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Instituted Grounds

2

Ground Claims Basis

1 1-5, 9-13, 15-17, 20-21 35 U.S.C. §102 based on Comps

2 6-8, 22 35 U.S.C. §103 based on Comps in view of Wan

3 14 35 U.S.C. §103 based on Comps in view of Ahn

4 18, 19 35 U.S.C. §103 based on Comps in view of Kim

Pet. at 3; ID at 4-5, 26
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Disputed Issues

3

“content-related … data segments”

“assignment rule”

Outputting “each” of the “content-related second data segments” together with a 

“content-related first data segment” based on an “assignment rule”

Outputting “content-related … data segments” “sequentially” and “chronologically”

“assignment rule is not based on a timestamp”

Comps and Wan render claim 22 obvious

Dependent claims 2, 3, 7 and 8, 18 and 19

1

2

3

4
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U.S. Patent No. 8,605,794

4

EX1001 (’794 Patent)

EX1001 at Title, (10), (30), (54)

’794

Earliest possible priority date is April 12, 2005
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’794 Patent | Alleged Problem

5

No longer only a single television signal for all terminal devices

EX1001 at 1:26-39, 1:44-55

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at 1:26-39

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at 1:44-55
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’794 Patent | Disclosed Solution

6EX1001 at 2:36-46; Pet. at 5-8; EX1003 ¶¶ 50-54

’794

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at 2:36-46
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’794 Patent | Representative Claim 1

7EX1001 at Claim 1

’794

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at Claim 1
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1

“content-related…data segments”



Ex. 1029DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 9EX1001 at Claim 1

’794

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at Claim 1

1 “content-related … data segments”
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1

EX1001 at Fig. 1, 3:4-10; Pet. at 6-8; EX1003 ¶¶ 51-54  

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at 3:4-10

Pet. at 7 (’794 Patent, Fig. 1 (annotated))

’794 Patent

“content-related … data segments”
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1

EX1001 at Fig. 1, 4:1-8; Pet. at 6-8; EX1003 ¶¶ 51-54 

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at 4:1-8

’794 Patent

“content-related … data segments”

Pet. at 7 (’794 Patent, Fig. 1 (annotated))
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1

EX1001 at Fig. 1, 4:14-22; Pet. at 6-8; EX1003 ¶¶ 51-54 

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at 4:14-22

’794 Patent

“content-related … data segments”

Pet. at 7 (‘’794 Patent, Fig. 1 (annotated))
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1 Claim Construction: “content-related … data segments”

POR at 12, 38-43; ’086 IPR, Paper 37 at 18; EX1001 at 4:9-22; Reply at 2-4

POR at 12

Patent Owner’s 

Current Construction
’794 Patent

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at 4:14-22

“segments of content data that 

have a syntactical meaning 

within the respective data file”

’086 IPR, Paper 37 at 18

’086 IPR Board’s Construction

“segments of content data that 

have a syntactical meaning”
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“content-related … data segments”
1

Comps Teaches:

Pet. at 26-29; Reply at 7-11; EX1003 ¶¶ 74-77; 

EX1004 at 1:42-45, 2:10-14, 2:24-27, 2:44-46, 2:60-64, 3:11-41, Fig. 3

EX1004 (Comps) at 2:24-27; 2:44-46

Pet. at 14 (Comps, Fig. 3 (annotated))

*  *  *

Comps
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“content-related … data segments”
1

Comps Teaches:

Pet. at 26-29; Reply at 7-11; EX1003 ¶¶ 74-77; 

EX1004 at 1:42-45, 2:10-14, 2:24-27, 2:44-46, 2:60-64, 3:11-41, Fig. 3

EX1004 (Comps) at 2:60

EX1004 (Comps) at 3:10-19

EX1004 (Comps) at 2:61-64

Audio Pictures Text

Comps
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1 Patent Owner Disputes Comps’ “content-related … data segments”

Pet. at 26-29; POR at 38-43; Reply at 7-11; EX1003 ¶¶ 74-77; 

EX1004 at 1:42-45, 2:10-14, 2:24-27, 2:44-46, 2:60-64, 3:11-41, Fig. 3

Patent Owner: 

Comps’ data is not “content data,” but computer instructions. POR at 39.

EX1004 (Comps) at 2:10-14

EX1004 (Comps) at 3:5-7

Comps
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1

POR at 38-43; Reply at 9-11; EX1004 at 1:42-45, 2:61-62, 3:10-14, 

3:15-41; EX1024 at 23:20-25:17; EX1027 at 55-60; EX2016 at 1-2

Patent Owner: 

Comps’ sole embodiment relies on MIDI for generating sound data. POR at 40.

Patent Owner Disputes Comps’ “content-related … data segments”

EX1004 (Comps) at 2:61-64

Comps

EX1004 (Comps) at 3:10-14
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1

Verizon Servs. Corp. Vonage Holdings Corp., 

503, F3d 1295, 1303 (Fed Cir. 2007); Reply at 9

“This court has cautioned against limiting the claimed invention to 

preferred embodiments or specific examples in the specification.”

Verizon Servs. Corp. Vonage Holdings Corp., 503, F3d 1295, 1303 (Fed Cir. 2007)

Patent Owner Disputes Comps’ “content-related … data segments”
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1

POR at 38-43; Reply at 9-11; EX1004 at 1:42-45, 2:61-62, 3:15-41; 

EX1024 at 23:20-25:17; EX1027 at 55-60; EX2016 at 1-2

Patent Owner: 

MIDI data does not include content data; it’s instructions for how to play sound content data. POR at 40.

Patent Owner Disputes Comps’ “content-related … data segments”

EX2016 at 2

EX2016 at 1

A Tutorial on MIDI and Wavetable Music Synthesis
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2

“assignment rule”
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’086 IPR 

(Paper 37 at 19)

“…wherein the assignment is not performed by using exact 

timing information for the content-related data segments…”

POPR 

(Paper 10)
No Construction

POR 

(Paper 28 at 26)

“…wherein the assigning is not performed by adjusting the 

timing of the content-related data segments…”

’086 IPR, Paper 37 at 19; POPR at 13-27; POR at 26; Reply at 4-7 

2 Claim Construction: “assignment rule” Limitations

Patent Owner’s changing construction claim positions
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2

Thorner v. Sony Comput. Ent. Am. LLC, 669 F.3d 1362, 1366-67 (Fed. Cir. 2012); Reply at 5

“To constitute disclaimer, there must be a clear and 

unmistakable disclaimer.”

Thorner v. Sony Comput. Ent. Am. LLC, 669 F.3d 1362, 1366-67 (Fed. Cir. 2012)

Claim Construction: “assignment rule” Limitations
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2

’086 IPR, Paper 37 at 20-23; Reply at 4-7

Claim Construction: “assignment rule” Limitations

The Board already held that there was no clear and unmistakable disclaimer in the ’086 IPR

’086 IPR FWD (Paper 37 at 21-22)

*  *  *
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2

EX2014 at 3:1-6, 3:53-57, 8:13-15; Reply at 11

EX2014 at 3:1-6

Rosenau

Claim Construction: “assignment rule” Limitations
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2

PO Sur-Reply at 4

Claim Construction: “assignment rule” Limitations

Patent Owner: 

PO Sur-Reply (Paper 44 at 4)
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2

Personalized Media Commc’ns, LLC v. Apple Inc., 

952 F.3d 1336, 1345 (Fed Cir. 2020); PO Sur-Reply at 36

“An applicant's repeated and consistent remarks during 

prosecution can define a claim term—especially where, as 

here, there is "no plain or ordinary meaning to the claim 

term" and the specification provides no clear interpretation.”

Personalized Media Commc’ns, LLC v. Apple Inc., 952 F.3d 1336, 1345 (Fed Cir. 2020)

Claim Construction: “assignment rule” Limitations
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POR at 43-47; EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 31-35; Reply at 11-14; 

EX1003 ¶¶ 85-90; EX1004 at 1:41-52, 1:65-2:2, 2:10-23, 2:48-51, 

3:44-47, 4:29-50, 4:56-57, Fig. 3; EX2012 at 57:5-7, 76:19-22

Pet. at 31 (Comps, Fig. 3 (annotated))

Pet. at 33

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at Claim 1

’794 Patent, Claim 1

“assignment rule” Limitations
2

Comps Teaches:

Comps
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POR at 43-47; EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 31-35; Reply at 11-14; 

EX1003 ¶¶ 85-90; EX1004 at 1:41-52, 1:65-2:2, 2:10-23, 2:48-51, 

3:44-47, 4:29-50, 4:56-57, Fig. 3; EX2012 at 57:5-7, 76:19-22

SYNCH1 Nf2;Nd2  | JPEG1:JPEGd1

SYNCH2 Nf3;Nd3  | TEXT1

SYNCH3 Nf4;Nd4  | JPEG2:JPEGd2  | TEXT2

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at Claim 1

’794 Patent, Claim 1

“assignment rule” Limitations
2

Comps Teaches:
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EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 31-35; POR at 43-47; Reply at 11-14; 

EX1003 ¶¶ 85-90; EX1004 at 1:41-52, 1:65-2:2, 2:10-23, 2:48-51, 

3:44-47, 4:29-50, 4:56-57, Fig. 3; EX2012 at 57:5-7, 76:19-22

“assignment rule” Limitations
2

Comps Teaches:

EX1004 (Comps) at 2:10-14; 2:20-23

*  *  *

Comps
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*  *  *

*  *  *

30

EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 31-35; POR at 43-47; Reply at 11-14; 

EX1003 ¶¶ 85-90; EX1004 at 1:41-52, 1:65-2:2, 2:10-23, 2:48-51, 

3:44-47, 4:29-50, 4:56-57, Fig. 3; EX2012 at 57:5-7, 76:19-22

“assignment rule” Limitations
2

Comps Teaches:

EX1004 (Comps) at 2:15-19; 2:48-51; 3:44-47 

Comps
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EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 31-35; POR at 43-47; Reply at 11-14; 

EX1003 ¶¶ 85-90; EX1004 at 1:41-52, 1:65-2:2, 2:10-23, 2:48-51, 

3:44-47, 4:29-50, 4:56-57, Fig. 3; EX2012 at 57:5-7, 76:19-22

“assignment rule” Limitations
2

Comps Teaches:

Comps is distinguished from the prior art

EX1004 (Comps) at 1:65 – 2:2

EX1004 (Comps) at 1:44-52
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2

EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 31-35; POR at 43-47; Reply at 11-14; 

EX1003 ¶¶ 85-90; EX1004 at 1:41-52, 1:65-2:2, 2:10-23, 2:48-51, 

3:44-47, 4:29-50, 4:56-57, Fig. 3; EX2012 at 57:5-7, 76:19-22

Patent Owner: 

Comps adjusts the timing of events in slave tracks and is not an “assignment rule.” POR at 44-45.

EX1004 (Comps) at 4:30-37

“assignment rule”

Patent Owner Disputes:
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2

EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 31-35; POR at 43-47; Reply at 11-14; 

EX1003 ¶¶ 85-90; EX1004 at 1:41-52, 1:65-2:2, 2:10-23, 2:48-51, 

3:44-47, 4:29-50, 4:56-57, Fig. 3; EX2012 at 57:5-7, 76:19-22

Important events are not skipped in Comps

EX1004 (Comps) at 4:44-50

Pet. at 34 (Comps, Fig. 3 (annotated))

“assignment rule”

Patent Owner Disputes:
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3

34

Outputting “each” of the “content-related second 

data segments” together with a “content-related 

first data segment” based on an “assignment rule”
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Outputting “each” of the “content-related second data segments” together 

with a “content-related first data segment” based on an “assignment rule”

3
Comps Teaches:

EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 27-35; Reply at 14-17; EX1003 ¶¶ 85-90, 

EX1004 at 2:10-14, 2:17-24, 2:45-50, 3:22-41, 4:44-47, Fig. 3; 

EX1024 at 85:13-17; EX2012 at 37:10-21, 39:8-40:16, 43:2-17

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at Claim 1

’794 Patent, Claim 1

Pet. at 31 (Comps, Fig. 3 (annotated))

Comps
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Outputting “each” of the “content-related second data segments” together 

with a “content-related first data segment” based on an “assignment rule”

3
Comps Teaches:

EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 27-35; Reply at 14-17; EX1003 ¶¶ 85-90, 

EX1004 at 2:10-14, 2:17-24, 2:45-50, 3:22-41, 4:44-47, Fig. 3; 

EX1024 at 85:13-17; EX2012 at 37:10-21, 39:8-40:16, 43:2-17

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at Claim 1

’794 Patent, Claim 1

Pet. at 31 (Comps, Fig. 3 (annotated))

SYNCH1 Nf2;Nd2 | JPEG1:JPEGd1

SYNCH2 Nf3;Nd3 | TEXT1

SYNCH3 Nf4;Nd4 | JPEG2:JPEGd2 |TEXT2

Comps



Ex. 1029DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 37

Outputting “each” of the “content-related second data segments” together 

with a “content-related first data segment” based on an “assignment rule”

3
Comps Teaches:

EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 27-35; Reply at 14-17; EX1003 ¶¶ 85-90, 

EX1004 at 2:10-14, 2:17-24, 2:45-50, 3:22-41, 4:44-47, Fig. 3; 

EX1024 at 85:13-17; EX2012 at 37:10-21, 39:8-40:16, 43:2-17

EX1004 (Comps) at 2:10-14; 2:20-23

*  *  *

Comps
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Outputting “each” of the “content-related second data segments” together 

with a “content-related first data segment” based on an “assignment rule”

3
Comps Teaches:

EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 27-35; Reply at 14-17; EX1003 ¶¶ 85-90, 

EX1004 at 2:10-14, 2:17-24, 2:45-50, 3:22-41, 4:44-47, Fig. 3; 

EX1024 at 85:13-17; EX2012 at 37:10-21, 39:8-40:16, 43:2-17

EX1004 (Comps) at 2:15-19; 4:44-47

*  *  *

Comps
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Outputting “each” of the “content-related second data segments” together 

with a “content-related first data segment” based on an “assignment rule”

3
Patent Owner Disputes:

POR at 51-54; EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 27-35; Reply at 14-17; Sur-reply at 

10-19; EX1003 ¶¶ 85-90, EX1004 at 2:10-14, 2:17-24, 2:45-50, 3:22-41, 4:44-47, 

Fig. 3; EX1024 at 85:13-17; EX2012 at 37:10-21, 39:8-40:16, 43:2-17

Comps:

▪ Events are either “important” or “unimportant.” 

EX1004 (Comps) at 2:10-14

▪ Synchronization commands are inserted 

before each “important event.” 

EX1004 (Comps) at 2:17-19

▪ “important event corresponds to a command to 

display a text, a command to display a picture, 

or a command to reproduce a sound.” 

EX1004 (Comps) at 2:20-24

Patent Owner: 

Comps’ waiting times are “content-related…data segments”. Sur-reply at 19.

Pet. at 31 (Comps, Fig. 3 (annotated))
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Outputting “each” of the “content-related second data segments” together 

with a “content-related first data segment” based on an “assignment rule”

3
Patent Owner Disputes:

POR at 51-54; EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 27-35; Reply at 14-17; Sur-reply at 

10-19; EX1003 ¶¶ 85-90, EX1004 at 2:10-14, 2:17-24, 2:45-50, 3:22-41, 4:44-47, 

Fig. 3; EX1024 at 85:13-17; EX2012 at 37:10-21, 39:8-40:16, 43:2-17

Patent Owner: 

Comps’ waiting times are “content-related…data segments”. Sur-reply at 19.

Pet. at 31 (Comps, Fig. 3 (annotated))

*  *  *

*  *  *

*  *  *

EX1004 (Comps) at 2:45-50; 3:25-26; 3:36-37; 3:40-41

Comps
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Outputting “each” of the “content-related second data segments” together 

with a “content-related first data segment” based on an “assignment rule”

3
Patent Owner Disputes:

POR at 51-54; EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 27-35; Reply at 14-17; 

EX1003 ¶¶ 85-90, EX1004 at 2:10-14, 2:17-24, 2:45-50, 3:22-41, 4:44-47, 

Fig. 3; EX1024 at 85:13-17; EX2012 at 37:10-21, 39:8-40:16, 43:2-17

Patent Owner: 

The “absence of sound (or an image) itself constitutes sound (or image) data.” POR at 54.

Pet. at 31 (Comps, Fig. 3 (annotated))EX1004 (Comps) at 2:45-50; 3:25-26; 3:36-37; 3:40-41

Comps

*  *  *

*  *  *

*  *  *
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Outputting “each” of the “content-related second data segments” together 

with a “content-related first data segment” based on an “assignment rule”

3
Patent Owner Disputes:

POR at 51-54; PO Sur-Reply at 14-15; EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 27-35; 

Reply at 14-17; EX1003 ¶¶ 85-90, EX1004 at 2:10-14, 2:17-24, 2:45-50, 3:22-41, 

4:44-47, Fig. 3; EX1024 at 85:13-17; EX2012 at 37:10-21, 39:8-40:16, 43:2-17

Patent Owner: 

“Petitioner Improperly Treats Multiple Events as a Single Data Segment.” Sur-Reply at 14.

Paper 44, Sur-Reply at 14-15
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Outputting “each” of the “content-related second data segments” together 

with a “content-related first data segment” based on an “assignment rule”

3
Patent Owner Disputes:

POR at 51-54; PO Sur-Reply at 14-15; EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 27-35; 

Reply at 14-17; EX1003 ¶¶ 85-90, EX1004 at 2:10-14, 2:17-24, 2:45-50, 3:22-41, 

4:44-47, Fig. 3; EX1024 at 85:13-17; EX2012 at 37:10-21, 39:8-40:16, 43:2-17

Patent Owner: 

“Petitioner Improperly Treats Multiple Events as a Single Data Segment.” Sur-Reply at 14.

*  *  *

*  *  *

EX1004 (Comps) at 2:20-23; 2:47-50; 3:22-25 Pet. at 31 (Comps, Fig. 3 (annotated))

Comps
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Outputting “each” of the “content-related second data segments” together 

with a “content-related first data segment” based on an “assignment rule”

3
Patent Owner Disputes:

POR at 51-54; PO Sur-Reply at 14-15; EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 27-35; 

Reply at 14-17; EX1003 ¶¶ 85-90, EX1004 at 2:10-14, 2:17-24, 2:45-50, 3:22-41, 

4:44-47, Fig. 3; EX1024 at 85:13-17; EX2012 at 37:10-21, 39:8-40:16, 43:2-17

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at Claim 1

’794 Patent, Claim 1

Patent Owner: 

“Petitioner Improperly Treats Multiple Events as a Single Data Segment.” Sur-Reply at 14.

Pet. at 31 (Comps, Fig. 3 (annotated))
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Outputting “each” of the “content-related second data segments” together 

with a “content-related first data segment” based on an “assignment rule”

3
Patent Owner Disputes:

Patent Owner: 

Comps “cautions against using SYNCH commands frequently. EX1004, Abstract, 1:41-2:34.” Sur-reply at 13-14.

Sur-Reply at 10, 13-14; EX1004 at Abstract, 1:41-46, 1:52-55, 1:61-2:5

EX1004 (Comps) at 1:61 – 2:5EX1004 (Comps) at 1:52-55

EX1004 (Comps) at 1:41-46

Comps
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Outputting “each” of the “content-related second data segments” together 

with a “content-related first data segment” based on an “assignment rule”

3
Patent Owner Disputes:

Patent Owner: 

Comps “cautions against using SYNCH commands frequently. EX1004, Abstract, 1:41-2:34.” Sur-reply at 13.

Sur-Reply at 10, 13-14; EX1004 at Abstract, 1:41-46, 1:52-55, 1:61-2:5
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4

Outputting “content-related … data segments” 

“sequentially” and “chronologically”
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4

EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 27-31; Reply at 17-20; EX1003 ¶¶ 79-84, 

EX1004 at 1:65-2:2, 2:15-24, 3:32-35, 3:38-40, 3:57-4:2, 4:30-37, 4:44-57, Fig. 3

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at Claim 1

’794 Patent, Claim 1

Pet. at 31 (Comps, Fig. 3 (annotated))

SYNCH1 Nf2;Nd2  | JPEG1:JPEGd1

SYNCH2 Nf3;Nd3  | TEXT1

SYNCH3 Nf4;Nd4  | JPEG2:JPEGd2 | TEXT2

Outputting “content-related … data segments” “sequentially” and “chronologically”

Comps Teaches:

Comps
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4
Outputting “content-related … data segments” “sequentially” and “chronologically”

Patent Owner Disputes:

Pet. at 31 (Comps, Fig. 3 (annotated))

SYNCH1 Nf2;Nd2  | JPEG1:JPEGd1

SYNCH2 Nf3;Nd3  | TEXT1

SYNCH3 Nf4;Nd4  | JPEG2:JPEGd2 | TEXT2EX1001 (’794 Patent) at Claim 1

’794 Patent, Claim 1

Patent Owner: 
The “complete set of alleged data segments in the alleged data files are not output … sequentially and 
chronologically.” POR at 55.

POR at 55-57; EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 27-31; Reply at 17-20; EX1003 ¶¶ 79-84, 

EX1004 at 1:65-2:2, 2:15-24, 3:32-35, 3:38-40, 3:57-4:2, 4:30-37, 4:44-57, Fig. 3

Comps
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4

POR at 55-57; EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 27-31; Reply at 17-20; EX1003 ¶¶ 79-84, 

EX1004 at 1:65-2:2, 2:15-24, 3:32-35, 3:38-40, 3:57-4:2, 4:30-37, 4:44-57, Fig. 3

Outputting “content-related … data segments” “sequentially” and “chronologically”

Patent Owner Disputes:

Patent Owner: 

“events in the slave tracks…may be skipped” resulting in events “that are not in chronological order.” 

POR at 56.

EX1004 (Comps) at 2:20-23

EX1004 (Comps) at 4:44-50

EX1004 (Comps) at 3:32-35

EX1004 (Comps) at 3:38-40

Comps
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4

POR at 55-57; EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 27-31; Reply at 17-20; EX1003 ¶¶ 79-84, 

EX1004 at 1:65-2:2, 2:15-24, 3:32-35, 3:38-40, 3:57-4:2, 4:30-37, 4:44-57, Fig. 3

Outputting “content-related … data segments” “sequentially” and “chronologically”

Patent Owner Disputes:

Patent Owner: 

“events in the slave tracks…may be skipped” resulting in events “that are not in chronological order.” 

POR at 56.

EX1004 (Comps) at 4:30-37

EX1004 (Comps) at 1:65 – 2:2

EX1004 (Comps) at 4:51-57

Comps
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4

POR at 55-57; EX1001 at Claim 1; Pet. at 27-31; Reply at 17-20; EX1003 ¶¶ 79-84, EX1004 at 

1:65-2:2, 2:15-24, 3:32-35, 3:38-40, 3:57-4:2, 4:30-37, 4:44-57, Fig. 3

Outputting “content-related … data segments” “sequentially” and “chronologically”

Patent Owner Disputes:

Patent Owner: 

There are other multiple events indicated by the “squiggly line” before SYNCH2 in Figure 3. POR at 56.

EX1004 (Comps) at 2:15-19

Pet. at 31 (Comps, Fig. 3 (annotated))

Comps
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5

“assignment rule is not based on a timestamp”
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5

Pet. at 48-49; Reply at 20-21; EX1001 at Claims 20-21; 

EX1003 ¶¶ 89, 124-128; EX1004 at 3:44-47

An “assignment rule not based on a timestamp”

Comps Teaches:

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at Claims 20-21

’794 Patent, Claims 20-21

EX1004 (Comps) at 3:44-47

Comps
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5

POR at 57-59; Pet. at 48-49; Reply at 20-21; EX1001 at Claims 20-21; 

EX1003 ¶¶ 89, 124-128; EX1004 at 3:44-47

Patent Owner Disputes Comps Teaches an 

“assignment rule not based on a timestamp”

Patent Owner: 

“SYNCH commands of Comps synchronize important events by forcing the slave tracks to follow the precise 

timing data (i.e., the “timestamps”) of the master track.” POR at 57.

EX1004 (Comps) at 3:44-47

Comps

EX1003 (Bederson Declaration) at ¶ 125

Bederson  |  Petitioner Expert
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6

Comps and Wan render claim 22 obvious
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6

Pet. at 56-64; EX1001 at Claim 22; EX1003 ¶¶ 138-151; EX1005 at [0053]-[0054], Fig. 4C

Comps and Wan Render Claim 22 Obvious

EX1005 (Wan) at [0053], [0054]

Wan’794 Patent, Claim 22

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at Claim 22

*  *  *
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Wan

EX1005 (Wan) at Fig. 4C

58

6

Pet. at 56-64; EX1001 at Claim 22; EX1003 ¶¶ 138-151; EX1005 at [0053]-[0054], Fig. 4C

Comps and Wan Render Claim 22 Obvious

’794 Patent, Claim 22

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at Claim 22
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6 Comps and Wan Render Claim 22 Obvious

Pet. at 56-64; EX1001 at Claim 22; EX1003 ¶¶ 138-151; EX1005 at [0053]-[0054], Fig. 4C

EX1003 (Bederson Declaration) at ¶ 142

Bederson  |  Petitioner Expert

’794 Patent, Claim 22

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at Claim 22
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6

Pet. at 56-64; EX1001 at Claim 22; EX1003 ¶¶ 138-151; EX1005 at [0053]-[0054], Fig. 4C

Patent Owner Disputes Comps and Wan Render Claim 22 Obvious

Patent Owner: 
The Comps and Wan combination is based on impermissible hindsight. Wan’s scene description stream 
“does not order any data segments and is not a content-related marker.” POR at 60.

EX1003 (Bederson Declaration) at ¶ 148

’794 Patent, Claim 22

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at Claim 22

Bederson  |  Petitioner Expert
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6 Patent Owner Disputes Comps and Wan Render Claim 22 Obvious

Patent Owner: 
The Comps and Wan combination is based on impermissible hindsight. Wan’s scene description stream 
“does not order any data segments and is not a content-related marker.” POR at 60.

EX1003 (Bederson Declaration) at ¶ 149

’794 Patent, Claim 22

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at Claim 22

Pet. at 56-64; EX1001 at Claim 22; EX1003 ¶¶ 138-151; EX1005 at [0053]-[0054], Fig. 4C

Bederson  |  Petitioner Expert
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7

Dependent claims 2, 3, 7 and 8, 18 and 19
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7 Comps Teaches Claim 2

EX1001 at Claim 2; Pet. at 28, 31, 35-37; Reply at 24; 

EX1003 ¶¶ 91-92; EX1004 at 4:44-47, Fig. 3.

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at Claim 2

’794 Patent, Claim 2

Pet. at 31 (Comps, Fig. 3 (annotated))

SYNCH1 Nf2;Nd2  | JPEG1:JPEGd1

SYNCH2 Nf3;Nd3  | TEXT1

SYNCH3 Nf4;Nd4  | JPEG2:JPEGd2  | TEXT2

Comps
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7 Comps Teaches Claim 3

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at Claim 3

’794 Patent, Claim 3

EX1001 at Claim 3; Pet. at 37-39; Reply at 24-25; EX1003 ¶¶ 93-95; 

EX1004 at 3:22-26, 3:31-37, 3:57-4:18, Fig. 3.

Pet. at 31 (Comps, Fig. 3 (annotated))

Comps
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7 Comps and Wan Render Claim 7 Obvious

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at Claim 7

’794 Patent

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at 6:60-63

EX1001 at Claim 7, 6:50-63; Pet. at 51-54; Reply at 25-26; 

EX1003 ¶¶ 133-134; EX1005 at [0053]-[0054], Fig. 4C 
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7 Patent Owner Disputes Comps Teaches Claim 7

Patent Owner: 
“There is no need to determine which event is to be output first in Comps as it will always be the one at the 
beginning of the track.” POR at 63.

EX1005 (Wan) at [0054]

Wan

EX1005 (Wan) at Fig. 4C

POR at 63-64; EX1001 at Claim 7, 6:50-63; Pet. at 51-54; 

Reply at 25-26; EX1003 ¶¶ 133-134; EX1005 at [0053]-[0054], Fig. 4C 

Wan
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7 Comps and Wan Render Claim 8 Obvious

Patent Owner: 
“Wan is completely silent whether updates to scene graphs can be used for determining which of the alleged 
content-related data segments are to be output first in time.” POR at 63-64.

Wan

EX1005 (Wan) at Fig. 4C

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at Claim 8

’794 Patent, Claim 8

POR at 63-64; EX1001 at Claim 8; Pet. at 51-56; Reply at 25-26; 

EX1003 ¶¶ 133-137, 141; EX1004 at 3:31-37; EX1005 at [0003]-

[0004], [0038]-[0039], [0047], [0053]-[0054], Fig. 4C 



Ex. 1029DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 68

7 Comps and Wan Render Claim 8 Obvious

Patent Owner: 
“Wan is completely silent whether updates to scene graphs can be used for determining which of the alleged 
content-related data segments are to be output first in time.” POR at 63-64.

’794 Patent, Claim 8

EX1003 (Bederson Declaration) at ¶ 141

Bederson  |  Petitioner Expert

POR at 63-64; EX1001 at Claim 8; Pet. at 51-56; Reply at 25-26; 

EX1003 ¶¶ 133-137, 141; EX1004 at 3:31-37; EX1005 at [0003]-

[0004], [0038]-[0039], [0047], [0053]-[0054], Fig. 4C 

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at Claim 8
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7 Comps and Kim Render Claims 18 and 19 Obvious

Pet. at 32

Patent Owner:

Petitioner does not map assignment 

rule to a “SYNCH ID.” POR at 64.

EX1001 (’794 Patent) at Claims 18 and 19

’794 Patent, Claims 18 and 19

POR at 64-66; EX1001 at Claims 18, 19; Pet. at 32, 68-72; Reply at 26-27; 

EX1003 ¶¶ 162-171; EX1007 at [0030], [0032], [0034], [0040]-[0045], Claims 6-7
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7 Comps and Kim Render Claims 18 and 19 Obvious

Patent Owner: 
“Storing a SYNCH command in a separate file would break Comps.” POR at 64.

Bederson  |  Petitioner Expert

POR at 64-66; EX1001 at 2:4-6, Claims 18, 19; Pet. at 32, 68-72; 

Reply at 26-27; EX1003 ¶¶ 162-171; EX1004 at Title, Abstract, 1:4-5, 

1:26-28, 2:6-19; EX1007 at [0002], [0016], [0030], Claims 6-7
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Ex. 1029

’794 Patent, Figure 2

72
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’794 Patent, Figure 3

73
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’794 Patent, Figure 4

74
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’794 Patent, Figure 5
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