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1 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Apple’s Reply fails to tackle the flaws in the prior art and motivations to 

combine the references set forth in the Petition.   

Regarding the “network interface” limitation in claim 1(a), Apple fails to 

demonstrate that Asmussen discloses this limitation alone.  Apple’s expert, Dr. 

Lippman does not address key technical issues that undercut his opinions that 

receiver 750 of Figure 30 could be integrated with tuner 603 (in Figures 11a or 12) 

to meet the network interface limitation.  Nor should the Board consider Apple’s 

belated “Asmussen in combination with Lindstrom” Ground demonstrating claim 

1(a) is met as such ground was not raised in the Petition.    

Regarding the “rendering the camera operative” limitation in claim 1(e), 

Apple fails to demonstrate that Asmussen alone or in combination with Bear 

disclose this limitation.  Indeed, the Board preliminarily determined that Asmussen 

alone does not disclose the “rendering the camera operative” limitation.  See 

Institution Decision, at 64.  Moreover, as to the Asmussen and Bear combination, 

the proposed motivations to combine are hindsight reconstructions that use the 

’991 Patent “as a guide through the maze of prior art references” and should be 

rejected. 
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