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I. PO FAILS TO SHOW RELEVANT COMMERCIAL SUCCESS

PO’s contention that the commercial success of a product called Rocket
Optimizer, offered by the 633 patent’s prior owner, supports non-obviousness fails
for several reasons. First, PO does not establish that Rocket Optimizer was
commercially successful, but only that the prior owner—Skyfire Labs—was
successfully acquired. Paper 10, 1 (“POPR”) (citing Ex-2007). By PO’s own
evidence, Skyfire Labs had products other than “Rocket Optimizer.” See, e.g., Ex-
2008 (identifying “Rocket Controller”); Ex-2007 (also identifying “Skyfire
Horizon”). PO does not associate the acquisition price of Skyfire Labs—which likely
embodies all products, patents, other intellectual property, know-how, contractual
relationships, and even staff—to the value of Rocket Optimizer.

But even assuming a company-acquisition price reflects Rocket Optimizer’s
commercial success, PO also makes no effort to show that there is a nexus between
Rocket Optimizer and the patent claims. Ormco Corp. v. Align Tech., Inc., 463 F.3d
1299, 1311-12 (Fed. Cir. 2006) (“Evidence of commercial success, or other
secondary considerations, is only significant if there is a nexus between the claimed
invention and the commercial success.”). PO does not, for instance, try to show that
Rocket Optimizer practices the claims or that only the novel features of the claims
contributed to the commercial success (as opposed to prior-art or unclaimed

features). POPR, 1-2; Ormco, 463 F.3d at 1312 (noting evidence of “commercial
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success is irrelevant” when failing to separate unclaimed or prior-art features).

II. PETITIONER HAS TAKEN A CONSISTENT VIEW OF WHAT THE
CLAIMS REQUIRE IN ALL PROCEEDINGS

As explained in its Discretionary Denial Opposition (Paper 9, 11-15),
Petitioner has been consistent as to what the claims require. When seeking to dismiss
PO’s district court complaint, Petitioner argued that under black-letter antecedent
basis law, the plain words of the claim require that a single key from a single request
be used to locate at least two pieces of a file. Ex-2004, 11-14; Ex-1039, 6-9. PO, to
the contrary, contended that it could rely on separate keys from separate requests to
locate each individual piece of a file to allege infringement. Ex-2005, 3-5.

The district court agreed with Petitioner and dismissed the case, finding that
the claim’s plain words require that a single key be used to locate the two claimed
pieces of a file. Ex-2001, 5. The district court rejected PO’s contention that it was
engaging in claim construction, noting “[w]hether or not we classify our analysis as
‘claim construction’ makes no difference. The Court need not review prosecution
histories or extrinsic evidence. The mere plain words of the claims before the Court
are alone enough to reach a determination.” Id., n.4 (emphasis added).

In this IPR, Petitioner advanced the exact same view of the claims it argued

in district court and the court ultimately adopted. See, e.g., Paper 1, 22-30 (“Pet.”)
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(noting a single object or name key is used to locate multiple “fragments” of a file),
44-52 (same), 69-74 (same).!

III. THE GROUNDS ARE NOT VOLUMINOUS OR EXCESSIVE

The Petition challenges every claim of the 633 patent on three primary
grounds: (1) Mattis in view of Hosur; (2) Hosur in view of Mattis; and (3) Mills in
view of Mattis. Pet., 3. The Petition, however, identifies two additional references
to the extent the primary grounds are not considered sufficiently express as to a
narrow set of claimed features. PO identifies nothing to suggest that the petition is
“voluminous or excessive.”

Specifically, although the references in each primary ground describe
transcoding and searching for pieces of files across multiple servers, the Petition
additionally relies on Sackstein for its express disclosure that distributing
transcoding and subsequent searching for a piece of the same file on multiple servers
was well-known. See, e.g., Pet., 17-18, 42, 65-66. Similarly, although the references
in the primary grounds describe locating multiple pieces of a file, the Petition
identifies Menon to the extent locating a “preview” of a file (which the patent does

not define) requires a literal “preview” (e.g., like a movie trailer) as opposed to a

! The Petition also contended that, for Ground 2, a single set of parameters (which

constitutes “a key”) is used to locate multiple portions of a file. Pet., 47-48.
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first piece of a file. /d., 84-85.

Despite the Petition’s narrow reliance on these references, PO summarily
likens the Petition to Adaptics Ltd. v Perfect Co., IPR2018-01596, Paper 20 (Mar. 6,
2019). POPR, 5. But, there, the grounds presented combinations of up to ten
references using “and/or,” without setting forth specific combinations of specific art
for specific limitations. See Adaptics, Paper 20, 8-9, 18-19. PO fails to suggest the
same situation is present here (and it is not). Cf. Suzhou Mojawa Intelligent Elec.
Co. v. Shenzhen Shokz Co., IPR2025-00843, Paper 15, 20-21 (Nov. 19, 2025)
(distinguishing Adaptics and rejecting arguments that a petition lacked specificity
simply based on the number of references). At base, the Petition “specif[ies] where
each element of the claim is found in the prior art,” (37 C.F.R. § 42.104(b)(4)) and
provides “a detailed explanation of the significance of the evidence” (37 C.F.R.
§ 42.22(a)(2)), as required.

IV. PO’S PIECEMEAL ASSESSMENT OF THE GROUNDS AND
MISREPRESENTATIONS OF THE ART SHOULD BE REJECTED

Finally, PO argues that the Grounds fail because no single reference teaches
every limitation, addressing each reference in isolation. POPR, 7-11. The Petition
did not raise anticipation. Instead, the Petition raised combinations of references,
supported by motivations to combine that PO does not address, instead summarily
proclaiming the Petition rests on hindsight without explanation. /d., 12-13.

PO also misrepresents the art in its piecemeal analysis. The Petition, for
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instance, relies on Mattis as teaching a database for storing “keys.” See, e.g., Pet.,
23-26. PO argues that Mattis teaches away from storing keys in a database (POPR,
6-8), but this misreads Mattis. The portion of Mattis that PO relies upon criticizes
storing objects (the files themselves) in a database. Mattis, 3:37-41 (“Generally,
databases are structured to achieve goals that make them inappropriate for use as an
object cache .... [D]atabases are not naturally good at storing a vast variety of object
sizes while supporting streaming”) (emphasis added). That is not a criticism of
databases, generally, or storing fixed-sized “keys” that are used to locate objects
stored elsewhere. Id., 8:13-15 (“Keys are used to index into directories that point to
the location of objects on disk”) (emphasis added).

Finally, PO contends that Sackstein’s discussion of “cache snooping”
eliminates any need for a cache database. POPR, 11-12. Sackstein describes that, in
a distributed system, “cache snooping” is one optional way to locate different pieces
of a file, not the only way. Ex-1008, 947. The Petition did not propose incorporating
“cache snooping” into the combination, and PO’s arguments that “‘cache snooping”
would eliminate the need for a database is unsupported attorney argument. 7es/a,
Inc. v. Intell. Ventures I LLC, IPR2025-00221, Paper 29, 34 (July 6, 2026) (rejecting
patent owner’s unsupported analysis of prior art). PO identifies nothing to undermine
the proposed combination that uses Mattis’s database and keys to locate pieces of a

file in a distributed cache system that Sackstein shows was well known.
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