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I. INTRODUCTION 

Patent Owner Cellular Communications Equipment LLC (“CCE” or “Patent 

Owner”) hereby files this response (“Response”) to the Petition (Paper 1) (the 

“Petition”) for Inter Partes Review of U.S. Patent No. 8,457,676 (Ex. 1001) (the 

“’676 Patent”) in IPR2016-01501 filed by HTC Corporation and HTC America, Inc. 

(collectively “HTC” or “Petitioners”) on the grounds instituted for trial by the 

Decision (Paper 7) of the Patent Trial and Appeal Board.  

“In an inter partes review instituted under this chapter, the petitioner shall 

have the burden of proving a proposition of unpatentability by a preponderance of 

the evidence.” 35 U.S.C. § 316(e). Petitioner has failed to carry that burden for the 

reasons outlined below. 

In its Institution Decision, the Board instituted trial on Petitioner’s challenges 

to claims 1, 19, and 33 based on a single ground of unpatentability: 

 Obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) of claims 1, 19, and 33 of the ’676 

patent in view of U.S. Patent App. Pub. No. 2006/0140154 A1 

(“Kwak”). 

However, the Petitioners’ challenge to the ’676 Patent claims should be 

rejected because U.S. Patent App. Pub. No. 2006/0140154 A1 (“Kwak”) fails to 

teach or suggest one or more material limitations of each of the challenged claims. 

Petitioner’s reliance on the testimony of Dr. Williams as evidence fails to result in a 
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showing by a preponderance of evidence that claims 1, 19, and/or 33 are obvious in 

view of Kwak. 

II. OVERVIEW OF THE TECHNOLOGY OF THE ’676 PATENT 

The following provides an introduction to the network technologies related to 

the ’676 Patent.  

 

Cellular networks are built on the principle of “cells.” They provide coverage 

over large areas by implementing an array of smaller cells that house equipment, 

known as base stations, supporting a relatively smaller service area. A large number 

of these “cells” are aggregated to provide coverage across a wide area. Base stations 

enable mobile devices such as cell phones to communicate with them wirelessly 

using certain electromagnetic radio frequencies known as the wireless spectrum. 
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