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Overview of the ’826 Patent

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-2

Ex. 1001; Fig. 1A; POR, 4-8

Ex. 1001; Cover; POR, 4-7
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Ex. 1001, Fig. 1B; POR, 8-9

• The ’826 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

Overview of the ’826 Patent

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-3

Ex. 1001, Abstract; POR, 8-9
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Overview of the ’826 Patent

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-4

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

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-5

Ex. 1009, Fig. 1; POR 14

Ex. 1009, Cover; POR 13-14

Ex. 1009, [0014]-[0015]; POR 13-14
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Overview of Konstantinos (Grounds A-D)

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-6

Ex. 1010, Fig. 2; POR 14-16

Ex. 1010, Cover; POR 14-16
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Overview of Renken (Grounds E-F)

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-7

Ex. 1011, Cover; POR, 43-44

Ex. 1011, Fig. 3; POR, 43 

Ex. 1011, Fig. 2; POR, 43 
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Grounds A-D: Petitioner’s Expert Failed to Explain How the 
Combination Works

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-8
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The Proposed Combination Fails to Render Obvious Every Claim Element

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-9
Ex. 1001, cl. 1
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Petitioner Proposes a Physical Substitution

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-10

• The proposed combination “replaces the IB and OOB tuners in Kamieniecki’s STB with 
Konstantinos’ multi-channel receiver” (Petition, 27)

Ex. 1009, Fig. 1 & Ex. 1010, Fig. 2 (modified); POR, 17
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Petitioner’s Expert Failed to Explain How the Proposed Combination Would Function

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-11
Ex. 2012 (annotated in red)
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Petitioner’s Expert Failed to Explain How the Proposed Combination Would Function

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-12

• Petitioner’s expert provided no opinions as to how the decoder would be arranged in 
relation to the multi-channel receiver to allow for the processing of the second portion

Ex. 2012 (annotated in red)

Ex. 2014, 170:2-171:18; POR, 40
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-13

Ex. 2014, 175:21-176:16; POR 20-22
Ex. 2014, 150:7-20; POR 20-22

Ex. 2014, 159:6-20; POR 20-22

Petitioner’s Expert Failed to Explain How the Proposed Combination Would Function
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“Ordinary Creativity” is Not a Gap-Filler

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-14

Ex. 1002, ¶ 46; POR, 18

Ex. 1002, ¶¶ 44-45; POR, 18

• Petitioner proposes a less-experienced POSITA
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Grounds A-D: Kamieniecki and Konstantinos Receive Differently 
Formatted Input Signals

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-15
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• The proposed combination receives a signal with IB and OOB channels
• PO’s expert identified two OOB standards (SCTE 55-1 and 55-2), both with channel 

bandwidths between 1-2 MHz

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-16

Ex. 2013, ¶ 58

Kamieniecki and Konstantinos receive differently formatted RF signals

Petition, 31

Page 16 of 48



Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-17

Kamieniecki and Konstantinos receive differently formatted RF signals

Ex. 2013, ¶ 95; POR 23-24

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

Ex. 1010, ¶ [0011]
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-18

Ex. 1009, ¶ 0014; POR 33-34 Ex. 2013, ¶ 123; POR 34-35 

• 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-D: The Proposed Combination Would Unnecessarily 
Increase Cost and Complexity

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-19
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-20

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

Ex. 2021, 10:6-24

Ex. 2021, 12:16-13:6
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The Proposed Combination Unnecessarily Increases Complexity 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-21

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

Ex. 2013, ¶ 105; POR 26-27
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-22

Ex. 2013, ¶ 100; POR 19-20

Ex. 2013, ¶ 99; POR 19-20

• 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-23

Ex. 2021, 43:5-44:17

• 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-24

Ex. 2014, 25:8-19, 30:15-19; POR 27

Ex. 2013, ¶¶ 106-107; POR 27

The Proposed Combination Unnecessarily Increases Costs 

###
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-25

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

The Proposed Combination Unnecessarily Increases Costs 

Ex. 2013, ¶ 108; POR 27-28

Ex. 2013, ¶ 109; POR 27-28
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-26

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

The Proposed Combination Unnecessarily Increases Costs 

Ex. 2021, 22:11-16
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Combining Konstantinos and Kamieniecki in the Manner Proposed 
Would Fundamentally Alter Both References

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-27
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Kamieniecki Waits for Idle Before Gathering Signal Quality Information 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-28

Ex. 1002, ¶ 159

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

Ex. 2013, ¶ 112
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Kamieniecki Waits for Idle Before Gathering Signal Quality Information 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-29

Petition, 36

• Petitioner proposes disregarding this principle of operation
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-30

Ex. 1002, ¶¶ 96; POR, 31

Ex. 1011, 4:45-50; POR, 31

Ex. 1014, 147:3-20; POR, 31

• Renken waits for idle, therefore, it does not automatically follow that multi-channel 
tuning leads to real-time monitoring

Kamieniecki Waits for Idle Before Gathering Signal Quality Information 
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Fundamental Changes to Konstantinos’s architecture

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-31

Ex. 1010, ¶ 0046; POR 32 

Ex. 2013, ¶¶ 117-19

• Real-time monitoring would require a change to Konstantinos’s 1:1 ratio between 
channel selectors and decoders
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Grounds A-D: The Proposed Combination Fails to Render Obvious 
Every Claim Element

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-32
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The Proposed Combination Fails to Render Obvious Every Claim Element

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-33
Ex. 1001, cl. 1
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Kamieniecki’s Monitor Does Not Analyze a Digitized Signal

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-34

• Both experts agree that Kamieniecki’s STB, and the proposed combination, receive an analog
carrier signal that carries digital information (Ex. 2014, 57:3-13; Ex. 2013, ¶¶ 126-28)

• The parties disagree what components exists between the IB/OOB tuners and the MON

?

Ex. 1009, Fig. 1 (annotated)
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-35

Ex. 2014, ¶ 128; POR, 37

• If IB/OOB tuners output directly to MON, then the MON is designed to analyze an analog 
signal because the IB/OOB tuners do not convert the selected portion to the digital 
domain

Kamieniecki’s Monitor Does Not Analyze a Digitized Signal
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-36

Ex. 2014, 104:14-19; POR, 37

Ex. 2014, ¶ 129; POR, 37

Kamieniecki’s Monitor Does Not Analyze a Digitized Signal

• Mr. Lett’s first example of a digital tuner is a tuner that outputs 1’s and 0’s
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-37

Ex. 2014, ¶ 130; POR, 38

Ex. 2014, 102:22-103:19; POR, 38

Kamieniecki’s Monitor Does Not Analyze a Digitized Signal

• Mr. Lett’s second example of a digital tuner is a tuner with “digital circuitry”
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Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-38

• If Petitioner is correct that an ADC is between the IB/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-39

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

Kamieniecki’s Monitor Does Not Analyze a Digitized Signal

Ex.2014, 21:6-22:3 Ex.2021, 24:16-25:14
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Petition Failed to Identify Where the Prior Art Renders Obvious Processing the Second Portion 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-40

• Petitioner’s expert provided no opinions as to how the decoder would be arranged in 
relation to the multi-channel receiver to allow for the processing of the second portion

Ex. 2012 (annotated in red)

Ex. 2014, 170:2-171:18; POR, 40
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Petitioner Fails to Identify Where the Prior Art Renders Obvious 
Claims 6 and 15

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-41
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Kamieniecki’s Monitor Has Not Been Shown to Measure Signal Power vs. Frequency

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-42

Paper 8, 34; POR, 42 Ex. 1001, cls. 6, 15; POR, 42
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Grounds E-F: The Petition Proposes Alterations of Renken that 
Contradict Renken’s disclosure

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-43
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The Proposed Combination Fails to Render Obvious Every Claim Element

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-44
Ex. 1001, cl. 1
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The Proposed Modification is Contrary to the Roles the CMC and MCCM Perform in Renken

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-45

Ex. 1011, 22:32-39; POR 47

• Without a centralized system, error 
reports and alarms could not be generated

Ex. 2013, ¶ 135; POR, 46-47
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The Proposed Modification is Contrary to Renken’s Measurement Plan 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-46

Ex. 2013, ¶ 139; POR, 46

Ex. 2013, ¶ 138; POR, 46
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The Proposed Modification is Antithetical to Renken’s Centralized Monitoring 

Demonstrative Only - Not Evidence    PO-47

Ex. 2013, ¶ 140; POR, 48-49
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