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Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 1
Comcast, Ex. 1034 

Comcast v. Entropic 
IPR2024-00442



Overview of the ’826 Patent

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 2

(Pet., pp. 2-4; Ex. 1001 (’826 Patent), Fig. 1A, 1B; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶31-35)



Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 3

(ID, p. 9; Pet., p. 22; POR, pp. 1-49; Sur-reply, pp. 1-23.)

Grounds of Invalidity

PO Argues:
1) Improper Combination
2) Failure of Proof/Bodily 
Incorporation
3) Lack of Digital Monitoring

PO Argues:
1) No Network Management 
Messages



Overview of Grounds A-D: Kamieniecki
+ Konstantinos

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 4

(Pet., pp. 9, 12, 27-40; POR, p. 17; Ex. 1009 (Kamieniecki), Fig. 1; Ex. 1010 (Konstantinos), Fig. 2)



Overview of Grounds A-D: Kamieniecki
+ Konstantinos

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 5

(Pet., pp. 9, 12, 27-40; POR, p. 17; Ex. 1009 (Kamieniecki), Fig. 1; Ex. 1010 (Konstantinos), Fig. 2)

Konstantinos’ Multi-
Channel Receiver

Kamieniecki’s
STB



Grounds A-D - Kamieniecki

Title – “Monitoring 
Signal Quality on a 
Cable Network”

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 6

(Pet., p. 9; Ex. 1009 
(Kamieniecki), ¶[0013])

(Pet., pp. 8-10; Ex. 1009 (Kamieniecki), Fig. 1)

(Pet., p. 9; Ex. 1009 (Kamieniecki), ¶[0016])



Kamieniecki Broadly Teaches Monitoring

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 7

(Pet., pp. 9-10, 36-37; Ex. 1009 (Kamieniecki), ¶¶[0017], [0027], Fig. 2; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶73)



Kamieniecki Broadly Teaches Monitoring

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 8

(Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶73; Pet., pp. 10, 9, 36-37) 



Konstantinos’ Multi-Channel Receiver

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 9

(Pet., pp. 11-13; Ex. 1010 (Konstantinos), Fig. 2; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶81-82)



Konstantinos Provides the Motivation to 
Improve Kamieniecki’s STB

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 10

(Pet., pp. 11, 27-30; Ex. 1010 (Konstantinos), [0001]; Ex. 1002 (Lett 
Declaration), ¶¶127-129)

(Pet., pp. 11, 27-30; Ex. 1010, 
¶[0011]; Ex. 1002, ¶¶78-80)



Konstantinos Provides the Motivation to 
Improve Kamieniecki’s STB

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 11

(Pet., pp. 11, 27-30; Ex. 1010 (Konstantinos), ¶¶ [0006], [0011], [0016]; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶78-80)



• Unlimited Multi-Channel Functionality Means STB Can Receive 
Many Channels at Once

• Better Monitoring
o No Longer Limited to Only Monitoring IB Channels During Idle 

Periods
o Monitor Even During Heavy Usage

• Better STB Performance
o Simultaneously Receiving Multiple Channels Leads to Faster 

Channel Switching

Konstantinos Helps Kamieniecki’s STB 
Perform Better

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 12

(Pet., pp. 36-37; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶ 159)

(Pet., pp. 28-29, Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶149)

(Pet., pp. 27-30; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶130-31, 149-50)



PO’s Shotgun Approach to the Combination

• PO Improperly Limits the Obviousness Analysis to Only a 
“Physical Substitution”

• PO Argues Technical Difficulties that are Not Difficult to a 
POSITA

• PO Argues that, Despite the Market Demand, a POSITA 
Would Have Preferred to Keep Kamieniecki’s STB “Basic”

• PO Argues that a Disadvantage of Kamieniecki’s STB was a 
“Fundamental Principle” too Cherished to Alter

• PO Argues a “1:1 Ratio” Ignoring Konstantinos’ Teachings
• PO Argues that Kamieniecki Already Had Multi-Channel 

Tuning
• PO Argues the Combination Loses the OOB Channel

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 13

(POR, pp. 40-41)

(POR, pp. 18-25)

(POR, pp. 27-28)

(POR, pp. 29-33)

(POR, pp. 32-33)

(POR, pp. 31-32)

(POR, pp. 33-35)



Combination Not Limited to Physical 
Substitution

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 14

(Pet., pp. 29, 27-30) 



Patent Owner Raises Technical Difficulties
Konstantinos Addresses the Technical Issues Using the Same 
Approach as the ’826 Patent, For example, Both Use “Interleaved” 
ADCs, which Konstantinos Credits for its Power Savings

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 15

(Reply, pp. 2-4; Ex. 1001 (’826 Patent) c6:2-6; Ex. 1010 (Konstantinos), 
¶¶[0061], [0104]; Ex. 1032 (Lett Reply Declaration), ¶¶8-9)

Konstantinos

’826 Patent



• PO Ignores Konstantinos’ Express Teaching of the Evolving 
Market Demand:

• Even if SOME Users Preferred the “Basic” STB, Others 
Would be Part of the Evolving Market

PO Argues Kamieniecki is a “Basic” STB, While Multi-
Channel Tuning is Reserved for “Advanced” STBs

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 16

(POR, p. 27)

(Pet., pp. 11-13, 27-30; Ex. 1010 
(Konstantinos), ¶¶[0001], [0016]; Reply, p. 

8; Ex. 1032 (Lett Reply Declaration), ¶¶5-6)



PO Argues that Konstantinos Requires a 
“1:1 Ratio” of Selectors to Decoders

• PO is Wrong.  
o Konstantinos Does not Require a Decoder for Every 

Selector
o Far from Being a Required “Ratio,” Konstantinos Actually 

Says Channels “May” be Decoded:

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 17

(Ex. 1010 (Konstantinos), ¶[0043]; Reply, pp. 10-11; Ex. 1032 (Lett Reply Declaration), ¶7)

(POR, pp. 32-33)



PO Argues that Kamieniecki Already had 2 Tuners (1 IB and 1 
OOB), Allowing Simultaneously Monitoring OOB and Tuning to 

an IB Channel

• Kamieniecki’s Single-Channel IB Tuner Can Only Tune One IB 
Channel at a Time

• The Konstantinos Multi-Channel Receiver Allows Monitoring IB 
Channel While Watching TV

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 18

(POR, p. 30)

(Pet., p. 36; Ex. 1009 (Kamieniecki), [0015, 17]; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), 
¶ 159; Reply, pp. 9-10; Ex. 2013 (Russ Declaration), ¶84)

(Pet., pp. 9, 27-30, 36-37; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶158-60; Reply, p. 10; Ex. 1009 (Kamieniecki), Fig. 1 (annotated))



• This Misstates the Combination

• PO’s Sur-Reply Statement that this was Unrebutted is Incorrect
o This is Explained by Mr. Lett in His Declaration para. 131, His 

Reply Declaration para. 10, and the Reply pp. 5-6

Patent Owner Argues a Strawman of a Combination that 
Deletes OOB Functionality

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 19

(POR, pp. 33-35)

(Reply, p. 11; Pet., pp. 27-30; Ex. 1002 (Lett 
Declaration), ¶ ¶ 127-32; Ex. 1032 (Lett Reply 

declaration), ¶10)

(Sur-reply, pp. 14-15; Reply, pp. 5-6; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶131;  Ex. 1032 (Lett Reply Declaration), ¶10)

(Reply, p. 11)

(Pet., p. 27)



PO Argues that [1F] is Not Met
• [1F] “processing said selected second portion of said digitized 

signal to recover information carried in said plurality of 
channels.”

• EACH of Kamieniecki and Konstantinos Shows Recovering Content 
from a Channel …

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 20

Konstantinos

Kamieniecki

(POR, pp. 39-42; Ex. 1001 (‘826 Patent), cl. 1)

(Ex. 1009 (Kamieniecki), ¶[0013)

(Ex. 1010 (Konstantinos), ¶ [0030)

(Pet., pp. 37-38; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶162-66)



PO Argues that Limitation [1G] is not Met
• [1G] “analyzing said selected first portion of said digitized signal to measure a 

characteristic of said received signal”

• PO argues Kamieniecki’s Monitor would ONLY Monitor ANALOG signals

• But Kamieniecki’s STB Can Receive Analog or DIGITAL Channels

• PO’s Expert Admits In Order to Receive MPEG-2, There Would Have to be an 
Analog-to-Digital Converter

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 21

(Reply, p. 13; Ex. 1033 (Russ 
Deposition), 32:3-17; Ex. 2013 

(Russ Declaration), ¶62)

(Ex. 1009 (Kamieniecki), ¶ [0004]); Reply, pp. 12-13; Ex. 1032 (Lett Reply Declaration), ¶18)

(POR, pp. 12-13)

(POR, pp. 36-39; Ex. 1001 ('826 Patent), cl. 1)



Kamieniecki Teaches Monitoring Broadly

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 22

(Pet., p. 10, 30, 39, 41, 47; Ex. 1009 (Kamieniecki), ¶¶[0018-21])



But:
• Claim 6 Does Not Require Reporting “Signal 

Power v. Frequency” to the Headend.
• Claim 6 Only Requires Controlling the 

Message’s Transmission Based on the “Signal 
Power v. Frequency,” and the Message is 
“Different Than” the “Signal Power v. 
Frequency”

• The Petition states that the “Characteristic” is 
Signal Level (Power) for Each 
Channel/Frequency

• The Petition states that the “Message” is the 
Channel Presence/Absence for Each 
Channel/Frequency, and Channel 
Presence/Absence is Different from Signal 
Level (Power)

PO Argued that Features of Dependent Claims 6 
and 15 are Not Met Based on the ID

The Institution Decision Found:

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 23

(Pet., pp. 46-47, 57; ID, p. 34; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶ 198-199, 234; Ex. 1009 
(Kamieniecki), ¶[0007]; Reply, pp. 17-18; (Ex. 1001 (‘826 Patent), cls. 1, 6, 15)

(POR, p. 42)

(‘826 Patent), cls. 1, 6, 15)



Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 24

(Pet., p. 22; POR, pp. 44-49)

Grounds E and F

PO Argues Renken Lacks “Network Management Messages”



Renken (Grounds E-F)

• “Cable Modem for Network Measurements”

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 25

(Pet., p. 13; Ex. 1011 (Renken), 1:7-10; POR, pp. 42-49)

(Ex. 1011 (Renken), Abstract)

• Renken incorporates by reference U.S. Provisional 
Application 61/444,611 (“Renken Provisional” Ex. 1012).



Renken

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 26

(Ex. 1011 (Renken), Fig. 1; Pet., p. 59; Ex. 1002, ¶¶241-251)

’826 Patent:

Measurement-Capable 
Cable Modems (MCCM)

(Ex. 1001 (‘826 Patent), cl. 1)



Renken

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 27

(Ex. 1011 (Renken), Figs. 2-3; Pet., pp. 59-67; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶238-332)

(Ex. 1001 (‘826 Patent), cl. 1)



Renken

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 28

(Pet., pp. 59-67; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶268-272; Ex. 1012 (Renken Provisional), p.7)

Renken Provisional (Ex. 1012):

(Ex. 1001 (‘826 Patent), cl. 1)



Renken

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 29

(Ex. 1011 (Renken), 22:65-23:4; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶277; Ex. 1012 (Renken Provisional), p. 15; Pet., pp. 59-67)

Renken Provisional (Ex. 1012):

Renken (Ex. 1011):

(Ex. 1001 (‘826 Patent), cl. 1)



•

• PO’s Sur-reply Incorrectly Alleges that the POR 
Addressed the Renken Provisional

• POR p. 46 Does Not Cite the Renken Provisional
• POR p. 46 Does Not Address the Features, from the 

Renken Provisional, Relied on in the Petition

PO Failed to Address the Renken Provisional

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 30

(Pet., pp. 13-19, 66; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶279; POR, pp. 42-49)

(Sur-reply, p. 21)

(Reply, pp. 19-20)



Renken

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 31

(Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶279; Ex. 1011 (Renken), 1:7-10; Ex. 
1012 (Renken Provisional), p. 15; Pet., pp. 59-67; Reply, pp. 19-20)

Unrebutted Testimony of Mr. Lett Regarding 
MCCM Reporting Problems to Headend:

(Ex. 1001 (‘826 Patent), cl. 1)



“controlling the transmission of network management messages”

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 32

The only claim limitation disputed by Patent Owner is whether Renken renders 
obvious “controlling the transmission of network management messages.”

Claim 1, [1H]: 
controlling the transmission of network management messages back to 
said headend based on said measured characteristic of said received signal, 
wherein said measured characteristic is different than said network 
management messages.

Claim 10, [10F]: 
control the transmission of network management messages back to said 
headend based on said measured characteristic of said received signal, 
wherein said measured characteristic is different than said network 
management messages.

(Ex. 1001 (’826 Patent), 7:51-55, 8:35-39)



Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 33

Patent Owner argues in Sur-reply:

1. The MCCM only reports measured characteristics, and 
nothing else based on any measured characteristics, to 
the CMC.

2. There is no motivation for the MCCM to report errors 
or alarms.

3. MCCM reporting errors or alarms would be 
antithetical to Renken’s centralized monitoring.

(POR, pp. 42-49; Sur-reply, pp. 20-23.)

“controlling the transmission of network management messages”



Renken is not limited to centralized monitoring.

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 34

(Petition, p. 66; Reply, pp. 18-22; Ex. 1011, 22:67-23:4; Ex. 1012, p. 15; Ex. 1002, ¶¶ 279-280)

Renken describes:
• error thresholds being sent 

to the MCCMs, and

• problems being detected by 
the MCCMs.

Both of which are inconsistent 
with Renken being limited to 
centralized monitoring.



Renken

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 35

(Pet. pp. 59-67; Ex. 1011 (Renken), Figs. 2-3; Ex. 1012 (Renken Prov), p. 15)



Overview - Sadja
• “Cable Diagnostic and 

Monitoring System”

• STB Monitors Signal 
Characteristics and Raises 
Alarms

• Cited for Example 
Parameters

• Not Addressed in POR

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 36

(Pet., pp. 19-20, 41-43; Ex. 1021 (Sadja), [0018], 
[0049], [0059], [0081]-[0084])

(Pet., pp. 19-20, 41-43; Ex. 1021 (Sadja), 
[0018], [0049], [0059], [0081]-[0084])



Overview - Salinger
• “Distributed Network 

Performance Monitoring”

• Probe Monitors Signals in Cable 
Network and Sends Message if 
Limit is Exceeded

• Cited for Example Parameters

• Not Addressed in POR

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 37

(Pet., pp. 20-21, 47-48; Ex. 
1022 (Salinger), [0005], 

[0049], [0064])

(Pet., pp. 20-21, 47-48; Ex. 1022 (Salinger), 
[0005], [0049], [0064])



Overview - Aggarwal
• “Rapid Channel Signal 

Identification”

• TV Receiver Measures Signals

• Also Cited for Example 
Parameters

• Not Addressed in POR

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 38

(Pet., pp. 21-22, 44-46; Ex. 
1025 (Aggarwal))

(Pet., pp. 21-22, 44-46; Ex. 
1025 (Aggarwal))



Grounds A-D: Claim 2

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 39

(Pet. 40-41; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶ 176-178; Ex. 1009 (Kamieniecki), ¶[0014])

• [2]: “The method of claim 1, wherein said network management 
messages indicate whether a parameter is outside of acceptable 
bounds.”

• POR Did Not Separately Dispute Claim 2



• [3]: “The method of claim 2, wherein said parameter is a modulation 
parameter of said received signal.”

• Kamieniecki’s “error counts” and “errors/dropouts” would include 
errors in modulation.

• Sadja (Ex. 1021) alternatively shows various modulation parameters 
known for measuring health of a digital signal

Grounds A-D: Claim 3

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 40

(Pet., pp. 41-43; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), 
¶¶179-185; Ex. 1009 (Kamieniecki), ¶¶[0014], 

[0020]; Ex. 1021 (Sadja), ¶[0081])



Grounds A-D: Claim 4

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 41

(Pet., pp. 43-44; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶186-188; 
Ex. 1009 (Kamieniecki), ¶[0014])

• [4]: “The method of claim 2, wherein said parameter is a transmit 
power of said received signal.”

• Kamieniecki discloses “Signal Level Estimates” for measured 
channels, which a POSITA would understand to refer to the transmit 
power of those channels

• POR Did Not Separately Dispute Claim 4



Grounds A-D: Claim 5

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 42

• [5]: “The method of claim 2, wherein said parameter is a frequency 
offset of said received signal.”

• A channel being “present” requires that channel to be at the correct 
frequency, so if it is OFFSET from that frequency too much, then 
that would be a reason for it being considered ABSENT when 
Kamieniecki reports “channel absence/presence”

(Pet., pp. 44-46; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), 
¶¶191-197; Ex. 1009 (Kamieniecki), ¶[0014])



Grounds A-D: Claim 5

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 43

• Aggarwal (Ex. 1025) Shows that “frequency offset” Needs to be 
Within Acceptable Range.

• POR Did Not Separately Dispute Claim 5

(Pet. pp. 44-46; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶191-197; Ex. 1025 
(Aggarwal), 2:41-45)



Grounds A-D: Claim 7

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 44

• [7]: “The method of claim 1, wherein said characteristic is signal 
phase vs. frequency.”

• Konstantinos Recognized Phase Noise as a Problem …

• Obvious to Monitor for this Problem

• Alternatively, Salinger (Ex. 1022) Shows This …

(Pet., pp. 47-48; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), 
¶¶201-206; Ex. 1010 (Konstantinos), ¶[0009])



Grounds A-D: Claim 7

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 45

• [7]: “The method of claim 1, wherein said characteristic is signal 
phase vs. frequency.”

• Salinger (Ex. 1022) Monitors Cable Network, and Includes Phase 
Noise in its Measurement of Modulation Error Ratio

• POR Did not Separately Dispute Claim 7

(Pet., pp. 47-48; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), 
¶¶201-206; Ex. 1022 (Salinger), ¶[0036])



Grounds A-D: Claim 8

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 46

• [8]: “The method of claim 1, wherein said characteristic is one of: 
signal-to-noise ratio, peak-to-average ratio, noise levels, bit error 
rate, and symbol error rate.”

• Kamieniecki’s Error Count Would Include Bit Error Rate and 
Symbol Error Rates:

• Kamieniecki’s “Channel Absence/Presence” Would be Based on 
Any Known Signal Quality Metric

(Pet. pp. 49-50; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶207-
211; Ex. 1009 (Kamieniecki), ¶[0014])



Grounds A-D: Claim 8

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 47

• [8]: “The method of claim 1, wherein said characteristic is one of: 
signal-to-noise ratio, peak-to-average ratio, noise levels, bit error 
rate, and symbol error rate.”

• Konstantinos Shows Bit-Error-Rate and Signal-to-Noise were 
Known Metrics of Signal Performance

• POR Did Not Separately Dispute Claim 8

(Pet., pp. 49-50; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), 
¶¶207-211; Ex. 1010 (Konstantinos), ¶[0109])



Grounds A-D: Claim 9

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 48

• [9]: “The method of claim 1, configuring, by said one or more 
circuits, a bandwidth and/or center frequency of said selected first 
portion of said digitized signal.”

• Konstantinos Shows Configuring Center Frequency to Select a 
Desired Channel (C1, C2, C3, C4):

(Pet., pp. 49-53; Ex. 1002 (Lett 
Declaration), ¶¶209, 212-217; 

Ex. 1010 (Konstantinos), Fig. 3, 
¶[0109)



Grounds A-D: Claim 10

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 49

(Pet., pp. 37, 54-56; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶160, 218-229; Ex. 
1009 (Kamieniecki) Fig. 1; Ex. 1010 (Konstantinos), Fig. 2; POR, p. 17)



Claims 11-18

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 50

(Pet., pp. 49-58; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶212-217, 230-
237; Ex. 1010 (Konstantinos), Fig. 3, ¶[0109])



Ground A: Kamieniecki and Konstantinos

• PO’s Next Technical Issue:
o Kamieniecki Receives 6 MHz and 1-2 MHz Channels
o Konstantinos Receives 6 MHz Channels

• Neither Reference Limits its Tuner/Receiver to These Ranges, 
or the Standards that Use Them
o PO Relies on its Expert to Argue that Kamieniecki Uses “QPSK” 

Modulation While Konstantinos Uses “QAM”
o But Petitioner’s Expert Disagrees, Explaining that a POSITA 

Would Know that QPSK is Just One Type of QAM
• Even if this Difference Existed in the References, a POSITA Would Not 

Have Been Deterred By This Alleged Difference

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 51

(POR, pp. 23-24; Sur-reply, pp. 4-5)

(POR, pp. 23-24; Ex. 2013, ¶ 95; Reply pp. 5-6; Pet., pp. 27; Ex. 1002 (Lett 
Declaration), ¶60; 1032 (Lett Reply Declaration), ¶10)



Ground A: Kamieniecki and Konstantinos
• PO Addresses the Market Demand by Arguing a POSITA 

Would not “Start” With Kamieniecki in the Combination

• Kamieniecki Came First
o Kamieniecki was Filed in 2003
o Konstantinos was Filed in 2008

• Konstantinos Expressly Addresses Improving STBs that had 
“Single-Channel” Tuners, and Kamieniecki’s Tuners are 
Single-Channel

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 52

(Sur-reply, p. 8)

(Pet., pp. 8-13, 27-30; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶127-75, Ex. 1009 (Kamieniecki), cover page, ¶¶ 
[0013], [0017], Fig. 2; Ex. 1010 (Konstantinos), cover page, ¶¶ [0001], [0006], [0008], [0011], [0016-17], 

[0042], [0107])



Ground A: Kamieniecki and Konstantinos
• Konstantinos was Right.  PO’s Expert Admits that in 2007, His 

Company was Producing 3 MILLION “Advanced” STBs PER 
YEAR.

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 53

(Reply, p. 8; Ex. 2013 (Russ Declaration), ¶108)

(Reply, p. 8; Ex. 2013 (Russ Declaration), ¶70)



Ground A: Kamieniecki and Konstantinos
• PO Argues it Would be Expensive to Meet this Demand

• PO Offers No Cheaper Alternative for Meeting the Market 
Demand

• Keeping up with Customer Demands is Important, and 
Different Models of STB Would be Offered for Different 
Customers

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 54

(POR, pp. 27-28)

(POR, pp. 27-28; Reply, p. 7)

(Reply, p. 8; Ex. 1032 (Lett Reply Declaration), ¶ 5)



Ground A: Kamieniecki and Konstantinos
• [1F] “processing said selected second portion of said digitized 

signal to recover information carried in said plurality of 
channels.”

• PO Complains About the Drawing that Petitioner’s Expert Refused to 
Create at his Deposition, Saying he “Cannot Figure Out the Details.”

• But he DID Explain Examples of this Well-known and Unclaimed 
Detail …

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 55

POR, pp. 22-23



Ground A: Kamieniecki and Konstantinos
• [1F] “processing said selected second portion of said digitized 

signal to recover information carried in said plurality of 
channels.”

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 56

(Reply, pp. 4-5; Ex. 2014 (Lett Deposition), 166:15-167:9)

• Mr. Lett Explained the Decoder 
Location:

(Reply, pp. 4-5; Ex. 2014 (Lett Deposition), 160:21-161:8)



Grounds E-F: Claim 2

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 57

(Pet., p. 67; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶282-284; Ex. 1011 (Renken), 
22:67-23:4; Ex. 1012 (Renken Provisional), p. 15 )

• [2]: “The method of claim 1, wherein said network management 
messages indicate whether a parameter is outside of acceptable 
bounds.”

Renken Provisional (Ex. 1012):

Renken (Ex. 1011):



Grounds E-F: Claim 3

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 58

(Pet., pp. 67-68; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶285-287; 
Ex. 1011 (Renken), 12:53-58)

• [3]: “The method of claim 2, wherein said parameter is a modulation 
parameter of said received signal.”



Grounds E-F: Claim 4

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 59

• [4]: “The method of claim 2, wherein said parameter is a transmit 
power of said received signal.”

(Pet., p. 68; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶288-291; Ex. 
1011 (Renken), 19:21-29)



Grounds E-F: Claim 5

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 60

• [5]: “The method of claim 2, wherein said parameter is a frequency 
offset of said received signal.”

• Aggarwal (Ex. 1025):

(Pet., pp. 69-70; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶292-298; 
Ex. 1025 (Aggarwal), 10:4-14)



Grounds E-F: Claim 6

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 61

• [6]: “The method of claim 1, wherein said parameter is 
characteristic is signal power vs. frequency.”

(Pet., pp. 70-71; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶299-302; 
Ex. 1011 (Renken), 12:53-58)



Grounds E-F: Claim 7

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 62

• [7]: “The method of claim 1, wherein said characteristic is signal 
phase vs. frequency.”

(Pet., pp. 71-72; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶303-306; 
Ex. 1011 (Renken), 12:53-58)



Grounds E-F: Claim 8
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• [8]: “The method of claim 1, wherein said characteristic is one of: 
signal-to-noise ratio, peak-to-average ratio, noise levels, bit error 
rate, and symbol error rate.”

(Pet., p. 72; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶307-309; Ex. 
1011 (Renken), 13:8-15)



Grounds E-F: Claim 9
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• [9]: “The method of claim 1, configuring, by said one or more 
circuits, a bandwidth and/or center frequency of said selected first 
portion of said digitized signal.”

(Pet., pp. 72-73; Ex. 1002 (Lett Declaration), ¶¶310-12; 
Ex. 1011 (Renken), 18:30-38)



Grounds E-F: Claim 10
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(Ex. 1011 (Renken), Fig. 1; Pet., pp. 59, 73-74)

’826 Patent:



Grounds E-F: Claim 10
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(Ex. 1011 (Renken), Figs. 2-3; Pet., pp. 13-15, 73-75)

’826 Patent:



PO Argues “Fundamental Differences” Between 
DOCSIS and OOB

• PO’s Expert Admits that the Explorer 4200, a “Basic” STB 
from 2002, Already Included a DOCSIS Tuner  

Petitioner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence 67

(Reply, p. 12) 

(POR; pp. 24-25; Sur-reply, pp. 14-15)

(Ex. 2013 (Russ Declaration), ¶77) 
(Ex. 1033 (Russ Deposition), 51:7-12) 

(Ex. 1033 (Russ Deposition), 53:24-54:2) 
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