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I. INTRODUCTION 

U.S. Patent No. 8,457,676 (“the ‘676 Patent,” HTC/ZTE Exhibit 1001) 

generally relates to the manner in which a mobile station in a wireless 

communication system reports its transmission power to a base station.  The ‘676 

Patent, in particular, is concerned with how often a mobile station transmits a 

“power headroom” report (also called a “power control headroom” report).  Noting 

that it can be problematic when these reports are sent too frequently, the’676 

Patent proposes the use of triggers to limit how often a mobile station transmits a 

report.  The alleged novelty recited in claims 1 and 19-a triggering criterion that is 

met upon reaching a threshold of elapsed time since the previous report-however, 

was well known to persons of ordinary skill in the art before the earliest alleged 

priority date of the ‘676 Patent. 

For example, U.S. Patent Pub. No. 2004/0223455 (HTC/ZTE Exhibit 1003, 

“Fong”) limits the transmission of power headroom reports by a mobile station 

through the use of a trigger that is met when a threshold amount of time has passed 

since the previous power headroom report.  A standards-related document 

(HTC/ZTE Exhibit 1004, “Ericsson Contribution”) additionally teaches that the 

threshold amount of time between reports may be measured in transmission time 

intervals (TTIs). 
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Claims 3 and 21 of the ‘676 Patent depend from claims 1 and 19, 

respectively, and add a triggering criterion based on changes in path loss (i.e., the 

degradation of the wireless signal between the mobile and base station).  

Controlling the frequency of power headroom reports based on changes in signal 

strength including path loss, however, was well-known before the ‘676 Patent, as 

disclosed in U.S. Patent No. 6,445,917 (HTC/ZTE Exhibit 1005, “Bark”). 

The evidence in this petition demonstrates that claims 1, 3, 19, and 21 of the 

‘676 Patent are unpatentable under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C. § 103.  Accordingly, HTC 

Corporation, HTC America, Inc., ZTE Corporation, and ZTE (USA), Inc. 

(“Petitioner”) respectfully requests that claims 1, 3, 19, and 21 of the ‘676 Patent 

be held invalid and cancelled. 

II. MANDATORY NOTICES 

A. Real Party-in-Interest 

The real parties-in-interest are HTC Corporation, HTC America, Inc., ZTE 

Corporation, and ZTE (USA), Inc. 

B. Related Matters 

The’676 patent is the subject of the following patent infringement lawsuits 

brought by Patent Owner in the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of 

Texas (Marshall Division): Cellular Communications Equipment LLC v. AT&T 

Inc., et al. Case No. 2:15-cv-00576; Cellular Communications Equipment LLC v. 

Sprint Corp., et al. Case No. 2:15-cv-00579; Cellular Communications Equipment 
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LLC v. T-Mobile USA, Inc., et al. Case No. 2:15-cv-00580; and Cellular 

Communications Equipment LLC v. Verizon Comm. Inc., et al. Case No. 2:15-cv-

00581. 

This petition presents the same prior art references, and the same grounds 

applying those references, in Apple Inc.’s petition upon which inter partes review 

was instituted in Case IPR2016-01493 (PTAB February 13, 2017).  The ’676 

patent is also involved in Case IPR2016-01501 (instituted) (PTAB February 13, 

2017).   

C. Lead and Backup Counsel Under 37 C.F.R. § 42.8(b)(3) 

Petitioner provides the following designation of counsel: 

Lead Counsel: 
Steven A. Moore (Reg. No. 55,462) 
PILLSBURY WINTHROP SHAW 
PITTMAN LLP 
Postal and Hand Delivery Address 
501 W. Broadway, Suite 1100 
San Diego, CA 92101 
Telephone: 619.544.3112 
Facsimile: 619.236.1995 
Email: steve.moore@pillsburylaw.com 
 

Back-Up Counsel 
Brian Nash (Reg. No. 58,105) 
PILLSBURY WINTHROP SHAW 
PITTMAN LLP 
Postal and Hand Delivery Address 
401 Congress Avenue, Suite 1700 
Austin, TX 78701 
Telephone: 512.580.9629 
Facsimile: 512.580.9601 
Email: brian.nash@pillsburylaw.com 

Back-Up Counsel: 
Rene Mai (Reg. No. 72,281) 
PILLSBURY WINTHROP SHAW 
PITTMAN LLP 
Postal and Hand Delivery Address 
Two Houston Center 
909 Fannin, Suite 2000 
Houston, TX 77010 
Telephone: 713.276.7628 
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