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I. Introduction 

Patent Owner Realtime Adaptive Streaming, LLC (“Realtime” or “Patent 

Owner”) submits this response to the Petition (Paper 1) filed by Google LLC 

(“Google” or “Petitioner”) requesting inter partes review (“IPR”) of claims 1, 3, 4, 

7, 9, 16, 17, 20, 21, and 22 of U.S. Patent No. 9,769,477 (Ex. 1001, the “’477 

Patent”). The Board granted institution on all challenged claims on the two asserted 

grounds of unpatentability constituting (1) anticipation based on U.S. Patent No. 

7,143,432 (“Brooks”) (Ex. 1006); and (2) an obviousness combination comprising 

Brooks and U.S. Provisional Patent Application 60/157,468 (“’468 Application”) 

(Ex. 1007). See Paper 10 (Institution Decision). Patent Owner respectfully submits 

that the arguments presented herein and the additional evidence submitted herewith, 

such as the testimony from Patent Owner’s expert witness Kenneth A. Zeger (see, 

e.g., Ex. 2007, Declaration of Kenneth A. Zeger Ph.D., “Zeger Decl.”), demonstrate 

that the challenged claims are not anticipated Brooks, or rendered obvious by Brooks 

in view of the ’468 Application. 

II. Summary of Argument 

As discussed in this Patent Owner’s Response, each of Petitioner’s two 

grounds fail: 

• Ground 1: The Petition fails to show that Brooks anticipates challenged 

claims 1, 3, 4, 7, 9, 16, 17, 20, 21, and 22. The Petition’s theory against 

independent claim 1 asserts that Brooks teaches a plurality of asymmetric 
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