POR at 38-47; Reply at 15; Sur-Reply at 14-21; Ex. 1007 at Figure 6. 
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Barratt ’470 Summary

Petition at 47-48; POR at 38-47; Reply at 15-18; Sur-Reply at 14-21; Ex. 1003 at ¶¶ 134-135.

The Petition does not identify the component in Barratt ’470 that is the 
“profile parameter storage device”.1

The Petition did not allege that Barratt ’470 discloses a “profile parameter 
storage device coupled to [a] profile parameter determiner”.2

Petitioner did not allege that Barratt ’470 discloses a “profile parameter 
storage device” that stores signal-related and channel-related parameters.3

Petitioner cannot identify Barratt ’470’s alleged “profile parameter storage 
device” on Reply.4
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On Reply, Petitioner for the first time mentions the Motorola Inc. DSP56301 memory 
components:

Petitioner Cannot Identify Barratt ’470’s Alleged 
“Profile Parameter Storage Device” on Reply

Sur-Reply at 17-21; Reply at 16-18; Ex. 1003 at ¶¶ 134-135. 

“[C]apable of maintaining the at-issue values” is insufficient for inherency:

General Access Solutions, Ltd., Exhibit 2006, Page 29 of 46



30DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

WiMAX
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The Petition did not establish that WiMAX qualifies as prior art.1

Petitioner cannot now establish that WiMAX is prior art.2

WiMAX Summary

POR at 31-38; Sur-Reply at 22-24.
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The Petition did not establish that WiMAX qualifies as prior art.1

Petitioner cannot now establish that WiMAX is prior art.2

WiMAX Summary

POR at 31-38; Sur-Reply at 22-24.
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The Petition did not establish that WiMax qualifies as prior art because:

WiMAX is Not Prior Art

Ex. 1006 at 1; POR at 31-38.

WiMAX is merely a “a potential DRAFT standard”:

WiMAX is “an unapproved Task Group document being circulated for 
comment” and that may not be reproduced without  permission:

General Access Solutions, Ltd., Exhibit 2006, Page 33 of 46



34DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Petition did not establish that WiMax qualifies as prior art because:

WiMAX is Not Prior Art

Ex. 1006 at 1; POR at 31-38.

WiMAX contains different purported publication dates:

WiMAX merely contains a placeholder ISBN:
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The Petition did not establish that WiMAX qualifies as prior art.1

Petitioner cannot now establish that WiMAX is prior art.2

WiMAX Summary

POR at 31-38; Sur-Reply at 22-24.
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The Board held in its Institution Decision that Petitioner did not establish that WiMAX 
qualifies as prior art:

Petitioner Cannot Establish that WiMAX is Prior Art

Paper 12 at 34; Paper 18 at 7-8, 10; POR at 31-38; Sur-Reply at 22-24.

The Board held in its Institution Decision that Petitioner 
did not establish that WiMax qualifies as prior art:

The Board denied Petitioner’s request to submit supplemental 
information to establish that WiMAX is prior art:
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Barratt ’470 + PHS
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Petitioner Maps Different Parameters for Claims 16 and 18.1

Barratt ’470 + PHS Summary

Petition at 44-45, 67-68; POR at 48-49; Ex. 1001 at claims 2, 18.
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Petitioner Maps Different Parameters for Claims 16 and 18

Petition at 68; POR at 48-49; Ex. 1001 at claims 2, 18.

Claim 18 depends from claim 16: Petitioner relies on claim 2 for its claim 18 analysis:
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Petitioner Maps Different Parameters for Claims 16 and 18

Petition at 44-45, 67-68; POR at 48-49; Ex. 1001 at claims 2, 18.

In its claim 2 analysis, Petitioner refers to “frequency” 
and “timeslot” as the claimed “parameters”:

In its claims 1 and 16 analysis, Petitioner refers to 
different claimed “parameters”:
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Claim Construction
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The Coupled “Profile Parameter Storage Device” and “Profile Parameter 
Determiner” are Distinct.1

Claim Construction Summary

POR at 13-15; Sur-Reply at 3-12.
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“In the absence of any evidence to the 
contrary, we must presume that the 
use of ... different terms in the claims 
connotes different meanings.”
Becton, Dickinson & Co. v. Tyco Healthcare 
Grp., LP, 616 F.3d 1249, 1254 (Fed. Cir. 2010).

There is a presumption that the separately-listed “profile parameter storage device” 
and the “profile parameter determiner” are two different and distinct components.

The Coupled “Profile Parameter Storage Device” and 
“Profile Parameter Determiner” are Presumed Distinct

POR at 12-13; Sur-Reply at 3-12; Paper 12 at 16-17. 

Petitioner did not rebut this presumption, as the 
Institution Decision indicates:
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The specification supports the presumption that the “profile parameter storage 
device” and “profile parameter determiner” are two distinct components.

The Coupled “Profile Parameter Storage Device” and 
“Profile Parameter Determiner” are Distinct in the Specification

Ex. 1001 at Figure 3, 11:9-14; POR at 12-13; Sur-Reply at 3-12. 

The specification identifies controller 314 as including 
a separate memory device 318 (profile storage device) 
and control CPU 316 (profile parameter determiner):

The coupling between the separate “profile 
parameter storage device” and “profile parameter 
determiner” is shown by the double arrow, below:
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Petitioner is incorrect in arguing that “it is the overall controller 314 of Figure 3 which 
performs the claimed steps of receiving and determining.”

The Coupled “Profile Parameter Storage Device” and 
“Profile Parameter Determiner” are Distinct in the Specification

Ex. 1001 at Figure 3, 10:9-14; POR at 12-13; Sur-Reply at 3-12; Reply at 8. 

The specification makes clear that control CPU 316—
contained within controller 14—performs these steps:
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 “It goes beyond the plain meaning of 
‘coupled’ to say that a sub-
component (e.g., an engine in a car) is 
‘coupled to’ the component as a 
whole (e.g., the car).” 
Cutsforth, Inc. v. MotivePower, Inc., 643 F. 
App’x 1008, 1012–13 (Fed. Cir. 2016)

 “It would be illogical to regard one 
unit as being ‘attached’ to itself.” 
In re Cuozzo Speed Techs., LLC, 793 F.3d 1268, 
1280 (Fed. Cir. 2015) (quotation omitted)

A Component May Not Be “Coupled To” Itself

POR at 16-24; Sur-Reply at 3-12; Ex. 1005 at Figure 2. 

The Petition alleges that the “profile parameter storage” 
is contained within the “profile parameter determiner:

PLL 66PLL 66 Equalizer controller 56Equalizer controller 56 Alleged “profile 
parameter determiner”

Alleged “profile 
parameter determiner”
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