
Trials@uspto.gov  Paper 13 
Tel: 571-272-7822 Entered: February 23, 2017 

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
____________ 

 
BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

____________ 

APPLE, INC., HTC CORPORATION, HTC AMERICA, INC., 
MICROSOFT CORPORATION, MICROSOFT MOBILE OY, 

MICROSOFT MOBILE INC., SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD., 
SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, INC., and ZTE (USA) INC., 

 Petitioner, 
 

v. 
 

EVOLVED WIRELESS LLC, 
Patent Owner. 
____________ 

 
Case IPR2016-007581, IPR2016-01342, IPR2016-013492 

Patent 8,218,481 B2 
____________ 

 

Before WILLIAM V. SAINDON, CHRISTOPHER L. CRUMBLEY, 
PETER P. CHEN, and TERRENCE W. McMILLIN, Administrative Patent 
Judges 

 

McMILLIN, Administrative Patent Judge 
 

CONSOLIDATION ORDER 
35 U.S.C. § 315(d); 37 C.F.R. § 42.122(a)

                                           
1 IPR2017-00068 and IPR2017-00106 have been joined with IPR2016-
00758. 
2 IPR2016-00981 has been joined with IPR2016-01349. 
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Six petitions for inter partes review of U.S. Patent No. 8,218,481 B2 

(“the ’481 patent”) have been filed: IPR2016-00758, IPR2016-00981, 

IPR2016-01342, IPR2016-01349, IPR2017-00068, and IPR2017-00106.  

Decisions to institute trial have been rendered in each of these proceedings.  

In addition, IPR2016-00758, IPR2017-00068, and IPR2017-00106 have 

been joined, and IPR2016-00981 and IPR2016-01349 have been joined. 

On December 19, 2016, a conference call was held among counsel for 

the Petitioners in all six of the proceedings related to the ’481 patent; 

counsel for Patent Owner; and Judges Saindon, Crumbley, Boucher, Chen, 

and McMillin.  During the conference call, consolidation of the proceedings 

related to the ’481 patent was discussed, and we requested that the parties 

further consider and discuss ways to promote the efficient resolution of these 

proceedings.  An Order to that effect was entered in which the parties were 

ordered to provide us with alternative proposals and schedules for the 

proceedings.  See, e.g., IPR2016-00758, Paper 20.  On December 29, 2016, 

we received an email setting forth alternative proposals and schedules 

including a “Joint Scheduling Proposal” from the parties.  Pursuant to the 

“Joint Scheduling Proposal,” the parties request that the proceedings be 
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consolidated and a single schedule be set in the proceedings relating to the 

’481 patent.  Id. 

Under 35 U.S.C. § 315(d)3 and 37 C.F.R. § 42.112(a),4 when there are 

multiple proceedings involving the same patent, the Board may consolidate 

the proceedings.  In the case of joinder, the Board has the authority to 

modify the schedule including the 1 year final determination time period.  

See 35 U.S.C. § 316(a)(11); 37 C.F.R. § 42.100(c). 

 On the record before us, in particular the agreement between the 

parties, and in order to more efficiently resolve the pending proceedings 

relating to the ’481 patent, we hereby consolidate IPR2016-00758, IPR2016-

01342, and IPR2016-01349. 

Accordingly, it is hereby: 

ORDERED that IPR2016-00758, IPR2016-01342, and IPR2016-

01349 are consolidated for trial; 

FURTHER ORDERED that all future filings shall be made in 

IPR2016-00758, using the combined case caption as attached to this 

decision; 

                                           
3 35 U.S.C. § 315(d) provides: “Notwithstanding sections 135(a), 251, and 
252, and chapter 30, during the pendency of an inter partes review, if 
another proceeding or matter involving the patent is before the Office, the 
Director may determine the manner in which the inter partes review or other 
proceeding or matter may proceed, including providing for stay, transfer, 
consolidation, or termination of any such matter or proceeding.” 

 
4 37 C.F.R. § 42.122(a) provides: “Where another matter involving the 
patent is before the Office, the Board may during the pendency of the inter 
partes review enter any appropriate order regarding the additional matter 
including providing for the stay, transfer, consolidation, or termination of 
any such matter.” 
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 FURTHER ORDERED that the respective grounds for trial in 

IPR2016-00758, IPR2016-01342, and IPR2016-01349 remain unchanged, 

and trial in the consolidated IPR2016-00758 proceeding shall proceed on the 

following grounds of unpatentability: 

1. Whether claims 1, 2, 8, and 9 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(a) or (b) as having been anticipated by Panasonic 792; 

2. Whether claims 3 and 10 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as having been obvious over Panasonic 792 and 
Panasonic 114; 

3. Whether claims 6 and 13 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as having been obvious over Panasonic 792, Panasonic 
114, and Chu; 

4. Whether claims 1 and 2 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) 
and (b) as having been anticipated by Panasonic 700; 

5. Whether claim 3 is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
having been obvious over Panasonic 700 and Panasonic 114; 

6. Whether claims 4 and 6 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as having been obvious over Panasonic 700, Panasonic 114, and 
Chu;  

7. Whether claims 8 and 9 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as having been obvious over Panasonic 700 and Motorola 595; 

8. Whether claim 10 is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
having been obvious over Panasonic 700, Panasonic 114, and 
Motorola 595; 

9. Whether claims 11 and 13 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as having been obvious over Panasonic 700, Panasonic 
114, Chu, and Motorola 595;  

10. Whether claims 1 and 15 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(a) and (b) as having been anticipated by IEEE802.16-2004; 

11. Whether claims 1 and 15 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as having been obvious over IEEE802.16-2004 and 
IEEE802.16e-2005; 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


IPR2016-000758, IPR2016-01342, IPR2016-01349 
Patent 8,218,481 B2 
 

5 

12. Whether claims 2–4 and 6 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as having been obvious over IEEE802.16-2004 and Tan;  

13. Whether claims 2–4 and 6 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as having been obvious over IEEE802.16-2004, 
IEEE802.16e-2005, and Tan; 

14. Whether claims 8 and 16 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as having been obvious over IEEE802.16-2004 and Chou; 

15. Whether claims 8 and 16 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as having been obvious over IEEE802.16-2004, 
IEEE802.16e-2005, and Chou;  

16. Whether claims 9–11 and 13 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as having been obvious over IEEE802.16-2004, Chou, 
and Tan; and 

17. Whether claims 9–11 and 13 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as having been obvious over IEEE802.16-2004, 
IEEE802.16e-2005, Chou, and Tan; 

FURTHER ORDERED that the Petitioners in the consolidated 

IPR2016-00758 proceeding shall file each paper, except for a motion that 

does not involve another party, as a single, consolidated filing; shall identify 

each such filing as a consolidated filing; and any such consolidated filing 

will be subject to double the word counts and page limits set forth in 

37 C.F.R. § 42.24, although more words or pages may be granted upon a 

showing of good cause; 

FURTHER ORDERED that for any consolidated filing, if one or 

more Petitioners wishes to file an additional paper, authorization to file any 

such additional paper must be requested from the Board; and no additional 

paper may be filed unless the Board grants such authorization; 

FURTHER ORDERED that any filings by Patent Owner in the 

consolidated IPR2016-00758 proceeding shall be subject to double the word 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
	� Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

	� Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
	� With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

	� Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
	� Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

	� Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


