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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-2

Ex. 1001; Fig. 1A; POR, 6-9

Ex. 1001; Cover; POR, 5-11

Overview of the ’008 Patent
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Overview of the ’008 Patent

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-3

Ex. 1001, Abstract; POR, 5-11

• The ’008 Patent describes systems and methods for spectrum monitoring of a network-based service, such as cable or 
satellite television, using equipment located at the customer’s premises

Ex. 1001, Fig. 1B; POR, 6-10
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Overview of the ’008 Patent

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-4

Ex. 1001, cl. 3; POR 5-10Ex. 1001, cl. 1; POR 5-10 Ex. 1001, cl. 11; POR 5-10
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Overview of Kamieniecki (Grounds A-C)

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-5

Ex. 1009, Fig. 1; POR 15

Ex. 1009, Cover; POR 14-15

Ex. 1009, [0014]-[0015]; POR 14-15
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Overview of Konstantinos (Grounds A-C)

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-6

Ex. 1010, Fig. 2; POR 17

Ex. 1010, Cover; POR 16-18
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Overview of Renken (Grounds D-E)

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-7

Ex. 1011, Cover; POR, 47-49

Ex. 1011, Fig. 3; POR, 48 

Ex. 1011, Fig. 2; POR, 49 
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Grounds A-C: 
Overview of the Combination and the Proposed POSITA

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-8
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Petitioner Proposes a Physical Substitution

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-9

• The proposed combination “replaces the IB and OOB tuners in Kamieniecki’s STB with 
Konstantinos’ multi-channel receiver” (Petition, 32-35) (emphasis added)

Ex. 1009, Fig. 1 & Ex. 1010, Fig. 2 (modified); POR, 18
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Petitioner Proposes a Physical Substitution

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-10

• The Petition recognizes that a POSITA must physically replace Kamieniecki’s IB and OOB 
tuners because Konstantinos disparages using single-channel tuners 

Petition, 33-34

Ex. 1010, ¶ [0006]; Petition, 33-34

Page 10 of 67



Petitioner’s Expert Understood the Combination is a Physical Substitution

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-11

• Petitioner’s expert testified in his declaration that Konstantinos’s multi-channel receiver 
would replace Kamieniecki’s IB and OOB tuner

Ex. 1002, ¶ 112; Petition, 33

Ex. 1002, ¶ 126, Petition, 34

Ex. 1002, ¶ 116; Petition, 34

Ex. 1002, ¶ 127; Petition, 34-35
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Petitioner’s Expert Understood the Combination is a Physical Substitution

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-12

• Petitioner’s expert also testified at his depositions that Konstantinos’s multi-channel 
receiver would replace Kamieniecki’s IB and OOB tuner

Ex. 2014, 149:22-150:6

Ex. 2014, 128:3-8

Ex. 2014, 155:3-11

Ex. 2014, 154:7-10

Ex. 2021, 33:12-34:1
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-13

Petitioner’s Expert was Guided by Hindsight

Ex. 2021, 34:13-23; PO Sur-Reply, 13
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-14

Petition Proposes a Less-Experienced POSITA and a Generic Expectation of Success

Petition, 30

Petition, 34-35
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Grounds A-C: The Proposed Combination Fails to Render Obvious 
Every Claim Element

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-15
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-16

What the Petition Relies UponClaim Element
“In the Kamieniecki-Konstantinos combination, the IB and OOB channels of Kamieniecki 
would be the RF Input that is received by the Konstantinos multi-channel receiver 200. The 
digitization of the IB and OOB channels of Kamieniecki by the ADC 204 [of Konstantinos] 
results in a multi-channel digital signal (‘digitized signal’) that is a digitized equivalent of the 
input RF signal.” (Petition, 38) 

an analog-to-digital converter operable to digitize a 
received signal spanning an entire television spectrum 
comprising a plurality of television channels, said 
digitization resulting in a digitized signal;

“In the proposed combination, the monitor 116 would receive a selected IB and/or OOB 
channel as a digital output stream from the Konstantinos receiver 200.” (Petition, 39) (citing 
Lett (Ex. 1002) at ¶ 131)

a signal monitor operable to:
analyze said digitized signal to determine a 
characteristic of said digitized signal; and report said 
determined characteristic to a source of said received 
signal;

“Kamieniecki’s STB 110 would obviously have a decoder to decode the MPEG-2 stream . . .”
“Konstantinos also describes channel and source decoders . . .”
“A POSITA would have known that such decoders would be data processors . . .”

(Petition, 40) (citing Lett (Ex. 1002) at ¶¶ 135-136) 

a data processor operable to process a television 
channel to recover content carried on the television 
channel; and

“Konstantinos describes a Multi-Channel Selector 206 [] (claimed ‘a channelizer’), which 
includes a Multi-Band Selector 205 and multiple Channel Selectors 207A-N, which select 
channels from the digitized broadband input signal, and output them concurrently, as 
illustrated in Figure 2.” (Petition, 41)

a channelizer operable to:
select a first portion of said digitized signal;
select a second portion of said digitized signal; and

Lett (Ex. 1002) at ¶¶ 145-146concurrently output said first portion of said digitized 
signal to said signal monitor and said second portion of 
said digitized signal to said data processor.

Petition Relies on the Following to Allegedly Render Obvious Claim 1 
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-17

The Cited Prior Art Fails to Render Obvious the “Concurrently Output” Element

• The “concurrently output” element is supplied by Petitioner’s expert

Petition, 43

Petition, 44
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-18

Ex. 1002, ¶ 145

The Cited Prior Art Fails to Render Obvious the “Concurrently Output” Element

• The Petition relies on gap-filling testimony not based on the references

Petition, 43
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-19

Ex. 1002, ¶ 146

The Cited Prior Art Fails to Render Obvious the “Concurrently Output” Element

Petition, 44

• The Petition relies on gap-filling testimony not based on the references
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-20

Ex. 2012 (annotated in red); POR, 24
Ex. 2014, 174:21-175:16, 175:21-176:3; POR, 24

The Cited Prior Art Fails to Render Obvious the “Concurrently Output” Element

• Mr. Lett’s deposition testimony demonstrates failure of proof
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-21

The Cited Prior Art Fails to Render Obvious the “Concurrently Output” Element

• Petitioner also took the position that a decoder could be before the monitor, which would 
also prevent a concurrent output to both a decoder and Kamieniecki’s monitor 

Petitioner Reply, 4-5
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The Proposed Combination Fails to Render Obvious Every Claim Element

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-22

Ex. 1001, cl. 1
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Kamieniecki’s Monitor Does Not Analyze a Digitized Signal

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-23

• Both experts agree that Kamieniecki’s STB and the proposed combination receive an 
analog carrier signal that carries digital information

Ex. 2014, 56:18-57:13; POR, 38

Ex. 2013, ¶ 127; POR, 38
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Kamieniecki’s Monitor Does Not Analyze a Digitized Signal

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-24

Ex. 1009, Fig. 1 (annotated)

• The parties disagree what components exist between the IB and OOB tuners and the 
MON
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-25

• If the IB and OOB tuners output directly to MON, then the MON is designed to analyze an 
analog signal because both experts agree that Kamieniecki is selecting an analog channel

Kamieniecki’s Monitor Does Not Analyze a Digitized Signal

Ex. 2013, ¶ 128; POR, 39

Ex. 2021, 38:21-25
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-26

• If Petitioner is correct that an ADC is between the IB and OOB tuners and the MON, then 
the combination does not make sense

ADC

ADC

Ex. 1009, Fig. 1 & Ex. 1010, Fig. 2 (modified)

Kamieniecki’s Monitor Does Not Analyze a Digitized Signal
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-27

• Moving an ADC from after channel 
selection (Kamieniecki) to before 
channel selection (Konstantinos) 
drastically affects the required 
power and thus would not be as 
simple as Petitioner suggests

Kamieniecki’s Monitor Does Not Analyze a Digitized Signal

Ex. 2013, ¶ 92; POR, 28
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-28

• As found by the PTAB in another proceeding, moving the point of digitization earlier is 
not as simple as moving an ADC

Kamieniecki’s Monitor Does Not Analyze a Digitized Signal

Entropic Communications, LLC v. DISH Network Corp, IPR2023-00391, Paper 13 at 4 (PTAB Jan. 19, 2024)
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-29

• Petitioner’s expert relies on a cherry-picked document about the Explorer 4200 because 
he did not recall the specifics about any particular STB from Scientific-Atlanta

Kamieniecki’s Monitor Does Not Analyze a Digitized Signal

Ex. 2014, 21:6-22:3; PO Sur-Reply, 4 Ex. 2021, 24:16-25:14; PO Sur-Reply, 4
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Grounds A-C: There is No Reasonable Expectation of Success

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-30
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-31

Ex. 2014, 175:21-176:16; POR 20-24
Ex. 2014, 150:7-20; POR 20-24

Ex. 2014, 159:6-20; POR 20-24

Petitioner’s Expert Failed to Explain How the Proposed Combination Would Function

• If Petitioner’s expert could not figure out the details, how would the less-experienced POSITA?
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-32
Ex. 2012 (annotated in red); POR, 24

“Ordinary Creativity” is Not a Gap-Filler
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Grounds A-C: Kamieniecki and Konstantinos Receive Differently 
Formatted Input Signals

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-33
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-34

Kamieniecki and Konstantinos Receive Differently Formatted RF Signals

Petition, 36

• The proposed combination receives a signal with IB and OOB channels
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• Both experts agree that OOB channels have bandwidths between 1-2 MHz

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-35

Ex. 2013, ¶ 58; POR, 35

Kamieniecki and Konstantinos Receive Differently Formatted RF Signals

Ex. 2014, 142:21-143:10
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-36

Kamieniecki and Konstantinos Receive Differently Formatted RF Signals

Ex. 2013, ¶ 95; POR 23-25

• Konstantinos receives a DOCSIS signal, which has channels with a 6 MHz bandwidth

Ex. 1010, ¶ [0011]
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-37

Ex. 1009, ¶ [0014]; POR 31-33 
Ex. 2013, ¶ 123; POR 31-33 

• These differences would render Kamieniecki’s STB unfit to report signal quality 
information

Kamieniecki and Konstantinos Receive Differently Formatted RF Signals
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Grounds A-C: The Proposed Combination Would Unnecessarily 
Increase Cost and Complexity

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-38
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-39

Kamieniecki’s Single-Tuner Design is Sufficient for Its Intended Application

Ex. 2021, 10:6-24; PO Sur-Reply, 10

Ex. 2021, 12:16-13:6; PO Sur-Reply, 10-11
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The Proposed Combination Unnecessarily Increases Complexity 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-40

• The high-speed ADC would require additional power supplies and shielding to function 
properly

Ex. 2013, ¶ 105; POR 28-29
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-41Ex. 2013, ¶ 100; POR 20-21

Ex. 2013, ¶ 99; POR 20-21

• Petition’s POSITA lacked the knowledge and experience to integrate the complex 
functionality such as high speed analog to digital conversion into Kamieniecki’s STB

The Proposed Combination Unnecessarily Increases Complexity 
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-42

Ex. 2021, 43:5-44:17; PO Sur-Reply, 8

• Petitioner’s expert did not know how to resolve these complexities

The Proposed Combination Unnecessarily Increases Complexity 
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• The redesign of Kamieniecki’s single-tuner STB would have a steep initial design cost

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-43
Ex. 2014, 25:8-19, 30:15-19; POR 27-28

Ex. 2013, ¶ 107; POR 27-28

The Proposed Combination Unnecessarily Increases Costs 

. . .
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-44

• Multi-channel functionality would be unnecessary for Kamieniecki’s STB

The Proposed Combination Unnecessarily Increases Costs 

Ex. 2013, ¶ 109; POR 28-29

Ex. 2013, ¶ 108; POR 28-29
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-45

• Petitioner’s expert agreed it would not make sense to add unnecessary features 

The Proposed Combination Unnecessarily Increases Costs 

Ex. 2021, 22:11-16; PO Sur-Reply, 11
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Grounds A-C: Combining Konstantinos and Kamieniecki in the 
Manner Proposed Would Fundamentally Alter Both References

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-46
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Kamieniecki Waits for Idle Before Gathering Signal Quality Information 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-47

Ex. 1002, ¶ 68; POR, 31

• Both experts agree that Kamieniecki waits for the STB to be idle before monitoring

Ex. 2013, ¶ 112; POR, 31

Ex. 1002, ¶ 145; POR, 31
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Kamieniecki Waits for Idle Before Gathering Signal Quality Information 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-48

• Petitioner proposes disregarding this principle of operation

Petition, 43
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Fundamental Changes to Konstantinos’s architecture

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-49

Ex. 1010, ¶ [0046]; POR 32 

Ex. 2013, ¶ 117; PO Sur-Reply, 14

• Real-time monitoring would require a change to Konstantinos’s 1:1 ratio between 
channel selectors and decoders
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Grounds D-E: Renken is Not Prior Art

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-50
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Petitioner Fails to Meet Its Burden to Show Renken is Prior Art 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-51

• Petitioner argues it would have been obvious to place the CMC at the headend

Petition, 64
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Petitioner Fails to Meet Its Burden to Show Renken is Prior Art 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-52

• The Federal Circuit has rejected this “obvious” argument

POR, 51
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-53

• Petitioner shifts in Reply and argues Renken is prior art regardless of whether the 
Renken provisional discloses the CMC is located at the headend

Petitioner Fails to Meet Its Burden to Show Renken is Prior Art 

Petitioner Reply, 19
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-54

• In re Riggs rejects Petitioner’s new argument

PO Sur-Reply, 19

Petitioner Fails to Meet Its Burden to Show Renken is Prior Art 
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Grounds D-E: Renken Fails to Render Obvious Every Claim Element

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-55
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Renken Fails to Render Obvious Every Claim Element

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-56

Ex. 1001, cl. 1
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-57

What the Petition Relies UponClaim Element
“Renken describes an analog-to-digital converter (ADC) 25 [], which is part of the 
downstream receiver circuit of a measurement-capable cable modem (MCCM).” (Petition, 
61) 

an analog-to-digital converter operable to digitize a 
received signal spanning an entire television spectrum 
comprising a plurality of television channels, said 
digitization resulting in a digitized signal;

“Renken describes an MCCM processor (claimed ‘signal monitor’) executing a 
measurement program to obtain signal measurements.” (Petition, 63) 

a signal monitor operable to:
analyze said digitized signal to determine a 
characteristic of said digitized signal; and report said 
determined characteristic to a source of said received 
signal;

“Renken describes a MPEG/DOCSIS Decoder [] (claimed ‘data processor’), which is found in 
each of the Receivers in MCCM.” (Petition, 64-65) 

a data processor operable to process a television 
channel to recover content carried on the television 
channel; and

“Renken describes a number of parallel digital down converters (DDC) []
(claimed ‘channelizer’), each responsible for filtering out, or selecting, a particular
downstream channel.” (Petition, 66)

a channelizer operable to:

“In operation, a first DDC may select a channel that the processor (monitor) desired to be 
measured and either the DDC or other downstream components (e.g., QAM Demodulator 
or MPEG/DOCSIS Decoder) send data to the monitor as directed by the measurement 
program, while a second DDC may concurrently select a channel (e.g., a television channel) 
to be decoded by MPEG/DOCSIS Decoder for viewing.” (Petition, 67)

select a first portion of said digitized signal;
select a second portion of said digitized signal; and
concurrently output said first portion of said digitized 
signal to said signal monitor and said second portion of 
said digitized signal to said data processor.

Petition Relies on the Following to Allegedly Render Obvious Claim 1 

Page 57 of 67



Renken’s Architecture does not Allow for Concurrent Output

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-58

• Petitioner and its expert explicitly identified the “MCCM processor” alone as the claimed 
signal monitor and distinguished the QAM Demodulator as separate from the signal 
monitor

Petition, 67

Petition, 63 Ex. 1002, ¶ 202

Ex. 1002, ¶ 216

Page 58 of 67



Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-59

• The Board understood that Petitioner identified MCCM processor 50 as the signal monitor

ID (Paper 8), 35 n.11

Renken’s Architecture Does Not Allow for Concurrent Output

Ex. 1011, Fig. 2 (annotated)
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-60

Ex. 1011, Fig. 3 (red annotation added) Ex. 1011, Fig. 2 (red annotation added)

• The selected channels are not “concurrently” output to what the Petition identifies as 
the signal monitor and the data processor

Renken’s Architecture Does Not Allow for Concurrent Output
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Ex. 2013, ¶ 140; POR, 58

Petitioner’s Argument Based on “Measurement Data” Fails

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-61

• Petitioner fails to explain how “measurement data” is a “portion of said digitized signal”
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There are Objective Indicia That the Challenged Claims of the ’008 
Patent are Not Obvious

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-62
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Industry Praised Remote Spectrum Monitoring

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-63

• Dr. Russ testified in his declaration that the cable industry uses the term “Full-Band 
Capture” interchangeably with MaxLinear’s “Remote Spectrum Monitoring”

• Petitioner’s expert provided no opinions regarding objective indicia

Ex. 2013, ¶ 144; POR, 63 n. 1
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Petitioner’s Expert Supports PO’s Objective Indicia

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-64

• Part of the reason the industry 
praised Remote Spectrum 
Monitoring was because it 
addressed a well-known problem 
in the industry

PO Sur-Reply, 22-23

Page 64 of 67



Industry Praised Remote Spectrum Monitoring

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-65

• Remote Spectrum Monitoring 
was praised by industry groups 
and MaxLinear’s competitors

POR, 64-65
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There is a Clear Nexus Between the Claimed Invention and the Industry Praise

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-66

• The independent claims of the 
’008 Patent recite all of the 
components needed to 
implement Remote Spectrum 
Monitoring

POR, 65
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