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I. Introduction

Despite presenting four grounds, the Petition fails to show that the prior
art—alone or combined—meets the plain language of Claims 1 and 20. Claim 1
requires a specific “first” encoder and a specific “second” encoder that are
deliberately “configured” or designed such that the “first” encoder compresses data
a higher “rate” (i.e., speed) than the “second” encoder. Section V.A, infra. But the
Petition never identifies any specific “first” or “second” encoder for purposes of its
theories, and certainly never shows that any given encoder was “configured to”
compress at a faster speed than another any other encoder, as Claim 1 requires.
Sections IV, V.B, VI.A, VI.C, IX, infra. To the contrary, the Petition actually
alleges that any encoder in the prior art references could have been faster than any
other encoder—thus admitting that the prior art does not meet Claim 1. Sections
V.B.1, VL.B.C, infra.

The Petition suffers even further with respect to the only other challenged
independent claim, Claim 20. In addition to failing to identify a “first” and
“second” encoder, and the “configured to” requirement of the claim, the Petition
simply overlooks and ignores the distinct limitations of Claim 20 that do not match
Claim 1, and instead simply tries to incorporate its Claim 1 allegations by

reference.
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