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I. INTRODUCTION 

Patent Owner, Mobile Telecommunications Technologies, LLC, submits this 

Preliminary Response to the Petition for Inter Partes Review of claims 1, 10, and 

19 of U.S. Patent No. 5,915,210 (“the ‘210 Patent”).  37 C.F.R. § 42.107. 

Patent Owner respectfully requests that the Board deny the Petition on every 

ground alleged by Petitioner for, at least, the following reasons.   

First, with regard to Ground 1, German Patent Publication No. DE4102408 

(Exhibit 1008, “Saalfrank”) does not disclose “each of the first plurality of carrier 

signals representing a portion of the information signal substantially not 

represented by others of the first plurality of carrier signals.”  Thus, claims 1 and 

10 of the ‘210 Patent are not anticipated by Saalfrank.   

Second, with regard to Ground 2, Saalfrank does not disclose “each of the 

first plurality of carrier signals representing a portion of the information signal 

substantially not represented by others of the first plurality of carrier signals”  as 

recited in claim 19 of the ‘210 Patent.  Nakamura et al., 256 QAM Modem for 

Multicarrier 400 Mbit/s Digital Radio, 5 IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in 

Communications 329 (Apr. 1987) (Exhibit 1009, “Nakamura”) does not cure 

Saalfrank’s defect and does not disclose or suggest these features.  Thus, claim 19 

of the ‘210 Patent is not obvious over Saalfrank in view of Nakamura.   
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