
Patent Owner Demonstratives

"DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE" 1



Representative Claim of the ‘016 Patent

"DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE" 2

1. An apparatus, comprising:

a processor configured to control one or more functions of a network device having a 

network interface, wherein the network device is configured to receive data requests and 

an encrypted form of management requests via the network interface, wherein the 

management requests are from a remote administrator;

a first bus; and

a bus controller coupled to the processor via the first bus, wherein the bus controller 

is also coupled to a second bus of the network device that is distinct from the first bus, 

wherein the bus controller is configured to receive the encrypted form of the management 

requests from the second bus, and to convey the encrypted form of the management 

requests to the processor via the first bus;

wherein the processor is configured to decrypt the encrypted form of the 

management requests, wherein the network device includes a processor configured to 

facilitate operation of the network device, and wherein the processor of the apparatus is 

distinct from the processor included in the network device.



Elements of the ‘016 Claims
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Actions of the ‘016 Claims
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Neufeld Teaches “Out of Band” 
Communication 
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Neufeld’s Management Requests are sent over the Management Network
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Petition “Corrects” a mistake in Neufeld 
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Neufeld’s Paragraph [0043] doesn’t help either
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Several Ways to Correct the Mistake
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“where a prior art reference includes an obvious error of a 
typographical or similar nature that would be apparent to 
one of ordinary skill in the art who would mentally disregard 
the errant information as a misprint or mentally substitute it 
for the correct information, the errant information cannot be 
said to disclose subject matter”

LG Elecs. Inc. v. Immervision, Inc., 39 F.4th 1364, 1372 (Fed. 
Cir. 2022)
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Patent Owner’s Expert Confirmed that Neufeld is out of band

"DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE" 10

Sur-Reply, 5

Sur-Reply, 4



Petitioner Offers no evidence why their correction would be understood by a POSITA
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Figure 1 of Neufeld does not show management requests over Network N
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Neufeld’s Figures 2 and 3 show management requests over Network M
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Petitioner Cannot Identify a 
“Second Bus” in Neufeld That Is 
Distinct from the “First Bus.
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Neufeld’s Commands are received via local bus 166
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Accordingly, first bus and second bus are the same
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No Evidence that Commands are received via PCI Bus
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Neufeld Fails to Render the Claims Obvious 
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• Neufeld is an out of band system
• Management Commands are Received via ethernet 180 and the transmitted over local bus 166
• Snooping has nothing to do with receiving “encrypted form of management requests”
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IPMI Does Not Support a PCI-to-
I²C Detour
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A POSITA would not graft Huckins into IPMI’s LAN Controller
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Petitioner’s Proposed combination would result in a rubegoldbergian design
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The Encryption Location 
(Limitation [1.h]) Remains 
Unproven as Claimed 
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I2C is not inherently encrypted 
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IPMI et al Fails to Render the Claims Obvious 
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• A POSITA would not be motivated to combine IPMI and Huckins
• No evidence that data over the I2C bus is encrypted

POR, 22
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