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I. Introduction 

In its Patent Owner Response ("POR"), Patent Owner touts the subject 

matter in its ’309 patent as “allowing a user to select and play co-housed or directly 

connected media and … allowing a user to select and play remote media."  POR, 7.  

But, it makes no assertions of novelty or inventiveness in playing co-housed or 

directly connected media or in operating as a remote controller for selecting and 

playing remote media.  In essence, Patent Owner claims it revolutionized the audio 

world by placing a local media player and a remote media player in the same 

device.  But see KSR v. Teleflex, 127 S. Ct. 1727, 1740 (2007).  However, as 

explained in the Petition and undisputed by Patent Owner, numerous devices 

integrating different types of media players, including local and remote media 

players, existed at the time of the '309 patent and are described in the Petition.  See, 

e.g., Petition, 10-11 (citing Klemets, Abstract; Barton, Abstract, 2:21-36; 

Baumgartner, 6:1-3 and 20-22 and FIG. 19). 

In fact, the ’309 patent failed to claim this supposedly revolutionary new 

kind of media player, but instead claimed a method of retrieving media metadata 

from a remote source; one that is agnostic to details of the hardware and rendered 

obvious by the combination of AbiEzzi and Baumgartner.  Despite Patent Owner’s 

lofty claims that the ’309 patent “changed the way users interacted with their 

multimedia content,” it only argues that a single element of the independent claims 
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