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REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Mishra with
Lambrechts (POR at 42)

(1) Petitioner relies on “face to face” learning, which Lambrechts teaches away
from (POR at 42; EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9] 313):

As previously explained, Lambrechts describes a universal remote control
capable of “learning” control codes; EX1003, 49171-73. Lambrechts explains that
universal remote controls were capable of learning new IR codes corresponding to
new appliances. EX1011, 1:40-44, Abstract, 2:4-6. Lambrechts further teaches the
learning remote embodiment described in the specification of the "389 patent. See
EX1001, 8:51-60. Lambrechts describes the well-known process of programming a
remote control by placing it and the remote control of another appliance ““face to
face.” EX1011, 1:44-52. The universal remote control is set to “learning mode”
and buttons on the other remote control are pressed. /d. The universal remote

control then associates the received key code with a corresponding key on the

universal remote control. /d. Thus, Lambrechts describes a learning remote control,/

(Pet. at 42)

UNIVERSAL
ELECTRONICS

313. The Petition explains that a POSITA would have combined Mishra h
and Lembrechts for “programming a remote control by placing it and the remote
control of another apphance ‘face to face™.™ Petition at 42; EX1003 (Russ Decl.) at
4 172. However, Lambrechts specifically teaches that a “disadvantage of this
method 18 that the remote control of the appliance has to be present and
operational,” which Lambrechts states “is often not the case.”™ EX1011
(Lambrechts) at 1:44-58. Rather, the “object of the invention™ in Lambrechts 1s “to
provide a system and method. wherein the source remote control need not be

present.” EX1011 (Lambrechts) at 1:61-63 (italics added). Thus, Lambrechts

iself teaches away from the exact combination the Petition suggests.

(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 4 313)
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REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Mishra with
Lambrechts (POR at 42)

(2) Lambrechts requires the same process Petitioner’s expert alleges a POSITA
reading Mishra would want to avoid (POR at 42; EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9] 314):
MM-WMW

/ 314. Additionally, Lambrechts requires a great deal of laborious effort ()n\ The simplest way of teaching command codes to the

universal remote control in accordance with the method of
the invention is by iteratively selecting a key of the universal
remote control, selecting a command code stored in the data
processing device, and transmitting the command code to

the part of the user. Namely, Lambrechts teaches “iteratively selecting a key on

the universal remote control, selecting a command code stored in the data

processing device, and transmitting the command code to the universal remote the universal remote control. For the purpose _Ui SUlUC“nS a
command code, the data processing device may, for
control” to be repeated for every key. EX1011 (Lambrechts) at 2:34-39 (italics example, comprise a display screen for presenting a list of

commands to the user, enabling the user to pick one of the
commands from the list in order to transmit the correspond-
ing command code to the universal remote control. Such a
list may comprise text based commands or iconic represen-
tations.

Mw

(EX1011 (Lambrechts) at 2:34-46)

added). But Dr. Russ asserts that a POSITA reading Mishra would want to avoid

the situation where a “graphical user interface may [] ask the user to select from

among the models available for the given type of device and the selected

manufacturer.” EX1003 (Russ Decl.) at 9§ 133. Dr. Russ states “determining the

correct remote-control code set was surprisingly difficult.” EX1003 (Russ Decl.)

(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9 314)

UNIVERSAL 162
ELECTRONICS

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit
Not Evidence



//

/é T
Ground 3: Mishra, Dubil, and Lambrecht}gﬂ%%‘/

REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Dubil with
Lambrechts (POR at 42)

It is unrebutted that a POSITA would not have combined Dubil and Lambrechts (PO
Sur-reply at 19-20):

317. Neither the Petition or Dr. Russ addresses the combination of Dubil wanted to engage in the labor intensive programming that it would take to make
and Lambrechts. There are no proposed reasons why a POSITA would want to that iterative process automatic either, when Dubil already sends the entire codeset
combine them, even though the Petition relies on the combination of Mishra, efficiently all at once. EX1011 (Lambrechts) at 2:39-46, 2:59-3:4. Lambrechts
Dubil, and Lambrechts. contains no disclosures that a POSITA reading Dubil would find useful or helpful.

318. Indeed, a POSITA would not have been motivated to combine Dubil In fact, Lambrechts is a technological step backwards. Therefore, a POSITA
with Lambrechts because Dubil has no need for Lambrechts. Dubil’s set-top box would not have combined Dubil with Lambrechts.

transmits the entire codeset to the remote control at once. EX1006 (Dubil) at 5:6-
20 (“The user requests via appliance 106 a code set™), 9:6-13 (“provide the
identified control code set™). A POSITA would not have been mouvated to look to

a reference which suggests transmitting cach key code iteratively and serially one

\ata ume. EX1011 (Lambrechts) at 2:34-39. A POSITA certainly would not have /

(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 99 317-318)
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REDEFINING CONTROL

Mishra with Dubil and Lambrechts does not disclose
claim 5 (POR at 43)

Petition relied only on Lambrechts’ “face to face” learning, which Lambrechts
teaches not to use (EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 99 319-321; Pet. at 42):

172. Lambrechts further teaches the learning remote embodiment describﬁ 65.

UEI argues that a POSA would not have combined Lambrechts with

/

r
in the specification of the *389 patent. The *389 patent describes an embodiment Mishra because Lambrechts teaches away from “face to face™ learning. POR, 42.

where a learning remote is placed in front of another remote so that it can “receive R e . :
: g P This distinction is not relevant because the Petition and my previous declaration do

an IR transmission from an IR transmitter of another remote control device.” ; = ;
not rely on using a first remote control to program a second remote control. See

EX1001, 8:59-62. Key codes are learned when keys are pressed on the other ) ;
e Sl Pet., 42-43; EX1003, 99168-73. Rather, I explained that Mishra’s STB would have

remote control device. /d., 8:62-9:1. Lambrechts also teaches this functionality of a

been usable with a learning remote such as the one described in Lambrechts.
learning remote by describing the well-known process of programming a remote -

control by placing it and the remote control of another appliance “face to face.” (EX1O4O (RUSS SUppI' DecI.) at 65)

EX1011, 1:43-52. The universal remote control is set to “learning mode™ and

buttons on the other remote control are pressed. /d. The universal remote control
then associates the received key code with a corresponding key on the universal

remote control. /d. Thus, Lambrechts describes a learning remote control as recited

in claim 5. /

UNIVERSAL (EX1003 (Russ Decl.) at 9 172) 164
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* Introduction to Mui Patents

* Background: Petition and Institution

* Claim constructions

 Ground 1: Mishra, Dubil, and Van Ee

* Ground 2: Mishra and Dubil

 Ground 3: Mishra, Dubil, and Lambrechts
* Ground 4: Caris, Skerlos, and Van Ee

* Ground 5: Caris and Skerlos

 Ground 6: Caris, Skerlos, and Lambrechts
 @Ground 7: Caris, Skerlos, and Yazolino
 Ground 8: Caris, Skerlos, Yazolino and Lambrechts
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The Board correctly found that Caris does not teach
“key code generator device” (POR at 48-52)

vl 3. |2.2): “generating a Key code within a key code generator } . A & -
/ device using the keystroke indicator signal, wherein said \ identification of the corresponding structure is msufficient. That is, b
key code is part of a codeset that controls an electronic Petitioner asserts, without citing any supporting evidence, that the set-top
consumer device:” ) o
box described by Caris “gencrates a key code, identifies a codeset usable to
When the keystroke indicator signal is the dedicated button, in response to : ) . o
communicate with an electronic consumer device, and identifies the key code
receiving the keystroke indicator signal, Caris” STB™ identifies and downloads the corresponding to a pressed key for that codeset as construed by the district
appropriate control eodes to control an appliance 114. EX1008, Abstract, 5:46-60. courl.”™ Pet. 46-47 n.3 (emphasis added). But as Patent Owner observes,

) 3 “[r]ather than identifying a command code corresponding to a pressed key
More specifically, when the IR or RF code associated with the dedicated button—
for a codeset,” in Cans, “the remote 102 1s programmed with the entire code
the claimed keystroke indicator signal—is transmitted to the STB, the STB queries set from server 108.” Prelim. Resp. 31 (citing Ex. 1008, 6:4-10). In light of
a database on server 108 based on the IR or RF code. Id.. 5:60-6:3. Server 108 this, we agree with Patent Owner that *Caris discloses programming a

. : : : remote with a code set rather than a key code corresponding to a pressed key
includes “a database of control codes for most of the commercially available - s £ P i
for a particular code set.”™ /d. Pettioner provides insufficient explanation
- ment that can be controlled via a remote.” /d., 2:17-20. A POSA would have S 3 ; Vg
R can be controfied via @ remote. & wou ve for 1ts assertion that Caris “identifies the key code corresponding o a
understood that a database of control codes is analogous to the claimed codeset. pressed key. ™

T . ; : Because claim 3 depends from claim 2, Petutioner’s analysis of that
EX1003, 99184-86. When the proper code sets and accompanying Ul data have p y
claim suffers from the same deficiency. We accordingly conclude that,

been found, the codes and Ul data are downloaded to the user’s STB, thereby '
based on our preliminary claim construction, Petitioner does not demonstrate

generating the key code. EX1008, 2:24-39. o a reasonable likelihood of prevailing on its challenge of claims 2 or 3 as

unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Caris, Skerlos, and Van Ee.

(Pet. at 46-47)
UNIVERSAL (Paper 12 (Decision) at 34-35), 4
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REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Caris with
Skerlos and Van Ee (POR at 44-48)

A POSITA would not have combined Caris with Skerlos

A POSITA would not have combined Caris with Van Ee

A POSITA would not have combined Skerlos with Van Ee
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REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Caris with Van
Ee (POR at 47)

(1) Van Ee still requires the same step Petitioner’s expert said a POSITA reading
Caris would want to avoid (POR at 47):

First, Petitioner bases motivation to combine on a faulty premise. Petitioner
asserts that a POSITA would seck to avoid “a potential problem that would arise
when users incorrectly attempt to specify a device . . . even when using Caris’
dedicated button™ (Petition at 52). According to Petitioner’s expert, the problem is
that “Caris relies on the user to enter information accurately.™ but “a user may be
unable (or unwilling)” to do so (EX1003 at ¥4 200-201). However, Van Ec
requires the user to enter information accurately (EX1013 at 6:3-8). Van Ee
cannot be “a backup plan if other methods failed™ (EX1003 at ¥4 205) because Van

Ee requires the same step that Petitioner and Dr. Russ assert a POSITA would be

trying to avoid (EX2003 at 49 334-336).
N )

(POR at 47)
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REDEFINING CONTROL

(2) Both experts agree that Caris has no need for the teachings of Van Ee (POR at

47): MMW%W
e

/ ‘ 3 The system of Van Ee had to receive the
\

337. Second, a POSITA would not have been motivated to combine Caris 4 S P U T ey e e )
with Van Ee because Caris does not have the problem that Van Ee is designed to 5 sends all possible codes straighe hé remots, But
solve. In particular, Van Ee deseribes a STB that cannot receive control codes € in a minor modificaticn to the algorithm, the
from the remote control. EX1013 (Van Ee) at 2:27-34. Van Ee explains that its & control system only sends one c B, RE
STB cannot receive the range of frequencies of control codes from the remote HERSS = e nagp S mantre S COmBERC GROENG! RS

. the consumer electronic eguipment.
control and therefore the control code signal must be interleaved with an
3 aris has no nesd mo 2noop what n Ze
identification code at a frequency that the STB can receive. EX1013 (Van Ee) at
doesz, ight
2:34-41. On the other hand, Cans™ STB can and does receive codes from the
2 A As Zar = CNOW, ariz does n need the
remote control without any range of frequency problem. EX1008 (Caris) at 7:2-5. .
bi Y eaceive the code than's going t te the
Therefore, a POSITA would understand that Caris does not have the problem that 4 AR IUIAY R RE LB UE (el CnatE
is the entire focus of Van Ee, and there is no need in Caris to do the interleaving or 15 0 Caris doesn't discuss anything like
cavesdropping that Van Ee suggests. | understand that Dr. Russ even admitted in 1 interleaving or identifier codes or anything like
his deposition that Caris has no need for the invention described in Van Ee. 17 that?
EX2010 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 18, 2020) at 139:10-20. / 18 A Right and it deesn's need to because as long
t's doing one cod - 3 Time 1t iw KNoOwWs
(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9 337) - I P
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A POSITA would not have combined Skerlos with
Van Ee (POR at 48)

It is unrebutted that a POSITA would not have combined Skerlos and Van Ee (PO
Sur-reply at 20):

340. First, Skerlos and Van Ece relate to very different subject matter. \ : 341. Second. a POSITA would not have been motivated to combine \
Skerlos “is directed to an infrared (IR) remote control detector/decoder” on an Skerlos with Van Ee because Skerlos does not have the problem that Van Ee is
appliance, such as a TV. EX1009 (Skerlos) at 1:5-10. Van Ece relates to designed to solve. In particular, Van Ee describes a STB that cannot receive
interleaving control codes with associated identifier codes, so that when a remote control codes from the remote control. EX1013 (Van Ee) at 2:27-34. Van Ee
control sends a control code signal, the set-top box can eavesdrop on the explains that its STB cannot receive the range of frequencies of control codes from
transmission and enable a server to identify the codeset. EX1013 (Van Ee) at 7:38- the remote control and therefore the control code signal must be interleaved with
8:8, Abst. Thus, Van Ee relates to complex interactions between a server, remote an identification code at a frequency that the STB can receive. EX1013 (Van Ee)
control, and a set-top box. Skerlos is not about any of these things and instead at 2:34-41. On the other hand, Skerlos does not even disclose a STB at all. Nor
concerns modifications to the target consumer appliance to be controlled. does Skerlos ever suggest that the remote control needs to acquire a codeset by
Therefore, a POSITA would not have looked to combine Van Ee with Skerlos communicating with an STB, a remote server, or anywhere ¢lse. Therefore, a
because they concern completely different technologies. / POSITA would understand that Skerlos does not have the problem that is the entire

s :
focus of Van Ee, and there 1s no need in Skerlos to add all of the extra equipment
(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 19 340_341) \ and processing that Van Ee suggests 1o solve a problem Skerlos does not have.
T 170
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Caris, Skerlos, + Van Ee fail to disclose claim 2 (POR
at 48-51)
M%MMW

NN lI]ClhDd comprisi ng: The combination of Caris, Skerlos, and Van Ee teach this claim element.

(a) receiving a keystroke indicator signal from a remote Van Ee teaches this identification in a manner similar to the 389 patent. See
control device, wherein the keystroke indicator signal
s q: . . : . < S EX1001, 8:6-15; EX1003, 49196-98. Specifically, van Ee’s system instructs users
indicates a key on said remote control device that a user L S S

has selected: to intermittently press a button on the remote control corresponding to the function
(b) generating a key code within a key code generator
device using the keystroke indicator signal. wherein said
kC:\;’ code 1s p;u‘l of a codeset that controls an electronic continues to repeatedly press this button, which repeatedly transmits a control code
consumer device;
(¢) modulating said key code onto a carrier signal. thereby
gcncm[ing a kC}" code signal: “stops intermittently pressing the button . . . once the apparatus to be controlled

of the selected control code, such as a TV on button. EX1013, 6:36-40. The user

and a corresponding identifier code until the TV turns on. /d., 6:45-52. The user

(d) transmitting said key code signal from said key code
generator device; and

(e) idcmil'ying said codeset usi ng inpul from a user of said corresponding codeset “[o]nce the user stops intermittently pressing the button.”
remote control device, wherein said codeset is identified
when said user stops pressing a key on said remote

responds, e.g., TV set 102 turns on.” /d., 6:50-52. The STB then identifies a

Id., 6:50-7:10. In this manner. van Ee teaches an STB identifying a codeset when a

control device. user stops pressing a key on the remote control as recited in the claim. /"
(EX1001 (389 Patent) at cl. 2) (Pet. at 51-53)
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/,

at 52)

Caris, Skerlos, + Van Ee fail to disclose claim 3 (POR

3. The method of claim 2, wherein said user is prompted by

autoscan functionality to press said key on said remote con-
trol device.

(EX1001 (389 Patent) at cl. 3)

(EX2009 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 18, 2020) at 88:16-89:12)
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* Introduction to Mui Patents

* Background: Petition and Institution

* Claim constructions

 Ground 1: Mishra, Dubil, and Van Ee

* Ground 2: Mishra and Dubil

 Ground 3: Mishra, Dubil, and Lambrechts
 Ground 4: Caris, Skerlos, and Van Ee

* Ground 5: Caris and Skerlos

 Ground 6: Caris, Skerlos, and Lambrechts
 @Ground 7: Caris, Skerlos, and Yazolino
 Ground 8: Caris, Skerlos, Yazolino and Lambrechts
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REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris and Skerlos fail to disclose claims 4, 11
(POR at 52-54)

MWNNMMWM%WMW

4. A remote control device comprising: 6.dThe f;nethod of bclm(;n l‘lwhe‘rem s;nc}i\ came:1 signal 1;; in
. . ~ " . . 7 7 Q <o) o Q10 o

a receiver that receives a first key code signal. wherein said a radio lrequency band, wherein sad key code sighal 18
first key code signal 1s generated by modulating a key received by said remote control device, and wherein said

method further comprises:

(e) modulating said key code onto a second carrier signal,
thereby generating a second key code signal, said modu-
lating being performed on said remote control device
wherein said second carrier signal is in an infrared fre-
quency band; and

(f) transmitting said second key code signal from said
remote control device to an electronic consumer device.

code onto a first carrier signal, said first carrier signal
falling within a radio frequency band;

a transmitter that transmits a second key code signal.
wherein said second key code signal i1s generated by
modulating said key code onto a second carrier signal,
said second carrier signal falling within an infrared fre-
quency band; and

a keypad that includes a key that corresponds to said key
code., wherein said key code corresponds to a function of e T e e
an electronic consumer device. and wherein said remote (642 Patent at Cl. 6)
control device is contained within a single structure.

T SN e e VI

(EX1001 (389 Patent) at Cl. 4)
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REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris and Skerlos fail to disclose claims 4, 11
(POR at 52-54)

Petitioner’s expert admitted that Skerlos teaches to use IR and teaches away from

RF (POR at 53-54):
«AWWWWW

(EX2008 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 17, 2020) at 204:7-17)

UNIVERSAL 175
ELECTRONICS

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit
Not Evidence



2
Ground 5: Caris and Skerlos (4, 11) ==

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris and Skerlos fail to disclose claims 4, 11
(POR at 52-54)

Petitioner’s expert did not address “key code signal” requires one key code (POR at
52; PO Sur-reply at 21):

4. A remote control device comprising:
a receiver that receives a first key code signal. wherein said
first key code signal is generated by modulating a key

that any key code or codeset is ever stored on the remote control device. Claim W

2 recites transmitting a key code signal to the remote control device and does not

code onto a first carrier signal. said first carrier signal recite transmitting a codeset to the remote control device. The motivation J
falling within a radio frequency band;

a transmitter that transmits a second key code signal, (EX1007 (642 Patent File History) at 242; see also 75-76, 121)
wherein said second key code signal is generated by
modulating said key code onto a second carrier signal, / .
said second carrier signal falling within an infrared fre- 127. This is further supported by the specification of the *389 patent, which
quency band; and

a keypad that includes a key that corresponds to said key distinguishes between a key code and a codeset. EX1001 (*389 patent) at 10:42-46

code, wherein said kev code corresponds to a function of i . . :
) _ . s P 2 ¢ : (*modulating said key code onto a carrier signal, thereby generating a key code
an electronic consumer device. and wherein said remote

control device 1s contained within a single structure. signal”) (emphasis added), 2:36-37 (“key code from one of the codesets™), 4:33

(“key code of the codeset™), 11:16-17 (“key code is part of a codeset™).
(EX1001 (389 Patent) at Cl. 4) - /
(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9 127)
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 Ground 1: Mishra, Dubil, and Van Ee

* Ground 2: Mishra and Dubil

 Ground 3: Mishra, Dubil, and Lambrechts
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A POSITA would not have combined Caris with
Skerlos and Lambrechts (POR at 54-55)

A POSITA would not have combined Caris with Skerlos

A POSITA would not have combined Caris with Lambrechts

e A POSITA would not have combined Skerlos with Lambrechts
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REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Caris with
Skerlos and Lambrechts (POR at 54-55)

It is unrebutted that a POSITA would not have combined Skerlos and Lambrechts
(PO Sur-reply at 21-22):

403. Indeed, a POSITA would not have been motivated to combine Skerlos
with Lambrechts. As Dr. Russ testified in his deposition, a POSITA would not be
interested in modifying a television set, as Skerlos suggests, but would rather focus

on modifying the remote control only. EX2009 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 18, 2020) at

\_160:21-161:12. S

(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9 403)
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Caris, Skerlos, and Lambrechts fail to disclose claim

5 (POR at 55-56)

UNIVERSAL
ELECTRONICS

A. Claim 5: “The remote control device of claim 4, wherein said
remote control device is taken from the group consisting of: a
learning remote control device, a cell phone, an RF-enabled
personal digital assistant (PDA), an RF-enabled wrist watch,
and an RF-enabled keyboard.”

Lambrechts describes a universal remote control capable of “learning™
control codes. EX1011, Abstract, 2:4-6. Lambrechts explains that universal remote
controls were capable of learning new IR codes to control one appliance at a time
or a plurality of appliances simultaneously. /d., 1:40-44, 2:30-33. Thus,
Lambrechts teaches that its remote control device is a learning remote control
device—similar to the learning remote disclosed by the "389 patent. See
EX1001, 8:51-9:60. Lambrechts teaches the well-known process of programming a
remote control by placing it and the remote control of another applhiance “face to
face.” EX1011, 1:44-52. The universal remote control is set to “learmning mode™
and buttons on the other remote control are pressed. /d. The universal remote
control then associates the received key code with a corresponding key on the

universal remote control. /d. Thus, Lambrechts describes a learning remote control

38 recited in claim 5; EX1003, 99230-31.

(Pet. at 62)
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Yazolino:

~

F.  U.S. Patent No. 5,329,370 (“Yazolino™) \
112. Yazolino titled “Remote Control System and Method for Cable
Television System”™ and relates generally “to cable television systems that enable 126
users of the system’s televisions to view, on demand, any one of a large number of
AL B Y
recorded video programs.” EX1012 (Yazolino) at 1:5-13. Yazolino is concemed \\\“‘. ,'l'lf' 235\
Ny r 233 / 234 237
" . . . x -
with a “setting where the cable television system must carry television signals in R Keyboard Wireless Command Map +5
’ - R _ ) Transmitter Interface Transmission Protocols -5 220
two or more formats™ and when “it is unacceptable to place a television converter “
B o e e T v e S o D T [P T Y | 232
box on top of the user’s television set or anywhere else in the user’s visual field. yz
EX1012 (Yazolino) at 1:40-68. Therefore, Yazolino proposes a new type of Controller
“converter coupling the respective television to the transmission media.” EX1012 FIGURE 10
(Yazolino) at 2:30-42. Yazolino 1s not concerned with a remote control being able ww
1o receive any transmissions or being able to be programmed at all. Accordingly, (EX1013 (Ya zoIino) at Fig 10)
Yazohno's remote control lacks any capability to receive transmissions from
another device. EX1012 (Yazolino) at Fig. 10. /
(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9 112)
UNIVERSAL 182
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Ground 7: Caris, Skerlos, and Yazolino (,k!;(/ﬁ%?%)

REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Caris with
Skerlos and Yazolino (POR at 57-58)

A POSITA would not have combined Caris with Skerlos

A POSITA would not have combined Caris with Yazolino

A POSITA would not have combined Skerlos with Yazolino
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Ground 7: Caris, Skerlos, and Yazolino

REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Caris with
Yazolino (POR at 57-58)

(1) Petitioner’s and its expert’s rationale for looking to Yazolino is for the circuitry of
the Caris remote control (POR at 58):

As explained with respect to claim elements [4.2], Caris’ remote control
identifies a key code and performs the claimed modulation as described in Skerlos.
See Section X.A.3. While a POSA would have understood that Caris’ remote
control includes a microcontroller to perform this processing, Caris does not
exphicitly describe this circuitry. For the specific details of hardware components
of conventional remote controls, a POSA would have known to look to references,

such as Yazolino, which explicitly describes the circuitry of a remote control such

as the one disclosed by Caris. EX1012, 15:16-30; EX1003, 9240.

= /
(Pet. at 66-67)
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Ground 7: Caris, Skerlos, and Yazolino

REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Caris with
Yazolino (POR at 57-58)

Yazolino does not disclose any receiver circuitry required by Caris (POR at 58-59):

: - ™
21 Q And would you agree with me that there is no 419. And for another example, the remote control in Caris must be able to
22 | [Fadiatusausny scatvec SUSHECILNIRLS L glkas receive signals in order to be programmed. EX1008 (Caris) at 6:4-9. The remote
1 A There is not. But it would be obvious to a , ) ;
control in Yazolino, however, has no such need and therefore does not disclose any
2 person of ordinary skill to add one and how to add
. circuitry in the remote control for receiving or demodulating signals. EX1012
one.
WMMM . . - ~gr : -
(Yazolino) at Fig. 10: EX2009 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 18, 2020) at 143:21-144:8.
(EX2009 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 18, 2020) at Therefore, a POSITA would not have been motivated 1o look to the remote control

143:21-144:3)

circuitry of Yazolino to understand what might be required by the remote control

circuitry of Caris. /

s
(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9 419)
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Ground 7: Caris, Skerlos, and Yazolino

REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Caris with
Yazolino (POR at 57-58)

(2) Yazolino teaches away from Caris (POR at 57):

N
/ 418. Moreover, because the references are focused on two very different the “remote 102 is positioned close to blaster 122 and with an input 124 facing h

problems, Caris and Yazolino also teach away from each other in numerous ways. blaster 122." EX1008 (Caris) at 6:5-7. Because Yazolino teaches that its
For example, Caris teaches a “remote 102 for operating STB 104 via, e.g., IR converter box is hidden behind the television, the communications methods of
(infrared) transmitter 110 and receiver 112, EX1008 (Caris) at 5:30-33. Cans are not possible, EX1012 (Yazolino) at 1:53-59. This why Yazolino teaches
However, Yazolino teaches that the converter box is not within the user’s visual that “the only connection between the cable converter box and the television 1s a
ficld. EX1012 (Yazolino) at 1:53-59. Therefore, Cans” IR remote control cannot cable connected to the antenna or cable input port on the back of the television,”
communicate with the set-top box (converter box) in Yazolno. For another which contradicts the teachings of Cans. EX1012 (Yazolino) at 1:65-68, 2:32-34,
example, Caris’ “[rlemote 102 1s programmed, for example, via an IR or RF

\ blaster 122 connected to STB 104.” EX1008 (Caris) at 6:4-5. More specifically,

(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9 418)
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Ground 7: Caris, Skerlos, and Yazolino

REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Skerlos with
Yazolino (POR at 57-58)

It is unrebutted that a POSITA would not have combined Skerlos and Yazolino (PO
Sur-reply at 22):

421. Indeed, a POSITA would not have been motivated to combine Skerlos
with Yazolino because the references teach away from one another. That is,
Yazolino explicitly teaches that “it 1s genenally not possible (or economically
feasible) to modify the control circuity in the television sets due to cost
considerations and the age of the television sets.” EX1012 (Yazolino) at 1:59-62.
Y et, modification of the control circuitry of a television set is the entire focus of
Skerlos. EX1009 (Skerlos) at 1:5-10, 2:23-30. A POSITA would not have

combined a reference that teaches modified television circuitry with a reference

that specifically teaches not to modify the television circuitry.

(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9 421)
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Ground 7: Caris, Skerlos, and Yazolino

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris with Skerlos and Yazolino do not disclose
claims 10, 12, 15 (POR at 58-60)

10. The rémuvte’control device of claim 4. further compris- Yazolino does not disclose a

ing: . .
a microcontroller that determines that a user of said remote microcontroller that receives (POR at 60)'
control device has selected said key and that modulates

said key code onto said second carrier signal.

12. A remote control device, comprising: - 8 HAS moRid ¥ou ajzss WLEG e Suat B

d k(‘ypild: 22 radiofrequency receiver shown in this figure?

an l{l\ rL‘CCi\"I’.'ff'. 1 A There is not. But it would be obvious to a

an IR transmitter: and

means for receiving a key code from said RF receiver and 4 | person of ordinary skillggy and how to add
for sending said key code to said IR transmitter such that 3 | one.

said key code is modulated onto an IR carrier signal, said T T e e
IR carrier signal with said key code modulated thereon
being transmitted from said remote control device by (EX2009 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 18, 2020) at
said IR transmitter, wherein said remote control device 143:21-144:3)
1s contained within a single structure.
15. The remote control device of claim 12, wherein said
means 1s a microcontroller.

UNIVERSAL
ELECTRONICS
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2. o
Ground 7: Caris, Skerlos, and Yazolino (}9@%?45)

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris with Skerlos and Yazolino do not disclose
claims 10, 12, 15 (POR at 58-60)

Skerlos and Yazolino teach IR only (POR at 59-60; EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at ] 427):

MM—WMWMWN ? Q Skexrlos specitically says the trequency oand
126
\/‘\
WALy 235
Wy, \
Wy 233 234
;;: L Keybé Wireless Command Map + e
Transmitter Interface Transmission Protocols 4= 220
A
Y Y 232
Controller
FIGURE 10
MW
(EX1013 (Yazolino) at Fig. 10) MW
(EX2008 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 17, 2020) at 204:7-17)
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Ground 7: Caris, Skerlos, and Yazolino

//

0,4245)

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris with Skerlos and Yazolino do not disclose
claims 10, 12, 15 (POR at 58-60)

WWM%NN

12. A remote control device, comprising:

a keypad:

an RF receiver;

an IR transmitter; and

means for receiving a key code from said RF receiver and
for sending said key code to said IR transmitter such that
said key code 1s modulated onto an IR carrier signal. said
IR carrier signal with said key code modulated thereon
being transmitted from said remote control device by
said IR transmitter, wherein said remote control device
is contained within a single structure.

W
(EX1001 (389 Patent) at Cl. 12)

UNIVERSAL
ELECTRONICS

PO proposed structure

Petitioner’s proposed structure

“a microcontroller that performs
the algorithms described in
Step 105 of Fig. 2, as further
explained in detail at 5:49-6:4,
and equivalents thereof.”

(POR at 16)

“a microcontroller that performs
the algorithm of receiving a key
code from an RF receiver that
has received a first key code
signal and translating the key
code so that the key code is
modulated onto an infrared
carrier signal resulting in a
second key code signal.”

(Pet. Reply at 8)

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit

Not Evidence
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* Introduction to Mui Patents

* Background: Petition and Institution

* Claim constructions

 Ground 1: Mishra, Dubil, and Van Ee

* Ground 2: Mishra and Dubil

 Ground 3: Mishra, Dubil, and Lambrechts
 Ground 4: Caris, Skerlos, and Van Ee

* Ground 5: Caris and Skerlos

 Ground 6: Caris, Skerlos, and Lambrechts
 @Ground 7: Caris, Skerlos, and Yazolino
 Ground 8: Caris, Skerlos, Yazolino and Lambrechts
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Ground 8: Caris, Skerlos, Yazolino, and /,@é g

F e~

Lambrechts

A POSITA would not have combined Caris with
Skerlos, Yazolino, and Lambrechts (POR at 60-61)

* A POSITA would not have combined Caris, Skerlos, and Lambrechts (Ground 6)
* A POSITA would not have combined Caris, Skerlos, and Yazolino (Ground 7)

A POSITA would not have combined Yazolino with Lambrechts
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Ground 8: Caris, Skerlos, Yazolino, and /;é/ S

Y P =

Lambrechts

Caris with Skerlos, Yazolino, and Lambrechts do not
disclose claims 13-14 (POR at 54-55)

13. The remote control device of claim 12, wherein said
key code is not stored on said remote control device imme-
diately prior to said means receiving the key code.

14. The remote control device of claim 12, wherein said
key code is part of a codeset, and wherein said codeset is not
stored on said remote control device.

W
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* Introduction to Mui Patents

* Background: Petition and Institution
* Claim constructions

 Ground 1: Rye and Skerlos

* Ground 2: Caris and Dubil
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US 7.589.642 B1
Sep. 15,2009

1 United States Patent
vt

Roku EX1001
US. Patent No. 7,589,642

12 United States Patent 1 Patent No. US 8,004.389 B1
Mui

) Date of Patent: “Aug. 23, 2001

Roku EX1001
U.S. Patent No. 8,004,389

IPR2019-01612
U.S. Patent No. 7,589,642

UNIVERSAL
ELECTRONICS

IPR2019-01613
U.S. Patent No. 8,004,389

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit
Not Evidence

i United States Patent Patowt Na:  US 9,911,023 B2
Mul « Dase of Patent Mar. 6, 2018

KMo Vet St

IPR2019-01614
U.S. Patent No. 9,911,325
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1. A first device for transmitting a command to control a functional
operation of a second device, the first device comprising:

areceiver;
a transmitter;

a processing device coupled to the receiver and the transmitter;
and

a memory storing instructions executable by the processing device,
the instructions causing the processing device to:

generate a key code using a keystroke indicator received from a
third device in communication with first device via use of the
receiver, the keystroke indicator having data that indicates an input
element of the third device that has been activated,;

format the key code for transmission to the second device; and

transmit the formatted key code to the _in a key
code signal via use of the transmitter;

wherein the generated key code comprises a one of a plurality of
key code data stored in a codeset, wherein the one of the plurality
of key code data is selected from the codeset as a function of the
keystroke indicator received from the third device, wherein each of
the plurality of key code data stored in the codeset comprises a
series of digital ones and/or digital zeros, and wherein the codeset
further comprises time information that describes how a digital
one and/or a digital zero within the selected one of the plurality of
key code data is to be represented in the key code signal to be
transmitted to the second device.

UNIVERSAL
ELECTRONICS

generates a key code
) ‘/ i2 Kev code generator

Remote - Key Code Generator Device
—> Consumer Device

10101111 Set-Top Box Target Device Codeset

Key Code Device Function
. n N\ 10101010 Power on
H 10100101 Power off
\ 10101111 Volume Up

device modulates key \
code onto a carrier . 10101110 Volume Down

signal for transmitting
10 a target device

Key code generator device
receives keystroke indicator signal
from remote control and

11111010 /
(not in codeset) /

: 3. Key code generator
device sends

ﬁ carrier
signal to operate target
: device

(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9 70)

325 Patent, Claim 1 + dependents

197

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit
Not Evidence



s

~ iz
/}/, /r /
REDEFINING CONTROL

* Introduction to Mui Patents

* Background: Petition and Institution
* Claim constructions

 Ground 1: Rye and Skerlos

* Ground 2: Caris and Dubil
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Petitioner asserts 2 obviousness grounds (Pet. at 3)

Ground | Prior Art Basis Claims
Challenged
| Rye (EX1005) 35US.C.§ 103 1,2,3,5,and 7
Skerlos (EX1006)
2 Caris (EX1007) 35US.C.§103 1,2,3,4,and 5
Dubil (EX1008)
(Pet. at 3)
UNIVERSAL 199
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* Introduction to Mui Patents

* Background: Petition and Institution
* Claim constructions

 Ground 1: Rye and Skerlos

* Ground 2: Caris and Dubil
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REDEFINING CONTROL

Parties do not dispute the preliminary claim
constructions (Paper 7 (Decision) at 10-11)

“key code” “code corresponding to the function of an electronic device,
optionally including timing information”

“keystroke indicator [signal]” | “a signal, distinct from a key code, corresponding to a pressed key
[on a remote control].”

“key code signal” “a signal containing a modulated key code”

UNIVERSAL
ELECTRONICS
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* Introduction to Mui Patents

* Background: Petition and Institution
* Claim constructions

* Ground 1: Rye and Skerlos

* Ground 2: Caris and Dubil
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3, 5,7) ==~
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A POSITA would not have combined Rye with
Skerlos (POR at 17-22)

The asserted combination must apply the transmissions from Skerlos’ remote
control to Rye’s transceiver (POR 20, 30; EX1003 (Russ Decl.) at 1 109-110):

o This invention generally relates to remote control
. o e, recetvers and more specifically is directed to an infrared
_ (IR) remote control detector/decoder providing im-
L S proved noise immunity particularly adapted for use

with a television receiver.
rovie et - T T e — e

(EX1006 (Skerlos) at 1:5-10)

Smart” Adchasols o e~
REM T e " o
. _/'.ﬂru'-s... X

Device

EX1005, FiGs. 2, 3 (annotated)

(EX1003 (Russ Decl.) at 9 102)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3, 5, 7) »

A POSITA would not have combined Rye with
Skerlos (POR at 17-22)

(1) Petitioner and its expert fail to offer any reasons why a POSITA reading Rye
would have been motivated to modify it to add “modulating onto a carrier signal”
(POR at 17-19)

g 104. While Rye describes the transmission of a key code from a key code
generator device to an electronic consumer device, such as a VCR, as described in
Embodiment 2, Rye does not explicitly provide operational details explaining how
this transmission would occur. See EX1007, 927. For example, Rye does not
explicitly describe the formatting of a key code for transmission. A POSA would

have understood, however, that the key code transmission would have been

performed by modulating the control code onto a carrier frequency using timing

mfommuon and that this process would teach the claimed formatting. A ]’OGA

(EX1003 (Russ Decl.) at 9 104)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) 2~

REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Rye with
Skerlos (POR at 17-22)

(1) Petitioner and its expert fail to offer any reasons why a POSITA reading Rye
would have been motivated to modify it to add “modulating onto a carrier signal”
(POR at 17-19)

[ ‘
code from would look to references describing different protocols for transmitting

control codes from a remote control. One well-known protocol is modulating the

control code onto an IR signal as described in Skerlos. )

o

(EX2011 (Russ Decl.) at 91 236)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) 2~

REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Rye with
Skerlos (POR at 17-22)

(1) Petitioner and its expert fail to offer any reasons why a POSITA reading Rye
would have been motivated to modify it to add “modulating onto a carrier signal”
(POR at 17-19)

(EX2008 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 17, 2020) at 86:1-3)
0 employ modulation and if so what
Ww
(EX2010 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 19, 2020) at 69:2-7)

(EX2008 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 17, 2020) at 70:16-20)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) »~ ="

REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Rye with
Skerlos (POR at 17-22)

(1) Petitioner and its expert fail to offer any reasons why a POSITA reading Rye

would have been motivated to modify it to add “modulating onto a carrier signa

(POR at 17-19)

I”

32, Further, Dr. Sprenger also acknowledges in the Background section ul‘\ / \

his declaration that a POSA would have been motivated to use a modulation
technique to avoid interference. EX2003, 9950-51, 132. For example, Dr. Sprenger
explains that:

When deciding whether to modulate data for transmission, and if so
what type of modulation to use, engineers must consider the cost and
complexity of each approach as compared to the requirements of the
desired application. . . . Modulation increases the cost and complexity,
but may end up ultimately being more effective due to the increased
resiliency to signal interference. And modulation using an
intermediate carrier frequency may increase the cost and complexity
further, but may provide more signal reliability sunable for a

particular application.

EX2003, 451.

51.  When deciding whether to modulate data for transmission, and if so
what type of modulation to use, engineers must consider the cost and complexity
of each approach as compared to the requirements of the desired application. For
example, unmodulated data may be the simplest and lowest cost approach but may
need data redundancies in order to reduce signal interference. Modulation
increases the cost and complexity, but may end up ultimately being more effective

due to the increased resiliency to signal interference. And modulation using an

intermediate carrier frequency may increase the cost and complexity further, but

may provide more signal reliability suitable for a particular application. /

/ (EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9 51)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) 2~

REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Rye with
Skerlos (POR at 17-22)

(1) Petitioner and its expert fail to offer any reasons why a POSITA reading Rye would
have been motivated to add “modulating onto a carrier signal” (POR at 17-19)

(EX2009 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 18, 2020) at
114:1-4)

(EX2009 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 18, 2020) at
______ 123:3-17)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) ~ ~
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A POSITA would not have combined Rye with
Skerlos (POR at 17-22)

(2) Rye teaches away from making modifications that “add[] to the cost and
complexity of the system” (e.g., adding a modulator to the transceiver) (POR at 20-
21; PO Sur-reply at 21)

M\MMM“W‘WW

/ 140. As another example, Rye teaches away from modifications “which [0009] The control or command codes for the various
brands of audiovisual components in the user’s system are
stored in a code library included in the receiver. Thus, for
example, when the PC interface transmits an RF signal
to modulate onto a carrier signal. EX1007 (Rye) at Fig. 3. Therefore, Rye teaches CUI’(L‘.\pUlldillg 10 “\"'(\R Play" the l'cuci\"cr Inuk_\ up in the
recerver code library the code for the user’s brand of VCR
and then transmits an infrared coded signal for “Play” for
that brand of VCR This system, although reliable and
EX1003 (Russ Decl.) at 9 142. I understand that Dr. Russ stressed that remote effective, does, however, require the use of a PC and

add[ ] to the cost and complexity of the system.” EX1007 (Rye) at [0009]. But

Rye does not teach having a modulator on the transmit side, as would be necessary

away from adding any modulating onto a carrier signal as Petitioner and Dr. Russ

suggest because that would add cost and complexity to the system. Petition at 26;

accompanying additional software as well as the interface,
which adds to the cost and complexity of the system.

increase in memory usage. EX2009 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 18, 2020) at 123:3-/ ww

control systems were “[v]ery, very cost sensitive,” as well as very sensitive to any

124:6, 113:21-114:4.

(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9 140) (EX1005 (Rye) at [0009])
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A POSITA would not have combined Rye with
Skerlos (POR at 17-22)

(3) Both experts agree that a POSITA would not have wanted to add additional
detector circuitry (POR at 21)

'I‘]l1is invention generally relates to remote control
recetvers and more specifically is directed to an infrared
(IR} remote control .de[ector/decoder providing im- consumer electronic appliances without having to modify those appliances.
proved noise immunity particularly adapted for use

with a television receiver.
- T T T —————— e

(EX1006 (Skerlos) at 1:5-10)

/ Figs. 3-4. A POSITA would have understood that Rye’s goal was to control \\

EX1007 (Rye) at Abst. (“in accordance with the brands or manufacturers of the

audiovisual components™). Therefore, a POSITA would not have looked to
Skerlos, which teaches to modify the appliances. Skerlos teaches to modify the
detector of the consumer electronic appliance so that the remote control can
communicate directly with the appliance. That is contrary to the teachings of Rye

in which the remote control is specifically designed not to communicate directly

\ with the appliance. Indeed, I understand that Dr. Russ testified in his dcpositioy-ﬂ

(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9 141)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3, 5, 7) »

REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Rye with
Skerlos (POR at 17-22)

(3) Both experts agree that a POSITA would not have wanted to add additional
detector circuitry (POR at 21)

WMWN

(EX2009 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 18, 2020) at 160:10-161:12)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3, 5, 7) »

A POSITA would not have combined Rye with
Skerlos (POR at 17-22)

(4) Rye teaches that the “dumb” RF remote control does not transmit to the
electronic consumer device, which is the opposite of Skerlos’ IR remote (POR at 19-
20)

/ 136. Second, a POSITA would not have combined Rye and Skerlos \\ Third
\
. ~ . 5 o TSy Do
because the subject matter of the references is very different. Rye relates to a . e T
“Dumb RF Remote™ that requires a transceiver to convert and transmit a signal to rerew | Mictopiocassce || K Mot

an electronic device, but Skerlos relates to “an infrared (IR) remote control

detector/decoder with improved noise immunity particularly adapted for use with a

) A p—— v DEVOGCEN 4 A AR & B Poeemss .t 1

television receiver.” EX1007 (Rye) at Fig. 2, [0022]-[0023]; EX1009 at Abst.

Smart” AGhasscbla
Fiest R TrormsCeve e

il -
ot B

Therefore, Rye requires the use of a transceiver intermediary, whereas Skerlos is Aot
\ designed such that no such intermediary is necessary. /// SO ON P 5. 5 Cadiii
(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9 136) (EX1003 (Russ Decl.) at 4 102)
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A POSITA would not have combined Rye with
Skerlos (POR at 17-22)

(5) Both experts agree that Skerlos teaches away from RF (POR at 20-21)

143.  And for another example, Skerlos teaches away from the remote s Q Skerlos aspecifically say:
control using the radio-frequency band as taught in Rye. Rye teaches that the
remote control only transmits in the radio-frequency band because the transceiver
converts the radio-frequency signal to an infrared signal. EX1007 (Rye) at Figs.
2-3. By contrast, Skerlos teaches that the remote control should only transmit in
the infrared frequency band, which precludes the radio-frequency band taught in

Rye. EX1009 (Skerlos) at Abst., Fig. 3. Skerlos even specifically says only the

higher end of the IR spectrum should be used by the remote control. EX1009 . o . .
\\(Skcrlos) at 3:37-52; Petition at 26; EX 1003 (Russ Decl.) at § 142. 16 sut, anvway, HAER AU aRAn I,

(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl) at 91143) | | o
(EX2008 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 17, 2020) at 204:7-17)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) »

REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Rye with
Skerlos (POR at 17-22)

Petitioner’s expert’s approach is legally impermissible (POR 18, 29, 34):

“As the ALJ recognized, prior art references before the tribunal must be read as a whole and
consideration must be given where the references diverge and teach away from the claimed
invention. W. L. Gore & Associates, Inc. v. Garlock, 721 F.2d 1540, 1550, 220 U.S.P.Q. (BNA) 303, 311
(Fed. Cir. 1983), cert. denied, 469 U.S. 851, 83 L. Ed. 2d 107, 105 S. Ct. 172 (1984). Moreover,
appellants cannot pick and choose among individual parts of assorted prior art references "as a
mosaic to recreate a facsimile of the claimed invention." 721 F.2d at 1552, 220 U.S.P.Q. (BNA) at
312. In this case, the ALJ found that Akzo's expert witnesses could not show how the prior art
patents could be brought together to render the Blades '756 invention obvious without
reconstructing the teachings of those patents assisted by hindsight.” Akzo N.V. v. United States ITC,
808 F.2d 1471, 1481, (Fed. Cir. 1986).
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) 2~

REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Rye with
Skerlos (POR at 17-22)

Petitioner’s expert’s approach is legally impermissible (POR 18, 29, 34):

“But that reasoning seems to say no more than that a skilled artisan,
once presented with the two references, would have understood that
they could be combined. And that is not enough: it does not imply a
motivation to pick out those two references and combine them to
arrive at the claimed invention.” Personal Web Techs. v. Apple Inc., 848
F.3d 987, 993-994 (Fed. Cir. 2017)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) ==~

REDEFINING CONTROL

Rye + Skerlos fail to disclose limitations of claim 1

MWMW

1. A st device for Irmnsmatting a command o control a wherein the generated kev code comprises a one of a
functional aperation of a second device, the first device N'llr‘.lht}' of ku‘}' oode data stored in a codeset, wherein
comprising: the one of the plurality of key code data is selected from

i receiver; the codeset as a function of the Keyswroke indicator

a transmitter: received from the third device, wherein each of the

a processing device coupled to the receiver and the plurality of key code data stored in the codeset com-

transmitter; and prises a serwes of duntal ones andfor digital zeros, and
a memary storing instructions excecutahle by the process- wherein the codeset further comprises time information
ing device, the instructions causing the processing that describes how a digital one and'or a digital zero
device ki within the selected one of the plurality of key code data

generate o key code using a keystroke indicator received is to be represented in the key code signal to be
tfrom a third device in communmcation with first device transmitted to the second device

via use of the receiver. the keystroke indicator having
data that indicates an input element of the third device
that has been activated;

format the key code for transmission 1o the second device:
and

transmit the formatted key code to the second device in a
key code signal via use of the transmitter:,

Mw

(EX1001 (325 Patent) at Cl. 1)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) 2~

REDEFINING CONTROL

Petition fails to assert how Rye + Skerlos disclose “a
processing device . ..” (POR at 22)

Petition relies only on Rye and offers no explanation how either of the processors
performs the claim limitations (POR at 22)

‘ . . . P i
4 4. [1.3] “a processing device coupled to the receiver and the Dr;?:eszmg
transmitter; and” | Memoryfor | «t
| code lookup
toble
Rye describes two processors coupled to the RF receiver and the IR emitter: 310 MHz anfenna,, 3o, l k‘ 0 ] & i
¥ L}
main processor 38 and IR processor 42. EX1005, 9923-25. These processors teach RF receiver H Dernoduiator —'\ Main Processor IR Processor i’—+ axts 3
the claimed processing device coupled to the receiver and transmitter and are M = ]
n lemory Memoxy f
“Smart” Addressable prblial | N o
\ericted in Figure 3 as annotated below. EX1003, §Y116-118. / RF/R Transceiver Py
Fie 3
\ EX1005, FIG. 3 (annotated).

(Pet. at 16-17)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) ==~

REDEFINING CONTROL

Rye + Skerlos fail to disclose limitations of claim 1

MWMW

1. A st device for Irmnsmatting a command o control a wherein the generated kev code comprises a one of a
functional aperation of a second device, the first device N'llr‘.lht}' of ku‘}' oode data stored in a codeset, wherein
comprising: the one of the plurality of key code data is selected from

i receiver; the codeset as a function of the Keyswroke indicator

a transmitter: received from the third device, wherein each of the

a processing device coupled to the receiver and the plurality of key code data stored in the codeset com-

trunsmitter; and prises a serwes of digtal ones andfor digital zeros, ad
a memary stonng nstructions executahle by the process- wherein the codeset turther comprises time information
g device, the instructions causing the processing that describes how a digital one and'or a digital zero
device ki within the selected one of the plurality of key code data

generate o key code using a keystroke indicator received is to be represented in the key code signal to be
tfrom a third device in communmcation with first device transmitted to the second device

via use of the receiver. the keystroke indicator having
data that indicates an input element of the third device
that has been activated;

format the key code for transmission 1o the second device:
and

transmit the formatted key code to the second device in a
key code signal via use of the transmitter:,

Mw

(EX1001 (325 Patent) at Cl. 1)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) 7%~

REDEFINING CONTROL

Petition fails to assert how Rye + Skerlos disclose “a
memory storing instructions ... ” (POR at 22-24)

Petition relies only on Rye and never even alleges how any of the memories
performs “format the key code for transmission” (POR at 22-23):

P
/ i :

Rye’s processing device is coupled to a memory storing instructions that are As seen in Rye, it was well-known prior to the *325 patent to use memory in
executable by the processing device as would have been understood by a POSA. devices such as transceivers or set-top boxes configured to communicate with
EX1003, 99119-125. Rye describes its transceiver as having memory such as audiovisual devices. EX1003, 99120-125. Further, as Dr. Russ explains, it was also
address memory 40. “memory for code lookup table 46.” and “code library well-known to use such memory devices to store istructions executable by the
memory 44 as depicted in Figure 3 annotated below. EX1005, 4923-25. processing devices to generate and transmut key codes. /d.

Memory i V«Tv:-m tor -
COoCe ookup | -
) e | (Pet. at 18-19)
310 MHz cnbnm“ " e 16 az &%
V- i y. — £
.‘LJ‘ RF lecoker —+ Democulgior |—» Mo Frocessor —= R Rocessor % T 35
It . x ¥ T3]
‘ P
e ~ —
" NMemory for Merrory o
Smart” Addressable | oo | | Ressmry
RF/IR Transceiver L - 7
f Memory
\\ EX1005, F1G. 3
S~
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REDEFINING CONTROL

Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3, 5, 7) »

Petition fails to assert how Rye + Skerlos disclose “a
memory storing instructions ... ” (POR at 22-24)

Petitioner’s expert relies on Bayley but still never alleges which of the memories
performs “format the key code for transmission” (POR at 23-24):

121. For example, Figure 2 from the Bayley reference depicts a well-\
known memory device including a database as well as an OS (operating system),
volume control application, and driver for operating volume controls. EXI1018,

6:41-48; see also id., 1:56-58, FIG. 2.

122, “The memory system 230 may include any one or combination of
volatile memory elements (e.g., random access memory (RAM), dynamic RAM
(DRAM), static RAM (SRAM), synchronous DRAM (SDRAM), magnetic RAM
(MRAM), etc.) and nonvolatile memory elements (e.g., read only memory (ROM),
hard drive, tape, compact disk ROM (CD-ROM), etc.).” EX1018, 3:40-46.
Further, Bayley explains that “OS 231 controls the execution of other software and

provides management and control services including, for example, scheduling,

input-output control, file and data management, memory management, and (EX1003 (RUSS DecI.) at 99 121-122)

communication control, among others.” Id., 3:64-4:1. /
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REDEFINING CONTROL

Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3, 5, 7) »

Petition fails to assert how Rye + Skerlos disclose “a
memory storing instructions ... ” (POR at 22-24)

Bayley equally suggests memories that are not on the “first device” as required
(POR at 23-24; PO Sur-reply at 5):

WWMM

157. Nevertheless, even if considering Bayley too, a POSITA would \

1 G Q Why can't the instructions be on the CD rom

understand that instructions would not have to be stored on any of these memories

18 is? Isn't that what Bailey is saying?
identified in Rye. As Dr. Russ” own citation to Bayley explains, there are also

19 A Well, they could be. It's not how I picture
“tape, compact disk ROM (CD-ROM), etc.” EX1003 (Russ Decl.) at § 122

20 Rye, but, yeah, they could be.
EX2010 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 19, 2020) at 51:16-53:2. A POSITA would also

. e e

(EX2010 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 19, 2020) at 52:17-20)

recognize that executable instructions could even be stored on a processor itself.
EX1001 (°325 patent) at 7:5-10 (“read only memory (ROM) on a microcontroller
integrated circuit™); EX2010 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 19, 2020) at 48:19-49:20.
Therefore, neither the Petition or Dr. Russ identifies which, if any, of the memories

in Rye would store executable instructions or any rationale for why any of these

memories would need to.

(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9 157)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) ==~

REDEFINING CONTROL

Rye + Skerlos fail to disclose limitations of claim 1

MWMW

1. A st device for Irmnsmatting a command o control a wherein the generated kev code comprises a one of a
functional aperation of a second device, the first device N'llr‘.lht}' of ku‘}' oode data stored in a codeset, wherein
comprising: the one of the plurality of key code data is selected from

i receiver; the codeset as a function of the Keyswroke indicator

a transmitter: received from the third device, wherein each of the

a processing device coupled to the receiver and the plurality of key code data stored in the codeset com-

trunsmitter; and prises a serwes of digtal ones andfor digital zeros, ad
a memary storing instructions excecutable by the process- wherein the codeset further comprises time information
ing device, the instructions causing the processing that describes how a digital one and'or a digital zero
device o within the selected one of the plurality of key code data

generate a key code using o keystroke indicator received is to be represented mn the Key code signal o be
from a third device in communication with first device transmitted to the second device

via use of the receiver. the Keystroke indicator having
data that indicates an ioput clement of the third device
that has been activated:

format the key code for transmission 1o the second device:
and

transmit the formatted key code to the second device in a
key code signal via use of the transmitter:

Mw

(EX1001 (325 Patent) at Cl. 1)

UNIVERSAL 222
ELECTRONICS

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit
Not Evidence



Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3, 5, 7) P

REDEFINING CONTROL

Rye + Skerlos fail to disclose “keystroke indicator
having data that indicates an input element of the
third device that has been activated” (POR at 27)

/

matrix” with “an array of pushbuttons 14” (i.c., keys). EX1005, FIG. 2, 921. When
a button is pressed by the user, the remote control “produce(s) the appropriate
binary coded commands or control signals that are transmitted from [remote
control] unit 10..." /d., 921. The selection of a key results in the transmission of a
“radio-frequency binary coded signal...by an antenna 24 included in unit 10 to an
addressable transceiver generally designated 30..." /d.. 9922-23. This signal
corresponds to the claimed “keystroke indicator signal.™ which is received by
Rye’s transceiver. /d. In particular, this signal corresponds to the pressed key and
1s distinet from the “key code™ which Rye’s transceiver subsequently generates.

\\S}.“L' infra, Section VI.C.9; see also EX1003, 4128.

(Pet. at 20-21)

UNIVERSAL
ELECTRONICS

As depicted in Figure 2, Rye describes a remote control that includes a “key

S

127.  As seen from the remote control decpited in Figure 2, Rye describes a
remote control that includes a “key matrix™ with “an array of pushbuttons 14”
(i.e., keys). EX1005, 921, FIG. 2. When a button is pressed by the user, the remote
control “produce(s] the appropriate binary coded commands or control signals that
are transmitted from [remote control] unit 10...” /d. The selection of a key results
in the transmission of a “radio-frequency binary coded signal...by an antenna 24

included in unit 10 to an addressable transceiver generally designated 30...” /d.,

9922-23. This signal teaches the claimed “keystroke indicator signal,” which is
received by Rye’s transceiver. /d. In particular, this signal corresponds to the

pressed key and is distinct from the “key code” which Rye’s transceiver

\ \subsequentiy generates using the keystroke indicator signal.

EX1003 (Russ Decl.) at 9 127)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3, 5, 7) »

/;é//.

Y P

REDEFINING CONTROL

Rye + Skerlos fail to disclose “keystroke indicator
having data that indicates an input element of the
third device that has been activated” (POR at 27)

Petitioner’s new argument in Reply still fails to explain how any data “indicates an
input element of the third device that has been activated” (PO Sur-reply at 6-7):

UEI also argues that Rye’s “binary coded control signal” does not include
“data” indicating that a particular key has been pressed. POR, 27. But Rye explains
that its “binary control codes” (i.e., “data™) are transmitted on the “binary coded
signal generated by the microprocessor 20, in response to the user operation of one

of the pushbuttons 14.” EX1005, 422; Pet., 20-21. Thus, Rye’s binary control code

included in its binary coded signal discloses the claimed “data.” EX1030, 929.

(Pet. Reply at 10)

UNIVERSAL
ELECTRONICS

/,

29. UEI also argues that Rye’s “binary coded control signal” does not

include “data™ indicating that a particular key has been pressed. POR, 27. But Rye
explains that its “*binary control codes” (i.e., “data”) are transmitted on the “binary
coded signal generated by the microprocessor 20, in response to the user operation
of one of the pushbuttons 14.” EX1005, §22; Pet., 20-21. Thus, Rye’s binary

control codes included in its binary coded signal disclose the claimed “data.”

EX1003, §9126-32.
\

EX1030 (Russ Suppl. Decl.) at 9] 29)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) ~ ~

REDEFINING CONTROL

Rye + Skerlos fail to disclose “generate a key code
using a keystroke indicator” (POR at 24-27)

WMWMMNMW

1. A list device for transmitting a command o control a wherein the generated key code comprises a one ol a
lunctional operation of a second device, the first device plurality of key code data stored in a codeset, wherein
comprising: the one of the plurality of kev code data is selected from

a receiver; the codeset as a function of the Keystroke indicator

a transmitter: received from the third device, wherein each of the

a processing device couplad to the receiver and the plurality of key code data stored in the codeset com-

transmitter; and prises a series of dital ones andfor digital zeros, axd
a memory storing instructions executahle by the process- wherein the codeset turther comprises time inlormation
ing device, the instructions causing the processing that describes how a digital one and'or a digital zero
device o within the selected one of the plurality of keyv code data

generate 9 key cade wsing o keystroke indicator receved is 0 be represented in the key code signal to be
lrom a third device in communication with first device transmitted to the second device

via use ol the recetver. the keystroke indicator having
data that indicates an input element of the third device
that has been activated;

format the key code for transmission to the second device:
and

transmit the formatted key code to the second device in a
key code signal via use of the transmitter;

W

(EX1001 (325 Patent) at Cl. 1)

UNIVERSAL 225
ELECTRONICS

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit
Not Evidence



//i//

Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3, 5, 7) »

REDEFINING CONTROL

Rye + Skerlos fail to disclose “generate a key code
using a keystroke indicator” (POR at 24-27)

Petitioner relies on Rye’s converting received codes into IR format (POR at 24-27):

MM'_‘_M

Figure 3 is a schematic diagram of addressable transceiver 30, which A [0016] To this end, the addressable transceiver includes a
receives binary coded signals transmitted by antenna 24 of Figure 2. /d. “In memory for IR code library that stores the remote control
: : _ _ : codes for the commercial brands of audiovisual components,
overview, those signals are converted in transceiver 30 to corresponding i
and a lookup table that stores the remote control codes for
binary coded infrared (IR) signals. which are then transmitted over-the-air to all the audiovisual components in the user’s home. The
the selected audiovisual component to control its operation.” /d. ¥ 23. library and lookup table are connecied (0 a microprocessor
in which the brand or product codes are combined with the
(Paper 7 (Decision) at 14; see also Pet. at 10) recerved »l)iinur'\»‘ coded \:mllrn! signals. I'be thus processed
and modified coded control signals are converted to corre-
sponding coded infrared control signals which are transmit-
ted to the selected audiovisual component.
(EX1005 (Rye) at [0016])
UNIVERSAL 226
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) »~ 7=

REDEFINING CONTROL

Rye + Skerlos fail to disclose “generate a key code
using a keystroke indicator” (POR at 24-27)

Rye’s “lookup table” values are never transmitted, but are only used to convert the
received key code into the IR format (POR at 26-27):

172. Addiuonally, a POSITA would understand that Rye does not dlxclosm [0027] IR 42 E si l
processor 42 converls the input control signal so

“generate a key code™ because Rye discloses that the transceiver “converts the that 1t is cnmpa[ih[c with the npcrming bina ry code for the
selected audiovisual component whose IR remote control
code 1s obtained from the look-up table 46. That 1s, if the
selected audiovisual component whose IR remote control code is obtained from control ope ration that 1s to be pcrformcd 1S 10 l’lil_\-‘ the V(,‘R,
the IR processor 42 looks up the “VCR-Play™ code from the
code library 44 for the user’s particular brand of VCR. That
POSITA would understand that the IR remote control code in the look-up table is control code for "\”'CR-PI&}-‘" is selected in IR processor 42
and 1s then applied to IR emitter 48 to, in turn, cause LED
50 to transmit to the addressed or selected VCR, in the

input control signal so that 1t 1s compatible with the operating binary code for the

the look-up table 46.” EX1007 (Rye) at [0027] (emphasis added). Thus, a

IR protocol informauon, and Rye teaches using this information to convert the

received control code into an IR compatible signal, and not to create an entirely example given, the selected control signal in the form of an
IR binary signal that is compatible with the user’s brand and
new signal with the code obtained from the look-up table. The code from the look- model of VCR.
up table itself is not actually transmitted by the transceiver in Rye. ) WMW
\ (EX1005 (Rye) at [0027])

(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9 172)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) ==~

REDEFINING CONTROL

Rye + Skerlos fail to disclose limitations of claim 1

MWMW

1. A st device for trmmsmutting @ command o control a wherein the generated kev code comprises a one of a
functional operation of a second device, the first device plurality of kev code data stored in a codeset, wherein
comprising: the one of the plurality of key code data is selected from

n receiver; the codeset as a function of the Keyswroke indicator

a transmitter: received from the thind device, wherein each of the

a processing device couplad to the receiver and the plurality of key code data stored in the codeset com-

transmitter; and prises a serwes of digtal ones andfor digital zeros, ad
a memary storing instructions executahle by the process- wherein the codeset turther comprises time information
ing device, the instructions causing the processing that describes how a digital one and'or a digital zero
device o within the selected one of the plurality of key code data

generate a key cade using a keystroke indicator received is t0 be represented in the key code signal to be
from a third device in communication with first device transmuitted to the second device

via use of the receiver. the keystroke indicator having
data that indicates an input element of the third device
that has been activated;

format the Key code for transmission o the second device:
and

transmit the formatted key code to the second device in a
key code signal via use of the transmitter.

Mw

(EX1001 (325 Patent) at Cl. 1)
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REDEFINING CONTROL

Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) »

Rye + Skerlos fail to disclose “format the key code for
transmission” (POR at 28-31)

Skerlos does not describe modulating onto a carrier signal from the transceiver
(Rye’s first device) as required by claim 1 (POR at 30):

1. A fisst device for transmitting a command 1o contral a MMMMN

functional operation of a second device. the first device
L'\llllprllh;.llj,;' 12 Q And my guesticon is in Skerlos by itself,
a4 receiver,
a transmitter,
a processing device coupled to the receiver and the 14 | zonzroi,
transmitter; anc
a memory storing instructions executahle by the process-

ing device, the instructions causing the processing 16 || in Skarics is on a remota controly ahandhald remots
device to:

generate a key cade using a keystroke indicator received mbedded
trom a third device in commumcation with first device - I . e 7

via use ol the receiver. the Keystroke indicator having
data that indicates an input element of the third device 19 | person of ordinary skill that that embodiment coul
that has been activated;

format the key code for transmission 1o the second device:

and i WMW

transmit the formatted key code to the second device in a

i\t‘_\' cade ﬁl;.'_ll'.l] via use of the transmitter: (EXZO]_O (Russ DepO. Tr. June 19' 2020) at 55:12_20)

MW

(EX1001 (325 Patent) at Cl. 1)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) ==~

REDEFINING CONTROL

Rye + Skerlos fail to disclose limitations of claim 1

WMWMMNMW

1. A finst device for transmitting a command o control a wherein the generated Key code compnises a one ol a
lunctional operation of a second device, the first device plurality of key code data stored in a codeset, wherein
comprising: the one of the plurality of key code data is selected from

3 receiver, the codeset as a function of the Keystroke indicator

a transmitter: received from the thind device, wherein each of the

a processing device coupled to the receiver and the plurality of key cade data stored in the codeset com-

transmitter; and prises a series of dital ones andior digital zeros, axd
a memary storing instructions executahle by the process- wherein the codeset turther comprises tume information
ing device, the instructions causing the processing that describes how a digital ene and'or a digital zero
device o within the selected one of the plurality of Kev code data

generate a key code using a keystroke indicator received is w0 be represented in the key code signal to be
from a third device in communication with first device transmitted 1o the secand device

via use of the receiver. the keystroke indicator having
data that indicates an input element of the third device
that has been activated;

format the key code for transmission o the second device:
and

transmit the formatted key code to the second device in a
key code signal via use of the transmitter:;

W

(EX1001 (325 Patent) at Cl. 1)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3, 5, 7) P

REDEFINING CONTROL

Rye + Skerlos fail to disclose “key code data stored . .
. digital ones and/or digital zeros” (POR at 31-32)

Petitioner and its expert rely on simple “binary” and not “digital ones and/or

zeros” (PO sur-reply at 9; POR at 31-32):

37.  UEIl argues that Rye does not disclose “digital ones and/or digital \\
zeros™ because Rye's disclosure of a binary number is insufficient. POR, 31-32.
UEI continues by arguing that “a digital one and digital zero means that there is a
more complex pattern than simply a one is on and a zero 1s ofl.” POR, 32. But UEI
ignores the plain language of the claim as well as the "325 patent’s specification.
First, as written in claim 1, digital ones and/or digital zeros refers to “key code
data.” That is, the claim recites “key code data stored in the codeset comprises a
series of digital ones and/or digital zeros.” As seen from FIG. 3 of the "325 patent,

this means that a binary number is sufficient.

(EX1030 (Russ Suppl. Decl.) at 9 37)

UNIVERSAL
ELECTRONICS

\
\

In the embodiment of FIG. 5, the 12-bit key code is
modulated onto key code signal 19 using pulse width
modulation. Digital ones and zeros are characterized by
pairs of marks and spaces. The period between successive
leading edges of the bursts in a mark is the period of an
intermediary signal. The intermediary signal has an inter-
mediary frequency. In a space, there are no bursls.

FIG. 6A shows a digital zero and a digital one in key code
signal 19 of FIG. 5 in more detail. A “mark/space™ pair
represents a digital zero and another “mark/space™ pair
represents a digital one. The marks and spaces of each pair
have predetermined lengths. In the embodiment of FI1G. 5,
the mark length of a digital zero is 490 microseconds, and
the mark length of a digital one is 3940 microseconds. The
space length of a digital zero 1s 950 microseconds. and the
space length of a digital one is 2000 microseconds.

(EX1001 (325 Patent) at 5:21-36;
see also EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9] 198)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) ==~

REDEFINING CONTROL

Rye + Skerlos fail to disclose limitations of claim 1

WWW

1. A finst device for transmitting a command o control a wherein the generated Key code compnises a one ol a
lunctional operation of a second device, the first device plurality of key code data stored in a codeset, wherein
comprising: the one of the plurality of key code data is selected from

3 receiver, the codeset as a function of the Keystroke indicator

a transmitter; received from the thind device, wherein each of the

a processing device couplad to the receiver and the plurality of key code data stored in the codeset cam-

transmitter; and prises a series of digital ones andfor digital zeros., ad
a memary storing instructions executable by the process- wherein the codeset turther comprises time wonnaton
ing device, the instructions causing the processing that describes how a digital ene and'or a digital zero
device L within the selected one of the plurality of Key code data

generate a key code using a keystroke indicator received is e be represented i the Key code signal o be
tfrom a third device in commumcation with first device transmitted 1o the secand device

via use of the receiver. the keystroke indicator having
data that indicates an input element of the third device
that has been activated;

format the key code for transmission to the second device:
and

transmit the formatted key code to the second device in a
key code signal via use of the transmitter:

W

(EX1001 (325 Patent) at Cl. 1)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) 2~

REDEFINING CONTROL

Rye + Skerlos fail to disclose “codeset further
comprises time information” (POR at 32-34)

Petitioner’s expert admitted neither Rye nor : Hould you agree thaog R
Skerlos disclosed key codes or codesets comprising | © | 7 o e
timing information (POR at 33): | ewsaseens

8 A Figure 1-B is talking about, for example,
19 But would you agree that Rye does not 9 sending 1s and '0s, Era cin i e dgad

a key code comprises timing

hink the way we put it is it does

(EX2008 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 17, 2020) at 183:19-184:
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REDEFINING CONTROL

Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3, 5, 7) »

Rye + Skerlos fail to disclose “codeset further
comprises time information” (POR at 32-34)

Petitioner’s expert relies on “timing information used for modulating a key
code onto a carrier signal” (POR at 33; PO Sur-reply at 10):

@phusts added); see also EX1005, 9924, 38; Pet., 27-29. In my previous \\
declaration, | explained that code library 44 stores the claimed codeset, which
comprises key codes. EX1003, 99149-56. 1 also explained that Skerlos discloses
timing information used for modulating a key code onto a carrnier signal. /d. Based
on this teaching, a “POSA would have easily implemented the techniques of
Skerlos within the system described in Rye because both describe the transmission
of the same type of key codes.” /d., §156. UEI does not address that this specific

combination of Rye and Skerlos rendering obvious a codeset that comprises time

information. /d., 49149-56. Ji

X ‘ /
(EX1030 (Russ Suppl. Decl.) at 9 40)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3, 5, 7) »

REDEFINING CONTROL

Rye + Skerlos fail to disclose “codeset further
comprises time information” (POR at 32-34)

USPTO already rejected for a related patent that merely using timing information
to transmit a signal discloses “a codeset comprising timing information” (POR at
29):

We are persuaded of error in the rejection of claim 34. The Examiner \\
does not provide sufficient explanation, or direct us to sufficient supporting
evidence, demonstrating that Pope’s infrared code comprising a train of
pulses with cach pulse being 1.6 microseconds long. and indicating a one or
a zero (Pope 3:45-47), combined with Teskey's remote control signal format
characteristics including averall signal timing intormation (Teskey 3:60
4:8}. teaches or suggests a codeset comprising timing information that
desenbes a digital one and a digital zero. Specifically, it is not clear how
Pape’s train of 1.6 microsecond pulses, with each pulse indicating a high
{"1") or low (*0") bit, as modified in view of Teskey's general teaching of

signal timing information, teaches or suggests that it is the timing

information of the codeset pulses or signals that describes digital ones and
)

\d\z_gim] Zeroes, /
(EX2006 (553 Patent File History) at 9] 256)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) ~ ~

REDEFINING CONTROL

Rye + Skerlos fail to disclose the dependent claims
(POR at 34-36)

WWMWN

2. The first device as recited in claim 1, wherein the
receiver comprises an RF receiver.

3. The first device as recited in claim 1, wherein the
transmitter comprises an IR transmitter.

5. The first device as recited in claim 1, wherein the
formatted key code is transmitted from the first device to the
second device via a wireless connection between the first
device and the second device.

7. The first device as recited in claim 1, wherein the
generated key code controls at least one of a power on,
power off, volume up, and volume down functional opera-
tion of the second device.

T TNt N i p i
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) 2~

REDEFINING CONTROL

Rye + Skerlos fail to disclose claim 2 (POR at 34-35)

Petitioner and its expert assert that the Rye/Skerlos combination would use Skerlos’
IR protocol, not RF (POR at 34-35):

923; EX1006, 3:20-36; EX1003,9141. While Skerlos describes the transmission of
control codes from a remote control, a POSA would have understood that Rye's e protoc
transceiver would have just as casily implemented the same wireless transmission

protocol using the same IR emitter technology to transmit control codes in the

same manner described in Skerlos. EX 1003, €142, Both devices transmit control

St MR. KENTON:
(Pet. at 26) 11 BY THE WITNESS:

(EX2008 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 17, 2020) at 208:5-12)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3, 5, 7) »

REDEFINING CONTROL

Rye + Skerlos fail to disclose claim 2 (POR at 34-35)

Skerlos teaches away from RF in a Rye/Skerlos combination (POR at 33-34):

43.  UEI states that “Petitioner cites only to Rye for the *RF receiver™ bu;\\
then alleges that Skerlos teaches away from using radio-frequency. POR, 34-35.
This statement does not address the specific combination of Rye and Skerlos
presented in the Petition and in my previous declaration. EX1003, 4157, UEI
incorrectly focuses on Skerlos rather than addressing Rye’s actual teaching of its
transceiver having an RF receiver as | explained in my previous declaration and as

depicted below. EX1003, €157; EX1005, 923, FIG. 3. In this manner, UEI has not

/

__refuted Rye’s clear teaching of an RF receiver. /

(EX1030 (Russ Suppl. Decl.) at 91 43;
see also Pet. Reply at 14)
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* Introduction to Mui Patents

* Background: Petition and Institution
* Claim constructions

 Ground 1: Rye and Skerlos

* Ground 2: Caris and Dubil
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Ground 2: Caris + Dubil (1-5) a4

REDEFINING CONTROL

Petitioner relies on the second embodiment of Caris (Pet. at 36-38):

_ FIG. 2 illustrates an alternative system 200 according to the

m " o ‘,. — ‘ invention. Sysiem 200 .comprises in this exu'n‘lple'a remote

P o control device 202 that is a pre-programmed. That 1s. remote

| % 202 uvses a fixed protocol to communicate with STB 104 for

el e _ ; control of apparatus 114 via STB 104. STB 104 uses a wired

o or wireless link with apparatus 114. In order to use this

Pl configuration with any kind of controllable apparatus 114, the

Third _§ o] user connects STB 104 to server 108 on the Internet 106 in

H response to the user activating a dedicated hard button 118 (or

: i softkey 118 if remote 202 has an L.CD touch screen function-

a4 ' ality such as the PRONTO™) on remote 202. The user then
=]

specifies to server 108 what apparatus 114 he/she would like
_ : to control via remote 202, as in the example mentioned in the
o description of FIG. 1. Server 108 then downloads to STB 104
data representative of a control code for control of apparatus
FIG. 2 114, the control being established via STB 102 in operational
use. The data gets programmed into a look-up table 204 that
EX1007, FIG. 2 (annotated). associates an input received from remote 202 with an output
as programmed. The output is now the data for the control
(Pet. at 36) command required for control of apparatus 114 via STB 104.

(EX1007 (Caris) at 6:53-7:5)
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Ground 2: Caris + Dubil (1-5) a5

REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Caris with Dubil
(POR at 39-42)

The asserted combination of Caris and Dubil applies the transmissions from Dubil’s
remote control to Caris’ set-top box (EX1003 (Russ Decl.) at 919 168-169):

‘ ||||| s '] : -
— - o t
~
“ - — j-
B i [ o 7
= =
|
*
= e o
frrT—— . of Drover
L j A—
N = 4 ‘
[~ .
STB/ ‘
Key Code
........ Generator C
FIG.2
EX1006, FI1G. 1 (annotated).
EX1007, FIG. 2 (annotated).

(EX1003 (Russ Decl.) at 91 164) (EX2011 (Russ Decl.) at q 109)
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Ground 2: Caris + Dubil (1-5) 4 7%

REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Caris with Dubil
(POR at 39-42)

A POSITA would not have combined Caris Fig. 2 with Dubil Fig. 1 (POR at 40-42)

— AL
~ — L e
226. For example, Caris teaches that the set-top box can communicate \ b M) -
\ i e
\ }
otlv wi a o q ar olee v device =X g 2) ¢ - > o A " e
directly with a consumer electronic device. EX1007 (Carnis) at Fig. 2. In contrast, e e r
Dubil teaches that the set-top box does not communicate directly with a consumer . e bl
o™
= | |
clectronic device, but rather communicates to a remote control; it is the remote t
control that then communicates with the consumer electronic device. EX1008 = < I‘
T S
rPTg———— g of Drowr
(Dubil) at Fig. 1: EX2008 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 17, 2020) at 143:2-8. The remote — | ' e T ]
” {\ w IS =
control in Dubil 1s necessary to communicate with the consumer electronic device | ‘
STB/
(ey Code Remote
because only the remote control has the components and circuitry to produce and Key Code e Fig 1
Generator Contro
transmit the signals that the consumer electronic device can receive. EX1008
EX1006, FIG. 1 (annotated).
(Dubil) at Fig. 1, 5:20-26. /

b
(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9 226)

(EX2011 (Russ Decl.) at 9 109)
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Ground 2: Caris + Dubil (1-5) g —

F&

REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Caris with Dubil
(POR at 39-42)

A POSITA would not have combined Caris Fig. 2 with Dubil Fig. 1 (EX2003 (Sprenger
Decl.) at 9] 227)

Server [ ":: | 3
STB: a - .
el . T
) [N = j’
=] =
‘ XL “n,.mjl- |> ‘ ," ol
o = Ul #orcama:
| Consume
STB/ w — D
_______________ FiG. iy ek fie.2
EX1008, FIG. 1 (annotated). o - ; o
EX1006, FIG. 1 (annotated).
EX2011 (Russ Decl.) at 9 201
( ( Jat ) (EX1003 (Russ Decl.) at 9 164)
(EX2011 (Russ Decl.) at 9 109)
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Ground 2: Caris + Dubil (1-5)

REDEFINING CONTROL

A POSITA would not have combined Caris with Dubil
(POR at 39-42)

A POSITA would not have combined Caris Fig. 2 with Dubil Fig. 1 (POR at 39-40);
EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at §] 227)

228. As another example, in the embodiment the Petition and Dr. Russ rely \\
on in Caris, the remote control transmits to the set-top box for cach remote button
press. EX1007 (Cans) at 7:2-5; Petution at 40; EX1003 (Russ Decl.) at 99 166-
170. By contrast, in Dubil, key codes are stored at the remote control so that the
remote control never has to transmit to an intermediary, like a set-top box, for each
button press during operation. EX1008 (Dubil) at 5:18-23. A POSITA would not
have been mouvated to consider a remote control that has to transmit to an
intermediary device (set-top box) for cach button press in combination with remote

control that never needs to do so. Rather, A POSITA would have recognized that

Caris and Dubil teach away from each other in this fundamental way. /

(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9 228)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) P =

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose limitations of claim 1

MWMW

1. A st device for Irmnsmatting a command o control a wherein the generated kev code comprises a one ol a
functional aperaton of a second device, the first device pﬁ'l”‘.l[lt_\' of k-.‘}' oode data stored in a codeset, wherein
comprising: the one of the plurality of key code data is selected from

i receiver; the codeset as a function of the Keyswroke indicator

a transmitter: received from the third device, wherein each of the

a processing device coupled to the receiver and the plurality of key code data stored in the codeset com-

transmitter; and prises a serwes of digtal ones andfor digital zeros, ad
a memary storing instructions excecutahle by the process- wherein the codeset further comprises time information
ing device, the instructions causing the processing that describes how a digital one and'or a digital zero
device L within the selected one of the plurality of key code data

generate o key code using a keystroke indicator received is to be represented in the key code signal to be
from a third device in communication with first device transmitted to the second device

via use of the receiver. the keystroke indicator having
data that indicates an input element of the third device
that has been activated:

format the key code for transmission 1o the second device:
and

transmit the formatted key code to the second device in a
key code signal via use of the transmitter:,

Mw

(EX1001 (325 Patent) at Cl. 1)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5)

2k
REDEFINING CONTROL

Petition fails to assert how Caris + Dubil disclose “a
processing device . ..” (POR at 42-43)

Petitioner admits that Caris does not disclose a processing device but asserts it
would have been obvious to use a processing device “to perform the functions
described in Caris” (Pet. at 42-43; POR at 42-43):

/ While Cans describes the functionality of an STB as well as a receiver and a As explained by Dr. Russ, STBs using processing devices 1o process \

transmitter, Cans docs not explicitly illustrate the processing device of the STB
that is used for generating a key code and transmitting the key code as will be
further described below. However, in view of the STB functionality described in
Cans, a POSA would have found it obvious that this functionality would have been

performed using a processing device coupled to the receiver and the transmitter

EX1003, 4173,

N

UNI

received commands and to transmit key codes were well-known in the art prior to
the carliest prionity date of the "325 patent. /d..99173-176. For example, in
response to receiving a command from a remote control, the processing device
would interpret the command and identify a corresponding key code and potential
parameters used to transmit the key code to another device. /d.. 99174-175. A
processing device would be used to access memory and retrieve the corresponding
key code. /d., §176. Thus, a POSA would have understood that Cans® STB would

include a processing device in order to perform the functions described in Cans. /d

VERSAL

ELECTRONICS

(Pet. at 42-43)

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) 4 f/%/ —

REDEFINING CONTROL

Petition fails to assert how Caris + Dubil disclose “a
processing device . ..” (POR at 42-43)

Petitioner admits that Caris does not disclose “format the key code” as required by
claim 1 (Pet. at 52; POR at 42-43):

As explained with reference to claim element [1.4.4), Canis does not
explicitly describe the format of the key codes or the operational details for
transmitting the key codes. See Section VILC.9. For example, Cans does not
explicitly deseribe the operational details explaining how the binary numbers are
modulated onto an IR carrier signal 1o produce the key code signals. EX1003,

\12()1_ )
(Pet. at 52)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) 77~

REDEFINING CONTROL

Petition fails to assert how Caris + Dubil disclose “a
processing device . ..” (POR at 42-43)

g Similar to Rye, UEI also argues that Caris does not disclose the ciuinu}\
functional limitations and therefore does not disclose the claimed “processing
device.” POR, 42-43. But UEI mischaracterizes Ground as presented in the
Petition. See Pet., 42, 44-49. Caris in view of Dubil renders obvious all of the
claimed functional limitations, which are performed by Caris’s STB. See Sections
[11.B.2-4. Caris’s descripion of an STB further renders obvious that this
functionality would have been performed using a “processing device” coupled to a
receiver and a transmitter. Pet., 42 (citing EX1003, 99173-176). STBs commonly
included processing devices. EX1003, 994173-176. Thus, a POSA would have

understood that Caris’s STB would include a processing device in order to perform

the functions described in Caris and the functions in the Caris/Dubil combination.

A

Jd.; EX1030, %44. S

(Pet. Reply at 15)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) P =

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose limitations of claim 1

MWMW

1. A st device for Irmnsmatting a command o control a wherein the generated kev code comprises a one ol a
functional aperaton of a second device, the first device pﬁ'l”‘.l[lt_\' of k-.‘}' oode data stored in a codeset, wherein
comprising: the one of the plurality of key code data is selected from

i receiver; the codeset as a function of the Keyswroke indicator

a transmitter: received from the third device, wherein each of the

a processing device coupled to the receiver and the plurality of key code data stored in the codeset com-

transmitter; and prises a serwes of digtal ones andfor digital zeros, ad
a memary stonng nstructions executahle by the process- wherein the codeset turther comprises time information
ing device, the instructions causing the processing that describes how a digital one and'or a digital zero
device L within the selected one of the plurality of key code data

generate o key code using a keystroke indicator received is to be represented in the key code signal to be
from a third device in communication with first device transmitted to the second device

via use of the receiver. the keystroke indicator having
data that indicates an input element of the third device
that has been activated:

format the key code for transmission 1o the second device:
and

transmit the formatted key code to the second device in a
key code signal via use of the transmitter:,

Mw

(EX1001 (325 Patent) at Cl. 1)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (15) s~ 7%

REDEFINING CONTROL

Petition fails to assert how Caris + Dubil disclose “a
memory storing instructions ...” (POR at 43-44)

Petitioner admits that Caris does not disclose a memory storing instructions but
asserts only that it would have been obvious “to perform the functions of
identifying and transmitting a key code” (Pet at 43; POR at 43-44):

/

/ While Caris does not explicitly describe memory used to store instructions \‘
executable by the processing device, a POSA would have found 1t obvious that for
Caris 1o perform the functions of identifying and transmiting a key code, the STB
would include memory with instructions executed by a processing device. /d. §178|
As Dr. Russ explains, STBs typically included processing device with
corresponding memory such as read-only memory (ROM) that would store
instructions executed by the processing device to perform STB operations. /d.,

99179-183. Thus, a processing device executing instructions from memory in an

QIB was a well-known STB configuration. /d., 4179-183. /z

-

(Pet. at 43)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) %{/%é/ 4

REDEFINING CONTROL

Petition fails to assert how Caris + Dubil disclose “a
memory storing instructions ...” (POR at 43-44)

Petition fails to explain how any of the memories on the first device perform
“format the key code for transmission” (POR at 43-44):

As explained with reference to claim element [1.4.4), Canis does not
explicitly describe the format of the key codes or the operational details for
transmitting the key codes. See Section VILC.9. For example, Cans does not
explicitly deseribe the operational details explaining how the binary numbers are

modulated onto an IR carrier signal to produce the key code signals. EX1003,

€0201.

(Pet. at 52)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) s 2%

REDEFINING CONTROL

Petition fails to assert how Caris + Dubil disclose “a
memory storing instructions ...” (POR at 43-44)

Petitioner’s expert relies on Bayley but still never alleges any memory that stores
instructions to perform “format the key code for transmission” (POR at 44):

178. While Cans does not explicitly deseribe memory used to store

instructions executable by the processing device, a POSA would have found 1t
obvious that for Cans to perform the functions of identifying and transmitting a
key code, the STB would include memory with instructions executed by a
processing device. For example, as described above, Bayley depicts a well-known
memory device including a database as well as an OS (operating system), volume

control application, and driver for operating volume controls. EX1018, 6:41-48;

see also id., 1:56-58, FI1G. 2.

(EX1003 (Russ Decl.) at 9 178)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) o

REDEFINING CONTROL

Petition fails to assert how Caris + Dubil disclose “a
memory storing instructions ...” (POR at 43-44)

Bayley equally suggests memories that are not on the “first device” as required
(POR at 44):

/ 246. Nevertheless, even if considering Bayley too, a POSITA would \

\ 17 Q Why can't the instructions be on the CD rom
understand that instructions would not have to be stored on the look-up table in 18 is? TIsn't that what Bailey is saying?
Caris. As Dr. Russ’ own citation to Bayley explains, there are also “tape, compact 19 A Well, they could be. It's not how I picture
disk ROM (CD-ROM), ete.”™ EX1003 (Russ Decl.) at € 179; EX2010 (Russ Depo. 20 Rye, but, yeah, they could be.

Tr. June 19, 2020) at 51:16-53:2. A POSITA would also recogmize thatexecutable | W — " T —
instructions could even be stored on a processor itself. EX1001 (325 patent) at

7:5-10 (“read only memory (ROM) on a microcontroller integrated circuit™);

(EX2010 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 19, 2020) at 52:17-20)
EX2010 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 19, 2020) at 48:19-49:20. Therefore, neither the

Petition or Dr. Russ identifies any memory in Caris that would store executable

instructions or any rationale for why any such memory would need to. ya

(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9] 246)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) s 2%

REDEFINING CONTROL

Petition fails to assert how Caris + Dubil disclose “a
memory storing instructions ...” (POR at 43-44)

Petitioner’s Reply still fails to explain how any of the memories on the first device
performs “format the key code for transmission” (PO Sur-reply at 12):

Similarly, despite UEI's assertions, for Caris to perform the functions of
wdentifying and transmitting a key code, 1t would have been obvious that its STB

would include memory with instructions executed by a processing device. POR,

| 43-44; Pet., 43 (citing EX1003, 4178). STBs typically included a processing device

(Pet. Reply at 15)

45.  Similarly, despite UEI’s assertions, for Caris to perform the functions
of identifying and transmitting a key code, a POSA would have found it obvious

for the STB 10 include memory with instructions executed by a processing device.

POR, 43-44; EX1003, 4178. As | explained in my previous declaration, STBs

(EX1030 (Russ Decl.) at 9 45)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) P =

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose limitations of claim 1

WMWMMNMW

1. A list device for transmitting a command o control a wherein the generated key code comprises a one ol a
lunctional operation of a second device, the first device plurality of key code data stored in a codeset, wherein
comprising: the one of the plurality of kev code data is selected from

a receiver; the codeset as a function of the Keystroke indicator

a transmitter: received from the thind device, wherein each of the

a processing device couplad to the receiver and the plurality of key code data stored in the codeset com-

transmitter; ancd prises a series of digital ones andfor digital zeros, axd
a memory storing instructions executahle by the process- wherein the codeset turther comprises time inlormation
ing device, the instructions causing the processing that describes how a digital one and'or a digital zero
device o within the selected one of the plurality of keyv code data

generate a key code using a keystroke indicator received is 0 be represented in the key code signal to be
from a third device in communmication with first device transmitted 1o the second device

via use of the recetver. the Keyvstroke indicator having
data that indicates an input clement of the third device
that has been activated:

format the key code for transmission to the second device:
and

transmit the formatted key code to the second device in a
key code signal via use of the transmitter:

W

(EX1001 (325 Patent) at Cl. 1)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5)

e = 2

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose “keystroke indicator
having data that indicates an input element of the
third device that has been activated” (POR at 46-47)

Petitioner and its expert never attempt to explain how any data “indicates an input
element of the third device that has been activated” (POR at 46-47):

4 261. A

button, the Petition fails to identify any data included in the “IR or RF code to the

For Petitioner’s first keystroke indicator theory, the dedicated hard

STB [keystroke indicator signal] to indicate that the button has been pressed.™
Petition at 44 (emphasis in oniginal). Likewise, Dr. Russ simply makes the same
statement without any explanation as to how or what data inside the IR or RF code

indicates that the button on the remote control has been pressed. EX1003 (Russ

/7 AN

262. For Petitioner’s second keystroke indicator theory, the “input received |
from remote 202, the Petiton again fails to identify any data included in “this
input [that] would also indicate that an “input ¢lement’ of the remote control had
been activated.” Petition at 45. The Petition cites to its expert, but Dr. Russ
merely states that “the input described in Caris may correspond to a ‘channel up’

button.” EX1003 (Russ Decl.) at Y 186. Dr. Russ does not even assert that the

Q)ccl.)at 9 184.

UNIVERSAL
ELECTRONICS

\qu! includes data to indicate that a button has been pressed. /

(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 919 261-262)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) P =

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose limitations of claim 1

WMWMMNMW

1. A list device for transmitting a command o control a wherein the generated key code comprises a one ol a
lunctional operation of a second device, the first device plurality of key code data stored in a codeset, wherein
comprising: the one of the plurality of kev code data is selected from

a receiver; the codeset as a function of the Keystroke indicator

a transmitter: received from the third device, wherein each of the

a processing device couplad to the receiver and the plurality of key code data stored in the codeset com-

transmitter; and prises a series of dital ones andfor digital zeros, axd
a memory storing instructions executahle by the process- wherein the codeset turther comprises time inlormation
ing device, the instructions causing the processing that describes how a digital one and'or a digital zero
device o within the selected one of the plurality of keyv code data

generate 9 key cade wsing o keystroke indicator receved is 0 be represented in the key code signal to be
lrom a third device in communication with first device transmitted to the second device

via use ol the recetver. the keystroke indicator having
data that indicates an input element of the third device
that has been activated;

format the key code for transmission to the second device:
and

transmit the formatted key code to the second device in a
key code signal via use of the transmitter;

W

(EX1001 (325 Patent) at Cl. 1)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5)

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose “generate a key code
using a keystroke indicator signal”

(POR at 45-47)

Petition asserts two theories: “dedicated hard button” and “input received from
remote 202” (POR at 45):

a \

Caris teaches this claim element in two ways. First, Caris describes a remote Alternatively, Caris teaches the keystroke indicator as being an “input

control [third device] having a dedicated hard button 118 that, when selected by received from remote 202, /d., 7:2-4. A POSA would have understood that this

the user, causes the remote to transmit a command to the STB [first device). See input refers to commands corresponding to other buttons on the remote control and

EX1007, 6:58-66. When a user activates the dedicated button on the remote “ -
. e b S e would also indicate that an “input element” of the remote control had been

control, the remote control transmits an “IR or RF code™ to the STB [keystroke i - . =
: activated. EX1003, 4186. The claimed “keystroke indicator™ is thus taught by both

indicator signal] 1o indicate that the button has been pressed. Id., 5:41-60; . .
the dedicated hard button and the input received from the remote. Id., 14186-187.

AN /

(Pet. at 44) (Pet. at 45)

EX1003, 4184.
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5)

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose “generate a key code
using a keystroke indicator signal”

(POR at 45-47)

Theory one: “dedicated hard button” cannot satisfy the other claim elements POR at

45) 252, First, the Petition points to “the dedicated hard button™ on Cans’ \

WWMWW remote control. Petition at 44; EX1003 at 99 184-185. But Caris teaches that this

1. A hinst device 1or transmuthing a command o control a

tunctional operation of a second device, the first device dedicated hard button (“SmartConnect (SM) button™) results in downloading entire

compnrsing N . "
codesets 1o the set-top box. EX1007 (Caris) at 2:28-39 (“When the proper code

sets and accompanying Ul data have been found, the codes and Ul data are

format the Key code for transmission to the second device,

and downloaded to the user’s STB™), 3:65-4:4, 9:15-39; EX2008 (Russ Depo. Tr. June
. ' ke de ' G swice

transmit the formatted key code 1o the second device in a 17. 2020) at 188:2-7. 194:12-16. 190:10-191:13.

key code signal via use of the transmitter,
253. As explained in Sections X1.C.2 and X1.A.3, an entire codeset is not
wherein the generated key code comprises a one of a
plnmln\' of kev code data stored 1n a codeset, wherein the claimed “key code signal™ (required for later limitation [1.4.3]) because the
the one of the plurahity of kev code data 1s selected from - ]
P - - specification distinguishes between a key code signal and a codeset (e.g.. EX1001

the codeset as a function of the Keystroke indicator
(7325 patent) at 2:44-45, 4:45), and the prosecution history expressly disclaimed

MW transmission of an entire codeset. Claim 1 itself even states that “the generated key

(EXlOOl (325 Patent) at C| 1) code comprises a one of a plurality of key code data stored in a codeset.”™ EX1001
\(f}:’.S patent) at 10:61-62; EX2008 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 17, 2020) at 57:2-17. /
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) s 7%

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose “generate a key code
using a keystroke indicator signal”

(POR at 45-47)

Petitioner’s Expert on Reply fails to address the claim language itself (PO Sur-reply at
12-13):

46. UEIl argues that the operation of Caris’s “dedicated hard button™ and )
downloading of key code data does not teach the claimed “generate a key code™
because Caris teaches downloading the entire codeset rather than an individual key
code. POR, 45. But UEI ignores the fact that downloading a codeset would also
include downloading a key code because a codeset is a superset of a key code.
EX1003, €9184-87. | also understand that the Board interpreted Caris operating in
this manner in the parallel IPR2019-01613 proceeding, stating that “the fact that
the entire codeset may be generated by Caris with a signal that corresponds to the
recited keystroke indicator signal merely suggests that additional key codes that are

also part of the recited *codeset’ may be generated.” EX1036, DI, IPR2019-01613,

36. Therefore, Caris discloses generating a key code as claimed in the "325 patent. /

(EX1030 (Russ Suppl. Decl.) at 9 46)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (15) s~ 7%

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose “generate a key code
using a keystroke indicator signal”

(POR at 45-47)

Theory two: Petitioner never explains how “input received from remote” is “distinct
from a key code” and/or that it is not merely translated or converted into a key code
because Caris does not disclose what the “input” is (POR at 45-46):

/ N

187. Cans also teaches generating a key code in response 10 receiving an However, Caris never discloses that this “input received from remote 2027 1s
“input” from the remote. See id., 7:2-4. In particular, after receiving the input, distinet from a key code, nor does the Petition or Dr. Russ provide any reason 10
Caris describes retrieving a key code from “look-up table 204 corresponding to believe that it is. EX2008 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 17, 2020) at 195:3-196:10. As
the input to generate a corresponding output “control command.” See id. A POSA explained in Section IX.A .2, the keystroke indicator must be distinet from a key
would have understood that this retrieval of this control command would also teach code. So Petitioner’s second theory also fails to disclose that Caris’ set-top box
\\\lhc claimed generating of a key code using the keystroke indicator signal. \2\'il| “generate a key code using the keystroke indicator.™ '/‘

(EX1003 (Russ Decl.) at 9 187) (EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9] 255)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) P < =

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose “generate a key code
using a keystroke indicator signal”

(POR at 45-47)

Petitioner’s Expert on Reply fails to address how the “input” is “distinct from a key
code” and/or that it is not merely translated or converted into a key code (PO Sur-
reply at 12-13): 47.  UEIl also argues that Caris’s alternative embodiment depicted in \

Figure 2 also does not disclose the claim limitation. POR, 45-47. But UEI does not

address the specific operation of Caris’s look-up table “that associates an input
received from remote 202 with an output as programmed.”™ EX1003, $185;
EX1007, 6:58-7:5. As | explained in my previous declaration, after Caris’s STB
has downloaded a codeset, Caris may operate in the manner depicted in Figure 2
where the STB generates a key code in response to the user selecting other buttons
on the remote control. EX1003, §186. Specifically, a particular key code stored in
the look-up table is retrieved in response to “input received from remote 202,
EX1007, 7:2-4. In this manner, the “input” described in Caris with reference to
Figure 2 discloses the claimed keystroke indicator. EX1003, 99186-87. Caris’s use

of the look-up table further discloses generating a key code as | explained in my

previous declaration. /d.

P RO (EX1030 (Russ Suppl. Decl.) at 9 47)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) P =

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose limitations of claim 1

MWMW

1. A st device for trmmsmutting @ command o control a wherein the generated kev code comprises a one ol a
functional operation of a second device, the first device plurality of key code data stored in a codeset, wherein
comprising: the one of the plurality of key code data is selected from

n receiver; the codeset as a function of the Keyswroke indicator

a transmitter: received from the thind device, wherein each of the

a processing device couplad to the receiver and the plurality of key code data stored in the codeset com-

transmitter; and prises a serwes of digtal ones andfor digital zeros, ad
a memary storing instructions executahle by the process- wherein the codeset further comprises time information
ing device, the instructions causing the processing that describes how a digital one and'or a digital zero
device o within the selected one of the plurality of key code data

generate a key cade using a keystroke indicator received is to be represented in the key code signal to be
from a third device in communication with first device transmitted 1o the second device

via use of the receiver. the keystroke indicator having
data that indicates an input element of the third device
that has been activated;

format the Key code for transmission o the second device:
and

transmit the formatted key code to the second device in a
key code signal via use of the transmitter.

Mw

(EX1001 (325 Patent) at Cl. 1)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) oy o

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose “format the key code for
transmission” (POR at 47-50)

Both experts agree that Dubil does not describe modulating onto a carrier signal
from the STB (Caris’ first device) as required by claim 1 (POR at 49-50):

WW’M

1. A hinst device lor transmuthing a command o control a

272. Second, even if a POSITA did look to Dubil to modulate a key code

lunctional operation of a seconxd device, the fist deviee

omprisin onto a carrier signal, Dubil only describes any potential modulation for the signal
CiN =
R

transmitted by the remote control. Dubil does not describe modulating onto a

generate a Key code using a Keystroke indicator received | y b i 2
sarrier signal any transmissions from the set-top box, as re. xd by the claims.

from a third device 1n commumcation with Linst device carricr signal any transmissions from the set-top box, as required by the claim
via use of the recaiver, the Kevstroke indicator having

data that indicates an input clement of the third device (EX2003 (Sprenger Decll) at 1'| 272)

that has been activated

tormat the Key code 1or transmission 1o the sevonk] devige

and

transmit the atted key code 10 the { device in ¢ :
ransmit the formatted key code 1o the second device in a 146. Dubil describes several well-known modulation protocols (“FSK
key code signal via use of the transmatter:.

Ww biphase, PWM?) that existed to transmit IR control codes from a remote control
(EX1001 (325 Patent) at Cl. 1) (EX2011 (Russ Decl.) at 9] 146)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) 5 77

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose “format the key code for
transmission” (POR at 47-50)

Dr. Sprenger explained how Dubil’s set-top box cannot modulate onto a carrier
signal as required by claim 1 (POR at 49-50):

f— .
orver f— o -
Remers
- A -~ 275. Itis important to note that the XML tags cannot describe lrunsmissmn\
. 0
’ i e I ’ o ‘
- » smmands t v from the set-top box 1o the remote because the remote control does not have access
Lg—al Memary i : ) 3
e 1 ) n prot formatior e
Mt [ e[ rmcome T : vl to the information in the XML tags prior to communicating with the set-top box.
That 1s, the XML tags will inform the remote control how to format and transmit
104
.
—— . Q P p . re n s A a q w elee v WO e
’ e 2l == the signal that the remote control sends to a consumer electronics device. Hence,
e sre the signal from the set-top box to the remote control that contains the information
| = ——
STB transmits protocol g ;
information ta remate in the XML tags cannot already use the protocols that the remote control is waiting
control using XML format

STB uses dedicated protocol to transmit i e i toraty \\lu receive. Without a dedicated protocol suitable to transfer XML code, the rcmotc/
information to remote control tror evice - i

EX1006 (Dubil) at Fig. 1. (EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9 275)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) s~ 7%~

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose “format the key code for
transmission” (POR at 47-50)

Neither Petitioner nor its expert explain why a POSITA would have applied Dubil’s
remote control transmissions to Caris’ set-top box rather than Caris’ remote
control (POR at 50):

279. Neither the Petition nor Dr. Russ provides any explanaton why a
POSITA would have applied the remote control transmissions in Dubil to the set-
top box in Caris, rather than simply to the remote control in Caris. In my opinion,
if a POSITA was combining Caris and Dubil, the combination would use the first
embodiment of Caris (STB transmits back to the remote) and not the second
embodiment (STB transmits to the consumer appliance) because Dubil only

discloses the set-top box sending the codeset 1o the remote control for the remote

control to transmit to the consumer appliance, just like the first embodiment of

\{15. EX1008 (Dubil) at Fig. 1; EX1007 (Canis) at Fig. 1.

(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9 279)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) P =

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose limitations of claim 1

WMWMMNMW

1. A finst device for transmitting a command o control a wherein the generated Key code compnises a one ol a
functional operation of a second device, the first device plurality of kev code data stored in a codeset, wherein
comprising: the one of the plurality of key code data is selected from

3 receiver, the codeset as a function of the keystroke indicator

a transmitter; received from the thind device, wherein each of the

a processing device coupled to the receiver and the plurality of key cade data stored in the codeset com-

transmitter; ancd prises a series of digital ones andfor digital zeros, axd
s memary storing instructions executable by the process- wherein the codeset turther comprises tume information
ing device, the instructions causing the processing that describes how a digital ene and'or a digital zero
device o within the selected one of the plurality of Kev code data

generate a key code using a keystroke indicator received is w0 be represented in the key code signal to be
from a third device in communication with first device transmitted to the second device

via use of the receiver. the keystroke indicator having
data that indicates an input element of the third device
that has been activated;

format the key code for transmission to the second device:
and

transmit the formatted key code to the second device in a
key code signal via use of the transmitter:

W

(EX1001 (325 Patent) at Cl. 1)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) P < =

g

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose “key code data stored . ..
digital ones and/or digital zeros” (POR at 51-53)

Petitioner and its expert incorrectly rely on simple “binary” and not “digital ones
and/or zeros” (POR at 51-52; PO Sur-reply at 15-16):

i ' In the embodiment of FIG. 5, the 12-bit key code is
/ S1.  UEI argues that the combination of Caris and Dubil does not render : g X .
modulated onto key code signal 19 using pulse width

obvious “digital ones and/or digital zeros™ because Dubil’s disclosure of a “bnt 'm?dl'lm_m"‘ ”'g”“l Ohto ;uy’J '/,cru.s are characterized .h-\'
pairs of marks and spaces. The periad between successive
pattern of the command code™ and “on/off times™ is insufficient. POR, 51-52. Ul leading edges of the bursts in a mark is the period of an
intermediary signal. The intermediary signal has an inter-

continucs by arguing that “a digital one and digital zero means that there i1s a mo mediary frequency. In a space, there are no bursls.
FIG. 6A shows a digital zero and a digital one in key code
complex pattern than simply a one is on and a zero is off.” POR, 52. These signal 19 of FIG. § in more detail. A “mark/space™ pair
represents a digital zero and another “mark/space™ pair
statements, however, do not address the plain language of the claim, the represents a digital one. The marks and spaces of each pair
) ) _ have predetermined lengths. In the embodiment of FI1G. 5,
specification, or the specific combination of Cans and Dubil presented in the the mark length of a digital zero is 490 microseconds. and

the mark length of a digital one is 3940 microseconds. The
space length of a digital zero 1s 950 microseconds. and the
space length of a digital one is 2000 microseconds.

\Pctmon and in my previous declaration. EX1003, 99195-200. Further, as |

(EX1030 (Russ Suppl. Decl.) at 9 51)

(EX1001 (325 Patent) at 5:21-36;
see also EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9] 286)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) %%fé/ 7

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose “key code data stored . ..
digital ones and/or digital zeros” (POR at 51-53)

Petitioner and its expert incorrectly rely on simple “binary” and not “digital ones
and/or zeros” (POR at 51-52; PO Sur-reply at 15-16):

2 —
287. Under Petitioner and Dr. Russ’ interpretation, the terms binary, ™

288. Indeed. even Dubil, upon which Petitioner and Dr. Russ rely, lists
“on/off times of the signal,” “duty cycle,” and digital one/zero all mean the same o g = X "
“duty eycle™ and “on/off times™ and “bit pattern of the command code™ all as
thing. Petition at 52-53; EX1003 (Russ Decl.) at § 203, This 1s not how a POSITA

different parameters. which indicates that Dubil did not mean for these terms to
would understand these terms, and this contradicts how the "325 patent iself uses

‘ mean the same thing. EX1008 (Dubil) at 4:35-41.
these terms, | understand that Dr. Russ even admitted this difference duning his )
g

(EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9 287-288)

deposition. EX2010 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 19, 2020) at 73:8-74:3, 75:16-76:3,
76:13-22). Even the claim iself distinguishes between digital one/zero and time

information. EX1001 (325 patent) at 11:1-2 (“ume informauon that descnbes

.. how a digital one and/or digital zero . . . 1s 1o be represented™). /
S~ e

UNIVERSAL 269
ELECTRONICS

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit
Not Evidence



e —

Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1_5) %%%/ 7

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose “key code data stored . ..
digital ones and/or digital zeros” (POR at 51-53)

Petitioner and its expert do not show any references that disclose the more complex
pattern of “digital ones and zeros” described in the specification (POR at 51-53; PO
Sur-reply at 15-16):

\ s @ » ) » 2. cov >

«/4:6()-5:5: Pet., 50-51; EX1003, 99197-99. Dubil’s teachings demonstrate that it was In the embodiment of | I(," S, the ]"_h" key “"df s
modulated onto key code signal 19 using pulse width
obvious for key codes to be binary numbers, which therefore teaches the claimed modulation. Digital ones and zeros are characterized by
pairs of marks and spaces. The period between successive
“digital ones and digital zeros.” Pet., 51. Therefore, despite UEI's position leading edges of the l-'mrs.ls in a mark is the period of an
intermediary signal. The intermediary signal has an inter-
requiring “digital ones and digital zeros™ to have additional complexity, Caris in ““-"'i“.“"." frequency. In a space. there are no h“r_‘""-
FIG. 6A shows a digital zero and a digital one in key code

view of Dubil still discloses “digital ones and/or digital zeros.” - signal 19 of FIG. 5 in more detail. A “mark/space™ pair
K represents a digital zero and another “mark/space™ pair
represents a digital one. The marks and spaces of each pair
(EX1030 (Russ Suppl. Decl.) at 9 51) have predetermined lengths. In the embodiment of FIG. S,
the mark length of a digital zero 1s 490 microseconds. and
the mark length of a digital one is 3940 microseconds. The
space length of a digital zero 1s 950 microseconds. and the
space length of a digital one is 2000 microseconds.

(EX1001 (325 Patent, 5:21-36);
see also EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9] 286)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) %%fé/ 7

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose “key code data stored . ..
digital ones and/or digital zeros” (POR at 51-53)

USPTO already rejected using “timing information” to transmit a signal teaches or
suggests “codeset comprising timing information that describes a digital one and
a digital zero” (POR at 53): N

We are persuaded of error in the rejection of claim 34. The Examiner

does not provide sufficient explanation, or direct us 1o suflicient supporting
evidence, demonstrating that Pope’s infrared code comprising a train of
pulses with cach pulse being 1.6 microseconds long, and indicating a on¢ or
a zero (Pope 3:45-47), combined with Teskey's remote control signal format
characteristics including averall signal timing information ( Teskey 3:60
4:8}. teaches or suggests a codeset comprising timing information that
describes a digital one and a digital zero. Specifically, it is not clear how
Pope’s train of 1.6 microsecond pulses, with each pulse indicating a high

{*1™) or low (*0") bit, as modified in view of Teskey's general teaching of

signal timing information, teaches or suggests that it is the timing
\ information of the codeset pulses or signals that describes digital ones and

\_digital zeroes.

(EX2007 (553 Patent File History) at 9 256)
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Ground 1: Rye + Skerlos (1-3,5,7) ==~

REDEFINING CONTROL

Rye + Skerlos fail to disclose limitations of claim 1

WWW

1. A finst device for transmitting a command o control a wherein the generated Key code compnises a one ol a
lunctional operation of a second device, the first device plurality of key code data stored in a codeset, wherein
comprising: the one of the plurality of key code data is selected from

3 receiver, the codeset as a function of the Keystroke indicator

a transmitter; received from the thind device, wherein each of the

a processing device couplad to the receiver and the plurality of key code data stored in the codeset cam-

transmitter; and prises a series of digital ones andfor digital zeros., ad
a memary storing instructions executable by the process- wherein the codeset turther comprises time wonnaton
ing device, the instructions causing the processing that describes how a digital ene and'or a digital zero
device L within the selected one of the plurality of Key code data

generate a key code using a keystroke indicator received is e be represented i the Key code signal o be
tfrom a third device in commumcation with first device transmitted 1o the secand device

via use of the receiver. the keystroke indicator having
data that indicates an input element of the third device
that has been activated;

format the key code for transmission to the second device:
and

transmit the formatted key code to the second device in a
key code signal via use of the transmitter:

W

(EX1001 (325 Patent) at Cl. 1)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) %%%/ 4

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose “codeset further
comprises time information ...” (POR at 53-54)

Petitioner never asserts that the codeset comprises time information, only that
the key codes would use timing information during transmission (POR at 53):

AN
N

Moreover, Petitioner admits that Caris does not teach a codeset comprises \
time information, and neither Petitioner nor Dr. Russ provide any reasoning why a
POSITA would specifically have chosen to have the codeset comprise timing
information (Petition at 52; EX1003 at 49 201-205; EX2011 at § 203; EX2008 at

197:17-198:4). Indeed, Petitioner never asserts that the combination of Caris with

/

Dubil teaches that the codeset comprises time information (Petition at 52-53). /’

(POR at 53)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5) %%%/ 4

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose “codeset further
comprises time information ...” (POR at 53-54)

Petitioner’s expert admitted that Dubil disclosed the “bit pattern of the command
code” is stored separately from the “duty cycle, repetition time, and on/off times”
relied on for timing information (Pet. at 54; EX2003 (Sprenger Decl.) at 9] 294):

MWMM

codes and for the GUL. The codes can be described using a
number of parameters defined by XML tags. Examples have
been mentioned above: carrier frequency, duty cycle. proto-
col type (FSK, biphase, PWM, etc.), repetition time, on/off
times of the signal, bit pattern of the command code, meaning
of the code, type and brand of the device for which it is
intended (CD.VCR, TV, efc.), the name of the specific control
protocol, etc. Some of these data fields are used to enable to

W,Mw
(EX1006 (Dubil) at 4:34-41)

UNIVERSAL
ELECTRONICS

%FW-MW“M
13 0 My guesticn is that Dubil explains that
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(EX2010 (Russ Depo. Tr. June 19, 2020) at 65:13-20)
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Ground 1: Caris + Dubil (1-5)

REDEFINING CONTROL

Caris + Dubil fail to disclose the dependent claims
(POR at 54-56)

WMMWN

2. The first device as recited in claim 1, wherein the
receiver comprises an RF receiver.

3. The first device as recited in claim 1, wherein the
transmitter comprises an IR transmitter.

4. The first device as recited in claim 1, wherein the
formatted key code is transmitted from the first device to the
second device via a wired connection between the first
device and the second device.

5. The first device as recited in claim 1, wherein the
formatted key code is transmitted from the first device to the
second device via a wireless connection between the first
device and the second device.

Ww
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Expert Witness — Dr. Michael Sprenger @Z\f’%@

REDEFINING CONTROL

* B.S,, Electrical Engineering from Swiss Federal Institute of
Technology (1988)

* M.S. and Ph.D., Electrical Engineering from University of
Colorado (1998)

* 30 years of experience in engineering, communications, and
consumer electronics, including set-top box technologies,
networking, transmission protocols, and circuit design

* 10issued U.S. patents and 9 pending applications in the
area of home networking

e 2013 CenturyLink Government Services Award

Petitioner’s POSITA: “a bachelor’s degree in electrical engineering or equivalent degree with two
years of work experience relating to communications and consumer electronics” (Pet. at 12-13).

PQO’s POSITA: “a bachelor’s degree which involved computer programming coursework, for
example, electrical engineering, computer engineering, computer science, cognitive science,
mechanical engineering, industrial engineering, or a similar degree, and at least one year of
work experience in software programming, user interfaces, or human factors. Additional
education might substitute for some of the experience, and substantial experience might
substitute for some of the educational background” (POR at 10).
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