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I, Anthony J. Wechselberger, do hereby declare as follows:

1. I previously prepared and executed a declaration (Ex. 1001) in IPR2016-

01520. I submit this declaration in support of Petitioner Apple’s opposition

to Patent Owner PMC’s Contingent Motion to Amend. This declaration also

responds to arguments raised in PMC’s Patent Owner Response (Paper 17)

and Dr. Weaver’s declaration (Ex. 2023).

2. In preparing this declaration, I reviewed and considered the following:

The Decision Instituting Inter Partes Review (Paper 7)
PMC’s Patent Owner Response (Paper 17)
Declaration of Dr. Weaver (Ex. 2023)

Deposition Testimony of Dr. Weaver (Ex. 1051)
Declaration of Dr. Dorney (Ex. 2223)

Prior art and state of the art references cited herein

Additional materials cited in Sections I-111

This material is in addition to the material I reviewed and considered

while preparing my original declaration.
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I. OPINIONS IN SUPPORT OF PETITIONER’S REPLY

A.  The Challenged Claims Are Not Supported by the Written
Description of the ’490 Patent

1. Claims 18, 20, 32, and 33 Are Not Supported By the Written
Description of the 490 Patent

(1) Telephone Link

3. I understand that PMC relies on the 490 Patent’s description that a signal
processor could “telephone a remote site to get an additional signal or
signals necessary for the proper decryption and/or transfer of incoming
programing transmissions” in support of this limitation. In contrast to
Chandra, the 490 Patent does not describe that encrypted information is
received over a telephone line. Not everything sent over a telephone line is
encrypted. The ’490 Patent does state that “the signal or signals needed to
operate decryptor/interruptor, 115, correctly may be on a separate channel of
programing that is, itself, encrypted in transmission.” However, that
embodiment describes receiving information via a cable television
transmission, not over a telephone line. (Ex. 1004 at 15:8-19.)

4. The telephone line disclosure that PMC relies on also fails to support other
limitations from claims 18, 20, 32, and 33. For example, claims 32 and 33

respectively require that a “control signal” or “downloadable code” is

received in the “encrypted digital information transmission” and these

signals control the decryption of a second signal received in that
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transmission. The 1981 specification does not describe that anything
encrypted is received over the telephone line, let alone that two signals, one
of which controls the decryption of the other, are received. Similarly, Dr.
Weaver argues the the signal received over the telephone line discloses the
“code” of claim 18.” (Ex. 2023 94209.) However, the information that Dr.
Weaver contends is decrypted on the basis of that code, which must have
been received in the encrypted digital information transmission, is never

described as being received via a telephone line. (Ex. 1004 at 13:13-32.)

(2) Wall Street Week (Fig. 6C) and Julia Child (Fig. 6D)
Examples

5. Dr. Weaver’s argument in support of his contention that, in the “primary”
embodiment of the Julia Child example, the encrypted digital recipe would
have been received over a “digital information channel” is technically
unsound. Dr. Weaver states that “[c]able converter boxes did not perform
NTSC demodulation; they converted the variable input carrier to a fixed
output carrier” and “cable converter box 222 simply converted the carrier
frequency of the transmission received by the box to ... a standard
frequency.” (Ex. 2023 q183.) He argues, on the basis of that premise, that “if
the output transmission from cable converter 222 was an all-digital

information transmission, it follows that the input transmission tuned by
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