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Petitioner Sonos, Inc. submits this reply to Patent Owner Google LLC’s 

response (Paper 11, “Response”) 

Patent Owner’s response repeatedly and egregiously ignores what the prior art 

of record teaches.  Rather than considering what the art says, and what the Petition 

argued, it focuses only on select, isolated passages in an effort to save the facially 

unpatentable claims of the ’586 patent. 

For instance, Patent Owner argues that Baker does not teach “determining” to 

relay a received packet based on a comparison between an address in the packet and 

a stored address.  In Patent Owner’s view, Baker’s network nodes supposedly 

“always” forward received packets.  Baker’s nodes do not always forward packets. 

The nodes only forwards packets if there is a match between the packet’s address 

and that stored in the node’s routing table.  If there is no match, the packet is not 

forwarded.  This is the claimed “determining.”  And, Patent Owner simply ignores 

this functionality. 

Likewise, Patent Owner’s attempts to distinguish Marman ignore what the 

reference actually says.  According to Patent Owner, Marman would not be 

understood to employ the claimed “communication packet.”  Patent Owner 

characterizes Marman as teaching only the transmission of “disparate,” unrelated 

pieces of information and not a single packet that includes all the parts required.  

But, in arriving at this conclusion, Patent Owner ignores both Marman’s disclosure, 
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