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Instituted Ground

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 2
Pet. 15; ID 33

Ground Claims Statutory Basis Prior Art
1 1-14, 16-19 § 103 Shaw + Barnes



’992 Patent – Claim 1

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 3
Pet. 73

In a portable system, a method for providing a digital 
media service to a user, the method comprising:
delivering digital media content having a current quality 
level to a user;
determining that a network connection with a second 
system is available and is characterized by a 
communication bandwidth that is high enough to provide 
the digital media content to the user at a quality level 
higher than the current quality level;
using the network connection to obtain the digital media 
content at the higher quality level from the second system; 
and delivering the digital media content at the higher 
quality level to the user instead of the digital media content 
at the current quality level.

1a

1b

1c

1d



Issues in dispute

1. Whether the "quality level" of digital media content excludes 
considerations of network conditions

2. Whether Shaw's teaching of bandwidth affecting stream quality 
satisfies [1c] and [6c]

3. Whether Shaw's teaching of thinning satisfies [1c] and [6c]

4. Whether the combination of Shaw and Barnes satisfies the 
using and second delivering limitations ([1d] and [6d])

5. Whether a POSITA would be motivated to combine Shaw and 
Barnes to invalidate challenged claims 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 4



How the ’992 patent describes “quality”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 5
POR 42; ’992 patent, 6:8-18, 22:16-23; DI 13

’992 patent never defined “quality,” and only gave broad and vague examples

Institution 
Decision:



Barnes: a portable multi-function communications device

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 6
Pet. 10-11; Ex. 1004 [0034], [0044]

Barnes teaches a portable device with internet communication capabilities



Barnes teaches providing a multimedia player,
such as a RealPlayer Media Player

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 7
Pet. 11; Ex. 1004, [0039], [0040]  

Barnes teaches providing a media player that supports common media encodings



Barnes’ device selects among network connections
to improve performance and quality of service

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 8
Pet. 12-13; Ex. 1004, [0070], [0071] 

Barnes selects a network from multiple
available networks based on bandwidth.



Barnes’ network selection considers
bandwidth and content quality

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 9
Pet. 12-13; Ex. 1004, [0072], [0074]



Shaw teaches a method for improving a media player

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 10
Pet. 14; Ex. 1005, Abstract

Shaw determines the server that provides the best quality of service
and allows switching “on the fly” to maintain or improve quality



Shaw teaches switching to a better stream on the fly

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 11
Reply 17-18; Ex. 1005, 6:51-7:3; 9:7-36



PO’s Changing Positions on the ’992 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 12
Reply 6;  Ex.1007, 14; POR 16; Ex. 2002 (AlRegib) ¶45

PO: bandwidth not important
PO: claims directed to a 
quality-of-service determination 
using bandwidth

Dr. AlRegib Declaration:

PO’s Position in District Court:

POR:



1. Whether the "quality level" of digital media content excludes 
considerations of network conditions

2. Whether Shaw's teaching of bandwidth affecting stream quality 
satisfies [1c] and [6c]

3. Whether Shaw's teaching of thinning satisfies [1c] and [6c]

4. Whether the combination of Shaw and Barnes satisfies the 
using and second delivering limitations ([1d] and [6d])

5. Whether a POSITA would be motivated to combine Shaw and 
Barnes to invalidate challenged claims 

Issues in dispute

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 13
Reply 2



In a portable system, a method for providing a digital 
media service to a user, the method comprising:
delivering digital media content having a current quality 
level to a user;
determining that a network connection with a second 
system is available and is characterized by a 
communication bandwidth that is high enough to provide 
the digital media content to the user at a quality level 
higher than the current quality level;
using the network connection to obtain the digital media 
content at the higher quality level from the second system; 
and delivering the digital media content at the higher 
quality level to the user instead of the digital media content 
at the current quality level.

’992 Patent – Claim 1

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 14
Reply 8; Ex. 1001, 8:54-62

Plain language of the claim refers to the quality level
of the media being delivered, provided, obtained

1a

1b

1c

1d



Plain Meaning: “Quality level” refers to the “quality level” of 
digital media being delivered, provided, and obtained

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 15
Inst. Dec. 12; Reply 8

Institution Decision:



PO’s interpretation is circular

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 16
POR 42; Reply 8

Patent Owner Response:



PO’s expert and sur-reply reveal PO’s interpretation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 17
Ex. 2002 (AlRegib) ¶ 82; Sur-Reply 4

PO seeks to interpret “quality level” in isolation, independent of delivery considerations.

Dr. AlRegib’s Declaration:

PO’s Sur-Reply:



‘992 Patent Does Not Support PO’s Interpretation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 18
POR 42; 992 Patent, 6:11-18; Reply 9

POR ’992 Patent

• The '992 patent's non-limiting example at 6:11-18 is not a lexicography and 
does not support excluding delivering considerations



’992 Patent

PO’s argument that media may be played locally also fails

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR 43; ‘992 Patent, Figure 5, 3:25-41; Reply 9

POR

19

• The ’992 patent’s Figure 5 is a non-limiting example of 
local playback and does not support excluding 
delivering considerations



PO’s argument that media may be played locally also fails

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 20
Reply 9; Ex. 1011 (Myler Reply), ¶ 5

Myler Declaration:



Well-known that bandwidth affects media quality

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 21
Reply 9; Ex. 1011 (Myler Reply), ¶ 4; Ex. 1005, 1:37-58

Shaw:



Board observed that both Barnes and Shaw describe 
bandwidth as one factor affecting streaming quality

• PO’s argument about local playback is irrelevant
• Proper interpretation of “quality level” does not exclude 

considerations of network delivery

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 22
Reply 9; Inst. Dec. 13

Institution Decision:



Claim amendment does not support PO’s interpretation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 23
POR 15; Ex. 1002 (File Hist.), 43

’992 File History:



Jagadeesan’s and Kayama’s teachings
are different from Shaw and Barnes

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 24
Pet. 18-19; Ex. 1002 (File Hist.), 000050-000051

Jagadeesan and Kayama do not teach obtaining data from a different, better source 

’992 File History:



Jagadeesan’s and Kayama’s teachings
are different from Shaw and Barnes

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 25
Pet. 14-15; Ex. 1003 (Myler) ¶ 19; Ex. 1005, 9:14-19

Unlike Jagadeesan and Kayama, the combination of Shaw and Barnes
teaches obtaining data from a different, better source 

Myler Declaration:

Shaw:



Issues in dispute

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 26
Reply 2

1. Whether the "quality level" of digital media content excludes 
considerations of network conditions

2. Whether Shaw's teaching of bandwidth affecting stream quality 
satisfies [1c] and [6c]

3. Whether Shaw's teaching of thinning satisfies [1c] and [6c]

4. Whether the combination of Shaw and Barnes satisfies the 
using and second delivering limitations (1[d] and 6[d])

5. Whether a POSITA would be motivated to combine Shaw and 
Barnes to invalidate challenged claims 



Petition explains that Shaw’s periodic testing
process teaches limitations [1c] and [6c]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 27
Pet. 34-35; Ex. 1005, 3:62-66, 9:14-29

Petition:



Petition explains that Shaw’s periodic testing process 
satisfies the determining limitations in two ways  

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 28
Pet. 36-37

Petition:



’992 Patent – Claim 1

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 29

In a portable system, a method for providing a digital 
media service to a user, the method comprising:
delivering digital media content having a current quality 
level to a user;
determining that a network connection with a second 
system is available and is characterized by a 
communication bandwidth that is high enough to provide 
the digital media content to the user at a quality level 
higher than the current quality level;
using the network connection to obtain the digital media 
content at the higher quality level from the second system; 
and delivering the digital media content at the higher 
quality level to the user instead of the digital media content 
at the current quality level.

1a

1b

1c

1d



Shaw teaches that a content delivery network can provide 
streams with different quality levels. 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 30
Pet. 23; Reply 14; Ex. 1005, 1:37-58

Shaw’s Teaches that Communication Bandwidth Between the
Client and Stream Source Affects Stream Quality

Shaw:



Petition explains that bandwidth affects stream quality

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 31
Pet. 32-33 (cited by Pet. 36)

Petition at 32-33:

Petition at 33:



A POSITA would have known to encode content
at multiple bitrates before streaming

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 32
Pet. 14-15; Ex. 1003 (Myler), ¶ 29

Shaw teaches content owners encode at different
rates to adapt to different user bandwidths. 

Myler Declaration:



A POSITA would have known to encode content
at multiple bitrates before streaming

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 33
Pet. 32-33; Ex. 1003 (Myler), ¶ 63-64

Myler Declaration:



PO’s expert acknowledged that POSITAs knew that CDNs
delivered content at different quality levels

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 34
Reply 14-16; Ex. 1010, 103:22-104:4; Ex. 1010, 164:9-165:4 
(objection omitted)

Dr. AlRegib Deposition:
Q. Would a POSITA have known by 2003 that one way to vary the quality of 

media content is to encode the content at different bit rates?
A. Yes, a POSITA at the time who knows about decoding or decoding 

compression, they would.

Q. Do you know one way or another whether content delivery networks in 2003 
were used to distribute media content at multiple quality levels, the same 
media content at multiple quality levels?

A. Yes, they will have, they will have different content at different bit rates, at 
different bit rates. But the main, the main contribution of these networks and 
what this is very well known for is to bring servers closer to the viewers, to 
campuses and something like that. So there's minimizing basically going all 
the way back to a server very far off and that's basically just bringing server 
closer to the client. So that provides a better quality of service.



A POSITA would have understood
that higher bandwidth supports higher quality

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 35
Pet. 33; Ex. 1003 (Myler), ¶ 65

Myler Declaration:



PO and its expert misread Shaw

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 36
Reply 13-14; POR 49-50;
Ex. 2002 (AlRegib Decl. ¶¶57-58)

PO and AlRegib erred in asserting that Shaw
only teaches providing identical copies of media content

POR Dr. AlRegib’s Declaration

As will be shown below, Shaw teaches a many-to-many relationship for 
streams and content providers



Shaw’s teaching are not limited to a single stream

• A POSITA would have understood 
the teaching to mean that each 
entry point server is handling 
many streams from many content 
providers. (Myler Reply Decl. ¶13)

• A POSITA would not interpret 
Shaw’s CDN teaching to prevent 
addressing a common 
requirement to support multiple 
formats of content. (Myler Reply 
Decl. ¶13)

• It was well-known that the 
replication process would be 
repeated for each object to be 
delivered through the network. 
(Myler Reply Decl. ¶14)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 37
Reply 14-15; Ex. 1011 (Myler Reply) ¶ ¶ 13, 14; Ex. 1005, 
6:1-8

Shaw performs replication for each object of media content

Shaw:



Issues in dispute

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 38
Reply 2

1. Whether the "quality level" of digital media content excludes 
considerations of network conditions

2. Whether Shaw's teaching of bandwidth affecting stream quality 
satisfies [1c] and [6c]

3. Whether Shaw's teaching of thinning satisfies [1c] and [6c]

4. Whether the combination of Shaw and Barnes satisfies the 
using and second delivering limitations ([1d] and [6d])

5. Whether a POSITA would be motivated to combine Shaw and 
Barnes to invalidate challenged claims 



’992 Patent – Claim 1

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 39

In a portable system, a method for providing a digital 
media service to a user, the method comprising:
delivering digital media content having a current quality 
level to a user;
determining that a network connection with a second 
system is available and is characterized by a 
communication bandwidth that is high enough to provide 
the digital media content to the user at a quality level 
higher than the current quality level;
using the network connection to obtain the digital media 
content at the higher quality level from the second system; 
and delivering the digital media content at the higher 
quality level to the user instead of the digital media content 
at the current quality level.

1a

1b

1c

1d



PO mischaracterizes thinning

• PO argues that Shaw’s thinning teachings do not 
satisfy the determining limitations because 
switching to avoid thinning “relates to the quality 
of the network connection and not to the quality 
of the digital media content itself.” (POR 51)

• PO’s argument is premised on the incorrect 
interpretation of “quality of the digital media 
content.”

– As discussed above, quality of digital media content is 
dependent on quality of network connection when 
streaming media to the user

– PO also incorrectly dismisses the fact that thinning leads 
to lowered content quality

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 40
Reply 11; POR 51



Shaw teaches thinning as a condition to switch servers

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 41
Pet. 40-41; Ex. 1005, 9:7-36

Thinning leads to unacceptable steam quality, and
Shaw teaches switching to a non-thinned source 



Thinning reduces the quality of the content

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 42
Reply 11-12; Ex. 1003 (Myler), ¶ 72; Ex. 2002 (AlRegib), ¶ 69

Experts agree that thinning drops portions of a stream,
and that Shaw teaches switching to avoid thinning

Dr. Myler’s Declaration Dr. AlRegib’s Declaration



Dr. AlRegib Deposition:
Q. Okay. Now we transmitted it. It's being thinned and it's being stored as a file 

on the client. Do you understand that so far?
A. Yes.
Q. If I compare the file that is stored at the client with the file that is stored on the 

server, are they of the same level of quality?
A. When you look at the frames that were delivered, they have the same quality. 

Those that were dropped basically there's no reference to they were not even 
sent in that file to the client because that thinning happened. Yes, so basically 
you have no, they're not there.

Q. Yes. And the file size of the thinned, the thinned version that's stored on the 
client, that's going to be smaller than the non-thinned version stored at the 
server, correct?

A. Yes. I mean that's typical of the thinning outcome.

PO’s expert admits that there is less information
in a thinned stream

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 43
Reply 11; Ex. 1011 (Myler Reply), ¶ 9; Ex.  1010, 160:16-
161:15



Content Thinning

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 44
Reply 11-12

Digital Media Content Delivered without Thinning:

Digital Media Content Delivered with Thinning:



Thinning results in dropping frames and reduced quality

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 45
Reply 11-12; Ex. 1011 (Myler Reply), ¶ 10

Myler Reply Declaration:



When thinning a stream, the server reduces
media quality before sending the stream

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 46
Reply 11; Ex. 1011 (Myler Reply Decl.), ¶ ¶ 7-8

Myler Reply Declaration:



Issues in dispute

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 47
Reply 2

1. Whether the "quality level" of digital media content excludes 
considerations of network conditions

2. Whether Shaw's teaching of bandwidth affecting stream quality 
satisfies [1c] and [6c]

3. Whether Shaw's teaching of thinning satisfies [1c] and [6c]

4. Whether the combination of Shaw and Barnes satisfies the 
using and second delivering limitations ([1d] and [6d])

5. Whether a POSITA would be motivated to combine Shaw and 
Barnes to invalidate challenged claims 



’992 Patent – Claim 1

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 48
’992 patent, claim 1

In a portable system, a method for providing a digital 
media service to a user, the method comprising:
delivering digital media content having a current quality 
level to a user;
determining that a network connection with a second 
system is available and is characterized by a 
communication bandwidth that is high enough to provide 
the digital media content to the user at a quality level 
higher than the current quality level;
using the network connection to obtain the digital media 
content at the higher quality level from the second system; 
and delivering the digital media content at the higher 
quality level to the user instead of the digital media content 
at the current quality level.

1a

1b

1c

1d



The combination of Shaw and Barnes satisfy both the using 
limitation and the second delivery limitation

• PO argues that neither Barnes or Shaw discloses 
the Second Delivering Limitation (POR, 52).

– PO argues that Petitioner attempts to improperly 
eliminate the Second Delivering Limitation (POR, 53).

• Petitioner and Dr. Myler addressed both limitations 
under one heading.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 49
Reply 19-20; POR 52-53



Shaw teaches both the using limitation
and the second delivery limitation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 50
Reply 20; Pet. 39-42; Ex. 1003 (Myler), ¶ ¶ 79-80

Petition on Shaw

Myler Declaration on Shaw



Barnes teaches both the using limitation
and the second delivery limitation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 51
Reply 20; Pet. 22, 39-42; Ex. 1003 (Myler Decl.), ¶ ¶ 22, 39

Petition on Barnes

Myler Declaration on Barnes



The second delivering limitation does not require 
exchanging information

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 52
POR 55; Sur-Reply 20

POR Sur-Reply

PO argues that the second delivery limitation requires communicating information 
on processing capabilities. As will be shown, this argument has no merit.



In a portable system, a method for providing a digital 
media service to a user, the method comprising:
delivering digital media content having a current quality 
level to a user;
determining that a network connection with a second 
system is available and is characterized by a 
communication bandwidth that is high enough to provide 
the digital media content to the user at a quality level 
higher than the current quality level;
using the network connection to obtain the digital media 
content at the higher quality level from the second system; 
and delivering the digital media content at the higher 
quality level to the user instead of the digital media content 
at the current quality level.

1a

1b

1c

1d

The second delivery limitation
does not require exchanging information

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 53
‘992 patent, claim 1

Exchanging processing capabilities is not recited in the claim



PO relies on a non-limiting example 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 54
Reply 21-22; ’992 patent, Figure 1, 4:25-41



‘992 patent gives a number of non-limiting examples of 
information other than processing capabilities

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 55
Reply 22; ’992 patent, 4:61-5:2, 5:25-42, 6:50-67



Issues in dispute

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 56
Reply 2

1. Whether the "quality level" of digital media content excludes 
considerations of network conditions

2. Whether Shaw's teaching of bandwidth affecting stream quality 
satisfies [1c] and [6c]

3. Whether Shaw's teaching of thinning satisfies [1c] and [6c]

4. Whether the combination of Shaw and Barnes satisfies the 
using and second delivering limitations ([1d] and [6d])

5. Whether a POSITA would be motivated to combine Shaw and 
Barnes to invalidate challenged claims 



A POSITA would have had multiple
reasons to combine Shaw and Barnes 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 57
Pet. 22-23

Petition:



Shaw improves Barnes’ media player

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 58
Pet. 22-23; Ex. 1004, [0040]; Ex. 1005, 3:48-66

Barnes: teaches a media player Shaw: improves a media player



PO does not respond to rationales for motivation to combine

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 59
Reply 23-24; POR 59-63; Sur-Reply, 21

Avago did not respond to rationale to combine. Instead, they backed their position 
with the alleged absence of the word “quality” in a section of the deposition of 
Myler.

POR Sur-Reply



PO’s argument on the lack of
motivation to combine has no merit

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 60
POR 62-63; Sur-Reply 21

POR Sur-Reply

Aside from recycling their old argument on quality of content, Avago brought up no 
argument to support their alleged inability for the combination to disclose 
challenged claims.



PO’s argument on the lack of
motivation to combine has no merit

Avago never asked about Dr. Myler’s opinion of the relevant part 
in his declaration:

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 61
Reply 23-24; Ex. 1003 (Myler), ¶ 40

z



Even in the portion cited in POR, Dr. Myler discussed enhancing 
real-time streaming and delivering better overall performance.

Q. So what would the improvement or the enhancement of Shaw be to Barnes?
A. Well, I think what -- if memory serves, Barnes really doesn't talk about RTSP, which is a 

mechanism by which the POSITA would know could be used to enhance real-time 
streaming. And those techniques could be used in making these decision processes 
in Barnes as to -- the information gleaned from those could come into these program 
criteria that Barnes is talking about.

Q. Do you believe that the opinions or the -- network switching conditions of Shaw are --
are limited to RTSP?

A. No, I didn't see any specific limitations in terms of the claims that you would -- it was 
just RT -- what RTSP basically did for me with Shaw was it placed Shaw in terms of the 
mind of the POSITA. And at the time of Shaw, which we know was in the right time 
frame, it allowed me to get into the mind of the POSITA. And -- and being aware of 
how the access of RTSP could deliver a better overall performance, let's say, from 
Barnes and Barnes saying, okay, you can look at this network and look at this network 
and look at this network. It would be very clear to a POSITA that that is very 
understandable how to do that and -- but what probably is more important is the 
negotiations that are taking place in the sense of the device talking to the network, 
talking to the server, and getting information back in order to make a decision, and 
then being aware of what networks are out there and what they can provide.

PO’s argument on the lack of
motivation to combine has no merit

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 62
Reply 23-24; POR 59-62; Ex. 2003, 138:20-139:25



PO misreads Shaw for allowing only a single stream

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 63
Reply, 14-15; POR, 27; Shaw, 6:1-3

POR:

Shaw’s description of Fig. 2:

Shaw teaches a many-to-many relationship for streams and content providers.



Shaw teaches switching to a better stream on the fly

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 64
Reply, 17-18, Ex. 1005, 3:47-4:6

Shaw switches to a 
better source “on the 
fly” if there is a need to 
maintain or enhance 
the quality of service.



z

Switching to a non-thinned source
improves quality of content

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 65
Pet. 41; Ex. 1003 (Myler Decl.), ¶ 80

Myler
Declaration:



IPR2021-00303 

Dated:  March 16, 2022 

 Respectfully submitted, 
 
SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & 
HAMPTON LLP 

  /Harper Batts/ 
 Harper S. Batts (Reg. No. 56,160) 

Attorney for Petitioner Netflix, Inc. 
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