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I. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to 37 CFR § 42.120, WAG Acquisition LLC (“WAG” or “Patent
Owner”) files this response to the Petition herein by Google LLC, and the
Institution Decision.

U.S. Patent No. 9,762,636 (the “’636 patent” or the “patent,” EX1001)
addresses problems that existed in the transmission of media programs over the
internet, including startup delays when a user requests a stream, as well as repeated
interruptions once streaming has started, due to irregularities in the transport of
data over the internet.

The claims of the *636 patent are drawn to a “pull” streaming model, in which
movement of each successive streaming media element from the server is
responsive to repeated individual requests from the client for the successive
elements, by their respective serial identifiers. More particularly, the claims of the
’636 patent address the server side of the pull interaction, and where the media is
provided to the server from a live source.

The Petition relies throughout on one principal reference, Carmel (EX1003),
representing Carmel as disclosing the type of individual requests for successive
media elements by serial ID, as claimed. However, as shown by Patent Owner’s
expert, there was never substantial evidence for such successive “individual

request” disclosures within the four corners of the reference, nor is there any
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