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I. There is No Genuine Dispute That AWS’ Transit Gateway is M-Regular and 
Incomplete 

Acceleration Bay (“AB”) established that AWS’ Transit Gateway uses infringing m-

regular and incomplete networks through (1) , (2) , and (3) 

Multicast.  D.I. 151 (“Br.”) at 2-12.  AWS denies infringement, but its Opposition (D.I. 159, 

“Opp.”) fails to come forward with any evidence to create a genuine dispute as to this limitation.  

As shown below, AWS does not offer any affirmative explanation for how Transit Gateway’s 

networks are structured, attacks strawman arguments that AB is not making, and relies on non-

existent claim limitations and unsupported attorney argument. 

A.  is M-Regular and Incomplete 

AB provided unrebutted evidence that Transit Gateway’s core  

functionality is implemented with networks that are m-regular and incomplete.  Br. at 7-9.  As 

shown with AWS’ technical documents, engineer testimony, and Dr. Medvidović’s expert 

analysis, each participant in  has the same number of connections (m-

regular) but does not connect to  (incomplete).  Id. 

For example, Dr. Medvidović explains that AWS’ documentation depicting  

 shows that “[e]ach of the  are connected to , making the 

network -regular and incomplete.”  AB MSJ Ex. 11, Medvidović Rpt. at ¶ 318 (citing AB MSJ 

Ex. 6, AMZ_AB_000124568).  AWS does not dispute that this document shows , 

with each connected to , and that this is an m-regular, incomplete network.  

See Opp. at 6-7.  Similarly, AWS concedes the  network is incomplete 

because of “shuffle sharding,” which means that not every  is connected to every .  Id. 

 
1 “AB MSJ Ex.” refers to exhibits attached to the Declaration of Christina M. Finn in support of 
AB’s Motion for Summary Judgment and Daubert Motion.  D.I. 152. 
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