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Per’s the Board’s Order (Paper 32), Patent Owner submits this response to

Petitioner’s identification of new arguments (Paper 33) in the Sur-Reply (Paper 30).

I. Ground 1: Downs-EDACS

The fact that EDACS does not disclose monitoring media streams associated
with channels in a communication environment is not a new argument. The Patent
Owner Response extensively focused on the lack of the claimed “media streams” in
EDACS. Paper 19, 25-33. Indeed, the focus of the Patent Owner Response centered
on the fact that EDACS describes what “occurs before the media stream is created
on a working channel.” Paper 19, 32. Thus, Patent Owner argued that there is no
claimed media stream that is monitored, as EDACS only describes what occurs
before any media stream exists. Nevertheless, the Sur-Reply is responsive to
Petitioner’s Reply, which provides a newly introduced and tortured read of the
Court’s claim construction of “media stream” to argue that the “construction does
not require that audio be sent before associated data.” Paper 26, 1, 6. The Reply
uses this construction to argue that the control and working channels of EDACS
could be combined to receive an alert and then later communicate associated audio.
Paper 26, 2. Petitioner’s Reply concludes that EDACS discloses the claimed “media
stream” through the transmission of data in one channel and audio and/or video in

another channel. Paper 26, 2, 5.



Patent Owner rebutted Petitioner’s incorrect application of the claim
construction and clarified that even if the control and working channels are
combined, EDACS still does not disclose the claimed media streams, much less
media streams that are monitored. Paper 30, 8. The argument about the monitoring
step merely highlights the tenuous nature of Petitioner’s new claim interpretation.
Specifically, the Sur-Reply reiterated the Patent Owner’s Response in that the
Challenged Claims require that the monitoring of audio and/or video must begin
before an alert is received in the media stream. Paper 30, 7; see also Paper 19, 10.

I1. Ground 7: Kim

Patent Owner’s claim differentiation argument is permissibly responsive to
Petitioner pointing to an embodiment from the 664 Patent where a management
center makes an adjustment to a media steam that is processed internally. Paper 26,
21. The embodiment cited by Petitioner corresponds to independent Claims 11 and
16, which could include the management center making an internal adjustment to
how a media steam is processed. Petitioner ignored other embodiments from the
’664 Patent and the plain language of Claim 1, which recites that “an adjustment is
made to how the media stream is provisioned to an endpoint in the communication
environment.” Ex. 1001, Claim 1. The claim differentiation argument was

accordingly necessary to address arguments from Petitioner’s Reply.
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