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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-2

Network Composition and Capability

• The Petition Ignores The Coaxial Limitations of the ’518 Patent
• The ’518 Patent addresses a specific network topology
• The ’518 Patent claims a specific medium

• The Petition Relies on Fundamentally Different Prior Art in Isaksson
• Isaksson is not analogous art
• Isaksson cannot function in the claimed network
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-3

1. Technical evidence now of record shows that a POSITA would not be 
motivated to modify Amit as Petitioner proposes
i. Technical expert confirms Petitioner’s combinations frustrate “low cost” and 

“simple” goals of Amit (Ex. 2002, ¶¶ 100 – 102)

ii. Technical expert confirms Amit already solves the “problems” that motivate 
Petitioner’s combinations (Ex. 2002, ¶¶ 82 – 94)

iii. Petitioner’s expert confirmed he failed to consider or address drawbacks in 
complexity, cost, and incompatibility in Petitioner’s combinations (Ex. 2009, 32:2-
11)

2. Technical evidence now of record shows that a POSITA would not be 
motivated to modify Kliger as Petitioner proposes
i. Technical evidence confirms that a POSITA would not have been motivated to 

modify Kliger’s fixed transmissions with Isaksson’s variable constellation (Ex. 
2002, ¶¶ 155 – 157)

Technical Evidence of Record Not Before Board at Institution
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Claimed Arrangement of the ’518 Patent – Network Composition

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-4

Ex. 1001, cl. 1; POR, 11

Ex. 1001, 1:53-57
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Overview of the ’518 Patent – Network Capability

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-5

• Solves for impairments present in home wiring that restrict high-bandwidth 
communication between devices within a home

• Transmits probe messages to estimate channel characteristics between network devices
• Solves multipath environment problems 

Ex. 1001, 4:25-32

Ex. 1001, 2:35-48; POR, 9
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-6

Ex. 1001, Fig. 1 (annotated in Ex. 2002, 47); POR, 8-9

Overview of the ’518 Patent – Network Composition
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-7

Overview of the “Coax References” – Network Capability

• Kliger • Amit

Ex. 1014, Fig. 1; POR, 26 

Ex. 1007, Fig. 1 (annotated in Ex. 2002, 155); POR, 62
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Isaksson is 1-to-1 device receiver – Network Composition

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-8Ex. 1013, Fig. 1

Ex. 2002, ¶ 151.

Ex. 1013, 10:10-14
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Isaksson’s Lack of Splitters – Network Composition

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-9

• Isaksson’s system is specific to twisted pair as confirmed by the dozens of 
references to twisted pair and similar terms

Ex. 1013, 27:14-15; PO-SR, 23; Ex. 2002, ¶ 60

Ex. 1013, 26:4-6; PO-SR, 23; Ex. 2002, ¶ 60

Ex. 1013, 33:21-27; PO-SR, 23; Ex. 2002, ¶ 60

Ex. 1013, Fig. 2; PO-SR, 23; Ex. 2002, ¶ 60
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The Level of Ordinary Skill in the Art Requires Experience with 
Coaxial Cabling 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-10
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The ’518 Patent Is Specific to Coaxial Cables

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-11

Ex. 1001, cl.1, 1:25-30; POR, 11-12
Ex. 1001, Title, Abstract; POR, 11-12
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-12

Petition, 3

Ground Claims Basis
1 1, 3 §103: Kliger in view of 

Isaksson
2 1, 3 §103: Amit in view of 

Jacobsen and Isaksson

Petition’s Challenged Grounds
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Jacobsen Would Frustrate Amit’s Goals
Ground 2

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-13
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Amit Provides a Simple, Low-Cost Home Networking Solution

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-14

• Petitioner does not dispute Amit’s goal of providing a simple, low-cost home 
networking solution

Ex. 1014, 2:53-56; POR, 32

Ex. 1014, 2:40-43; POR, 32

Ex. 1014, 18:33-34; POR, 32
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New Evidence Post-Institution

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-15
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PO’s Expert Is The Only Testimony On Drawbacks Of Petition’s Combinations

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-16

   TECHNICAL ANALYSIS 

• Mr. Garrett identified multiple technical drawbacks related to hardware costs, 
operational costs, and complexity that only hindsight would overlook 
(Ex. 2002, ¶¶ 100 – 102)

• Dr. Williams failed to consider any disadvantages to the proposed combination 
(Ex. 2009, 32:2-11; PO-SR, 7)
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Jacobsen’s Multi-Carrier Modulation Frustrates Amit’s Goals

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-17

• Mr. Garrett’s analysis is the only evidence of record concerning the disadvantages of 
adding Jacobsen to Amit

Ex. 2002, ¶ 99; POR, 33-35; PO-SR, 4-5

Mr. Garrett Dr. Williams

Hardware costs Increase due to additional modulation hardware (Ex. 2002, ¶ 100) Not Considered

Operational costs Increase due to power consumption (Ex. 2002, ¶ 101) Not Considered

Complexity Increased due to redesigned algorithms and complexity in switch to 
multi-carrier modulation (Ex. 2002, ¶ 102)

Not Considered
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Jacobsen Adds Hardware Costs

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-18Ex. 2002, ¶ 100; POR, 33-34
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Jacobsen Adds Operational Costs

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-19

Ex. 2002, ¶ 101; POR, 34-35
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Jacobsen Adds Complexity 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-20

Ex. 2002, ¶ 102; POR, 35-36
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Any of Petitioner’s Alleged Benefits Do Not Outweigh These Disadvantages

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-21

Ex. 2009, 32:2-11; PO-SR, 7

• Dr. Williams did not weigh the disadvantages of adding Jacobsen
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PO’s Expert Is The Only Testimony On Drawbacks Of Petition’s Combinations

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-22

   TECHNICAL ANALYSIS 

• Mr. Garrett identified multiple technical drawbacks related to hardware costs, 
operational costs, and complexity that only hindsight would overlook 
(Ex. 2002, ¶¶ 100 – 102)

• Dr. Williams failed to consider any disadvantages to the proposed combination 
(Ex. 2009, 32:2-11; PO-SR, 7)

Page 22 of 63



A POSITA Would Not Have Been Motivated to Combine Jacobsen and 
Amit based on Amit’s “RF Challenges”

Ground 2

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-23
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Petitioner’s Combination Theories - Riddled with Hindsight

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-24

NON-EXISTENT PROBLEMS

• Petitioner treats “high reflection” as a problem, but Amit already solves it and 
leverages it (Ex. 1014, 14:1-6; POR, 30)

• Petitioner treats “hidden node” as a problem, but its combination does nothing 
to solve it (Ex. 2002, ¶ 91; POR, 28-30)

• Petition treats “synchronization” as a need, but Jacobsen already had it (Ex. 2002, ¶ 
122; POR, 44)
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Amit’s Uses High Reflections to Communicate 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-25

Petition, 47; POR, 27

• Petitioner cites “high reflection” as a problem to be solved . . .
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Amit’s Transponder Module Addresses Reflections

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-26

• . . . and improperly ignores that Amit already solves that “problem”

Ex. 1014, 20:26-43; Ex. 2002, ¶¶ 84-86; POR, 27-28
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Amit’s “Hidden Node” Issues are Unrelated to Jacobsen

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-27

Petition, 47; POR, 28-30

• Petitioner cites “hidden nodes” as a problem to be solved . . .
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Amit’s “Hidden Node” Issues are Unrelated to Jacobsen

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-28

• . . . but fails to provide any explanation as to how Jacobsen would address this issue

Ex. 2002, ¶ 91; POR, 28-30
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Amit’s Transponder Module Addresses Reflections

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-29

Petition, 47; POR, 27-28; PO-SR, 8-10

• Petitioner plucks out a “problem” with reflection to justify its combination . . .
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Amit’s Uses High Reflections to Communicate 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-30

Ex. 1014, 14:1-6; POR, 30

• . . . and improperly ignores that Amit leverages this reflection to improve communication
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Petitioner’s Combination Theories - Riddled with Hindsight

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-31

NON-EXISTENT PROBLEMS

• Petitioner treats “high reflection” as a problem, but Amit already solves it and 
leverages it (Ex. 1014, 14:1-6; POR, 30)

• Petitioner treats “hidden node” as a problem, but its combination does nothing 
to solve it (Ex. 2002, ¶ 91; POR, 28-30)

• Petition treats “synchronization” as a need, but Jacobsen already had it (Ex. 2002, ¶ 
122; POR, 44)
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A POSITA Would Not Have Been Motivated to Combine Kliger’s Fixed 
Transmissions with Isaksson’s Variable Constellation 

Ground 1

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-32
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Kliger Uses Fixed-Constellation Transmissions

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-33

Ex. 1007, ¶ [0099]; POR, 61; Ex. 2002, ¶ 157  

Ex. 1013, 3:26-34; POR, 17-18, 62; Ex. 2002, ¶ 156 

• Kliger uses a fixed constellation • Isaksson adjusts its number of 
transmitted bits
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-34

New Technical Evidence Confirms Isaksson Would Not Motivate a Change to Kliger

Ex. 2002, ¶ 156; POR, 60-63 

***

A POSITA would not implement Isaksson’s variable-constellation transmissions in 
Kliger’s fixed constellation system
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-35

New Technical Evidence Confirms Isaksson Would Not Motivate a Change to Kliger

Ex. 2002, ¶ 156; POR, 60-63 

A POSITA would not implement Isaksson’s variable-constellation transmissions in 
Kliger’s fixed constellation system
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Kliger’s Network Topology 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-36

Ex. 1007, Fig. 1 (annotated in Ex. 2002, 155); POR, 62; Ex. 2002, ¶ 155
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The ’518 Patent Adjusts Its Bit-loading

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-37

Ex. 1001, cl. 1; POR, 11
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Isaksson is a Point-To-Point Network

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-38
Ex. 1013, Fig. 1

Ex. 2002, ¶ 151.
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Ground No. 2
Amit, Jacobsen, and Isaksson – Section 103

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-39
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Jacobsen already provides the Petition’s Sole Motivation to Further add 
Isaksson

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-40
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Jacobsen Already Provides Synchronized Bit-Loading

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-41

Ex. 2002, ¶ 122; POR, 44

• This “required information” allows for 
synchronized bit-loading 

• Jacobsen transmits “required 
information” on an overhead channel

Ex. 1016, 10; POR, 44

Page 41 of 63



Petitioner’s New Theory is Improper 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-42
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Petitioner Introduces a New Theory Regarding Transmitting Base Sync Frames – Ground 2 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-43

• The Petitioner’s original theory

Petition, 52; PO-SR, 11-12

• The Petitioner’s new theory

Reply, 19; PO-SR, 11-12
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Petitioner Also Relies on This New Theory in Ground 1

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-44

Petition, 26; PO-SR, 14

Reply, 25-26; PO-SR, 14

• The Petitioner’s original theory • The Petitioner’s new theory
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Isaksson is Not Analogous Art 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-45
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Isaksson is Not Reasonably Pertinent to the Problems that the ’518 
Patent Addresses

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-46
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The ’518 Patent Addresses Impairments Specific to an In-Home Network

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-47

Ex. 1001, 4:28-33; POR, 1

Ex. 1001, 4:36-46; POR, 4
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The ’518 Patent Addresses Impairments Specific to an In-Home Network

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-48

Ex. 1001, cl. 1; PO-SR, 18

Ex. 1001, 2:35-48; POR, 9
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Isaksson Does Not Communicate Over Splitter Tap Ports 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-49

Ex. 1001, 2:11-14; PO-SR, 19

Ex. 2009, 46:20-47:8; PO-SR, 19

• Petitioner and Dr. Williams conflate a POTS splitter with the claimed splitters

Ex. 1001, 1:40-45; PO-SR, 19
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The ’518 Patent and Isaksson Are From Different Fields of Endeavors

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-50
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The ’518 Patent Is Specific to Coaxial Cables

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-51

Ex. 1001, cl.1, 1:25-30; POR, 20-22
Ex. 1001, Title, Abstract; POR, 20-22

• The entirety of the ’518 Patent is directed to coaxial cabling
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The ’518 Patent Is Specific to Coaxial Cables

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-52

Ex. 2003, 76:25-77:2; POR, 20 

Ex. 1004, ¶184; POR, 20

• Dr. Williams testified that the ’518 Patent’s field of endeavor is specific to 
coaxial cabling
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Isaksson’s Field of Endeavor is Not Coaxial Cabling 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-53

• Isaksson’s system is specific to twisted pair as confirmed by the dozens of 
references to twisted pair and similar terms

Ex. 1013, 27:14-15; PO-SR, 23; Ex. 2002, ¶ 60

Ex. 1013, 26:4-6; PO-SR, 23; Ex. 2002, ¶ 60

Ex. 1013, 33:21-27; PO-SR, 23; Ex. 2002, ¶ 60

Ex. 1013, Fig. 2; PO-SR, 23; Ex. 2002, ¶ 60
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The Petition Failed to Establish Jacobsen as Prior Art 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-54
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Jacobsen is not prior art

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-55

• Munford is not a POSITA 

Ex. 2010, 10:5-8; 10:13-22; PO-SR, 13

• Prior art status is based on whether 
a POSITA can identify and locate the 
reference.

• Blue Calypso, LLC v. Groupon, Inc., 
815 F.3d 1331, 1348 (Fed. Cir. 2016).

• In re Wyer, 655 F.2d 221, 227 (CCPA 
1981).

. . .
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Jacobsen is not prior art

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-56

Ex. 2010, 25:23-26:7; PO-SR, 13

Ex. 2010, 22:7-21; PO-SR, 13
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Jacobsen is not prior art

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-57Ex. 1014, 24:21-25:22
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Overview of the ’518 Patent

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-59

Ex. 1001, 4:36-42; POR, 11

Ex. 1001, Abstract; POR, 8
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Overview of Amit

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-60

Ex. 1014, Cover; POR, 26

Ex. 1014, Fig. 1; POR, 26 
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Overview of Jacobsen

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-61

Ex. 1016, Fig. 2; POR, 44

Ex. 1016, 8; POR, 26
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Overview of Isaksson

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-62

Ex. 1013, 1:3-7; POR, 12

Ex. 1013, Cover; POR, 12
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Overview of Kliger 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-63

Ex. 1007, Fig. 1 (annotated in Ex. 2002, 155); POR, 62Ex. 1007, Cover; POR, 49
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