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I. INTRODUCTION 

Patent Owner Vedanti Systems Limited (“Vedanti” or “Patent 

Owner”) respectfully requests that the Board decline to initiate inter partes 

review of claims 1, 6, 7, 9, 10, 12 and 13 of U.S. Patent No. 7,974,339 (the 

“‘339 Patent”) because Petitioner Google Inc., (“Petitioner”) has failed to 

show that it has a reasonable likelihood of prevailing with respect to any of 

the challenged claims.  35 U.S.C. § 314. 

Petitioner has submitted proposed grounds for challenge based on 

obviousness. To establish obviousness, Petitioner must show that the 

references teach all of the elements of the claimed combination. The present 

petition fails to present a reasonable likelihood of establishing obviousness 

because for each proposed ground at least one claim element is missing from 

the relied-upon combination of references. 

 

II. OVERVIEW OF THE ‘339 PATENT 

The ‘339 Patent is directed to, among other things, to systems and 

methods for reducing the amount of frame data to be transmitted between a 

first transmitting location and a second receiving location through a 

communications medium such as the Internet, optical or wireless networks.  

Exhibit 1001, col. 1 lines 32-33; col. 2 lines 60-63. The transmitted frame 
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