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I. The Petition Does Not Rely on Expert “Gap Filling” 

While the Petition identifies explicit teachings in the primary references for 

each claim element and does not rely on a declaration for any gap-filling, the July 

31, 2025 Memo (at 4) is nonetheless clear: it applies “to any petition for IPR filed 

on or after September 1, 2025,” thus not to the present August 27, 2025 Petition. 

The Petition points out that G.984 (specifically, G.984.1) explicitly teaches 

“that OLT’s are connected to an ‘edge routing device’” to receive/transmit data 

between OLTs and the edge routing device. Pet. 26; Ex. 1011, 26. And RFC 4364 

describes an edge routing device—a Provider Edge (PE) router—implementing 

virtual routing and forwarding (VRF). Pet. 26-27; Ex. 1014, 1. Indeed, PO admits 

that RFC 4364 discloses that PE devices implement VRF. Pet. 26; Ex. 1028, 16. 

These disclosures are cited in both Ground 1 and Ground 3 of the Petition. See Pet. 

73-74. Thus, the Petition explains how VRF is performed in a device upstream of an 

OLT, and how the OLT receives VRF-separated data from the PE device. Pet. 30.  

And for Ground 1, Ahn goes deeper, explaining why a POSITA would have 

combined these teachings, such that an OLT receives VRF-separated data streams 

from an edge routing device (e.g., a PE device). Pet. 29-30; Ex. 1015, 2-3. PO 

repeatedly notes Ahn’s mention of “at the OLT level,” but that does not necessarily 

mean that VRF separation is accomplished by the OLT itself. Instead, it refers to the 

implementation of VRF routing at the PE device, as depicted in Fig. 4 and described 
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in Section 3 of Ahn, which is at the OLT’s “level” on the operator side of the 

network, as depicted in Fig. 5. Pet. 54, Ex. 1015, 3-4, Ex. 1002, ¶¶ 93-94, 222. 

For Ground 3, the Petition points out that Ravindran additionally discloses an 

OLT that receives from a PON interface router at least one private data stream that 

has already been virtually separated using VRF. Pet. 73-74. Ravindran teaches that 

a Content Oriented Network (CON) uses VPNs (which may use VRF tables) to 

distribute data to end users (ONUs) of a PON. Pet. 74. 

The Petition points out that G.984.1 and Ahn (Ground 1) disclose aggregating 

the virtually separated data streams into one or more common data feeds. Pet. 31-

33, 75. Both references include figures and text explaining this common feature of 

a PON. Id; Ex. 1015, FIG. 2; Ex. 1011, FIG. 2. 

Thus, it is the art—not just the declaration—that explicitly discloses an OLT 

that receives VRF-separated private data streams from an edge router device. 

II. PO’s Secondary Considerations Arguments are not Entitled to Weight 

The declaration testimony of Mr. Vilella (the inventor) and Mr. Zegarski 

(“Motorola Mobility’s Senior System Engineer”) was submitted during prosecution 

of a different patent with different claim language, namely Patent No. 10,904,649. 

POPR, 35-39. Contrary to PO’s assertions, the Examiner never credited this 

evidence during the subject patent’s prosecution, and the Director should not credit 

it now. These declarations are nothing more than summaries of self-serving opinions 
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that lack factual support, and PO has not established the required nexus between the 

alleged evidence and the claims at issue. These declarations should not be given any 

weight. Fox Factory, Inc. v. SRAM, LLC, 944 F.3d 1366, 1373 (Fed. Cir. 2019).  

PO falsely claims that the Examiner “credited” this evidence in allowing 

patents in this family. POPR, 37-38. But the Examiner never mentioned any 

declaration evidence in the allowances for the parent ’898 and ’649 patents, or the 

present ’142 patent. See Ex. 1005, 105-06 (not mentioning these declarations); Ex. 

1006, 227-28 (same); Ex. 1004, 18-19 (same). 

PO’s arguments of “commercial success” and “skepticism” are similarly 

deficient. PO’s only evidence that “many major ISPs have adopted the use of the 

method claimed in the ’142 patent” is PO’s own [incorrect] allegations of 

infringement. POPR, 38 (citing Ex. 1019). This egregious self-serving citation 

should be disregarded. Similarly, PO’s only evidence that “as of 2012, PON vendors 

had not implemented OLTs receiving VRF-separated Layer-3 data streams” is 

declaration evidence submitted by the inventor and Mr. Zegarski describing that 

“‘[he] had never heard … VRF-labeled Ethernet frames going through a layer-2 

OLT’”. POPR, 43-44 (citing Ex. 1006, 82-83). Ignorance of existing prior art has 

never been a defense to invalidity—nor is this objective or reliable evidence. As the 

Petition demonstrates, the prior art, including G.984.1, G.984.3, RFC 4364, Ahn, 

and Ravindran plainly render the ’142 patent claims invalid as obvious.  
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Respectfully submitted, 

Date: December 15, 2025   By: / Christopher TL Douglas / 
Christopher TL Douglas, Reg. No. 56,950 
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