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The ’394 Patent Is Directed To A Network Element Routing
Multicast Streams Using Internet Group Management Protocol (IGMP)

EX1001 (’394 Patent), 6:23-28; Pet., 9

EX1001 (’394 Patent), FIG. 1; Pet., 10

EX1001 (’394 Patent), 3:34-41; Reply, 14-15

EX1001 (’394 Patent), 6:61-64; Pet., 11
3
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The ’394 Patent Includes Two Distinct Sets Of Claims

EX1001 (’394 Patent), Claims 1, 8; Pet., vii-xviii

. .  . . .  .
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Pet., 6

All Claims In The ’394 Patent Are Invalid
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Disputed Issues

Ground 1:  Weyman In Combination With Li

• It Would Have Been Obvious To Combine Weyman And Li

• The Combination Of Weyman And Li Teaches Limitation [1k]

Ground 4:  Weyman In Combination With Jain And LeMaire

Ground 2:  Weyman In Combination With Li And Rooholamini

• It Would Have Been Obvious To Combine Weyman, Li, And Rooholamini

• The Weyman, Jain, LeMaire Combination Teaches Limitation [8k] Because Jain 

Teaches Deactivating User Ports Of Newly Added Device With “Link Down” 

Condition.  
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Disputed Issues

Ground 1:  Weyman In Combination With Li

• It Would Have Been Obvious To Combine Weyman And Li

• The Combination Of Weyman And Li Teaches Limitation [1k]

Ground 4:  Weyman In Combination With Jain And LeMaire

Ground 2:  Weyman In Combination With Li And Rooholamini

• It Would Have Been Obvious To Combine Weyman, Li, And Rooholamini

• The Weyman, Jain, LeMaire Combination Teaches Limitation [8k] Because Jain 

Teaches Deactivating User Ports Of Newly Added Device With “Link Down” 

Condition.  
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Weyman Discloses “Distributed Router” Delivering Multicast Streams 
Using Internet Group Management Protocol (IGMP)

EX1005 (Weyman), Abstract; Pet., 13

EX1005 (Weyman), [0137]; Pet., 16

EX1005 (Weyman), [0050]; Pet., 16-17
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Li Teaches Port Bandwidth Control At Multicast Router, Also Using Internet 
Group Management Protocol (IGMP)

EX1007/1032 (Li), 26:13-15; Pet., 18

EX1007/1032 (Li), FIG. 9; Pet., 19

EX1007/1032 (Li), 33:17-18; Reply, 14

EX1007/1032 (Li), 27:10-13; Pet., 19
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Li Teaches Port Bandwidth Control At Multicast Router, Also Using Internet 
Group Management Protocol (IGMP)

EX1007/1032 (Li), 28:23-29:1; Pet., 20

EX1007/1032 (Li), FIG. 12; Pet., 21
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It Would Have Been Obvious To Combine Weyman And Li

Pet., 22

Pet., 22

Pet., 24

Petition:
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In POR, Patent Owner Argues Against Weyman/Li Combination For 
Primarily Two Reasons

POR, 13

1.  A POSITA Would Not Have Combined Weyman and Li Because Of Their 

Distinctions

2.  The Weyman/Li Combination Would Have Contradicted Weyman’s Teachings

POR, 15-20

POR:
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Arg. #1: The Board’s Institution Decision Preliminarily Found That 
 Weyman And Li “Relate To Similar Subject Matter”

15

Institution Decision, 25

Institution Decision:
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Arg. #1:  Patent Owner Argues That POSITA Would Not Have Combined 
Weyman And Li Because Of Their Distinctions

Patent Owner’s

Alleged Distinction #1:

POR, 12

16

POR, 12-13

Patent Owner’s

Alleged Distinction #2:

*  *   *
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Arg. #1:  Patent Owner Argues That POSITA Would Not Have Combined 
Weyman And Li Because Of Their Distinctions

17

EX1007/1032 (Li), FIG. 1; POR, 12

Dr. Olivier

PO’s Expert 

Q. So the IP-based metropolitan area 

network is a packet-switched network. 

Right? 

A.  At some level, yes.

EX1007/1032 (Li), 20:10-11; Reply, 3

EX1033 (Olivier Dep. Tr.) at 70:6-8; Reply, 3

EX1007/1032 (Li), 17:23-27; Reply, 3
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Arg. #1: The Alleged Distinctions Are Distinctions Without Differences

18

“The motivation-to-combine analysis is a flexible one,” and 
“in many cases, a person of ordinary skill will be able to fit 
the teachings of multiple patents together like pieces of a 
puzzle.”

Intel Corp. v. PACT XPP Schweiz AG, 61 F.4th 1373, 1379-80 (Fed. Cir. 2023).

Reply at 4.
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In POR, Patent Owner Argues Against Weyman/Li Combination For 
Primarily Two Reasons

POR, 13

1.  A POSITA Would Not Have Combined Weyman and Li Because Of Their 

Differences

2.  The Weyman/Li Combination Would Have Contradicted Weyman’s Teachings

POR, 15-20

POR:
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Arg. #2:  Patent Owner Argues That Weyman/Li Combination Would Have 
Contradicted Weyman’s Teachings

20

POR, 18
POR, 18

POR:
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Arg. #2:  Patent Owner’s Argument Is Predicated On The Alleged Need 
For Further Modification, But Such Modification Is Unnecessary

21

Dr. Olivier

PO’s Expert 

Q. So when one of the units in the 

distributor router receives an IGMP host 

report, the IGMP host report is shared with 

all the units in the distributor router. 

Correct?

A. Correct.

EX1033 (Olivier Dep. Tr.), 36:14-18; Reply, 5

EX1005 (Weyman), [0162]; Reply, 5

Reply, 5

Reply:
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Arg. #2:  Patent Owner’s Argument Is Predicated On The Alleged Need 
For Further Modification, But Such Modification Is Unnecessary

22

POR, 18

POR:
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Arg. #2:  Nothing In Weyman Prohibits Using Internal Fabric Link

23

Dr. Olivier

PO’s Expert 

Q. Correct. But Weyman – there’s nothing in Weyman 

that says you cannot use the fabric link to transmit and 

receive the IGMP host report. Correct? 

… 

A. Correct. It just says you should be very cognizant of any 

traffic you’re sending over that fabric link because in 

distributor routers such as the one in Weyman, these fabric 

links are the bottlenecks of the system. 

EX1033 (Olivier Dep. Tr.), 37:13-22; Reply, 6
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Arg. #2:  Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

24

Sur-Reply, 6

Sur-Reply:
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Arg. #2:  Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

25

Sur-Reply, 7

Sur-Reply, 2
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Patent Owner Does Not Present Any Response to Petitioner’s Obvious To 
Try Arguments

Pet., 25

Reply, 7

Petition: Reply:
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Sur-Reply, 2

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply
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Disputed Issues

Ground 1:  Weyman In Combination With Li

• It Would Have Been Obvious To Combine Weyman And Li

• The Combination Of Weyman And Li Teaches Limitation [1k]

Ground 4:  Weyman In Combination With Jain And LeMaire

Ground 2:  Weyman In Combination With Li And Rooholamini

• It Would Have Been Obvious To Combine Weyman, Li, And Rooholamini

• The Weyman, Jain, LeMaire Combination Teaches Limitation [8k] Because Jain 

Teaches Deactivating User Ports Of Newly Added Device With “Link Down” 

Condition.  
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Limitation [1k]:  Weyman/Li Teaches Port Bandwidth Control On Weyman’s 
High-Capacity Port

Pet., 22

Pet., 24

Pet., 45

[1k]:  setting an upper limit on a number of the multicast packet streams that are 

permitted for forwarding over the high-capacity port 
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Patent Owner Argues That Petition Fails Because Li Fails To Show “high-
capacity port” And “multicast packet streams” In [1k]

POR, 21

POR, 21

.   .   .  

[1k]:  setting an upper limit on a number of the multicast packet streams that are 

permitted for forwarding over the high-capacity port 

POR: POR:
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Patent Owner’s Attack On Li Alone Is Irrelevant Because Petition Relies 
On Weyman For “high-capacity port” And “multicast packet streams”

Pet., 24 (Section XI.A.1 [Weyman/Li])

Pet., 45-46 ([1k])

Dr. Houh

Petitioner’s Expert 

Q. And Li's channel joining 

processing unit is being used to 

count the number of multicast 

streams that is disclosed in 

Weyman, right?

…

A. Yes, both at the port layer and 

the aggregated port lay -- level.

EX1034 (Houh Dep. Tr.), 73:5-10; Reply, 11

Petition’s Analysis of [1k]
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Weyman/Li Combination Teaches Limiting Number Of Weyman’s 
“multicast packet streams” Carried On Weyman’s “high-capacity port” 

2.  “Weyman teaches that its multicast stream is associated with a ‘multicast group.’”  

1.  “Li … teaches limiting the number of multicast groups handled by a port.”

Dr. Olivier

PO’s Expert 

Q. Yeah.  So the multicast group identifies the 

multicast connection that transmits a sequence 

of multicast packets.  Right?

A. Yeah, packets that are -- the multicast packets 

are packets within the multicast connection.

EX1033 (Olivier Dep. Tr.) at 28:14-20; Reply, 12

EX1005 (Weyman), [0152]; Reply, 12

Reply, 12

Reply, 13

EX1007/1032 (Li), 30:25-31:3; Reply, 13 POPR, 11

EX1007/1032 (Li), 2:14-16; Institution Decision, 26-27
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Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Sur-Reply, 13
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Even If Li Is Considered Alone, Li’s “Channel” Teaches Claimed “multicast 
packet stream”

Institution Decision:

Institution Decision, 27

EX1007/1032 (Li), 3:9-12; Reply, 14

EX1007/1032 (Li), 33:17-18; Reply, 14

EX1001 (’394 Patent), 3:34-41; Reply, 14-15

Li:’394 Patent:
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Patent Owner’s Contrary Argument Based On Unrelated Reference Is 
Untenable

.   .   .  

POR, 22-23

POR:
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The ’531 Patent Does Not Support Patent Owner’s Proposition That Li’s 
“Channel” Includes Multiple Multicast Packet Streams

EX2005 (’531 Patent), 6:18-35; POR, 22-23; Reply, 16

EX2005 (’531 Patent), 8:44-47; Reply, 16
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Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Sur-Reply, 16



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 38

Patent Owner Incorrectly Suggests That Limitation [1k] Cannot Be Met 
Because No Single Unit Receives Both Join And Quit IGMP Messages

POR, 21-22

POR:

Reply, 10

Reply:

EX1005 (Weyman), [0162]; Reply, 10
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Disputed Issues

Ground 1:  Weyman In Combination With Li

• It Would Have Been Obvious To Combine Weyman And Li

• The Combination Of Weyman And Li Teaches Limitation [1k]

Ground 4:  Weyman In Combination With Jain And LeMaire

Ground 2:  Weyman In Combination With Li And Rooholamini

• It Would Have Been Obvious To Combine Weyman, Li, And Rooholamini

• The Weyman, Jain, LeMaire Combination Teaches Limitation [8k] Because Jain 

Teaches Deactivating User Ports Of Newly Added Device With “Link Down” 

Condition.  
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Weyman/Li/Rooholamini Combination Teaches Tracking Number Of 
Multicast Streams Handled By Port 

Pet., 59

Pet., 60

Petition:
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Patent Owner Argues That POSITA Would Not Have Made The 
Combination Because Of Supposed “Additional Synchronization Efforts”

POR, 31

POR:
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Weyman/Li/Rooholamini Combination Does Not Require “Additional 
Synchronization Efforts”

Reply, 18

Reply:

Dr. Olivier

PO’s Expert 

Q. So when one of the units in the distributor 

router receives an IGMP host report, the IGMP 

host report is shared with all the units in the 

distributor router. Correct?

A. Correct.

EX1033 (Olivier Dep. Tr.), 36:14-18; Reply, 18
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Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Sur-Reply, 17

Sur-Reply:
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Disputed Issues

Ground 1:  Weyman In Combination With Li

• It Would Have Been Obvious To Combine Weyman And Li

• The Combination Of Weyman And Li Teaches Limitation [1k]

Ground 4:  Weyman In Combination With Jain And LeMaire

Ground 2:  Weyman In Combination With Li And Rooholamini

• It Would Have Been Obvious To Combine Weyman, Li, And Rooholamini

• The Weyman, Jain, LeMaire Combination Teaches Limitation [8k] Because Jain 

Teaches Deactivating User Ports Of Newly Added Device With “Link Down” 

Condition.  
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Claim 8 Is Directed To Initializing New Processing Unit While Its Ports Are 
Deactivated

. .  .

[8k]
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Weyman Teaches Adding Units To The Distributed Router

Reply, 20

EX1005 (Weyman), [0069];  Pet., 68

Reply:
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Jain Teaches Deactivating “A Portion Of The Link Ports” During Initialization

EX1010 (Jain), [0020];  Pet., 69

EX1010 (Jain), [0021];  Pet., 69
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LeMaire Teaches Performing Initialization By Sending IGMP Host Report 
To Clients

EX1011 (LeMaire), 9:12-23;  Pet., 73
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Weyman/Jain/LeMaire Teaches Sending IGMP Host Report To Clients 
While User Ports Of New Unit Is Deactivated

Reply, 22 Pet., 73

Reply: Petition:
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Weyman/Jain/LeMaire Teaches [8k]

[8k] deactivating the ports to which the new processing unit is assigned;

Reply, 22

Pet., 78

Petition:Reply:
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Patent Owner Alleges That Weyman/Jain/LeMaire Combination Does Not 
Satisfy Limitation 8k

POR, 24

POR:
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POR Arg. #1: A POSITA Would Have Deactivated Not Only User Ports Of 
Newly Added Unit, But Also Its Fabric Port

POR, 26
Reply, 22

Reply: POR:
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But Jain Teaches Deactivating Only “A Portion” Of Ports

Pet., 78

Petition:



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 54

POR Arg. #2: Jain Requires Deactivating Internal-Facing Fabric Port, 
Which Would Have Interfered With Weyman’s Operations

POR, 26-27

Reply, 22

. .  .

Reply: POR:
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But Jain Does Not Require Deactivating Internal Ports, Like Weyman’s 
Fabric Port

EX1010 (Jain), [0019]; Reply, 24-25

Dr. Olivier

PO’s Expert 

Q. Okay. And by issuing the ‘Link Down’ 

position, Jain prevents unintended 

network traffic with other remote devices 

and network nodes. Right?

A. Correct.

EX1033 [Olivier Dep. Tr.], 87:10-14; Reply, 25

EX1005 (Weyman), [0025]; Reply, 25
Dr. Olivier

PO’s Expert 

Q. So fabric ports are not connected to 

the external network. Correct?

A. Correct.

EX1033 [Olivier Dep. Tr.], 21:1-3, 23:7-10; Reply, 25

Q. The fabric ports are ports that are

connected internally to other units in the 

distributed router. Right?

A. That -- yes.

. .  .
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POR Arg. #3: LeMaire Teaches The Opposite Of Jain

POR, 27

POR:
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But LeMaire And Jain Are Compatible—IGMP Host Reports Are Sent To 
Clients Using Available Active Ports In Other Units

Reply, 27

EX1005 (Weyman), [0162]; Reply, 27
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Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Sur-Reply, 22

Reply, 26 Pet., 73

Sur-Reply:

Reply:

Petition:
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Sur-Reply, 19

. .  .

[8k]

[8l]

Sur-Reply, 21

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Sur-Reply:



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 60

Sur-Reply, 18

Sur-Reply, 19

POR, 26

Sur-Reply, 20-21

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Sur-Reply: POR:

Sur-Reply:
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