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I. Introduction 

Patent Owner INVT SPE LLC (“INVT” or “Patent Owner”) respectfully 

submits this Preliminary Response to the Petition Seeking Inter Partes Review 

(“IPR”) of U.S. Patent No. 7,764,711 (the “’711 Patent”). 

The Board should deny institution because the Petition fails to establish a 

reasonable likelihood that any of claims 1−6 of the ’711 Patent (the “Challenged 

Claims”) are obvious in view of the Petition’s proposed combinations asserted in 

Ground 1: Paulraj in view of Huang, in further view of Walton (claims 1−6); and 

Ground 2: Wallace in view of Walton (claims 1−6).  

The Challenged Claims describe a multiple antenna transmission scheme 

employing two methods of wireless transmission—spatial multiplexing and 

transmit diversity—at the same time. Specifically, the Challenged Claims 

implement transmit diversity with respect to a specific data substream, which is 

designated as having a higher priority than other data items (see, e.g., Ex. 1001 

(’711 Patent) at 9) while, at a same time, implementing spatial multiplexing (i.e., 

parallel transmission) with respect to the remaining data substreams.  

Implementation of transmit diversity for a specific data item at a same time 

with spatial multiplexing of a data stream is missing from each of the references 

asserted in the Petition, and no combination of the asserted references discloses or 
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