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PURSUANT TO 35 U.S.C. § 302, 37 C.F.R. § 1.510

Pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 302 and 37 C.F.R. § 1.510, Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.

and Samsung Electronics America, Inc. (the “Requesters”) hereby request ex parle reexamination

of claims 2 and 59 (the “Challenged Claims”) of US. Patent No. 8,023,580 (“the ‘580 patent”),

which issued from US. Patent Application Serial No. 12/543,910, filed August 19, 2009 (“the

‘910 Application”). (A complete copy of the ‘580 patent is attached as Exhibit A, a copy of the

‘910 application as filed is attached as Exhibit B, and a copy of the prosecution history for the

‘580 patent (other than the prior art of record) is attached as Exhibit C (“the ‘580 Prosecution

History”)). Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 1.510(b)(6), Requesters certify that the statutory estoppel
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provisions of 35 U.S.C. §§ 315(e)(1) or 325(e)(1) do not prohibit Requesters from filing this

Request.1

Requesters assert herein that substantial new questions of patentability exist as to claims

2 and 59 of the ‘580 patent based on a prior art reference, Snell, filed on March 17, 1997 and

issued on November 9, 1999, that was not considered during original prosecution, along with

various additional references: four references that were and two references that were not before

the United States Patent and Trademark Office (“Patent Office” or “USPTO”) during the original

prosecution or inter partes review of the ‘580 patent. As detailed below, claims 2 and 59 of the

‘580 patent are rendered obvious by the references cited herein by the Requesters.2

Because the challenged patent is involved in pending litigation, Requesters respectfully

request that, consistent with 35 U.S.C. § 305 and MPEP § 2261, all proceedings associated with

this reexamination be conducted not only with the “special dispatch” accorded all

1 Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 1.565, the Requesters provide notice that the Patent Owner
Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP (“Rembrandt” or “Patent Owner”) has asserted the ‘580
patent in Rembrandt Wireless Techs, LP v. Samsung Elecs C0., CA. No. 2:13-cv-00213-IRG
(ED. Tex.) (the “Rembrandt Litigation”). On February 13, 2015, a jury found that claims 2 and
59 of the ‘580 patent were infringed and, on the record then before it, not invalid. Rembrandt
Wireless Techs, LP v. Samsung Elecs C0., CA. No. 2:13-cv-00213-JRG, Dkt. 288 (ED. Tex.).
The issue of post-trial relief was severed and assigned a separate case number, styled as
Rembrandt Wireless Techs, LP v. Samsung Elecs C0., CA. No. 2:16-cv-00170-JRG, Dkt. 2
(ED. Tex.). The defendants in the above litigation have appealed the decision to the US. Court
of Appeals for the Federal Circuit in Rembrandt Wireless Techs, LP v. Samsung Elecs C0., No.
2016-1729 (Fed. Cir.). In addition, the ‘580 patent has been involved in multiple inter partes
reviews (lPRs) (“the Rembrandt IPRs”). Two petitions for IPR were instituted and have resulted
in final written decisions (Samsung Elecs Co. v. Rembrandt Wireless Techs, LP, IPR2014-
00518, Pap. 47 (Final Written Decision) (Sept. 17, 2015), Samsung Elecs Co. v. Rembrandt
Wireless Techs, LP, IPR2014-00519, Pap. 49 (Final Written Decision) (Sept. 17, 2015)). Four
petitions for IPR were denied (Samsung Elecs Co. v. Rembrandt Wireless Techs, LP, IPR2014-
00514, Pap. 18 (Decision on Institution) (Sept. 9, 2014), Samsung Elecs Co. v. Rembrandt
Wireless Techs, LP, IPR2014-00515, Pap. 18 (Decision on Institution) (Sept. 9, 2014), Samsung
Elecs Co. v. Rembrandt Wireless Techs, LP, IPR2015-00114, Pap. 14 (Decision on Institution)
(Jan. 28, 2015), Samsung Elecs Co. v. Rembrandt Wireless Techs, LP, IPR2015-00118, Pap. 14
(Decision on Institution) (Jan. 28, 2015)).

2 In the context of the present Request, the standard for claim interpretation during patent
examination as provided in MPEP § 2111 (Claim Interpretation, Broadest Reasonable

Interpretation) is applied.

ii
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reexaminations, but also with the “priority over all other cases” accorded reexaminations of

patents involved in litigation. MPEP § 2261. In the Rembrandt Litigation, a jury imposed a

verdict of $15.7 million based in part on the jury’s verdict concerning infringement of challenged

claims 2 and 59 of the ‘580 patent. As shown in this Request — based on combinations of prior

art that were never previously considered by the Office — claims 2 and 59 should have never

issued. In light of the Patent Owner’s demonstrated intent to assert these invalid claims, timely

conduct of the requested reexamination is of particular importance to the public. 3

3 Requesters are also seeking reexamination of US. Patent No. 8,457,228 (“the ‘228
patent”), which is a continuation of the ‘580 patent.

iii
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I. BACKGROUND OF THE REQUEST

The ‘580 patent relates generally to “a data communications system in which a plurality

of modulation methods are used to facilitate communication among a plurality of modem types.”

‘580 patent at 1:19-23. According to the ‘580 patent, messages — such as those shown in the

‘580 patent’s Figure 8 — can be sent on the same network using different modulation methods

(e.g., type A and type B) by providing an indication in the first sequence of the message of the

modulation method used for the second sequence of the message.
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FIG. 8

The supposed “invention” in each of the Challenged Claims was already well known and

obvious to those of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the earliest claimed priority date for the

‘580 patent—December 5, 1997. Indeed, in IPR2014-000518, the Board correctly found that

independent claims 1 and 58 (from which claims 2 and 59 depend) are invalid as obvious in view

of the prior art. Specifically, the Board correctly found that US. Patent No. 5,706,428 (“Boer”)

disclosed all of the limitations of claims 1 and 58, other than the use of a master/slave

relationship. The Board also correctly found that the Applicant’s admitted prior art, as reflected

in the ‘580 patent specification (“APA”), demonstrated that the use of a master/slave protocol

was well-known in the art, and that an article by Upender el al. (“Upender,” a copy of which is
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attached as Exhibit G) provided a motivation to use a master/slave protocol when implementing

Boer’s system.

As discussed herein, claims 2 and 59 are rendered obvious by the combinations of cited

references presented in this Request, which demonstrate that all of the elements of claims 2 and

59 were well known in the art before the earliest claimed priority date of the ‘580 patent. The

Snell reference cited here by Requesters discloses a transceiver capable of transmitting data

packets with preamble, header, and data portions, where the preamble and header are transmitted

using BPSK modulation, and the data portion is transmitted using either BPSK or QPSK

modulation. Snell alternatively discloses that the preamble and header are transmitted using

DBPSK modulation, and the data portion is transmitted using either DBPSK or DQPSK

modulation. See, e.g., Snell at Fig. 3, 6:35-36, 6:52-63. As the PTAB correctly found in

IPR2014-00518, DBPSK and DQPSK are “different types of modulation methods” in the context

of ‘580 independent claims 1 and 58, and thus also of dependent claims 2 and 59. IPR2014-

00518, Pap. 47 at 19, ‘580 Prosecution History at 408. Snell discloses the use of sequences in

the header portion that indicate which type of modulation is being used for transmitting the data

portion. See, e.g., Snell at 6:52-63. Snell also discloses (through its incorporation of Harris

AN9614) the ability to use its teachings with a polled (master/slave) protocol. Harris AN9614 at

3. Alternatively, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art (“POSITA”)

to use a master/slave protocol when implementing Snell’s system based on the same Admitted

Prior Art and Upender disclosures that were relied on by the PTAB in IPR2014-00518.

In IPR2014-000518, the PTAB declined to institute review of dependent ‘580 claims 2

and 59 based on the Board’s view that the cited prior art failed to disclose the additional

limitation of those claims requiring transmission of a “third sequence . . . transmitted in the first
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modulation method [that] indicates that communication from the master to the slave has reverted

to the first modulation method.” Requesters cite herein the Kamerman reference, which

demonstrates reversion to the first modulation method, required by dependent claims 2 and 59,

was obvious and well-known in the art. Specifically, Kamerman discloses an automatic rate

adaptation scheme for transmitting a first data packet where the data is modulated using a second

modulation method, such as QPSK (corresponding to a higher data transfer rate), and next

transmitting a second data packet where the data is modulated using a first modulation method,

such as BPSK (corresponding to a lower data transfer rate) (i.e., to revert to the first modulation

method). Kamerman at 6, 11-12. It would have been obvious to a POSITA to use Kamerman’s

teaching of transmitting a first data packet where the data is modulated using a second

modulation method and next transmitting a second data packet where the data is modulated using

a first modulation method in implementing Snell’s system for communicating data packets

modulated according to different modulation methods to advantageously maximize the data

transfer rate and adapt to changing channel conditions (as also taught by Kamerman).

Finally, it was well-known in the art, as demonstrated by Yamano, that packets can be

advantageously addressed for an intended destination. It would have been obvious to a POSITA

to use Yamano’s teaching of including a destination address in the data packet in implementing

Snell’s teachings of a communication system for transmitting data packets to advantageously

specify which receiver the data is intended for and to reduce processing requirements of

receiving devices by allowing the receiving device to filter out packets which it does not need to

demodulate.

Under any proper understanding of the scope of the Challenged Claims, and certainly

under the broadest reasonable construction required here, claims 2 and 59 are obvious over Snell
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in view of Yamano and Kamerman, Snell in view of Harris 4064.4, Harris AN9614, Yamano,

and Kamerman, and Snell in view of Harris 4064.4, the Admitted Prior Art, Upender, Yamano,

and Kamerman. Moreover, as detailed herein, if Patent Owner were to argue for a construction

of the term “type” that is wholly unsupported by the intrinsic record, as it did in the cited

Rembrandt Litigation and Rembrandt lPRs, these arguments should be rejected as the PTAB did

in the Rembrandt IPRs. E.g., IPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 7-12, ‘580 Prosecution History at 396-

401. Requesters respectfully submit that reexamination of both Challenged Claims should be

granted, and that the Challenged Claims should be found unpatentable and cancelled for the

reasons set forth herein.

II. SUBSTANTIAL NEW QUESTIONS OF PATENTABILITY

Reexamination is respectfully requested for dependent claims 2 and 59 of the ‘580 patent

under 35 U.S.C. § 302 and 37 CPR. § 1.510.

A. Listing of Prior Art Patents and Printed Publications

Pursuant to 37 CPR. § l.510(b)(3), reexamination of the Challenged Claims is requested

in view of the references below and Applicant’s admitted prior art of a master/slave

communication system depicted in Figures 1 and 2 and described in column 3, line 40 through

column 4, line 50 of the ‘580 patent (“Admitted Prior Art”). The Snell, Harris 4064.4, Harris

AN9614, Yamano, and Kamerman references were not previously cited or considered in any

rejection by the Examiner during prosecution or by the Board during inter partes review of the

‘580 patent and present new technological teachings that were not previously considered in

connection with the ‘580 patent. Accordingly, the combinations presented in this request were

never previously considered by the Office with respect to the ‘580 patent.

Exhibit D: US. Patent No. 5,982,807, filed on Mar. 17, 1997 and issued on Nov. 9,

1999, to Snell, J. (“Snell”).
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Exhibit E: Andren, C. et al., Using the PRISMTM Chip Set for Low Data Rate
Applications, Harris Semiconductor Application Note No. AN9614,

March 1996 (“Harris AN9614”).

Exhibit F: HSP3824 Direct Sequence Spread Spectrum Baseband Processor, Harris

Semiconductor File No. 4064.4, Oct. 1996 (“Harris 4064.4”).

Exhibit G: Declaration of Jon Mears, Exhibit A thereto (Upender et al.,

“Communication Protocols for Embedded Systems,” Embedded Systems

Programming, Vol. 7, Issue 11, November 1994. — (“Upender”)).

Exhibit H: US. Patent No. 6,075,814, filed on May 9, 1997 and issued on Jun. 13,

2000, to Yamano, L., et al. (“Yamano”).

Exhibit 1: Kamerman, A., Throughput Density Constraints for Wireless LANs Based

on DSSS, IEEE 4th International Symposium on Spread Spectrum

Techniques and Applications Proceedings, Mainz, Germany, Sept. 22-25,

1996, pp. 1344-1350 vol.3 (“Kamerman”).

A Form SB-08 and copies of the cited references are submitted herewith.

B. Statement Setting Forth Each Substantial New Question of Patentability

This Request presents new issues of patentability that were not considered during

prosecution or prior inter partes review of the ‘580 patent. As described in more detail in this

section, the Snell, Harris 4064.4, Harris AN9614, Yamano, and Kamerman references provide

new technological teachings and were not cited by the Applicant or the Examiner or otherwise

considered during prosecution of the ‘580 patent or during inter partes review of the ‘580 patent.

Notably, Snell, which is included in every combination of references proposed herein by the

Requesters, clearly discloses transmitting data packets where the preamble and header are always

modulated using a first modulation method and indicate whether the data portion of the data

packet is modulated using a first modulation method or a second modulation method, a limitation

that is fundamental to each of the Challenged Claims. In addition, Harris 4064.4 (incorporated

by Snell) discloses transmitting data packets where the preamble and header are always

modulated using a first modulation method and indicate whether the data portion of the data

packet is modulated using a first modulation method or a second modulation method. Harris

Page 11 of1314



Page 12 of 1314

Request for Ex Parte Reexamination, US. Patent No. 8,023,580

AN96l4 (incorporated by Snell) discloses that the system described in Snell may operate

according to a polled (master/slave) protocol. Yamano, also included in each proposed

combination of references, clearly discloses including a destination address in the preamble

portion of a data packet. And Kamerman, also included in each proposed combination of

references, clearly discloses transmitting a first data packet where the data is modulated using a

second modulation method, such as QPSK (corresponding to a higher data transfer rate), and

next transmitting a second data packet where the data is modulated using a first modulation

method, such as BPSK (corresponding to a lower data transfer rate) (i.e., to revert to the first

modulation method), which is required by dependent claims 2 and 59 and is the only limitation

of the Challenged Claims that the Board previously found was not disclosed by the prior art that

was then before the Board.

Although the Board previously considered Applicant’s admission that master/slave

communication systems were known in the prior art to the ‘580 patent and Upender’s disclosure

of motivation to use a master/slave communication system, these teachings were never before

considered in connection with the Snell, Harris 4064.4, Harris AN96l4, Yamano, or Kamerman

references. Thus, the questions of patentability raised in this Request were not raised during the

prosecution of the application that led to the ‘580 patent or during inter partes review of the ‘580

patent. As described below, in combination these new references disclose that all the limitations

of the Challenged Claims were well-known and obvious at the time the application for the ‘580

patent was filed.

Accordingly, the references raise the following substantial new questions of patentability

that were not considered during the original prosecution or prior inter partes review of the ‘580

patent:
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1. SNQ-l: A substantial new question of patentability as to claims 2 and 59 is raised by

Snell in view of Yamano and Kamerman.

2. SNQ-2: A substantial new question of patentability as to claims 2 and 59 is raised by

Snell in view of Harris 4064.4, Harris AN96l4, Yamano, and Kamerman.

3. SNQ-3: A substantial new question of patentability as to claims 2 and 59 is raised by

Snell in view of Harris 4064.4, the Admitted Prior Art, Upender, Yamano, and

Kamerman.

In light of the new grounds raised, the combinations of the above references render the

Challenged Claims invalid.

C. Background and Prosecution of the ‘580 Patent

1. The ‘580 Patent

The ‘580 patent is directed to the “fields of data communications and

modulator/demodulators (modems), and, more particularly, to a data communications system in

which a plurality of modulation methods are used to facilitate communication among a plurality

of modem types.” ‘580 patent at 1:19-23. The ‘580 patent describes a problem with

communications systems where “communication between modems is generally unsuccessful

unless a common modulation method is used.” Id. at 1:45-47. In the context of a “multipoint

architecture” for a network, which utilizes a “master” modem and at least two “tributary” (or

“trib”) modems, id. at 1:56-58, the ‘580 patent notes that where “one or more of the trib modems

are not compatible with the modulation method used by the master, those tribs will be unable to

receive communications from the master,” id. at 1:58-61.

Because of these issues, the ‘580 patent asserts that “communication systems comprised

of both high performance and low or moderate performance applications can be very cost

inefficient to construct.” Id. at 1:66-21. The ‘580 patent asserts that the solution used at the

7
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time to overcome incompatible modulation methods was the use of high performance modems

for all users, which resulted in higher costs. Id. at 2:8-16. Thus, the ‘580 patent asserts that

“what is sought, and what is not believed to be provided by the prior art, is a system and method

of communication in which multiple moa'ulation methods are used to facilitate communication

among a plurality of modems in a network, which have heretofore been incompatible.” Id. at

2: 17-20 (emphasis added).

The purported invention of the ‘580 patent is a system like that shown in Figure 3, in

which a master transceiver 64 is capable of transmitting and receiving data using different

modulation methods (e.g., what the patent identifies as “type A” modulation and “type B”

modulation). Id. at 5:23-33. Master transceiver 64 can communicate with tribs, e.g., trib 66,

each of which communicates using either a type A or type B modulation method (shown as “type

X” in Figure 3), but not both. Id. at 5:34-46. Figure 4 shows an exemplary network in which

master transceiver 64 can communicate using either a type A or type B modulation method. 161'.

at 5:47-51. Trib 66a communicates using a type A modulation method, while trib 66b

communicates using a type B modulation method. 161'.

  
Qw
sat
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‘580 patent, Figure 4.

According to the ‘580 patent, the master transceiver can communicate with both type A

and type B tribs by providing in the first sequence (i.e., header) of a message an indication of the

modulation method that is used for the second sequence (i.e., data portion) of the message. Id. at

551-6: 12. For example, a master can communicate with a type A trib by transmitting a training

sequence using type A modulation followed by a second sequence also in type A modulation. Id.

at 6:49-54. To send a message to a type B trib (that uses type B modulation), the master

transmits a training sequence, again using type A modulation, that provides notification of an

impending change to type B modulation. Id. at 63-6. The second sequence is then transmitted

using type B modulation. Id. at 68-15.

2. Prosecution History of the ‘580 Patent

The ‘580 patent issued from US. Application No. 12/543,910. The ‘910 Application was

a continuation of US. Application No. 11/774,803, which issued as US. Patent No. 7,675,965.

The ‘803 Application was a continuation of US. Application No. 10/412,878, which issued as

US. Patent No. 7,248,626. The ‘878 Application was a continuation-in-part of US. Application

No. 09/205,205, which became US. Patent 6,614,838. The ‘580, ‘965, ‘626, and ‘838 patents all

claim the benefit of the filing date of US. Provisional App. No. 60/067,562, filed Dec. 5, 1997.

The ‘910 Application that eventually matured into the ‘580 patent was filed on August 19,

2008 with 100 claims. ‘910 Application at 32-41. In an September 1, 2010 Office Action, a

number of claims were objected to due to an antecedent basis issue but were otherwise deemed

allowable, while other claims were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102(b) & 103(a). ‘580

Prosecution History at 72-77. Application claim 1, which would issue as claim 1, was one such

claim that was deemed allowable but for the antecedent basis issue. Id. at 72, 77. In a March 1,

9
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2011 response (“3/1/2011 Reply”), Patent Owner amended many pending claims, including

application claims 1 and 2 (which would issue as claims 1 and 2, respectively), cancelled other

claims, and added forty-eight new claims. Id at 127-3 8. Included within the added claims were

claims 123 and 124, which would issue as claims 58 and 59, respectively. Id. at 135-36. On

March 10, 2011, Patent Owner ref11ed the claims in response to a Notice Of Non-Compliant

Amendment. Id at 167-81. In its 3/1/2011 Reply, Patent Owner amended claim 1, even though

it had been allowed. Patent Owner offered the following explanation:

Applicant thanks Examiner Ha for the indication that claims 1-18, and 37-57 are

allowed (office action, p. 7). Applicant has further amended claims 1-2, 9-15, 18,

37-3 8, and 45-46 with additional recitations to more precisely claim the subject-

matter. For example, the language of independent claim 1 has been clarified to

refer to two types of modulation methods, i.e., different families of modulation

techniques, such as the FSK family of modulation methods and the QAM family of

modulation methods. Support for the clarifying amendments can be found

throughout the specification, for example [0024], [0025] and [0031] - [0036].

Id at 140. Patent Owner later relied on this post-allowance statement—made 14 years after the

provisional application to which the ‘228 patent claims priority was f11ed—to assert during

litigation that the meaning of “different types” of modulation methods referred to “different

families” of modulation methods that did not have any overlapping characteristics. The court in

the Rembrandt Litigation construed this claim term. Rembrandt Wireless Techs, LP v. Samsung

Elecs. Co., Ltd, No. 2:13-cv-00213-JRG—RSP, Dkt. 114, Claim Construction Order (ED. Tex.

July 10, 2014). After the court issued its claim construction order, the PTAB also construed this

((4

term, correctly rejecting Rembrandt’s argument, explaining that [i]t is inappropriate to limit a

broad definition of a claim term based on prosecution history that is itself ambiguous.’”

IPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 9 (quoting Inverness Med Switz. GmbH v. Warner Lambert C0., 309

F.3d 1373, 1382 (Fed. Cir. 2002)), ‘580 Prosecution History at 398.

10
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On May 11, 2011, Patent Owner filed a paper making further amendments to pending

claims 1 and 95. Id at 187-200. The application was allowed on July 22, 2011, although no

Statement of Reasons for Allowance was provided. Id at 249-74. On July 26, 2011, Patent

Owner filed an Amendment After Allowance further amending claims that, after entry, issued as

claims 40, 49, and 54. Id at 275-90. The ‘580 patent issued on September 20, 2011. Id at 306.

In December 2014, Rembrandt Wireless, LP, the assignee of record, disclaimed claims 24,

26-28, 31-37, 39-40, 42-46, and 48. Exs. M and N, ‘580 Prosecution History at 363, 366.

3. Inter Partes Review of the ‘580 Patent (IPR2014-00518)

On March 20, 2014, Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd., Samsung Electronics America, Inc.,

Samsung Telecommunications America, LLC, and Samsung Austin Semiconductor, LLC filed a

petition for interparles review of claims 1-2, 4-5, 10, 13, 19-22, 49, 52-54, 57-59, 61-62, 66, 70,

and 76-79 based on US. Patent No. 5,706,428 (“Boer”) in view of Applicant’s admitted prior art

of a master/slave communication system, as reflected in the ‘580 patent specification. IPR2014-

00518, Pap. 1 (Mar. 20, 2014). On September 23, 2014, the PTAB instituted inter partes review

of claims 1, 4, 5, 10, 13, 20—22, 54, 57, 58, 61, 62, 66, 70, and 76-79 but declined to institute

review of claims 2, 19, 49, 52, 53, and 59. IPR2014-00518, Pap. 16 at 2 (Sept. 23, 2014), ‘580

Prosecution History at 319.4 The PTAB did not institute review of claims 2 and 59 (Boer in

view of Applicant’s admitted prior art as reflected in the ‘580 patent specification), finding that

the petitioner did not show that the prior art taught the dependent limitation of these claims,

which requires “‘indicat[ing]’ that communication from the master to the slave has reverted to

4 Some documents from the Rembrandt lPRs appear in the file wrapper of the ‘580 patent,
including institution decisions and final written decisions. IPR documents appearing in the file

wrapper (attached here as Exhibit C, “’580 Prosecution History”) are cited herein both to their

original source documents and to their locations within Exhibit C.
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the first modulation method.” IPR2014-00518, Pap. 16 at 14-15, ‘580 Prosecution History at

33 1-32.

On September 17, 2015, in a Final Written Decision, the PTAB correctly found all

reviewed claims (claims 1, 4, 5, 10, 13, 20-22, 54, 57, 58, 61, 62, 66, 70, and 76-79), including

the independent claims from which the Challenged Claims depend, were unpatentable over Boer

in view of Applicant’s admitted prior art of a master/slave communication system, as reflected in

the ‘580 patent specification. IPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 21 (Sept. 17, 2015), ‘580 Prosecution

History at 391.

In the Final Written Decision, the PTAB correctly construed the claim terms using their

broadest reasonable construction in light of the ‘580 patent specification. IPR2014-00518, Pap.

47 at 5, ‘580 Prosecution History at 394. The PTAB correctly construed the claim term

“modulation” as having “its customary and ordinary meaning as the process by which some

characteristic of a carrier is varied in accordance with a modulating wave.” IPR2014-00518, Pap.

47 at 7, ‘580 Prosecution History at 396.

The PTAB also construed different “type[s]” of modulation methods as “modulation

methods that are incompatible with one another,” specifically finding that the

“DQPSK. . .modulation method[] [is] incompatible with DBPSK modulation” and thus DQPSK

modulation is “a different type” of modulation than DBPSK. IPR2015-00518, Pap. 47 at 12, 18-

19, ‘580 Prosecution History at 401, 407-408. The specification also supports the PTAB’s

interpretation of different types of modulation methods as those which are incompatible. The

specification addresses the asserted problem of lack of compatibility between modems, stating

“what is sought, and what is not believed to be provided by the prior art, is a system and method

of communication in which multiple modulation methods are used to facilitate communication

12
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among a plurality of modems in a network, which have heretofore been incompatible.” ‘580

patent at 2:16-20 (emphasis added), see also ‘580 patent at 1:58-65, 1:27-30, 1:47-52, 2:8-10,

2:12-16, 2:55-57. The provisional application to which the ‘580 patent claims priority, also

explains that if a master uses a modulation method that is not compatible with the modulation

method used by a trib, the master cannot communicate with that trib. US. Provisional

Application No. 60/067,562 at 2 (“...the master communicates to all tribs with a single

modulation method. If one or more of the tribs is not compatible, the master cannot communicate

with that trib.”). In construing the meaning of different “type[s]” of modulation methods, the

PTAB correctly rejected Patent Owner’s proffered construction after thorough consideration of

the prosecution history of the ‘580 patent, including the Response dated March 1, 2011.

IPR2015-00518, Pap. 47 at 7-12, lPR2015-00518, Pap. 47 at 12, 18-19.

The PTAB further found that the ‘580 patent disclosed admitted prior art of master/slave

communication systems, agreeing that “the ‘580 patent’s [disclosure of] multipoint

communication systems (or master/slave systems), depicted in Figures 1 and 2 and described in

column 3, line 40 through column 4, line 50, contains material that may be used as prior art

against the patent under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a).” IPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 13, ‘580 Prosecution

History at 402. The PTAB further found that Upender provided a motivation to combine the

master/slave relationship of the admitted prior art with Boer. lPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 16-18,

‘580 Prosecution History at 405-407. The PTAB noted that Upender states that polling is one of

the more popular protocols for embedded systems “because of its simplicity and determinacy”

and “teaches that master/slave protocols were widely used and a good choice for simple systems.”

IPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 15-16, ‘580 Prosecution History at 404-405. The PTAB agreed that

Upender provided appropriate motivation to use the simpler master/slave protocol in conjunction

13
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with Boer. lPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 17 (“one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it

obvious to use a different prior art communication protocol (e.g., a simpler protocol) when using

multiple data rates as described by Boer”), ‘580 Prosecution History at 406.

Rembrandt did not appeal the PTAB’s finding of unpatentability.

4. Inter Partes Review of the ‘580 Patent (IPR2014-00519)

On March 20, 2014, Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd., Samsung Electronics America, Inc.,

Samsung Telecommunications America, LLC, and Samsung Austin Semiconductor, LLC filed a

petition for inter partes review of claims 23, 25, 29-30, 32, 34, 38, 40-41, 43-44 and 47 of the

‘580 patent. lPR2014-00519, Pap. 1 (Mar. 20, 2014). On September 23, 2014, the PTAB

instituted inter partes review of claims 32, 34, 38, 40, 43, 44, and 47 of the ‘580 patent but

declined to institute review of claims 23, 25, 29, 30, and 41. lPR2014-00519, Pap. 16 at 15 (Sept.

23, 2014). Rembrandt thereafter disclaimed claims 32, 34, 40, 43, and 44. IPR2014-00519, Pap.

49 at 2 (Sept. 17, 2015). On September 17, 2015, the PTAB correctly found the remaining

claims 38 and 47 unpatentable over Boer in view of Applicant’s admitted prior art of a

master/slave communication system, as reflected in the ‘580 patent specification. Id.

5. Inter Partes Reviews of the ‘580 Patent (IPR2014-00514 and IPR2014-

00515)

On March 20, 2014, Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd., Samsung Electronics America, Inc.,

Samsung Telecommunications America, LLC, and Samsung Austin Semiconductor, LLC filed a

petition for inter partes review of claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 10, 13, 19—22, 49, 52—54, 57—59, 61, 62, 66,

70, and 76—79 of the ‘580 patent (IPR2014-00514, Pap. 1 (Mar. 20, 2014)) and a petition for

inter partes review of claims 23, 25, 29-30, 32, 34, 38, 40-41, 43-44 and 47 of the ‘580 patent.

IPR2014-00515, Pap. 1 (Mar. 20, 2014). On September 9, 2014, the PTAB declined to institute

inter partes review of the ‘580 patent based on either petition, finding that the petitioner did not

14

Page 20 of 1314



Page 21 of 1314

Request for Ex Parte Reexamination, US. Patent No. 8,023,580

make a sufficient showing that the reference relied upon in the petitions (IEEE P802.11, Draft

Standard for Wireless LAN, Medium Access Control (MAC) and Physical Layer (PHY)

Specification, P802.11D4.0, May 20, 1996) was publicly available before the claimed priority

date. IPR2014-00514, Pap. 18 at 9—10 (Sept. 9, 2014), 1PR2014-00515, Pap. 18 at 10 (Sept. 9,

2014).

6. Inter Partes Reviews of the ‘580 Patent (IPR2015-00114 and IPR2015-

00118)

On October 21, 2014, Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd., Samsung Electronics America, Inc.,

Samsung Telecommunications America, LLC, and Samsung Austin Semiconductor, LLC filed a

petition for inter partes review of claims 2, 19, 49, 52, 53, and 59 of the ‘580 patent (IPR2015-

00114, Pap. 1 (Oct. 21, 2014)) and a petition for inter partes review of claims 23, 25, 29, 30, and

41 of the ‘580 patent (IPR2015-00118, Pap. 1 (Oct. 21, 2014)). The asserted ground of

unpatentability was Boer in view of Applicant’s admitted prior art of a master/slave

communication system as reflected in the ‘580 patent specification—a combination of references

that is different from the combinations submitted in this Request giving rise to substantial new

questions of patentability. On January 28, 2015, the PTAB declined to institute inter partes

review of the ‘580 patent based on either petition under 35 U.S.C. § 325(d), finding that “the

same or substantially the same prior art or arguments” had been presented in lPR2014-00518 and

IPR2014-00519 and that, barring joinder, the petitions were time-barred. IPR2015-00114, Pap.

14 at 7-8 (Jan. 28, 2015), IPR2015-00118, Pap. 14 at 7 (Jan. 28, 2015). In the decisions not to

institute, the PTAB specif1cally declined to reach the merits of the grounds presented. IPR2015-

00114, Pap. 14 at 6 (Jan. 28, 2015), IPR2015-00118, Pap. 14 at 5 (Jan. 28, 2015).
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D. Secondary Considerations

This Request demonstrates that claims 2 and 59 of the ‘580 patent are obvious under 35

U.S.C. § 103 based on the references presented here. As discussed below, these clear teachings

in the prior art cannot be overcome by any supposed “secondary considerations.”

The “ultimate determination of whether an invention is obvious is a legal question based

on the totality of the evidence.” See Brown & Williamson Tobacco Corp. v. Philip Morris, Inc.,

229 F.3d 1120, 1131 (Fed. Cir. 2000) (citing Richardson-Vicks Inc. v. Upjohn Co., 122 F.3d

1476, 1483 (Fed. Cir. 1997)). As set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 US. 1, 17 (1966),

those fact determinations involve (1) the scope and content of the prior art, (2) the differences

between the prior art and the claimed invention, (3) the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art,

and (4) additional evidence, which may serve as indicia of non-obviousness. This “additional

evidence” with respect to obviousness may include “secondary considerations [such] as

commercial success, long felt but unsolved needs, [and] failure of others.” Graham, 383 US. at

17. However, a lack of invention cannot be outweighed by secondaryfactors. Dow Chem. Co.

v. Halliburton Oil Well Cementing Co., 324 US. 320 (1945). See also GreatAtl. & Pac. Tea Co.

v. Supermarket Equip. Corp., 340 US. 147, 153 (1950) (“[C]ommercial success without

invention will not make patentability.”), Brown & Williamson, 229 F.3d at 1131 (“indicators of

nonobviousness cannot overcome the strong evidence of obviousness”) (citing Newell Cos. v.

Kenney Mfg. Co., 864 F.2d 757, 769 (Fed. Cir. 1988) (“finding obviousness despite strong

evidence of commercial success”)).

Any supposed evidence of commercial success is unavailing without a concrete

correlation between the merits of the invention and the alleged success. Richardson-Vicks Inc.,

122 F.3d at 1483 (“evidence of commercial success proffered by plaintiff is limited to sales data,

and does not include evidence of market share, of growth in market share, of replacing earlier
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units sold by others or of dollar amounts, and no evidence of a nexus between the sales and the

merits of the invention”) (internal quotation omitted). In order to show the required nexus to the

claimed invention for an argument of commercial success, the patent owner would need to show

not only the sale of a covered product, but also that customers are choosing the product because

of features that are purportedly within the exclusive boundaries of the ‘580 patent’s claims. In

other words, such sales could be pertinent to a “commercial success” argument for obviousness

purposes only if the patent owner could prove it was these features, and not others, that were

driving demand.

The patent owner cannot demonstrate the required nexus. As detailed in this Request,

each of the limitations of claims 2 and 59, properly construed for reexamination purposes, was

actually known and present in the art long before the ‘580 patent’s earliest possible priority date,

undercutting any suggestion that any limitation played the required role in generating any

supposed “success.”

The Applicants also clearly did not satisfy any long-felt need, nor was there a failure of

others to satisfy any long-felt need. To the contrary, as reflected in the prior art submitted

herewith, this is a long-standing art with disclosures addressing, well before the ‘580 patent’s

earliest possible priority date, the same claimed features in claims 2 and 59. The clear teachings

of prior art preceding the ‘580 patent’s earliest possible priority date belie any claim of a

long-felt need or failure by others.

Finally, the Patent Owner’s only apparent license (as argued during litigation) resulted

from a settlement of litigation. Rembrandt Wireless Techs., LP v. Samsung Electronics C0.,

Case No. 16-1729, D.I. 34 (Brief for Plaintiff-Appellee Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP)

at 24, f11ed Jul. 21, 2016 (Fed. Cir.) Thus, there is nothing to show that the license was

17
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attributable to the merits of the claimed invention rather than other considerations, such as a

desire to avoid litigation.

The ‘580 patent claims are based on an idea that was well-known when the Applicants

filed for a patent. They are rendered obvious by the prior art, and the overwhelming invalidity of

the claims under 35 U.S.C. § 103 cannot be rebutted with secondary considerations.

III. DETAILED EXPLANATION OF THE PERTINENCE AND MANNER OF

APPLYING THE PRIOR ART REFERENCES TO EVERY CLAIM FOR WHICH

REEXAMINATION IS REQUESTED5

As required under 37 CPR. § 1.510(b)(2), a detailed explanation of the pertinence and

manner of applying the prior art references to the claims is provided here with Requesters’

proposed rejections.

As noted above, for purposes of this request, the Requesters construe claim language

according to MPEP § 2111, such that claim terms are given their broadest reasonable

interpretation. See In re Am. Acad. of Sci. Tech Ctr., 367 F.3d at 1364. When the claims are

construed in this manner, or even in a narrower manner, all the claims are unpatentable in view

of the prior art references presented herein. In construing the claim language in this manner or as

otherwise set forth explicitly or implicitly herein, the Requesters expressly reserve the right to

argue a different claim construction in litigation as appropriate to such proceeding.

A. The PTAB’s Constructions of the Terms “Modulation” and Different

“Type[s]” of Modulation Methods

As an initial matter, Requesters note that the PTAB has already construed the terms

“modulation” and different “type[s]” of modulation methods, applying the broadest reasonable

interpretation, in an inter partes review of claims 1 and 58, independent claims from which

claims 2 and 59 depend, respectively. IPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 5-12, ‘580 Prosecution

5 All emphases and annotations are added unless otherwise noted.
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History at 394-401. The PTAB has also construed these same terms in three inter partes reviews

of US. Patent No. 8,457,228, a continuation of the ‘580 patent. Samsung Elecs Co. v.

Rembrana’t Wireless Techs, LP, IPR2014-00892, Pap. 46 at 6-13 (Final Written Decision) (Sept.

24, 2015), Samsung Elecs. Co. v. Rembrandt Wireless Techs, LP, 1PR2014-00893, Pap. 44 at 6-

13 (Final Written Decision) (Sept. 24, 2015), Samsung Elecs. Co. v. Rembrana’t Wireless Techs,

LP, IPR2014-00895, Pap. 44 at 6-13 (Final Written Decision) (Sept. 24, 2015).

1. The PTAB’s Construction of “Modulation”

((4

In all four IPR decisions, the PTAB properly construed modulation’ in accordance with

its customary and ordinary meaning as the process by which some characteristic of a carrier is

varied in accordance with a modulating wave.” IPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 7, ‘580 Prosecution

History at 396. See also IPR2014-00892, Pap. 46 at 7, IPR2014-00893, Pap. 44 at 7, IPR2014-

00895, Pap. 44 at 7.

2. The PTAB’s Construction of “Different ‘Type[s]’ of Modulation
Methods”

Also in all four IPR decisions, the PTAB properly construed “different ‘types’ of

modulation methods as “modulation methods that are incompatible with one another,” 1PR2014-

00518, Pap. 47 at 12, ‘580 Prosecution History at 401, and held that “DQPSK and PPM/DQPSK

modulation methods are incompatible with DBPSK modulation,” IPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 18,

‘580 Prosecution History at 407. See also 1PR2014-00892, Pap. 46 at 13, 19, 1PR2014-00893,

Pap. 44 at 13, 19,1PR2014-00895, Pap. 44 at 13, 18-19.

The specification supports the PTAB’s interpretation of different types of modulation

methods as those which are incompatible. The specification addresses the asserted problem of

lack of compatibility between modems, stating “what is sought, and what is not believed to be

provided by the prior art, is a system and method of communication in which multiple
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modulation methods are used to facilitate communication among a plurality of modems in a

network, which have heretofore been incompatible.” ‘580 patent at 2:16-20 (emphasis added).

The specification further describes the asserted problem as follows:

If one or more of the trib modems are not compatible with the modulation method

used by the master, those tribs will be unable to receive communications from the

master. Moreover, repeated attempts by the master to communicate with the

incompatible trib(s) will disturb communications with compatible trib(s) due to

time wasted in making the futile communication attempts.

‘580 patent at 1:58-65.

Indeed, the specification continues to focus on compatibility, or the lack thereof, as the

issue which the purported invention addresses. See also ‘580 patent at 1:27-30, 1:47-52, 2:8-10,

2:12-16. The summary section concludes by stating: “[a]nother advantage of the present

invention is that a master transceiver can communicate seamlessly with tributary transceivers or

modems using incompatible modulation methods.” ‘580 patent at 2:55-57.

Contrary to the plain language of the specification, Patent Owner argued in the

Rembrandt IPRs that different “types” of modulation methods should be interpreted to mean

“different ‘families’ of modulation techniques,” IPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 7, ‘580 Prosecution

History at 396, and that different “families” of modulation methods should be further understood

to mean modulation methods that do not vary overlapping characteristics, IPR2014-00518, Pap.

47 at 11, ‘580 Prosecution History at 400. Patent Owner relied solely on a single remark made

in the prosecution history after allowance. In an office action reply dated March 1, 2011

(3/1/2011 Reply), Patent Owner amended claim 1 to introduce the term “type,” even though

claim 1 had been allowed,6 stating:

Applicant thanks Examiner Ha for the indication that claims 1-18, and 37-57 are

allowed (office action, p. 7). Applicant has further amended claims 1-2, 9-15, 18,

37-3 8, and 45-46 with additional recitations to more precisely claim the subject-

6 Claim 59 (application claim 124) was added in the 3/1/2011 Reply after claim 1 was allowed.
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matter. For example, the language of independent claim 1 has been clarified to

refer to two types of modulation methods, i.e., diflerent families of modulation

techniques, such as the FSKfamily ofmodulation methods and the QAMfamily of

modulation methods. Support for the clarifying amendments can be found

throughout the specification, for example [0024], [0025] and [0031] - [0036].

’580 Prosecution History at 140 (emphasis added). Based on the foregoing statement during

prosecution, Patent Owner argued to the PTAB that “different families” of modulation methods

cannot be based on varying any overlapping characteristics. The PTAB correctly rejected Patent

Owner’s argument, stating:

Thus, according to counsel for Patent Owner, two modulation methods that are

different in one characteristic but the same in another, e.g., one varying phase and

amplitude and the other varying frequency and amplitude, would be regarded as

belonging in the same family. Such an understanding of the classification or

categorization of “family” in case of partial overlap was not a part of any

representation during prosecution history, but presented for the first time by

counsel for Patent Owner during oral argument. It reflects ambiguity in the

construction proposed by Patent Owner.

IPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 11, ‘580 Prosecution History at 400.

The PTAB further found that:

the claim amendments with respect to two “types” of modulation methods were

not made in response to a rejection, as the relevant claims had been allowed. Nor

do the above remarks explain what a “family” might be, or why FSK is

considered to be a member of one “family” and QAM a member of another

“family.” . . . Patent Owner’s purported “definition” is anything but clear or

precise.

IPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 8 (citation omitted), ‘580 Prosecution History at 397.

Ultimately, the PTAB concluded that “[t]he prosecution history is, at best, ambiguous.

‘It is inappropriate to limit a broad definition of a claim term based on prosecution history that is

itself ambiguous.’” lPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 9 (quoting Inverness Med Switz. GmbH v.

Warner Lambert Co., 309 F.3d 1373, 1382 (Fed. Cir. 2002)), ‘580 Prosecution History at 398.

After rejecting Patent Owner’s unsupported and ambiguous construction, the PTAB

correctly construed different “types” of modulation methods under the broadest reasonable

21

Page 27 of 1314



Page 28 of 1314

Request for Ex Parte Reexamination, US. Patent No. 8,023,580

interpretation in light of the specification to mean modulation methods that are incompatible.

The PTAB expressly found that:

In view of the foregoing, we do not interpret a “type” of modulation method as

referring to some vague or undefined “family” of modulation methods. We

interpret different “types” of modulation methods as modulation methods that are

incompatible with one another. Thus, contrary to Patent Owner’s construction,

two modulation methods that are based on varying the same one of the frequency,

amplitude, or phase of the carrier wave may be different “types” of modulation
methods.

IPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 18, ‘580 Prosecution History at 407.

Applying this construction to the Boer reference before it, the PTAB correctly found

“that DQPSK and PPM/DQPSK modulation methods are incompatible with DBPSK modulation.”

IPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 18, ‘580 Prosecution History at 407. The PTAB rejected Patent

Owner’s argument that Boer’s disclosure of the same mobile station transmitting and receiving

using DBPSK and DQPSK meant that the two methods are compatible:

whether one “type” of modulation is incompatible with another “type” concerns

the method of modulation, not necessarily the modem for carrying out that method.

That is, a modem might be designed (as in Boer) to transmit and receive using,

separately, two incompatible modulation methods, but that does not mean the two

modulation methods are compatible with each other.

IPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 19, ‘580 Prosecution History at 408.

Accordingly, the PTAB correctly found that DQPSK modulation and DBPSK modulation

are different “types” of modulation, stating:

Patent Owner argues that DBPSK and DQPSK are not different “'types” of

modulation methods because the methods are within the same “family,” because

both vary the same fundamental characteristic of a carrier wave — its phase. We

do not find Patent Owner's argument to be persuasive because we are not

convinced that the broadest reasonable interpretation of “types” of modulation is
so limited.

IPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 19 (citations omitted), ‘580 Prosecution History at 408. See also

IPR2014-00892, Pap. 46 at 19-20, lPR2014-00893, Pap. 44 at 19, IPR2014-00895, Pap. 46 at 19.
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Should Patent Owner attempt here to argue that DBPSK and DQPSK are not different

types of modulation methods, as it appears to have done in the cited Rembrandt Litigation and

(LL

Rembrandt IPRs, this interpretation of the term types’ of modulation methods” would not only

be wholly unsupported by the claims and the specification of the ‘580 patent, but it would also

directly conflict with the PTAB’s interpretation of claims 1 and 58 (from which claims 2 and 59

depend), which was never appealed by Patent Owner.

B. Overview of Prior Art

1. Overview of Snell

Snell is prior art under at least § 102(e) because it is a US. Patent filed by another in the

United States on March 17, 1997, which is prior to December 5, 1997, the earliest claimed

priority date of the ‘580 patent. Snell has not been previously cited to or considered by the

Patent Office in connection with the ‘580 patent.

Snell discloses a transceiver that serves as an access point for communicating data with

other transceivers connected to a wireless local area network (WLAN). Snell at 1:34-46, see id.

at 1:47-50, 4:42-47, 5:18-21. Snell’s transceiver transmits data packets intended for another

transceiver, where the communication may switch on-the-fiy between a “first modulation method”

(e.g., BPSK) and a “second modulation method” (e.g., QPSK) that is “of a different type than the

first modulation method.”7 Id. at 2:61-63 (“The modulator may also preferably include header

7 As explained in §III.A.2, supra, in IPR2014-00518, the Board construed different “type[s]” of
modulation methods as “modulation methods that are incompatible with one another,”

specifically finding that the “DQPSK...modulation method[] [is] incompatible with DBPSK

modulation” and thus DQPSK modulation is “a different type” of modulation than DBPSK.

IPR2015-00518, Pap. 47 at 12, 18-19, ‘580 Prosecution History at 401, 407-408. Accordingly,

Snell, which provides examples of switching between BPSK and QPSK modulation, and

alternatively switching between DBPSK and DQPSK modulation, discloses the claimed feature

of changing between different modulation types, even if Snell’s “first modulation method” and

“second modulation method” each use phase shift keying. In addition, Snell further discloses a

SIGNAL field in the header to indicate the modulation method used to modulate the MPDU data,
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modulator means for modulating data packets”), 1:55-57 (“The PRISM 1 chip set provides all

the functions necessary for full or half duplex, direct sequence spread spectrum, packet

communications at the 2.4 to 2.5 GHz ISM radio band.”), 2:27-30 (“It is another object of the

invention to provide a spread spectrum transceiver and associated method to permit operation at

higher data rates and which may switch on-the-fly between a'iflerent data rates and/orformats”),

7:10-14 (“The variable data may be modulated and demodulated in different formats than the

header portion to thereby increase the data rate, and while a switchover as indicated by the

switchover point in FIG. 3, occurs on-the-fly.”), 1:58-61 (“In particular, the HSP3 824 baseband

processor manufactured by Harris Corporation employs quadrature or bi-phase phase shift

keying (QPSK or BPSK) modulation schemes”), 2: 15-17 (“Moreover, a WLAN application, for

example, may require a change between BPSK and QPSK during operation, that is, on-the-fly.”).

See id. at Abstract, 1:55-61, 2:56-59, Fig. 2, Fig. 3, Fig. 5.

Snell discloses that each data packet transmission comprises a “group of transmission

sequences” structured with a “first portion” (e.g., a PLCP preamble and PLCP header) and a

“payload portion” (e.g., MPDU data). Id. at 6:35-36, 6:64-66, 7:5-14, Fig. 3. The PLCP

preamble contains SYNC and SFD fields, and the PLCP header contains SIGNAL, SERVICE,

LENGTH, and CRC fields. Id. at Fig. 3, 6:48-7:14. The MPDU data is the data to be

transmitted to the receiving transceiver. Id. at 7:5-6 (“MPDU is serially provided by Interface 80

and is the variable data scrambled for normal operation”), see also id. at 7:6-14, Fig. 3.

thereby disclosing an indication of an impending change from the first modulation method to the
second modulation method or vice-versa.
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Id. at Fig. 3.

Snell teaches that the PLCP preamble and PLCP header are always modulated using the

“first modulation method” (e.g., BPSK). Snell at 6:35-36 (“The header may always be BPSK”),

Fig. 3. Snell further discloses that “first information in the first portion” (e.g., the SIGNAL field

in the PLCP header) “indicates” which of the “first modulation method” (e.g., BPSK) and

“second modulation method” (e.g., QPSK) is used for modulating “second information” in the

“payload portion” (e.g., MPDU data).

For example, Snell discloses “[n]ow relating to the PLCP header 91, the SIGNAL is:

OAh 1 Mbitfs BPSK,

1411 2 MbitJS QPSK,

3711 5.5 Mbity’s BPSK, and

(Eli 11 Mbitis QPSK. 77

Snell at 6:52-59. Thus, Snell teaches that the SIGNAL field in the PLCP header includes the

symbol “OAh” to indicate when the MPDU data is modulated using the “first modulation method”

(e.g., BPSK at 1 Mbit/s). Id. at 6:52-59, 7:1-2, 7:5-14, Fig. 3. Snell also teaches that the

SIGNAL field in the PLCP header includes the symbol “14h” to indicate when the MPDU data is

modulated using the “second modulation method” (e.g., QPSK at 2 Mbit/s). Id. Snell thus

teaches that “[t]he variable data may be modulated and demodulated in different formats than the
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header portion to thereby increase the data rate, and while a switchover as indicated by the

switchover point in FIG. 3, occurs on-the-fly.” Id at 7:10-14, see also, e.g., id at Fig. 3, 2:27-30.
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Id at Fig. 3 (annotated).

Snell teaches communicating multiple data packets with the ability to “switch on-the-fly

between different data rates and/or formats.” Id at 2:29-30. Based on this disclosure, a person

of ordinary skill in the art would have understood that Snell teaches that a series of packets may

be sent that switch from using a second modulation method to using a first modulation method

for the payload portion of the data packet, as shown in the annotated Figure 3 above. For

example, Snell’s transceiver transmits a first group of transmission sequences comprising a“f1rst

sequence” (e.g., PLCP preamble and PLCP header) that is “modulated according to the first

modulation method” (e.g., BPSK) where the “first sequence” (e.g., “SIGNAL” field in PLCP

header) “indicates” (e.g., using “l4h”) the modulation type (e.g., QPSK) used for modulating the

“second sequence” (e.g., MPDU data). For the first packet, the “SIGNAL” field in the PLCP

header uses a code (e.g., “l4h”) that “indicates” when the MPDU data is modulated “according
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to the second modulation method” (e.g., QPSK). The “second modulation method” (e.g., QPSK)

“is of a different type than the first modulation method” (e.g., BPSK).

Snell’s transceiver then transmits a second packet comprising a “third sequence” (e.g.,

PLCP preamble and PLCP header) “transmitted in the first modulation method” (e.g., BPSK)

where the “third sequence” (e.g., “SIGNAL” field in PLCP header) “indicates” (e.g., using

“0Ah”) the modulation type (e.g., BPSK) used for modulating the MPDU data of the second

packet. Dependent claims 2 and 59 require “transmit[ting] a third sequence after the second

sequence, wherein the third sequence is transmitted in the first modulation method and indicates

that communication from the master to the slave has reverted to the first modulation method.”

During the Rembrandt Litigation, Rembrandt asserted that “the access code and header of a

subsequent basic rate packet constitute a ‘third sequence,’ . . .” Rembrandt Wireless Techs., LP v.

Samsung Elecs. Ca, Ltd. el al., No. 2:13-cv-00213, Excerpted pages from Plaintiff Rembrandt

Wireless Technologies, LP’s Disclosure of Asserted Claims and Infringement Contentions dated

July 25, 2013, Exhibit C at 14, 48 (ED. Tex.) (attached as Exhibit 0). For the second packet,

the “SIGNAL” field in the PLCP header uses a code (e.g., “0Ah”) that “indicates” when the

MPDU data is modulated using the BPSK modulation method at 1 Mbit/s. This “SIGNAL” thus

“indicates that communication” from the transceiver “has reverted to the first modulation method”

(e.g., reverted to BPSK modulation). In addition, transmitting the data using the “first

modulation method” (e.g., BPSK) results in a data rate of 1 Mbit/s which is lower than

transmitting the data using the “second modulation method,” which results in a data rate of 2

Mbit/s.

While Snell describes that the “first modulation method” may be BPSK and the “second

modulation method” may be QPSK (which are two different types of modulation methods, see
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supra §III.A.2), Snell alternatively discloses that the “first modulation method” may be

differential BPSK (“DBPSK”) and the “second modulation method” may be differential QPSK

(“DQPSK”) (which, again, are two different types of modulation methods, see id). For example,

Snell teaches that the PLCP preamble and PLCP header may be modulated using differential

BPSK. Snell at 2:56-3:5 (“[t]he modulator may also preferably include header modulator means

for modulating data packets to include a header at a predetermined modulation and a third data

rate defining a third format... The third format is preferably dijferential BPSK”), 6:64-66

(“[t]he PLCP preamble and PLCP header are always at I Mbit/s, Dijf encoded, scrambled and

spread with an 11 chip barker”), Fig. 3. Snell also teaches that the MPDU data may be

modulated using either differential BPSK or differential QPSK. See, e.g., Snell at 7 :6-8 (“The

reference phase for the first symbol of the MPDU is the output phase of the last symbol of the

header for DiJfEncoding.”), Figs. 2, 5, see also, e.g., Harris 4064.4 (incorporated by reference

into Snell at 5:13-17) at 14 (“The preamble and header are always transmitted as DBPSK

waveforms while the data packets can be configured to be either DBPSK or DQPSK.”), 14 (“The

HSP3824 transmitter is designed as a Direct Sequence Spread Spectrum DBPSK/DQPSK

modulator”), 14 (“The modulator is capable of switching rate automatically in the case where

the preamble and header information are DBPSK modulated, and the data is DQPSK

modulated”), 15 (“The preamble is always transmitted as a DBPSK waveform with a

programmable length of up to 256 symbols long.”), 15 (“Signal Field (8 Bits) - This field

indicates whether the data packet that follows the header is modulated as DBPSK or DQPSK. In

mode 3 the HSP3 824 receiver looks at the signal field to determine whether it needs to switch

from DBPSK demodulation into DQPSK demodulation at the end of the always DBPSK

preamble and header fields.”), 16 (“Mode 3 - In this mode the preamble is programmable up to
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256 bits (all 1’s). The header in this mode is using all available fields. In mode 3 the signalfield

defines the modulation type of the data packet (DBPSK or DQPSK) so the receiver does not need

to be preprogrammed to anticipate one or the other. In this mode the device checks the Signal

fieldfor the data packet modulation and it switches to DQPSK if it is defined as such in the

signal field Note that the preamble and header are always DBPSK [thus] the modulation

definition applies onlyfor the data packet”).

2. Overview of Harris 4064.4 (Incorporated by Reference into Snell)

Harris 4064.4 is prior art under at least § 102(e) together with Snell because it is

incorporated by reference in its entirety into Snell (Snell at 5:13-17)8, a US Patent filed by

another in the United States on March 17, 1997, which is prior to the earliest ‘580 patent priority

date of December 5, 1997. A copy of Harris 4064.4 was submitted to the Patent Office in an

Information Disclosure Statement dated March 17, 1997, in the original filing of US. Patent

Application No. 08/819,846, from which Snell issued (“the ‘846 Snell Application”). The file

wrapper of the ‘846 Snell Application (attached as Exhibit L) includes a copy of Harris 4064.4,

Exhibit L at 158-97, and a Form PTO-1449 dated March 17, 1997 cites Harris 4064.4, id at 78.

Harris 4064.4 is a publication by Harris Corporation dated October 1996 with a 1996 copyright

notice by Harris Corporation. Harris 4064.4 at 1, Snell at cover (listing Harris 4064.4 under

“Other Publications”), 5:13-17. Harris 4064.4 describes the HSP3824 Direct Sequence (DSSS)

baseband processor that was a part of the PRISM chipset developed, manufactured, and sold by

8 Snell expressly incorporates by reference “the entire disclosure” of Harris 4064.4 (Snell at
5:13-17). See Harari v. Lee, 656 F.3d 1331, 1335-36 (Fed. Cir. 2011) (“the entire ‘579

application disclosure was incorporated by the broad and unequivocal language: ‘The disclosures

of the two applications are hereby incorporate[d] by reference.’”), Advanced Display Sys., Inc. v.

Kent State Univ., 212 F.3d 1272, 1282 (Fed.Cir.2000) (“Incorporation by reference provides a

method for integrating material from various documents into a host document—a patent or

printed publication in an anticipation determination—by citing such material in a manner that

makes clear that the material is effectively part of the host document as if it were explicitly

contained therein.”).
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Harris Corporation. Harris 4064.4 at 1 (“The Harris HSP3 824 Direct Sequence (DSSS)

baseband processor is part of the PRISMTM 2.4 GHz radio chipset. . .”, “Ordering Information...

Part No. HSP 3824VI”), Snell at 1:47-63, 5:8-17, 5:31-33. Harris 4064.4 is also prior art under

at least §§ 102(a) and (b) because it is a printed publication that was publicly available at least as

early as October 1996. Harris 4064.4 has not been previously cited to or considered by the

Patent Office in connection with the ‘580 patent.

Harris 4064.4, the entirety of which is incorporated by reference into Snell, is a

publication from Harris Corporation that describes features and operation of the HSP3824

baseband processor, part of the PRISM chipset disclosed in Snell. Harris Corporation was the

assignee of Snell at issuance and developed and manufactured the PRISM chipset. Snell at 1:47-

50. Harris 4064.4 discloses that the HSP3824 baseband processor can transmit using either

DPBSK or DQPSK modulation. Harris 4064.4 at 14 (“The preamble and header are always

transmitted as DBPSK waveforms while the data packets can be configured to be either DBPSK

or DQPSK”), id. (“The HSP3 824 transmitter is designed as a Direct Sequence Spread Spectrum

DBPSK/DQPSK modulator”), id. (“The modulator is capable of switching rate automatically in

the case where the preamble and header information are DBPSK modulated, and the data is

DQPSK modulated”).

Harris 4064.4 also discloses that the “Signal” field of the header indicates the type of

modulation used for the data portion of the packet, and that the switching can be done on-the-fly.

Id. at 15 (“Signal Field (8 Bits) - This field indicates whether the data packet that follows the

header is modulated as DBPSK or DQPSK. In mode 3 the HSP3 824 receiver looks at the signal

field to determine whether it needs to switch from DBPSK demodulation into DQPSK

demodulation at the end of the always DBPSK preamble and header fields”), id. at 16 (“In mode
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3 the signal field defines the modulation type of the data packet (DBPSK 0r DQPSK) so the

receiver does not need to be preprogrammed to anticipate one or the other. In this mode the

device checks the Signal field for the data packet modulation and it switches to DQPSK if it is

defined as such in the signal field. Note that the preamble and header are always DBPSK [thus]

the modulation definition applies only for the data packet”), id at Fig. 10.

Accordingly, Harris 4064.4 teaches that the “Signal” sequence, which is modulated using

DBPSK and occurs prior to the data portion of the packet, indicates whether the modulation type

for the data portion will remain as DBPSK or will switch to DQPSK.

3. Overview of Harris AN9614 (Incorporated by Reference into Snell)

Harris AN9614 is prior art under at least § 102(e) together with Snell because it is

incorporated by reference in its entirety into Snell (Snell at 5:2-7)9, a US. Patent filed by another

in the United States on March 17, 1997, which is prior to December 5, 1997, the earliest claimed

priority date of the ‘580 patent. A copy of Harris AN9614 was submitted to the Patent Office in

an Information Disclosure Statement dated March 17, 1997, in the original filing of US. Patent

Application No. 08/819,846, from which Snell issued (“the ‘846 Snell Application”). The file

wrapper of the ‘846 Snell Application includes a copy of Harris AN9614, Exhibit L at 80, 83-84,

and a Form PTO-1449 dated March 17, 1997 cites Harris AN9614, Id. at 78. Harris AN9614 is a

publication by Harris Corporation dated March 1996 with a 1996 copyright notice by Harris

Corporation. Harris AN9614 at 1, Snell at cover (listing Harris AN9614 under “Other

9 Snell expressly incorporates by reference “the entire disclosure” of Harris AN9614 (Snell at
52-7). See Hararl' v. Lee, 656 F.3d 1331, 1335-36 (Fed. Cir. 2011) (“the entire ‘579 application

disclosure was incorporated by the broad and unequivocal language: ‘The disclosures of the two

applications are hereby incorporate[d] by reference.’”), Advanced Display Sys., Inc. v. Kent State

Univ, 212 F.3d 1272, 1282 (Fed.Cir.2000) (“Incorporation by reference provides a method for

integrating material from various documents into a host document—a patent or printed

publication in an anticipation determination—by citing such material in a manner that makes

clear that the material is effectively part of the host document as if it were explicitly contained

therein”).
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Publications”), 1:47-54, 4:65-5:7. Harris AN9614 describes the HSP3824 Direct Sequence

(DSSS) baseband processor that was a part of the PRISM chipset developed, manufactured, and

sold by Harris Corporation. Harris AN9614 at 1, 2, Snell at 1:47-63, 5:8-17, 5:31-33, Harris

4064.4 (“The Harris HSP3824 Direct Sequence (DSSS) baseband processor is part of the

PRISMTM 2.4 GHz radio chipset...”, “Ordering Information... Part No. HSP 3824VI”). Harris

AN9614 is also prior art under at least §§ 102(a) and (b) because it is a printed publication that

was publicly available at least as early as March 1996. Harris AN9614 has not been previously

cited to or considered by the Patent Office in connection with the ‘580 patent.

Harris AN9614, the entirety of which is incorporated by reference into Snell, is a

publication from Harris Corporation that describes features and operation of the PRISM chipset

disclosed in Snell. Harris Corporation was the assignee of Snell at issuance and developed and

manufactured the PRISM chipset. Snell at 1:47-50. Harris AN9614 discloses that the PRISM

chipset described in Snell can operate in a polled (master/slave) protocol: 10

[T]he controller can keep adequate time to operate either a polled or a time

allocated scheme. In these modes, the radio is powered off most of the time and

only awakens when communications is expected. This station would be awakened

periodically to listen for a beacon transmission. The beacon serves to reset the

timing and to alert the radio to traffic. If traffic is waiting, the radio is instructed

when to listen and for how long. In a polled scheme, the remote radio can respond

to the poll with its traffic if it has any. With these techniques, the average power

consumption of the radio can be reduced by more than an order of magnitude

while meeting all data transfer objectives.

Harris AN9614 at 3. This discloses that when the PRISM chipset described in Snell is

configured to operate in a polled (master/slave) protocol, power consumption can benef1cially be

reduced by more than an order of magnitude.

10 A polled protocol is a master/slave protocol, as confirmed by the ‘580 patent. ‘580 patent at
46-9. See also IPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 15 (“In [a polling] protocol, a centrally assigned

master periodically sends a polling message to the slave nodes, giving them explicit permission

to transmit on the network”), ‘580 Prosecution History at 404, IPR2014-00518, Exhibit 1220

(Goodman Declaration) 11103.
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4. Overview of Admitted Prior Art

The ‘580 patent describes a prior art multipoint network architecture using a master

modem and at least two tribs, with the specification making clear that “tribs” are the same thing

as “slaves.” ‘580 patent at 3:40-4:50, Figs. 1, 2. For example, in the “Description of the

Illustrative Embodiments,” the ‘580 patent discusses an “exemplary” multipoint communication

protocol, asserting that in such a protocol the “master permits transmission from a trib only

when that trib has been selected.” ‘580 patent at 4:4:9. In its “Summary,” the ‘580 patent

describes a “master/slave” relationship as being one where “communication from a slave to a

master occurs in response to a communication from the master to the slave.” ‘580 patent at 2:24-

29. Thus, the ‘580 patent teaches that “tribs” and “slaves” are both controlled by a master, which

demonstrates that in the ‘580 patent, tribs and slaves are the same thing, and the terms are used

interchangeably.

Both the figures and the specification of the ‘580 patent admit that communications

systems using master/slave relationships were known in the prior art. In particular, Figure 1,

which shows a master transceiver 24 in communication with three tributary transceivers, i.e.,

slaves, is labeled as “Prior Art.” See In re Nomiya, 509 F.2d 566, 571 (CCPA 1975) (holding

applicant’s labeling of two figures in the application drawings as “prior art” to be an admission

that what was pictured was prior art relative to applicant’s improvement), MPEP § 2129. In

addition, the specification of the ‘580 patent admits that multipoint communication systems

utilizing a master and multiple slaves were known in the prior art. Id. at 3:40-44 (“With

reference to FIG. 1, a prior art multipoint communication system 22 is shown to comprise a

master modem or transceiver 24, which communicates with a plurality of tributary moa’ems

(tribs) or transceivers 26-26 over communication medium 28.”) (emphasis added), see

Pharmastem Therapeutics, Inc. v. Viacell, Inc., 491 F.3d 1342, 1362 (Fed. Cir. 2007)
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(“Admissions in the specification regarding the prior art are binding on the patentee for purposes

of a later inquiry into obViousness.”), Constant v. AdvancedMicrmDevices, Inc., 848 F.2d 1560,

1570 (Fed.Cir.1988), § 2129.

Patentee made further admissions during prosecution of one of the parent applications to

the ‘580 patent. As will be discussed in more detail below, one of the parent applications to the

‘580 patent is Serial No. 09/205,205, which issued as US. Patent No. 6,614,838 (“the ‘838

Patent”). During prosecution of the ‘838 patent, an Office Action, mailed on June 28, 2001,

required the Applicant to designate Figure 2 as prior art. Ex. I at 3. (“Figure 2 should be

designated by a legend such as - prior art - because only that which is old is illustrated”). In a

“First Amendment And Response” filed October 1, 2001, the Applicant made the amendment,

thus admitting that the subject matter shown in Figure 2 was known in the prior art. EX. K at 5, 9.

The specification of the ‘580 patent describes the prior art shown in Figure 2 as follows:

Referring now to FIG. 2, an exemplary multipoint communication session is

illustrated through use of a ladder diagram. This system uses polled multipoint

communication protocol. That is, a master controls the initiation of its own

transmission to the tribs andpermits transmission from a trib only when that trib
has been selected.

‘580 patent at 4:4-9 (emphasis added). Lest there be any doubt that polled multiport

communications using masters and slaves are admitted prior art, the specification says that the

operation of the prior art system of Fig. 1 is illustrated in Fig. 2. Id. at 39-10 (“FIG. 2 is a ladder

diagram illustrating the operation of the multipoint communication system of FIG. 1.”).

Patentee’s admissions in the ‘580 patent and the prosecution history of its ancestor ‘205

application regarding the fact that master/slave communication systems are prior art are binding,

and can be used when determining whether a claim is obvious. Pharmastem Therapeutics, Inc. v.

Viacell, Inc, 491 F.3d 1342, 1362 (Fed. Cir. 2007) (“Admissions in the specification regarding

the prior art are binding on the patentee for purposes of a later inquiry into obviousness.”),
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Constant v. Advanced MicrmDevices, Inc., 848 F.2d 1560, 1570 (Fed.Cir.1988) (“A statement

in the patent that something is in the prior art is binding on the applicant and patentee for

determinations of anticipation and obviousness.”).

The PTAB correctly found that “the ‘580 patent's disclosed multipoint communication

systems (or master/slave systems), depicted in Figures 1 and 2 and described in column 3, line 40

through column 4, line 50, contains material that may be used as prior art against the patent

under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a).” IPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 13, ‘580 Prosecution History at 402. See

also IPR2014-00519, Pap. 49 at 5, lPR2014-00892, Pap. 46 at 13, 19, IPR2014-00893, Pap. 44

at 13, 19,1PR2014-00895, Pap. 44 at 13.

The prior art master/slave system depicted in Figures 1 and 2 and described in column 3,

line 40 through column 4, line 50 (“Admitted Prior Art”) includes “a master modem or

transceiver 24, which communicates with a plurality of tributary modems (tribs) or transceivers

26-26 [(slave transceivers)] over communication medium 28.” ‘580 patent at 3 :41-44.

The master/slave system described in the Admitted Prior Art operates using a polled

multipoint communication protocol. Id. at 4:6. In this protocol, “a master [transceiver] controls

the initiation of its own transmission to the tribs and permits transmission from a trib [(i.e., slave

transceiver)] only when that trib has been selected.” Id. at 47-9. The master transceiver selects

a trib by “transmit[ting] a training sequence 34 that includes the address of the trib that the

master seeks to communicate with. In this case, the training sequence 34 includes the address of

trib 26a.” Id. at 4:14-17. Further, “[b]ecause master transceiver 24 selected trib 26a for

communication as part of training sequence 34, trib 26a is the only modem that will return a

transmission. Thus, trib 26a transmits data 44 destined for master transceiver 24.” Id. at 4:29-33.
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The Admitted Prior Art describes that the master can poll another trib (i.e., slave

transceiver) for data as well:

The foregoing procedure is repeated except master transceiver identifies trib 26b

in training sequence 48. In this case, trib 26a ignores the training sequence 48 and

the subsequent transmission of data 52 and trailing sequence 54 because it does

not recognize its address in training sequence 48. Master transceiver 24 transmits

data 52 to trib 26b followed by trailing sequence 54 . . . To send information back

to master transceiver 24, trib 26b transmits training sequence 56 to establish a

communication session. Master transceiver 24 is conditioned to expect data only

from trib 26b because trib 26b was selected as part of training sequence 48. Trib

26b transmits data 58 to master transceiver 24 terminated by trailing sequence 62.

Id. at 4:35-50.

Accordingly, the Admitted Prior Art describes a prior art master/slave relationship in

which a slave communication (e.g., 44, 58) from a slave (e.g., 26a, 26b) to a master (e.g., 24)

occurs in response to a master communication (e.g., 34, 48) from the master (e.g., 24) to the

slave (e.g., 26a, 26b).

5. Overview of Yamano

Yamano is prior art under at least § 102(e) because it is a US. Patent filed by another in

the United States on May 9, 1997, which is prior to December 5, 1997, the earliest claimed

priority date of the ‘580 patent. Yamano has not been previously cited to or considered by the

Patent Office in connection with the ‘580 patent.

Yamano discloses transmitting a group of transmission sequences, including a preamble

and main body, and that the preamble includes a destination address for an intended destination

of the payload portion. Yamano at 19:63-64 (“Packet 700 includes a preamble 701 and a main

body 702.”), Yamano at 20:l-7 (“For example, preamble 701 can include information which

identifies: . . . (2) packet source and destination addresses”). Yamano also discloses that the

preamble precedes the main body (containing data), as shown in Figure 8:
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PREMLE DATA PREAHBLE mm

{: 
 

Yamano at Fig. 8 (annotated).

Further, Yamano discloses that including the destination address in the preamble is

advantageous because the receiver can demodulate only those packets that are addressed to it,

thereby reducing its processing requirements. Id. at 20:54-59.

6. Overview of Kamerman

Kamerman is prior art under at least § 102(a) because it is a printed publication that was

publicly available at least as early as September 22-25, 1996, which is prior to December 5, 1997,

the earliest claimed priority date of the ‘580 patent. Kamerman (attached as Exhibit I) is an

article titled “Throughput Density Constraints for Wireless LANs Based on DSSS,” authored by

Ad Kamerman, published by IEEE at the 1996 IEEE 4th International Symposium on Spread

Spectrum Techniques and Applications Proceedings held from September 22-25, 1996 in Mainz,

Germany. Kamerman at 3. Kamerman also bears a copyright date of 1996 by the Institute of

Electrical and Electronics Engineers, Inc. (Kamerman at 4) and was available to the public in the

Library of Congress as early as January 16, 1997, as indicated by the Library of Congress date

stamp of January 16, 1997 (Kamerman at 2). Kamerman has not been previously cited to or

considered by the Patent Office in connection with the ‘580 patent.
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Kamerman, like Snell, relates to DSSS transceivers designed according to the then-draft

IEEE 802.11 standard, and discloses an automatic rate selection scheme for transmitting a first

data packet where the data is modulated using a second modulation method (e.g., QPSK at 2

mbps) and next transmitting a second data packet where the data is modulated using a first

modulation method (e.g., BPSK at l mbps) to adjust the data transfer rate based on channel

conditions. Id. at 11 (“IEEE 802.11 DS specifies BPSK and QPSK, in addition there could be

applied proprietary modes with M-PSK and QAM schemes that provide higher bit rates by

encoding more bits per symbol. . . . An automatic rate selection scheme based on the reliability

of the individual uplink and downlink could be applied. The basic rate adaptation scheme could

be: after unacknowledgedpacket transmissions the rate falls back, and after a number (e.g. 10)

of successive correctly acknowledged packet transmissions the bit rate goes up”). Kamerman

discloses that the data transfer rates can fall forward (i.e., increase) with reliable connections and

fall back (i.e., revert) when there is strong cochannel interference. Id. at 12 (“The application of

proprietary bit rates of 3 and 4 Mbps in addition to the basic 1 and 2 Mbps, can be combined

with an automatic rate selection. This automatic rate selection gives fall forward at reliable

connections andfall back at strong cochannel interference”).

Kamerman discloses adjusting the data transfer rates by switching between modulation

types, including between a second modulation method, such as QPSK (which corresponds to a

higher data transfer rate) and a first modulation method of a different type, such as BPSK (which

corresponds to a lower data transfer rate). Id. at 11. Kamerman teaches that the automatic rate

selection scheme can maximize the data transfer rate by transmitting the data using the second

modulation method (which corresponds to the higher data transfer rate) when there is a reliable

connection and reverting to transmitting the data using the first modulation method (which
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corresponds to a lower data transfer rate) during higher load conditions when a more robust

signal is needed due to “mutilation of transmissions by interference.”

At lower load in the neighbor cells the highest bit rate can be used more often. At

higher load the transmissions from the accesspoint to stations at the outer part of

the cells, will be done often at fallback rates due to mutilation of transmissions by

interference. In practice the network load for LANs at nowadays client-server

applications is very bursty, with sometimes transmission bursts over an individual

links and low activity during the major part of the time. Therefore the higher bit

rate can be used during the most of the time, and at high load in the neighbor cells

(as will evoked by test applications) there will be switched to fall back rates in the

outer part of the cell.

Id. at 11.

Accordingly, Kamerman discloses an automatic rate selection scheme for transmitting a

first data packet where the data is modulated using a second modulation method (e.g., QPSK at 2

mbps) when there is a reliable connection to maximize the data transfer rate, and, after

unacknowledged packet transmissions (for instance, when there is a high load in neighbor cells

causing cochannel interference which requires a more robust signal) next transmitting a second

data packet where the data is modulated using a first modulation method (e.g., BPSK at l mbps)

(i.e., “falling back” or “reverting”). This automatic rate selection scheme is advantageous

because it maximizes the data transfer rate when possible while preserving reliability during

periods of strong cochannel interference.

C. SNQ-l: Unpatentability of Claims 2 and 59 Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 Over

Snell, Yamano, and Kamerman

Requesters submit that the combined teachings of Snell (submitted herewith as Exhibit

D), Yamano (submitted herewith as Exhibit H) and Kamerman (submitted herewith as Exhibit I)

raise a substantial new question of patentability with respect to claims 2 and 59 of the ‘580

patent, and that claims 2 and 59 of the ‘580 patent are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 103 as

obvious over Snell in view of Yamano and Kamerman.
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It was well-known in the art, as demonstrated by Yamano, that packets can be

advantageously addressed for an intended destination. A POSITA would have been motivated

and found it obvious and straightforward to use Yamano’s teaching of including a destination

address in the data packet in implementing Snell’s teachings of a communication system for

transmitting data packets to advantageously specify which receiver the data is intended for and to

beneficially reduce processing requirements of receiving devices by allowing the receiving

device to filter out packets which it does not need to demodulate. Snell and Yamano are in the

same field of art, with both relating to transmitting data packets over a network (see, e.g., Snell at

1:55-58, 2:61-63, 2:66-3:3, 5:18-21, 6:48-63, Fig. 3, Yamano at l:l-29, 19:54-20:33, Fig. 8), at

varying rates (see, e.g., Snell at 2:15-17, 6:52-59, Yamano at 19:54-56). Yamano expressly

teaches that including a destination address in the preamble portion of the data packet, which

precedes the data portion, will advantageously reduce processing requirements of receiving

devices because the receiving device can filter out packets which it does not need to demodulate.

Yamano at 20:54-59 (“When the preamble in a burst-mode packet includes the destination

address of the packet, the receiver circuits can monitor the destination address of the packet, and

in response, fllter packets which do not need to be demodulated, thereby reducing the processing

requirements of the receiver circuits”). In addition, Snell teaches structuring its data packet to

include a preamble, header, and MPDU data portion (see, e.g., Snell at 6:35-36, 6:64-66, 7 :5-14,

Fig. 3), and Yamano teaches structuring its data packet to also include a preamble and data

portion, and to place the destination address in the preamble portion (Yamano at l9:63-20:7, Fig.

8). It would have been routine and straightforward for a POSITA to include a destination

address in the data packet, as taught by Yamano, in implementing Snell’s system for transmitting

data packets between transceivers, as Snell teaches that its data packet already includes a
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preamble portion—and in combination, each element (Yamano’s teaching of placing a

destination address in the preamble and Snell’s teaching of a system for communicating data

packets modulated according to different modulation methods between transceivers) performs

the same function as it would separately, yielding nothing more than predictable results. KSR

Inl’l Co. v. Teleflex Inc, 550 US. 398, 417 (2007). A POSITA would have thus recognized that

this combination (yielding the claimed limitation) would have worked as expected. For these

reasons, a POSITA would have been motivated and found it obvious and straightforward to use

Yamano’s advantageous teachings of including a destination address in the data packet in

implementing Snell’s communication system.

It was also well-known in the art, as demonstrated by Kamerman, to transmit a first data

packet where the data is modulated using a second modulation method, such as QPSK

(corresponding to a higher data transfer rate), and to next transmit a second data packet where

the data is modulated using a first modulation method, such as BPSK (corresponding to a lower

data transfer rate) (i.e., to revert to the first modulation method). A POSITA would have been

motivated and found it obvious and straightforward to use Kamerman’s teaching of transmitting

a first data packet where the data is modulated using a second modulation method and next

transmitting a second data packet where the data is modulated using a first modulation method in

implementing Snell’s system for communicating data packets modulated according to different

modulation methods (implemented using the teachings of Yamano, as discussed above) to

advantageously maximize the data transfer rate and adapt to changing channel conditions (as also

taught by Kamerman). In particular, Kamerman expressly teaches that it is beneficial to transmit

the data of a first data packet using a second modulation method corresponding to a higher data

transfer rate (e.g., QPSK modulation at 2 mbps) during lower load conditions to maximize the
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data transfer rate during lower load conditions when the connection is more reliable and to next

transmit the data of a second data packet using a first modulation method corresponding to a

lower data transfer rate (e.g., BPSK modulation at 1 mbps) (i.e., falling back) during higher load

conditions when a more robust signal is needed due to “mutilation of transmissions by

interference.” See Kamerman at 6 (“Then there is looked to automatic rate control to keep the

cochannel interference at a tolerable level”), 11 (“The basic rate adaptation scheme could be:

after unacknowledged packet transmissions the rate falls back, and after a number (e.g. 10) of

successive correctly acknowledged packet transmissions the bit rate goes up.”), 11 (“At lower

load in the neighbor cells the highest bit rate can be used more often. At higher load the

transmissions from the accesspoint to stations at the outer part of the cells, will be done at

fallback rates due to mutilation oftransmissions by interference. In practice the network load for

LANs at nowadays client-server applications is very bursty, with sometimes transmission bursts

over an individual links and low activity during the major part of the time. Therefore the higher

bit rate can be used during the most of the time, and at high load in the neighbor cells there

will be switched to fall back rates in the outer part of the cell”), 12 (“This automatic rate

selection gives fall forward at reliable connections and fall back at strong cochannel interference.

Therefore it gives adaptation of the bit rate to the interference as it occurs in time depending on

positions as load”).

Moreover, Snell and Kamerman are in the same field of art, with both relating to

communications between transceivers that use BPSK and QPSK modulation methods to transfer

data at different rates according to the draft IEEE 802.11 standard available at that time. See,

e.g., Snell at 1:47-63 (“The assignee of the present invention has developed and manufactured a

set of integrated circuits for a WLAN under the mark PRISM 1 which is compatible with the
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proposed IEEE 802.11 standard. . . .”), 5:31-33 (“The present invention provides an extension of

the PRISM 1 product from I Mbl't/s BPSK and 2 Mbl't/s QPSK. . .”), Kamerman at 6 (“This paper

considers the critical parameters for wireless LANs that operate conform to the IEEE 802.11

DSSS (direct sequence spread spectrum) standard. . .”), 11 (“IEEE 802.11 DS specifies bit rates

of 1 and 2 Mbps.”, 11 (“IEEE 802.11 DS specifies BPSK and QPSK...”). It would have been

routine and straightforward for a POSITA to use Kamerman’s teaching of transmitting a first

data packet where the data is modulated using a second modulation method and next transmitting

a second data packet where the data is modulated using a first modulation method (i.e., reverting

to the first modulation method) in implementing Snell’s system (implemented in light of

Yamano) for communicating data packets modulated according to different modulation methods,

as both Snell and Kamerman are directed to IEEE 802.11 systems utilizing QPSK and BPSK

modulation methods corresponding, respectively, to higher and lower data transfer rates—and in

combination, each element (Kamennan’s teaching of transmitting a first data packet where the

data is modulated using a second modulation method and next transmitting a second data packet

where the data is modulated using a first modulation method and Snell’s system for

communicating data packets modulated according to different modulation methods) performs the

same function as it would separately, yielding nothing more than predictable results. KSR, 550

US. at 417. A POSITA would have thus recognized that this combination (yielding the claimed

limitation) would have worked as expected. For these reasons, a POSITA would have been

motivated and found it obvious and straightforward to implement Kamerman’s advantageous

teaching of transmitting a first data packet where the data is modulated using a second

modulation method and next transmitting a second data packet where the data is modulated using

a first modulation method (i.e., reverting to the first modulation method) in implementing Snell’s
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system (implemented in light of Yamano) for communicating data packets modulated according

to different modulation methods.

The combination of Snell, Yamano, and Kamerman shows or renders obvious each and

every element of the inventions of claims 2 and 59. The relevant teachings of the combination of

Snell, Yamano, and Kamerman were not considered during the prior examination of the ‘580

patent and a reasonable Examiner would consider these disclosures important in determining

whether or not the claims are patentable.

Therefore, the combination of Snell, Yamano, and Kamerman raises a substantial new

question of patentability with respect to claims 2 and 59 of the ‘580 patent (SNQ-l) and presents

new technological teachings not previously considered in connection with prosecution of the

‘580 patent. MPEP § 2216. Accordingly, Requesters propose that claims 2 and 59 should be

rejected under § 103 as rendered obvious by Snell in view of Yamano and Kamerman.

The following claim chart demonstrates, in further detail, how each limitation is, at a

minimum, obvious in light of Snell, Yamano, and Kamerman.

1 . [preamble] A
communication

device capable of

communicating

according to a
master/slave

relationship in which
a slave

communication from

a slave to a master

occurs in response to
a master

communication from

the master to the

slave, the device

comprising:

To the extent this preamble 1s con51dered a limitation of the claim,

Snell discloses a communication device capable of communicating

according to a master/slave relationship in which a slave

communication from a slave to a master occurs in response to a

master communication from the master to the slave. See, e.g., Snell at

1:34-46, 1:47-50, 1:55-57, 2:27-30, 4:42-47, 5:18-21; Harris AN9614 at
3.

For example, Snell discloses a transceiver that serves as an access point

for communicating data with other transceivers connected to a wireless

local area network (WLAN).

“In a typical WLAN, an access pointprovided by a transceiver, that is, a

combination transmitter and receiver, connects to the wired network from

a fixed location. Accordingly, the access transceiver receives, buffers, and

transmits data between the WLAN and the wired network. A single access

transceiver can support a small group ofcollocatea’ users within a range
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of ess an a ou one un re 0 severa un re fee . e en users

connect to the WLAN through transceivers which are typically

implemented as PC cards in a notebook computer, or ISA or PCI cards for

desktop computers. Of course the transceiver may be integrated with any

device, such as a hand-held computer.” Snell at 1:34-46.

“Like the HSP3 824 baseband processor, the high data rate baseband

processor 40 of the invention contains all of the functions necessary for a

full or half duplex packet baseband transceiver.” Snell at 5: 18-21.

“The PRISM 1 chip set provides all the functions necessary for full or half

duplex, direct sequence spread spectrum, packet communications at the
2.4 to 2.5 GHZ ISM radio band.” Snell at 1:55-57.

See also, e.g., Snell at 2:27-30 (“It is another object of the invention to

provide a spread spectrum transceiver and associated method to permit

operation at higher data rates and which may switch on-the-fly between

different data rates and/or formats”), Snell at 1:47-50 (“The assignee of

the present invention has developed and manufactured a set of integrated

circuits for a WLAN under the mark PRISM 1 which is compatible with

the proposed IEEE 802.11 standard”), Snell at 4:42-47 (“Referring to

FIG. 1, a wireless transceiver 30 in accordance with the invention is first

described. The transceiver 30 may be readily usedfor WLAN applications

in the 2.4 GHZ ISM band in accordance with the proposed IEEE 802.11

standard. Those of skill in the art will readily recognize other applications

for the transceiver 30 as well.”).

Snell incorporates by reference Harris AN9614,11 which discloses that the
communications between transceivers can operate according to a polled

(i.e., master/slave) protocol.12 See, e.g., Harris AN9614 at 3.

 
“[T]he controller can keeo adeuate time to 00erate either a oolled or a

H Snell expressly incorporates by reference “the entire disclosure” of Harris AN9614 (Snell at
52-7). See Harari v. Lee, 656 F.3d 1331, 1335-36 (Fed. Cir. 2011) (“the entire ‘579 application

disclosure was incorporated by the broad and unequivocal language: ‘The disclosures of the two

applications are hereby incorporate[d] by reference.’”), see also Advanced Display Sys., Inc. v.

Kent State Univ, 212 F.3d 1272, 1282 (Fed.Cir.2000) (“material not explicitly contained in the

single, prior art document may still be considered for purposes of anticipation if that material is

incorporated by reference into the document”).

12 A polled protocol is a master/slave protocol, as confirmed by the ‘580 patent. ‘580 patent at
46-9. See also IPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 15 (“In [a polling] protocol, a centrally assigned

master periodically sends a polling message to the slave nodes, giving them explicit permission

to transmit on the network”), ‘580 Prosecution History at 404, IPR2014-00518, Exhibit 1220

(Goodman Declaration) 11103.
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[l .A] a transceiver, in
the role of the master

according to the
master/ slave

relationship,

[1B] for sending at
least transmissions

modulated using at

least two types of

modulation methods,
wherein the at least

two types of
modulation methods

comprise a first
modulation method

and a second

modulation method,
wherein the second

modulation method is

of a different type
than the first

modulation method,

13 In IPR2014-00518, the Board construed the limitation “different ‘types’

Request for Ex Parte Reexamination, US. Patent No. 8,023,580

t1me allocated scheme. In these modes, the radlo 1s powered off most of

the time and only awakens when communications is expected. This

station would be awakened periodically to listen for a beacon

transmission. The beacon serves to reset the timing and to alert the radio

to traffic. If traffic is waiting, the radio is instructed when to listen and

for how long. In a polled scheme, the remote radio can respond to the poll

with its traffic if it has any. With these techniques, the average power

consumption of the radio can be reduced by more than an order of

magnitude while meeting all data transfer objectives.” Harris AN96l4 at
3.

Snell discloses a transceiver, in the role of the master according to the

master/ slave relationship.

See Element l.preamble.

Snell discloses a transceiver for sending at least transmissions

modulated using at least two types of modulation methods, wherein

the at least two types of modulation methods comprise a first

modulation method and a second modulation method, wherein the

second modulation method is of a different type than the first

modulation method.13 See, e.g., Snell at Abstract, 1:58-61, 2:56-59,
2:61-3:5, 6:64-66, 7:6-8, Figs. 2, 3, 5; Harris 4064.4 at 14-16.

For example, Snell discloses that transmissions are modulated using a

“first modulation method” (e.g., BPSK) and a “second modulation

method” (e.g., QPSK) that is of a different “type” than the “first
modulation method.”

“The modulator preferably comprises means for operating in one ofa bi-

phase PSK (BPSK) modulation mode at a first data rate defining a first

format, and a quadrature PSK (QPSK) mode at a second data rate

defining a second format.” Snell at 2:56-59.

“In particular, the HSP3 824 baseband processor manufactured by Harris
Corooration emIlo s Iuadrature or bi-Ihase ‘

 
of modulation

methods” in ‘580 claims 1 and 58 to mean “modulation methods that are incompatible with each

other” and found that “two modulation methods that are based on varying the same one of the

frequency, amplitude, or phase of the carrier wave may be different ‘types’ of modulation

methods.” IPR20l4-OO518, Pap. 47 (Final Written Decision) at 12. The Board also found that

the “DQPSK ... modulation method[] [is] incompatible with DBPSK modulation.” Id. at 18.
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)mo uaion sc emes. ne at .

See also, e.g., Snell at Abstract (“The modulator and demodulator are

each preferably operable in one ofa bi-phase PSK (BPSK) mode at a first

data rate and a quadrature PSK (QPSK) mode at a second data rate.

These formats may also be switched on-the-fly in the demodulator”),

2: 15-17 (“Moreover, a WLAN application, for example, may require a

change between BPSK and QPSK during operation, that is, on-the-fly.”).

Snell describes that the “first modulation method” may be BPSK and the

“second modulation method” may be QPSK, which is “of a different type

than the first modulation method,” and alternatively describes that the

“first modulation method” may be differential BPSK (“DBPSK”) and that

the “second modulation method” may be differential QPSK (“DQPSK”),

which is also “of a different type than the first modulation method.”

Thus, Snell alternatively discloses modulating the PLCP preamble and

PLCP header using DBPSK modulation, and modulating the MPDU data

using DBPSK or DQPSK modulation.

“The PLCP preamble andPLCP header are always at l Mbit/s, Difl

encoded, scrambled and spread with an 11 chip barker.” Snell at 6:64-66.

“The modulator may also preferably include header modulator means for

modulating data packets to include a header at apredetermined

modulation and a third data rate defining a thirdformat. . . . The third

format is preferably diflerential BPSK.” Snell at 2:61-3 :5.

“The reference phase for the first symbol of the MPDU is the output

phase of the last symbol of the headerfor DiflEncoding.” Snell at 7 :6-8.
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FIG. 3

Snell at Fig. 3.
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Snell at Fig. 5.

Snell incorporates by reference Harris 4064.4,14 which discloses:

 
14 Snell expressly incorporates by reference “the entire disclosure” of Harris 4064.4 (Snell at 5:8-
17, 5:31-33). See Hararl' v. Lee, 656 F.3d 1331, 1335-36 (Fed. Cir. 2011) (“the entire ‘579
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[1 .C] wherein each
transmission

comprises a group of
transmission

sequences, wherein

each group of
transmission

sequences is
structured with at

least a first oortion

Request for Ex Parte Reexamination, US. Patent No. 8,023,580

e pream e an ea er are a ways transm1tte as wave orms

while the data packets can be configured to be either DBPSK or DQPSK.”
Harris 4064.4 at 14.

“The HSP3 824 transmitter is designed as a Direct Sequence Spread

Spectrum DBPSK/DQPSK modulator.” Harris 4064.4 at 14.

“The modulator is capable of switching rate automatically in the case

where the preamble and header information are DBPSK modulated, and

the data is DQPSK modulated.” Harris 4064.4 at 14.

See also, e.g., Harris 4064.4 at 15 (“The preamble is always transmitted as

a DBPSK waveform with a programmable length of up to 256 symbols

long.”), Harris 4064.4 at 15 (“Signal Field (8 Bits) - This field indicates

whether the data packet that follows the header is modulated as DBPSK or

DQPSK. In mode 3 the HSP3 824 receiver looks at the signalfield to

determine whether it needs to switchfrom DBPSK demodulation into

DQPSK demodulation at the end of the always DBPSK preamble and

header fields”), Harris 4064.4 at 16 (“Mode 3 - In this mode the preamble

is programmable up to 256 bits (all 1’s). The header in this mode is using

all available fields. In mode 3 the signal field defines the modulation type

of the data packet (DBPSK or DQPSK) so the receiver does not need to

be preprogrammed to anticipate one or the other. In this mode the device

checks the Signal field for the data packet modulation and it switches to

DQPSK if it is defined as such in the signal field. Note that the preamble

and header are always DBPSK the modulation definition applies only for

the data packet”).

Snell discloses each transmission comprises a group of transmission

sequences, wherein each group of transmission sequences is

structured with at least a first portion and a payload portion. See,

e.g., Snell at 6:35-36, 6:64-66, 7:5-14, Fig. 3.

For example, Snell discloses transmitting a group of transmission

sequences structured with a “first portion” including the PLCP preamble

and PLCP header and a “payload portion” including the MPDU data (as

depicted in Figure 3 below)

 
application disclosure was incorporated by the broad and unequivocal language: ‘The disclosures

of the two applications are hereby incorporate[d] by reference.

777

), see also Advanced Display

Sys., Inc. v. Kent State Univ., 212 F.3d 1272, 1282 (Fed.Cir.2000) (“material not explicitly

contained in the single, prior art document may still be considered for purposes of anticipation if

that material is incorporated by reference into the document”).
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and a payload portion

[1 .D] wherein first
information in the

first portion indicates
at least which of the

first modulation

method and the

second modulation

method is used for

modulating second
information in the

payload portion,
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Snell at Fig. 3 (annotated).

“The header may always be BPSK.” Snell at 6:35-36.

“The PLCP preamble andPLCP header are always at 1 Mbit/s, Diff

encoded, scrambled and spread with an 11 chip barker.” Snell at 6:64-66.

“MPDU is serially provided by Interface 80 and is the variable data

scrambled for normal operation. The reference phase for the first symbol

of the MPDU is the output phase of the last symbol of the header for Diff

Encoding. The last symbol of the header into the scrambler 51 must be

followed by the first bit of the MPDU. The variable data may be

modulated and demodulated in different formats than the header portion

to thereby increase the data rate, and while a switchover as indicated by

the switchover point in FIG. 3, occurs on-the-fly.” Snell at 7:5-14.

Snell discloses that first information in the first portion indicates at
least which of the first modulation method and the second modulation

method is used for modulating second information in the payload

portion. See, e.g., 6:35-36, 6:52-59, 6:64-66, 7:1-2, 7:5-14; Harris

4064.4 at 15-16, Fig. 10.

For example, Snell discloses that the “SIGNAL” in the PLCP Header

indicates (e.g., using “OAh,” “14h,”. . .) the modulation type (e.g., BPSK

or QPSK, or alternatively, DBPSK or DQPSK) used for modulating the

MPDU data portion.
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Snell at Fig. 3 (annotated).

“The header may always be BPSK.” Snell at 6:35-36.

“The PLCP preamble andPLCP header are always at 1 Mbit/s, Diff

encoded, scrambled and spread with an 11 chip barker.” Snell at 6:64-66.

“Now relating to the PLCP header 91, the SIGNAL is:

OAh 1 Mbitfs BPSK,

1411 2 Mbit/S QPSK,

37’h 5.5 Mbit,‘s BPSK, and

6Eh 11 NIbit/S QPSK.

Snell at 6:52-59.

“SIGNAL is indicated by 2 control bits and then formatted as described.”
Snell at 7: 1-2.

“MPDU is serially provided by Interface 80 and is the variable data

scrambled for normal operation. The reference phase for the first symbol

of the MPDU is the output phase of the last symbol of the header for Diff

Encodin_. The last s mbol of the header into the scrambler 51 must be
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of the payload

portion, and

15 See supra 11. 14.
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modulated and demodulatedin dflerentformats than the header portion

to thereby1ncrease the data rate, and while a switchover as indicated by

the switchover point in FIG. 3, occurs on-the-fly.” Snell at 7:5-14.

Snell incorporates by reference Harris 4064.4,15 which discloses:

“Signal Field (8 Bits) - Thisfield indicates whether the datapacket that

follows the header is modulated as DBPSK or DQPSK. In mode 3 the

HSP3 824 receiver looks at the signal field to determine whether it needs

to switch from DBPSK demodulation into DQPSK demodulation at the

end of the always DBPSK preamble and header fields.” Harris 4064.4 at
15.

“In mode 3 the signalfield defines the modulation type ofthe data packet

(DBPSK or DQPSK) so the receiver does not need to be preprogrammed

to anticipate one or the other. In this mode the device checks the Signal

field for the data packet modulation and it switches to DQPSK if it is

defined as such in the signal field. Note that the preamble and header are

always DBPSK the modulation definition applies only for the data

packet.” Harris 4064.4 at 16.

See also, e.g., Harris 4064.4 at FIGURE 10.

Snell in view of Yamano discloses that at least one group of

transmission sequences is addressed for an intended destination of the

payload portion. See, e.g., 6:35-36, 6:64-66, 7:5-14, Fig. 3; Harris
4064.4 at 14.

For example, Snell discloses that the transceiver transmits a group of

transmission sequences (including a PLCP Preamble and PLCP header,

and MPDU data) to another transceiver.
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Snell at Fig. 3 (annotated).

“The header may always be BPSK.” Snell at 6:35-36.

“The PLCP preamble ana'PLCP header are always at 1 Mbit/s, Diff

encoded, scrambled and spread with an 11 chip barker.” Snell at 6:64-66.

“MPDU is serially provided by Interface 80 and is the variable data

scrambled for normal operation. The reference phase for the first symbol

of the MPDU is the output phase of the last symbol of the header for Diff

Encoding. The last symbol of the header into the scrambler 51 must be

followed by the first bit of the MPDU. The variable data may be

modulated and demodulated in different formats than the header portion

to thereby increase the data rate, and while a switchover as indicated by

the switchover point in FIG. 3, occurs on-the-fly.” Snell at 7:5-14.

Snell incorporates by reference Harris 4064.4,16 which discloses:

“The preamble and header are always transmitted as DBPSK waveforms

while the data packets can be configured to be either DBPSK or

DQPSK.” Harris 4064.4 at 14.

17 . . . .

Yamano discloses at least one group of transmiss10n sequences is

addressed for an intended destination of the payload portion. See,

e.g., Yamano at 19:63-64, 20:1-7, 20:54-59, Fig. 8.
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For example, Yamano discloses transmitting a group of transmission

sequences, including a preamble and main body, and that the preamble

includes a destination address “for an intended destination of the payload

portion.”

“Packet 700 includes a preamble 70] and a main body 702.” Yamano at
19:63-64.

“For example, preamble 70] can include information which identifies: (l)

a version or type field for the preamble, (2) packet source and destination

addresses, (3) the line code (i.e., the modem protocol being used), (4) the

data rate, (5) error control parameters, (6) packet length and (7) a timing

value for the expected reception slot of a subsequent packet.” Yamano at

20: 1-7 (emphasis added).

PREAMBLE DATA

Yamano at Figure 8 (annotated).

“When the preamble in a burst-mode packet includes the destination

address ofthe packet, the receiver circuits can monitor the destination

address of the packet, and in response, filter packets which do not need to

be demodulated, thereby reducing the processing requirements of the
receiver circuits.” Yamano at 20:54-59.

Snell discloses for the at least one group of transmission sequences,

the first information for said at least one group of transmission

sequences comprises a first sequence, in the first portion and

modulated according to the first modulation method, wherein the

first sequence indicates an impending change from the first

modulation method to the second modulation method. See, e.., Snell

 
17 As explained in Section III.C, a POSITA would have been motivated and found it obvious and
straightforward to use Yamano’s teaching of including a destination address in the data packet in

implementing Snell’s teachings of a communication system for transmitting data packets.
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at 2:61-3:5, 6:35-36, 6:52-59, 6:64-66, 7:1-2, 7:5-14, Figs. 2, 3, 5;

Harris 4064.4 at 15-16, Fig. 10.

For example, Snell discloses that the “first information” (e.g., PLCP

preamble and PLCP header) comprises a “first sequence (e.g., “SIGNAL’

field in PLCP header) “modulated according to a first modulation

method” (e.g., BPSK). The “SIGNAL” field “indicates” (e.g., using

“l4h”) “an impending change from the first modulation method” (e.g.,

BPSK) “to the second modulation method” (e.g., QPSK).

7

I 5

71111111» ,”nu”,iII 5

~\\“\“\“\“\“\“\“\“\“\“\“\“\~\\“\“\“\“\““\“\\“\“\“\“\“\\‘9is“““““m““\ ““““m\m“““m\m“m“m“““m““\a NI»,
txx
t\7,111,111,,5

,,,,,,m,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,/,
7,

1

V””I”unuuuuuuuuuaI IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII/
t "" SMCESGVfi 90??“

um (MM) "*3
' 33mm 5

mass a
an

miss,-“““\““““\‘ \\\\
rF FF FF

”nun” mun.”4 ”nun”ik\\\“\“\“
55¢

7111111111

Snell at Fig. 3 (annotated).

“The header may always be BPSK.” Snell at 6:35-36.

“Now relating to the PLCP header 91, the SIGNAL is:

0Al1 1 i ibiti’s BPSK,

1411 2 Mbit/S QPSK,

3711 5.5 Mbitfs BPSK, and

61311 11 Mhitfs QPSK.

Snell at 6:52-59.
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“SIGNAL is indicated by 2 control bits and then formatted as described.”
Snell at 7: 1-2.

“MPDU is serially provided by Interface 80 and is the variable data

scrambled for normal operation. The reference phase for the first symbol

of the MPDU is the output phase of the last symbol of the header for Diff

Encoding. The last symbol of the header into the scrambler 51 must be

followed by the first bit of the MPDU. The variable data may be

modulated and demodulated in dijferentformats than the header portion

to thereby increase the data rate, and while a switchover as indicated by

the switchover point in FIG. 3, occurs on-the-fly.” Snell at 7:5-14.

Snell describes that the “first modulation method” may be BPSK and the

“second modulation method” may be QPSK, which is of a different

“type” than the first modulation method, and alternatively describes that

the “first modulation method” may be differential BPSK (“DBPSK”) and

that the “second modulation method” may be differential QPSK

(“DQPSK”), which is also of a different “type” than the first modulation
method.

Thus, Snell alternatively discloses that the PLCP preamble and PLCP

header includes a “SIGNAL” field that may be modulated according to a

“first modulation method” (e.g., DBPSK) and “indicates an impending

change from the first modulation method” (e.g., DBPSK) “to the second

modulation method” (e.g., Dg QPSK).

“The PLCP preamble andPLCP header are always at 1 Mbit/s, Dijf

encoded, scrambled and spread with an 11 chip barker.” Snell at 6:64-66.

“The modulator may also preferably include header modulator means for

modulating data packets to include a header at apredetermined

modulation and a third data rate defining a thirdformat. . . . The third

format is preferably dijferential BPSK.” Snell at 2:61-3 :5.

“MPDU is serially provided by Interface 80 and is the variable data

scrambled for normal operation. The reference phasefor the first symbol

ofthe MPDU is the outputphase ofthe last symbol of the headerfor Difl

Encoding.” Snell at 7:5-8. See also, e.g., Snell at Figs. 2, 3, 5.

Snell incorporates by reference Harris 4064.4,18 which discloses:

“Signal Field (8 Bits) - Thisfield indicates whether the datapacket that

follows the header is modulated as DBPSK or DQPSK. In mode 3 the

HSP3 824 receiver looks at the si; al ield to determine whether it needs

 
18 See supra 11. 14.
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to swztchfrom DBPSK demodulation into DQPSK demodulation at the

end of the always DBPSKpreamble and headerfields.” Harris 4064.4 at
1 5.

“In mode 3 the signalfield defines the modulation type ofthe data packet

(DBPSK or DQPSK) so the receiver does not need to be preprogrammed

to anticipate one or the other. In this mode the device checks the Signal

fieldfor the datapacket modulation and it switches to DQPSK ifit is

defined as such in the signalfield Note that the preamble and header are

always DBPSK the modulation definition applies onlyfor the data

packet.” Harris 4064.4 at 16.

See also, e.g., Harris 4064.4 at FIGURE 10.

[1 .G] the second Snell discloses that the second information for said at least one group

information for said at of transmission sequences comprises a second sequence that is

least one group of modulated according to the second modulation method, wherein the

transmission second sequence is transmitted after the first sequence.

sequences comprises

a second sequence See Element lHF
that is modulated

according to the
second modulation

method, wherein the

second sequence is
transmitted after the

first sequence.

2. The device of claim See claim 1. Snell in view of Kamerman discloses that the transceiver

1, wherein the is configured to transmit a third sequence after the second sequence,

transceiver is wherein the third sequence is transmitted in the first modulation

configured to transmit method and indicates that communication from the master to the

a third sequence after slave has reverted to the first modulation method. See, e.g., Snell at

the second sequence, 1:55-57, 2:27-30, 2:61-63, 6:35-36, 6:52-59, 6:64-66, 7:1-2, 7:5-14, Fig.

wherein the third 3; Harris 4064.4 at 15-16, Fig. 10.; Kamerman at 6, 11, 12.

sequence is
transmitted in the first For example, Snell discloses a transceiver for transmitting data packets to

modulation method another transceiver, where the communication may switch on-the-fly

and indicates that between different types of modulation methods.

communication from _
the master to the slave “The modulator may also preferably 1nclude header modulator means for

has reverted to the modulating data packets.” Snell at 2:61-63.

f1rst modulation

method. “The PRISM 1 chip set provides all the functions necessary for full or half

duplex, direct sequence spread spectrum, packet communications at the
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2.4 to 2.5 GHz ISM radio band.” Snell at 1:55-57.

“It is another object of the invention to provide a spread spectrum

transceiver and associated method to permit operation at higher data rates

and which may switch on-the-fly between a'iflerent data rates and/or

formats.” Snell at 2:27-30.

“The variable data may be modulated and demodulated in different

formats than the header portion to thereby increase the data rate, and while

a switchover as indicated by the switchover point in FIG. 3, occurs on-

the-fly.” Snell at 7:10-14.

Snell also discloses that the “SIGNAL” field in the header of the packet is

modulated in a first modulation method and indicates the modulation type

(e.g., BPSK or QPSK, or alternatively, DBPSK or DQPSK) used for

modulating the MPDU data portion. See Element 1D.

7 mu mam» »

1 :MW“IRWINF'JNAIS a506:3

Snell at Fig. 3 (annotated).19

 
19 Snell teaches communicating multiple data packets with the ability to “switch on-the-fly
between different data rates and/or formats.” Based on this disclosure, a person of ordinary skill

in the art would have understood that Snell teaches that a series of packets may be sent that

switch from using a second modulation method to using a first modulation method for the

payload portion of the data packet. For example, as shown in Figure 3 (annotated), a first packet

in Snell comprises a “first sequence” (e.g., PLCP preamble and PLCP header) that is “modulated

according to the first modulation method” (e.g., BPSK) where the “first sequence” (e.g.,

“SIGNAL” field in PLCP header) “indicates” (e.g., using “l4h”) the modulation type (e.g.,

QPSK) used for modulating the “second sequence” (e.g., MPDU data). For the first packet, the

“SIGNAL” field in the PLCP header uses a code (e.g., “l4h”) that “indicates” that the MPDU

data is modulated “according to the second modulation method” (e.g., QPSK). The “second
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amerman lsc oses rever mg rom a secon mo u a mu me o

a first modulation method. See, e.g., Kamerman at 6, 11, 12.

Kamerman discloses an automatic rate selection scheme for reverting

(e.g., falling back) from a “second modulation method” (e.g., QPSK)

corresponding to a higher data rate (e.g., 2 Mbit/s) to a “first modulation

method” (e.g., BPSK) corresponding to a lower data rate (e.g., l Mbit/s)

after unacknowledged packet transmissions, for instance, where there is a

high load in neighbor cells causing cochannel interference.

“Then there is looked to automatic rate control to keep the cochannel
interference at a tolerable level.” Kamerman at 6.

“IEEE 802.11 DS specif1es bit rates of l and 2 Mbps. The allowable SNR

and CSIR values for reliable transmission of data packets are dependent
on the bit rate.” Kamerman at 11.

“IEEE 802.11 DS specifies BPSK and QPSK, in addition there could be

applied proprietary modes with M-PSK and QAM schemes that provide

higher bit rates by encoding more bits per symbol. . . . An automatic rate

selection scheme based on the reliability of the individual uplink and

downlink could be applied. The basic rate adaptation scheme could be:

a ter unacknowlea’ ea’ lacket transmissions the rate alls back, and after a

 
modulation method” (e.g., QPSK) “is of a different type than the first modulation method” (e.g.,

BPSK).

Snell’s transceiver then transmits a second packet comprising a “third sequence” ( e.g., PLCP

preamble and PLCP header) “transmitted in the first modulation method” (e.g., BPSK) where the

“third sequence” (e.g., “SIGNAL” field in PLCP header) “indicates” (e.g., using “0Ah”) the

modulation type (e.g., BPSK) used for modulating the MPDU data of the second packet. For the

second packet, the “SIGNAL” field in the PLCP header uses a code (e.g., “0Ah”) that “indicates”

that the MPDU data is modulated using the BPSK modulation method at l Mbit/s. This
“SIGNAL” thus “indicates that communication” from the transceiver “has reverted to the first

modulation method” (e.g., reverted to BPSK modulation). In addition, transmitting the data

using the “first modulation method” (e.g., BPSK) results in a data rate of l Mbit/s which is lower

than transmitting the data using the “second modulation method,” which results in a data rate of
2 Mbit/s.

20 As explained in Section IIIC, a POSITA would have been motivated and found it obvious and
straightforward to use Kamerman’s teaching of transmitting a first data packet where the data is

modulated using a second modulation method and next transmitting a second data packet where

the data is modulated using a first modulation method (i.e., reverting to the first modulation

method) in implementing Snell’s system for communicating data packets modulated according to

different modulation methods (as implemented using the teachings of Yamano).
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number (e.g. 10) of successive correctly acknowledged packet

transmissions the bit rate goes up.” Kamerman at 11.

“At lower load in the neighbor cells the highest bit rate can be used more

often. At higher load the transmissionsfrom the accesspoint to stations at

the outer part of the cells, will be done often atfallback rates due to

mutilation oftransmissions by interference. In practice the network load

for LANs at nowadays client-server applications is very bursty, with

sometimes transmission bursts over an individual links and low activity

during the major part of the time. Therefore the higher bit rate can be

used during the most ofthe time, and at high load in the neighbor cells (as

will evoked by test applications) there will be switched tofall back rates

in the outer part ofthe cell.” Kamerman at 11.

“The application of proprietary bit rates of 3 and 4 Mbps in addition to the

basic 1 and 2 Mbps, can be combined with an automatic rate selection.

This automatic rate selection gives fall forward at reliable connections and

fall back at strong cochannel interference.” Kamerman at 12.

To the extent this preamble 1s con51dered a limitation of the claim,

Snell discloses a communication device capable of communicating

according to a master/slave relationship in which a slave message

from a slave to a master occurs in response to a master message from
the master to the slave.

See Element l.preamble.

Snell discloses a transceiver, in the role of the master according to the

master/ slave relationship.

See Element l.A
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[58B] capable of

transmitting using at

least two types of

modulation methods,
wherein the at least

two types of
modulation methods

comprise a first
modulation method

and a second

modulation method,
wherein the second

modulation method is

of a different type
than the first

modulation method,

[58C] and wherein
the transceiver is

configured to transmit

messages with: a first

sequence, in the first

modulation method,
that indicates at least

which of the first

modulation method

and the second

modulation method is

used for modulating a

second sequence,

wherein, in at least

one message, the first

sequence indicates an

impending change
from the first

modulation method to

the second

modulation method,
and

Snell discloses transmitting using at least two types of modulation

methods, wherein the at least two types of modulation methods

comprise a first modulation method and a second modulation

method, wherein the second modulation method is of a different type
than the first modulation method.

See Element l.B.

Snell discloses that the transceiver is configured to transmit messages

with: a first sequence, in the first modulation method, that indicates
at least which of the first modulation method and the second

modulation method is used for modulating a second sequence,

wherein, in at least one message, the first sequence indicates an

impending change from the first modulation method to the second
modulation method.

See Elements 1C, 1D, l.F. 
[58D] wherein the at Snell in view of Yamano discloses that at least one message is

least one messa_e is
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addressed for an addressed for an intended destination of the second sequence.
intended destination

of the second See Element 1MB

sequence, and

[58E] the second Snell discloses that the second sequence [is] modulated in accordance

sequence, modulated with the modulation method indicated by the first sequence and, in

in accordance with the at least one message, modulated using the second modulation

the modulation method, wherein the second sequence is transmitted after the first

method indicated by sequence.

the first sequence and,
in the at least one See Element 1G.

message, modulated

using the second

modulation method,
wherein the second

sequence is
transmitted after the

first sequence.

59. The device of Snell in view of Kamerman discloses that the transceiver is

claim 58, wherein the configured to transmit a third sequence after the second sequence,

transceiver is wherein the third sequence is transmitted in the first modulation

configured to transmit method and indicates that communication from the master to the

a third sequence after slave has reverted to the first modulation method.

the second sequence,
wherein the third See claims 1, 2.

sequence is
transmitted in the first

modulation method

and indicates that

communication from

the master to the slave

has reverted to the

first modulation

method.

 
D. SNQ-Z: Unpatentability of Claims 2 and 59 Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 Over

Snell, Harris 4064.4, Harris AN9614, Yamano and Kamerman

Requesters submit that the combined teachings of Snell (submitted herewith as Exhibit

D), Harris 4064.4 (submitted herewith as Exhibit E), Harris AN9614 (submitted herewith as
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Exhibit F), Yamano (submitted herewith as Exhibit H), and Kamerman (submitted herewith as

Exhibit I) raise a substantial new question of patentability with respect to claims 2 and 59 of the

‘580 patent, and that claims 2 and 59 of the ‘580 patent are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 103 as

obvious over Snell in view of Harris 4064.4, Harris AN96l4, Yamano and Kamerman.21

A POSITA would have been motivated and found it obvious and straightforward to use

Harris 4064.4’s teachings of modulating the preamble and header portions of a data packet using

DBPSK modulation and modulating the payload portion of the data packet using DBPSK or

DQPSK modulation (as indicated by the SIGNAL field in the header portion) to advantageously

provide for switching between DBPSK and DQPSK modulation types in implementing an IEEE

802.11 system (see Harris 4064.4 at 1, 3) such as disclosed in Snell. Harris 4064.4 is

incorporated by reference into Snell (Snell at 5:13-17), both references are directed to the

PRISM chipset and HSP 3824 baseband processor (Harris 4064.4 at 1, Snell at 1:47-63, 5:8-17,

5:31-33), and Harris 4064.4 is a publication of Harris Corporation, the same original assignee of

Snell. It would have been routine and straightforward for a POSITA to use the teachings of

Harris 4064.4 with the teachings of Snell, in light of the foregoing including Snell’s express

direction to apply the teachings of Harris 4064.4, and further because, in combination, each

element (Harris 4064.4’s teaching of modulating the preamble and header portions of a data

packet using DBPSK modulation and modulating the payload portion of the data packet using

DBPSK or DQPSK modulation and Snell’s communication system for transmitting data packets

modulated using different modulation methods) performs the same function as it would

21 Requesters submit that, as set forth in SNQ-l, the Harris 4064.4 and Harris AN9614 references
are incorporated by reference into Snell and, therefore, are part of the express disclosure of Snell.

To the extent, however, that it is deemed that Harris 4064.4 and Harris AN9614 should be

treated as independent references from Snell, Requesters have set forth in SNQ-2 a detailed

explanation as to why the Challenged Claims are invalid as obvious based on a combination of

Snell, Harris 4064.4, Harris AN96l4, Yamano and Kamerman.
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separately, yielding nothing more than predictable results. KSR, 550 US. at 417. A POSITA

would have thus recognized that this combination (yielding the claimed limitation) would have

worked as expected. For these reasons, a POSITA would have been motivated and found it

obvious and straightforward to use Harris 4064.4’s teachings in implementing Snell’s

communication system.

A POSITA would have additionally been motivated and found it obvious and

straightforward to use Harris AN9614’s teaching of a polled (master/slave) protocol in

implementing the communication system taught by Snell (in light of Harris 4064.4). Harris

AN9614 is incorporated by reference into Snell (Snell at 5:2-7), both references are directed to

the PRISM chipset and HSP3824 baseband processor (Harris AN9614 at 1, 2, Snell at 1:47-63,

5:8-17, 5:31-33), and Harris AN9614 is a publication of Harris Corporation, the same original

assignee of Snell. Moreover, AN9614 expressly teaches that it is beneficial to use a polled

(master/slave) protocol because “the average power consumption of the radio can be reduced by

more than an order of magnitude while meeting all data transfer objectives.” Harris AN9614 at 3.

Polling (master/slave) enables this reduction in power consumption because “the system can be

set at its sleep mode most of the time to achieve low power consumption. It only needs to operate

at full power consumption during the transmission of a packet or during the expected window for

received packets.” Harris AN9614 at 3. In addition to Snell’s express suggestion to apply Harris

AN9614’s disclosures, a POSITA would have been motivated to use Harris AN9614’s teaching

of a polled (master/slave) protocol in implementing Snell’s communication system (implemented

in light of Harris 4064.4 see supra) because a polled (master/slave) communication system

advantageously provides a simple protocol that has good determinacy (e.g., a reduction in

collisions). It would have been routine for a POSITA to use a polled (master/slave) protocol in
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implementing Snell’s communication system (as implemented in light of Harris 4064.4), as

master/slave communication systems were common and well-known in the art (see ‘580 patent at

3:40-4:50), and thus implementing a polled (master/slave) protocol in Snell’s transceiver (which

serves as an access point to support communications with multiple other transceivers — Snell at

1:34-46) would involve nothing more than using common and known techniques to improve a

similar system in the same way to yield predictable results. KSR, 550 US. at 416. A POSITA

would have thus recognized that this combination (yielding the claimed limitation) would have

worked as expected. For these reasons, a POSITA would have been motivated and found it

obvious and straightforward to implement a polled (master/slave) protocol in implementing

Snell’s system (as implemented in light of Harris 4064.4).

It was well-known in the art, as demonstrated by Yamano, that packets can be

advantageously addressed for an intended destination. A POSITA would have been motivated

and found it obvious and straightforward to use Yamano’s teaching of including a destination

address in the data packet in implementing Snell’s teachings of a communication system for

transmitting data packets (as implemented in light of Harris 4064.4 and Harris AN9614) to

advantageously specify which receiver the data is intended for and to benef1cially reduce

processing requirements of receiving devices by allowing the receiving device to filter out

packets which it does not need to demodulate. Snell and Yamano are in the same field of art,

with both relating to transmitting data packets over a network (see, e.g., Snell at 1:55-58, 2:61-

63, 266-33, 5:18-21, 6:48-63, Fig. 3, Yamano at 1:1-29, 19:54-20:33, Fig. 8), at varying rates

(see, e.g., Snell at 2:15-17, 6:52-59, Yamano at 19:54-56). Yamano expressly teaches that

including a destination address in the preamble portion of the data packet, which precedes the

data portion, will advantageously reduce processing requirements of receiving devices because
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the receiving device can filter out packets which it does not need to demodulate. Yamano at

20:54-59 (“When the preamble in a burst-mode packet includes the destination address of the

packet, the receiver circuits can monitor the destination address of the packet, and in response,

filter packets which do not need to be demodulated, thereby reducing the processing

requirements of the receiver circuits”). In addition, Snell teaches structuring its data packet to

include a preamble, header, and MPDU data portion (see, e.g., Snell at 6:35-36, 6:64-66, 7 :5-14,

Fig. 3), and Yamano teaches structuring its data packet to also include a preamble and data

portion, and to place the destination address in the preamble portion (Yamano at 19:63-20:7, Fig.

8). It would have been routine and straightforward for a POSITA to include a destination

address in the data packet, as taught by Yamano, in implementing Snell’s system for transmitting

data packets between transceivers (as implemented in light of Harris 4064.4 and Harris AN9614),

as Snell teaches that its data packet already includes a preamble portion—and in combination,

each element (Yamano’s teaching of placing a destination address in the preamble and Snell’s

teaching of a system for communicating data packets modulated according to different

modulation methods between transceivers) performs the same function as it would separately,

yielding nothing more than predictable results. KSR Int ’1 Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 US. 398, 417

(2007). A POSITA would have thus recognized that this combination (yielding the claimed

limitation) would have worked as expected. For these reasons, a POSITA would have been

motivated and found it obvious and straightforward to use Yamano’s advantageous teachings of

including a destination address in the data packet in implementing Snell’s communication system

(as implemented in light of Harris 4064.4 and Harris AN9614).

It was also well-known in the art, as demonstrated by Kamerman, to transmit a first data

packet where the data is modulated using a second modulation method, such as QPSK
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(corresponding to a higher data transfer rate), and to next transmit a second data packet where

the data is modulated using a first modulation method, such as BPSK (corresponding to a lower

data transfer rate) (i.e., to revert to the first modulation method). A POSITA would have been

motivated and found it obvious and straightforward to use Kamerman’s teaching of transmitting

a first data packet where the data is modulated using a second modulation method and next

transmitting a second data packet where the data is modulated using a first modulation method in

implementing Snell’s system for communicating data packets modulated according to different

modulation methods (implemented using the teachings of Harris 4064.4, Harris AN96l4, and

Yamano, as discussed above) to advantageously maximize the data transfer rate and adapt to

changing channel conditions (as also taught by Kamerman). In particular, Kamerman expressly

teaches that it is beneficial to transmit the data of a first data packet using a second modulation

method corresponding to a higher data transfer rate (e.g., QPSK modulation at 2 mbps) during

lower load conditions to maximize the data transfer rate during lower load conditions when the

connection is more reliable and to next transmit the data of a second data packet using a first

modulation method corresponding to a lower data transfer rate (e.g., BPSK modulation at l

mbps) (i.e., falling back) during higher load conditions when a more robust signal is needed due

to “mutilation of transmissions by interference.” See Kamerman at 6 (“Then there is looked to

automatic rate control to keep the cochannel interference at a tolerable level”), 11 (“The basic

rate adaptation scheme could be: after unacknowledgedpacket transmissions the rate falls back,

and after a number (e.g. 10) of successive correctly acknowledged packet transmissions the bit

rate goes up”), 11 (“At lower load in the neighbor cells the highest bit rate can be used more

often. At higher load the transmissions from the accesspoint to stations at the outer part of the

cells, will be done at fallback rates due to mutilation of transmissions by interference. In
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practice the network load for LANs at nowadays client-server applications is very bursty, with

sometimes transmission bursts over an individual links and low activity during the major part of

the time. Therefore the higher bit rate can be used during the most of the time, and at high load

in the neighbor cells there will be switched tofall back rates in the outer part of the cell”), 12

(“This automatic rate selection gives fall forward at reliable connections and fall back at strong

cochannel interference. Therefore it gives adaptation of the bit rate to the interference as it

occurs in time depending on positions as load”).

Moreover, Snell and Kamerman are in the same field of art, with both relating to

communications between transceivers that use BPSK and QPSK modulation methods to transfer

data at different rates according to the draft IEEE 802.11 standard available at that time. See,

e.g., Snell at 1:47-63 (“The assignee of the present invention has developed and manufactured a

set of integrated circuits for a WLAN under the mark PRISM 1 which is compatible with the

proposed IEEE 802.11 standard. . . .”), 5:31-33 (“The present invention provides an extension of

the PRISM 1 product from I Mbit/s BPSK and 2 Mbit/s QPSK. . .”), Kamerman at 6 (“This paper

considers the critical parameters for wireless LANs that operate conform to the IEEE 802.11

DSSS (direct sequence spread spectrum) standard. . .”), 11 (“IEEE 802.11 DS specif1es bit rates

of 1 and 2 Mbps.”, 11 (“IEEE 802.11 DS specif1es BPSK and QPSK...”). It would have been

routine and straightforward for a POSITA to use Kamerman’s teaching of transmitting a first

data packet where the data is modulated using a second modulation method and next transmitting

a second data packet where the data is modulated using a first modulation method (i.e., reverting

to the first modulation method) in implementing Snell’s system (implemented in light of Harris

4064.4, Harris AN9614, and Yamano) for communicating data packets modulated according to

different modulation methods, as both Snell and Kamerman are directed to IEEE 802.11 systems
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utilizing QPSK and BPSK modulation methods corresponding, respectively, to higher and lower

data transfer rates—and in combination, each element (Kamerman’s teaching of transmitting a

first data packet where the data is modulated using a second modulation method and next

transmitting a second data packet where the data is modulated using a first modulation method

and Snell’s system for communicating data packets modulated according to different modulation

methods) performs the same function as it would separately, yielding nothing more than

predictable results. KSR, 550 US. at 417. A POSITA would have thus recognized that this

combination (yielding the claimed limitation) would have worked as expected. For these

reasons, a POSITA would have been motivated and found it obvious and straightforward to

implement Kamerman’s advantageous teaching of transmitting a first data packet where the data

is modulated using a second modulation method and next transmitting a second data packet

where the data is modulated using a first modulation method (i.e., reverting to the first

modulation method) in implementing Snell’s system (implemented in light of Harris 4064.4,

Harris AN96l4, and Yamano) for communicating data packets modulated according to different

modulation methods.

The combination of Snell, Harris 4064.4, Harris AN96l4, Yamano, and Kamerman

shows or renders obvious each and every element of the inventions of claims 2 and 59. The

relevant teachings of the combination of Snell, Harris 4064.4, Harris AN96l4, Yamano, and

Kamerman were not considered during the prior examination of the ‘580 patent and a reasonable

Examiner would consider these disclosures important in determining whether or not the claims

are patentable.

Therefore, the combination of Snell, Harris 4064.4, Harris AN96l4, Yamano, and

Kamerman raises a substantial new question of patentability with respect to claims 2 and 59 of
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the ‘580 patent (SNQ-2) and presents new technological teachings not previously considered in

connection with prosecution of the ‘580 patent. MPEP § 2216. Accordingly, Requesters

propose that claims 2 and 59 should be rejected under § 103 as rendered obvious by Snell in

view of Harris 4064.4, Harris AN96l4, Yamano, and Kamerman.

The following claim chart demonstrates, in further detail, how each limitation is, at a

minimum, obvious in light of Snell, Harris 4064.4, Harris AN96l4, Yamano, and Kamerman.

1 . [preamble] A
communication

device capable of

communicating

according to a
master/slave

relationship in which
a slave

communication from

a slave to a master

occurs in response to
a master

communication from

the master to the

slave, the device

comprising:

To the extent t is preamble 1s con51dered a limita ion of the claim,
Snell in view of Harris AN9614 discloses a communication device

capable of communicating according to a master/slave relationship in
which a slave communication from a slave to a master occurs in

response to a master communication from the master to the slave.

See, e.g., Snell at 1:34-46, 1:47-50, 1:55-57, 2:27-30, 4:42-47, 5:18-21;
Harris AN9614 at 3.

For example, Snell discloses a transceiver that serves as an access point

for communicating data with other transceivers connected to a wireless

local area network (WLAN).

“In a typical WLAN, an access pointprovided by a transceiver, that is, a

combination transmitter and receiver, connects to the wired network from

a fixed location. Accordingly, the access transceiver receives, buffers, and

transmits data between the WLAN and the wired network. A single access

transceiver can support a small group ofcollocatea’ users within a range

ofless than about one hundred to several hundredfeet. The end users

connect to the WLAN through transceivers which are typically

implemented as PC cards in a notebook computer, or ISA or PCI cards for

desktop computers. Of course the transceiver may be integrated with any

device, such as a hand-held computer.” Snell at 1:34-46.

“Like the HSP3 824 baseband processor, the high data rate baseband

processor 40 of the invention contains all of the functions necessary for a

full or half duplex packet baseband transceiver.” Snell at 5:18-21.

“The PRISM 1 chip set provides all the functions necessary for full or half

duplex, direct sequence spread spectrum, packet communications at the
2.4 to 2.5 GHz ISM radio band.” Snell at 1:55-57.
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See also, e.g., Snell at 2:27-30 (“It is another object of the invention to

provide a spread spectrum transceiver and associated method to permit

operation at higher data rates and which may switch on-the-fly between

different data rates and/or formats”), Snell at 1:47-50 (“The assignee of

the present invention has developed and manufactured a set of integrated

circuits for a WLAN under the mark PRISM 1 which is compatible with

the proposed IEEE 802.11 standard”), Snell at 4:42-47 (“Referring to

FIG. 1, a wireless transceiver 30 in accordance with the invention is first

described. The transceiver 30 may be readily usedfor WLAN applications

in the 2.4 GHZ ISM band in accordance with the proposed IEEE 802.11

standard. Those of skill in the art will readily recognize other applications

for the transceiver 30 as well”).

Snell incorporates by reference Harris AN9614,22 which discloses that the
communications between transceivers can operate according to a polled

(i.e., master/slave) protocol.23

“[T]he controller can keep adequate time to operate either a polled or a

time allocated scheme. In these modes, the radio is powered off most of

the time and only awakens when communications is expected. This

station would be awakened periodically to listen for a beacon

transmission. The beacon serves to reset the timing and to alert the radio

to traffic. If traffic is waiting, the radio is instructed when to listen and

for how long. In a polled scheme, the remote radio can respond to the poll

with its traffic if it has any. With these techniques, the average power

consumption of the radio can be reduced by more than an order of

magnitude while meeting all data transfer obj ectives.” Harris AN9614 at
3.

Snell in view of Harris AN9614 discloses a transceiver, in the role of

the master according to the master/ slave relationship.

See Element l.preamble.

 
22 See supra n.21, As explained in Section III.D, a POSITA would have been motivated and
found it obvious and straightforward use Harris AN9614’s teaching of a polled (master/slave)

protocol in implementing the communication system taught by Snell (in light of Harris 4064.4).

23 A polled protocol is a master/slave protocol, as confirmed by the ‘580 patent. ‘580 patent at
46-9. See also IPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 15 (“In [a polling] protocol, a centrally assigned

master periodically sends a polling message to the slave nodes, giving them explicit permission

to transmit on the network”), ‘580 Prosecution History at 404, IPR2014-00518, Exhibit 1220

(Goodman Declaration) 11103.
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[1B] for send1ng at Snell disclos a transceiver for sending at least transmissmns

least transmissions modulated using at least two types of modulation methods, wherein

modulated using at the at least two types of modulation methods comprise a first

least two types of modulation method and a second modulation method, wherein the

modulation methods, second modulation method is of a different type than the first

wherein the at least modulation method.24 See, e.g., Snell at Abstract, 1:58-61, 2:56-59,
two types of 2:61-3:5, 6:64-66, 7:6-8, Figs. 2, 3, 5; Harris 4064.4 at 14-16.
modulation methods

comprise a first For example, Snell discloses that transmissions are modulated using a
modulation method “first modulation method” (e.g., BPSK) and a “second modulation

and a second method” (e.g., QPSK) that is of a different “type” than the “first

modulation method, modulation method.”

wherein the second . - ~ .
modulation method is “The modulator preferably compr1ses means for operat1ng in one ofa bi-

of a different type phase PSK (BPSK) modulation mode at a first data rate defining a first
than the first format, and a quadrature PSK (QPSK) mode at a second data rate

modulation method, defining a second format.” Snell at 2:56-59.

“In particular, the HSP3 824 baseband processor manufactured by Harris

Corporation employs quadrature or bi-phase phase shift keying (QPSK or

BPSK) modulation schemes.” Snell at 1:58-61.

See also, e.g., Snell at Abstract (“The modulator and demodulator are

each preferably operable in one ofa bi-phase PSK (BPSK) mode at a first

data rate and a quadrature PSK (QPSK) mode at a second data rate.

These formats may also be switched on-the-fly in the demodulator”),

2: 15-17 (“Moreover, a WLAN application, for example, may require a

change between BPSK and QPSK during operation, that is, on-the-fly.”).

Snell describes that the “first modulation method” may be BPSK and the

“second modulation method” may be QPSK, which is “of a different type

than the first modulation method,” and alternatively describes that the

“first modulation method” may be differential BPSK (“DBPSK”) and that

the “second modulation method” may be differential QPSK (“DQPSK”),

which is also “of a different type than the first modulation method.”

 
Thus, Snell alternativel discloses modulatin_ the PLCP oreamble and

24 In 1PR2014-00518, the Board construed the limitation “different ‘types’ of modulation
methods” in ‘580 claims 1 and 58 to mean “modulation methods that are incompatible with each

other” and found that “two modulation methods that are based on varying the same one of the

frequency, amplitude, or phase of the carrier wave may be different ‘types’ of modulation

methods.” 1PR2014-00518, Pap. 47 (Final Written Decision) at 12. The Board also found that

the “DQPSK modulation method[] [is] incompatible with DBPSK modulation.” Id. at 18.
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PLCP header using DBPSK modulation, and modulating the MPDU data

using DBPSK or DQPSK modulation.

“The PLCP preamble andPLCP header are always at l Mbit/s, Difl

encoded, scrambled and spread with an 11 chip barker.” Snell at 6:64-66.

“The modulator may also preferably include header modulator means for

modulating data packets to include a header at apredetermined

modulation and a third data rate defining a thirdformat. . . . The third

format is preferably diflerential BPSK.” Snell at 2:61-3 :5.

“The reference phase for the first symbol of the MPDU is the output

phase of the last symbol of the headerfor DiflEncoding.” Snell at 7 :6-8.
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Snell at Fig. 2.
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Snell incorporates by reference Harris 4064.4,25 which discloses:

“The preamble and header are always transmitted as DBPSK waveforms

while the data packets can be configured to be either DBPSK or DQPSK.”
Harris 4064.4 at 14.

“The HSP3 824 transmitter is designed as a Direct Sequence Spread

Spectrum DBPSK/DQPSK modulator.” Harris 4064.4 at 14.

“The modulator is capable of switching rate automatically in the case

where the preamble and header information are DBPSK modulated, and

the data is DQPSK modulated.” Harris 4064.4 at 14.

See also, e.g., Harris 4064.4 at 15 (“The preamble is always transmitted as

a DBPSK waveform with a programmable length of up to 256 symbols

long”), Harris 4064.4 at 15 (“Signal Field (8 Bits) - This field indicates

whether the data packet that follows the header is modulated as DBPSK or

 
25 See supra n.21. As explained in Section III.D, a POSITA would have been motivated and
found it obvious and straightforward to use Harris 4064.4’s teachings of modulating the

preamble and header portions of a data packet using DBPSK modulation and modulating the

payload portion of the data packet using DBPSK or DQPSK modulation in implementing an

IEEE 802.11 system such as disclosed in Snell.
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DQPSK. In mode 3 the HSP3 824 receiver looks at the signalfield to

determine whether it needs to switchfrom DBPSK demodulation into

DQPSK demodulation at the end of the always DBPSK preamble and

header fields”), Harris 4064.4 at 16 (“Mode 3 - In this mode the preamble

is programmable up to 256 bits (all 1’s). The header in this mode is using

all available fields. In mode 3 the signal field defines the modulation type

of the data packet (DBPSK or DQPSK) so the receiver does not need to

be preprogrammed to anticipate one or the other. In this mode the device

checks the Signal field for the data packet modulation and it switches to

DQPSK if it is defined as such in the signal field. Note that the preamble

and header are always DBPSK the modulation definition applies only for

the data packet”).

Snell discloses each transmission comprises a group of transmission

sequences, wherein each group of transmission sequences is

structured with at least a first portion and a payload portion. See,

e.g., Snell at 6:35-36, 6:64-66, 7:5-14, Fig. 3.

For example, Snell discloses transmitting a group of transmission

sequences structured with a “first portion” including the PLCP preamble

and PLCP header and a “payload portion” including the MPDU data (as

depicted in Figure 3 below)
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Snell at Fig. 3 (annotated).

“The header may always be BPSK.” Snell at 6:35-36.

“The PLCP Ireamble andPLCP header are alwa s at 1 Mbit/s, Diff
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encoded, scrambled and spread with an 11 chip barker.” Snell at 6:64-66.

“MPDU is serially provided by Interface 80 and is the variable data

scrambled for normal operation. The reference phase for the first symbol

of the MPDU is the output phase of the last symbol of the header for Diff

Encoding. The last symbol of the header into the scrambler 51 must be

followed by the first bit of the MPDU. The variable data may be

modulated and demodulated in different formats than the header portion

to thereby increase the data rate, and while a switchover as indicated by

the switchover point in FIG. 3, occurs on-the-fly.” Snell at 7:5-14.

Snell discloses that first information in the first portion indicates at
least which of the first modulation method and the second modulation

method is used for modulating second information in the payload

portion. See, e.g., 6:35-36, 6:52-59, 6:64-66, 7:1-2, 7:5-14; Harris

4064.4 at 15-16, Fig. 10.

For example, Snell discloses that the “SIGNAL” in the PLCP Header

indicates (e.g., using “OAh,” “l4h,”. . .) the modulation type (e.g., BPSK

or QPSK, or alternatively, DBPSK or DQPSK) used for modulating the

MPDU data portion.
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Snell at F1g. 3 (annotated).

“The header may always be BPSK.” Snell at 6:35-36.

“The PLCP preamble andPLCP header are always at 1 Mbit/s, Diff

encoded, scrambled and spread with an 11 chip barker.” Snell at 6:64-66.

“Now relating to the PLCP header 91, the SIGNAL is:

UAh 1 Mbit/s BPSK,

Mb 2. Mbith QPSK,

3711 5.5 Mbitis BPSK, and

61311 11 Mbltfs QPSK.

Snell at 6:52-59.

“SIGNAL is indicated by 2 control bits and then formatted as described.”
Snell at 7: 1-2.

“MPDU is serially provided by Interface 80 and is the variable data

scrambled for normal operation. The reference phase for the first symbol

of the MPDU is the output phase of the last symbol of the header for Diff

Encoding. The last symbol of the header into the scrambler 51 must be

followed by the first bit of the MPDU. The variable data may be

modulated and demodulated in diflerentformats than the header portion

to thereby increase the data rate, and while a switchover as indicated by

the switchover point in FIG. 3, occurs on-the-fiy.” Snell at 7:5-14.

Snell incorporates by reference Harris 4064.4,26 which discloses:

“Signal Field (8 Bits) - Thisfield indicates whether the datapacket that

follows the header is modulated as DBPSK or DQPSK. In mode 3 the

HSP3 824 receiver looks at the signal field to determine whether it needs

to switch from DBPSK demodulation into DQPSK demodulation at the

end of the always DBPSK preamble and header fields.” Harris 4064.4 at
15.

“In mode 3 the signalfield defines the modulation type ofthe data packet

(DBPSK or DQPSK) so the receiver does not need to be preprogrammed

to anticipate one or the other. In this mode the device checks the Signal

field for the data packet modulation and it switches to DQPSK if it is

defined as such in the signal field. Note that the preamble and header are
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always DBPSK the modulation definition applies only for the data

packet.” Harris 4064.4 at 16.

See also, e.g., Harris 4064.4 at FIGURE 10.

Snell in view of Yamano discloses that at least one group of

transmission sequences is addressed for an intended destination of the

payload portion. See, e.g., 6:35-36, 6:64-66, 7:5-14, Fig. 3; Harris
4064.4 at 14.

For example, Snell discloses that the transceiver transmits a group of

transmission sequences (including a PLCP Preamble and PLCP header,

and MPDU data) to another transceiver.
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Snell at Fig. 3 (annotated).

“The header may always be BPSK.” Snell at 6:35-36.

“The PLCP preamble andPLCP header are always at l Mbit/s, Diff

encoded, scrambled and spread with an 11 chip barker.” Snell at 6:64-66.

“MPDU is serially provided by Interface 80 and is the variable data

scrambled for normal operation. The reference phase for the first symbol

of the MPDU is the output phase of the last symbol of the header for Diff

Encoding. The last symbol of the header into the scrambler 51 must be

followed by the first bit of the MPDU. The variable data may be

modulated and demodulated in different formats than the header portion

to thereb increase the data rate, and while a switchover as indicated b
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the sw1tchover pomt 1n FIG. 3, occurs on-the-fly.” Snell at 7:5-14.

Snell incorporates by reference Harris 4064.4,27 which discloses:

“The preamble and header are always transmitted as DBPSK waveforms

while the data packets can be configured to be either DBPSK or

DQPSK.” Harris 4064.4 at 14.

28 . . . .

Yamano discloses at least one group of transmiss10n sequences is

addressed for an intended destination of the payload portion. See,

e.g., Yamano at 19:63-64, 20:1-7, 20:54-59, Fig. 8.

For example, Yamano discloses transmitting a group of transmission

sequences, including a preamble and main body, and that the preamble

includes a destination address “for an intended destination of the payload

portion.”

“Packet 700 includes a preamble 70] and a main body 702.” Yamano at
19:63-64.

“For example, preamble 70] can include information which identifies: (l)

a version or type field for the preamble, (2) packet source and destination

addresses, (3) the line code (i.e., the modem protocol being used), (4) the

data rate, (5) error control parameters, (6) packet length and (7) a timing

value for the expected reception slot of a subsequent packet.” Yamano at

20: 1-7 (emphasis added).

 
27 See supra n21.
28 As explained in Section HID, a POSITA would have been motivated and found it obvious and
straightforward to use Yamano’s teaching of including a destination address in the data packet in

implementing Snell’s teachings of a communication system for transmitting data packets (as

implemented in light of Harris 4064.4 and Harris AN96l4).
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PREAMBLE DATA

Yamano at Figure 8 (annotated).

“When the preamble in a burst-mode packet includes the destination

address ofthe packet, the receiver circuits can monitor the destination

address of the packet, and in response, filter packets which do not need to

be demodulated, thereby reducing the processing requirements of the
receiver circuits.” Yamano at 20:54-59.

Snell in view of Harris 4064.4 discloses for the at least one group of

transmission sequences, the first information for said at least one

group of transmission sequences comprises a first sequence, in the

first portion and modulated according to the first modulation

method, wherein the first sequence indicates an impending change
from the first modulation method to the second modulation method.

See, e.g., Snell at 2:61-3:5, 6:35-36, 6:52-59, 6:64-66, 7:1-2, 7:5-14,

Figs. 2, 3, 5; Harris 4064.4 at 15-16, Fig. 10.

For example, Snell discloses that the “first information” (e.g., PLCP

preamble and PLCP header) comprises a “first sequence (e.g., “SIGNAL”

field in PLCP header) “modulated according to a first modulation

method” (e.g., BPSK). The “SIGNAL” field “indicates” (e.g., using

“l4h”) “an impending change from the first modulation method” (e.g.,

BPSK) “to the second modulation method” (e.g., QPSK).
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Snell at Fig. 3 (annotated).

“The header may always be BPSK.” Snell at 6:35-36.

“Now relating to the PLCP header 91, the SIGNAL is:

GAh 1 Mbitt’s BPSK,

14h 2 Nlbith QPSK,

3711 5.5 Mbit/s BPSK, and

61311 11 Mbitf's QPSK.

Snell at 6:52-59.

“SIGNAL is indicated by 2 control bits and then formatted as described.”
Snell at 7: 1-2.

“MPDU is serially provided by Interface 80 and is the variable data

scrambled for normal operation. The reference phase for the first symbol

of the MPDU is the output phase of the last symbol of the header for Diff

Encoding. The last symbol of the header into the scrambler 51 must be

followed by the first bit of the MPDU. The variable data may be
modulated and demodulated in di erent ormats than the header
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to thereby increase the data rate, and while a switchover as indicated by

the switchover point in FIG. 3, occurs on-the-fiy.” Snell at 7:5-14.

Snell describes that the “first modulation method” may be BPSK and the

“second modulation method” may be QPSK, which is of a different

“type” than the first modulation method, and alternatively describes that

the “first modulation method” may be differential BPSK (“DBPSK”) and

that the “second modulation method” may be differential QPSK

(“DQPSK”), which is also of a different “type” than the first modulation
method.

Thus, Snell alternatively discloses that the PLCP preamble and PLCP

header includes a “SIGNAL” field that may be modulated according to a

“first modulation method” (e.g., DBPSK) and “indicates an impending

change from the first modulation method” (e.g., DBPSK) “to the second

modulation method” (e.g., Dg QPSK).

“The PLCP preamble andPLCP header are always at l Mbit/s, Dijf

encoded, scrambled and spread with an 11 chip barker.” Snell at 6:64-66.

“The modulator may also preferably include header modulator means for

modulating data packets to include a header at apredetermined

modulation and a third data rate defining a thirdformat. . . . The third

format is preferably dijferential BPSK.” Snell at 261-3 :5.

“MPDU is serially provided by Interface 80 and is the variable data

scrambled for normal operation. The reference phasefor the first symbol

ofthe MPDU is the outputphase ofthe last symbol of the headerfor Difl

Encoding.” Snell at 7:5-8. See also, e.g., Snell at Figs. 2, 3, 5.

Snell incorporates by reference Harris 4064.4,29 which discloses:

“Signal Field (8 Bits) - Thisfield indicates whether the datapacket that

follows the header is modulated as DBPSK or DQPSK. In mode 3 the

HSP3 824 receiver looks at the signalfield to determine whether it needs

to switchfrom DBPSK demodulation into DQPSK demodulation at the

end of the always DBPSKpreamble and headerfields.” Harris 4064.4 at
l 5.

“In mode 3 the signalfield defines the modulation type ofthe data packet

(DBPSK or DQPSK) so the receiver does not need to be preprogrammed

to anticipate one or the other. In this mode the device checks the Signal
ield or the data lacket modulation and it switches to DIPSK i it is
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defined as such in the signalfield Note that the preamble and header are

always DBPSK the modulation definition applies onlyfor the data

packet.” Harris 4064.4 at 16.

See also, e.g., Harris 4064.4 at FIGURE 10.

Snell discloses that the second information for said at least one group

of transmission sequences comprises a second sequence that is

modulated according to the second modulation method, wherein the

second sequence is transmitted after the first sequence.

See Element l.F.

See claim 1. Snell in view of Kamerman discloses that the transceiver

is configured to transmit a third sequence after the second sequence,

wherein the third sequence is transmitted in the first modulation
method and indicates that communication from the master to the

slave has reverted to the first modulation method. See, e.g., Snell at

1:55-57, 2:27-30, 2:61-63, 6:35-36, 6:52-59, 6:64-66, 7:1-2, 7:5-14, Fig.

3; Harris 4064.4 at 15-16, Fig. 10.; Kamerman at 6, 11, 12.

For example, Snell discloses a transceiver for transmitting data packets to

another transceiver, where the communication may switch on-the-fiy

between different types of modulation methods.

“The modulator may also preferably include header modulator means for

modulating data packets.” Snell at 2:61-63.

“The PRISM 1 chip set provides all the functions necessary for full or half

duplex, direct sequence spread spectrum, packet communications at the
2.4 to 2.5 GHz ISM radio band.” Snell at 1:55-57.

“It is another object of the invention to provide a spread spectrum

transceiver and associated method to permit operation at higher data rates

and which may switch on-the-fly between diflerent data rates and/or

formats.” Snell at 2:27-30.
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The vanable data may be modulated and demodulated 1n d1fferent

formats than the header portion to thereby increase the data rate, and while

a switchover as indicated by the switchover point in FIG. 3, occurs on-

the-fly.” Snell at 7:10-14.

Snell also discloses that the “SIGNAL” field in the header of the packet is

modulated in a first modulation method and indicates the modulation type

(e.g., BPSK or QPSK, or alternatively, DBPSK or DQPSK) used for

modulating the MPDU data portion. See Element l.D.

 
m: 9&4ng
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Snell at Fig. 3 (annotated).30

 
30 Snell teaches communicating multiple data packets with the ability to “switch on-the-fiy
between different data rates and/or formats.” Based on this disclosure, a person of ordinary skill

in the art would have understood that Snell teaches that a series of packets may be sent that

switch from using a second modulation method to using a first modulation method for the

payload portion of the data packet. For example, as shown in Figure 3 (annotated), a first packet

in Snell comprises a “first sequence” (e.g., PLCP preamble and PLCP header) that is “modulated

according to the first modulation method” (e.g., BPSK) where the “first sequence” (e.g.,

“SIGNAL” field in PLCP header) “indicates” (e.g., using “l4h”) the modulation type (e.g.,

QPSK) used for modulating the “second sequence” (e.g., MPDU data). For the first packet, the

“SIGNAL” field in the PLCP header uses a code (e.g., “l4h”) that “indicates” that the MPDU

data is modulated “according to the second modulation method” (e.g., QPSK). The “second

modulation method” (e.g., QPSK) “is of a different type than the first modulation method” (e.g.,

BPSK).

Snell’s transceiver then transmits a second packet comprising a “third sequence” ( e.g., PLCP

preamble and PLCP header) “transmitted in the first modulation method” (e.g., BPSK) where the

“third sequence” (e.g., “SIGNAL” field in PLCP header) “indicates” (e.g., using “OAh”) the

modulation type (e.g., BPSK) used for modulating the MPDU data of the second packet. For the
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Kamerman31 discloses reverting from a second modulation method to
a first modulation method. See, e.g., Kamerman at 6, 11, 12.

Kamerman discloses an automatic rate selection scheme for reverting

(e.g., falling back) from a “second modulation method” (e.g., QPSK)

corresponding to a higher data rate (e.g., 2 Mbit/s) to a “first modulation

method” (e.g., BPSK) corresponding to a lower data rate (e.g., l Mbit/s)

after unacknowledged packet transmissions, for instance, where there is a

high load in neighbor cells causing cochannel interference.

“Then there is looked to automatic rate control to keep the cochannel
interference at a tolerable level.” Kamerman at 6.

“IEEE 802.11 DS specifies bit rates of l and 2 Mbps. The allowable SNR

and CSIR values for reliable transmission of data packets are dependent
on the bit rate.” Kamerman at 11.

“IEEE 802.11 DS specifies BPSK and QPSK, in addition there could be

applied proprietary modes with M-PSK and QAM schemes that provide

higher bit rates by encoding more bits per symbol. . . . An automatic rate

selection scheme based on the reliability of the individual uplink and

downlink could be applied. The basic rate adaptation scheme could be:

after unacknowledgedpacket transmissions the ratefalls back, and after a

number (e.g. 10) of successive correctly acknowledged packet

transmissions the bit rate goes up.” Kamerman at 11.

“At lower load in the neighbor cells the highest bit rate can be used more
' her load the transmissions om the accessloint to stations at

 
second packet, the “SIGNAL” field in the PLCP header uses a code (e.g., “0Ah”) that “indicates”

that the MPDU data is modulated using the BPSK modulation method at l Mbit/s. This
“SIGNAL” thus “indicates that communication” from the transceiver “has reverted to the first

modulation method” (e.g., reverted to BPSK modulation). In addition, transmitting the data

using the “first modulation method” (e.g., BPSK) results in a data rate of l Mbit/s which is lower

than transmitting the data using the “second modulation method,” which results in a data rate of
2 Mbit/s.

31 As explained in Section III.D, a POSITA would have been motivated and found it obvious and
straightforward to use Kamerman’s teaching of transmitting a first data packet where the data is

modulated using a second modulation method and next transmitting a second data packet where

the data is modulated using a first modulation method (i.e., reverting to the first modulation

method) in implementing Snell’s system for communicating data packets modulated according to

different modulation methods (as implemented using the teachings of Harris 4064.4, Harris

AN9614, and Yamano).
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the outer part of the cells, will be done often atfallback rates due to

mutilation oftransmissions by interference. In practice the network load

for LANs at nowadays client-server applications is very bursty, with

sometimes transmission bursts over an individual links and low activity

during the major part of the time. Therefore the higher bit rate can be

used during the most ofthe time, and at high load in the neighbor cells (as

will evoked by test applications) there will be switched tofall back rates

in the outer part ofthe cell.” Kamerman at 11.

“The application of proprietary bit rates of 3 and 4 Mbps in addition to the

basic 1 and 2 Mbps, can be combined with an automatic rate selection.

This automatic rate selection gives fall forward at reliable connections and

fall back at strong cochannel interference.” Kamerman at 12.

To the extent this preamble is considered a limitation of the claim,
Snell in view of Harris AN9614 discloses a communication device

capable of communicating according to a master/slave relationship in

which a slave message from a slave to a master occurs in response to a

master message from the master to the slave.

See Element l.preamble.

Snell in view of Harris AN9614 discloses a transceiver, in the role of

the master according to the master/ slave relationship.

See Element 1A

Snell discloses transmitting using at least two types of modulation

methods, wherein the at least two t es of modulation methods
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and

[58D] wherein the at

least one message is
addressed for an

intended destination

of the second

Request for Ex Parte Reexamination, US. Patent No. 8,023,580

comprise a first modulation method and a second modulation

method, wherein the second modulation method is of a different type
than the first modulation method.

See Element l.B.

Snell in view of Harris 4064.4 discloses that the transceiver is

configured to transmit messages with: a first sequence, in the first

modulation method, that indicates at least which of the first
modulation method and the second modulation method is used for

modulating a second sequence, wherein, in at least one message, the

first sequence indicates an impending change from the first
modulation method to the second modulation method.

See Elements 1C, 1D, l.F.

Snell in view of Yamano discloses that at least one message is

addressed for an intended destination of the second sequence.

See Element l.E.
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[58E] the second

sequence, modulated
in accordance with

the modulation

method indicated by

the first sequence and,
in the at least one

message, modulated

using the second

modulation method,
wherein the second

sequence is
transmitted after the

first sequence.

59. The device of

claim 58, wherein the
transceiver is

configured to transmit

a third sequence after

the second sequence,
wherein the third

sequence is
transmitted in the first

modulation method

and indicates that

communication from

the master to the slave

has reverted to the

first modulation

method.

E. SNQ-3:

Snell discloses that the second sequence [is] modulated in accordance

with the modulation method indicated by the first sequence and, in

the at least one message, modulated using the second modulation

method, wherein the second sequence is transmitted after the first

sequence.

See Element l.G.

Snell in view of Kamerman discloses that the transceiver is

configured to transmit a third sequence after the second sequence,

wherein the third sequence is transmitted in the first modulation
method and indicates that communication from the master to the

slave has reverted to the first modulation method.

See claims 1, 2. 
Unpatentability of Claims 2 and 59 Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 Over

Snell, Harris 4064.4, the Admitted Prior Art, Upender, Yamano, and
Kamerman

Requesters submit that the combined teachings of Snell (submitted herewith as Exhibit

D), Harris 4064.4 (submitted herewith as Exhibit E), the Admitted Prior Art (‘580 patent at 3 :40-

4:50, Figs. 1, 2), Upender (submitted herewith as Exhibit G), Yamano (submitted herewith as
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Exhibit H), and Kamennan (submitted herewith as Exhibit I) raise a substantial new question of

patentability with respect to claims 2 and 59 of the ‘580 patent, and that claims 2 and 59 of the

‘580 patent are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 103 as obvious over Snell in view of Harris 4064.4,

the Admitted Prior Art, Upender, Yamano, and Kamerman.32

A POSITA would have been motivated and found it obvious and straightforward to use

Harris 4064.4’s teachings of modulating the preamble and header portions of a data packet using

DBPSK modulation and modulating the payload portion of the data packet using DBPSK or

DQPSK modulation (as indicated by the SIGNAL field in the header portion) to advantageously

provide for switching between DBPSK and DQPSK modulation types in implementing an IEEE

802.11 system (see Harris 4064.4 at 1, 3) such as disclosed in Snell. Harris 4064.4 is

incorporated by reference into Snell (Snell at 5:13-17), both references are directed to the

PRISM chipset and HSP 3824 baseband processor (Harris 4064.4 at 1, Snell at 1:47-63, 5:8-17,

5:31-33), and Harris 4064.4 is a publication of Harris Corporation, the same original assignee of

Snell. It would have been routine and straightforward for a POSITA to use the teachings of

Harris 4064.4 with the teachings of Snell, in light of the foregoing including Snell’s express

direction to apply the teachings of Harris 4064.4, and further because, in combination, each

element (Harris 4064.4’s teaching of modulating the preamble and header portions of a data

packet using DBPSK modulation and modulating the payload portion of the data packet using

DBPSK or DQPSK modulation and Snell’s communication system for transmitting data packets

modulated using different modulation methods) performs the same function as it would

32 Requesters submit that, as set forth in SNQ-l, the Harris 4064.4 reference is incorporated by
reference into Snell and, therefore, is part of the express disclosure of Snell. To the extent,

however, that it is deemed that Harris 4064.4 should be treated as independent references from

Snell, Requesters have set forth in SNQ-3 a detailed explanation as to why the Challenged

Claims are invalid as obvious based on a combination of Snell, Harris 4064.4, the Admitted Prior

Art, Upender, Yamano and Kamerman.
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separately, yielding nothing more than predictable results. KSR, 550 US. at 417. A POSITA

would have thus recognized that this combination (yielding the claimed limitation) would have

worked as expected. For these reasons, a POSITA would have been motivated and found it

obvious and straightforward to use Harris 4064.4’s teachings in implementing Snell’s

communication system.

A POSITA would have been motivated and found it obvious and straightforward to use

the Applicant’s Admitted Prior Art of a master/slave communication system (see ‘580 patent at

3:40-4:50, Figs. 1, 2) in implementing Snell’s communication system (as implemented in light of

Harris 4064.4), because a polled (master/slave) communication system was a popular

communication protocol with recognized benefits prior to the earliest claimed priority date.

Snell is in the same field of art as the Admitted Prior Art, with both relating to a communication

system among transceivers. See, e.g., Snell at 1:34-46, Harris AN9614 at 3 (see also Snell at

52-7), ‘580 patent at 3:40-44. Snell further incorporates by reference Harris AN9614 (Snell at

5:2-7), which is an application note for the Harris PRISM chipset and HSP3824 baseband

processor described in Snell. Harris AN9614 at 1 (“Using the PRISMTM Chip Set...”), 2 (“The

HSP3824 performs the baseband demodulation function”), Snell at 5:30-32 (“The present

invention provides an extension ofthe PRISM 1 product ...”), 5:11-13 (“The conventional Harris

PRISM 1 chip set includes a low data rate DSS baseband processor available under the

designation HSP3824). Harris AN9614 expressly teaches that the communications between

Snell’s transceivers may operate according to a “polled” (master/slave) protocol. See, e.g.,

Harris AN9614 (“the controller can keep adequate time to operate either a polled or time

allocated scheme”). Similarly, the admitted prior art in the ‘580 patent also describes using a

“polled multipoint communication protocol,” which is a master/tributary (i.e., master/slave)
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system. ‘580 patent at 46-9. As shown in Fig. 1 below, the admitted prior art of the ‘580 patent

discloses a master transceiver 24 that communicates with a plurality of tributary transceivers 26.

‘580 patent at 3:40-46, Fig. l.

  
 

~ mum

r hmaasmw ..5 E? ' 3

Hal r

Prim m:

‘580 patent, Fig. l.

Upender is in the same field of art as Snell, with both relating to protocols for

communications over a network. See, e.g., Upender at 7 (“let’s examine various commonly

available media access protocols”), 7 (“In this protocol, a centrally assigned master sends a

polling message to the slave nodes, giving them explicit permission to transmit on the

network”). Upender further confirms that a person of ordinary skill in the art would be

motivated to use a master/slave protocol with the teachings of Snell (as implemented in light of

Harris 4064.4). Upender discusses a finite list of well-known communications protocols

applicable for use in a network setting, including a polled (master/slave) protocol, and expressly

teaches benefits of using a polled (master/slave) protocol. For example, Upender teaches that

“[p]olling is one of the more popular protocols for embedded systems because of its simplicity
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and determinacy. In this protocol, a centrally assigned master periodically polls the slave nodes

for information.” Upender at 7, see also lPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 15-16 (citing Upender at 7

and finding that “Upender teaches that master/slave protocols were widely used and a good

choice for simple systems”), ‘580 Prosecution History at 404-405, lPR2014-00518, Ex. 1220

(Declaration of David Goodman) 111192-104. While Upender discloses tradeoffs of using a

master/slave protocol as compared with other communication protocols (see Upender at 11,

Table 1), to the extent Patent Owner incorrectly argues that discussion of these tradeoffs is a

teaching away, this should be rejected as Upender expressly teaches that a protocol for a

particular application should be selected in light of the respective costs and benefits of available

protocols, nothing that the discussion of the strengths and weaknesses of the different protocols

“should allow you to select the best protocol to match your needs”, thus, it does not teach away

from using the master/slave protocol. Upender at 10-11, see also lPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 16

(citing Upender at 10-11 and finding that Upender does not “teach away” from using the

master/slave protocol), ‘580 Prosecution History at 405. Upender’s express teaching that a

polled (master/slave) protocol is advantageous for its “simplicity and determinacy,” would have

motivated a POSITA to use such a protocol in implementing Snell’s communication system,

particularly in any system in which simplicity and determinacy are important considerations.

Upender at 7, see also IPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 at 15-17, ‘580 Prosecution History at 404-406.

Upender further teaches that a polled (master/slave) protocol is “ideal for a centralized a’ala-

acquisilion system where peer-to-peer communication and global prioritization are not required,”

such as Snell’s centralized data-acquisition system comprising an access point transceiver

supporting a group of transceivers which does not require communicating using peer-to-peer

communication or global prioritization. See Snell at 1:34-46.
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In addition, the Admitted Prior Art demonstrates that polled (master/slave) protocols

were well-known (see ‘580 patent at 3:40-44), as also further confirmed by Upender (see

Upender at 7 (“let’s examine various commonly available media access protocols”), 7 (“polling

[(master/slave)] is one of the more popular protocols”), and thus implementing a polled

(master/slave) protocol in Snell’s transceiver (as implemented in light of Harris 4064.4), which

serves as an access point to support communications with multiple other transceivers and is also

operable according to a polled (master/slave) protocol, would involve nothing more than using

common and known techniques to improve a similar system in the same way to yield predictable

results. KSR, 550 US. at 416. A POSITA would have thus recognized that this combination

(yielding the claimed limitation) would have worked as expected. For these reasons, a POSITA

would have been motivated and found it obvious and straightforward to implement the admitted

prior art of a master/slave communication system in implementing Snell’s system (as

implemented in light of Harris 4064.4).

It was well-known in the art, as demonstrated by Yamano, that packets can be

advantageously addressed for an intended destination. A POSITA would have been motivated

and found it obvious and straightforward to use Yamano’s teaching of including a destination

address in the data packet in implementing Snell’s teachings of a communication system for

transmitting data packets (as implemented in light of Harris 4064.4 and the Admitted Prior Art)

to advantageously specify which receiver the data is intended for and to benef1cially reduce

processing requirements of receiving devices by allowing the receiving device to filter out

packets which it does not need to demodulate. Snell and Yamano are in the same field of art,

with both relating to transmitting data packets over a network (see, e.g., Snell at 1:55-58, 2:61-

63, 2:66-3:3, 5:18-21, 6:48-63, Fig. 3, Yamano at 1:1-29, 19:54-20:33, Fig. 8), at varying rates
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(see, e.g., Snell at 2:15-17, 6:52-59, Yamano at 19:54-56). Yamano expressly teaches that

including a destination address in the preamble portion of the data packet, which precedes the

data portion, will advantageously reduce processing requirements of receiving devices because

the receiving device can filter out packets which it does not need to demodulate. Yamano at

20:54-59 (“When the preamble in a burst-mode packet includes the destination address of the

packet, the receiver circuits can monitor the destination address of the packet, and in response,

filter packets which do not need to be demodulated, thereby reducing the processing

requirements of the receiver circuits”). In addition, Snell teaches structuring its data packet to

include a preamble, header, and MPDU data portion (see, e.g., Snell at 6:35-36, 6:64-66, 7 :5-14,

Fig. 3), and Yamano teaches structuring its data packet to also include a preamble and data

portion, and to place the destination address in the preamble portion (Yamano at l9:63-20:7, Fig.

8). It would have been routine and straightforward for a POSITA to include a destination

address in the data packet, as taught by Yamano, in implementing Snell’s system for transmitting

data packets between transceivers (as implemented in light of Harris 4064.4 and the Admitted

Prior Art), as Snell teaches that its data packet already includes a preamble portion—and in

combination, each element (Yamano’s teaching of placing a destination address in the preamble

and Snell’s teaching of a system for communicating data packets modulated according to

different modulation methods between transceivers) performs the same function as it would

separately, yielding nothing more than predictable results. KSR Int ’1 Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550

US. 398, 417 (2007). A POSITA would have thus recognized that this combination (yielding

the claimed limitation) would have worked as expected. For these reasons, a POSITA would

have been motivated and found it obvious and straightforward to use Yamano’s advantageous
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teachings of including a destination address in the data packet in implementing Snell’s

communication system (as implemented in light of Harris 4064.4 and the Admitted Prior Art).

It was also well-known in the art, as demonstrated by Kamerman, to transmit a first data

packet where the data is modulated using a second modulation method, such as QPSK

(corresponding to a higher data transfer rate), and to next transmit a second data packet where

the data is modulated using a first modulation method, such as BPSK (corresponding to a lower

data transfer rate) (i.e., to revert to the first modulation method). A POSITA would have been

motivated and found it obvious and straightforward to use Kamerman’s teaching of transmitting

a first data packet where the data is modulated using a second modulation method and next

transmitting a second data packet where the data is modulated using a first modulation method in

implementing Snell’s system for communicating data packets modulated according to different

modulation methods (implemented using the teachings of Harris 4064.4, the Admitted Prior Art,

and Yamano, as discussed above) to advantageously maximize the data transfer rate and adapt to

changing channel conditions (as also taught by Kamerman). In particular, Kamerman expressly

teaches that it is beneficial to transmit the data of a first data packet using a second modulation

method corresponding to a higher data transfer rate (e.g., QPSK modulation at 2 mbps) during

lower load conditions to maximize the data transfer rate during lower load conditions when the

connection is more reliable and to next transmit the data of a second data packet using a first

modulation method corresponding to a lower data transfer rate (e.g., BPSK modulation at l

mbps) (i.e., falling back) during higher load conditions when a more robust signal is needed due

to “mutilation of transmissions by interference.” See Kamerman at 6 (“Then there is looked to

automatic rate control to keep the cochannel interference at a tolerable level”), 11 (“The basic

rate adaptation scheme could be: after unacknowledgedpacket transmissions the rate falls back,
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and after a number (e.g. 10) of successive correctly acknowledged packet transmissions the bit

rate goes up”), 11 (“At lower load in the neighbor cells the highest bit rate can be used more

often. At higher load the transmissions from the accesspoint to stations at the outer part of the

cells, will be done at fallback rates due to mutilation of transmissions by interference. In

practice the network load for LANs at nowadays client-server applications is very bursty, with

sometimes transmission bursts over an individual links and low activity during the major part of

the time. Therefore the higher bit rate can be used during the most of the time, and at high load

in the neighbor cells there will be switched tofall back rates in the outer part of the cell”), 12

(“This automatic rate selection gives fall forward at reliable connections and fall back at strong

cochannel interference. Therefore it gives adaptation of the bit rate to the interference as it

occurs in time depending on positions as load”).

Moreover, Snell and Kamerman are in the same field of art, with both relating to

communications between transceivers that use BPSK and QPSK modulation methods to transfer

data at different rates according to the draft IEEE 802.11 standard available at that time. See,

e.g., Snell at 1:47-63 (“The assignee of the present invention has developed and manufactured a

set of integrated circuits for a WLAN under the mark PRISM 1 which is compatible with the

proposed IEEE 802.11 standard. . . .”), 5:31-33 (“The present invention provides an extension of

the PRISM 1 product from I Mbit/s BPSK and 2 Mbit/s QPSK. . .”), Kamerman at 6 (“This paper

considers the critical parameters for wireless LANs that operate conform to the IEEE 802.11

DSSS (direct sequence spread spectrum) standard. . .”), 11 (“IEEE 802.11 DS specif1es bit rates

of 1 and 2 Mbps.”, 11 (“IEEE 802.11 DS specif1es BPSK and QPSK...”). It would have been

routine and straightforward for a POSITA to use Kamerman’s teaching of transmitting a first

data packet where the data is modulated using a second modulation method and next transmitting
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a second data packet where the data is modulated using a first modulation method (i.e., reverting

to the first modulation method) in implementing Snell’s system (implemented in light of Harris

4064.4, the Admitted Prior Art, and Yamano) for communicating data packets modulated

according to different modulation methods, as both Snell and Kamerman are directed to IEEE

802.11 systems utilizing QPSK and BPSK modulation methods corresponding, respectively, to

higher and lower data transfer rates—and in combination, each element (Kamerman’s teaching

of transmitting a first data packet where the data is modulated using a second modulation method

and next transmitting a second data packet where the data is modulated using a first modulation

method and Snell’s system for communicating data packets modulated according to different

modulation methods) performs the same function as it would separately, yielding nothing more

than predictable results. KSR, 550 US. at 417. A PO SITA would have thus recognized that this

combination (yielding the claimed limitation) would have worked as expected. For these

reasons, a POSITA would have been motivated and found it obvious and straightforward to

implement Kamerman’s advantageous teaching of transmitting a first data packet where the data

is modulated using a second modulation method and next transmitting a second data packet

where the data is modulated using a first modulation method (i.e., reverting to the first

modulation method) in implementing Snell’s system (implemented in light of Harris 4064.4, the

Admitted Prior Art, and Yamano) for communicating data packets modulated according to

different modulation methods.

The combination of Snell, Harris 4064.4, the Admitted Prior Art, Upender, Yamano, and

Kamerman shows or renders obvious each and every element of the inventions of claims 2 and

59. The relevant teachings of the combination of Snell, Harris 4064.4, the Admitted Prior Art,

Upender, Yamano, and Kamerman were not considered during the prior examination of the ‘580
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patent and a reasonable Examiner would consider these disclosures important in determining

whether or not the claims are patentable.

Therefore, the combination of Snell, Harris 4064.4, the Admitted Prior Art, Upender,

Yamano, and Kamerman raises a substantial new question of patentability with respect to claims

2 and 59 of the ‘580 patent (SNQ-3) and presents new technological teachings not previously

considered in connection with prosecution of the ‘580 patent. MPEP § 2216. Accordingly,

Requesters propose that claims 2 and 59 should be rejected under § 103 as rendered obvious by

Snell in view of Harris 4064.4, the Admitted Prior Art, Upender, Yamano, and Kamerman.

The following claim chart demonstrates, in further detail, how each limitation is, at a

minimum, obvious in light of Snell, Harris 4064.4, the Admitted Prior Art, Upender, Yamano,

and Kamerman.

.[pream e]
communication

device capable of

communicating

according to a
master/slave

relationship in which
a slave

communication from

a slave to a master

occurs in response to
a master

communication from

the master to the

slave, the device

comprising:

Snell in view of the Admitted Prior Art discloses a communication

device capable of communicating according to a master/slave

relationship in which a slave communication from a slave to a master

occurs in response to a master communication from the master to the

slave. See, e.g., Snell at 1:34-46, 1:47-50, 1:55-57, 2:27-30, 4:42-47,

5:18-21; Harris AN9614 at 3.

For example, Snell discloses a transceiver that serves as an access point

for communicating data with other transceivers connected to a wireless

local area network (WLAN).

“In a typical WLAN, an access pointprovided by a transceiver, that is, a

combination transmitter and receiver, connects to the wired network from

a fixed location. Accordingly, the access transceiver receives, buffers, and

transmits data between the WLAN and the wired network. A single access

transceiver can support a small group ofcollocatea’ users within a range

ofless than about one hundred to several hundredfeet. The end users

connect to the WLAN through transceivers which are typically

implemented as PC cards in a notebook computer, or ISA or PCI cards for

deskto. com outers. Of course the transceiver ma be interated with an
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dev1ce, such as a hand-held computer.” Snell at 1:34-46.

“Like the HSP3 824 baseband processor, the high data rate baseband

processor 40 of the invention contains all of the functions necessary for a

full or half duplex packet baseband transceiver.” Snell at 5: 18-21.

“The PRISM 1 chip set provides all the functions necessary for full or half

duplex, direct sequence spread spectrum, packet communications at the
2.4 to 2.5 GHZ ISM radio band.” Snell at 1:55-57.

See also, e.g., Snell at 2:27-30 (“It is another object of the invention to

provide a spread spectrum transceiver and associated method to permit

operation at higher data rates and which may switch on-the-fly between

different data rates and/or formats”), Snell at 1:47-50 (“The assignee of

the present invention has developed and manufactured a set of integrated

circuits for a WLAN under the mark PRISM 1 which is compatible with

the proposed IEEE 802.11 standard”), Snell at 4:42-47 (“Referring to

FIG. 1, a wireless transceiver 30 in accordance with the invention is first

described. The transceiver 30 may be readily usedfor WLAN applications

in the 2.4 GHZ ISM band in accordance with the proposed IEEE 802.11

standard. Those of skill in the art will readily recognize other applications

for the transceiver 30 as well”).

Snell incorporates by reference Harris AN9614,33 which discloses:

“[T]he controller can keep adequate time to operate either a polled or a

time allocated scheme. In these modes, the radio is powered off most of

the time and only awakens when communications is expected. This

station would be awakened periodically to listen for a beacon

transmission. The beacon serves to reset the timing and to alert the radio

to traffic. If traffic is waiting, the radio is instructed when to listen and

for how long. In a polled scheme, the remote radio can respond to the poll

with its traffic if it has any. With these techniques, the average power

consumption of the radio can be reduced by more than an order of
' ' ' all data transfer ob'ectives.” Harris AN9614 at

 
33 Snell expressly incorporates by reference “the entire disclosure” of Harris AN9614 (Snell at
52-7). See Harari v. Lee, 656 F.3d 1331, 1335-36 (Fed. Cir. 2011) (“the entire ‘579 application

disclosure was incorporated by the broad and unequivocal language: ‘The disclosures of the two

applications are hereby incorporate[d] by reference.’”), see also Advanced Display Sys., Inc. v.

Kent State Univ., 212 F.3d 1272, 1282 (Fed.Cir.2000) (“material not explicitly contained in the

single, prior art document may still be considered for purposes of anticipation if that material is

incorporated by reference into the document”).
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. . . 34 . . . .

Applicants’ Admitted Prior Art discloses a communication dev1ce

capable of communicating according to a master/slave relationship in
which a slave communication from a slave to a master occurs in

response to a master communication from the master to the slave.

See, e.g., ’580 at 3:40-4:50, Fig. 1, Fig. 2.

For example, the ‘580 Patent discloses a prior art system with master and

tributary (slave) transceivers, as shown in Figures 1 and 2 (depicted

below).

’580 at Fig. 1.

 
34 In 1PR2014-00518, the Board found that the ‘580’s disclosed multipoint communication
systems or master/slave systems, depicted in ‘580 patent, Figures 1 and 2 and 3:40-4:50 is

material that may be used as prior art against the patent under §103. 1PR2014-00518, Pap. 47

(Final Written Decision) at 13, As explained in Section III.E, a POSITA would have been

motivated and found it obvious and straightforward to use the Applicant’s Admitted Prior Art of

a master/slave communication system (see ‘580 patent at 3:40-4:50, Figs. 1, 2) in implementing

Snell’s communication system (as implemented in light of Harris 4064.4).
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‘580 at Fig. 2.

“With reference to FIG. I, aprior art multipoint communication system

22 is shown to comprise a master modem or transceiver 24, which

communicates with a plurality oftributary moa’ems (tribs) or transceivers
26-26 over communication medium 28. Note that all tribs 26-26 are

identical in that they share a common modulation method with the master

transceiver 24. Thus, before any communication can begin in multipoint

system 22, the master transceiver and the tribs 26-26 must agree on a

common modulation method. If a common modulation method is found,

the master transceiver 24 and a single trib 26 will then exchange

sequences of signals that are particular subsets of all signals that can be

communicated via the agreed upon common modulation method. These

sequences are commonly referred to as training signals and can be used

for the following purposes: 1) to confirm that the common modulation

method is available, 2 to establish received si nal level comoensation, 3
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to establlsh t1me recovery and/or carner recovery, 4) to perm1t channel

equalization and/or echo cancellation, 5) to exchange parameters for

optimizing performance and/or to select optional features, and 6) to

confirm agreement with regard to the foregoing purposes prior to entering

into data communication mode between the users. In a multipoint system,

the address of the trib with which the master is establishing

communication is also transmitted during the training interval. At the end

of a data session a communicating pair of modems will typically

exchange a sequence of signals known as trailing signals for the purpose

of reliably stopping the session and confirming that the session has been

stopped. In a multipoint system, failure to detect the end of a session will

delay or disrupt a subsequent session.

Referring now to FIG. 2, an exemplary multipoint communication session

is illustrated through use of a ladder diagram. This system uses polled

multipoint communication protocol. That is, a master controls the

initiation ofits own transmission to the tribs andpermits transmission

from a trib only when that trib has been selected At the beginning of the

session, the master transceiver 24 establishes a common modulation as

indicated by sequence 32 that is used by both the master 24 and the tribs

26a, 26b for communication. Once the modulation scheme is established

among the modems in the multipoint system, The master transceiver 24

transmits a training sequence 34 that includes the address of the trib that

the master seeks to communicate with. In this case, the training sequence

34 includes the address of trib 26a. As a result, trib 26b ignores training

sequence 34. After completion of the training sequence 34, master

transceiver 24 transmits data 36 to trib 26a followed by trailing sequence

38, which signifies the end of the communication session. Similarly, with

reference to FIG. 8, the sequence 170 illustrates a Type A modulation

training signal, followed by a Type A modulation data signal. Note that

trib 26b ignores data 36 and trailing sequence 38 as it was not requested

for communication during training sequence 34.

At the end of trailing sequence 38, trib 26a transmits training sequence 42
to initiate a communication session with master transceiver 24. Because

master transceiver 24 selected trib 26afor communication as part of

training sequence 34, trib 26a is the only modem that will return a

transmission. Thus, trib 26a transmits data 44 destined for master

transceiver 24 followed by trailing sequence 46 to terminate the
communication session.

Theforegoingprocedure is repeated except master transceiver identifies

trib 26b in training sequence 48. In this case, trib 26a ignores the training

sevuence 48 and the subsetuent transmission 0 data 52 and trailin:
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sequence 54 because it does not recognize its address in training

sequence 48. Master transceiver 24 transmits data 52 to trib 26b followed

by trailing sequence 54 to terminate the communication session.

Similarly, with reference to FIG. 8, sequence 172 illustrates a Type A

modulation signal, with notification of a changes to Type B, followed by a

Type B modulation data signal. To send information back to master

transceiver 24, trib 26b transmits training sequence 56 to establish a

communication session. Master transceiver 24 is conditioned to expect

data onlyfrom trib 26b because trib 26b was selected as part of training

sequence 48. Trib 26b transmits data 58 to master transceiver 24

terminated by trailing sequence 62.” ‘580 at 3:40-4:50.

Snell in view of the Admitted Prior Art discloses a transceiver, in the

role of the master according to the master/ slave relationship.

See Element l.preamble.

Snell discloses a transceiver for sending at least transmissions

modulated using at least two types of modulation methods, wherein

the at least two types of modulation methods comprise a first

modulation method and a second modulation method, wherein the

second modulation method is of a different type than the first

modulation method.35 See, e.g., Snell at Abstract, 1:58-61, 2:56-59,
2:61-3:5, 6:64-66, 7:6-8, Figs. 2, 3, 5; Harris 4064.4 at 14-16.

For example, Snell discloses that transmissions are modulated using a

“first modulation method” (e.g., BPSK) and a “second modulation

method” (e.g., QPSK) that is of a different “type” than the “first
modulation method.”

“The modulator preferably comprises means for operating in one ofa bi-

phase PSK (BPSK) modulation mode at a first data rate defining a first

format, and a quadrature PSK (QPSK) mode at a second data rate

defining a second format.” Snell at 2:56-59.

“In articular, the HSP3 824 baseband orocessor manufactured b Harris

 
35 In IPR2014-00518, the Board construed the limitation “different ‘types’ of modulation
methods” in ‘580 claims 1 and 58 to mean “modulation methods that are incompatible with each

other” and found that “two modulation methods that are based on varying the same one of the

frequency, amplitude, or phase of the carrier wave may be different ‘types’ of modulation

methods.” IPR2014-00518, Pap. 47 (Final Written Decision) at 12. The Board also found that

the “DQPSK modulation method[] [is] incompatible with DBPSK modulation.” Id. at 18.
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Corporatlon employs quadrature or bi-phase phase shift keying (QPSK or

BPSK) modulation schemes.” Snell at 1:58-61.

See also, e.g., Snell at Abstract (“The modulator and demodulator are

each preferably operable in one ofa bi-phase PSK (BPSK) mode at a first

data rate and a quadrature PSK (QPSK) mode at a second data rate.

These formats may also be switched on-the-fly in the demodulator”),

2: 15-17 (“Moreover, a WLAN application, for example, may require a

change between BPSK and QPSK during operation, that is, on-the-fly.”).

Snell describes that the “first modulation method” may be BPSK and the

“second modulation method” may be QPSK, which is “of a different type

than the first modulation method,” and alternatively describes that the

“first modulation method” may be differential BPSK (“DBPSK”) and that

the “second modulation method” may be differential QPSK (“DQPSK”),

which is also “of a different type than the first modulation method.”

Thus, Snell alternatively discloses modulating the PLCP preamble and

PLCP header using DBPSK modulation, and modulating the MPDU data

using DBPSK or DQPSK modulation.

“The PLCP preamble andPLCP header are always at l Mbit/s, Difl

encoded, scrambled and spread with an 11 chip barker.” Snell at 6:64-66.

“The modulator may also preferably include header modulator means for

modulating data packets to include a header at apredetermined

modulation and a third data rate defining a thirdformat. . . . The third

format is preferably diflerential BPSK.” Snell at 2:61-3 :5.

“The reference phase for the first symbol of the MPDU is the output

phase of the last symbol of the headerfor DiflEncoding.” Snell at 7 :6-8.
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Snell at F1g. 5.

Snell incorporates by reference Harris 4064.4,36 which discloses:

“The preamble and header are always transmitted as DBPSK waveforms

while the data packets can be configured to be either DBPSK or DQPS .”
Harris 4064.4 at 14.

“The HSP3 824 transmitter is designed as a Direct Sequence Spread

Spectrum DBPSK/DQPSK modulator.” Harris 4064.4 at 14.

“The modulator is capable of switching rate automatically in the case

where the preamble and header information are DBPSK modulated, and

the data is DQPSK modulated.” Harris 4064.4 at 14.

See also, e.g., Harris 4064.4 at 15 (“The preamble is always transmitted as

a DBPSK waveform with a programmable length of up to 256 symbols

long”), Harris 4064.4 at 15 (“Signal Field (8 Bits) - This field indicates

whether the data packet that follows the header is modulated as DBPSK or

DQPSK. In mode 3 the HSP3 824 receiver looks at the signalfield to

determine whether it needs to switchfrom DBPSK demodulation into

DQPSK demodulation at the end of the always DBPSK preamble and

header fields”), Harris 4064.4 at 16 (“Mode 3 - In this mode the preamble

is programmable up to 256 bits (all 1’s). The header in this mode is using

all available fields. In mode 3 the signal field defines the modulation type

of the data packet (DBPSK or DQPSK) so the receiver does not need to

be preprogrammed to anticipate one or the other. In this mode the device

checks the Signal field for the data packet modulation and it switches to

DQPSK if it is defined as such in the signal field. Note that the preamble

and header are always DBPSK the modulation definition applies only for

the data packet”).

Snell discloses each transmission comprises a group of transmission

sequences, wherein each group of transmission sequences is

structured with at least a first portion and a payload portion. See,

e.g., Snell at 6:35-36, 6:64-66, 7:5-14, Fig. 3.

 
For example, Snell discloses transmitting a group of transmission

36 See supra n.32. As explained in Section IIIE, a POSITA would have been motivated and
found it obvious and straightforward to use Harris 4064.4’s teachings of modulating the

preamble and header portions of a data packet using DBPSK modulation and modulating the

payload portion of the data packet using DBPSK or DQPSK modulation in implementing an

IEEE 802.11 system such as disclosed in Snell.
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sequences structured with a “first portion” including the PLCP preamble

and PLCP header and a “payload portion” including the MPDU data (as

depicted in Figure 3 below)
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Snell at Fig. 3 (annotated).

“The header may always be BPSK.” Snell at 6:35-36.

“The PLCP preamble andPLCP header are always at 1 Mbit/s, Diff

encoded, scrambled and spread with an 11 chip barker.” Snell at 6:64-66.

“MPDU is serially provided by Interface 80 and is the variable data

scrambled for normal operation. The reference phase for the first symbol

of the MPDU is the output phase of the last symbol of the header for Diff

Encoding. The last symbol of the header into the scrambler 51 must be

followed by the first bit of the MPDU. The variable data may be

modulated and demodulated in different formats than the header portion

to thereby increase the data rate, and while a switchover as indicated by

the switchover point in FIG. 3, occurs on-the-fiy.” Snell at 7:5-14.

Snell discloses that first information in the first portion indicates at
least which of the first modulation method and the second modulation

method is used for modulating second information in the payload

portion. See, e.g., 6:35-36, 6:52-59, 6:64-66, 7:1-2, 7:5-14; Harris

4064.4 at 15-16, Fig. 10.

For example, Snell discloses that the “SIGNAL” in the PLCP Header

indicates (e.g., using “OAh,” “14h,”. . .) the modulation type (e.g., BPSK
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modulating second or QPSK, or alternatively, DBPSK or DQPSK) used for modulating the

information in the MPDU data portion.

payload portion, x“xxx“xxx“xxx“xxx“xxx“xxx“xxx“xxx“xx“““““““\““““ .
\5555

55

55¢ 55
.r’

33333333
t3
\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\V\,\\\\\\\\\

,n”m”m”m”mInnunnnnnnn, IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII.o
\\\\\\\\\\\\\“\\\“\\\“\“\“ \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\I

,,,,,,/,,, 2 355555320253 32553
\ggw 5923.2 2.22“"...
. »»»»»V»WWWM

gamma} .: '_ . 3.33} 35333355

323'} (53523252;............M.~.~.a.wwwwa:

535%. 53:57:33 {35:3 3532.11}

\ .
3 5 S
x\““““\\\““““““““““\“““““ v‘3““““\\\““““\\“\\“\“\“\\“\\“\\+ k‘\\\“\“\“\\“\“\“\\\“\“\}“\\\“\“\“\\“\“\“\\\“\\“\

§ §
\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘ \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\{\x\\\\\\‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘5 s

t
ttt - .5}\\
t\ ””11””:I [I’ll]!!!””1””\‘x‘x‘\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ _ “x“xxxx“xxx“xxxx“xxx“xxxx“xxx“x“\“x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘xs

c, N\ 3
\xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\¥,xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx\“x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘xs‘\\

x\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘x‘;

r”nun”:,/, 55lllllllllll

Snell at Fig. 3 (annotated).

“The header may always be BPSK.” Snell at 6:35-36.

“The PLCP preamble andPLCP header are always at l Mbit/s, Diff

encoded, scrambled and spread with an 11 chip barker.” Snell at 6:64-66.

“Now relating to the PLCP heaa’er 91, the SIGNAL is:

UAh 1 Mbit/s BPSK,

14h 2.3513th QPSK,

3711 5.5 Mbitfs BPSK, and

(Eli 11 Mbitfs QPSK.

Snell at 6:52-59.

“SIGNAL is indicated by 2 control bits and then formatted as described.”
Snell at 7: 1-2.
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“MPDU 1s ser1ally prov1ded by Interface 80 and is the variable data

scrambled for normal operation. The reference phase for the first symbol

of the MPDU is the output phase of the last symbol of the header for Diff

Encoding. The last symbol of the header into the scrambler 51 must be

followed by the first bit of the MPDU. The variable data may be

modulated and demodulated in diflerentformats than the header portion

to thereby increase the data rate, and while a switchover as indicated by

the switchover point in FIG. 3, occurs on-the-fly.” Snell at 7:5-14.

Snell incorporates by reference Harris 4064.4,37 which discloses:

“Signal Field (8 Bits) - Thisfield indicates whether the datapacket that

follows the header is modulated as DBPSK or DQPSK. In mode 3 the

HSP3 824 receiver looks at the signal field to determine whether it needs

to switch from DBPSK demodulation into DQPSK demodulation at the

end of the always DBPSK preamble and header fields.” Harris 4064.4 at
15.

“In mode 3 the signalfield defines the modulation type ofthe data packet

(DBPSK or DQPSK) so the receiver does not need to be preprogrammed

to anticipate one or the other. In this mode the device checks the Signal

field for the data packet modulation and it switches to DQPSK if it is

defined as such in the signal field. Note that the preamble and header are

always DBPSK the modulation definition applies only for the data

packet.” Harris 4064.4 at 16.

See also, e.g., Harris 4064.4 at FIGURE 10.

Snell in view of Yamano discloses that at least one group of

transmission sequences is addressed for an intended destination of the

payload portion. See, e.g., 6:35-36, 6:64-66, 7:5-14, Fig. 3; Harris
4064.4 at 14.

For example, Snell discloses that the transceiver transmits a group of

transmission sequences (including a PLCP Preamble and PLCP header,

and MPDU data) to another transceiver.
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Snell at Fig. 3 (annotated).

“The header may always be BPSK.” Snell at 6:35-36.

“The PLCP preamble ana'PLCP header are always at 1 Mbit/s, Diff

encoded, scrambled and spread with an 11 chip barker.” Snell at 6:64-66.

“MPDU is serially provided by Interface 80 and is the variable data

scrambled for normal operation. The reference phase for the first symbol

of the MPDU is the output phase of the last symbol of the header for Diff

Encoding. The last symbol of the header into the scrambler 51 must be

followed by the first bit of the MPDU. The variable data may be

modulated and demodulated in different formats than the header portion

to thereby increase the data rate, and while a switchover as indicated by

the switchover point in FIG. 3, occurs on-the-fly.” Snell at 7:5-14.

Snell incorporates by reference Harris 4064.4,38 which discloses:

“The preamble and header are always transmitted as DBPSK waveforms

while the data packets can be configured to be either DBPSK or

DQPSK.” Harris 4064.4 at 14.

Yamano39 discloses at least one group of transmission sequences is
addressed for an intended destination of the payload portion. See,

e.g., Yamano at 19:63-64, 20:1-7, 20:54-59, Fig. 8.
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For example, Yamano d1scloses transm1tt1ng a group of transm1ss1on

sequences, including a preamble and main body, and that the preamble

includes a destination address “for an intended destination of the payload

portion.”

“Packet 700 includes a preamble 70] and a main body 702.” Yamano at
19:63-64.

“For example, preamble 70] can include information which identifies: (l)

a version or type field for the preamble, (2) packet source and destination

addresses, (3) the line code (i.e., the modem protocol being used), (4) the

data rate, (5) error control parameters, (6) packet length and (7) a timing

value for the expected reception slot of a subsequent packet.” Yamano at

20: l-7 (emphasis added).

PREAMSUS DATA PREAMBLE DATA

,W, F cxer »»»»-»m«ww4’

fi»-
?fi "a, \ - 712

Yamano at Figure 8 (annotated).

“When the preamble in a burst-mode packet includes the destination

address ofthe packet, the receiver circuits can monitor the destination

address of the packet, and in response, filter packets which do not need to

be demodulated, thereby reducing the processing requirements of the
receiver circuits.” Yamano at 20:54-59.

Snell in view of Harris 4064.4 discloses for the at least one group of

transmission sequences, the first information for said at least one

group of transmission sequences comprises a first sequence, in the

first ortion and modulated accordin_ to the first modulation

 
39 As explained in Section III.E, a POSITA would have been motivated and found it obvious and
straightforward to use Yamano’s teaching of including a destination address in the data packet in

implementing Snell’s teachings of a communication system for transmitting data packets (as

implemented in light of Harris 4064.4 and the Admitted Prior Art).

111

Page 117 of 1314



Page 118 of 1314

Request for Ex Parte Reexamination, US. Patent No. 8,023,580

information for said at method, wherein the first sequence indicates an impending change

least one group of
transmission

sequences comprises

a first sequence, in the

first portion and

modulated according
to the first modulation

method, wherein the

first sequence
indicates an

impending change
from the first

modulation method to

the second

modulation method,
and

from the first modulation method to the second modulation method.

See, e.g., Snell at 2:61-3:5, 6:35-36, 6:52-59, 6:64-66, 7:1-2, 7:5-14,

Figs. 2, 3, 5; Harris 4064.4 at 15-16, Fig. 10.

For example, Snell discloses that the “first information” (e.g., PLCP

preamble and PLCP header) comprises a “first sequence (e.g., “SIGNAL’

field in PLCP header) “modulated according to a first modulation

method” (e.g., BPSK). The “SIGNAL” field “indicates” (e.g., using

“14h”) “an impending change from the first modulation method” (e.g.,

BPSK) “to the second modulation method” (e.g., QPSK).
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Snell at Fig. 3 (annotated).

“The header may always be BPSK.” Snell at 6:35-36.

“Now relating to the PLCP header 91, the SIGNAL is:
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GAh 1 Mbit/s BPSK,

14h 2. Mbiti’S QPSK,

37h 5.5 Mbitx‘s BPSK, and

GEh 11 Mbitfs QPSK.

Snell at 6:52-59.

“SIGNAL is indicated by 2 control bits and then formatted as described.”
Snell at 7: 1-2.

“MPDU is serially provided by Interface 80 and is the variable data

scrambled for normal operation. The reference phase for the first symbol

of the MPDU is the output phase of the last symbol of the header for Diff

Encoding. The last symbol of the header into the scrambler 51 must be

followed by the first bit of the MPDU. The variable data may be

modulated and demodulated in dijferentformats than the header portion

to thereby increase the data rate, and while a switchover as indicated by

the switchover point in FIG. 3, occurs on-the-fly.” Snell at 7:5-14.

Snell describes that the “first modulation method” may be BPSK and the

“second modulation method” may be QPSK, which is of a different

“type” than the first modulation method, and alternatively describes that

the “first modulation method” may be differential BPSK (“DBPSK”) and

that the “second modulation method” may be differential QPSK

(“DQPSK”), which is also of a different “type” than the first modulation
method.

Thus, Snell alternatively discloses that the PLCP preamble and PLCP

header includes a “SIGNAL” field that may be modulated according to a

“first modulation method” (e.g., DBPSK) and “indicates an impending

change from the first modulation method” (e.g., DBPSK) “to the second

modulation method” (e.g., Dg QPSK).

“The PLCP preamble andPLCP header are always at l Mbit/s, Dijf

encoded, scrambled and spread with an 11 chip barker.” Snell at 6:64-66.

“The modulator may also preferably include header modulator means for

modulating data packets to include a header at apredetermined

modulation and a third data rate defining a thirdformat. . . . The third

format is preferably dijferential BPSK.” Snell at 2:61-3 :5.

“MPDU is serially provided by Interface 80 and is the variable data

scrambled for normal operation. The reference phasefor the first symbol
0 the MPDU is the outIut thase o the last s mbol o the header or Di
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Encoding.” Snell at 7:5-8. See also, e.g., Snell at F1gs. 2, 3, 5.

Snell incorporates by reference Harris 4064.4,40 which discloses:

“Signal Field (8 Bits) - Thisfield indicates whether the datapacket that

follows the header is modulated as DBPSK or DQPSK. In mode 3 the

HSP3 824 receiver looks at the signalfield to determine whether it needs

to switchfrom DBPSK demodulation into DQPSK demodulation at the

end of the always DBPSKpreamble and headerfields.” Harris 4064.4 at
1 5.

“In mode 3 the signalfield defines the modulation type ofthe data packet

(DBPSK or DQPSK) so the receiver does not need to be preprogrammed

to anticipate one or the other. In this mode the device checks the Signal

fieldfor the datapacket modulation and it switches to DQPSK ifit is

defined as such in the signalfield Note that the preamble and header are

always DBPSK the modulation definition applies onlyfor the data

packet.” Harris 4064.4 at 16.

See also, e.g., Harris 4064.4 at FIGURE 10.

[1 .G] the second Snell discloses that the second information for said at least one group

information for said at of transmission sequences comprises a second sequence that is

least one group of modulated according to the second modulation method, wherein the

transmission second sequence is transmitted after the first sequence.

sequences comprises

a second sequence See Element IMF
that is modulated

according to the
second modulation

method, wherein the

second sequence is
transmitted after the

first sequence.

2. The device of claim See claim 1. Snell in view of Kamerman discloses that the transceiver

1, wherein the is configured to transmit a third sequence after the second sequence,

transceiver is wherein the third sequence is transmitted in the first modulation

configured to transmit method and indicates that communication from the master to the

a third sequence after slave has reverted to the first modulation method. See, e.g., Snell at

the second sequence, 1:55-57, 2:27-30, 2:61-63, 6:35-36, 6:52-59, 6:64-66, 7:1-2, 7:5-14, Fig.
wherein the third

 
40 See supra n.36.
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Harris 4064.4 at 15-16, Fig. 10.; Kamerman at 6, 11, 12.

For example, Snell discloses a transceiver for transmitting data packets to

another transceiver, where the communication may switch on-the-fly

between different types of modulation methods.

“The modulator may also preferably include header modulator means for

modulating data packets.” Snell at 2:61-63.

“The PRISM 1 chip set provides all the functions necessary for full or half

duplex, direct sequence spread spectrum, packet communications at the
2.4 to 2.5 GHz ISM radio band.” Snell at 1:55-57.

“It is another object of the invention to provide a spread spectrum

transceiver and associated method to permit operation at higher data rates

and which may switch on-the-fly between a'iflerent data rates and/or

formats.” Snell at 2:27-30.

“The variable data may be modulated and demodulated in different

formats than the header portion to thereby increase the data rate, and while

a switchover as indicated by the switchover point in FIG. 3, occurs on-

the-fly.” Snell at 7:10-14.

Snell also discloses that the “SIGNAL” field in the header of the packet is

modulated in a first modulation method and indicates the modulation type

(e.g., BPSK or QPSK, or alternatively, DBPSK or DQPSK) used for

modulating the MPDU data portion. See Element l.D.
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“W1@E%’.....__ .. .
 

EFL“) {‘r’bmggg‘“ Mun“ ‘ .mm?rows 3ms

Snell at Fig. 3 (annotated).41

 
42 . . .

Kamerman dlscloses revertln_ from a second modulatlon method to

41 Snell teaches communicating multiple data packets with the ability to “switch on-the-fiy
between different data rates and/or formats.” Based on this disclosure, a person of ordinary skill

in the art would have understood that Snell teaches that a series of packets may be sent that

switch from using a second modulation method to using a first modulation method for the

payload portion of the data packet. For example, as shown in Figure 3 (annotated), a first packet

in Snell comprises a “first sequence” (e.g., PLCP preamble and PLCP header) that is “modulated

according to the first modulation method” (e.g., BPSK) where the “first sequence” (e.g.,

“SIGNAL” field in PLCP header) “indicates” (e.g., using “l4h”) the modulation type (e.g.,

QPSK) used for modulating the “second sequence” (e.g., MPDU data). For the first packet, the

“SIGNAL” field in the PLCP header uses a code (e.g., “l4h”) that “indicates” that the MPDU

data is modulated “according to the second modulation method” (e.g., QPSK). The “second

modulation method” (e.g., QPSK) “is of a different type than the first modulation method” (e.g.,

BPSK).

Snell’s transceiver may then transmit a second packet comprising a “third sequence” ( e.g.,

PLCP preamble and PLCP header) “transmitted in the first modulation method” (e.g., BPSK)

where the “third sequence” (e.g., “SIGNAL” field in PLCP header) “indicates” (e.g., using

“OAh”) the modulation type (e.g., BPSK) used for modulating the MPDU data of the second

packet. For the second packet, the “SIGNAL” field in the PLCP header uses a code (e.g., “OAh”)

that “indicates” that the MPDU data is modulated using the BPSK modulation method at l
Mbit/s. This “SIGNAL” thus “indicates that communication” from the transceiver “has reverted

to the first modulation method” (e.g., reverted to BPSK modulation). In addition, transmitting

the data using the “first modulation method” (e.g., BPSK) results in a data rate of l Mbit/s which

is lower than transmitting the data using the “second modulation method,” which results in a data
rate of 2 Mbit/s.
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a first modulatlon method. See, e.g., Kamerman at 6, 11, 12.

Kamerman discloses an automatic rate selection scheme for reverting

(e.g., falling back) from a “second modulation method” (e.g., QPSK)

corresponding to a higher data rate (e.g., 2 Mbit/s) to a “first modulation

method” (e.g., BPSK) corresponding to a lower data rate (e.g., l Mbit/s)

after unacknowledged packet transmissions, for instance, where there is a

high load in neighbor cells causing cochannel interference.

“Then there is looked to automatic rate control to keep the cochannel
interference at a tolerable level.” Kamerman at 6.

“IEEE 802.11 DS specif1es bit rates of l and 2 Mbps. The allowable SNR

and CSIR values for reliable transmission of data packets are dependent
on the bit rate.” Kamerman at 11.

“IEEE 802.11 DS specifies BPSK and QPSK, in addition there could be

applied proprietary modes with M-PSK and QAM schemes that provide

higher bit rates by encoding more bits per symbol. . . . An automatic rate

selection scheme based on the reliability of the individual uplink and

downlink could be applied. The basic rate adaptation scheme could be:

after unacknowledgedpacket transmissions the rate falls back, and after a

number (e.g. 10) of successive correctly acknowledged packet

transmissions the bit rate goes up.” Kamerman at 11.

“At lower load in the neighbor cells the highest bit rate can be used more

often. At higher load the transmissionsfrom the accesspoint to stations at

the outer part of the cells, will be done often atfallback rates due to

mutilation oftransmissions by interference. In practice the network load

for LANs at nowadays client-server applications is very bursty, with

sometimes transmission bursts over an individual links and low activity

during the major part of the time. Therefore the higher bit rate can be

used during the most ofthe time, and at high load in the neighbor cells (as

will evoked by test applications) there will be switched tofall back rates

in the outer part ofthe cel .” Kamerman at 11.

 
42 As explained in Section III.E, a POSITA would have been motivated and found it obvious and
straightforward to use Kamerman’s teaching of transmitting a first data packet where the data is

modulated using a second modulation method and next transmitting a second data packet where

the data is modulated using a first modulation method (i.e., reverting to the first modulation

method) in implementing Snell’s system for communicating data packets modulated according to

different modulation methods (as implemented using the teachings of Harris 4064.4, the

Admitted Prior Art, and Yamano).
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58.[preamble] A
communication

device capable of

communicating

according to a
master/slave

relationship in which

a slave message from
a slave to a master

occurs in response to

a master message
from the master to the

slave, the device

comprising:

[58A] a transceiver,
in the role of the

master according to
the master/ slave

relationship,

[58B] capable of

transmitting using at

least two types of

modulation methods,
wherein the at least

two types of
modulation methods

comprise a first
modulation method

and a second

modulation method,

Request for Ex Parte Reexamination, US. Patent No. 8,023,580

The app11catlon of propr1etary b1t rates of 3 and 4 Mbps 1n add1tlon to the

basic 1 and 2 Mbps, can be combined with an automatic rate selection.

This automatic rate selection gives fall forward at reliable connections and

fall back at strong cochannel interference.” Kamerman at 12.

To the extent this preamble is considered a limitation of the claim,
Snell in view of the Admitted Prior Art discloses a communication

device capable of communicating according to a master/slave

relationship in which a slave message from a slave to a master occurs

in response to a master message from the master to the slave.

See Element l.preamble.

Snell in view of the Admitted Prior Art discloses a transceiver, in the

role of the master according to the master/ slave relationship.

See Element 1.A

Snell discloses transmitting using at least two types of modulation

methods, wherein the at least two types of modulation methods

comprise a first modulation method and a second modulation

method, wherein the second modulation method is of a different type
than the first modulation method.

See Element 1.B.

 
118

Page 124 of1314



Page 125 of 1314

where1n the second

modulation method is

of a different type
than the first

modulation method,

[58C] and wherein
the transceiver is

configured to transmit

messages with: a first

sequence, in the first

modulation method,
that indicates at least

which of the first

modulation method

and the second

modulation method is

used for modulating a

second sequence,

wherein, in at least

one message, the first

sequence indicates an

impending change
from the first

modulation method to

the second

modulation method,
and

[58D] wherein the at

least one message is
addressed for an

intended destination

of the second

sequence, and

[58E] the second

sequence, modulated
in accordance with

the modulation

method indicated by

the first sequence and,
in the at least one

Request for Ex Parte Reexamination, US Patent No. 8,023,580

Snell in view of Harris 4064.4 discloses that the transceiver is

configured to transmit messages with: a first sequence, in the first

modulation method, that indicates at least which of the first

modulation method and the second modulation method is used for

modulating a second sequence, wherein, in at least one message, the

first sequence indicates an impending change from the first
modulation method to the second modulation method.

See Elements 1C, 1D, l.F.

Snell in view of Yamano discloses that at least one message is

addressed for an intended destination of the second sequence.

See Element l.E.

Snell discloses that the second sequence [is] modulated in accordance

with the modulation method indicated by the first sequence and, in

the at least one message, modulated using the second modulation

method, wherein the second sequence is transmitted after the first

sequence.

See Element l.G.
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using the second

modulation method,
wherein the second

sequence is
transmitted after the

first sequence.

59. The device of Snell in view of Kamerman discloses that the transceiver is

claim 58, wherein the configured to transmit a third sequence after the second sequence,

transceiver is wherein the third sequence is transmitted in the first modulation

configured to transmit method and indicates that communication from the master to the

a third sequence after slave has reverted to the first modulation method.

the second sequence,
wherein the third See claims 1, 2.

sequence is
transmitted in the first

modulation method

and indicates that

communication from

the master to the slave

has reverted to the

first modulation

method.

 
IV. CONCLUSION

For at least the reasons set forth above, substantial new questions of patentability are

raised concerning claims 2 and 59 of the ‘580 patent. Indeed, in View of the references discussed

in this Request, the claims at issue are invalid as obvious. It is therefore respectfully submitted

that this Request for reexamination of the ‘580 patent be granted and claims 2 and 59 be found

invalid. If there are any questions, Requesters may be contacted at the below-listed telephone

number.

As identified in the attached Certificate of Service and in accordance with 37 CPR.

§§ l.33(c) and l.510(b)(5), a copy of the present Request, in its entirety, is being served to the
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address of the attorney or agent of record reflected in the publicly available records of the United

States Patent and Trademark Office as designated in the Office’s Patent Application Information

Retrieval system.

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge Deposit Account 18-1945 under Order

No. 110797-0019-501 the Ex Parie Reexamination fee of $12,000 under 37 C.F.R. § l.20(c)(l).

Requesters believe no other fee is due with this submission, however the Commissioner is

hereby authorized to charge any fee deficiency or credit any over-payment to Deposit Account

18-1945.

Please direct all correspondence in this matter to the undersigned.

Dated: September 12, 2016 Respectfully submitted,

/J. Steven Baughman/

J. Steven Baughman

Registration No. 47,414
Customer No. 28120

ROPES & GRAY LLP

IPRM — Floor 43

Prudential Tower

800 Boylston Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02199-3600

(202) 508-4606

(202) 383-8371 (Fax)

Attorneysfor Requesters

Samsung Electronics Ca, Lid. and Samsung

Electronics America, Inc.
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

Attorney Docket No: 110797-0019-501

Customer No: 28120

Inventor: Gordon F. Bremer

US. Patent No. 8,023,580

Formerly Application No. 12/543,910

Issue Date: September 20, 2011

Filing Date: August 19, 2009

Former Group Art Unit: 2611

Former Examiner: Dac V. Ha

Requesters: Samsung Electronics Co, Ltd.,

Samsung Electronics America, Inc.OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO
For: SYSTEM AND METHOD OF COlVIMUNICATION USING AT LEAST TWO

MODULATION METHODS

MAIL STOP EXPARTE REEXAM

Central Reexamination Unit

Office ofPatent Legal Administration

Commissioner for Patents

PO. Box 1450

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

It is certified that, pursuant to 37 CPR. §1.510(b)(5), copies of the following documents

have been served in their entireties on the patent owner at the correspondence address of record

as provided for in 37 CPR. §1.33(c):

1. Request for Ex Parte Reexamination of US Patent No. 8,023,580 Transmittal

Form, PTO/SB/57.

2. Request for Ex Parte Reexamination of US. Patent No. 8,023,580 Pursuant to 35

U.S.C. § 302 and 37 CPR. § 1.510 and accompanying exhibits:

Exhibit A: US Patent No. 8,023,580
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Exhibit B: US. Application No. 12/543,910

Exhibit C: File History ofU.S. Patent No. 8,023,580

Exhibit D: US. Patent No. 5,982,807

Exhibit E: Andren, C. et al., Using the PRISMTM Chip Setfor Low Data Rate
Applications, Harris Semiconductor Application Note No. AN9614, March
1996

Exhibit F: HSP3824 Direct Sequence Spread Spectrum Baseband Processor, Harris

Semiconductor File No. 4064.4, Oct. 1996

Exhibit G: Declaration of Jon Mears, Exhibit A thereto (Upender et al., “Communication

Protocols for Embedded Systems,” Embedded Systems Programming, Vol. 7,

Issue 11, November 1994.

Exhibit H: US. Patent No. 6,075,814

Exhibit 1: Kamerman, A., Throughput Density Constraintsfor Wireless LANs Based on

DSSS, IEEE 4th International Symposium on Spread Spectrum Techniques

and Applications Proceedings, Mainz, Germany, Sept. 22-25, 1996, pp.
1344-1350 vol.3

Exhibit J: Off1ce Action in File History of US. Application No. 09/205,205 (issued as

US. Patent No. 6,614,838), mailed June 28, 2001

Exhibit K: Applicant Response in File History of US. Application No. 09/205,205

(issued as US. Patent No. 6,614,83 8), dated Oct. 1, 2001

Exhibit L: File History of US. Patent No. 5,982,807 (other than the prior art of record)

Exhibit M: Terminal Disclaimer in File History of US. Patent No. 8,023,580, dated Dec.

4, 2014

Exhibit N: Terminal Disclaimer in File History of US. Patent No. 8,023,580, dated Dec.

15, 2014

Exhibit 0: Rembrandt Wireless Techs., LP V. Samsung Elecs. Co., Ltd. et al., No. 2: 13-

cv-00213, Excerpted pages from Plaintiff Rembrandt Wireless Technologies,

LP’s Disclosure of Asserted Claims and Infringement Contentions dated July

25, 2013, Exhibit C at 14, 48 (ED. Tex.)
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3. Information Disclosure Statement, PTO/SB/08, listing references cited in the Request for

EX Parte Reexamination of US. Patent No. 8,023,580 pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 302 and 37 C.F.R.

§1.510.

The copy has been served on September 12, 2016 by causing the aforementioned

documents to be deposited in the United States Postal Service as first class mail postage pre-paid

in an envelope address to:

Condo Roccia Koptiw LLP

1800 JFK Boulevard, Suite 1700

Philadelphia, PA 19103

/Ginn Blundell/

Ginny Blundell

ROPES & GRAY LLP
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PTO/SB/57 (09-14)
Approved for use through 07/31/2015. OMB 0651-0064

U.S. Patent and Trademark Office; U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB control number.

(Also referred to as FORM PTO-1465)

REQUEST FOR EX PARTE REEXAMINATION TRANSMITTAL FORM

Address to:
Mail Sto Ex Parte Reexam

Commisgioner for Patents Attorney DOCKet N03 110797—0019'501
P.O. Box 1450

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450
Date: September 12, 2016

1. This is a request for ex parte reexamination pursuant to 37 CFR 1.510 of patent number

8,023,580 issued 09-20-2011 . The request is made by:

El patent owner. third party requester.
2. The name and address of the person requesting reexamination is:

Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
416 Maetan-3 Dong, Yeongtong-Gu, Suwon-City
Gyeonggi-Do, Korea 443-742, South Korea

Samsung Electronics America, Inc.
85 Challenger Road
Ridgefield Park, NJ 07660

Requester asserts |:| small entity status (37 CFR 1.27) or D certifies micro entity status (37 CFR 1.29).
Only a patent owner requester can certify micro entity status. Form PTO/SB/15A or B must be attached to
certify micro entity status.

I: a. A check in the amount of $ is enclosed to cover the reexamination fee, 37 CFR 120(c)(1);
E b. The Director is hereby authorized to charge the fee as set forth in 37 CFR 120(c)(1)

to Deposit Account No. 18-1945 ;

I: c. Payment by credit card. Form PTO-2038 is attached; or
d. Payment made via EFS-Web.

Any refund should be made by El check or credit to Deposit Account No. 18-1945 .
37 CFR 1.26(c). If payment is made by credit card, refund must be to credit card account.

A copy ofthe patent to be reexamined having a double column format on one side of a separate paper is
enclosed. 37 CFR1.510(b)(4).

I: CD-ROM or CD-R in duplicate, Computer Program (Appendix) or large table

|:| Landscape Table on CD
Nucleotide and/or Amino Acid Sequence Submission
If applicable, items a. — c. are required.

a. El Computer Readable Form (CRF)
b. Specification Sequence Listing on:

i. D CD-ROM (2 copies) or CD-R (2 copies); or

ii. |:| paper
c. |:| Statements verifying identity of above copies

 
|:| A copy of any disclaimer, certificate of correction or reexamination certificate issued in the patent is included.

Reexamination of claim(s) 2 and 59 is requested.

A copy of every patent or printed publication relied upon is submitted herewith including a listing thereof on
Form PTO/SB/08, PTO-1449, or equivalent.

An English language translation of all necessary and pertinent non-English language patents and/or printed
publications is included.
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PTO/SB/57 (09-14)
Approved for use through 07/31/2015. OMB 0651-0064

US. Patent and Trademark Office; US. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB control number.

. The attached detailed request includes at least the following items:

a. A statement identifying each substantial new question of patentability based on prior patents and
printed publications. 37 CFR 1.510(b)(1).

b. An identification of every claim forwhich reexamination is requested, and a detailed explanation ofthe
pertinency and manner of applying the cited art to every claim for which reexamination is requested.
37 CFR1.510(b)(2).

. I: A proposed amendment is included (only where the patent owner is the requester). 37 CFR1.510(e).
, It is certified that the statutory estoppel provisions of 35 U.S.C. 315(e)(1) or 35 U.S.C. 325(e)(1) do not

prohibit requester from filing this ex parte reexamination request. 37 CFR 1.510(b)(6).

- a. It is certified that a copy ofthis request (if filed by other than the patent owner) has been served in its
entirety on the patent owner as provided in 37 CFR 1.33(c).
The name and address ofthe party served and the date of service are:

Condo Roccia Koptiw LLP

1800 JFK Boulevard, Suite 1700
Philadel o hia PA 19103

Date of Service: September 12, 2016 ; or

I: b- A duplicate copy is enclosed since service on patent ownerwas not possible. An explanation of the
efforts made to serve patent owner is attached. See MPEP 2220.

17. Correspondence Address: Direct all communication about the reexamination to:

The address associated with Customer Number: 28120
OR

Firm or
Individual Name

18. The patent is currently the subject of the following concurrent proceeding(s):

|:| a. Copending reissue Application No.

|:| b. Copending reexamination Control No.

|:| c. Copending Interference No.

d. Copending litigation styled:
See attached sheet

WARNING: Information on this form may become public. Credit card information should not be
included on this form. Provide credit card information and authorization on PTO-2038.

/J. Steven Baughman/ September 12, 2016
Authorized Signature Date

J. Steven Baughman 47,414

Typed/Printed Name Registration No. D For patent Owner Requester

ForThird Party Requester
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I. Rembrandt Wireless Techs., LP v. Samsung Elecs. Ca, CA. No. 2: 13-CV-00213-JRG

(ED. Tex.)

2. Rembrandt Wireless Techs, LP v. Samsung Elecs. Ca, CA. No. 2:16-cv-00170-JRG

(ED. Tex.)

3. Rembrandt Wireless Techs, LP v. Samsung Elecs. Ca, No. 2016-1729 (Fed. Cir.)
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Electronic Patent Application Fee Transmittal

——
——

SYSTEM AND METHOD OF COMMUNICATION USING AT LEAST TWO

T'tle °f Invenmm MODULATION METHODS

First Named Inventor/Applicant Name: Gordon F. Bremer

Attorney Docket Number: 110797—0019—501

Filed as Large Entity

Filing Fees for ex parte reexam

Sub-Total in

Description Fee Code Quantity USD($)

Basic Filing:

REQUEST FOR EX PARTE REEXAMINATION 1812 12000 12000

Pages:

Claims:

Miscellaneous-Filing:

Patent-Appeals-and-lnterference:

Post-Allowance-and-Post-lssuance:
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- - . Sub-Total in

Miscellaneous:

Total in USD (S) 12000 
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Electronic Acknowledgement Receipt

“—

——

SYSTEM AND METHOD OF COMMUNICATION USING AT LEAST TWO

T't'e °f Invenmm MODULATION METHODS

——

——

Payment information:

 
Deposit Account 181945

Authorized User BAUGHMAN, STEVEN

The Director of the USPTO is hereby authorized to charge indicated fees and credit any overpayment as follows:

Charge any Additional Fees required under 37 CFR 1.17 (Patent application and reexamination processipg 0.35136 0f1314
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File Listing:

Document Document Descri tion File Size(Bytes)/ Multi Pages
Number p Message Digest Part /.zip (if appl.)

1374505

Reexam — Affidavit/DecI/Exhibit Filed by
3rd Party Ex_A_U58023580_Bremer.pdf 0434b4d03695d51ebac961123db417668c

72c557.I
a”.oqaN=-o3

16533518

Reexam — Affidavit/DecI/Exhibit Filed by Ex_C_US8023580_Prosecution
3rd Party _History.pdf 323f5334097e53e6b1a412767af073351896

d169-
a”.oqaN=-o3

1052194

Reexam — Affidavit/DecI/Exhibit Filed by
3rd Party Ex_D_USS982807_SneII.pdf fbfe0015e0bfabfcc8e63dc338efiaaab12e5

099||||||||H||||||
a”.c: .‘E! N=- c:5!

1809503

Reexam — Affidavit/DecI/Exhibit Filed by
3rd Party Ex_H_US6075814_Yamano.pdf 143396002760612fae7e9933ed896c5554f5

ad3b- -
a”.c: .‘E! N=- c:5!

5397882

Reexam — Affidavit/DecI/Exhibit Filed by Ex_G_Mears_Decl_and_Upend
3rd Party c00bf35d65556317ac65c153091e76edce6

7596f-
a”.c: .‘E! N=- c:5!

1084692

Reexam — Affidavit/DecI/Exhibit Filed by
3rd Party Ex_l_Kamerman.pdf 6bBe656c52b551367b7cf9652d5561be954

f50e7

a”.c: .‘E! N=- c:E!
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2059816

Reexam — Affidavit/Decl/Exhibit Filed by
3rd Party Ex_B_U512543910.pdf 7b6ca68f972c14874f14539e18b9e2ff74d6

46130

3907873

Reexam — Affidavit/Decl/Exhibit Filed by
3rd Party Ex_E_Harr|s_AN9614.pdf BOO4Bf1BSafcd4537c5d0d1b9c1172b1328

Bb724 -
794930

Reexam — Affidavit/Decl/Exhibit Filed by Ex_J_US6614838_June_28_200
3rd Party 01dd537591959c1a7212b6eb44cd633747

2d1 1e6

952745

Reexam — Affidavit/Decl/Exhibit Filed by Ex_K_US6614838_Oct_1_2001
3rd Party _Response.pdf 955d26fe9607f725c5ceefiac5b6170b1e5c1

62be

9185991

Reexam — Affidavit/Decl/Exhibit Filed by
3rd Party Ex_F_Harr|s_4064_4.pdf 7ac92eb00b655fd1 B46cee7e296751 c3531) ‘

eZbB

946043

Ex_O_201 3—07—05—

Rembrandts_|nfringement_Co
nte ntion s Exce rpted_ pdf 61d59d202dcaf9cdf4033fef9f3cafff651ale_ 36

Reexam — Affidavit/Decl/Exhibit Filed by
3rd Party

16516996

Reexam — Affidavit/Decl/Exhibit Filed by Ex_L_USS982807_Snell_File_Hi
3rd Party story_Part1.pdf 27Cf2e50fa96f62545bf98e9067567fc63487

bOf
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131552

Reexam — Info Disclosure Statement

Filed by 3rd Party SBOB.pdf 55d9097dd163cd3da78893ee625766b83d
e452f1

1379445

Copy of patent for which reexamination Copy_Patent_U58023580_Bre
is requested mer.pdf baf75241255e55c1ad7119ed5f451899eae-

1 fe7

1260052

Receipt of Original Ex Parte Reexam
Request Req uest.pdf 3f925cfb61afllefl6300c5d37c651 1ead1e I

Reexam Certificate of Service COS_2.pdf 9147272bc0b96e91130d05dd3e16efed3d
3cbca

207230

Receipt of Orig. Ex Parte Request by
Third Party Transmittal_2.pdf 9303b9b15d3dd21b34c47051133538d1ff3

f7dbb

175155

Reexam — Affidavit/Decl/Exhibit Filed by Ex_M_US8023580_TD_filed_12
3rd Party be3fd4bbc94bac20ed01e9363280be46f69 ‘

2355

125690

Reexam — Affidavit/Decl/Exhibit Filed by Ex_N_US8023580_TD_Filed_12
3rd Party _15_14.pdf c9bcab87efabab58dd38253f7f5b3238ec72

37d3

.-

-

-
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22920296

Reexam — Affidavit/Decl/Exhibit Filed by EX_L_USS982807_Snell_File_Hi 125
3rd Party story_Part2_|a beled.pdf 02d330507fc3cac924021933c0713c948f5b

e77e

Fee Worksheet (SBO6) fee—info.pdf 2af00e68807947eccd7c5d97b7ed4e83e5df'
e444

Total Files Size (in bytes) 87942618

Information:

Information:

This Acknowledgement Receipt evidences receipt on the noted date by the USPTO of the indicated documents,

characterized by the applicant, and including page counts, where applicable. It serves as evidence of receipt similar to a
Post Card, as described in MPEP 503.

New Applications Under 35 U.S.C. 111

If a new application is being filed and the application includes the necessary components for a filing date (see 37 CFR

1.53(b)—(d) and MPEP 506), a Filing Receipt (37 CFR 1.54) will be issued in due course and the date shown on this

Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the filing date of the application.

National Stage of an International Application under 35 U.S.C. 371

If a timely submission to enter the national stage of an international application is compliant with the conditions of 35

U.S.C. 371 and other applicable requirements a Form PCT/DO/EO/903 indicating acceptance of the application as a

national stage submission under 35 U.S.C. 371 will be issued in addition to the Filing Receipt, in due course.

New International Application Filed with the USPTO as a Receiving Office

If a new international application is being filed and the international application includes the necessary components for

an international filing date (see PCT Article 11 and MPEP 1810), a Notification of the International Application Number

and of the International Filing Date (Form PCT/RO/105) will be issued in due course, subject to prescriptions concerning

national security, and the date shown on this Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the international filing date of

the application.

 
Page 140 0f1314



Page 141 of 1314

Page 1 of1

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS

P.0‘ Box I450 .Alexandria. Virginia 22313-1450
www.uspto.gov

 
BIB DATA SHEET

CONFIRMATION NO. 2211

SERIAL NUMBER FILINSA‘T'E 371(6) GROUP ART UNIT ATTORNEE DOCKET
90/013,808 09/12/2016 110797-0019-501

RULE

APPLICANTS

INVENTORS

8023580, Residence Not Provided;
REMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP, ARLINGTON, VA;

SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD. (3RD PTY REQ.), GYEONGGl-DO, KOREA, REPUBLIC OF;
SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, INC. (3RD PTY REQ.), RIDGEFIELD PARK, NJ;
ROPES & GRAY LLP PRUDENTIAL TOWER, BOSTON, MA

** CONTINUING DATA ******i***i**************

This application is a REX of 12/543,910 08/19/2009 PAT 8023580
which is a CON of 11/774,803 07/09/2007 PAT 7675965
which is a CON of 10/412,878 04/14/2003 PAT 7248626

which is a CIP of 09/205,205 12/04/1998 PAT 6614838
which claims benefit of 60/067,562 12/05/1997

** FOREIGN APPLICATIONS *********i*****i*********

** IF REQUIRED, FOREIGN FILING LICENSE GRANTED **

Foreign Priority claimed D Yes D No STATE OR SHEETS TOTAL INDEPENDENT

35 use 119(a-d) conditions met CI Yes C] No - CI flfgfigfige COUNTRY DRAWINGS CLAIMS CLAIMS
Verified and

Acknowledged ExamineF‘s Signature nma s 79 7

ADDRESS

Condo Roccia Koptiw LLP
1800 JFK Boulevard
Suite 1700

Philadelphia, PA 19103
UNITED STATES

TITLE

SYSTEM AND METHOD OF COMMUNICATION USING AT LEAST TWO MODULATION METHODS

FILING FEE FEES: Authority has been given in Paper
RECEIVED No. to charge/credit DEPOSIT ACCOUNT

for following:

 
BIB (Rev. 05/07).
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Patent Assignment Abstract of Title

Total Assignments: 1

Application #1 1% Filing Dt: 08/19/2009 Patent #: 8023580 Issue Dt: 09/20/2011

PCT #: NONE Intl Reg #: Publication #: U5201901§3055 Pub Dt: 07/22/2010
Inventor: Gordon F. Bremer

Title: SYSTEM AND METHOD OF COMMUNICATION USING AT LEAST TWO MODULATION METHODS

Assignment: 1
Reel/Frame: 027085 0636 Received: 10/19/2011 Recorded: 10/19/2011 Mailed: 10/19/2011 Pages: 4

Conveyance: ASSIGNMENT OF ASSIGNORS INTEREST (SEE DOCUMENT FOR DETAILS).

Assignor: SUMMIT TECHNOLO Y Y TEM LP Exec Dt: 10/03/2011

Assignee: REMBRANDT WIRELE TECHNOLO IES LP
1655 NORTH FORT MEYERS DRIVE

SUITE 700

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22209

Correspondent: THOMAS, KAYDEN, HORSTEMEYER & RISLEY LLP
400 INTERSTATE NORTH PARKWAY SE

SUITE 1500

ATLANTA, GA 30339

Search Results as of: 09/13/2016 08:40 AM

“WM“

If you have any comments or questions concerning the data displayed, contact PRD / Assignments at 571-272-3350. v.2.5
Web interface last modified: Aug 20. 2015 v.2.5
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE UNITED STATES DEPARTMEVT OF COMMERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Address. COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTSPO Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450wvwmlspto .gov 
   

90/013,808 09/12/2016 8023580

CONFIRMATION NO. 2211

ROPES & GRAY LLP PRUDENTIAL TOWER REEXAMINATION REQUEST

IPRM DOCKETING - FLOOR 43 NOTICE

800 BOYLSTON STREET

BOSTON, MA 02199-3600 lllllllllllllllllIllllIllllIllllIlllllllllllllllllllfllIllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll0000000858870 2

Date Mailed: 09/19/2016

NOTICE OF REEXAMINATION REQUEST FILING DATE

(Third Party Requester)

Requester is hereby notified that the filing date of the request for reexamination is 09/12/2016, the date that the

filing requirements of 37 CFR § 1.510 were received.

A decision on the request for reexamination will be mailed within three months from the filing date of the request

for reexamination. (See 37 CFR 1.515(a)).

A copy of the Notice is being sent to the person identified by the requester as the patent owner. Further patent

owner correspondence will be the latest attorney or agent of record in the patent file. (See 37 CFR 1.33). Any

paper filed should include a reference to the present request for reexamination (by Reexamination Control

Number).

cc: Patent Owner

15027

Condo Roccia Koptiw LLP
1800 JFK Boulevard

Suite 1700

Philadelphia, PA 19103

/rbe11/
 

Legal Instruments Examiner
Central Reexamination Unit 571-272-7705; FAX N0. 571-273-9900

page 1 of 1
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE UNITED STATES DEPARTMEVT OF COMMERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Addlt‘ss. COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTSPO Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 2231371450WWVI'JJSptO .gov  
   REEXAM CONTROL NUMBER F ING OR 371 (0) DATE PATENT NUMBER

90/013,808 09/12/2016 8023580
CONFIRMATION NO. 2211

15027 REEXAM ASSIGNMENT NOTICE

Condo Roccia Koptiw LLP

1800 JFK Boulevard |||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||IllllilLlLllLlLlllo||||o||||||||||||||||||l|j|
Suite 1700 0858870

Philadelphia, PA 19103
Date Mailed: 09/19/2016

NOTICE OF ASSIGNMENT OF REEXAMINATION REQUEST

The above-identified request for reexamination has been assigned to Art Unit 3992. All future correspondence to
the proceeding should be identified by the control number listed above and directed to the assigned Art Unit.

A copy of this Notice is being sent to the latest attorney or agent of record in the patent file or to all owners of

record. (See 37 CFR 1.33(c)). If the addressee is not, or does not represent, the current owner, he or she is
required to forward all communications regarding this proceeding to the current owner(s). An attorney or agent
receiving this communication who does not represent the current owner(s) may wish to seek to withdraw pursuant
to 37 CFR 1.36 in order to avoid receiving future communications. If the address of the current owner(s) is
unknown, this communication should be returned within the request to withdraw pursuant to Section 1.36.

NOTICE OF USPTO EX PARTE REEXAMINATION PATENT OWNER STATEMENT WAIVER PROGRAM

The USPTO has implemented a pilot program where, after a reexamination proceeding has been granted a
filing date and before the examiner begins his or her review, the patent owner may orally waive the right to file a
patent owner's statement. See "Pilot Program for Waiver of Patent Owner’s Statement in Ex Parte Reexamination
Proceedings, " 75 FR 47269 (August 5, 2010). One goal of the pilot program is to reduce the pendency of
reexamination proceedings and improve the efficiency of the reexamination process.

Ordinarily when ex parte reexamination is ordered, the USPTO must wait until after the receipt of the patent
owner's statement and the third party requester's reply, or after the expiration of the time period for filing the
statement and reply (a period that can be as long as 5 to 6 months), before mailing a first determination of

patentability. The USPTO's first determination of patentability is usually a first Office action on the merits or a

Notice of Intent to Issue Reexamination Certificate (NIRC).

Under the pilot program, the patent owner's oral waiver allows the USPTO to act on the first determination
of patentability immediately after determining that reexamination will be ordered, and in a suitable case

issue the reexamination order and the first determination of patentability (which could be a NIRC if the
claims under reexamination are confirmed) at the same time.

Benefits to the Patent Owner for participating in this pilot program include reduction in pendency.

To participate in this pilot program, Patent Owners may contact the USPTO's Central Reexamination Unit
(CRU) at 571—272—7705. The USPTO will make the oral waiver of record in the reexamination file in an interview
summary and a copy will be mailed to the patent owner and any third party requester.

cc: Third Party Requester(if any)
ROPES & GRAY LLP PRUDENTIAL TOWER
IPRM DOCKETING - FLOOR 43
800 BOYLSTON STREET

BOSTON, MA 02199-3600

/rbe11/
 

Legal Instruments Examiner
Central Reexamination Unit 571—272—7705; FAX No. 571—273—9900
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Litigation Search Report CRU 3999

Egéation‘ CRU From: Patricia Martin
_ “a Paralegal Specialist

Art UN?» 33% Location: CRU 3999

gate: Sentember 1%, 2m § Phone: (571) 272_7705

1.5.3. F‘atent Number: 8,€323,58C§

...........................W
l) Iperformed a search on the patent in Lexis Court Link for any open dockets or closed cases.

 
 

2) I performed a Key Cite Search in WestlaW, which retrieves all history on the patent including any

litigation.

3) I performed a search in Lexis in the Federal Courts and Administrative Materials databases for any cases
found.

4) Iperformed a search in Lexis in the IP Journal and Periodicals database for any articles on the patent.

5) Iperformed a search in Lexis in the news databases for any articles about the patent or any articles about

litigation on this patent.

Litigation was found involving:
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LexisNexis CourtLink - Patent Search - Result List

.Eéwncl‘. Client. § My Briefcase Order Rur-rierti-ocumer-La E Lexiafievance 3
  

  CourtLink Search ets & Doc
  

,«§

Click a docket number below to view a docket.

Sear-2h > Patent Seat-2h > Litigation involving patent 8,023,580

 
Edit Search .Re:ru.n.s.earch. .:This search was run on 9/19/2016

Results: 7 cases and their patents, totaling 7 items.
Printer Frie

 
 

Items? to? of?

 Description
 

 
    . Ltd. Vs. Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP 

 
 

§Samsung Electronics Co gUS—PTO—ALE 114- g10/21/2014g10/21/2014

§Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. Vs. Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP EUS—PTO—ALE EIPRZMSHOOI 18 E10/21/2014E10/21/2014

   

 

319R2i)1-:~or_is;14 €3/20/2014 i7/31/2014

PR2034~00515 /20/2014

PR2034~00518 /20/2014

/20/2014 /31/2014

S-DIS—TXED /15/2013 /31/2016

items-1m? of 3’

3Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd. Vs. Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP EUS—PTO—ALE     

 

 

 

  
 

 amsung Electronics Co., Ltd. Vs. Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP 

  

 
 
 

 35amsung Electronics Co., Ltd. Vs. Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP  

 amsung Electronics Co., Ltd. Vs. Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP 

   

Printer Friend:
Em
cmiae   

    i. @- 2016 E_e>\..\Nezis®. All rights reserved. -_ i_e>\.sNezis Terms 8: ...0:iditions Pricing. . Privacy Customer Support — 1—888—311—1966 3 Copy“ ..

Page 146 0f1314
  
  https://courtlink.lexisnexis.com/Scatch/PatentsearchiResultList.aspx’JSearchPackage )=35700641&Search )=269609750[9/19/2016 10:43:41 AM]    



Page 147 of 1314

LexisNeXis CourtLink — Show Docket
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United States Patent Trial and Appeals Board

fI/I.~ \\\\11/ \t‘. “my
fix t m

 
IPR2015-00114

Samsung Eiectrohics Co. Ltd, Vs. Rembrandt Wiretess Technoiogiee, LP

This case was; retrieved from the court on Tuesday, Gate-her 25%, £315
\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

 
; :x: um is» r: IPR2015-00114

 
 

 
 

‘9‘“ \ 10/21/2014

‘ ‘ 10/20/2015

Open
Civil

  
~ : Not Instituted

‘ IPR: Inter partes review

1/28/2015

‘: 2600

. .‘ 12543910

Woo 8023580

 
Lit'gants

Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd.
Petitioner

Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP

PatentOwner

 

File Date Details Document Type fim Filed By Public?
10/21/2014 Petition for InterPartes Review of US Patent Petition 1 Petitioner Yes

8,023,580

10/21/2014 Power of Attorney Power of Attorney 2 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Motion for Joinder to IPR2014-00518 Motion 3 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 US Patent 8,023,580 Exhibit 1201 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Rembrandt Complaint for Patent Infringement Exhibit 1202 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Summons in a Civil Action Exhibit 1203 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Boer US Patent 5,706,428 Exhibit 1204 Petitioner Yes

Page 147 0f1314
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LexisNexis CourtLink — Show Docket

10/21/2014 Rembrandt's Infringement Contentions Exhibit 1205 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 IEEE Dictonary exerpt Exhibit 1206 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Patent Application Exhibit 1207 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Office Action 09-01-2010 Exhibit 1208 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Reply 03-01-2011 Exhibit 1209 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Response 03-10-2011 Exhibit 1210 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Supplemental Amendment 05-11-2011 Exhibit 1211 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Notice of Allowance 07-22-2011 Exhibit 1212 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Amendment After Allowance 07-26-2011 Exhibit 1213 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 US Patent 6,614,838 Exhibit 1214 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Office Action 06-28-2001 Exhibit 1215 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Response 10-01-2001 Exhibit 1216 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Joint Claim Construction Statement Exhibit 1217 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Mears Declaration Exhibit 1218 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Dictionary of Communications Tech excerpt Exhibit 1219 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Goodman Declaration 03-19-2014 Exhibit 1220 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Goodman 2nd Declaration 10-17-2014 Exhibit 1221 Petitioner Yes

10/29/2014 Notice of Filing Date Accorded Notice of Filing Date 4 Board Yes
Accorded to Petition

10/30/2014 Order - Conduct of the Proceedings Order 5 Board Yes

10/31/2014 Power of Attorney Power of Attorney 6 Potential Yes
Patent
Owner

10/31/2014 Related Matters Notice 7 Potential Yes
Patent
Owner

11/08/2014 PO Opposition to Motion for Joinder Opposition 8 Patent Yes
Owner

11/18/2014 Petitioner Reply to PO Opposition To Motion Reply 9 Petitioner Yes
For Joinder

12/01/2014 Patent Owner Preliminary Response to Petition Preliminary Response 10 Patent Yes
Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 42.107 Owner

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2001 Exhibit 2001 Patent Yes
Owner

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2002 Exhibit 2002 Patent Yes
Owner

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2003 Exhibit 2003 Patent Yes
Owner

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2004 Exhibit 2004 Patent Yes
Owner

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2005 Exhibit 2005 Patent Yes
Owner

12/10/2014 Patent Owner's Supplemental Mandatory Notice 11 Patent Yes
Notice Information Under 37 C.F.R. 42.8 Owner

01/06/2015 Supplemental Mandatory Notice Notice 12 Petitioner Yes

01/09/2015 Supplemental Mandatory Notice Notice 13 Petitioner Yes

01/28/2015 Institution Decision Institution Decision 14 Board Yes

01/30/2015 PO Supplemental Mandatory Notice Notice 15 Patent Yes
Owner

03/10/2015 IPR2015-00114 - Refund request Refund Request 16 Petitioner Yes

03/19/2015 Noticeo fo Refund Notice 17 Board Yes

Copyright © 2016 LexisNexis CourtLink, Inc. All rights reserved.
*** THIS DATA IS FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY ***
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IPR2015-00118

Samsung Eiectmnics Co., Ltd. Vs, Rembrandt Wireiess Technoiogies, LP

This case was; retrieved from the court on Tuesday, Gate-her 25%, £315
\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

 
; :x: um is» r: IPR2015-00118

  
 

‘9‘“ \ 10/21/2014

‘ ‘ 10/20/2015

Open
Civil

~ : Not Instituted

‘ IPR: Inter partes review

1/28/2015

‘: 2600

. .‘ 12543910

Woo 8023580

 
Lit'gants

Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
Petitioner

Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP

PatentOwner

 

File Date Details Document Type fim Filed By Public?
10/21/2014 Petition for Inter Partes Review of US. Patent Petition 1 Petitioner Yes

No. 8,023,580

10/21/2014 Power of Attorney Power of Attorney 2 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Motion for Joinder to IPR2014-00519 Motion 3 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 US Patent 8,023,580 Exhibit 1301 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Rembrandt Complaint Exhibit 1302 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Summons in a Civil Action Exhibit 1303 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Boer US Patent 5,706,428 Exhibit 1304 Petitioner Yes
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10/21/2014 Rembrandt Infringement Contention Exhibit 1305 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 IEEE Dictionary excerpt Exhibit 1306 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Patent Application Exhibit 1307 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Office Action Exhibit 1308 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Reply Exhibit 1309 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Response Exhibit 1310 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Supplemental Amendment Exhibit 1311 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Notice of Allowance Exhibit 1312 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Amendment After Allowance Exhibit 1313 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 US Patent 6,614,838 Exhibit 1314 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Office Action 06-28-2001 Exhibit 1315 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Response 10-01-2001 Exhibit 1316 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Mears Declaration Exhibit 1317 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Goodman Declaration 03-19-2014 Exhibit 1318 Petitioner Yes

10/21/2014 Goodman 2nd Declaration 10-15-2014 Exhibit 1319 Petitioner Yes

10/29/2014 Notice of Filing Date Accorded Notice of Filing Date 4 Board Yes
Accorded to Petition

10/30/2014 Order - Conduct of the Proceedings Order 5 Board Yes

10/31/2014 Power of Attorney Power of Attorney 6 Potential Yes
Patent
Owner

10/31/2014 Related Matters Notice 7 Potential Yes
Patent
Owner

11/08/2014 PO Opposition to Motion for Joinder Opposition 8 Patent Yes
Owner

11/18/2014 Petitioner Reply to PO Opposition To Motion Reply 9 Petitioner Yes
For Joinder

12/01/2014 Patent Owner Preliminary Response to Petition Preliminary Response 10 Patent Yes
Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 42.107 Owner

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2001 Exhibit 2001 Patent Yes
Owner

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2002 Exhibit 2002 Patent Yes
Owner

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2003 Exhibit 2003 Patent Yes
Owner

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2004 Exhibit 2004 Patent Yes
Owner

12/10/2014 Patent Owner's Supplemental Mandatory Notice 11 Patent Yes
Notice Information Under 37 C.F.R. 42.8 Owner

01/06/2015 Supplemental Mandatory Notice Notice 12 Petitioner Yes

01/09/2015 Supplemental Mandatory Notice Notice 13 Petitioner Yes

01/28/2015 Institution Decision Institution Decision 14 Board Yes

01/30/2015 PO Supplemental Mandatory Notice Notice 15 Patent Yes
Owner

03/10/2015 IPR2015-00118 - Refund request Refund Request 16 Petitioner Yes

04/07/2015 Notice of Refund Notice 17 Board Yes

Copyright © 2016 LexisNexis CourtLink, Inc. All rights reserved.
*** THIS DATA IS FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY ***
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| PR2014-00514

Samsung Eiectrohics Co. Ltd. Vs. Rembrandt Wiretess Technoiogiee, LP

This case was retrieved from the court on Thursday, March 24,2016
\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

 
 IPR2014-00514

03/20/2014

03/24/2016

Open
Civil

 

 
 
 

 

  
Not Instituted

‘ IPR: Inter partes review

.: 9/9/2014

‘: 2600

12543910

‘2 8023580

 
Lit'gants

Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd.
Petitioner

Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP

PatentOwner

 
File Date Details Document Type fim Filed By Public?
03/20/2014 Petition for Inter Partes Review of US. Petition 1 Petitioner Yes

Patent No. 8,023,580

03/20/2014 Power of Attorney Power of Attorney 2 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2014 Patent No. US 8,023,580 Exhibit 1001 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2014 Complaint Exhibit 1002 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2014 Proof of Service Exhibit 1003 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2014 O'Hara Declaration Exhibit 1004 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2014 Draft 802.11 Std. Exhibit 1005 Petitioner Yes
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03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

04/03/2014

04/03/2014

04/08/2014

04/18/2014

04/18/2014

05/13/2014

05/13/2014

05/13/2014

05/19/2014

05/20/2014

06/20/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

802.11 Std.

Infringement Contentions

IEEE Dictionary

App. as filed
Oa

3.1.2011 Reply

3.10.2011 Response

5.11.2011 Supplemental Amendment

Notice of Allowances and Fees Due

Amendment After Allowance

Boer US5706428

Draft Joint Claim Construction Statement

Commuications dictionary master slave

Goodman Declaration

Notice of Filing Date Accorded to Petition

Amended Petition for Inter Partes Review

Notice of Accepting Corrected Petition

Power of Attorney

Related Matters

Order - Authorizing Counsel for Patent
Owner to file Motion to Withdraw

Power of Attorney

Related Matters

Motion_For_Withdrawal

Order - Conduct of the Proceedings - 37
CFR 42.5

PO Supplemental Mandatory Notice

Preliminary Response

Exhibit 2001

Exhibit 2002

Exhibit 2003

Exhibit 2004

Exhibit 2005

Exhibit 2006

Exhibit 2007

Exhibit 2008

Exhibit 2009

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Notice of Filing Date
Accorded to Petition

Notice

Notice

Power of Attorney

Notice

Order

Power of Attorney

Notice

Motion

Order

Notice

Preliminary Response

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

1006

1007

1008

1009

1010

1011

1012

1013

1014

1015

1016

1017

1018

1019

10

11

12

13

14

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Board

Petitioner

Boa rd

Potential
Patent
Owner

Potential
Patent
Owner

Boa rd

Potential
Patent
Owner

Potential
Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Boa rd

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
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Owner

07/03/2014 Exhibit 2010 Exhibit 2010 Patent Yes
Owner

07/03/2014 Exhibit 2011 Exhibit 2011 Patent Yes
Owner

07/03/2014 Exhibit 2012 Exhibit 2012 Patent Yes
Owner

07/03/2014 Exhibit 2013 Exhibit 2013 Patent Yes
Owner

07/22/2014 Order - Conduct of the Proceedings - 37 Order 15 Board Yes
CFR 42.5

07/29/2014 Samsung Supplemental Exhibit List Notice 16 Petitioner Yes

07/29/2014 Transcript of 2014.07.21 Telephonic Exhibit 1020 Petitioner Yes
Conference Call

07/31/2014 District Court Claim Construction Notice 17 Patent Yes
Owner

09/09/2014 Decision - Denying Institution of Inter Institution Decision 18 Board Yes
Partes Review

10/08/2014 Petitioners Request For Rehearing Rehearing Request 19 Petitioner Yes

10/24/2014 Decision - Request for Rehearing Rehearing Decision 20 Board Yes

12/02/2014 Petitioners Request for Refund Notice 21 Petitioner Yes

12/03/2014 Notice of Refund Refund Approval 22 Board Yes
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| PR2014-00515

Samsung Eiectmnics Co., Ltd. Vs. Rembrandt Wireiess Technoiogies, LP

This case was retrieved from the court on Thursday, March 24,2016
\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

 
 IPR2014-00515

03/20/2014

03/24/2016

Open
Civil

 

 
 
 

 

  
Not Instituted

‘ IPR: Inter partes review

.: 9/9/2014

‘: 2600

12543910

‘2 8023580

 
Lit'gants

Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
Petitioner

Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP

PatentOwner

 
File Date Details Document Type fim Filed By Public?
03/20/2014 Petition for Inter Partes Review of U.S. Petition 1 Petitioner Yes

Patent No. 8,023,580

03/20/2014 Power of Attorney Power of Attorney 2 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2014 U.S. Patent No. 8,023,580 Exhibit 1101 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2014 Complaint Exhibit 1102 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2014 Proof of Service Exhibit 1103 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2014 O'Hara Declaration Exhibit 1104 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2014 Draft 802.11 Std. Exhibit 1105 Petitioner Yes
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03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

04/03/2014

04/03/2014

04/08/2014

04/18/2014

04/18/2014

05/13/2014

05/13/2014

05/13/2014

05/19/2014

05/20/2014

06/20/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/22/2014

07/29/2014

07/29/2014

802.11 Std.

Infringement Contentions

IEEE Dictionary

App as filed
Oa

3.1.2011 Reply

3.10.2011 Response

Supplemental Amendment

Notice of Allowance and Fees Due

Amendment after Allowance

Goodman Declaration

Notice of Filing Date Accorded to Petition

Amended Petition for Inter Partes Review

Notice of Accepting Corrected Petition

Power of Attorney

Related Matters

Order - Authorizing Counsel for Patent
Owner to file Motion to Withdraw

Power of Attorney

Related Matters

Motion_for_Withdrawal

Order - Conduct of the Proceedings - 37
CFR 42.5

PO Supplemental Mandatory Notice

Preliminary Response

Exhibit 2101

Exhibit 2102

Exhibit 2103

Exhibit 2104

Exhibit 2105

Exhibit 2106

Exhibit 2107

Exhibit 2108

Order - Conduct of the Proceedings - 37
CFR 42.5

Samsung Supplemental Exhibit List

Transcript of 2014.07.21 Telephonic

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Notice of Filing Date
Accorded to Petition

Notice

Notice

Power of Attorney

Notice

Order

Power of Attorney

Notice

Motion

Order

Notice

Preliminary Response

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Order

Notice

Exhibit

1106

1107

1108

1109

1110

1111

1112

1113

1114

1115

1116

10

11

12

13

14

2101

2102

2103

2104

2105

2106

2107

2108

15

16

1117

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Board

Petitioner

Boa rd

Potential
Patent
Owner

Potential
Patent
Owner

Boa rd

Potential
Patent
Owner

Potential
Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Boa rd

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Boa rd

Petitioner

Petitioner
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Conference Call

07/31/2014 District Court Claim Construction Notice 17 Patent Yes
Owner

09/09/2014 Decision - Denying Institution of Inter Institution Decision 18 Board Yes
Partes Review

10/08/2014 Petitioners Request For Rehearing Rehearing Request 19 Petitioner Yes

10/24/2014 Decision on Request for Rehearing Rehearing Decision 20 Board Yes

12/02/2014 Petitioners Request for Refund Refund Request 21 Petitioner Yes

12/03/2014 Notice of Refund Refund Approval 22 Board Yes
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| PR2014-00518

Samsung Eiectmnics Co., Ltd. Vs, Rembrandt Wireiess Technoiogiee, LP

This case was retrieved from the court on Thursday, March 24,2016
\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

 
 IPR2014-00518

03/20/2014

03/24/2016
Closed

Civil

 

 
 
 

 

  
: Final Decision

‘ IPR: Inter partes review

.: 9/23/2014

‘: 2600

12543910

‘2 8023580

 
Lit'gants

Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
Petitioner

Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP

PatentOwner

 

File Date Details Document Type fim Filed By Public?
03/20/2014 Petition for Inter Partes Review of U.S. Patent Petition 1 Petitioner Yes

No. 8,023,580

03/20/2014 Power of Attorney Power of Attorney 2 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2014 U.S. Patent No. 8,023,580 Exhibit 1201 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2014 Complaint Exhibit 1202 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2014 Proof of Service Exhibit 1203 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2014 Boer U85706428 Exhibit 1204 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2014 Infringement Contentions Exhibit 1205 Petitioner Yes
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03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

04/03/2014

04/03/2014

04/08/2014

04/18/2014

04/18/2014

05/13/2014

05/13/2014

05/13/2014

05/19/2014

05/20/2014

06/20/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/31/2014

IEEE Dictionary

App as filed

Oa

3.1.2011 Reply

3.10.2011 Response

5.11.2011 Supplemental Amendment

Notice of Allowance and Fees Due

Amendment after Allowance

US. Patent 6,614,838

838 June 28 2001 CA

Octobet 1, 2001 Response

Proposed Constructions

Mears Declaration and Upender

Communications Dictionary Master Slave
Goodman Declaration

Notice of Filing Date Accorded to Petition

Amended Petition for Inter Partes Review

Notice of Accepting Corrected Petition

Power of Attorney

Related Matters

Order - Authorizing Counsel for Patent Owner
to file Motion to Withdraw

Power of Attorney

Related Matters

Motion_For_Withdrawal

Order - Conduct of the Proceedings - 37 CFR
42.5

PO Supplemental Mandatory Notice

Preliminary Response

Exhibit 2201

Exhibit 2202

Exhibit 2203

Exhibit 2204

Exhibit 2205

Exhibit 2206

Exhibit 2207

District Court Claim Construction

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Notice of Filing Date
Accorded to Petition

Notice

Notice

Power of Attorney

Notice

Order

Power of Attorney

Notice

Motion

Order

Notice

Preliminary Response

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Notice

1206

1207

1208

1209

1210

1211

1212

1213

1214

1215

1216

1217

1218

1219

1220

10

11

12

13

14

2201

2202

2203

2204

2205

2206

2207

15

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner
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09/23/2014 Decision - Institution of Inter Partes Review

09/23/2014 Scheduling Order

10/10/2014 PO Proposed Motions

10/10/2014 Petitioner Proposed Motions

10/20/2014 ORDER Conduct of the Proceeding

10/27/2014 Notice of Goodman Deposition

10/31/2014 Supplemental Mandatory Notice

11/05/2014 Power of Attorney

11/05/2014 Supplemental Mandatory Notice

12/01/2014 Patent Owner's Response Pursuant to 37
C.F.R. 42.120

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2208

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2209

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2210

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2211

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2212

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2213

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2214

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2215

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2216

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2217

12/10/2014 Patent Owner's Supplemental Mandatory
Notice Information Under 37 C.F.R. 42.8

12/29/2014 Notice of Deposition of Dr. Christopher Jones

12/29/2014 Notice of Deposition of Dr. Philip Koopman

01/06/2015 Supplemental Mandatory Notice

01/09/2015 Supplemental Mandatory Notice

01/30/2015 PO Supplemental Mandatory Notice

02/06/2015 Petitioner Reply

02/06/2015 Jones Deposition Transcript

02/06/2015 Notice of Deposition

02/06/2015 US. Patent No. 8,457,228

02/06/2015 Illustration Drawn by Dr. Jones

02/06/2015 Illustration Drawn by Dr. Jones

02/06/2015 Illustration Drawn by Dr. Jones

02/06/2015 Illustration Drawn by Dr. Jones

02/06/2015 Illustration Drawn by Dr. Jones

02/06/2015 Illustration Drawn by Dr. Jones

02/06/2015 Illustration Drawn by Dr. Jones

02/06/2015 Illustration Drawn by Dr. Jones

Institution Decision

Order

Notice

Notice

Notice

Notice

Notice

Power of Attorney

Notice

Opposition

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Notice

Notice

Notice

Notice

Notice

Notice

Reply
Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit
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2208

2209
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2214
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26
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1221

1222

1223

1224

1225

1226

1227

1228

1229

1230

1231

Boa rd

Boa rd

Patent
Owner

Petitioner

Board

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Patent
Owner

Petitioner

Petitioner

Petitioner

Petitioner

Patent
Owner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Pefifioner

Page 160 of 1314

https://courtlink.1exisnexiscom/ControlSupport/UserControls/ShowDocket.aspx?Key=269610699|O||2|—1|O|O|O|[9/19/2016 10:48: 13 AM]

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes



Page 161 of 1314

LexisNexis CourtLink — Show Docket

02/06/2015 Data Network Evaluation Criteria Exhibit 1232 Petitioner Yes

02/06/2015 US. Patent No. 5,450,404 Exhibit 1233 Petitioner Yes

02/06/2015 US. Patent No. 5,436,901 Exhibit 1234 Petitioner Yes

02/06/2015 US. Patent No. 5,535,212 Exhibit 1235 Petitioner Yes

02/06/2015 Order, Innovative Biometric Tech., LLC v Exhibit 1236 Petitioner Yes
Toshiba Am. Info. Sys.

02/06/2015 Order, Innovative Biometric Tech., LLC v Exhibit 1237 Petitioner Yes
Lenovo (U.S.), Inc.

02/06/2015 Koopman Deposition Transcript Exhibit 1238 Petitioner Yes

03/02/2015 Power of Attorney Power of Attorney 33 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2015 Petitioners Request for Oral Hearing Notice 34 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2015 Patent Owner's Request for Oral Argument Notice 35 Patent Yes
Owner

03/20/2015 Power of Attorney Power of Attorney 36 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2015 Petitioners_ Motion to Withdraw As Counsel Motion 37 Petitioner Yes

(IPR2014-00518)

03/20/2015 Petitioners_ Motion to Change Designation of Motion 38 Petitioner Yes
Lead Counsel (IPR2014-00518)

03/25/2015 Petitioner's Unopposed Motion for Pro Hac Vice Motion 39 Petitioner Yes
Admission of Brian P. Biddinger

03/26/2015 Order Conduct of Proceedings Order 40 Board Yes

03/27/2015 DECISION Petitioner's Motion for Pro Hac Vice Notice 41 Board Yes

Admission of Mr. Biddinger

04/07/2015 Petitioners' Supplemental Mandatory Notice Notice 42 Petitioner Yes

04/16/2015 ORDER Trial Hearing Notice Notice 43 Board Yes

04/22/2015 Petitioners' Updated Exhibit List - 4-22-2015 Notice 44 Petitioner Yes

04/22/2015 Patent Owner's Demonstratives and Updated Notice 45 Patent Yes
Exhibit List Owner

04/22/2015 Petitioners' Demonstratives Exhibit 1239 Petitioner Yes

04/22/2015 Exhibit 2218 - Patent Owner's Demonstratives Exhibit 2218 Patent Yes
Owner

07/20/2015 Record of Oral Hearing Notice 46 Board Yes

09/17/2015 Final Written Decision - 35 U.S.C. 318(a) and Final Decision 47 Board Yes
37 C.F.R. 42.73
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| PR2014-00519

Samsung Eiectmnics Co., Ltd. Vs, Rembrandt Wireiess Technoiogiee, LP

This case was retrieved from the court on Thursday, March 24,2016
\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

 
 IPR2014-00519

03/20/2014

03/24/2016
Closed

Civil

 

 
 
 

 

  
: Final Decision

‘ IPR: Inter partes review

.: 9/23/2014

‘: 2600

12543910

‘2 8023580

 
Lit'gants

Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
Petitioner

Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP

PatentOwner

 

File Date Details Document Type fim Filed By Public?
03/20/2014 Petition for Inter Partes Review of U.S. Patent Petition 1 Petitioner Yes

No. 8,023,580

03/20/2014 Power of Attorney Power of Attorney 2 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2014 U.S. Patent No. 8,023,580 Exhibit 1301 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2014 Complaint Exhibit 1302 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2014 Proof of Service Exhibit 1303 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2014 Boer U85706428 Exhibit 1304 Petitioner Yes

03/20/2014 Infringement Contentions Exhibit 1305 Petitioner Yes

Page 162 0f1314

https://courtlink.1exisnexiscom/ControlSupport/UserControls/ShowDocket.ast?Key=269610764|O||2|—1|O|O|O|[9/19/2016 10:48:48 AM]



Page 163 of 1314

LexisNeXis CourtLink — Show Docket

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

03/20/2014

04/03/2014

04/03/2014

04/08/2014

04/18/2014

04/18/2014

05/13/2014

05/13/2014

05/13/2014

05/19/2014

05/20/2014

06/20/2014

07/03/2014

07/03/2014

07/31/2014

09/23/2014

09/23/2014

10/10/2014

10/10/2014

10/20/2014

10/27/2014

10/31/2014

1 1/05/2014

1 1/05/2014

IEEE Dictionary

App as filed

Oa

3.1.2011 Reply

3.10.2011 Response

5.11.2011 Supplemental Amendment

Notice of Allowance and Fees Due

Amendment after Allowance

US. Patent No. 6,614,838

June 28, 2001 CA

October 2, 2001 Response

Mears Declaration and Upender
Goodman Declaration

Notice of Filing Date Accorded to Petition

Amended Petition for Inter Partes Review

Notice of Accepting Corrected Petition

Power of Attorney

Related Matters

Order - Authorizing Counsel for Patent Owner
to file Motion to Withdraw

Power of Attorney

Related Matters

Motion_For_Withdrawal

Order - Conduct of the Proceedings - 37 CFR
42.5

PO Supplemental Mandatory Notice

Preliminary Response

Exhibit 2301

District Court Claim Construction

Decision - Institution of Inter Partes Review 37
CFR. 42.108

Scheduling Order

PO Proposed Motions

Petitioner Notice of Proposed Motions

ORDER Conduct of the Proceeding

Notice of Goodman Declaration

Supplemental Mandatory Notice

Power of Attorney

Supplemental Mandatory Notice

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Notice of Filing Date
Accorded to Petition

Notice

Notice

Power of Attorney

Notice

Order

Power of Attorney

Notice

Motion

Order

Notice

Preliminary Response

Exhibit

Notice

Institution Decision

Notice

Notice

Notice

Notice

Notice

Notice

Power of Attorney

Notice

1306

1307

1308

1309

1310

1311

1312

1313

1314

1315

1316

1317

1318

10

11
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14

2301
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Pefifioner
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12/01/2014 Patent Owner's Response Pursuant to 37
C.F.R. 42.120

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2302

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2303

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2304

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2305

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2306

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2307

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2308

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2309

12/01/2014 Exhibit 2310

12/04/2014 Patent Owner's Notice of Filing of Disclaimer
Under 37 C.F.R. 1.321(a)

12/10/2014 Patent Owner's Supplemental Mandatory
Notice Information Under 37 C.F.R. 42.8

12/29/2014 Notice of Deposition of Dr. Christopher Jones

12/29/2014 Notice of Deposition of Dr. Philip Koopman

01/06/2015 Notice of Withdrawal of Notice of Deposition of
Dr. Christopher Jones

01/06/2015 Supplemental Mandatory Notice

01/09/2015 Supplemental Mandatory Notice

01/30/2015 PO Supplemental Mandatory Notice

02/06/2015 Petitioner Reply

02/06/2015 Koopman Deposition Transcript

02/06/2015 Data Network Evaluation Criteria

02/06/2015 US. Patent No. 5,450,404

02/06/2015 US. Patent No. 5,436,901

02/06/2015 US. Patent No. 5,535,212

02/06/2015 Order, Innovative Biometric Tech., LLC v
Toshiba Am. Info. Sys.

02/06/2015 Order, Innovative Biometric Tech., LLC v
Lenovo (U.S.), Inc.

03/02/2015 Power of Attorney

03/20/2015 Petitioners Request for Oral Hearing

03/20/2015 Patent Owner's Request for Oral Argument

03/20/2015 Petitioners_ Motion to Withdraw As Counsel

(IPR2014-00519)

03/20/2015 Petitioners_ Motion to Change Designation of
Lead Counsel (IPR2014-00519)

03/20/2015 Power of Attorney

03/25/2015 Petitioner's Unopposed Motion for Pro Hac Vice
Admission of Brian P. Biddinger

03/26/2015 Order Conduct of Proceedings

03/27/2015 DECISION - Petitioner's Motion for Pro Hac
Vice Admission of Mr. Biddinger

Opposition
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04/07/2015 Petitioners' Supplemental Mandatory Notice Notice 44 Petitioner Yes

04/16/2015 ORDER Trial Hearing Notice Notice 45 Board Yes

04/22/2015 Petitioners' Updated Exhibit List - 4-22-2015 Notice 46 Petitioner Yes

04/22/2015 Patent Owner's Demonstratives and Updated Notice 47 Patent Yes
Exhibit List Owner

04/22/2015 Petitioners' Demonstratives Exhibit 1326 Petitioner Yes

04/22/2015 Exhibit 21311 - Patent Owner's Exhibit 2311 Patent Yes
Demonstratives Owner

07/20/2015 Record of Oral Hearing Notice 48 Board Yes

09/17/2015 Einal Vglritécen Decision - 35 USC 318(a) and 37 Final Decision 49 Board YesFR 4 .7
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Paul Michel Paul Michel
Mediator PRO SE

7305 Admiral Drive

Alexandria , VA 22307
USA
240-543-8797

Email:Prmiche|@mindspring.Com

William Jospeh Cornelius, JR William Joseph Cornelius , Jr
Wilson Robertson & Cornelius PC ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

909 ESE Loop 323, Suite 400 Wilson Robertson & Cornelius PC
P O Box 7339 909 Ese Loop 323 Suite 400
Tyler, Tx 75711-7339 PO. Box 7339
Mediator Tyler , TX 75711-7339

USA

903/509-5000
Fax: 9035095091

Email :Wc@wi|son|awfirm .Com

David Keyzer David Keyzer
Technical Advisor PRO SE

5170 Golden Foothill Parkway
El Dorado Hills , CA 95762
USA
916-243-5259

Email:David@keyzerlaw.Com

Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP Demetrios Anaipakos
Plaintiff LEAD A‘I‘I'ORN EY;A‘|‘|'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ahmad, Zavitsanos, Anaipakos, Alavi & Mensing RC.
1221 Mckinney Street Suite 2500
Houston , TX 77002
USA

713/655-1101
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Fax: 17136550062

Email:Danaipakos@azalaw.Com

Alden Harris
PRO HAC VICE

[Term: 08/25/2015]
Heim, Payne & Chorush, LLP-Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street Suite 2100
Houston , TX 77002
USA
713.221.2000
Fax: 713.221.2021

Email:Aharris@hpcllp.Com

Alisa Anne Lipski
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ahmad, Zavitsanos, Anaipakos, Alavi & Mensing P.C.
1221 Mckinney Street Suite 2500
Houston , TX 77002
USA
713-600-4948
Fax: 713-655-0062

Emai|:Alipski@azalaw.Com

Amir H. Alavi
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ahmad, Zavitsanos, Anaipakos, Alavi & Mensing P.C.
1221 Mckinney Street Suite 2500
Houston , TX 77002
USA

713/655-1101
Fax: 17136550062

Email:Aa|avi@azalaw.Com

Blaine Andrew Larson

[Term: 12/22/2015]
Heim, Payne & Chorush, LLP-Houston
600 Travis Suite 6710

Houston , TX 77002
USA
713-221-2000
Fax: 713-221-2021

Emai|:Blarson@hpcllp.Com

Brian Ervin Simmons
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ahmad, Zavitsanos, Anaipakos, Alavi & Mensing P.C.
3460 One Houston Center

1221 Mckinney St
Houston , TX 77010
USA
713-655-1101
Fax: 713-655-0062

Email:Bsimmons@azalaw.Com

Claire Abernathy Henry
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ward, Smith & Hill, PLLC
1507 Bill Owens Parkway
Longview , TX 75604
USA
903-757-6400
Fax: 903-757-2323

Email:C|aire@wsfirm.Com

Eric James Enger
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Heim, Payne & Chorush, LLP-Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street Suite 2100
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Houston , TX 77002
USA

713/221-2000
Fax: 713-221-2021

Email:Eenger@hpcllp.Com

Jack Wesley Hill
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ward, Smith & Hill, PLLC
1507 Bill Owens Parkway
Longview , TX 75604
USA
903-757-6400
Fax: 903-757-2323

Email:Wh@wsfirm.Com

Jamie Alan Aycock
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ahmad, Zavitsanos, Anaipakos, Alavi & Mensing P.C.
1221 Mckinney Street Suite 2500
Houston , TX 77002
USA
713-655-1101
Fax: 713-655-0062

Email:Jamieaycock@azalaw.Com

Kyril Vladimir Talanov
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ahmad, Zavitsanos, Anaipakos, Alavi & Mensing P.C.
3460 One Houston Center

1221 Mckinney St
Houston , TX 77010
USA
713-655-1101
Fax: 713-655-0062

Email:Ktalanov@azalaw.Com

Michael F Heim
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Heim Payne & Chorush, LLP - Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street, Suite 2100
Houston , TX 77002
USA
713 221-2000
Fax: 713 221-2021

Email:Mheim@hpcllp.Com

Robert Allan Bullwinkel
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Heim, Payne & Chorush, LLP-Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street Suite 2100
Houston , TX 77002
USA
713-221-2000
Fax: 713-221-2021

Email:Abullwinkel@hpcllp.Com

Sean R D Gorman
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

MZF Law Firm, PLLC
101 West 6th Street Suite 610

Austin , TX 78701
USA

(713) 221-1221
Fax: 800-404-3970

Email:Sean.Gorman@bgllp.Com

Thomas John Ward , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
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Samsung Electronics Co Ltd
Defendant

Ward, Smith & Hill, PLLC
1507 Bill Owens Parkway
Longview , TX 75604
USA
903-757-6400
Fax: 903-757-2323

Email:Jw@wsfirm.Com

Miranda Yan Jones
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Heim, Payne & Chorush, LLP-Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street Suite 2100
Houston , TX 77002
USA
713-221-2000
Fax: 713-221-2021

Email:Mjones@hpcllp.Com

Jeffrey Kirk Sherwood
LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY;A‘I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP

600 New Hampshire Avenue Nw
Washington , DC 20037
USA
202-420-2200
Fax: 202-420-2201

Email:Jsherwood@blankrome.Com

Brian P Biddinger
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ropes & Gray - New York
1211 Avenue Of The Americas

New York , NY 10036
USA
212-596-9000
Fax: 212-596-9090

Email:Brian.Biddinger@ropesgray.Com

Daniel G Cardy
PRO HAC VICE;A‘I‘I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA

202/420-3033
Fax: 202/420-2201
Email:Dcardy@blankrome.Com

Deanne K Cevasco

PRO HAC VICE;ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Ropes & Gray LLP - New York
1211 Avenue Of The Americas

New York , NY 10036
USA
212.596.9000
Fax: 212.596.

Email:Deanne.Cevasco@ropesgray.Com

Frank C Cimino , Jr
[Term: 01/28/2015]
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA
202-344-4569
Fax: 202-344-8300

Email:Fccimino@venable.Com
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Gabrielle Elizabeth Higgins
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ropes & Gray - East Palo Alto
1900 University Ave 6th Floor
East Pala Alto , CA 94303
USA

(650) 617-4015
Fax: (650) 566-4131
Email:Gabrielle.Higgins@ropesgray.Com

Gerard A Haddad
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP - NY

405 Lexington Avenue
New York , NY 10174
USA
212-885-5000
Fax: 212-885-5501

Email:Ghaddad@blankrome.Com

Jeffrey A Miller
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Dickstein Shapiro LLP - Palo Alto
1841 Page Mill Road Suite 150
Palo Alto , CA 94304
USA
650-690-9554
Fax: 650-690-9501

Email:Millerj@dicksteinshapiro.Com

Jennifer BianRosa

PRO HAC VICE;A‘|‘|'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP - NY

405 Lexington Avenue
New York , NY 10174
USA
212-885-5000
Fax: 212-885-5501

Email:Jbianrosa@blankrome.Com

Jesse J Jenner

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ropes & Gray - New York
1211 Avenue Of The Americas

New York , NY 10036
USA
212-596-9019
Fax: 646-728-2581

Email:Jesse.Jenner@ropesgray.Com

Ji Young Park
PRO HAC VICE;A‘|‘|'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP

600 New Hampshire Avenue Nw
Washington , DC 20037
USA

(202) 420-2200
Fax: (202) 420-2201
Email:Jpark@blankrome.Com

Michael Charles Smith
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Siebman Burg Phillips & Smith, LLP-Marshall
P O BOX 1556

Marshall, TX 75671-1556
USA
903-938-8900
Fax: 19727674620

Email : Michaelsmith@siebman .Com
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Samsung Electronics America Inc
Defendant

Rebecca R Ca rrizosa

PRO HAC VICE;A‘I‘I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Ropes & Gray - East Palo Alto
1900 University Ave 6th Floor
East Pala Alto , CA 94303
USA

650/617-4019
Fax: 650/617-4090

Email:Rebecca.Carrizosa@ropesgray.Com

Vincent Y Ling
[Term: 07/19/2016]
Ropes & Gray - New York
1211 Avenue Of The Americas

New York , NY 10036
USA

(212) 596-9000
Fax: (212) 596-9090
Email:Vincent.Ling@ropesgray.Com

Jeffrey Kirk Sherwood
LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY;A‘I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP

600 New Hampshire Avenue Nw
Washington , DC 20037
USA
202-420-2200
Fax: 202-420-2201

Email:Jsherwood@blankrome.Com

Brian P Biddinger
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ropes & Gray - New York
1211 Avenue Of The Americas

New York , NY 10036
USA
212-596-9000
Fax: 212-596-9090

Email:Brian.Biddinger@ropesgray.Com

Daniel G Cardy
PRO HAC VICE;A‘I‘I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA

202/420-3033
Fax: 202/420-2201

Email:Dcardy@blankrome.Com

Deanne K Cevasco

PRO HAC VICE;ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Ropes & Gray LLP - New York
1211 Avenue Of The Americas

New York , NY 10036
USA
212.596.9000
Fax: 212.596.

Email:Deanne.Cevasco@ropesgray.Com

Frank C Cimino , Jr
[Term: 01/28/2015]
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA
202-344-4569
Fax: 202-344-8300
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Email:Fccimino@venable.Com

Gabrielle Elizabeth Higgins
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ropes & Gray - East Palo Alto
1900 University Ave 6th Floor
East Pala Alto , CA 94303
USA

(650) 617-4015
Fax: (650) 566-4131
Email:Gabrielle.Higgins@ropesgray.Com

Gerard A Haddad
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP - NY

405 Lexington Avenue
New York , NY 10174
USA
212-885-5000
Fax: 212-885-5501

Email:Ghaddad@blankrome.Com

Jeffrey A Miller
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Dickstein Shapiro LLP - Palo Alto
1841 Page Mill Road Suite 150
Palo Alto , CA 94304
USA
650-690-9554
Fax: 650-690-9501

Email:Millerj@dicksteinshapiro.Com

Jennifer BianRosa

PRO HAC VICE;A‘|‘|'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP - NY

405 Lexington Avenue
New York , NY 10174
USA
212-885-5000
Fax: 212-885-5501

Email:Jbianrosa@blankrome.Com

Jesse J Jenner
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ropes & Gray - New York
1211 Avenue Of The Americas

New York , NY 10036
USA
212-596-9019
Fax: 646-728-2581

Email:Jesse.Jenner@ropesgray.Com

Ji Young Park
PRO HAC VICE;A‘|‘|'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP

600 New Hampshire Avenue Nw
Washington , DC 20037
USA

(202) 420-2200
Fax: (202) 420-2201
Email:Jpark@blankrome.Com

Michael Charles Smith
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Siebman Burg Phillips & Smith, LLP-Marshall
P O BOX 1556

Marshall, TX 75671-1556
USA
903-938-8900
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Sansung Telecommunications America Llc
Defendant

Fax: 19727674620

Email : Michaelsmith@siebman.Com

Rebecca R Ca rrizosa

PRO HAC VICE;A‘I‘I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Ropes & Gray - East Palo Alto
1900 University Ave 6th Floor
East Pala Alto , CA 94303
USA

650/617-4019
Fax: 650/617-4090

Email:Rebecca.Carrizosa@ropesgray.Com

Vincent Y Ling
[Term: 07/19/2016]
Ropes & Gray - New York
1211 Avenue Of The Americas

New York , NY 10036
USA

(212) 596-9000
Fax: (212) 596-9090
Email:Vincent.Ling@ropesgray.Com

Jeffrey Kirk Sherwood
LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY;A‘I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP

600 New Hampshire Avenue Nw
Washington , DC 20037
USA
202-420-2200
Fax: 202-420-2201

Email:Jsherwood@blankrome.Com

Brian P Biddinger
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ropes & Gray - New York
1211 Avenue Of The Americas

New York , NY 10036
USA
212-596-9000
Fax: 212-596-9090

Email:Brian.Biddinger@ropesgray.Com

Daniel G Cardy
PRO HAC VICE;A‘I‘I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA

202/420-3033
Fax: 202/420-2201

Email:Dcardy@blankrome.Com

Deanne K Cevasco

PRO HAC VICE;ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Ropes & Gray LLP - New York
1211 Avenue Of The Americas

New York , NY 10036
USA
212.596.9000
Fax: 212.596.

Email:Deanne.Cevasco@ropesgray.Com

Frank C Cimino , Jr
[Term: 01/28/2015]
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
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USA
202-344-4569
Fax: 202-344-8300

Email : Fccimino@venable.Com

Gabrielle Elizabeth Higgins
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ropes & Gray - East Palo Alto
1900 University Ave 6th Floor
East Pala Alto , CA 94303
USA

(650) 617-4015
Fax: (650) 566-4131
Email:Gabrielle.Higgins@ropesgray.Com

Gerard A Haddad
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP - NY

405 Lexington Avenue
New York , NY 10174
USA
212-885-5000
Fax: 212-885-5501

Email:Ghaddad@blankrome.Com

Jeffrey A Miller
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Dickstein Shapiro LLP - Palo Alto
1841 Page Mill Road Suite 150
Palo Alto , CA 94304
USA
650-690-9554
Fax: 650-690-9501

Email:Millerj@dicksteinshapiro.Com

Jennifer BianRosa

PRO HAC VICE;A‘|‘|'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP - NY

405 Lexington Avenue
New York , NY 10174
USA
212-885-5000
Fax: 212-885-5501

Email:Jbianrosa@blankrome.Com

Jesse J Jenner

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ropes & Gray - New York
1211 Avenue Of The Americas

New York , NY 10036
USA
212-596-9019
Fax: 646-728-2581

Email:Jesse.Jenner@ropesgray.Com

Ji Young Park
PRO HAC VICE;A‘|‘|'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP

600 New Hampshire Avenue Nw
Washington , DC 20037
USA

(202) 420-2200
Fax: (202) 420-2201
Email:Jpark@blankrome.Com

Michael Charles Smith
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Siebman Burg Phillips & Smith, LLP-Marshall
P O Box 1556
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Marshall, TX 75671-1556
USA
903-938-8900
Fax: 19727674620

Email:Michaelsmith@siebman.Com

Rebecca R Ca rrizosa

PRO HAC VICE;A‘|‘|'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Ropes & Gray - East Palo Alto
1900 University Ave 6th Floor
East Pala Alto , CA 94303
USA

650/617-4019
Fax: 650/617-4090

Email:Rebecca.Carrizosa@ropesgray.Com

Vincent Y Ling
[Term: 07/19/2016]
Ropes & Gray - New York
1211 Avenue Of The Americas

New York , NY 10036
USA

(212) 596-9000
Fax: (212) 596-9090
Email:Vincent.Ling@ropesgray.Com

Research in Motion Corporation Richard S J Hung
Defendant LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY;A‘I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Morrison & Foerster LLP San Francisco
425 Market St 32nd Floor

San Francisco , CA 94105-2482
USA

415/268-6000
Fax: 415/268-7522

Email:Rhung@mofo.Com

Vincent J Belusko
LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY

Morrison & Foerster LLP - Los Angeles
707 Wilshire Blvd
Ste 6000

Los Angeles , CA 90017-3543
USA

213/892-5593
Fax: 213/892-5454
Email:Vbelusko@mofo.Com

Edgar Leon Carter
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Carter Scholer Arnett Hamada & Mockler PLLC

8150 N. Central Expressway Suite 500
Dallas , TX 75206
USA
214-550-8188
Fax: 214-550-8185

Email:Lcarter@carterscholer.Com

Francis C Ho

[Term: 12/04/2013]
Morrison & Foerster LLP San Francisco
425 Market St 32nd Floor

San Francisco , CA 94105-2482
USA

415/268-7000
Email:Fho@mofo.Com

James Ryan Gilfoil
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Page 175 of1314

https://courtlink.lexisnexiscom/ControlSupport/UserControls/ShowDocket.aspx?Key=269609912|O||2|—1 |O|O|O|[9/19/2016 10:49:28 AM]



Page 176 of 1314

LexisNeXis CourtLink — Show Docket

Morrison & Foerster LLP - San Francisco
425 Market Street 32nd Floor

San Francisco , CA 94105-2482
USA
415.268.7000
Fax: 415.268.7522

Emai|:JgiIfoi|@mofo.Com

Jared W Miller
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Morrison & Foerster LLP - Los Angeles
707 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 6000
Los Angeles , CA 90017-3543
USA
213.892.5681
Fax: 213.892.5454

Email:Jaredmiller@mofo.Com

John Steven Torkelson
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Carter Scholer Arnett Hamada & Mockler PLLC

8150 N. Central Expressway Suite 500
Dallas , TX 75206
USA
214-550-3751
Fax: 214-550-8185

Email:Jtorkelson@carterscholer.Com

Lucia Elena Ba||ard
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Morrison & Foerster LLP - San Francisco
425 Market Street

San Francisco , CA 94105
USA
415-268-6000
Fax: 415-268-7522

Emai|:Lba||ard@mofo.Com

Research in Motion Ltd Richard S J Hung
Defendant LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY;A‘|'|'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Morrison & Foerster LLP San Francisco
425 Market St 32nd Floor

San Francisco , CA 94105-2482
USA

415/268-6000
Fax: 415/268-7522

Emai|:Rhung@mofo.Com

Vincent J Belusko
LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY

Morrison & Foerster LLP - Los Angeles
707 Wilshire Blvd
Ste 6000

Los Angeles , CA 90017-3543
USA

213/892-5593
Fax: 213/892-5454
Emai|:Vbe|usko@mofo.Com

Edgar Leon Carter
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Carter Scholer Arnett Hamada & Mockler PLLC

8150 N. Central Expressway Suite 500
Dallas , TX 75206
USA
214-550-8188
Fax: 214-550-8185

Email:Lcarter@carterscholer.Com
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Francis C Ho

[Term: 12/04/2013]
Morrison & Foerster LLP San Francisco
425 Market St 32nd Floor

San Francisco , CA 94105-2482
USA

415/268-7000
Emai|:Fho@mofo.Com

James Ryan Gilfoil
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Morrison & Foerster LLP - San Francisco
425 Market Street 32nd Floor

San Francisco , CA 94105-2482
USA
415.268.7000
Fax: 415.268.7522

Emai|:Jgi|foi|@mofo.Com

Jared W Miller
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Morrison & Foerster LLP - Los Angeles
707 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 6000
Los Angeles , CA 90017-3543
USA
213.892.5681
Fax: 213.892.5454

Emai|:Jaredmiller@mofo.Com

John Steven Torkelson
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Carter Scholer Arnett Hamada & Mockler PLLC

8150 N. Central Expressway Suite 500
Dallas , TX 75206
USA
214-550-3751
Fax: 214-550-8185

Emai|:Jtorkelson@carterscholer.Com

Samsung Austin Semiconductor L|c Jeffrey Kirk Sherwood
Defendant LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY;A‘|'|'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Blank Rome LLP

600 New Hampshire Avenue Nw
Washington , DC 20037
USA
202-420-2200
Fax: 202-420-2201

Emai|:Jsherwood@blankrome.Com

Brian P Biddinger
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ropes & Gray - New York
1211 Avenue Of The Americas

New York , NY 10036
USA
212-596-9000
Fax: 212-596-9090

Emai|:Brian.Biddinger@ropesgray.Com

Daniel G Cardy
PRO HAC VICE;A‘|‘|'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA

202/420-3033
Fax: 202/420-2201

Emai|:Dcardy@b|ankrome.Com
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Deanne K Cevasco

PRO HAC VICE;A‘|‘|'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Ropes & Gray LLP - New York
1211 Avenue Of The Americas

New York , NY 10036
USA
212.596.9000
Fax: 212.596.

Email:Deanne.Cevasco@ropesgray.Com

Frank C Cimino , Jr
[Term: 01/28/2015]
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA
202-344-4569
Fax: 202-344-8300

Email:Fccimino@venable.Com

Gabrielle Elizabeth Higgins
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ropes & Gray - East Palo Alto
1900 University Ave 6th Floor
East Pala Alto , CA 94303
USA

(650) 617-4015
Fax: (650) 566-4131
Email:Gabrielle.Higgins@ropesgray.Com

Gerard A Haddad
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP - NY

405 Lexington Avenue
New York , NY 10174
USA
212-885-5000
Fax: 212-885-5501

Email:Ghaddad@blankrome.Com

Jeffrey A Miller
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Dickstein Shapiro LLP - Palo Alto
1841 Page Mill Road Suite 150
Palo Alto , CA 94304
USA
650-690-9554
Fax: 650-690-9501

Email:Millerj@dicksteinshapiro.Com

Jennifer BianRosa

PRO HAC VICE;A‘|‘|'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP - NY

405 Lexington Avenue
New York , NY 10174
USA
212-885-5000
Fax: 212-885-5501

Email:Jbianrosa@blankrome.Com

Jesse J Jenner
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ropes & Gray - New York
1211 Avenue Of The Americas

New York , NY 10036
USA
212-596-9019
Fax: 646-728-2581
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Email :Jesse.Jenner@ropesg ray.Com

Ji Young Park
PRO HAC VICE;A‘|‘|'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP

600 New Hampshire Avenue Nw
Washington , DC 20037
USA

(202) 420-2200
Fax: (202) 420-2201
Email:Jpark@blankrome.Com

Michael Charles Smith
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Siebman Burg Phillips & Smith, LLP-Marshall
P O Box 1556

Marshall, TX 75671-1556
USA
903-938-8900
Fax: 19727674620

Email:Michaelsmith@siebman.Com

Rebecca R Ca rrizosa

PRO HAC VICE;A‘|‘|'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Ropes & Gray - East Palo Alto
1900 University Ave 6th Floor
East Pala Alto , CA 94303
USA

650/617-4019
Fax: 650/617-4090

Email:Rebecca.Carrizosa@ropesgray.Com

Vincent Y Ling
[Term: 07/19/2016]
Ropes & Gray - New York
1211 Avenue Of The Americas

New York , NY 10036
USA

(212) 596-9000
Fax: (212) 596-9090
Email:Vincent.Ling@ropesgray.Com

Blackberry, Ltd Richard S J Hung
[Term: 12/05/2014] LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY
Defendant Morrison & Foerster LLP San Francisco

425 Market St 32nd Floor

San Francisco , CA 94105-2482
USA

415/268-6000
Fax: 415/268-7522

Email:Rhung@mofo.Com

Blackberry Corp. Richard S J Hung
[Term: 12/05/2014] LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY
Defendant Morrison & Foerster LLP San Francisco

425 Market St 32nd Floor

San Francisco , CA 94105-2482
USA

415/268-6000
Fax: 415/268-7522

Email:Rhung@mofo.Com

Research in Motion Ltd Richard S J Hung
Counter Claimant LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY;A‘I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Morrison & Foerster LLP San Francisco
425 Market St 32nd Floor
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San Francisco , CA 94105-2482
USA

415/268-6000
Fax: 415/268-7522

Email:Rhung@mofo.Com

Vincent J Belusko
LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY

Morrison & Foerster LLP - Los Angeles
707 Wilshire Blvd
Ste 6000

Los Angeles , CA 90017-3543
USA

213/892-5593
Fax: 213/892-5454
Email:Vbelusko@mofo.Com

Francis C Ho

[Term: 12/04/2013]
Morrison & Foerster LLP San Francisco
425 Market St 32nd Floor

San Francisco , CA 94105-2482
USA

415/268-7000
Email:Fho@mofo.Com

James Ryan Gilfoil
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Morrison & Foerster LLP - San Francisco
425 Market Street 32nd Floor

San Francisco , CA 94105-2482
USA
415.268.7000
Fax: 415.268.7522

Email:Jgilfoil@mofo.Com

Jared W Miller
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Morrison & Foerster LLP - Los Angeles
707 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 6000
Los Angeles , CA 90017-3543
USA
213.892.5681
Fax: 213.892.5454

Email:Jaredmiller@mofo.Com

John Steven Torkelson
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Carter Scholer Arnett Hamada & Mockler PLLC

8150 N. Central Expressway Suite 500
Dallas , TX 75206
USA
214-550-3751
Fax: 214-550-8185

Email:Jtorkelson@carterscholer.Com

Lucia Elena Ballard
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Morrison & Foerster LLP - San Francisco
425 Market Street

San Francisco , CA 94105
USA
415-268-6000
Fax: 415-268-7522

Email:Lballard@mofo.Com

Research in Motion Corporation Richard S J Hung
Counter Claimant LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY;A‘I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
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Morrison & Foerster LLP San Francisco
425 Market St 32nd Floor

San Francisco , CA 94105-2482
USA

415/268-6000
Fax: 415/268-7522

Email:Rhung@mofo.Com

Vincent J Belusko
LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY

Morrison & Foerster LLP - Los Angeles
707 Wilshire Blvd
Ste 6000

Los Angeles , CA 90017-3543
USA

213/892-5593
Fax: 213/892-5454
Email:Vbelusko@mofo.Com

Eric C Pai
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Morrison & Foerster - Palo Alto

755 Page Mill Road
Palo Alto , CA 94304
USA
650-813-5600
Fax: 650-251-3845

Email:Epai@mofo.Com

Francis C Ho

[Term: 12/04/2013]
Morrison & Foerster LLP San Francisco
425 Market St 32nd Floor

San Francisco , CA 94105-2482
USA

415/268-7000
Email:Fho@mofo.Com

James Ryan Gilfoil
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Morrison & Foerster LLP - San Francisco
425 Market Street 32nd Floor

San Francisco , CA 94105-2482
USA
415.268.7000
Fax: 415.268.7522

Email:Jgilfoil@mofo.Com

Jared W Miller
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Morrison & Foerster LLP - Los Angeles
707 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 6000
Los Angeles , CA 90017-3543
USA
213.892.5681
Fax: 213.892.5454

Email:Jaredmiller@mofo.Com

John Steven Torkelson
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Carter Scholer Arnett Hamada & Mockler PLLC

8150 N. Central Expressway Suite 500
Dallas , TX 75206
USA
214-550-3751
Fax: 214-550-8185

Email:Jtorkelson@carterscholer.Com
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Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP Amir H. Alavi
Counter Defendant ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ahmad, Zavitsanos, Anaipakos, Alavi & Mensing P.C.
1221 Mckinney Street Suite 2500
Houston , TX 77002
USA

713/655-1101
Fax: 17136550062

Email:Aa|avi@azalaw.Com

Brian Ervin Simmons
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ahmad, Zavitsanos, Anaipakos, Alavi & Mensing P.C.
3460 One Houston Center

1221 Mckinney St
Houston , TX 77010
USA
713-655-1101
Fax: 713-655-0062

Email:Bsimmons@azalaw.Com

Claire Abernathy Henry
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ward, Smith & Hill, PLLC
1507 Bill Owens Parkway
Longview , TX 75604
USA
903-757-6400
Fax: 903-757-2323

Email:C|aire@wsfirm.Com

Demetrios Anaipakos
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ahmad, Zavitsanos, Anaipakos, Alavi & Mensing P.C.
1221 Mckinney Street Suite 2500
Houston , TX 77002
USA

713/655-1101
Fax: 17136550062

Email:Danaipakos@azalaw.Com

Eric James Enger
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Heim, Payne & Chorush, LLP-Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street Suite 2100
Houston , TX 77002
USA

713/221-2000
Fax: 713-221-2021

Email:Eenger@hpcllp.Com

Jack Wesley Hill
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ward, Smith & Hill, PLLC
1507 Bill Owens Parkway
Longview , TX 75604
USA
903-757-6400
Fax: 903-757-2323

Email:Wh@wsfirm.Com

Michael F Heim
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Heim Payne & Chorush, LLP - Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street, Suite 2100
Houston , TX 77002
USA
713 221-2000
Fax: 713 221-2021
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Email:Mheim@hpcllp.Com

Robert Allan Bullwinkel
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Heim, Payne & Chorush, LLP-Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street Suite 2100
Houston , TX 77002
USA
713-221-2000
Fax: 713-221-2021

Email:Abullwinkel@hpcllp.Com

Thomas John Ward , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ward, Smith & Hill, PLLC
1507 Bill Owens Parkway
Longview , TX 75604
USA
903-757-6400
Fax: 903-757-2323

Email:Jw@wsfirm.Com

Miranda Yan Jones
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Heim, Payne & Chorush, LLP-Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street Suite 2100
Houston , TX 77002
USA
713-221-2000
Fax: 713-221-2021

Email:Mjones@hpcllp.Com

Samsung Electronics America Inc Jeffrey Kirk Sherwood
Counter Claimant LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY;A‘I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Blank Rome LLP

600 New Hampshire Avenue Nw
Washington , DC 20037
USA
202-420-2200
Fax: 202-420-2201

Email:Jsherwood@blankrome.Com

Daniel G Cardy
PRO HAC VICE;A‘|‘|'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA

202/420-3033
Fax: 202/420-2201
Email:Dcardy@blankrome.Com

Frank C Cimino , Jr
[Term: 01/28/2015]
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA
202-344-4569
Fax: 202-344-8300

Email:Fccimino@venable.Com

Gerard A Haddad
A'I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP - NY

405 Lexington Avenue
New York , NY 10174
USA
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212-885-5000
Fax: 212-885-5501

Email :Ghaddad@blankrome.Com

Michael Charles Smith
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Siebman Burg Phillips & Smith, LLP-Marshall
P O BOX 1556

Marshall, TX 75671-1556
USA
903-938-8900
Fax: 19727674620

Email : Michaelsmith@siebman .Com

Samsung Electronics Co Ltd Jeffrey Kirk Sherwood
Counter Claimant LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY;A‘I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Blank Rome LLP

600 New Hampshire Avenue Nw
Washington , DC 20037
USA
202-420-2200
Fax: 202-420-2201

Email:Jsherwood@blankrome.Com

Daniel G Cardy
PRO HAC VICE;A‘|‘|'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA

202/420-3033
Fax: 202/420-2201

Email:Dcardy@blankrome.Com

Frank C Cimino , Jr
[Term: 01/28/2015]
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA
202-344-4569
Fax: 202-344-8300

Email:Fccimino@venable.Com

Gerard A Haddad
A‘I‘I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP - NY

405 Lexington Avenue
New York , NY 10174
USA
212-885-5000
Fax: 212-885-5501

Email:Ghaddad@blankrome.Com

Michael Charles Smith
A'I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Siebman Burg Phillips & Smith, LLP-Marshall
P O BOX 1556

Marshall, TX 75671-1556
USA
903-938-8900
Fax: 19727674620

Email : Michaelsmith@siebman .Com

Sansung Telecommunications America Llc Jeffrey Kirk Sherwood
Counter Claimant LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY;A‘I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Blank Rome LLP
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600 New Hampshire Avenue Nw
Washington , DC 20037
USA
202-420-2200
Fax: 202-420-2201

Email:Jsherwood@blankrome.Com

Daniel G Cardy
PRO HAC VICE;A‘I‘I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA

202/420-3033
Fax: 202/420-2201
Email:Dcardy@blankrome.Com

Frank C Cimino , Jr
[Term: 01/28/2015]
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA
202-344-4569
Fax: 202-344-8300

Email:Fccimino@venable.Com

Gerard A Haddad
A‘I‘I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP - NY

405 Lexington Avenue
New York , NY 10174
USA
212-885-5000
Fax: 212-885-5501

Email:Ghaddad@blankrome.Com

Michael Charles Smith
A'I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Siebman Burg Phillips & Smith, LLP-Marshall
P O BOX 1556

Marshall, TX 75671-1556
USA
903-938-8900
Fax: 19727674620

Email : Michaelsmith@siebman .Com

Samsung Austin Semiconductor Llc Jeffrey Kirk Sherwood
Counter Claimant LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY;A‘I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Blank Rome LLP

600 New Hampshire Avenue Nw
Washington , DC 20037
USA
202-420-2200
Fax: 202-420-2201

Email:Jsherwood@blankrome.Com

Daniel G Cardy
PRO HAC VICE;ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA

202/420-3033
Fax: 202/420-2201

Email:Dcardy@blankrome.Com

Frank C Cimino , Jr
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[Term: 01/28/2015]
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA
202-344-4569
Fax: 202-344-8300

Email:Fccimino@venable.Com

Gerard A Haddad
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP - NY

405 Lexington Avenue
New York , NY 10174
USA
212-885-5000
Fax: 212-885-5501

Email:Ghaddad@blankrome.Com

Michael Charles Smith
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Siebman Burg Phillips & Smith, LLP-Marshall
P O BOX 1556

Marshall, TX 75671-1556
USA
903-938-8900
Fax: 19727674620

Email : Michaelsmith@siebman .Com

Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP Amir H. Alavi
Counter Defendant ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ahmad, Zavitsanos, Anaipakos, Alavi & Mensing PC.
1221 Mckinney Street Suite 2500
Houston , TX 77002
USA

713/655-1101
Fax: 17136550062

Email:Aa|avi@azalaw.Com

Brian Ervin Simmons
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ahmad, Zavitsanos, Anaipakos, Alavi & Mensing PC.
3460 One Houston Center

1221 Mckinney St
Houston , TX 77010
USA
713-655-1101
Fax: 713-655-0062

Email:Bsimmons@azalaw.Com

Claire Abernathy Henry
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ward, Smith & Hill, PLLC
1507 Bill Owens Parkway
Longview , TX 75604
USA
903-757-6400
Fax: 903-757-2323

Email:C|aire@wsfirm.Com

Demetrios Anaipakos
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ahmad, Zavitsanos, Anaipakos, Alavi & Mensing PC.
1221 Mckinney Street Suite 2500
Houston , TX 77002
USA

713/655-1101
Fax: 17136550062
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Research in Motion Ltd
Counter Claimant

Email:Danaipakos@azalaw.Com

Eric James Enger
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Heim, Payne & Chorush, LLP-Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street Suite 2100
Houston , TX 77002
USA

713/221-2000
Fax: 713-221-2021

Email:Eenger@hpcllp.Com

Jack Wesley Hill
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ward, Smith & Hill, PLLC
1507 Bill Owens Parkway
Longview , TX 75604
USA
903-757-6400
Fax: 903-757-2323

Email:Wh@wsfirm.Com

Michael F Heim
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Heim Payne & Chorush, LLP - Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street, Suite 2100
Houston , TX 77002
USA
713 221-2000
Fax: 713 221-2021

Email:Mheim@hpcllp.Com

Robert Allan Bullwinkel
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Heim, Payne & Chorush, LLP-Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street Suite 2100
Houston , TX 77002
USA
713-221-2000
Fax: 713-221-2021

Email:Abullwinkel@hpcllp.Com

Thomas John Ward , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ward, Smith & Hill, PLLC
1507 Bill Owens Parkway
Longview , TX 75604
USA
903-757-6400
Fax: 903-757-2323

Email:Jw@wsfirm.Com

Miranda Yan Jones
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Heim, Payne & Chorush, LLP-Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street Suite 2100
Houston , TX 77002
USA
713-221-2000
Fax: 713-221-2021

Email:Mjones@hpcllp.Com

Richard S J Hung
LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY;A‘I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Morrison & Foerster LLP San Francisco
425 Market St 32nd Floor

San Francisco , CA 94105-2482
USA
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415/268-6000
Fax: 415/268-7522

Email:Rhung@mofo.Com

Vincent J Belusko
LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY

Morrison & Foerster LLP - Los Angeles
707 Wilshire Blvd
Ste 6000

Los Angeles , CA 90017-3543
USA

213/892-5593
Fax: 213/892-5454
Email:Vbelusko@mofo.Com

Edgar Leon Carter
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Carter Scholer Arnett Hamada & Mockler PLLC

8150 N. Central Expressway Suite 500
Dallas , TX 75206
USA
214-550-8188
Fax: 214-550-8185

Email:Lcarter@carterscholer.Com

Eric C Pai
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Morrison & Foerster - Palo Alto

755 Page Mill Road
Palo Alto , CA 94304
USA
650-813-5600
Fax: 650-251-3845

Email:Epai@mofo.Com

Francis C Ho

[Term: 12/04/2013]
Morrison & Foerster LLP San Francisco
425 Market St 32nd Floor

San Francisco , CA 94105-2482
USA

415/268-7000
Email:Fho@mofo.Com

James Ryan Gilfoil
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Morrison & Foerster LLP - San Francisco
425 Market Street 32nd Floor

San Francisco , CA 94105-2482
USA
415.268.7000
Fax: 415.268.7522

Email:Jgilfoil@mofo.Com

Jared W Miller
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Morrison & Foerster LLP - Los Angeles
707 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 6000
Los Angeles , CA 90017-3543
USA
213.892.5681
Fax: 213.892.5454

Email:Jaredmiller@mofo.Com

John Steven Torkelson
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Carter Scholer Arnett Hamada & Mockler PLLC

8150 N. Central Expressway Suite 500
Dallas , TX 75206
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USA
214-550-3751
Fax: 214-550-8185

Email :Jtorkelson@carterscholer.Com

Research in Motion Corporation Richard S J Hung
Counter Claimant LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY;A‘I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Morrison & Foerster LLP San Francisco
425 Market St 32nd Floor

San Francisco , CA 94105-2482
USA

415/268-6000
Fax: 415/268-7522

Email:Rhung@mofo.Com

Vincent J Belusko
LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY

Morrison & Foerster LLP - Los Angeles
707 Wilshire Blvd
Ste 6000

Los Angeles , CA 90017-3543
USA

213/892-5593
Fax: 213/892-5454
Email:Vbelusko@mofo.Com

Edgar Leon Carter
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Carter Scholer Arnett Hamada & Mockler PLLC

8150 N. Central Expressway Suite 500
Dallas , TX 75206
USA
214-550-8188
Fax: 214-550-8185

Email:Lcarter@carterscholer.Com

Francis C Ho

[Term: 12/04/2013]
Morrison & Foerster LLP San Francisco
425 Market St 32nd Floor

San Francisco , CA 94105-2482
USA

415/268-7000
Email:Fho@mofo.Com

James Ryan Gilfoil
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Morrison & Foerster LLP - San Francisco
425 Market Street 32nd Floor

San Francisco , CA 94105-2482
USA
415.268.7000
Fax: 415.268.7522

Email:Jgilfoil@mofo.Com

Jared W Miller
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Morrison & Foerster LLP - Los Angeles
707 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 6000
Los Angeles , CA 90017-3543
USA
213.892.5681
Fax: 213.892.5454

Email:Jaredmiller@mofo.Com

John Steven Torkelson
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Carter Scholer Arnett Hamada & Mockler PLLC
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Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP
Counter Defendant

8150 N. Central Expressway Suite 500
Dallas , TX 75206
USA
214-550-3751
Fax: 214-550-8185

Email:Jtorkelson@carterscholer.Com

Demetrios Anaipakos
LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY;A‘I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Ahmad, Zavitsanos, Anaipakos, Alavi & Mensing P.C.
1221 Mckinney Street Suite 2500
Houston , TX 77002
USA

713/655-1101
Fax: 17136550062

Email:Danaipakos@azalaw.Com

Alden Harris

[Term: 08/25/2015]
Heim, Payne & Chorush, LLP-Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street Suite 2100
Houston , TX 77002
USA
713.221.2000
Fax: 713.221.2021

Email:Aharris@hpcllp.Com

Amir H. Alavi
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ahmad, Zavitsanos, Anaipakos, Alavi & Mensing P.C.
1221 Mckinney Street Suite 2500
Houston , TX 77002
USA

713/655-1101
Fax: 17136550062

Email:Aa|avi@azalaw.Com

Blaine Andrew Larson

[Term: 12/22/2015]
Heim, Payne & Chorush, LLP-Houston
600 Travis Suite 6710

Houston , TX 77002
USA
713-221-2000
Fax: 713-221-2021

Emai|:Blarson@hpcllp.Com

Brian Ervin Simmons
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ahmad, Zavitsanos, Anaipakos, Alavi & Mensing P.C.
3460 One Houston Center

1221 Mckinney St
Houston , TX 77010
USA
713-655-1101
Fax: 713-655-0062

Email:Bsimmons@azalaw.Com

Claire Abernathy Henry
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ward, Smith & Hill, PLLC
1507 Bill Owens Parkway
Longview , TX 75604
USA
903-757-6400
Fax: 903-757-2323

Email:C|aire@wsfirm.Com
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Eric James Enger
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Heim, Payne & Chorush, LLP-Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street Suite 2100
Houston , TX 77002
USA

713/221-2000
Fax: 713-221-2021

Email:Eenger@hpcllp.Com

Jack Wesley Hill
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ward, Smith & Hill, PLLC
1507 Bill Owens Parkway
Longview , TX 75604
USA
903-757-6400
Fax: 903-757-2323

Email:Wh@wsfirm.Com

Kyril Vladimir Talanov
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ahmad, Zavitsanos, Anaipakos, Alavi & Mensing PC.
3460 One Houston Center

1221 Mckinney St
Houston , TX 77010
USA
713-655-1101
Fax: 713-655-0062

Email:Ktalanov@azalaw.Com

Michael F Heim
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Heim Payne & Chorush, LLP - Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street, Suite 2100
Houston , TX 77002
USA
713 221-2000
Fax: 713 221-2021

Email:Mheim@hpcllp.Com

Robert Allan Bullwinkel
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Heim, Payne & Chorush, LLP-Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street Suite 2100
Houston , TX 77002
USA
713-221-2000
Fax: 713-221-2021

Email:Abullwinkel@hpcllp.Com

Thomas John Ward , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ward, Smith & Hill, PLLC
1507 Bill Owens Parkway
Longview , TX 75604
USA
903-757-6400
Fax: 903-757-2323

Email:Jw@wsfirm.Com

Miranda Yan Jones
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Heim, Payne & Chorush, LLP-Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street Suite 2100
Houston , TX 77002
USA
713-221-2000
Fax: 713-221-2021
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Email : Mjones@hpcllp.Com

Samsung Austin Semiconductor Llc Jeffrey Kirk Sherwood
Counter Claimant LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY;A‘I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Blank Rome LLP

600 New Hampshire Avenue Nw
Washington , DC 20037
USA
202-420-2200
Fax: 202-420-2201

Email:Jsherwood@blankrome.Com

Daniel G Cardy
PRO HAC VICE;A‘I‘I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA

202/420-3033
Fax: 202/420-2201

Email:Dcardy@blankrome.Com

Frank C Cimino , Jr
[Term: 01/28/2015]
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA
202-344-4569
Fax: 202-344-8300

Email:Fccimino@venable.Com

Gerard A Haddad
A‘I‘I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP - NY

405 Lexington Avenue
New York , NY 10174
USA
212-885-5000
Fax: 212-885-5501

Email:Ghaddad@blankrome.Com

Michael Charles Smith
A'I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Siebman Burg Phillips & Smith, LLP-Marshall
P O BOX 1556

Marshall, TX 75671-1556
USA
903-938-8900
Fax: 19727674620

Email : Michaelsmith@siebman .Com

Samsung Electronics Co Ltd Jeffrey Kirk Sherwood
Counter Claimant LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY;A‘I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Blank Rome LLP

600 New Hampshire Avenue Nw
Washington , DC 20037
USA
202-420-2200
Fax: 202-420-2201

Email:Jsherwood@blankrome.Com

Daniel G Cardy
PRO HAC VICE;ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
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USA

202/420-3033
Fax: 202/420-2201

Email : Dcardy@blankrome.Com

Frank C Cimino , Jr
[Term: 01/28/2015]
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA
202-344-4569
Fax: 202-344-8300

Email:Fccimino@venable.Com

Gerard A Haddad
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP - NY

405 Lexington Avenue
New York , NY 10174
USA
212-885-5000
Fax: 212-885-5501

Email:Ghaddad@blankrome.Com

Michael Charles Smith
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Siebman Burg Phillips & Smith, LLP-Marshall
P O BOX 1556

Marshall, TX 75671-1556
USA
903-938-8900
Fax: 19727674620

Email : Michaelsmith@siebman .Com

Samsung Electronics America Inc Jeffrey Kirk Sherwood
Counter Claimant LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY;A‘I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Blank Rome LLP

600 New Hampshire Avenue Nw
Washington , DC 20037
USA
202-420-2200
Fax: 202-420-2201

Email:Jsherwood@blankrome.Com

Daniel G Cardy
PRO HAC VICE;ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA

202/420-3033
Fax: 202/420-2201

Email:Dcardy@blankrome.Com

Frank C Cimino , Jr
[Term: 01/28/2015]
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA
202-344-4569
Fax: 202-344-8300

Email:Fccimino@venable.Com

Gerard A Haddad
A‘I‘I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP - NY
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405 Lexington Avenue
New York , NY 10174
USA
212-885-5000
Fax: 212-885-5501

Email:Ghaddad@blankrome.Com

Michael Charles Smith
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Siebman Burg Phillips & Smith, LLP-Marshall
P O BOX 1556

Marshall, TX 75671-1556
USA
903-938-8900
Fax: 19727674620

Email : Michaelsmith@siebman .Com

Sansung Telecommunications America Llc Jeffrey Kirk Sherwood
Counter Claimant LEAD A'I'I'ORNEY;A‘I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Blank Rome LLP

600 New Hampshire Avenue Nw
Washington , DC 20037
USA
202-420-2200
Fax: 202-420-2201

Email:Jsherwood@blankrome.Com

Daniel G Cardy
PRO HAC VICE;A‘|‘|'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA

202/420-3033
Fax: 202/420-2201

Email:Dcardy@blankrome.Com

Frank C Cimino , Jr
[Term: 01/28/2015]
Venable LLP

575 7th Street, Nw
Washington , DC 20004
USA
202-344-4569
Fax: 202-344-8300

Email:Fccimino@venable.Com

Gerard A Haddad
A‘I‘I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED
Blank Rome LLP - NY

405 Lexington Avenue
New York , NY 10174
USA
212-885-5000
Fax: 212-885-5501

Email:Ghaddad@blankrome.Com

Michael Charles Smith
A'I'I'ORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Siebman Burg Phillips & Smith, LLP-Marshall
P O BOX 1556

Marshall, TX 75671-1556
USA
903-938-8900
Fax: 19727674620

Email : Michaelsmith@siebman .Com
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Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP Amir H. Alavi
Counter Defendant ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ahmad, Zavitsanos, Anaipakos, Alavi & Mensing P.C.
1221 Mckinney Street Suite 2500
Houston , TX 77002
USA

713/655-1101
Fax: 17136550062

Email:Aa|avi@azalaw.Com

Brian Ervin Simmons
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ahmad, Zavitsanos, Anaipakos, Alavi & Mensing P.C.
3460 One Houston Center

1221 Mckinney St
Houston , TX 77010
USA
713-655-1101
Fax: 713-655-0062

Email:Bsimmons@azalaw.Com

Claire Abernathy Henry
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ward, Smith & Hill, PLLC
1507 Bill Owens Parkway
Longview , TX 75604
USA
903-757-6400
Fax: 903-757-2323

Email:C|aire@wsfirm.Com

Demetrios Anaipakos
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ahmad, Zavitsanos, Anaipakos, Alavi & Mensing P.C.
1221 Mckinney Street Suite 2500
Houston , TX 77002
USA

713/655-1101
Fax: 17136550062

Email:Danaipakos@azalaw.Com

Eric James Enger
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Heim, Payne & Chorush, LLP-Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street Suite 2100
Houston , TX 77002
USA

713/221-2000
Fax: 713-221-2021

Email:Eenger@hpcllp.Com

Jack Wesley Hill
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ward, Smith & Hill, PLLC
1507 Bill Owens Parkway
Longview , TX 75604
USA
903-757-6400
Fax: 903-757-2323

Email:Wh@wsfirm.Com

Michael F Heim
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Heim Payne & Chorush, LLP - Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street, Suite 2100
Houston , TX 77002
USA
713 221-2000
Fax: 713 221-2021
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03/15/2013

03/18/2013

03/18/2013

03/18/2013

03/18/2013

03/18/2013

03/18/2013

03/19/2013

03/19/2013

03/19/2013

Email:Mheim@hpcllp.Com

Robert Allan Bullwinkel
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Heim, Payne & Chorush, LLP-Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street Suite 2100
Houston , TX 77002
USA
713-221-2000
Fax: 713-221-2021

Email:Abullwinkel@hpcllp.Com

Thomas John Ward , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Ward, Smith & Hill, PLLC
1507 Bill Owens Parkway
Longview , TX 75604
USA
903-757-6400
Fax: 903-757-2323

Email:Jw@wsfirm.Com

Miranda Yan Jones
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Heim, Payne & Chorush, LLP-Houston
Heritage Plaza 1111 Bagby Street Suite 2100
Houston , TX 77002
USA
713-221-2000
Fax: 713-221-2021

Email:Mjones@hpcllp.Com

COMPLAINT FOR PATENT INFRINGEMENT against All Defendants ( Filing fee $ 350 receipt
number 0540-4047368.), filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP. (Attachments: #
1 Exhibit Exhibit A - '580 Patent)(Jones, Miranda) (Additional attachment(s) added on
3/18/2013: # 2 Civil Cover Sheet) (ch, ). (Entered: 03/15/2013)

Case assigned to Judge Rodney Gilstrap. (ch, ) (Entered: 03/18/2013)

ORDER REFERRING CASE to Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne for pretrial purposes. Signed
by Judge Rodney Gilstrap on 3/18/2013. (ch, ) (Entered: 03/18/2013)

In accordance with the provisions of 28 USC Section 636(c), you are hereby notified that
a US. Magistrate Judge of this district court is available to conduct any or all proceedings
in this case including a jury or non-jury trial and to order the entry of a final judgment.
The form Consent to Proceed Before Magistrate Judge is available on our website. All
signed consent forms, excluding pro se parties, should be filed electronically using the
event Notice of Consent to Proceed Before Magistrate Judge. (ch, ) (Entered:
03/18/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Eric James Enger on behalf of Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP (Enger, Eric) (Entered: 03/18/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Robert Allan Bullwinkel on behalf of Rembrandt
Wireless Technologies LP (Bullwinkel, Robert) (Entered: 03/18/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Michael F Heim on behalf of Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP (Heim, Michael) (Entered: 03/18/2013)

SUMMONS Issued as to Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd,
Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America LLC, Samsung
Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Attachments: # 1
Samsung Telecommunication Am LLC, # 2 Samsung Electronics Co Ltd, # 3 Samsung
Electronics Am LLC, # 4 Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, # 5 Research in Motion ltd)
(ehs, ) (Entered: 03/19/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Amir H. Alavi on behalf of Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP (Alavi, Amir) (Entered: 03/19/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Demetrios Anaipakos on behalf of Rembrandt
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03/19/2013

03/19/2013

04/10/2013

04/10/2013

04/10/2013

04/11/2013

04/11/2013

04/11/2013

04/12/2013

04/15/2013

04/15/2013

04/15/2013

04/15/2013

04/15/2013

04/25/2013

05/01/2013

05/02/2013

05/03/2013

06/05/2013

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24
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Wireless Technologies LP (Anaipakos, Demetrios) (Entered: 03/19/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Brian Ervin Simmons on behalf of Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP (Simmons, Brian) (Entered: 03/19/2013)

Notice of Filing of Patent/Trademark Form (A0 120). A0 120 mailed to the Director of the
US. Patent and Trademark Office. (Enger, Eric) (Entered: 03/19/2013)

NOTICE by Research in Motion Ltd WAIVER OF THE SERVICE OF SUMMONS TO MIRANDA
JONES (Hung, Richard) (Entered: 04/10/2013)

Unopposed MOTION for Extension of Time to File Answer by Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Jones, Miranda) (Entered:
04/10/2013)

Unopposed MOTION for Extension of Time to File Answer by Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Jones, Miranda) (Entered:
04/10/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Thomas John Ward, Jr on behalf of Rembrandt
Wireless Technologies LP (Ward, Thomas) (Entered: 04/11/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Jack Wesley Hill on behalf of Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP (Hill, Jack) (Entered: 04/11/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Claire Abernathy Henry on behalf of Rembrandt
Wireless Technologies LP (Henry, Claire) (Entered: 04/11/2013)

AMENDED COMPLAINT against Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd,
Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung
Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC, filed by Rembrandt
Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit A)(Jones, Miranda) (Entered:
04/12/2013)

WAIVER OF SERVICE Returned Executed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP.
Samsung Electronics Co LTD waiver sent on 4/10/2013, answer due 6/10/2013. (ehs, )
(Entered: 04/15/2013)

ORDER granting 12 Motion for Extension of Time to Answer. The deadline for Research in
Motion Corp. and Research in Motion Ltd. to answer is extended up to July 3, 2013.
Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on 4/15/13. (ehs, ) (Entered: 04/15/2013)

Answer Due Deadline Updated for Research In Motion Corporation to 7/3/2013; Research
in Motion Ltd to 7/3/2013. (ehs, ) (Entered: 04/15/2013)

ORDER granting 13 Motion for Extension of Time to Answer. Deadline for Samsung
Electronics Co. Ltd. and the Domestic Samsung Defendants (i.e., Samsung Electronics
America, Inc., Samsung Telecommunications America, LLC, and Samsung Austin
Semiconductor, LLC) to answer the Complaint is extended to July 3, 2013. Signed by
Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on 4/15/13. (ehs, ) (Entered: 04/15/2013)

Answer Due Deadline Updated for Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC to 7/3/2013;
Samsung Electronics America Inc to 7/3/2013; Samsung Electronics Co LTD to 7/3/2013;
Sansung Telecommunications America LLC to 7/3/2013. (ehs, ) (Entered: 04/15/2013)

SUMMONS Returned Executed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. Research In
Motion Corporation served on 3/25/2013, answer due 7/3/2013; Research in Motion Ltd
served on 3/21/2013, answer due 7/3/2013; Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC served
on 3/20/2013, answer due 7/3/2013; Samsung Electronics America Inc served on
3/27/2013, answer due 7/3/2013; Sansung Telecommunications America LLC served on
3/25/2013, answer due 7/3/2013. (Attachments: # 1 Research In Motion Corp, # 2
Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, # 3 Samsung Electronics Am LLC, # 4 Samsung
Telecommunications America)(ehs, ) (Entered: 04/25/2013)

***DEFICIENT DOCUMENT. PLEASE IGNORE.***NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by
Jeffrey Kirk Sherwood on behalf of Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung
Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications
America LLC (Sherwood, Jeffrey) Modified on 5/2/2013 (ch, ). (Entered: 05/01/2013)

NOTICE of Deficiency regarding the 22 submitted NO CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE.
Correction should be made by one business day (ch, ) (Entered: 05/02/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Jeffrey Kirk Sherwood on behalf of Samsung Austin
Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD,
Sansung Telecommunications America LLC (Sherwood, Jeffrey) (Entered: 05/03/2013)

AMENDED COMPLAINT Second against All Defendants, filed by Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit A - 580 Patent, # 2 Exhibit B - 228 Patent)
(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 06/05/2013)
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06/10/2013

06/25/2013

06/25/2013

06/26/2013

06/26/2013

06/27/2013

06/27/2013

07/01/2013

07/01/2013

07/01/2013

07/01/2013

07/01/2013

07/08/2013

07/09/2013

07/10/2013

07/10/2013

07/10/2013

07/10/2013

07/10/2013

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

LexisNeXis CourtLink — Show Docket

Notice of Filing of Patent/Trademark Form (A0 120). A0 120 mailed to the Director of the
US. Patent and Trademark Office. (Enger, Eric) (Entered: 06/10/2013)

Unopposed MOTION for Extension of Time to File Answer re 24 Amended Complaint by
Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung
Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Text
of Proposed Order)(Sherwood, Jeffrey) (Entered: 06/25/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Michael Charles Smith on behalf of Samsung Austin
Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD,
Sansung Telecommunications America LLC (Smith, Michael) (Entered: 06/25/2013)

ORDER granting 26 Motion for Extension of Time to Answer. Samsung Electronics Co.
Ltd., Samsung Electronics America, Inc., Samsung Telecommunications America, LLC,
and Samsung Austin Semiconductor, LLC. Deadline is 7/10/2013. Signed by Magistrate
Judge Roy S. Payne on 6/26/2013. (ch, ) (Entered: 06/26/2013)

Answer Due Deadline Updated for Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC to 7/10/2013;
Samsung Electronics America Inc to 7/10/2013; Samsung Electronics Co LTD to
7/10/2013; Sansung Telecommunications America LLC to 7/10/2013. (ch, ) (Entered:
06/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Richard S J Hung on behalf of Research In Motion
Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd (Hung, Richard) (Entered: 06/27/2013)

Unopposed MOTION for Extension of Time to File Answer to Plaintiff's Second Amended
Complaint by Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd. (Attachments: # 1
Text of Proposed Order)(Hung, Richard) (Entered: 06/27/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance - Pro Hac Vice by Daniel G Cardy on behalf of Samsung
Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co
LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. Filing fee $ 100, receipt number 0540-
4204231. (Cardy, Daniel) (Entered: 07/01/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance - Pro Hac Vice by Gerard Haddad on behalf of Samsung
Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co
LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. Filing fee $ 100, receipt number 0540-
4204241. (Haddad, Gerard) Modified on 7/2/2013 (pkb, ). (Entered: 07/01/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Frank C Cimino, Jr on behalf of Samsung Austin
Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD,
Sansung Telecommunications America LLC (Cimino, Frank) (Entered: 07/01/2013)

ORDER granting 30 Motion for Extension of Time to Answer. th Research In Motion Corp
and Research In Motion Ltd is 7/10/2013. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on
7/1/2013. (ch, ) (Entered: 07/01/2013)

Answer Due Deadline Updated for Research In Motion Corporation to 7/10/2013;
Research in Motion Ltd to 7/10/2013. (ch, ) (Entered: 07/01/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance - Pro Hac Vice by Jared W Miller on behalf of Research In
Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd. Filing fee $ 100, receipt number 0540-
4213323. (Miller, Jared) (Entered: 07/08/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance - Pro Hac Vice by Francis C Ho on behalf of Research In
Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd. Filing fee $ 100, receipt number 0540-
4214040. (Ho, Francis) (Entered: 07/09/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Vincent J Belusko on behalf of Research In Motion
Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd (Belusko, Vincent) (Entered: 07/10/2013)

Defendants Research In Motion Corp.'s and Research in Motion Ltd.'s ANSWER to 24
Amended Complaint (Second) and, COUNTERCLAIM against Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP by Research in Motion Ltd, Research In Motion Corporation.(Hung,
Richard) (Entered: 07/10/2013)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by Research In Motion Corporation, Research
in Motion Ltd identifying Corporate Parent Research In Motion Limited for Research In
Motion Corporation. (Hung, Richard) (Entered: 07/10/2013)

ANSWER to 24 Amended Complaint, COUNTERCLAIM against Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP by Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD,
Sansung Telecommunications America LLC, Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC.(Smith,
Michael) (Entered: 07/10/2013)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by Samsung Electronics Co LTD identifying
Corporate Parent None, Other Affiliate Samsung Electronics America Inc, Other Affiliate
Samsung TeleCommunications America, LLC, Other Affiliate Samsung Austin
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Semiconductor LLC for Samsung Electronics Co LTD. (Smith, Michael) (Entered:
07/10/2013)

NOTICE by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP of Readiness for Scheduling Conference
(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 07/15/2013)

ORDER setting Scheduling Conference for 8/8/2013 04:15 PM in Ctrm 106 (Marshall)
before Judge Rodney Gilstrap and Judge Roy Payne. Signed by Judge Rodney Gilstrap on
7/22/13. (bas, ) (Entered: 07/22/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance - Pro Hac Vice by Alden Harris on behalf of Rembrandt
Wireless Technologies LP. Filing fee $ 100, receipt number 0540-4234929. (Harris, Alden)
(Entered: 07/24/2013)

NOTICE by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP of Disclosures (Enger, Eric) (Entered:
07/25/2013)

ANSWER to 40 Answer to Amended Complaint, Counterclaim to Samsung Defendants'
Counterclaims by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP.(Enger, Eric) (Entered:
07/31/2013)

ANSWER to 38 Answer to Amended Complaint, Counterclaim,, to Research In Motion
Defendants' Counterclaims by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP.(Enger, Eric)
(Entered: 07/31/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by John Steven Torkelson on behalf of Research In
Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd (Torkelson, John) (Entered: 07/31/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Edgar Leon Carter on behalf of Research In Motion
Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd (Carter, Edgar) (Entered: 08/01/2013)

Minute Entry for proceedings held before Judge Rodney Gilstrap and Judge Roy Payne:
Scheduling Conference held on 8/8/13. Counsel for the parties appeared and were asked
if they consented to a trial before Judge Payne. The parties were then given Markman
and jury selection dates. The parties were directed to meet and confer regarding any
changes to the Courts scheduling order and discovery order, and the parties are to
submit the proposed orders within 14 days of the conference. (Court Reporter Shelly
Holmes.) (bga, ) (Entered: 08/13/2013)

Minute Entry for proceedings held before Judge Rodney Gilstrap and Judge Roy Payne:
Scheduling Conference held on 8/8/13. Counsel for the parties appeared and were asked
if they consented to a trial before Judge Payne. The parties were then given Markman
and jury selection dates. The parties were directed to meet and confer regarding any
changes to the Court's scheduling order and discovery order, and the parties are to
submit the proposed orders within 14 days of the conference. (Court Reporter Shelly
Holmes.) (jml) (Entered: 09/10/2013)

NOTICE of Designation of Mediator, Judge Paul Michel, filed by Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP, Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd, Samsung
Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co
LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Enger, Eric) (Entered: 08/15/2013)

ORDER REFERRING CASE to Mediator Paul R. Michel, 6307 Broad Branch Road, Chevy
Chase, Maryland 20815, telephone number (301) 229-3045 and email
prmichel@mindspring.com, is hereby appointed as mediator. Signed by Magistrate Judge
Roy S. Payne on 8/20/2013. (ch, ) (Entered: 08/21/2013)

Joint MOTION Seeking Entry of Docket Control Order, Discovery Order and E-Discovery
Order re 43 Order, Set Hearings by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments:
# 1 Exhibit 1, # 2 Exhibit 2, # 3 Exhibit 3)(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 08/22/2013)

DOCKET CONTROL ORDER - Amended Pleadings due by 3/13/2014., Joinder of Parties
due by 8/29/2013., Markman Hearing set for 5/29/2014 09:00 AM before Magistrate
Judge Roy S. Payne., Motions due by 12/31/2014., Proposed Pretrial Order due by
1/12/2015., Jury Selection set for 2/2/2015 09:00AM before Judge Rodney Gilstrap.,
Pretrial Conference set for 1/20/2015 09:00 AM before Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne.
Mediation deadline is 7/14/2014. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on
8/29/2013. (ch, ) (Entered: 08/29/2013)

DISCOVERY ORDER. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on 8/29/2013. (ch, )
(Entered: 08/29/2013)

ORDER REGARDING E-DISCOVERY. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on
8/29/2013. (ch, ) (Entered: 08/29/2013)

Joint MOTION for Protective Order Entry by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP,
Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd, Samsung Austin Semiconductor
LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung
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Telecommunications America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1 - Samsung's Version of
Protective Order, # 2 Exhibit 2 - Rembrandt's Version of Protective Order)(A|avi, Amir)
(Entered: 08/29/2013)

NOTICE of Change of Address by Eric James Enger (Enger, Eric) (Entered: 08/30/2013)

NOTICE of Discovery Disclosure by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung
Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications
America LLC (Initial Disclosures) (Smith, Michael) (Entered: 09/06/2013)

NOTICE of Discovery Disclosure by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP Initial
Disclosures (Enger, Eric) (Entered: 09/06/2013)

NOTICE of Discovery Disclosure by Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion
Ltd Initial Disclosures (Torkelson, John) (Entered: 09/06/2013)

Unopposed MOTION to Modify Caption and Notice of Change of Name of Parties by
Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd. (Attachments: # 1 Text of
Proposed Order)(Hung, Richard) (Entered: 09/12/2013)

ORDER denying 61 Unopposed Motion to Modify Caption. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy
S. Payne on 9/16/2013. (ch, ) (Entered: 09/17/2013)

NOTICE of Discovery Disclosure by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung
Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications
America LLC (Additional Disclosures) (Smith, Michael) (Entered: 09/20/2013)

NOTICE of Discovery Disclosure by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP (Enger, Eric)
(Entered: 09/20/2013)

NOTICE of Discovery Disclosure by Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion
Ltd Additional Disclosures (Torkelson, John) (Entered: 09/20/2013)

NOTICE of Discovery Disclosure by Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion
Ltd, Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung
Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC (PR 3-3 and 3-4
Disclosures) (Smith, Michael) (Entered: 10/31/2013)

Unopposed MOTION for Protective Order Temporary by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies
LP. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1, # 2 Exhibit 2, # 3 Exhibit 3, # 4 Text of Proposed Order
Proposed Order)(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 11/22/2013)

PROTECTIVE ORDER. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on 11/27/2013. (ch, )
(Entered: 11/27/2013)

Unopposed MOTION to Withdraw as Attorney Francis C. Ho by Research In Motion
Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)
(Torkelson, John) (Entered: 12/02/2013)

ORDER granting 69 Motion to Withdraw as Attorney. Attorney Francis C Ho terminated.
Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on 12/4/2013. (ch, ) (Entered: 12/04/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance - Pro Hac Vice by James Ryan Gilfoil on behalf of
Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd. Filing fee $ 100, receipt number
0540-4476910. (Gilfoil, James) (Entered: 01/13/2014)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Blaine Andrew Larson on behalf of All Plaintiffs
(Larson, Blaine) (Entered: 01/14/2014)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Kyril Vladimir Talanov on behalf of Rembrandt
Wireless Technologies LP (Talanov, Kyril) (Entered: 01/23/2014)

NOTICE by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP of Compliance with Patent Rule 4-1
(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 01/24/2014)

Unopposed MOTION to Amend/Correct its Infringement Contentions to Research In
Motion by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit Declaration of
Eric Enger, # 2 Exhibit 1, # 3 Exhibit 2, # 4 Exhibit 3, # 5 Exhibit 4, # 6 Exhibit 5, # 7
Text of Proposed Order)(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 01/24/2014)

NOTICE of Discovery Disclosure by Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion
Ltd, Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung
Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC (PR 4-1 Disclosures)
(Smith, Michael) (Entered: 01/27/2014)

MOTION to Amend/Correct Infringement Contentions to Samsung by Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1, # 2 Exhibit 2, # 3 Exhibit 3, # 4 Exhibit 4,
# 5 Exhibit 5, # 6 Exhibit 6, # 7 Exhibit 7, # 8 Exhibit 8, # 9 Exhibit 9, # 10 Exhibit 10,
# 11 Exhibit 11, # 12 Exhibit 12, # 13 Exhibit 13, # 14 Exhibit 14, # 15 Text of Proposed
Order)(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 01/28/2014)
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ORDER finding as moot 67 Motion for Temporary Protective Order. Signed by Magistrate
Judge Roy S. Payne on 01/29/2014. (rsp3) (Entered: 01/29/2014)

ORDER granting 75 Motion to Amend/Correct Infringement Contentions. Signed by
Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on 1/29/2014. (ch, ) (Entered: 01/29/2014)

RESPONSE to Motion re 77 MOTION to Amend/Correct Infringement Contentions to
Samsung filed by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc,
Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Attachments:
# 1 Text of Proposed Order Granting Rembrandt Leave to Amend its Infringement
Contentions)(Haddad, Gerard) (Entered: 02/14/2014)

Claim Construction and Prehearing Statement by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP.
(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 03/06/2014)

Unopposed MOTION for Protective Order Supplemental for Non-Parties by Rembrandt
Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Enger, Eric)
(Entered: 03/07/2014)

NOTICE of Hearing: Jury Selection RESET for 2/9/2015 09:00 AM in Ctrm 106 (Marshall)
before Judge Rodney Gilstrap. (jml) (Entered: 03/12/2014)

Unopposed MOTION to Amend/Correct Defendants' Invalidity Contentions by Samsung
Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co
LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1, # 2 Exhibit
2, # 3 Exhibit 3, # 4 Text of Proposed Order Proposed Order Granting Motion to Amend
Invalidity Contentions)(Haddad, Gerard) (Entered: 03/13/2014)

AMENDED COMPLAINT Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP's Third Amended Complaint
for Patent Infringement against All Defendants, filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies
LP.(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 03/13/2014)

ORDER granting 77 Motion to Supplement Its Infringement Contentions. Signed by
Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on 3/14/2014. (ch, ) (Entered: 03/17/2014)

SUPPLEMENTAL PROTECTIVE ORDER FOR NON-PARTIES. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy
S. Payne on 3/14/2014. (ch, ) (Entered: 03/17/2014)

ORDER granting 83 Motion to Amend Their Invalidity Contentions. Signed by Magistrate
Judge Roy S. Payne on 3/14/2014. (ch, ) (Entered: 03/17/2014)

MOTION to Compel and Motion to Enforce and/or Modify the Discovery Order by
Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order, # 2
Exhibit 1, # 3 Exhibit 2, # 4 Exhibit 3, # 5 Exhibit 4, # 6 Exhibit 5, # 7 Exhibit 6, # 8
Exhibit 7, # 9 Exhibit 8, # 10 Exhibit 9, # 11 Exhibit 10, # 12 Exhibit 11)(Enger, Eric)
(Entered: 03/18/2014)

DEFENDANTS BLACKBERRY CORP.S AND BLACKBERRY LTD.S ANSWER AND
COUNTERCLAIMS TO PLAINTIFFS THIRD AMENDED COMPLAINT ANSWER to 84 Amended

Complaint , COUNTERCLAIM against All Plaintiffs by Research in Motion Ltd, Research In
Motion Corporation.(Hung, Richard) (Entered: 03/27/2014)

Samsung Defendants' ANSWER to 84 Amended Complaint (Third) of Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP, COUNTERCLAIM against Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP by
Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Samsung Electronics
America Inc, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC.(Haddad, Gerard) (Entered:
03/27/2014)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance - Pro Hac Vice by Jennifer BianRosa on behalf of
Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung
Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. Filing fee $ 100, receipt
number 0540-4595407. (BianRosa, Jennifer) (Entered: 04/03/2014)

RESPONSE in Opposition re 88 MOTION to Compel and Motion to Enforce and/or Modify
the Discovery Order filed by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics
America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC.
(Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1 - Declaration of Daniel Cardy, # 2 Exhibit 2, # 3 Exhibit 3, #
4 Exhibit 4, # 5 Exhibit 5, # 6 Exhibit 6, # 7 Exhibit 7, # 8 Exhibit 8, # 9 Exhibit 9, # 10
Exhibit 10, # 11 Exhibit 11, # 12 Exhibit 12, # 13 Exhibit 13, # 14 Exhibit 14, # 15
Exhibit 15, # 16 Exhibit 16, # 17 Exhibit 17, # 18 Exhibit 18, # 19 Exhibit 19, # 20
Exhibit 20, # 21 Text of Proposed Order)(Haddad, Gerard) (Entered: 04/04/2014)

ANSWER to 89 Answer to Amended Complaint, Counterclaim,, by Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP.(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 04/11/2014)

ANSWER to 90 Answer to Amended Complaint, Counterclaim,, by Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP.(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 04/11/2014)
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SEALED REPLY to Response to Motion re 88 MOTION to Compel and Motion to Enforce
and/or Modify the Discovery Order filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP.
(Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 15)(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 04/14/2014)

Additional Attachments to Main Document: 95 Sealed Reply to Response to Motion..
(Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 13, # 2 Exhibit 14)(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 04/14/2014)

OPENING CLAIM CONSTRUCTION BRIEF filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP.
(Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1, # 2 Exhibit 2, # 3 Exhibit 3, # 4 Exhibit 4, # 5 Exhibit 5, #
6 Exhibit 6, # 7 Exhibit 7, # 8 Exhibit 8, # 9 Exhibit 9, # 10 Exhibit 10, # 11 Exhibit 11,
# 12 Exhibit 12, # 13 Exhibit 13, # 14 Exhibit 14, # 15 Exhibit 15, # 16 Exhibit 16, # 17
Exhibit 17, # 18 Exhibit 18, # 19 Exhibit 19, # 20 Exhibit 20, # 21 Exhibit 21, # 22
Exhibit 22, # 23 Exhibit 23, # 24 Exhibit 24, # 25 Exhibit 25, # 26 Exhibit 26, # 27
Exhibit 27)(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 04/17/2014)

NOTICE by Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd, Samsung Austin
Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD,
Sansung Telecommunications America LLC Of Compliance Regarding Technical Tutorial
(Smith, Michael) (Entered: 04/17/2014)

NOTICE by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP of Compliance Regarding Technology
Tutorial (Enger, Eric) (Entered: 04/17/2014)

SUR-REPLY to Reply to Response to Motion re 88 MOTION to Compel and Motion to
Enforce and/or Modify the Discovery Order filed by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC,
Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung
Telecommunications America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1, # 2 Exhibit 2, # 3 Exhibit
3, # 4 Exhibit 4, # 5 Exhibit 5, # 6 Exhibit 6, # 7 Exhibit 7, # 8 Exhibit 8)(Haddad,
Gerard) (Entered: 04/24/2014)

NOTICE of Hearing on Motion 88 MOTION to Compel and Motion to Enforce and/or Modify
the Discovery Order : Motion Hearing set for 5/16/2014 10:00 AM in Mag Ctrm (Marshall)
before Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne. (bga, ) (Entered: 04/28/2014)

NOTICE of Hearing:Markman Hearing RESET for 5/30/2014 09:00 AM in Mag Ctrm
(Marshall) before Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne. (bga, ) (Entered: 04/30/2014)

ORDER - Court hereby appoints David Keyzer as the Courts technical advisor. Signed by
Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on 4/30/2014. (ch, ) (Entered: 04/30/2014)

Defendants' Joint Claims Construction Brief in RESPONSE to 97 Claim Construction Brief,,
filed by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung
Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC, Blackberry Corp,
Blackberry LTD. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1, # 2 Exhibit 2, # 3 Exhibit 3, # 4 Exhibit 4,
# 5 Exhibit 5, # 6 Exhibit 6, # 7 Exhibit 7, # 8 Exhibit 8, # 9 Exhibit 9, # 10 Exhibit 10,
# 11 Exhibit 11, # 12 Exhibit 12, # 13 Exhibit 13, # 14 Exhibit 14, # 15 Exhibit 15, # 16
Exhibit 16, # 17 Exhibit 17)(Sherwood, Jeffrey) (Entered: 05/01/2014)

REPLY to 97 Claim Construction Brief,, filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP.
(Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 28, # 2 Exhibit 29, # 3 Exhibit 30, # 4 Exhibit 31, # 5 Exhibit
32, # 6 Exhibit 33, # 7 Exhibit 34, # 8 Exhibit 35, # 9 Exhibit 36, # 10 Exhibit 37, # 11
Exhibit 38, # 12 Exhibit 39, # 13 Exhibit 40)(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 05/08/2014)

LPR 4-5(d) Joint Claim Construction Chart by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP.
(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 05/15/2014)

Minute Entry for proceedings held before Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne: Motion Hearing
held on 5/16/2014 re 88 MOTION to Compel and Motion to Enforce and/or Modify the
Discovery Order filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. (Court Reporter Becky
Andrews - ECRO.) (bga, ) (Entered: 05/16/2014)

NOTICE OF FILING OF OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT of Proceedings held on 5/16/14 (ECRO -
Motion Hearing) before Judge Roy Payne. Court Reporter/Transcriber: Shelly Holmes,
CSR, TCRR,Telephone number: (903) 923-7464. NOTICE RE REDACTION OF
TRANSCRIPTS: The parties have seven (7) business days to file with the Court a Notice of
Intent to Request Redaction of this transcript. If no such Notice is filed, the transcript will
be made remotely electronically available to the public without redaction after 90
calendar days. The policy is located on our website at www.txed.uscourts.gov Transcript
may be viewed at the court public terminal or purchased through the Court
Reporter/Transcriber before the deadline for Release of Transcript Restriction. After that
date it may be obtained through PACER.. Redaction Request due 6/16/2014. Redacted
Transcript Deadline set for 6/26/2014. Release of Transcript Restriction set for
8/25/2014. (sholmes, ) (Entered: 05/23/2014)

PAPER TRANSCRIPT REQUEST by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP for proceedings
held on May 16, 2014 Motion Hearing before Judge Roy Payne. (Enger, Eric) (Entered:
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05/23/2014)

Minute Entry for proceedings held before Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne: Markman
Hearing held on 5/30/2014. (Court Reporter Tonya Jackson.) (Attachments: # 1 Attorney
Sign-In Sheet) (bga, ) (Entered: 05/30/2014)

PAPER TRANSCRIPT REQUEST by Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd
for proceedings held on 05/30/14 Markman Hearing before Judge Payne. (Carter, Edgar)
(Entered: 06/06/2014)

PAPER TRANSCRIPT REQUEST by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP for proceedings
held on 5/30/2014 - Markman Hearing before Judge Payne. (Enger, Eric) (Entered:
06/10/2014)

NOTICE OF FILING OF OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT of Claim Construction Hearing held on
5/30/2014 before Judge Roy S. Payne. Court Reporter: Tonya Jackson, Telephone
number: 409.654.2833. NOTICE RE REDACTION OF TRANSCRIPTS: The parties have
seven (7) business days to file with the Court a Notice of Intent to Request Redaction of
this transcript. If no such Notice is filed, the transcript will be made remotely
electronically available to the public without redaction after 90 calendar days. The policy
is located on our website at www.txed.uscourts.gov Transcript may be viewed at the
court public terminal or purchased through the Court Reporter/Transcriber before the
deadline for Release of Transcript Restriction. After that date it may be obtained through
PACER.. Redaction Request due 7/10/2014. Redacted Transcript Deadline set for
7/17/2014. Release of Transcript Restriction set for 9/15/2014. (tj, ) (Entered:
06/13/2014)

Opposed MOTION to Stay Pending Inter Partes Review by Samsung Austin Semiconductor
LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC.
(Attachments: # 1 DECLARATION OF JENNIFER BIANROSA IN SUPPORT OF SAMSUNGS
OPPOSED MOTION TO STAY PENDING INTER PARTES REVIEW, # 2 Exhibit 1, # 3 Exhibit
2, # 4 Text of Proposed Order)(Sherwood, Jeffrey) (Entered: 06/18/2014)

RESPONSE to Motion re 112 Opposed MOTION to Stay Pending Inter Partes Review filed
by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Declaration of Eric Enger, #
2 Exhibit 1, # 3 Exhibit 2, # 4 Exhibit 3, # 5 Text of Proposed Order)(Enger, Eric)
(Entered: 07/07/2014)

CLAIM CONSTRUCTION MEMORANDUM AND ORDER - Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S.
Payne on 7/10/2014. (ch, ) (Entered: 07/10/2014)

ORDER - the court has received Mr. Keyzer's invoice for services through 6/4/2014, the
court orders payment to be promptly made as follows herein. Signed by Magistrate Judge
Roy S. Payne on 7/11/2014. (ch, ) (Entered: 07/11/2014)

REPORT of Mediation by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. Mediation result:
impasse(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 07/14/2014)

REPORT of Mediation by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. Mediation result:
impasse(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 07/14/2014)

REPLY to Response to Motion re 112 Opposed MOTION to Stay Pending Inter Partes
Review filed by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc,
Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Sherwood,
Jeffrey) (Entered: 07/17/2014)

SUR-REPLY to Reply to Response to Motion re 112 Opposed MOTION to Stay Pending
Inter Partes Review filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1
Exhibit 4, # 2 Exhibit 5, # 3 Exhibit 6)(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 07/28/2014)

RESPONSE to 114 Memorandum &amp; Opinion objecting to the Claim Construction
Order by Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd, Samsung Austin
Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD,
Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Sherwood, Jeffrey) (Entered: 07/28/2014)

RESPONSE to Defendants' Objections to the Claim Construction Order filed by Rembrandt
Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1)(Enger, Eric) (Entered:
08/14/2014)

Opposed MOTION to Sever /Separate Trial by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC,
Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung
Telecommunications America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Affidavit /Declaration of Jennifer
BianRosa in Support of Samsung's Motion for Separate Trial, # 2 Exhibit 1, # 3 Exhibit 2,
# 4 Exhibit 3, # 5 Text of Proposed Order Granting Samsung's Motion for Separate Trial)
(Sherwood, Jeffrey) (Entered: 08/18/2014)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance - Pro Hac Vice by Lucia Elena Ballard on behalf of
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Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd. Filing fee $ 100, receipt number
0540-4803154. (Ballard, Lucia) (Entered: 08/22/2014)

RESPONSE to 114 Memorandum &amp; Opinion, 121 Response to Non-Motion, 120
Response to Non-Motion, /Reply in Support of Defendants' Objection to the Claim
Construction Order by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America
Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Sherwood,
Jeffrey) (Entered: 08/25/2014)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance - Pro Hac Vice by Eric C Pai on behalf of Research In
Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd. Filing fee $ 100, receipt number 0540-
4805120. (Pai, Eric) (Entered: 08/25/2014)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance - Pro Hac Vice by Ji Young Park on behalf of Samsung
Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co
LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. Filing fee $ 100, receipt number 0540-
4806256. (Park, Ji) (Entered: 08/26/2014)

NOTICE by Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd, Samsung Austin
Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD,
Sansung Telecommunications America LLC Notice of Compliance (Haddad, Gerard)
(Entered: 09/04/2014)

RESPONSE to Motion re 122 Opposed MOTION to Sever /Separate Trial filed by
Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1, # 2 Exhibit 2)(Enger,
Eric) (Entered: 09/04/2014)

RESPONSE to 114 Memorandum &amp; Opinion, 124 Response to Non-Motion, 121
Response to Non-Motion, 120 Response to Non-Motion, Sur-Reply in Opposition to
Defendants' Objections to the Claim Construction Order filed by Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP. (Enger, Eric) (Entered: 09/04/2014)

RESPONSE to Motion re 122 Opposed MOTION to Sever /Separate Trial Defendants
BlackBerry Corp. and BlackBerry Ltd.s Statement of Non-Opposition to Defendant
Samsung's Motion for Separate Trial (ECF No. 122) filed by Research In Motion
Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd. (Hung, Richard) (Entered: 09/05/2014)

Letter Brief filed by Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd, Samsung
Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co
LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit)(Smith,
Michael) (Entered: 09/15/2014)

Letter Brief filed by Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd, Samsung
Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co
LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit)(Smith,
Michael) (Entered: 09/15/2014)

***FILED IN ERROR. PLEASE IGNORE.*** MOTION for Leave to File Defendants Motion

for Leave to File Under Seal Defendants Letter Brief Requesting Leave to File Summary
Judgment Motion on Marking by Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd.
(Hung, Richard) Modified on 9/16/2014 (ch, ). (Entered: 09/15/2014)

SEALED Letter Brief filed by Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd
(Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1)(Hung, Richard) Modified on 9/16/2014 (ch, ). (Entered:
09/15/2014)

MOTION for Leave to File Defendants Motion for Leave to File Under Seal Defendants

Letter Brief Requesting Leave to File Summary Judgment Motion on Marking by Research
In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order
Proposed Order)(Hung, Richard) (Entered: 09/15/2014)

NOTICE re 134 Notice of Compliance - Letter Brief was sealed per request from attorney
(ch, ) (Entered: 09/16/2014)

***FILED IN ERROR. PER A'I'I'ORNEY Document # 133, Motion for Leave to file. PLEASE
IGNORE.*** (REFILED AT # 135)(ch, ) (Entered: 09/16/2014)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance - Pro Hac Vice by Jeffrey A Miller on behalf of Samsung
Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co
LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. Filing fee $ 100, receipt number 0540-
4837079. (Miller, Jeffrey) (Entered: 09/16/2014)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Sean R D Gorman on behalf of Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP (Gorman, Sean) (Entered: 09/18/2014)

ORDER granting 135 Motion for Leave to File Under Seal Letter Brief Requesting Leave to
File Summary Judgment Motion on Marking. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on
9/22/2014. (Ch, ) (Entered: 09/22/2014)
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Joint MOTION to Amend/Correct 53 Order, Set Deadlines/Hearings, Terminate
Motions,,,,,, to Extend the Fact Discovery Deadline by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies
LP. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Jones, Miranda) (Entered: 09/22/2014)

ORDER granting 139 Motion to Amend/Correct Fact Discovery Deadline. Signed by
Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on 9/25/2014. (ch, ) (Entered: 09/25/2014)

Joint MOTION Joint Motion for Leave to Extend the Deadlines for Disclosure of Expert
Witnesses and Rebuttal Expert Witnesses, to Complete Expert Discovery, and to File
Dispositive and Daubert Motions re 140 Order on Motion to Amend/Correct by Rembrandt
Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Talanov, Kyril)
(Entered: 09/29/2014)

NOTICE by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP re 134 Notice of Compliance - Letter
Brief Response to Letter Brief (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1)(Talanov, Kyril) (Entered:
10/02/2014)

Letter Brief filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1)
(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 10/02/2014)

Letter Brief filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1)
(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 10/02/2014)

ORDER granting 141 Joint Motion for Leave to Extend the Deadlines for Disclosure of
Expert Witnesses and Rebuttal Expert Witnesses, to Complete Expert Discovery, and to
File Dispositive and Daubert Motions. Jury Selection set for 2/9/2015 09:00AM before
Judge Rodney Gilstrap Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on 10/3/2014. (ch, )
(Entered: 10/03/2014)

NOTICE of Discovery Disclosure by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP Regarding
Disclosures for Expert Witnesses (Talanov, Kyril) (Entered: 10/06/2014)

NOTICE of Discovery Disclosure by Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion
Ltd, Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung
Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC Disclosures for Expert
Witnesses (Haddad, Gerard) (Entered: 10/07/2014)

Letter Brief filed by Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd, Samsung
Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co
LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC (Attachments: # 1 Reply Letter Brief)
(Smith, Michael) (Entered: 10/10/2014)

Letter Brief filed by Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd, Samsung
Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co
LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC (Attachments: # 1 Reply Letter Brief)
(Smith, Michael) (Entered: 10/10/2014)

Letter Brief filed by Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd, Samsung
Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co
LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit Reply Letter
Brief)(Gilfoil, James) (Entered: 10/10/2014)

***DEFICIENT DOCUMENT. PLEASE IGNORE.*** MOTION for Leave to File Under Seal

Defendants' Motion for Leave to Supplement Invalidity Contentions and Supporting
Declaration by Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd. (Attachments: #
1 Text of Proposed Order)(Gilfoil, James) Modified on 10/16/2014 (ch, ). (Entered:
10/16/2014)

SEALED MOTION Defendants' Motion for Leave to Supplement Invalidity Contentions by
Research In Motion Corporation, Research in Motion Ltd. (Attachments: # 1 Affidavit J.
Gilfoil Decl. in Support of Motion, # 2 Exhibit A, # 3 Exhibit B, # 4 Exhibit C, # 5 Exhibit
D, # 6 Exhibit E, # 7 Exhibit F, # 8 Exhibit G, # 9 Exhibit H)(Gilfoil, James) (Additional
attachment(s) added on 10/16/2014: # 10 Text of Proposed Order) (ch, ). (Additional
attachment(s) added on 10/16/2014: # 11 Text of Proposed Order) (ch, ). (Entered:
10/16/2014)

NOTICE of Deficiency regarding the 151 submitted NO CERTIFICATE OF CONFERENCE.
Correction should be made by one business day (ch, ) (Entered: 10/16/2014)

***FILED IN ERROR. PLEASE IGNORE.***Additional Attachments to Main Document: 152

SEALED MOTION Defendants' Motion for Leave to Supplement Invalidity Contentions..
(Gilfoil, James) Modified on 10/16/2014 (ch, ). (Entered: 10/16/2014)

MOTION for Leave to File Under Seal Defendants' Motion for Leave to Supplement
Invalidity Contentions and Supporting Declaration by Research in Motion Ltd.
(Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order Granting Motion for Leave to File Under Seal
Defendants' Motion for Leave to Supplement Invalidity Contentions and Supporting
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Declaration)(Gilfoil, James) (Entered: 10/16/2014)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Jamie Alan Aycock on behalf of Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP (Aycock, Jamie) (Entered: 10/20/2014)

ORDER granting 154 Motion for Leave to File Under Seal. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy
S. Payne on 10/20/2014. (ch, ) (Entered: 10/21/2014)

ORDER on Notice of Compliance - Letter Brief re 132 Notice of Compliance - Letter Brief,
filed by Sansung Telecommunications America LLC, Research in Motion Ltd, Research In
Motion Corporation, Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics Co LTD,
Samsung Electronics America Inc, 134 Notice of Compliance - Letter Brief filed by
Research in Motion Ltd, Research In Motion Corporation, 131 Notice of Compliance -
Letter Brief, filed by Sansung Telecommunications America LLC, Research in Motion Ltd,
Research In Motion Corporation, Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung
Electronics Co LTD, Samsung Electronics America Inc. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S.
Payne on 10/20/2014. (ch, ) (Entered: 10/21/2014)

Joint MOTION for Extension of Time to Complete Discovery To Extend the Fact Discovery
Deadline by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed
Order Proposed Order)(Talanov, Kyril) (Entered: 10/24/2014)

ORDER granting 158 Motion for Extension of Time to Complete Discovery. Signed by
Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on 10/29/2014. (ch, ) (Entered: 10/29/2014)

RESPONSE in Opposition re 152 SEALED MOTION Defendants' Motion for Leave to
Supplement Invalidity Contentions filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP.
(Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1, # 2 Exhibit 2, # 3 Exhibit 3, # 4 Exhibit 4, # 5 Exhibit 5, #
6 Exhibit 6, # 7 Exhibit 7, # 8 Exhibit 8, # 9 Exhibit 9, # 10 Exhibit 10, # 11 Exhibit 11,
# 12 Exhibit 12, # 13 Exhibit 13, # 14 Exhibit 14, # 15 Exhibit 15, # 16 Exhibit 16, # 17
Text of Proposed Order)(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 11/03/2014)

REPLY to Response to Motion re 152 SEALED MOTION Defendants' Motion for Leave to
Supplement Invalidity Contentions filed by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung
Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications
America LLC. (Haddad, Gerard) (Entered: 11/13/2014)

Unopposed MOTION for Leave to File for Leave to Serve Supplemental Expert Report,
Joint MOTION to Amend Docket Control Order by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP.
(Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Alavi, Amir) (Additional attachment(s) added
on 11/24/2014: # 2 Revised Proposed Order) (nkl, ). (Entered: 11/21/2014)

SUR-REPLY to Reply to Response to Motion re 152 SEALED MOTION Defendants' Motion
for Leave to Supplement Invalidity Contentions filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies
LP. (Enger, Eric) (Entered: 11/24/2014)

ORDER granting 162 Motion for Leave to Serve Supplemental Expert Report; granting
162 Motion to Amend Docket Control Order. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on
11/24/2014. (nkl, ) (Entered: 11/24/2014)

MOTION to Strike Portions of the Invalidity Report of Dr. David Goodman by Rembrandt
Wireless Technologies LP. Responses due by 12/12/2014 (Attachments: # 1 Text of
Proposed Order, # 2 Declaration of Blaine Larson, # 3 Exhibit 1, # 4 Exhibit 2, # 5
Exhibit 3, # 6 Exhibit 4, # 7 Exhibit 5, # 8 Exhibit 6, # 9 Exhibit 7, # 10 Exhibit 8, # 11
Exhibit 9, # 12 Exhibit 10, # 13 Exhibit 11, # 14 Exhibit 12, # 15 Exhibit 13)(Larson,
Blaine) (Entered: 11/25/2014)

SEALED ADDITIONAL EXHIBITS to Main Document: 165 MOTION to Strike Portions of the

Invalidity Report of Dr. David Goodman. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1, # 2 Exhibit 4, # 3
Exhibit 5)(Larson, Blaine) (Entered: 11/25/2014)

MOTION for Summary Judgment of No Damages Prior to the Filing Date of the Complaint
for Failure to Mark by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America
Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC.
(Attachments: # 1 Appendix Claim Chart, # 2 Declaration of Gerard A. Haddad in
Support of Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgement, # 3 Exhibit 1 to Declaration in
Support (Under Seal), # 4 Exhibit 2 to Declaration in Support (Under Seal), # 5 Exhibit 3
to Declaration in Support (Under Seal), # 6 Exhibit 4 to Declaration in Support (Under
Seal), # 7 Exhibit 5 to Declaration in Support, # 8 Exhibit 6 to Declaration in Support
(Under Seal), # 9 Exhibit 7 to Declaration in Support, # 10 Exhibit 8 to Declaration in
Support (Under Seal), # 11 Exhibit 9 to Declaration in Support, # 12 Exhibit 10 to
Declaration in Support, # 13 Exhibit 11 to Declaration in Support, # 14 Exhibit 12 to
Declaration in Support, # 15 Exhibit 13 to Declaration in Support, # 16 Exhibit 14 to
Declaration in Support (Under Seal), # 17 Text of Proposed Order [Proposed] Order
Granting Summary Judgment)(Haddad, Gerard) (Entered: 11/26/2014)
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DEFICIENT DOCUMENT - FILED IN ERROR SEALED Exhibits to Declaration of Gerard A.

Haddad in Support of Main Document: 167 MOTION for Summary Judgment of No
Damages Prior to the Filing Date of the Complaint for Failure to Mark. (Attachments: # 1
Exhibit 1 to Declaration in Support, # 2 Exhibit 2 to Declaration in Support, # 3 Exhibit 3
to Declaration in Support, # 4 Exhibit 4 to Declaration in Support, # 5 Exhibit 6 to
Declaration in Support, # 6 Exhibit 8 to Declaration in Support, # 7 Exhibit 14 to
Declaration in Support)(Haddad, Gerard) Modified on 12/1/2014 (nkl, ). (Entered:
11/26/2014)

NOTICE of Deficiency regarding the SEALED Exhibits to Declaration of Gerard A. Haddad
in Support of Main Document submitted document 168 does not contain a Certificate of
Authorization to File Under Seal. Correction should be made by one business day. (nkl, )
(Entered: 12/01/2014)

DEFENDANTS' CERTIFICATE OF AUTHORIZATION TO FILE UNDER SEAL and SEALED
ADDITIONAL EXHIBITS to Main Document: 168 Sealed Additional Attachments to Main

Document,, Notice of Deficiency, 167 MOTION for Summary Judgment of No Damages
Prior to the Filing Date of the Complaint for Failure to Mark. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1
to Declaration in Support, # 2 Exhibit 2 to Declaration in Support, # 3 Exhibit 3 to
Declaration in Support, # 4 Exhibit 4 to Declaration in Support, # 5 Exhibit 6 to
Declaration in Support, # 6 Exhibit 8 to Declaration in Support, # 7 Exhibit 14 to
Declaration in Support)(Haddad, Gerard) (Entered: 12/01/2014)

ORDER denying 152 Sealed Motion. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on
12/04/2014. (nkl, ) (Entered: 12/04/2014)

STIPULATION of Dismissal of Defendant BlackBerry by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies
LP. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Larson, Blaine) (Entered: 12/04/2014)

ORDER granting 171 Stipulation of Dismissal. BlackBerry Corp. and Blackberry, Ltd
dismissed without prejudice. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on 12/5/2014.
(ch, ) (Entered: 12/05/2014)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Gabrielle Elizabeth Higgins on behalf of Samsung
Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co
LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC (Higgins, Gabrielle) (Entered:
12/10/2014)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Brian P Biddinger on behalf of Samsung Austin
Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD,
Sansung Telecommunications America LLC (Biddinger, Brian) (Entered: 12/10/2014)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Jesse J Jenner on behalf of Samsung Austin
Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD,
Sansung Telecommunications America LLC (Jenner, Jesse) (Entered: 12/11/2014)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance - Pro Hac Vice by Vincent Y Ling on behalf of Samsung
Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co
LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. Filing fee $ 100, receipt number 0540-
4964851. (Ling, Vincent) (Entered: 12/12/2014)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance - Pro Hac Vice by Deanne K Cevasco on behalf of
Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung
Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. Filing fee $ 100, receipt
number 0540-4965810. (Cevasco, Deanne) (Entered: 12/12/2014)

RESPONSE in Opposition re 165 MOTION to Strike Portions of the Invalidity Report of Dr.
David Goodman filed by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics
America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC.
(Haddad, Gerard) (Entered: 12/12/2014)

AFFIDAVIT in Opposition re 165 MOTION to Strike Portions of the Invalidity Report of Dr.
David Goodman of Ji Young Park filed by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung
Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications
America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1, # 2 Exhibit 2, # 3 Exhibit 3, # 4 Exhibit 4, # 5
Exhibit 5, # 6 Exhibit 6, # 7 Exhibit 7, # 8 Exhibit 8, # 9 Exhibit 9, # 10 Exhibit 10, # 11
Exhibit 11, # 12 Exhibit 12, # 13 Exhibit 13, # 14 Exhibit 14, # 15 Exhibit 15, # 16
Exhibit 16, # 17 Exhibit 17, # 18 Exhibit 18, # 19 Exhibit 19)(Haddad, Gerard) (Entered:
12/12/2014)

***FILED IN ERROR. PLEASE IGNORE.***SEALED RESPONSE to Motion re 165 MOTION

to Strike Portions of the Invalidity Report of Dr. David Goodman filed by Samsung Austin
Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD,
Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 6 - Under Seal, #
2 Exhibit 15 - Under Seal, # 3 Exhibit 17 - Under Seal)(Haddad, Gerard) Modified on
12/15/2014 (Ch, ). (Entered: 12/12/2014)
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***FILED IN ERROR. NOT A RESPONSE TO MOTION 180 Sealed Response to Motion.
PLEASE IGNORE.*** (ch, ) (Entered: 12/15/2014)

SEALED EXHIBITS to Main Document: 179 Affidavit in Opposition to Motion,,.
(Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 6 to Declaration in Opposition 179 , # 2 Exhibit 15 to
Declaration in Opposition 179 , # 3 Exhibit 17 to Declaration in Opposition 179 )(Haddad,
Gerard) (Entered: 12/15/2014)

Additional Attachments to Main Document: 180 Sealed Response to Motion, 179 Affidavit
in Opposition to Motion,, 181 Sealed Additional Attachments to Main Document,..
(Attachments: # 1 Certificate of Service for Docket Nos. 179, 180 and 181)(Haddad,
Gerard) (Entered: 12/15/2014)

RESPONSE to Motion re 167 MOTION for Summary Judgment of No Damages Prior to the
Filing Date of the Complaint for Failure to Mark filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies
LP. (Attachments: # 1 Affidavit Declaration of Amir Alavi, # 2 Exhibit Exhibit 1 to
Declaration of Amir Alavi, # 3 Exhibit Exhibit 2 to Declaration of Amir Alavi, # 4 Exhibit
Exhibit 3 to Declaration of Amir Alavi, # 5 Exhibit Exhibit 4 of Declaration of Amir Alavi, #
6 Affidavit Declaration of Dr. Robert Akl, # 7 Text of Proposed Order Proposed Order)
(Alavi, Amir) (Entered: 12/15/2014)

Unopposed MOTION to Seal for Leave to File Under Seal its Exhibit 1 to Declaration of Dr.
Robert Akl in Support of Rembrant's Response in Opposition to Defendants' Motion for
Summary Judgment of No Damages by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP.
(Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order Proposed Order)(Alavi, Amir) (Entered:
12/15/2014)

***DEFICIENT DOCUMENT. PLEASE IGNORE.***SEALED ADDITIONAL A‘I'I'ACHMENTS to

Main Document: 184 Unopposed MOTION to Seal for Leave to File Under Seal its Exhibit 1
to Declaration of Dr. Robert Akl in Support of Rembrant's Response in Opposition to
Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment of No Damages. (Alavi, Amir) Modified on
12/16/2014 (ch, ). (Entered: 12/15/2014)

NOTICE of Deficiency regarding the 185 submitted NO CERTIFICATE OF AUTHORIZATION
OR CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE. Correction should be made by one business day (ch, )
(Entered: 12/16/2014)

SEALED ADDITIONAL A'I'I'ACHMENTS to Main Document: 184 Unopposed MOTION to Seal
for Leave to File Under Seal its Exhibit 1 to Declaration of Dr. Robert Akl in Support of
Rembrant's Response in Opposition to Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment of No
Damages. (Alavi, Amir) (Entered: 12/16/2014)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance - Pro Hac Vice by Rebecca R Hermes on behalf of
Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung
Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. Filing fee $ 100, receipt
number 0540-4972373. (Hermes, Rebecca) (Entered: 12/18/2014)

ORDER granting 184 Motion to Seal. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on
12/18/2014. (ch, ) (Entered: 12/19/2014)

SEALED MOTION to Exclude Opinions of Roy Weinstein Pursuant to Federal Rules of
Evidence 702 and 403 by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics
America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC.
(Attachments: # 1 Declaration of R. Hermes, # 2 Exhibit A, # 3 Exhibit B, # 4 Exhibit C,
# 5 Exhibit D, # 6 Exhibit E, # 7 Exhibit F, # 8 Exhibit G, # 9 Exhibit H, # 10 Exhibit I, #
11 Exhibit J part 1, # 12 Exhibit J part 2, # 13 Text of Proposed Order)(Higgins,
Gabrielle) (Entered: 12/19/2014)

REPLY to Response to Motion re 165 MOTION to Strike Portions of the Invalidity Report of
Dr. David Goodman filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. (Larson, Blaine)
(Entered: 12/22/2014)

NOTICE by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc,
Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC NOTICE OF
DEFENDANTS REQUEST FOR DAILY TRANSCRIPTS AND REAL-TIME REPORTING (Haddad,
Gerard) (Entered: 12/24/2014)

Unopposed MOTION for Extension of Time to File Response/Reply as to 183 Response to
Motion,, 167 MOTION for Summary Judgment of No Damages Prior to the Filing Date of
the Complaint for Failure to Mark by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung
Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications
America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order Proposed Order)(Haddad,
Gerard) (Entered: 12/26/2014)

REPLY to Response to Motion re 167 MOTION for Summary Judgment of No Damages
Prior to the Filing Date of the Complaint for Failure to Mark filed by Samsung Austin
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Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD,
Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Affidavit /Declaration of
Gerard A. Haddad in Support of Defendants' Reply Brief for its Motion for Summary
Judgment of No Damages Prior to the Filing Date of the Complaint for Failure to Mark, #
2 Exhibit 15 - November 6, 2014 stipulation)(Haddad, Gerard) (Entered: 12/29/2014)

SEALED MOTION /Defendants' Motions in Limine by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC,
Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung
Telecommunications America LLC. (Haddad, Gerard) (Additional attachment(s) added on
1/5/2015: # 1 Text of Proposed Order) (ch, ). (Entered: 12/31/2014)

AFFIDAVIT in Support re 194 SEALED MOTION /Defendants' Motions in Limine/
Declaration of Gerard A. Haddad in Support of Defendants' Motions in Limine filed by
Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung
Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit
1, # 2 Exhibit 2, # 3 Exhibit 3, # 4 Exhibit 4, # 5 Exhibit 5, # 6 Exhibit 6, # 7 Exhibit 7,
# 8 Exhibit 8, # 9 Exhibit 9, # 10 Exhibit 10, # 11 Exhibit 11, # 12 Exhibit 12, # 13
Exhibit 13, # 14 Exhibit 14, # 15 Exhibit 15, # 16 Exhibit 16, # 17 Exhibit 17, # 18
Exhibit 18, # 19 Exhibit 19, # 20 Exhibit 20, # 21 Exhibit 21, # 22 Exhibit 22, # 23
Exhibit 23, # 24 Text of Proposed Order Granting Defendants' Motions in Limine)
(Haddad, Gerard) (Entered: 12/31/2014)

SEALED ADDITIONAL ATTACHMENTS to Main Document: 195 Affidavit in Support of
Motion,,,. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 2, # 2 Exhibit 3, # 3 Exhibit 4, # 4 Exhibit 5, # 5
Exhibit 6, # 6 Exhibit 7, # 7 Exhibit 8, # 8 Exhibit 10, # 9 Exhibit 23)(Haddad, Gerard)
(Entered: 12/31/2014)

Opposed MOTION in Limine by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1
Text of Proposed Order)(Jones, Miranda) (Entered: 12/31/2014)

ORDER granting 192 Motion for Extension of Time to File Response/Reply. Signed by
Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on 1/5/2015. (ch, ) (Entered: 01/05/2015)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Alisa Anne Lipski on behalf of Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP (Lipski, Alisa) (Entered: 01/05/2015)

NOTICE by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP Notice of Plaintiff's Request for Daily
Transcripts and Real-Time Reporting (Enger, Eric) (Entered: 01/05/2015)

SEALED RESPONSE to Motion re 189 SEALED MOTION to Exclude Opinions of Roy
Weinstein Pursuant to Federal Rules of Evidence 702 and 403 filed by Rembrandt
Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit A, # 2 Text of Proposed Order)
(Alavi, Amir) (Entered: 01/05/2015)

SUR-REPLY to Reply to Response to Motion re 165 MOTION to Strike Portions of the
Invalidity Report of Dr. David Goodman filed by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC,
Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung
Telecommunications America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Affidavit /Declaration of Gerard A.
Haddad in Support of Defendants' Sur-Reply in Opposition to Rembrandt's Motion to
Strike Portions of the Invalidity Report of Dr. David Goodman, # 2 Exhibit 20, # 3 Exhibit
21 - Filed Under Sea|)(Haddad, Gerard) (Entered: 01/05/2015)

SEALED ADDITIONAL ATTACHMENTS to Main Document: 202 Sur-Reply to Reply to
Response to Motion, - Exhibit 21 to Declaration of Gerard A. Haddad in Support of
Defendants' Motion to Strike Portions of the Invalidity Report of Dr. David Goodman.
(Haddad, Gerard) (Entered: 01/05/2015)

Amended SEALED MOTION - Defendants' Motions in Limine by Samsung Austin
Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD,
Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order
Granting Defendants' Motions in Limine)(Haddad, Gerard) (Entered: 01/06/2015)

AFFIDAVIT in Support re 204 Amended SEALED MOTION - Defendants' Motions in Limine
**Amended** Declaration of Gerrard A. Haddad in Support of Defendants' Motions in
Limine filed by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc,
Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Attachments:
# 1 Exhibit 1, # 2 Exhibit 2, # 3 Exhibit 3, # 4 Exhibit 4, # 5 Exhibit 5, # 6 Exhibit 6, #
7 Exhibit 7, # 8 Exhibit 8, # 9 Exhibit 9, # 10 Exhibit 10, # 11 Exhibit 11, # 12 Exhibit
12, # 13 Exhibit 13, # 14 Exhibit 14, # 15 Exhibit 15, # 16 Exhibit 16, # 17 Exhibit 17,
# 18 Exhibit 18, # 19 Exhibit 19, # 20 Exhibit 20, # 21 Exhibit 21, # 22 Exhibit 22)
(Haddad, Gerard) (Entered: 01/06/2015)

Amended SEALED ADDITIONAL A'I'I'ACHMENTS to Main Document: 205 Affidavit in

Support of Motion: Exhibit 1, (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 2, # 2 Exhibit 3, # 3 Exhibit 4, #
4 Exhibit 5, # 5 Exhibit 6, # 6 Exhibit 7, # 7 Exhibit 8, # 8 Exhibit 10, # 9 Exhibit 22)
(Haddad, Gerard) (Entered: 01/06/2015)
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SUR-REPLY to Reply to Response to Motion re 167 MOTION for Summary Judgment of No
Damages Prior to the Filing Date of the Complaint for Failure to Mark filed by Rembrandt
Wireless Technologies LP. (Alavi, Amir) (Entered: 01/07/2015)

NOTICE by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc,
Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC - Defendants'
Notice of Institution of Inter Parties Review Proceedings and Notice of New Authority
Concerning Defendants' Motion to Stay (Haddad, Gerard) (Entered: 01/08/2015)

Proposed Pretrial Order Joint Final Pre-Trial Order by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies
LP. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit A, # 2 Exhibit B, # 3 Exhibit C, # 4 Exhibit D, # 5 Exhibit
E, # 6 Exhibit F, # 7 Exhibit G, # 8 Exhibit H)(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 01/12/2015)

NOTICE by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP Joint Notice of Proposed Verdict Forms
(Attachments: # 1 Exhibit A, # 2 Exhibit B)(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 01/12/2015)

SEALED RESPONSE to Motion re 204 Amended SEALED MOTION - Defendants' Motions in

Limine filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed
Order, # 2 Exhibit A, # 3 Exhibit D, # 4 Exhibit M)(Jones, Miranda) (Entered:
01/12/2015)

Additional Attachments to Main Document: 211 Sealed Response to Motion,..
(Attachments: # 1 Exhibit A, # 2 Exhibit B, # 3 Exhibit C, # 4 Exhibit D, # 5 Exhibit E, #
6 Exhibit F, # 7 Exhibit G, # 8 Exhibit H, # 9 Exhibit I, # 10 Exhibit J, # 11 Exhibit K, #
12 Exhibit L, # 13 Exhibit M, # 14 Exhibit N, # 15 Exhibit 0, # 16 Exhibit P)(Jones,
Miranda) (Entered: 01/12/2015)

SEALED RESPONSE to Motion re 197 Opposed MOTION in Limine filed by Samsung Austin
Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD,
Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Declaration of Gerard A.
Haddad in Support of Defedants' Response in Oppostion to Plaintiff Rembrandt's Omnibus
Motions in Limine, # 2 Exhibit A to Haddad Declaration filed under seal, # 3 Exhibit B to
Haddad Declaration filed under sea|)(Haddad, Gerard) (Additional attachment(s) added
on 1/14/2015: # 4 Text of Proposed Order) (ch, ). (Entered: 01/12/2015)

AFFIDAVIT in Opposition re 197 Opposed MOTION in Limine/ Declaration of Gerard A.
Haddad in Support of Defendants' Response in Opposition to Plaintiff Rembrandt's
Omnibus Motions in Limine - filed under seal, with Sealed and Public Exhibits filed by
Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung
Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit
A to Haddad Declaration filed under seal, # 2 Exhibit B to Haddad Declaration filed under
seal, # 3 Exhibit C to Haddad Declaration, # 4 Exhibit D to Haddad Declaration, # 5
Exhibit E to Haddad Declaration, # 6 Exhibit F to Haddad Declaration, # 7 Exhibit G to
Haddad Declaration, # 8 Exhibit H to Haddad Declaration, # 9 Exhibit I to Haddad
Declaration)(Haddad, Gerard) (Entered: 01/12/2015)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC,
Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD identifying Other Affiliate
Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. for Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung
Electronics America Inc. (Smith, Michael) (Entered: 01/12/2015)

NOTICE by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP Joint Notice of Proposed Jury
Instructions (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit A, # 2 Exhibit B)(Alavi, Amir) (Entered:
01/12/2015)

Additional Attachments to Main Document: 214 Affidavit in Opposition to Motion,,,..
(Haddad, Gerard) (Entered: 01/13/2015)

***FILED IN ERROR. PLEASE IGNORE.***Additional Attachments to Main Document: 213

Sealed Response to Motion,,.. (Haddad, Gerard) Modified on 1/14/2015 (ch, ). (Entered:
01/13/2015)

***FILED IN ERROR. ORDERS ARE NOT FILE SEPARATELY. Document # 218, Additional
Attachment. PLEASE IGNORE.*** (ch, ) (Entered: 01/14/2015)

NOTICE by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP Notice of Agreements Reached During
Meet and Confer (Alavi, Amir) (Entered: 01/14/2015)

NOTICE by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP re 219 Notice (Other) Corrected Notice
of Agreements Reached During Meet and Confer (Alavi, Amir) (Entered: 01/15/2015)

SEALED REPLY to Response to Motion re 189 SEALED MOTION to Exclude Opinions of Roy
Weinstein Pursuant to Federal Rules of Evidence 702 and 403 filed by Samsung Austin
Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD,
Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Declaration of R. Hermes,
# 2 Exhibit K, part 1 of 2, # 3 Exhibit K, part 2 of 2, # 4 Exhibit L)(Higgins, Gabrielle)
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(Entered: 01/15/2015)

STIPULATION by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP, Samsung Austin Semiconductor
LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung
Telecommunications America LLC. (Hermes, Rebecca) (Entered: 01/15/2015)

SEALED SUR-REPLY to Response to Motion re 189 SEALED MOTION to Exclude Opinions
of Roy Weinstein Pursuant to Federal Rules of Evidence 702 and 403 filed by Rembrandt
Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Declaration of Amir Alavi, # 2 Exhibit A)
(Alavi, Amir) (Entered: 01/19/2015)

SEALED PATENT SUR-REPLY to Reply to Response to PATENT Motion re 189 SEALED
MOTION to Exclude Opinions of Roy Weinstein Pursuant to Federal Rules of Evidence 702
and 403 filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Declaration of
Amir Alavi, # 2 Exhibit A)(Alavi, Amir) (Entered: 01/20/2015)

NOTICE of Hearing: Final Pretrial Conference set for 2/2/2015 01:30 PM before
Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne. (bga, ) (Entered: 01/20/2015)

NOTICE OF FILING OF OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT of Pretrial Conference held on 1-20-2015

before Judge Roy S. Payne. Court Reporter: Tonya Jackson, Telephone number:
409.654.2833. NOTICE RE REDACTION OF TRANSCRIPTS: The parties have seven (7)
business days to file with the Court a Notice of Intent to Request Redaction of this
transcript. If no such Notice is filed, the transcript will be made remotely electronically
available to the public without redaction after 90 calendar days. The policy is located on
our website at www.txed.uscourts.gov Transcript may be viewed at the court public
terminal or purchased through the Court Reporter/Transcriber before the deadline for
Release of Transcript Restriction. After that date it may be obtained through PACER..
Redaction Request due 2/16/2015. Redacted Transcript Deadline set for 2/26/2015.
Release of Transcript Restriction set for 4/27/2015. (tj, ) (Entered: 01/22/2015)

Minute Entry for proceedings held before Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne: Interim Pretrial
Conference held on 1/22/2015. (Court Reporter Tonya Jackson.) (Attachments: # 1
Attorney Sign-In Sheet) (bga, ) (Entered: 01/22/2015)

ORDER denying 165 Motion to Strike. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on
1/23/2015. (ch, ) (Entered: 01/23/2015)

ORDER Regarding Mediation. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on 01/24/2015.
(rsp1, ) (Entered: 01/24/2015)

Unopposed MOTION to Withdraw as Attorney Frank C. Cimino, Jr. by Samsung Austin
Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD,
Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order
Proposed Order)(Haddad, Gerard) (Entered: 01/26/2015)

Supplemental MOTION in Limine Regarding Use of Dr. Paul Schneck's Testimony by
Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1, # 2 Exhibit 2, # 3
Exhibit 3, # 4 Exhibit 4, # 5 Exhibit 5 (Filed Under Seal), # 6 Text of Proposed Order)
(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 01/26/2015)

SEALED ADDITIONAL A'I'I'ACHMENT to Main Document: 230 Supplemental MOTION in
Limine Regarding Use of Dr. Paul Schneck's Testimony. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 5)
(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 01/26/2015)

Additional Attachments to Main Document: 230 Supplemental MOTION in Limine
Regarding Use of Dr. Paul Schneck's Testimony.. (Enger, Eric) (Entered: 01/26/2015)

REPLY to Response to Motion re 204 Amended SEALED MOTION - Defendants' Motions in
Limine SAMSUNG DEFENDANTS REPLY IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS MOTION IN LIMINE

NO. 11 (DKT. 204) filed by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics
America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC.
(Haddad, Gerard) (Entered: 01/27/2015)

Joint MOTION to Amend Order Referring Case to Pretrial Mediation by Rembrandt
Wireless Technologies LP, Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics
America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC.
(Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Smith, Michael) (Entered: 01/27/2015)

Unopposed MOTION for Leave to File Sur-Reply to Defendants' Reply In Support of Their
Motion in Limine No. 11 by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Text
of Proposed Order)(Jones, Miranda) (Entered: 01/27/2015)

SUR-REPLY to Reply to Response to Motion re 204 Amended SEALED MOTION -
Defendants' Motions in Limine No. 11 filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP.
(Attachments: # 1 Declaration of Miranda Y. Jones, # 2 Exhibit Q)(Jones, Miranda)
(Entered: 01/27/2015)
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ORDER granting 229 Motion to Withdraw as Attorney. Attorney Frank C Cimino, Jr
terminated. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on 1/28/2015. (ch, ) (Entered:
01/28/2015)

ORDER REGARDING EXHIBITS. Signed by Judge Rodney Gilstrap on 1/28/2015. (ch, )
(Entered: 01/28/2015)

ORDER granting in part and denying in part 234 Motion to Amend Order Referring Case to
Pretrial Mediation. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on 1/28/2015. (rsp1, )
(Entered: 01/28/2015)

NOTICE by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP re 204 Amended SEALED MOTION -
Defendants' Motions in Limine Recent Factual Developments (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1,
# 2 Exhibit 2)(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 01/28/2015)

Defendants Samsung's Notice of Recent Factual Development Regarding Samsung's
Motion to Exclude Opinions of Roy Weinstein and Samsung's Motion in Limine No. 1.
Sealed Document. (Attachments: # 1 Attachment 1)(Smith, Michael) (Entered:
01/29/2015)

ORDER denying 112 Motion to Stay Pending Inter Parties Review. Signed by Magistrate
Judge Roy S. Payne on 1/29/2015. (ch, ) (Entered: 01/29/2015)

ORDER denying 189 Sealed Motion. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on
01/29/2015. (nkl, ) (Entered: 01/29/2015)

Unopposed MOTION to Seal the Courtroom at Trial During Discussion of the
Rembrandt/BlackBerry Settlement Payment Amount and/or Rembrandt's Allocation
Thereof by BlackBerry Corp., Blackberry, Ltd. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)
(Hung, Richard) (Entered: 01/29/2015)

***FILED IN ERROR. PLEASE IGNORE.***SEALED RESPONSE to Motion re 230

Supplemental MOTION in Limine Regarding Use of Dr. Paul Schneck's Testimony filed by
Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung
Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Text
of Proposed Order Denying Motion)(Haddad, Gerard) Modified on 1/30/2015 (ch, ).
(Entered: 01/29/2015)

AFFIDAVIT in Opposition re 230 Supplemental MOTION in Limine Regarding Use of Dr.
Paul Schneck's Testimony/ Declaration of Gerard A. Haddad in Support of Defendants'
Opposition to Rembrandt's Supplemental Motion in Limine Regarding Use of Dr. Paul
Schneck's Testimony filed by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics
America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC.
(Attachments: # 1 Affidavit Exhibit 1 to Haddad Declaration)(Haddad, Gerard) (Entered:
01/29/2015)

SEALED RESPONSE to Motion re 230 Supplemental MOTION in Limine Regarding Use of
Dr. Paul Schneck's Testimony filed by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung
Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications
America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order Denying Supplemental Motion in
Limine Regarding Use of Dr. Paul Schneck's Testimony)(Haddad, Gerard) (Entered:
01/30/2015)

***FILED IN ERROR. PER ATTORNEY Document # 245, Sealed Response. PLEASE
IGNORE.*** (ch, ) (Entered: 01/30/2015)

ORDER REGARDING MOTION IN LIMINE - granting in part and denying in part 197 Motion
in Limine; granting in part and denying in part 204 Sealed Motion. Signed by Magistrate
Judge Roy S. Payne on 1/30/15. (ch, ) (Entered: 01/31/2015)

STIPULATION regarding Witnesses, Demonstratives and Exhibits by Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP, Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc,
Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Ward,
Thomas) (Entered: 02/02/2015)

Minute Entry for proceedings held before Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne: Final Pretrial
Conference held on 2/2/2015. (Court Reporter Shelly Holmes.) (Attachments: # 1
Attorney Sign-In Sheet) (bga, ) (Entered: 02/12/2015)

Proposed Jury Instructions by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1
Joint Preliminary Jury Instructions)(Alavi, Amir) (Entered: 02/03/2015)

ORDER denying 230 Motion in Limine Regarding Use of Dr. Paul Schecks's Testimony.
Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on 2/3/2015. (ch, ) (Entered: 02/03/2015)

ORDER denying 244 Motion to Seal The Courtroom at Trial. Signed by Magistrate Judge
Roy S. Payne on 2/3/2015. (ch, ) (Entered: 02/03/2015)
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ORDER REGARDING JURY INSTRUCTIONS AND VERDICT FORMS - Signed by Magistrate
Judge Roy S. Payne on 2/3/2015. (ch, ) (Entered: 02/03/2015)

ORDER granting 235 Motion for Leave to File Sur-Reply to th's Reply in Support of their
Motion in Limine No. 11. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on 2/3/2015. (ch, )
(Entered: 02/03/2015)

Exhibit List Eleventh Amended Trial Exhibit List by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP..
(Alavi, Amir) (Entered: 02/03/2015)

NOTICE by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP Rembrandt's Deposition Designations
(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 02/03/2015)

Exhibit List Defendants' Tenth Amended Trial Exhibit List by Samsung Austin
Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD..
(Hermes, Rebecca) (Entered: 02/03/2015)

NOTICE by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc,
Samsung Electronics Co LTD Defendants' Deposition Designations (Hermes, Rebecca)
(Entered: 02/03/2015)

NOTICE OF FILING OF OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT of Proceedings held on 2/2/15 (Pretrial
Hearing) before Judge Rodney Gilstrap. Court Reporter/Transcriber: Shelly Holmes, CSR-
TCRR,Telephone number: (903) 923-7464. &lt;P&gt;NOTICE RE REDACTION OF
TRANSCRIPTS: The parties have seven (7) business days to file with the Court a Notice of
Intent to Request Redaction of this transcript. If no such Notice is filed, the transcript will
be made remotely electronically available to the public without redaction after 90
calendar days. The policy is located on our website at www.txed.uscourts.gov&lt;P&gt;
Transcript may be viewed at the court public terminal or purchased through the Court
Reporter/Transcriber before the deadline for Release of Transcript Restriction. After that
date it may be obtained through PACER.. Redaction Request due 3/2/2015. Redacted
Transcript Deadline set for 3/12/2015. Release of Transcript Restriction set for 5/8/2015.
(sholmes, ) (Entered: 02/04/2015)

NOTICE OF FILING OF OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT of Proceedings held on 2/3/15 (Pretrial
Hearing) before Judge Rodney Gilstrap. Court Reporter/Transcriber: Shelly Holmes, CSR-
TCRR,Telephone number: (903) 923-7464. &lt;P&gt;NOTICE RE REDACTION OF
TRANSCRIPTS: The parties have seven (7) business days to file with the Court a Notice of
Intent to Request Redaction of this transcript. If no such Notice is filed, the transcript will
be made remotely electronically available to the public without redaction after 90
calendar days. The policy is located on our website at www.txed.uscourts.gov&lt;P&gt;
Transcript may be viewed at the court public terminal or purchased through the Court
Reporter/Transcriber before the deadline for Release of Transcript Restriction. After that
date it may be obtained through PACER.. Redaction Request due 3/2/2015. Redacted
Transcript Deadline set for 3/12/2015. Release of Transcript Restriction set for 5/8/2015.
(sholmes, ) (Entered: 02/04/2015)

REPORT of Mediation by William Jospeh Cornelius, Jr. Mediation result:
IMPASSE(Corne|ius, William) (Entered: 02/05/2015)

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS re 167 MOTION for Summary Judgment of No
Damages Prior to the Filing Date of the Complaint for Failure to Mark filed by Sansung
Telecommunications America LLC, Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung
Electronics Co LTD, Samsung Electronics America Inc.. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S.
Payne on 2/5/2015. (ch, ) (Entered: 02/05/2015)

Sealed Document. Defendant Samsung's Objections to Magistrate Judge's Evidentiary
Rulings (Smith, Michael) (Entered: 02/05/2015)

Sealed Document. Defendant Samsung's Objection to Magistrate Judge's Order Regarding
Motion to Exclude Opinions of Roy Weinstein (Smith, Michael) (Entered: 02/05/2015)

ORDER ADOPTING Magistrate Judge's Order Denying th's Motion to Exclude Opinions of
Roy Weinstein. Signed by Judge Rodney Gilstrap on 2/6/2015. (ch, ) Modified on
2/6/2015 (ch, ). (Entered: 02/06/2015)

ORDER ADOPTING MAGISTRATE JUDGE'S EVIDENTIARY RULINGS re 248 Order on Motion

in Limine, Order on Sealed Motion. Signed by Judge Rodney Gilstrap on 2/6/2015. (ch, )
(Entered: 02/06/2015)

ORDER finding as moot 194 Sealed Motion in Limine in view of 204 Amended Defendants'
Motions in Limine. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S. Payne on 02/06/2015. (No
document attached.) (rsp1, ) (Entered: 02/06/2015)

ORDER finding as moot 122 Motion to Sever/Separate Trial in view of 172 Order Granting
Stipulation of Dismissal as to Blackberry Defendant.. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy S.
Payne on 02/06/2015. (No document attached.) (rsp1, ) (Entered: 02/06/2015)
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02/06/2015 269 ORDER granting in part and denying in part 88 Motion to Compel as per party agreement
and in accordance with the rulings set forth during the May 16, 2014 hearing on the
same. See 105 Minute Entry from May 16, 2014 Hearing. Signed by Magistrate Judge Roy
S. Payne on 02/06/2015. (No document attached.) (rsp1, ) (Entered: 02/06/2015)

02/06/2015 270 OBJECTION to 262 Report and Recommendations by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC,
Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung
Telecommunications America LLC. (Smith, Michael) (Entered: 02/06/2015)

02/06/2015 271 MOTION to Seal Blackberry's Motion to Seal the Courtroom at Trial During Discussion of
Rembrandt's Computed Effective Royalty Rate of the Rembrandt/Blackberry Settlement
by BlackBerry Corp., Blackberry, Ltd. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Hung,
Richard) (Entered: 02/06/2015)

02/08/2015 272 Opposed MOTION to Extend the Trial Time Limit to 12 Hours Per Side by Samsung Austin
Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD,
Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)
(Smith, Michael) (Entered: 02/08/2015)

02/08/2015 273 Proposed Jury Instructions by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1
Joint Proposed Final Jury Instructions)(Alavi, Amir) (Entered: 02/08/2015)

02/08/2015 274 AGREEMENT FOR VERDICT by Jury of Less than Six Members by Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP.. (Attachments: # 1 Samsung's Proposed Verdict Form)(Alavi, Amir)
(Entered: 02/08/2015)

02/08/2015 275 NOTICE by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP Plaintiff's Proposed Verdict Form (Alavi,
Amir) (Entered: 02/08/2015)

02/08/2015 276 NOTICE by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP re 248 Order on Motion in Limine, Order
on Sealed Motion Plaintiff Rembrandt's Objections to Magistrate Judge's Order on
Rembrandt's Motion in Limine No. 4 (Alavi, Amir) (Entered: 02/08/2015)

02/09/2015 277 ORDER ADOPTING MAGISTRATE JUDGE REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION DENYING
DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT re 262 Report and Recommendations,.
Signed by Judge Rodney Gilstrap on 2/9/2015. (ch, ) (Entered: 02/09/2015)

02/09/2015 278 ORDER ADOPTING MAGISTRATE JUDGE'S ORDER ON REMBRANDT'S MOTION IN LIMINE

4 re 248 Order on Motion in Limine, Order on Sealed Motion. Signed by Judge Rodney
Gilstrap on 2/9/2015. (ch, ) (Entered: 02/09/2015)

02/09/2015 279 Amended MOTION to Seal BlackBerry's Motion to Seal the Courtroom at Trial During
Discussion of Rembrandt's Computed Effective Royalty Rate of the Rembrandt/BlackBerry
Settlement by BlackBerry Corp., Blackberry, Ltd. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed
Order)(Hung, Richard) (Entered: 02/09/2015)

02/09/2015 280 ORDER denying 272 Motion to Extend the Trial Time Limit to 12 hours Per Side. Signed
by Judge Rodney Gilstrap on 2/9/2015. (ch, ) (Entered: 02/09/2015)

02/09/2015 302 Minute Entry for proceedings held before Judge Rodney Gilstrap: Jury Selection held on
2/9/2015, Jury Trial held on 2/9/2015. (Court Reporter Shelly Holmes, CSR-TCRR.)
(Attachments: # 1 Attorney Attendance Sheet) (jml) (Entered: 02/17/2015)

02/10/2015 281 NOTICE by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc,
Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC SAMSUNGS
IDENTIFICATION OF CLAIM ELEMENT ABBREVIATIONS (Haddad, Gerard) (Entered:
02/10/2015)

02/10/2015 303 Minute Entry for proceedings held before Judge Rodney Gilstrap: Jury Trial held on
2/10/2015. (Court Reporter Shelly Holmes, CSR-TCRR.) (Attachments: # 1 Attorney
Attendance Sheet) (jml) (Entered: 02/17/2015)

02/11/2015 304 Minute Entry for proceedings held before Judge Rodney Gilstrap: Jury Trial held on
2/11/2015. (Court Reporter Shelly Holmes, CSR-TCRR.) (Attachments: # 1 Attorney
Attendance Sheet) (jml) (Entered: 02/17/2015)

02/12/2015 305 Minute Entry for proceedings held before Judge Rodney Gilstrap: Jury Trial held on
2/12/2015. (Court Reporter Shelly Holmes, CSR-TCRR.) (Attachments: # 1 Attorney
Attendance Sheet) (jml) (Entered: 02/17/2015)

02/13/2015 283 MOTION Memorandum in Support of Its Rule 50(a) Motion for Judgment as a Matter of
Law by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung
Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Smith, Michael)
(Entered: 02/13/2015)

02/13/2015 284 Jury Trial Exhibit List by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP.. (mrm, ) (Entered:
02/13/2015)
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02/13/2015

02/13/2015
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Jury Trial Exhibit List by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics
America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC..
(mrm, ) (Entered: 02/13/2015)

SEALED Jury Notes. (mrm, ) (Entered: 02/13/2015)

Sealed Jury Verdict. (mrm, ) (Entered: 02/13/2015)

JURY VERDICT. (Redacted)(mrm, ) (Entered: 02/13/2015)

NOTICE OF FILING OF OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT of Proceedings held on 2/9/15 (Trial
Transcript - Morning Session) before Judge Rodney Gilstrap. Court Reporter/Transcriber:
Shelly Holmes, CSR-TCRR,Telephone number: (903) 923-7464. NOTICE RE REDACTION
OF TRANSCRIPTS: The parties have seven (7) business days to file with the Court a
Notice of Intent to Request Redaction of this transcript. If no such Notice is filed, the
transcript will be made remotely electronically available to the public without redaction
after 90 calendar days. The policy is located on our website at www.txed.uscourts.gov
Transcript may be viewed at the court public terminal or purchased through the Court
Reporter/Transcriber before the deadline for Release of Transcript Restriction. After that
date it may be obtained through PACER.. Redaction Request due 3/9/2015. Redacted
Transcript Deadline set for 3/19/2015. Release of Transcript Restriction set for
5/18/2015. (sholmes, ) (Entered: 02/13/2015)

NOTICE OF FILING OF OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT of Proceedings held on 2/9/15 (Trial
Transcript - Afternoon Session) before Judge Rodney Gilstrap. Court
Reporter/Transcriber: Shelly Holmes, CSR-TCRR,Telephone number: (903) 923-7464.
NOTICE RE REDACTION OF TRANSCRIPTS: The parties have seven (7) business days to
file with the Court a Notice of Intent to Request Redaction of this transcript. If no such
Notice is filed, the transcript will be made remotely electronically available to the public
without redaction after 90 calendar days. The policy is located on our website at
www.txed.uscourts.gov Transcript may be viewed at the court public terminal or
purchased through the Court Reporter/Transcriber before the deadline for Release of
Transcript Restriction. After that date it may be obtained through PACER.. Redaction
Request due 3/9/2015. Redacted Transcript Deadline set for 3/19/2015. Release of
Transcript Restriction set for 5/18/2015. (sholmes, ) (Entered: 02/13/2015)

NOTICE OF FILING OF OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT of Proceedings held on 2/10/15 (Trial
Transcript - Morning Session) before Judge Rodney Gilstrap. Court Reporter/Transcriber:
Shelly Holmes, CSR-TCRR,Telephone number: (903) 923-7464. NOTICE RE REDACTION
OF TRANSCRIPTS: The parties have seven (7) business days to file with the Court a
Notice of Intent to Request Redaction of this transcript. If no such Notice is filed, the
transcript will be made remotely electronically available to the public without redaction
after 90 calendar days. The policy is located on our website at www.txed.uscourts.gov
Transcript may be viewed at the court public terminal or purchased through the Court
Reporter/Transcriber before the deadline for Release of Transcript Restriction. After that
date it may be obtained through PACER.. Redaction Request due 3/9/2015. Redacted
Transcript Deadline set for 3/19/2015. Release of Transcript Restriction set for
5/18/2015. (sholmes, ) (Entered: 02/13/2015)

Sealed Transcript. (sholmes, ) (Entered: 02/13/2015)

NOTICE OF FILING OF OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT of Proceedings held on 2/10/15 (Trial
Transcript - Afternoon Session) before Judge Rodney Gilstrap. Court
Reporter/Transcriber: Shelly Holmes, CSR-TCRR,Telephone number: (903) 923-7464.
NOTICE RE REDACTION OF TRANSCRIPTS: The parties have seven (7) business days to
file with the Court a Notice of Intent to Request Redaction of this transcript. If no such
Notice is filed, the transcript will be made remotely electronically available to the public
without redaction after 90 calendar days. The policy is located on our website at
www.txed.uscourts.gov Transcript may be viewed at the court public terminal or
purchased through the Court Reporter/Transcriber before the deadline for Release of
Transcript Restriction. After that date it may be obtained through PACER.. Redaction
Request due 3/9/2015. Redacted Transcript Deadline set for 3/19/2015. Release of
Transcript Restriction set for 5/18/2015. (sholmes, ) (Entered: 02/13/2015)

Sealed Transcript. (sholmes, ) (Entered: 02/13/2015)

NOTICE OF FILING OF OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT of Proceedings held on 2/11/15 (Trial
Transcript - Morning Session) before Judge Rodney Gilstrap. Court Reporter/Transcriber:
Shelly Holmes, CSR-TCRR,Telephone number: (903) 923-7464. NOTICE RE REDACTION
OF TRANSCRIPTS: The parties have seven (7) business days to file with the Court a
Notice of Intent to Request Redaction of this transcript. If no such Notice is filed, the
transcript will be made remotely electronically available to the public without redaction
after 90 calendar days. The policy is located on our website at www.txed.uscourts.gov
Transcript may be viewed at the court public terminal or purchased through the Court
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Reporter/Transcriber before the deadline for Release of Transcript Restriction. After that
date it may be obtained through PACER.. Redaction Request due 3/9/2015. Redacted
Transcript Deadline set for 3/19/2015. Release of Transcript Restriction set for
5/18/2015. (sholmes, ) (Entered: 02/13/2015)

NOTICE OF FILING OF OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT of Proceedings held on 2/11/15 (Trial
Transcript - Afternoon Session) before Judge Rodney Gilstrap. Court
Reporter/Transcriber: Shelly Holmes, CSR-TCRR,Telephone number: (903) 923-7464.
NOTICE RE REDACTION OF TRANSCRIPTS: The parties have seven (7) business days to
file with the Court a Notice of Intent to Request Redaction of this transcript. If no such
Notice is filed, the transcript will be made remotely electronically available to the public
without redaction after 90 calendar days. The policy is located on our website at
www.txed.uscourts.gov Transcript may be viewed at the court public terminal or
purchased through the Court Reporter/Transcriber before the deadline for Release of
Transcript Restriction. After that date it may be obtained through PACER.. Redaction
Request due 3/9/2015. Redacted Transcript Deadline set for 3/19/2015. Release of
Transcript Restriction set for 5/18/2015. (sholmes, ) (Entered: 02/13/2015)

NOTICE OF FILING OF OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT of Proceedings held on 2/12/15 (Trial
Transcript - Morning Session) before Judge Rodney Gilstrap. Court Reporter/Transcriber:
Shelly Holmes, CSR-TCRR,Telephone number: (903) 923-7464. NOTICE RE REDACTION
OF TRANSCRIPTS: The parties have seven (7) business days to file with the Court a
Notice of Intent to Request Redaction of this transcript. If no such Notice is filed, the
transcript will be made remotely electronically available to the public without redaction
after 90 calendar days. The policy is located on our website at www.txed.uscourts.gov
Transcript may be viewed at the court public terminal or purchased through the Court
Reporter/Transcriber before the deadline for Release of Transcript Restriction. After that
date it may be obtained through PACER.. Redaction Request due 3/9/2015. Redacted
Transcript Deadline set for 3/19/2015. Release of Transcript Restriction set for
5/18/2015. (sholmes, ) (Entered: 02/13/2015)

Sealed Transcript. (sholmes, ) (Entered: 02/13/2015)

NOTICE OF FILING OF OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT of Proceedings held on 2/12/15 (Trial
Transcript - Afternoon Session) before Judge Rodney Gilstrap. Court
Reporter/Transcriber: Shelly Holmes, CSR-TCRR,Telephone number: (903) 923-7464.
NOTICE RE REDACTION OF TRANSCRIPTS: The parties have seven (7) business days to
file with the Court a Notice of Intent to Request Redaction of this transcript. If no such
Notice is filed, the transcript will be made remotely electronically available to the public
without redaction after 90 calendar days. The policy is located on our website at
www.txed.uscourts.gov Transcript may be viewed at the court public terminal or
purchased through the Court Reporter/Transcriber before the deadline for Release of
Transcript Restriction. After that date it may be obtained through PACER.. Redaction
Request due 3/9/2015. Redacted Transcript Deadline set for 3/19/2015. Release of
Transcript Restriction set for 5/18/2015. (sholmes, ) (Entered: 02/13/2015)

NOTICE OF FILING OF OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT of Proceedings held on 2/13/15 (Trial
Transcript - Morning Session) before Judge Rodney Gilstrap. Court Reporter/Transcriber:
Shelly Holmes, CSR-TCRR,Telephone number: (903) 923-7464. NOTICE RE REDACTION
OF TRANSCRIPTS: The parties have seven (7) business days to file with the Court a
Notice of Intent to Request Redaction of this transcript. If no such Notice is filed, the
transcript will be made remotely electronically available to the public without redaction
after 90 calendar days. The policy is located on our website at www.txed.uscourts.gov
Transcript may be viewed at the court public terminal or purchased through the Court
Reporter/Transcriber before the deadline for Release of Transcript Restriction. After that
date it may be obtained through PACER.. Redaction Request due 3/9/2015. Redacted
Transcript Deadline set for 3/19/2015. Release of Transcript Restriction set for
5/18/2015. (sholmes, ) (Entered: 02/13/2015)

NOTICE OF FILING OF OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT of Proceedings held on 2/13/15 (Trial
Transcript - Afternoon Session) before Judge Rodney Gilstrap. Court
Reporter/Transcriber: Shelly Holmes, CSR-TCRR,Telephone number: (903) 923-7464.
NOTICE RE REDACTION OF TRANSCRIPTS: The parties have seven (7) business days to
file with the Court a Notice of Intent to Request Redaction of this transcript. If no such
Notice is filed, the transcript will be made remotely electronically available to the public
without redaction after 90 calendar days. The policy is located on our website at
www.txed.uscourts.gov Transcript may be viewed at the court public terminal or
purchased through the Court Reporter/Transcriber before the deadline for Release of
Transcript Restriction. After that date it may be obtained through PACER.. Redaction
Request due 3/9/2015. Redacted Transcript Deadline set for 3/19/2015. Release of
Transcript Restriction set for 5/18/2015. (sholmes, ) (Entered: 02/13/2015)

Minute Entry for proceedings held before Judge Rodney Gilstrap: Jury Trial completed on
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2/13/2015. (Court Reporter Shelly Holmes, CSR-TCRR.) (Attachments: # 1 Attorney
Attendance Sheet) (jml) (Entered: 02/17/2015)

ORDER - The Court sua sponte orders the parties to mediate their disputes before the
Hon. Bill Cornelius within the next 45 days. Signed by Judge Rodney Gilstrap on
2/25/2015. (ch, ) (Entered: 02/26/2015)

SEALED MOTION for an Ongoing Royalty and Supplemental Damages by Rembrandt
Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order, # 2 Exhibit 1, # 3
Exhibit 2, # 4 Exhibit 3, # 5 Exhibit 4, # 6 Exhibit 5, # 7 Exhibit 6, # 8 Exhibit 7, # 9
Exhibit 8, # 10 Exhibit 9, # 11 Exhibit 10, # 12 Exhibit 11, # 13 Exhibit 12)(Enger, Eric)
(Entered: 03/23/2015)

MOTION for Prejudgment Interest, Postjudgment Interest, and Taxable Costs by
Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order, # 2
Exhibit A)(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 03/23/2015)

SEALED Exhibit A to Main Document: 309 MOTION for Prejudgment Interest,
Postjudgment Interest, and Taxable Costs. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit A)(Enger, Eric)
(Entered: 03/23/2015)

MOTION for Extension of Time to File Response/Reply as to 308 SEALED MOTION for an
Ongoing Royalty and Supplemental Damages by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC,
Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung
Telecommunications America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Smith,
Michael) (Entered: 03/26/2015)

ORDER granting 311 MOTION for Extension of Time to File Response/Reply. Signed by
Judge Rodney Gilstrap on 3/29/2015. (ch, ) (Entered: 03/30/2015)

REPORT of Mediation by William Jospeh Cornelius, Jr. Mediation result:
IMPASSE(Corne|ius, William) (Entered: 03/31/2015)

MOTION Entry of Judgment re 308 SEALED MOTION for an Ongoing Royalty and
Supplemental Damages, 288 Jury Verdict, 309 MOTION for Prejudgment Interest,
Postjudgment Interest, and Taxable Costs by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP.
(Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order Proposed Judgment)(Enger, Eric) (Entered:
04/16/2015)

RESPONSE to Motion re 309 MOTION for Prejudgment Interest, Postjudgment Interest,
and Taxable Costs filed by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics
America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC.
(Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Smith, Michael) (Entered: 04/16/2015)

SEALED ADDITIONAL ATTACHMENTS to Main Document: 315 Response to Motion,.
(Attachments: # 1 Declaration of Stephen L. Becker, Ph.D., # 2 Exhibit A, # 3 Exhibit B)
(Smith, Michael) (Entered: 04/16/2015)

SEALED RESPONSE to Motion re 308 SEALED MOTION for an Ongoing Royalty and
Supplemental Damages filed by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung
Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications
America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Declaration of Deanne K. Cevasco, # 2 Exhibit 1, # 3
Exhibit 2, # 4 Text of Proposed Order)(Smith, Michael) (Entered: 04/16/2015)

SEALED REPLY in Support of Its Motion re 308 SEALED MOTION for an Ongoing Royalty
and Supplemental Damages filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments:
# 1 Exhibit 13, # 2 Exhibit 14)(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 04/27/2015)

REPLY to Response to Motion re 309 MOTION for Prejudgment Interest, Postjudgment
Interest, and Taxable Costs filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments:
# 1 Exhibit C)(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 04/27/2015)

SEALED Exhibit B to Main Document: 319 Reply to Response to Motion. (Attachments: #
1 Exhibit B)(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 04/27/2015)

RESPONSE to Motion re 314 MOTION Entry of Judgment re 308 SEALED MOTION for an
Ongoing Royalty and Supplemental Damages, 288 Jury Verdict, 309 MOTION for
Prejudgment Interest, Postjudgment Interest, and Taxable Costs filed by Samsung Austin
Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD,
Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. (Attachments: # 1 Judgment)(Smith,
Michael) (Entered: 05/04/2015)

REPLY to Response to Motion re 314 MOTION Entry of Judgment re 308 SEALED MOTION
for an Ongoing Royalty and Supplemental Damages, 288 Jury Verdict, 309 MOTION for
Prejudgment Interest, Postjudgment Interest, and Taxable Costs filed by Rembrandt
Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1, # 2 Exhibit 2, # 3 Exhibit 3, # 4
Exhibit 4, # 5 Exhibit 5)(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 05/14/2015)
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NOTICE by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP re 318 Sealed Reply to Response to
Motion, 308 SEALED MOTION for an Ongoing Royalty and Supplemental Damages of
Relevant Determinations From Related Proceedings (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit A)(Enger,
Eric) (Entered: 07/03/2015)

Joint MOTION Entry of a Post-Trial Briefing Schedule by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies
LP. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Larson, Blaine) (Entered: 07/09/2015)

ORDER granting 324 Joint MOTION Entry of a Post-Trial Briefing Schedule. Motion
Hearing for all post verdict motions is set for 10/29/2015 01:30 PM before Judge Rodney
Gilstrap. Signed by Judge Rodney Gilstrap on 7/9/2015. (ch, ) (Entered: 07/09/2015)

RESPONSE to 323 Notice (Other), of Relevant Determinations from Related Proceedings
filed by Samsung Electronics Co LTD. (Smith, Michael) (Entered: 07/10/2015)

MOTION to Continue the Hearing Date for all Post-Trial Motions by Samsung Electronics
America Inc. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Smith, Michael) (Entered:
07/17/2015)

SEALED MOTION for Judgment as a Matter of Law and/or Motion for New Trial on
Damages Issues by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America
Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Smith,
Michael) (Entered: 08/07/2015)

MOTION for Judgment as a Matter of Law and/or Rule 59(a) Motion for New Trial on
Liability Issues by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc,
Samsung Electronics Co LTD. (Attachments: # 1 Declaration of Vincent Ling, # 2 Exhibit
A, # 3 Text of Proposed Order)(Smith, Michael) (Entered: 08/07/2015)

SEALED ADDITIONAL ATTACHMENTS to Main Document: 329 MOTION for Judgment as a
Matter of Law and/or Rule 59(a) Motion for New Trial on Liability Issues. (Attachments: #
1 Exhibit B, # 2 Exhibit C)(Smith, Michael) (Entered: 08/07/2015)

Unopposed MOTION for Bill of Costs Rembrandt's Unopposed Motion for Entry of An
Agreed Bill of Costs by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit
A, # 2 Text of Proposed Order)(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 08/07/2015)

ORDER granting 331 Motion for Bill of Costs. Signed by Judge Rodney Gilstrap on
8/11/2015. (ch, ) (Entered: 08/11/2015)

NOTICE of Hearing on Motions: Motion Hearing RESET for 11/3/2015 01:30 PM in Ctrm
106 (Marshall) before Judge Rodney Gilstrap. (jml) (Entered: 08/20/2015)

Unopposed MOTION to Withdraw as Attorney re Alden Harris by Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Enger, Eric) (Entered:
08/23/2015)

ORDER granting 333 Motion to Withdraw as Attorney. Attorney Alden Harris terminated.
Signed by Judge Rodney Gilstrap on 8/24/2015. (ch, ) (Entered: 08/25/2015)

RESPONSE in Opposition re 329 MOTION for Judgment as a Matter of Law and/or Rule
59(a) Motion for New Trial on Liability Issues filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies
LP. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order, # 2 Exhibit 1, # 3 Exhibit 2, # 4 Exhibit
3, # 5 Exhibit 4, # 6 Exhibit 5)(Enger, Eric) (Entered: 09/07/2015)

SEALED RESPONSE to Motion re 328 SEALED MOTION for Judgment as a Matter of Law
and/or Motion for New Trial on Damages Issues filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies
LP. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1, # 2 Text of Proposed Order)(Alavi, Amir) (Entered:
09/07/2015)

SEALED REPLY to Response to Motion re 328 SEALED MOTION for Judgment as a Matter
of Law and/or Motion for New Trial on Damages Issues filed by Samsung Electronics
America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD. (Smith, Michael) (Entered: 09/22/2015)

REPLY to Response to Motion re 329 MOTION for Judgment as a Matter of Law and/or
Rule 59(a) Motion for New Trial on Liability Issues filed by Samsung Electronics America
Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD. (Attachments: # 1 Declaration, # 2 Exhibit D)(Smith,
Michael) (Entered: 09/22/2015)

NOTICE by Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD FINAL
WRITTEN DECISIONS IN RELATED INTER PARTES REVIEW PROCEEDINGS (Attachments:
# 1 Tab 1, # 2 Tab 2, # 3 Tab3)(Smith, Michael) (Entered: 10/06/2015)

SUR-REPLY to Reply to Response to Motion re 329 MOTION for Judgment as a Matter of
Law and/or Rule 59(a) Motion for New Trial on Liability Issues filed by Rembrandt
Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 6, # 2 Exhibit 7)(Enger, Eric)
(Entered: 10/07/2015)

RESPONSE to 339 Notice (Other) of Final Written Decisions in Related Inter Partes Review
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Proceedings filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP. (Enger, Eric) (Entered:
10/07/2015)

SEALED REPLY to Response to Motion re 328 SEALED MOTION for Judgment as a Matter
of Law and/or Motion for New Trial on Damages Issues filed by Rembrandt Wireless
Technologies LP. (Aycock, Jamie) (Entered: 10/07/2015)

Minute Entry for proceedings held before Judge Rodney Gilstrap: Motions Hearing held on
11/3/2015 re 283 MOTION Memorandum in Support of Its Rule 50(a) Motion for
Judgment as a Matter of Law filed by Sansung Telecommunications America LLC,
Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Samsung Electronics
America Inc, 329 MOTION for Judgment as a Matter of Law and/or Rule 59(a) Motion for
New Trial on Liability Issues filed by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung
Electronics Co LTD, Samsung Electronics America Inc, 328 SEALED MOTION for Judgment
as a Matter of Law and/or Motion for New Trial on Damages Issues filed by Samsung
Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Samsung Electronics America
Inc. (Court Reporter Shelly Holmes, CSR-TCRR.) (Attachments: # 1 Attorney Attendance
Sheet) (jml) (Entered: 11/06/2015)

NOTICE by Samsung Electronics America Inc of RELEVANT AUTHORITY (Attachments: #
1 TAB 1)(Smith, Michael) (Entered: 12/09/2015)

Additional Attachments to Main Document: 344 Notice (Other).. (Smith, Michael)
(Entered: 12/09/2015)

SEALED RESPONSE by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP to 344 Notice (Other), 345
Additional Attachments to Main Document filed by Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP.
(Alavi, Amir) (Entered: 12/14/2015)

Unopposed MOTION to Withdraw as Attorney regarding Blaine A. Larson by Rembrandt
Wireless Technologies LP. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Enger, Eric)
(Entered: 12/21/2015)

ORDER granting 347 Motion to Withdraw as Attorney. Attorney Blaine Andrew Larson
terminated. Signed by Judge Rodney Gilstrap on 12/22/2015. (ch, ) (Entered:
12/22/2015)

NOTICE OF FILING OF OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT of Proceedings held on 11/3/15 (Post Trial
Motions Hearing) before Judge Rodney Gilstrap. Court Reporter/Transcriber: Shelly
Holmes, CSR-TCRR,Telephone number: (903) 923-7464. NOTICE RE REDACTION OF
TRANSCRIPTS: The parties have seven (7) business days to file with the Court a Notice of
Intent to Request Redaction of this transcript. If no such Notice is filed, the transcript will
be made remotely electronically available to the public without redaction after 90
calendar days. The policy is located on our website at www.txed.uscourts.gov Transcript
may be viewed at the court public terminal or purchased through the Court
Reporter/Transcriber before the deadline for Release of Transcript Restriction. After that
date it may be obtained through PACER.. Redaction Request due 2/15/2016. Redacted
Transcript Deadline set for 2/25/2016. Release of Transcript Restriction set for
4/22/2016. (sholmes, ) (Entered: 01/20/2016)

MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER. Signed by Judge Rodney Gilstrap on 1/29/2016.
(ch, ) (Entered: 01/29/2016)

NOTICE of Intent to Request Redaction by Amir H. Alavi re 349 Transcript,,,. (Alavi, Amir)
(Entered: 01/29/2016)

MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER -. Signed by Judge Rodney Gilstrap on 2/17/2016.
(ch, ) (Entered: 02/17/2016)

NOTICE by Samsung Austin Semiconductor LLC, Samsung Electronics America Inc,
Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC CHANGE OF
FIRM AFFILIATION (Smith, Michael) (Entered: 02/19/2016)

ORDER - ORDERS that the issue of post-trial relief as set forth in Rembrandts motion
noted above (Dkt. No. 308) is hereby SEVERED from this case and STAYED for forty-five
(45) days from this date. It is further ORDERED that the Clerk of the Court shall assign a
new case number for such severed issue, and, further, the Clerk shall TRANSFER
Rembrandts Motion for Ongoing Royalty and Supplemental Damages into such new case.
The new case number is 2:16-cv-170. Signed by Judge Rodney Gilstrap on 2/25/2016.
(ch, ) (Entered: 02/26/2016)

FINAL JUDGMENT. Signed by Judge Rodney Gilstrap on 2/25/2016. (ch, ) (Entered:
02/26/2016)

Agreed MOTION TO ENTER STIPULATED ORDER ON EXECUTION OF JUDGMENT AGAINST
SAMSUNG by Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD.
(Attachments: # 1 Exhibit A, # 2 Text of Proposed Order)(Smith, Michael) (Entered:
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03/08/2016)

03/09/2016 357 STIPULATED ORDER ON EXECUTION OF JUDGMENT AGAINST SAMSUNG. Signed by
Judge Rodney Gilstrap on 3/9/2016. (ch, ) (Entered: 03/09/2016)

03/17/2016 358 NOTICE OF APPEAL - FEDERAL CIRCUIT by Samsung Electronics America Inc, Samsung
Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC. Filing fee $ 505, receipt
number 0540-5664373. (Smith, Michael) (Entered: 03/17/2016)

03/18/2016 Transmission of Notice of Appeal, 355 Final Judgment, 352 Memorandum Opinion &amp;
Order, 350 Memorandum Opinion &amp; Order, 277 Order Adopting, 266 Order
Adopting, 265 Order Adopting, 114 Claim Construction Order, and certified copy of
Docket Sheet to US Court of Appeals, Federal Circuit by separate email. re 358 Notice of
Appeal - FEDERAL CIRCUIT (dlc, ) (Entered: 03/18/2016)

03/18/2016 359 ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF RECEIPT on 3/18/16, by USCA-FEDERAL CIRCUIT as to 114
Claim Construction Order, 266 Order Adopting, 350 Memorandum &amp; Opinion, 277
Order Adopting, 358 Notice of Appeal - FEDERAL CIRCUIT, 265 Order Adopting Report
and Recommendations, 352 Memorandum &amp; Opinion, 355 Final Judgment and
certified copy of Docket Sheet. (dlc, ) (Entered: 03/18/2016)

03/18/2016 360 NOTICE of Docketing Notice of Appeal from USCA-FEDERAL CIRCUIT re 358 Notice of
Appeal - FEDERAL CIRCUIT filed by Sansung Telecommunications America LLC, Samsung
Electronics Co LTD, Samsung Electronics America Inc. USCA Case Number 16-1729 (dlc, )
(Entered: 03/18/2016)

07/15/2016 361 Unopposed MOTION to Withdraw as Attorney VINCENT Y. LING by Samsung Electronics
America Inc, Samsung Electronics Co LTD, Sansung Telecommunications America LLC.
(Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Smith, Michael) (Entered: 07/15/2016)

07/19/2016 362 ORDER granting 361 Motion to Withdraw as Attorney. Attorney Vincent Y Ling terminated.
Signed by Judge Rodney Gilstrap on 7/18/2016. (ch, ) (Entered: 07/19/2016)

Copyright © 2016 LexisNexis CourtLink, Inc. All rights reserved.
*** THIS DATA IS FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY ***
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Citing References (110)

 Treatment Title Date Type Headnote(s)

Examined by .SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS 00., LTD. EJan. 28 2015 AEdministrative
. ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, E EDecision

EINC., SAMSUNG TELECOMMUNICATIONS E E

EAIVIERICA, LLC, AND SAMSUNG AUSTIN
ESEMICONDUCTOR, LLC, PETITIONER, v.
EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,
PATENT OWNER.

E2015 WL 410654, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.

     

EPetitioner filed a Petition (Paper 1, "Pet.”)

Erequesting an inter partes review of claims 23 25 E

E29, 30, and 41 of U.S. Patent No. 8, 023,580 B2 (Ex.E
E 1301, ”the ‘580 patent")..

. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD., ES.ep 23, 2014 EAdministrative
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, INC., EDecision
SEAMSUNG TELECOMMUNICATIONSAMERICA, E :
ELLC, AND SAMSUNG AUSTIN
ESEMICONDUCTOR, LLC, PETITIONER, v.
EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,
PATENT OWNER.

E2014 WL 4787236, *1+, Patent Tr. & App. Bd

  

 EExamined by

ESamsung Electronics Co. Ltd Samsung EIectronicsE
EAmerica, |nc., Samsung Telecommunications
EAmerica, LLC, and Samsung Austin Semiconductor,E
LLC (collectively, ”Petitioner”)... ‘

. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS 00., LTD.,

ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA,
EINC., SAMSUNG TELECOMMUNICATIONS
EAMERICA, LLC, AND SAMSUNG AUSTIN

ESEMICONDUCTOR, LLC, PETITIONER, v.
EREIVIBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,
PATENT OWNER.

E2014 WL 4787237, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.

 
 

 

 

 EExamined by  
 

p. 23, 2014 E ministrative
EDecision

ESamsung Electronics Co., Ltd., Samsung
EEIectronics America, Inc., Samsung
ETeIecommunications America, LLC, and Samsung

EAustin Semiconductor, LLC (collectively,
E”Petitioner")...

EExamined by . Patent Owner Preliminary Response to EApr. 29, 2015 EAdministrative
Petition Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. s 42.10715? EFlllng
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; Samsung '
Electronics America, Inc.; and Samsung Austin
ESemiconductor, LLC; Petitioner, v. REMBRANDT
EWIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES...

E2015 WL 1932304, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

   
 
 

 
 

 

 EExamined by . Petitioner"3 ReplyIn Support of its Petition EF.eb 06, 2015 EAdministrative
. Etor Inter Partes Review of U.S. Patent No. E’Filing

E8,0235803‘? ‘

ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
ETeIecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...

E2015 WL 499134, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
E (Administrative Filing)
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Treatment Headnote(s) 

    6 Petitioner”s Reply in Support of its Petition Feb. 06, 2015 Administrative

lor Inter Partes Review ol U.S. Patent No. EFiling
E8,023,580 3:?
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;

ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
ETelecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...

E2015 WL 499135, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

Examinedby
  

EExamined by E7. Patent Owner Preliminary Response to Dec. 01, 2014 EAdministrative
EPetition Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 5 42.107 3?? ' ' EF'I'ng
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; E

ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
ETelecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...
E2014 WL 6779149, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

 
 

  

  Dec. 01, 2014 Administrative

‘ EFiling
  28- Patent Owner Preliminary Response to

Petition Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. s 42.107 5.99:!

ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung

ETelecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...
E2014 WL 6779150, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

 

EExamined by E9 Motion for Jainder to Retated inter Partes EOct. 21, 2014 EAdministrative
E Review of US. Patent No. 8,023,580 (Case No. EFiling

ElPR2014—00519) Under 37 C.F.R. 5 42.12%) E E

 

ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
ETelecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung

EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...
E2014 WL 6474781, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

EExamined by E10 Petition for inter Partes Review ol U.S. EOct. 21, 2014 EAdministrative
Patent No. 8,023,580 z EF'"“9

ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; 1

ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
ETelecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...

E2014 WL 6474782, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

.\, ,\- \.   

EExamined by E11. Motion for Joinder to Related inter Partes EOct. 21, 2014 EAdministrative
E Review of U.S. Patent No. 8,023,580 (Case No. EFiling

lPR2014—00518) Under 37 C.F.R. s 42.122(b) E E

 
 
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung

ETelecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...
E2014 WL 6474792, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)
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     E12. Petition for inter Partes Review at Ciaims Oct. 21, 2014 Administrative

2 19, 49, 52 53, and 59 oil].3. Patent No. EFiling

E3,023,5801...I? - -
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
ETeIecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...

E2014 WL 6474793, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

ExamIned by

 

EExamined by E13. Patent Owner Preliminary Response to ESep. 18,2014 Administrative
Petition Pursuant to 37 CPR. s 42.107 3?? EF'I'ng
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; E

 *- w a",
 

ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
ETeIecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC; Petit...
E2014 WL 4647753, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

  
 Sep. 18, 2014 Administrative

= EFiling

  

ExamIned by 214- Patent Owner Preliminary Response to
Petition Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. s 42.107 39%;!

ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung

ETeIecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...
E2014 WL 4647754, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

 

EExamined by E15 Patent Owner Preliminary Response to ESep. 18,2014 EAdministrative
Petition Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 5 42.107 ' EFlllng
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; E
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung

ETeIecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...
E2014 WL 4647755, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

  
EExamined by 1E6 Patent Owner Preliminary Response to ESep. 18,2014 EAdministrative

Petition Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 5 42.107 EF'I'ng
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; E
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
ETeIecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung

EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...
E2014 WL 4647756, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

 
 

EExamined by E.17 Patent Owner Preiiminary Response to ESep. 18,2014 EAdministrative
Petition Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 3 42.107 EF'I'ng
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; E
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
ETeIecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung

EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...
E2014 WL 4647757, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)
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:18. Patent Owner Preliminary Response to :Sep. 18, 2014 :Administrative

Petition Pursuant to 3? C.F.R. s 42.107 if? E E EF'Img
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
:Samsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung

:Telecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC; Petit...
:2014 WL 4647758, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

Examined by 1:9. Patent Owner Preliminary Response to EJuly 03, 2014 :Administrative

Petition Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 5 42.107 :Flllng
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; ’
:Samsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung

:Telecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC; Petit...
E2014 WL 2990596, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

 

EExamined by :.20 Patent Owner Preliminary Response to :July 03, 2014 :Administrative
‘ ' 1 :Filing Petition Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. s 42.10? K ‘

:SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
:Telecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung

:Austin Semiconductor, LLC; Petit...
E2014 WL 2990597, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

  
 

 
July 03,2014 Administrative

3 :Filing

 

:21. Patent Owner Preliminary Response to
Petition Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. s 42.10719

:SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
:Telecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung

:Austin Semiconductor, LLC; Petit...
E2014 WL 3002812, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

ExamIned by  

:Examined by E22. Patent Owner3 Preliminary Response to EJuly 03, 2014 EAdministrative
Petition Pursuant to 3? C.F.R. s 42.107 " "“m :Fllmg
:SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; 3 3

:Samsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
ETelecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
:Austin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...

:2014 WL 3002813, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

 

 

:Examined by E23. Amended Petition for Inter Partes Review of EApr. 03, 2014 EAdministrative
EU.3. Patent No. 3,923,530:....> -- :Fllmg
:SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; E
:Samsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
ETelecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
:Austin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...

:2014 WL 1333915, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)
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ExamIned by E Administrative

EFiling EU.s. Patent No. a,023530:E. s
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
:Samsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung

:Telecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...
:2014 WL 1333917, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

Examined by 2:5 Amended Petition ior Inter Partes Review of :A.pr 03,2014 :Administrative
:U.3 Patent No. a.023580 EF"'“9
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; '
:Samsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung

:Telecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...
E2014 WL 1333918, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

 

EExamined by :26. Petition for inter Partes Review of U5. M:a.r 20, 2014 :Administrative
Patent No. a,023580 EF'I'ng

:SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; E
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
:Telecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung

:Austin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...
E2014 WL 1230285, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

 

 
  Mar. 20, 2014 Administrative

3 :Filing
  ExamIned by :27. Petition for Inter Partes Review of U.S.
Patent No. 8,023,580..... "

:SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
:Telecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung

:Austin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...
E2014 WL 1230287, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

 

:Examined by E28. Petition for inter Partes Review of U.S. E.Mar 20, 2014 EAdministrative
Patent No. 3023580 EF"'“9

:SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; E
:Samsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
ETelecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
:Austin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...

:2014 WL 1230288, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

-\    “" \Z

:Examined by E29. Petition for inter Partes Review of U5. EMar. 19, 2014 EAdministrative
EPatentNo. 3023,53035 ~~ = EF"'“9
:SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD; E
:Samsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
ETelecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
:Austin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...

:2014 WL 1230286, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

  

 

 

 Headnote(s)
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 ExamIned by E Administrative

EFiling EU.s. Patent No. a,023530:'~. 2
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung

ETelecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...
E2014 WL 1333916, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)
 

   E31. Brief for Plaintiff--Appeilee Rembrandt
EWireIess Technologies, LP
REEMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,

EPIaintiff - Appellee, v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS

ECO., LTD., Samsung Electronics America, Inc.,
ESamsung TeIecommunicat...

E2016 WL 4035648, *1+ , Fed.Cir. (Appellate Brief)

EExamined by July 21 2016

  EExamined by E32. Non—Confidential Brief of Defendants- EMay 31, 2016 EBrief WWWW
~ EAppeIIants . E :1 E

EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,

PEIaintiff-Appellee, v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS
ECO., LTD., Samsung Electronics America, Inc.,
ESamsung Telecommunicatio...
E2016 WL 3167522, *1+ , Fed.Cir. (Appellate Brief)

EExamined by E33. Rembrandt Wireless Technologies EMar. 13, 2014 EPetition
LPs Third Amended Complaint for Patent ~ E

Elntringemenf
EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,
EPIaintiff, v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
Telecommunications America...

E2014 WL 4408415, *1+, E.D.Tex. (Trial Pleading)

 

EExamined by E34. Samsung Detendants' Answer to RembrandeJuly 10, 2013 EPetition
EWireIess Technologies Lp'5 Second Amended ’ ~

 ECompIainf for Patent infringement "E‘ "
EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, L,P

EPIaintiff, v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD.,
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc., Samsung

ETelecommunications Americ...
E2013 WL 12089522, *1+ , E.D.Tex. (Trial Pleading) E

ExamIned by E35. Rembrandt Wireless Technologies LP’s June 05, 2013 EPetition

ESecond Amended Complaint for Patent E E
 lEntringement

EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,
EPIaintiff, v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
ETelecommunications America... 3

E2013 WL 12089519, *1+ , E.D.Tex. (Trial Pleading)

EExamined by E36. RembrandIWireiess Technologies LP's E.Mar 15, 2013 EPetition
EComplaint for Patent Infringement Sis ........... 3:,
EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,
EPIaintiff, v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;

ESamsung Electronics America, LLC; Samsung
Telecommunications America,...

E2013 WL 1155028, *1+ , E.D.Tex. (Trial Pleading)
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    ExamIned by E37. Defendant Samsung's Memorandum In E Feb. 13, 2015 Motion

ESupport of His Ruie 50(a) Motion for Judgment E E
 Eas a Matter of Law

EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES LP
EPIaintiff, v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
Telecommunications Americ...

E2015 WL 998897, *1+ , E.D.Tex. (Trial Motion,
Memorandum and Affidavit)

EExamined by E38. Rembrandts Response'In Opposition to EDec. 15, 2014 EMotion
Defendants” Motion for Summary Judgment ~

Eof no Damages Prior to the Fiiing Date of the

 
 ECoranaint for Faiiure to M. ‘

EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,
EPIaintiff, v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
Telecommunications America...

E2014 WL 8240219, *1+ , E.D.Tex. (Trial Motion,
Memorandum and Affidavit)

EExamined by E39. Rembrandts ResponseIn Opposition to ED.ec 15,2014 EMotion
~ Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment ’

Eof No Damages Prior to the Fiiing Date of the

 
 EComplaint for Failure to M...

EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,
EPIaintiff, v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
Telecommunications America...

E2014 WL 12487730, *1+ , E.D.Tex. (Trial Motion,
Memorandum and Affidavit)

EExamined by E40. Defendants Motion for Summary JudgmentENov 26,2014 EMotion
Eof no Damages Prior to the Fiiing Date of the ‘ ~

 ECompIaint for Failure to Mark
EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOG,IES LP,
EPIaintiff, v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD.,
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc., Samsung
Telecommunications Americ...

E2014 WL 8240184, *1+ , E.D.Tex. (Trial Motion,
Memorandum and Affidavit)

EExamined by E41. Defendanis' Motion for Summary JudgmentENov 26,2014 EMotion
Eof No Damages Prior to the Fiiing Date of the ’ ~

 
 

ECompIaint for Faiiure to MarkE
EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOG,IES LP,
EPIaintiff, v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD.,
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc., Samsung
Telecommunications Americ...

E2014 WL 12487734, *1+ , E.D.Tex. (Trial Motion,
Memorandum and Affidavit)  

   Apr. 17,2014 EMotion

 

ExamIned by E42. Rembrandt's Opening Claim Construction
EBriefE E

EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP, V.
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD., et al.
E2014 WL 2968267, *1+ , E.D.Tex. (Trial Motion,
Memorandum and Affidavit)
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E Iscusse y ‘ 43. RembrandtWirelessTechnoiogies, LPvE
amsung Electronics (30., Ltd.

E2016 WL 633909, *1+, E. D.Tex.

 

Before the Court is Samsung
EDefendants (” Samsung’’) Rule 50(b) Renewed

Motion for Judgment as a Matter of Law and/or RuleE
59(a) Motion for New Trial on Liability Issues (Dkt.

E No...

4. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD“, EJan. 28 2015 EAdministrative
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, E EDecision
EINC., SAMSUNG TELECOMMUNICATIONS E E

EAIVIERICA, LLC, AND SAMSUNG AUSTIN
ESEMICONDUCTOR, LLC, PETITIONER, v.
EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,
PATENT OWNER.

E2015 WL 410653, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.

  
  EDiscussed by 

  

ESamsung Electronics Co. Ltd., Samsung ElectronicsE

EAmerica, Inc. Samsung Telecommunications E

EAmerica, LLC, and Samsung Austin Semiconductor,E
LLC (collectively, ”Petitioner”) filed.. ‘

E 5. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD., SEe.p 09,2014 EAdministrative
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, INC., EDecision
ESAMSUNG TELECOMMUNICATIONSAMERICA, E ~
ELLC, AND ESAMSUNG AUSTIN
ESEMICONDUCTOR, LLC, PETITIONER, v.
EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,
PATENT OWNER.

E2014 WL 4537477, *1+, Patent Tr. & App. Bd.

 

 
  EDiscussed by “NARA

ESamsung Electronics Co. Ltd. Samsung ElectronicsE
EAmerica, Inc., Samsung Telecommunications
EAmerica, LLC, and Samsung Austin SemiconductorE
LLC (collectively, ”Petitioner”)... ’

E46. SAME; UNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD., SEe.p 09, 2014 EAdministrative
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, E EDecision
EENC., SAMSUNG TELECOMMUNICATIONS E =
EAMERICA, LLC, AND SAMSUNG AUSTIN

ESEMICONDUCTOR, LLC, PETITIONER, v.
EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,
PATENT OWNER.

E2014 WL 4537478, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.

 
  EDiscussed by

ESamsung Electronics Co., Ltd., Samsung
EElectronics America, Inc., Samsung
ETelecommunications America, LLC, and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC (collectively,
”Petitioner")...

  

    EDiscussed by    EMar. 25, 2015 AEdministrativeE 7. Unopposed motion for Pro Hac Vice

E EFiling

.\

EAdmission of Brian P. Biddinger
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; Samsung
Electronics America, Inc.; and Samsung Austin
ESemiconductor, LLC, Petitioner, v. REMBRANDT
EWIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES...

E2015 WL 1360916, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
E Administrative Filing)  
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    EMar. 25, 2015 AdministrativeDiscussed by
: Filing

E48. Unopposed Motion fer Pro Hac Vice
 EAdmission of Brian P.8iddinger192“ '

ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; Samsung
EElectronics America Inc.; and Samsung Austin

ESemiconductor, LLC, Petitioner, v. REMBRANDT
EWIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES...
E2015 WL 1360918, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

 
EAdministrative

Filing
  E49. Petition for Inter Partes Review of U.S.

Patent No 8,457228

ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; Samsung
Electronics America Inc.; and Samsung Austin

ESemiconductor, LLC, Petitioner, v. REMBRANDT
EWIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES...
E2015 WL 129163, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

EDiscussed by EJan. 09,2015
 

EDiscussed by E.50 Patent Owner5 Opposition to Motion for Nov. 08, 2014 EAdministrative
~ EJoinder to Reiated inter Partes Review of U.S. EFiling

Patent No. 8,023,580 (iPR2014—00519)
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung

ETelecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...
E2014 WL 6474779, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

 

EDiscussed by 5E1. Patent Owner'5 Opposition to Motion for ENov. 08,2014 EAdministrative
~ EJoinder to Reiated inter Partes Review of US. EFiling

Patent No. 8,023,580 (IPR2014—00518)
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;

ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
ETelecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...

E2014 WL 6474791, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

 
 

 
  E52. Petition for inter Partes Review of US.

Patent No. a45722393% ,
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung

ETelecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC; Petit...
E2014 WL 2525754, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

 DEIscussed by June 04, 2014 EAdministrative
EFiling 

EDiscussed by 5E3. Petition for Inter Partes Review of U.S. EJune 04, 2014 EAdministrative
Patent No. 8,457,228 1 EF'““9

ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; ’
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung

ETelecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC; Petit...

E2014 WL 2528319, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)
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     Discussed by Administrative

Filing
E54. Petition for inter Partes Review of U.S.
EPatent No. a457228‘95. :1
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, |nc.; Samsung

ETelecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC; Petit...
E2014 WL 2528320, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

June 04,2014

 

 

 

  

E55. Federal Jury Awards Technology Company
E$15.7M in Patent infringement Suit E
E2015 WL 3485582, *1+ , E.D.Tex. (Verdict and
Settlement Summary)

DIscussedby56REMBRANDTWIRELESSTECHNOLOGEESJan132015JuryVerdIct WWW ....................................
E ELP vs. SAMSUNG ELECTRONECS CO. LTD. ET E 2 ::

EAL

E2015 WL 1298643, *1+ , E.D.Tex. (Verdict and
Settlement Summary)

Ebi‘ééfiéééa'I};”"E’éi"néihéiéfinbfnineties'fééniiétdéi’ééw'E'Jé'ri'."'15,£635""E‘J'Lj‘r’y'Vér'aiéiw
E ELP vs. SAMSUNG ELECTRONECS CO. LTD. ET E 2

EAL

E2015 WL 1298639, *1+ , E.D.Tex. (Verdict and
Settlement Summary)

 

 EDiscussed by ESep. 15, 2014 EMotionE58. Motion for Summary Judgmen
EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP, v.
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD, et aI.
E2014 WL 7794895, *1+ , E.D.Tex. (Trial Motion,
Memorandum and Affidavit)

 

EDiscussed by E.59 Rembrandt Wireless Technoiogies LP's EJuly 07,2014 EMotion
E Response to Samsung's Motion to Stay Pending E

 
 

Einter Partes ReviewL. ‘
EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,
EPIaintiff, v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, |nc.; Samsung
Telecommunications America...

E2014 WL 12487725, *1+ , E.D.Tex. (Trial Motion,
Memorandum and Affidavit) 

 
  

 
 

EDIscussed by E60. Samsung”s Opposed Motion to Stay June 18, 2014 Motion
 EPending Inter Partes Review

EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,
EPIaintiff, v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD.,

ESamsung Electronics America, |nc., Samsung
Telecommunications Americ...

E2014 WL 12487729, *1+ , E.D.Tex. (Trial Motion,
Memorandum and Affidavit)

EDiscussed by 6E1 Judge5 instructions/Charge to the Jury EF.eb 13, 2015 ETranscript
 
EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,

EPIaintiff, v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD,;
ESamsung Electronics America, LLC; Samsung

ETelecommunications America,...

E2015 WL 4935322, *1+ , E.D.Tex. (Trial Transcript)  
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EDiscussed by :62. Verdict Form J, EFeb. 13,2015
EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP, E
EPIaintiff, v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; and Samsung
Telecommunications Am...

E2015 WL 1280541, *1+ , E.D.TeX. (Verdict,
EAgreement and Settlement)

E ury Verdict 

  
 

 

  
 EDiscussed by  E63. Verdict Form __

EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,
EPIaintiff, v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; and Samsung
Telecommunications Am...

E2015 WL 10319202, *1+ , E.D.TeX. (Verdict,
EAgreement and Settlement)

Feb. 13,2015 EJury Verdict

 
 

 EClted by 64. Rembrandt Wireiess Technologies, LPv.EJan 29’ 2016 Case
ESamsung Electronics Co., Ltd.

E2016 WL 362540, *1+, E. D.Tex.

Before the Court is Samsung
EDefendants (” Samsung’’) Rule 50(b) Renewed
EMotion for Judgment as a Matter of Law and/or

ERule 59(a) Motion for New Trial on Damages IssuesE
Mot.”, Dkt... .

ECited by . 5. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD., E.Sep 24, 2015 EAdministrative
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, E EDecision
EINC., SAMSUNG TELECOMMUNICATIONS E ~
EAMERICA, LLC, AND SAMSUNG AUSTIN
ESEMICONDUCTOR, LLC, PETITIONER, v.
EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,
PATENT OWNER.

E2015 WL 5719795, *6 , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.

 

 

ESamsung Electronics Co. Ltd., Samsung ElectronicsE

EAmerica, Inc., Samsung Telecommunications
EAmerica, LLC, and Samsung Austin Semiconductor,

LC (collectively, ”Petitioner”) filed...

66. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LT ESep. 24, 2015 EAdministrative
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, E EDecision
EINC., SAMSUNG TELECOMMUNICATIONS E E
EAMERICA, LLC, AND SAMSUNG AUSTIN
ESEMICONDUCTOR, LLC, PETITIONER, v.
EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,
PATENT OWNER.

E2015 WL 5719796, *6, Patent Tr. & App. Bd.

  
  

   

   ECited by  

ESamsung Electronics Co. Ltd. Samsung ElectronicsE
EAmerica, Inc., Samsung Telecommunications

EAmerica, LLC, and Samsung Austin Semiconductor,E
E LC (collectively, ”Petitioner”) filed..

67. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD., ESep. 24, 2015 EAdministrative
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, E EDecision
EINC.. SAMSUNG TELECOMMUNICATIONS E E
EAMERICA, LLC, AND SAMSUNG AUSTIN

ESEMICONDUCTOR, LLC, PETITIONER, v.
EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,
PATENT OWNER.

E2015 WL 5719797, *6 , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.

 
 

  
 

  
 ECited by  

ESamsung Electronics Co. Ltd. Samsung ElectronicsE
EAmerica, Inc., Samsung Telecommunications

EAmerica, LLC, and Samsung Austin Semiconductor,E
LLC (collectively, ”Petitioner”) filed..
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ECited by E 8. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.,
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, ENC.,
ESAMSUNG TELECOMMUNICATIONSAMERICA,
ELLC, AND SAMSUNG AUSTIN

ESEMICONDUCTOR, LLC, PETITIONER, v.
EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,
PATENT OWNER.

E2014 WL 5840662, *1 , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.

Oct. 24, 2014 E dministrative
E Decision

Petitioner filed a Request for Rehearing (Paper 19,
E”Req. Reh‘g‘D‘) of the Board‘s decision entered

ESeptember 9, 2014 (Paper 18, "Decision”), which
eclined to institute inter... 
 9. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.,

ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA,

EINC., SAMSUNG TELECOMMUNICATIONS
EAMERICA, LLC, AND SAMSUNG AUSTIN
ESEMICONDUCTOR, LLC, PETITIONER, v.
EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,
PATENT OWNER.

E2014 WL 5840663, *1 , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.

ECEiEtEeEEd b..y............  

EOn October 8, 2014, Petitioner filed a request for E

Erehearing (Paper 19, ”Req. Reh‘g‘D‘) of the Board‘s
Edecision (Paper 18, ”Dec."), which declined to E
E' stitute an inter partes...
  

 
 

  

 
 

ECited by  . 0. Record of Oral Hearing EAdministrative
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD., EF"'“9
ESamsung Electronics America, |nc., Samsung E E
ETeIecommunications America, LLC, and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...

E2015 WL 5444442, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)
 

  Cited by  
  

1. Petitioners“ Request for Oral Hearing EAdministrative

EFiling

ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; Samsung E E
Electronics America, Inc; and Samsung Austin

ESemiconductor, LLC, Petitioner, v. REMBRANDT
EWIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES...

E2015 WL 1265497, *1 , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing) 
 

 
  
 

Cited by 2. Petitioners“ Request for Oral Hearing ar. 20, 2015(ex '

ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; Samsung
Electronics America, Inc; and Samsung Austin

ESemiconductor, LLC, Petitioner, v. REMBRANDT
EWIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES...

E2015 WL 1265501, *1 , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)  

 Cited by  73. Patent Owner's Opposition to Motion for EAdministrative
EJoinder to Enter Partes Review of US. Patent No. E EFiling

E8,457,22 (iPR2014—00892) 3??
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; Samsung
Electronics America, Inc; and Samsung Austin
ESemiconductor, LLC, Petitioner, v. REMBRANDT
EWIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES...

E2015 WL 638749, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
E (Administrative Filing)
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CIted by 74 Motion for Joinder to Related Inter Partes Jan. 09, 2015 Administrative

Review of US. Patent No. 8,457,228 (Case No. FilingiPR2014—00892) Under 37 C.F.R. s 42.122(b) E .

 
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; Samsung
Electronics America, Inc.; and Samsung Austin
ESemiconductor, LLC, Petitioner, v. REMBRANDT

EWIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES...
E2015 WL 129162, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)
 

 E Administrative 275' Decision on Request for Rehearing 37 EOct. 24, 2014
 

 

 

CE.F.R. 5 42.71 FE'"“9

ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD., E
ESamsung Electronics America, lnc., Samsung
ETelecommunications America, LLC, and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...

E2014 WL 6779165, *1 , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

CEited by E76. Decision Request For Rehearing 37 C.F.R. s EO.ct 24, 2014 EAdministrative
. E4371”) 2 EFIIIng

ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD., E

ESamsung Electronics America, lnc., Samsung
ETelecommunicationsamerica, LLC, and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petiti...

E2014 WL 6779166, *1 , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

ECited by E77. Order Conduct of Proceedings 37 GER. s EOct. 20, 2014 EAdministrative
E42.5%? == ~ EFiling
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.
ESamsung Electronics America, lnc., Samsung
ETelecommunications America, LLC, and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...

E2014 WL 5324793, *1 , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)
  
  E78. Order Conduct of Proceedings 37 C.F.R. s Oct. 20, 2014 Administrative

 E425 EFi'ing
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD., E
ESamsung Electronics America, lnc., Samsung

ETelecommunications America, LLC, and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...
E2014 WL 5324794, *1 , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

ECited by E79. Petitioners Request For Rehearing Under 37E.Oct 08,2014 EAdministrative
EC. F. R s 4271 on the Decision Not to institute EFiling

 Einier Paries Review‘ "
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
ETelecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...

E2014 WL 5025201, *1 , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)
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   CIted by E80. Petitioners Request for Rehearing Under 37O.ct 08, 2014 Administrative

EC. F. R. s 42.71 on the Decision Not to institute Filing

EInIer Paries Review“?
ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, lnc.; Samsung
ETelecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC, Petit...

2014 WL 5025202, *1 , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

 

ECited by E81. Petition for inter Partes Review of US. EJune 04,2014 Administrative
Patent No. a457228: EF'“ng

ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CC. LTD.; E
ESamsung Electronics America, lnc.; Samsung
ETelecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC; Petit...

E2014 WL 2525753, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

 

  
 

 

   282- Petition for inter Partes Review of US. June 04, 2014 EAdministrative
Patent No. a457223v FEIImg

ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; i i
ESamsung Electronics America, lnc.; Samsung
ETelecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC; Petit...

E2014 WL 2525755, *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

ECited by 83 Petition for Inter Partes Review of U.S. EJune 04, 2014 EAdministrative
Patent No. 8,457,228 1 EF“'“9

ESAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; ’
ESamsung Electronics America, lnc.; Samsung

ETelecommunications America, LLC; and Samsung
EAustin Semiconductor, LLC; Petit...

E2014 WL 2528321 , *1+ , Patent Tr. & App. Bd.
(Administrative Filing)

  
ECited by $84. Non-Confidential Repiy Brief of Defendants—:Aug. 15, 2016 Brief
~ EAppeIIants ~

EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,

EPlaintiff-A,ppellee v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS .

ECO., LTD. Samsung Electronics America, lnc., and
ESamsung Telecommunic...
E2016 WL 4491434, *1 +, Fed.Cir. (Appellate Brief)

 

  
  
 
 gCited by E.85 Samsung's Repiy in Support of Its Motto I May 09,2016 1 

Efor Extension of Stay Pending Appeai ‘3‘“ '
REMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,

EPIaintiff, v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., Ltd.;
ESamsung Electronics America, lnc.; Samsung
Telecommunications Americ...

E2016 WL 4362480, *1 , E.D.Tex. (Trial Motion,
Memorandum and Affidavit)

ECited by E86. Samsung"3 Motion for Extension of Stay EApr. 11, 2016 MEotion  
EPending Appeai’
REMBRANDT WIRELESS T,ECHNOLOGIES LP,

EPIaintiff, v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., Ltd.;
ESamsung Electronics America, lnc.; Samsung
Telecommunications Americ...

2016 WL 4362460, *1 , E.D.Tex. (Trial Motion,
Memorandum and Affidavit)  
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E 7. Rembrandt’s Sur—RepIy in Opposition to
Defendants Moiion for Summary Judgment

Eof No Damages Prior to the FIIIng Date of the

 ECited by

 ECompIaint for FaiIure to“
EREMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES LP
EPIaintiff, v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
Telecommunications America...

E2015 WL 11519745, *1+ , E.D.Tex. (Trial Motion,
Memorandum and Affidavit)

   8. RB. 4-3 Joint Claim Construction Statement EMar. 06, 2014 E Illng 

 
ECited by  

EMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP,

EPIaintiff, v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;
ESamsung Electronics America, Inc.; Samsung
Telecommunications America...

E2014 WL 4408296, *1 , E.D.Tex. (Trial Filing)

E x 89. SYSTEM AND METHOD OF ”he 04’ 2013 .
ECOMMUNICATION USING AT LEAST Two

EMODULATION METHODS :
Eus PAT 8457228+ , us. PTO unnty

 

    
  

EA device may be capable of communicating
using at least two type types of modulation
Emethods. Methods and systems are provided for

om '

 

   
   

 

ETRANSCEIVER THAT TRANSMITS INITIAL
ESEQUENCE IN FREQUENCY SHIFT KEYING

EMODULATION INDICATING IMPENDING
ECHANGE FROM FREQUENCY SHIFT KEYENG
EMODULATION TQ SHIFT KEYING MODULATION

 

 
 

WPI 2010-J46317

1. MULTIPOINT SYSTEM FOR FACILITATING ED.ec 05, 1997 EDWPI
EDATA COMMUNICATIONS AMONG MODEMS E ~
EIN POINT—TO-POINT NETWORK, HAS MASTER
ETRANSCEIVER TRANSMITTING TRAILING

ESEQUENCE IN ONE OF MODULATION
EMETHODS E.G. SHIFT KEYING MODULATION
EMETHOD, AFTER TRAINING SEQUENCE

 

 
 

DWPI 2012-F08686+

  E 2. MULTIPOINT COMMUNICATION SYSTEM, Dec. 05, 1997 E
HAS TRANSCEIVER TRANSMITTING TRAINING E

ESEQUENCE IN MODULATION PROCESS, E

EWHERE SEQUENCE INDICATES IMPENDING
ECHANGE FROM ONE PROCESS TO ANOTHER
PROCESS AND TRAILING SEQUENCE

E RANSMITI'ED AFI'ER TRAINING SEQUENCE

 
DWPI 2014-K80666
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E 3. MULTEPOENT COMMUNECATEON SYSTEM
EEOR FACiLETATiNG COMMUNECATTON AMONG
E.G. TREBUTARY OR TRiB MODEMS EN ~

NETWORK TO PROVEDE PHONE SEHVlCE, HASE
ESEMPLE CABLE PHONE AND ENTERACT DEViCEE
EOR SENDENG SEGNAL T0 TERMENATTON E

ESYSTEM AND HEAD ENDS 5r1 WPI 2015-194092+  
 

   
 

 Assignments 
 I atent Status 
 
 

Patent Status
Files

Patent Status

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 

2 00. PatStat 8023580 EMay 20,2014 EPatent Status
01. REMBRANDT WERELESS TECHNOLOGEES,EEMar. 15, 2013

ELP v. SAMSUNG ELECTRONECS CO. LTD ‘ I

OZSYSTEMANDMETHODOFAugso,2016............................
ECOMMUNECATiON USENG AT LEAST TWO E 3

EMODULATEON METHODS . :

Eus PAT 9432172+ , us. PTo UtIlIty

  

Methods and systems are provided for simple cable
iphone and internet (SCPI) device that may be i
Ecoupled with a cable modem (CM) and one or more
E CPI head ends e.g., via an SCPI... E

103. SYSTEM AND METHOD OF EMar. 19, 2015 EPatents
gCOMMUNlCATiON USENG AT LEAST TWO ~ 3

EMODULATEON METHODS E
EUS PAT APP 20150078425+, U. S. PTO
EApplication

 

   
 

Methods and systems are provided for simple cable
Ephone and internet (SCPI) device that may be E

Ecoupled with a cable modem (CM) and one or more
SCPI head ends, e.g., via an SCPI... 3

. 04. SYSTEM AND METHOD OF
ECOMMUNECATiON USENG AT LEAST TWO

EMODULATEON METHODS
US PAT APP 20140153621 , U.S. PTO Application

 
 
 

 
 
  EJune 05, 2014EEPatents
 

EA device may be capable of communicating
using at least two type types of modulation
Emethods. Methods and systems are provided for
E ommunication of data according to a...   
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E105. SYSTEM AND METHOD OF E May 03, 2012 Patents

ECOMMUNECATiON UStNG AT LEAST TWO I 3
EMODULATEON METHODSEE
EUS PAT APP 20120106604, U.S. PTO Application

 

A device may be capable of communicating using .
Eat least two type types of modulation methods. The
Edevice may include a transceiver capable of acting '
Eas a master according to a...

— E106. Annotated Patent Digest (Matthews) 3 E2016 EOther
E30z‘i49, No requirement to mark if no product ESecondary

Emade by patent hotder ESource

If the patent holder or its licensees have not made .

Eany products under the patent, then there is nothingE

Eto mark and there'Is noduty on the patent holder toEprovide any notice to..  
— E107. Annotated Patent Digest (Matthews) 3 E2016 EOther

E30:151, Onty need mark patented articie that is ESecondary
Ethe subject of tnfringement suit Source

EThe duty to mark only extends to the patented
article that is the subject of an infringement suit.

If a single patent has different claims directed to
Edifferent articles, the...  

— E108. PATENT-E.D.TEX.: SAMSUNG LOSES E2016 EOther

EBlD FOR Poet-Tami. JUDGMENT 0F NoN- ESecondary
EENFRENGEMENT 0F REMBRANDT PATENTS ESource

 
ESamsung was not entitled to a post-trial judgment
of non-infringement of two Rembrandt Wireless

Epatents, both of which described a wireless
Ecommunications system that used multiple...

— E109. PATENTE.D. TEX; SAMSUNG’S EFFORT E2016 EOther
ETO REDUCE $15.7M AWARD FAELS EN ESecondary

EBLUETOOTH ENFRENGEMENT CASE E30“rce

 
 

ESamsung was not entitled to a post-trial judgment to
Eset aside a $15.7 million damages award that ajury
Edelivered after finding that Samsung had infringed ’
Etwo Rembrandt Wireless...

— E110. WORTH NOTENG-OTHER tP LAW E2015 EOther
EDEVELOPMENTS ESecondary
I ESource

 
 

EA periodic roundup of other items of interest to
Ethe Intellectual Property community: PATENT—
EE.D. Tex.: A federal jury in Marshall, Texas, has

Edetermined that Samsung must pay...
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Search — 6 Results — 8023580 or 8,023,580

I. S4321?2, August SD, 2616, System and method of communication using at ieast two moduiation

methods, Bremer, Gordon, Ciearwater, Eiorida, United States of AmericeCUS); Schneck, Paui, Eaia

Cynwyd, Pennsyiyania, United States of America(US); 549064, January '21, 2LT15, ASSIGNMENT OE

ASSIGNORS INTEREST (SEE DOCUMENT EDR DETAILS), REMSRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LR,

SUITE 7%, 1655 NORTH EORT MEYERS DRIVE, ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA, UNITED STATES OF

AMERICACUS), 2.220s, reei~trame:33=I?77,/uI-}u7, REMEIRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP, Ariington,

Virginia, United States of America(US), United States company or corporation

CORE TENNIS: trih, moduiation, cahie, sequence, master, transceiver, modem, upstream, phone,

customer, training, gateway, hurst, session, transmission, muitipoint, traiiino, internet, communicate,

interface, moduiated, communications system, cahie service, channei, transmitted, suhesystem,

downstream, digitai, coupied, network

8457228 , which is a Continuation of Ser, No, 12543916, August 19, 2969, GRANTED RRZSSRI} ,

which is a Continuation of Ser. No. I.i.?748u3,1uiy 9, 2607, GRANTED T675965 , which is

WANGD, June '29, Edit), Bremer et ai., United States of America (US) {3823533, September 26,

2011, Sremer, United States of America (US) 849228, Iune iIi,

543,91II fiied on Aug, 1S, 2009, which issued as US, Pat, No. 8,323,58u on Sep. '20, 2011, which is

a continuation of US. eppiication Ser. No, 11/

2. 845.7228, Iune 1II, 2013, System and method of communication using at ieast two moduiation methods,

Bremer, Gordon E, Ciearwater, Eiorida, United States of America{US), United States of Americai);

1985th8, October 19, ZGII, ASSIGNMENT DE ASSIGNDRS INTEREST (SEE DOCUMENT FOR DETAILS)”,

REMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP, SUITE 7nd, 1655 NORTH EORT MEYERS DRIVE,

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA, UNITED STATES OF AMERICANS), 222.599, reei—t’rame:{327085;0636, Sremer,

Gordon E, Ciearwater, Eiorida, United States of America(US), United States of America

CORE TERMS: moduiation, trih, transceiver, master, sequence, modem, training, message, session,

traiiing, transmission, muitipoint, communicate, medium, transmitted, memory, sieve, communications

system, moduiated, user, methods used, transition, magnetic, opticai, computer—readahie, incompatibie,

demoduiator, compatihie, moduiator, internet

Continuation of Ser, No. 1254391LT, August 19, 2009, GRANTED 892358u , which is a Continuation of

Ser. No. 1.1??4eo3, .Iuiy 9, 290?, GRANTED ?675965 , which is

WANGD, June '29, Edit), Bremer et ai., United States of America (US) 8823533, September 26,

2,011, Sremer, United States of America {US}, BIS-#261 EGGIGDZZSLIS, September

3. 8023583, Septemher 20, 2011, System and method of communication using at ieast two moduiation

methods, Bremer, Gordon E., Ciearwater, Eiorida, United States of America(US), United States of

America(); SKIBSIG, EIREMER GORDON E, October 15-), 2011, ASSIGNMENT OE ASSIGNORS INTEREST

{SEE DOCUMENT FOR DETAILS}, REMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP, SUITE 7nd, 1655 NORTi-i

EDRT MEYERS DRIVE, ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA, UNITED STATES DE AMERICAIUS), 22209, reeim

frame:027685/D635

CORE TENNIS: mciduiation, trih, seduence, master, transceiver, modem, transmission, training, session,

traiiing, muitipoint, communicate, medium, memory, communications system, transmitted, method

used, payioad, sieve, transition, magnetic, ooticai, computenreadahie, incompatibie, destination,

demoduietor, compatibie, moduiated, moduiator, interyai

893235893

4, 20150078425 (Note: This is a Patent Appiication oniy.), March 19, 2015, SYSTEM AND METHOD OF

{'jOiVii‘viUiinCATIDN USING AT LEAST TWO MODULATION METHODS, Sremer, Gordon, Ciearwater, Eiorida,

United States of AmericaiUSf); cchneck, Raui, Baia Cynwyd, Pennsyiyania, United States of AmericaUJS);

{349(364, January 21, 2015', ASSIGNMENT OE ASSIGNORS INTEREST (SEE DOCUMENT FOR DETAILS).,

REMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP, SUITE 700, 1655 NORTH FORT METERS DRIVE,

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA, UNITED STATES OE AMERICAUIS), 2:22:39, reeiwframe:IIIIAiP'P'Y/IISQF,

REMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LR, Ariington, Virginia, United States of AmericaiUS), United
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States company or corporation

CORE TERMS: trih, modulation, cahie, sequence, master, transceiver, modem, upstream, phone,

customer, training, gateway, burst, session, transmission, muitipoint, internet, traiiing, communicate,

interface, moduiated, communications system, cahie service, channei, transmitted, sun-system,

downstream, digitai, coupied, network

845?;228 , which is a Continuation of Ser. No, 12543910, August 19, 12009, GRANTED 3023580 ,

which is a Continuation of Ser. No. 11774803, Juiy 9, 2007, GRANTED 7575955 , which is

543,910 fiied on Aug, 19, 200 , which issued as us, Pat, No. 8,023,580 on Sep. '20, 2011, which is

a continuation of {1.5. appiication Ser. No, 11/

5. 20140153621 (Note: This is a Patent Appiication oniy.), June 5, 2014', SYSTEM AND METHQD OE

CGMMUNICATTDN USii‘iG AT LEAST TWO MODULATION METHODS, Bremer, Gordon, Ciearwater, Fiorida,

United States of AmericaiUS); 899227, Summit Technoiogy Systems, LP, Baia Cynwyd, Pennsyivania,

United States of AmericaiUS), United States company or corporation

CORE TERMS: moduiation, trih, transceiver, master, sequence, modern, training, message, session,

traiiing, transmission, muitipoint, communicate, medium, transmitted, memory, stave, communications

system, moduiated, user, methods used, transition, magnetic, opticai, computer~readahie, continuation,

incompatitiie, demoduiator, compatibie, moduiator

845?;228 , which is a Continuation of Ser. No, 12543910, August 19, 12009, GRANTED 3023580 ,

which is a Continuation of Ser. No. 11774803, Juiy 9, 2007, GRANTED 7575955 , which is

. 20120106604 (Note: This is a Patent Aopiication oniyfi), May 3, 2012, System and Method of

Communication Using at Least Two Moduiation Methods, Bremer, Gordon ii, Ciearwater, Fioritia, United

States of America-(US), United States of America-(f); 198568, October 19, 2011, ASSTGNMENT OF

ASSIGNGRS INTEREST (SEE DOCUMENT i-‘Ciit DETAILS), REMBRAND'E' WIRE-LESS 'TiiCi-iNDLDGIES, Lit,

SUITE 700, 1655 NORTH FORT MEYERS DRIVE, ARLINGTON, ViRGiNiA, UNITED STATES OF

AMERlCAiUS), 22209, reeiwirame:027085/0636, SUMMIT 'i'ECi-iNOLOC-SY SYSTEMS, Lit, Baia Cynwyd,

Pennsyivania, United States of America(US), United States company or corporation

(3":

CURE TERMS: moduiation, trih, sequence, master, transceiver, modem, training, transmission, session,

traiiing, muitipoint, communicate, medium, memory, communications system, transmitted, method

used, payioad, siave, transition, magnetic, opticai, computenreadabie, incompatibie, destination,

demoduiator, compatihie, moouiated, moduiator, intervai

Continuation of Ser, No. 12543910, August 19, 2009, GRANTED 8023580 , which is a Continuation of

Ser. No. 11??!‘4803, Juiy 9, 200?, GRANTED 7615965 , which is

8023580, September 20, 2011, BREMER GORDON F [US], United States of

Source: Legai > ’1 -'~" > Utiiity, Design and Piant Patents 52.1.
Terms: 8023581} or 8,023,580 (Suggest Terms for My Search)

View: Cite

Date/Time: Monday, September 19, 2016 ~ 10:50 AM EDT

LE‘VCMNKXXEQ About Lexistiexirs Privacy Poiicy‘ Terms & Conditions Contact tsis‘ r ‘ 3‘
”" " "" “ Copyright (<21) 2016 LexisNexis, a division of Reed Eisevier inc. Aii rightsn'esx‘n , ~  
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Sb 1. Rembrandt Wireiess Teens, LP y. Samsung Eiecs. Cd, CASE NO. 2:13—ey—213—IRG, UNITED STATES
DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS, MARSHALL DIVISION, 2016 US. Dist. LEXIS

18297, February 1?, 2016, Decided, February 1?, 2015, Fiied

CDRE TERMS: moduiation, patent, matter of iaw, new triai, different types, bridr art, they‘re,

infringement, pretettbi, dropped

February 13, 2015. The asserted ciaims at US. Patent No, 8,023,580 (”5580 Patent") and US. Patent

No. 8,457,228 (”'228 Patent"), the

Q 2. Rembrandt Wireiess Techs, LP v. Samsung Eiecs. Cd, i..td., CASE NO. 2:13~ev~213~.iRG, UNITED
STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS, i‘JiARSi-TALL DIVISION, 2015 US.

Dist. LEXIS 10590, January .329, 2.016, Decided, January 2S, 2015, Eiied

CQRE TERMS: snip, new triai, reyaity, patented, matter of iaw, patent, functidnaiity, incrementai,

teehnbiogy, patentssinssuit

February 13, 2015. The asserted ciaims at US. Patent No. 8,023,580 (“the ‘580 Patent”)- and US.

Patent Ne. 8,457,228 (”the “228 Patent")

ES 3. Rembrandt Wireiess Tecns, v. Samsung Eiecs. Cd, Case No. 2:13CV213-IRG-RSP, UNITED STATES
DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS, MARSHALL DIVISION, 201.5 US. Dist. LEXIS

19902, February 9, 2015', Decided, February S, 2015, Fiied

nrbducts covered by ciain‘i 40 at United States Patent Nd. 8,023,580 ("the ’580 Patent") due td
Piaintitf‘s disciaimer at this ciaim.

® 4. Rembrandt “iiireiess Tecns, v. Sarnsung Eiecs. Cd, Case No. 2:13CV213~IRG~RSR UNITED STATES
DISTRICT CDUR‘T FDR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS, MARSHALL DIVISION, 2015' US. Dist. LEXIS

19900, February 5, 2015, Decided, February 5, 2015, Fiied, Adopted by, Dbjectibn bverruied by,

Summary judgment denied by Rembrandt Wireiess Teens. v. Sarnsung Eiecs. Co., 2015' US. Dist. LEXIS

19902 (E.D. Tex., Feb. 9, 2015)

CDRE TERMS: marking, summary judgment, batentee, patent, materiai fact, remaining ciaims, daint—

by~ciaim, notice, genuine issue, infringement

is the assignee and owner bf United States Patent No. 3,023,580 (”the '580 Patent”). (Did, Ne. 84 at

It 2, ”Third Amended

Rb S. Rembrandt Wireiess Tecns., Li) v. Samsung Eiees. CO., Case Ne. 2:136N2130RSRSF, UNITED STATES
DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT DF TEXAS, MARSHALL DIVISION, 2015 US. Dist. LEXIS

20303, January 29, 2015, Decided, January 29, 2015', Fiied

CDRE TERMS: nen~instituted, inter partes, patent, triai date, disadvantage, tae'tieai, weigh, patents~in~

suit, simniifieatibn, infringement

is the assignee and pwner of United States Patent Ne. 8,023,580 (”the ‘580 Patent") and United

States Patent No. 8,452,228 (”the ”228 Patent")-

nib i3. Rembrandt “iiireiess Techs, LP v. Samsung Eiecs. (20., CASE NO. 2:13-CV—213—IRG—RSR, UNITED
STATES DISTRICT COURT FDR THE EASTERN DISTRICT DE TEXAS, MARSHALL DIVISION, 2014 US.

Dist. LEXIS 93645, Iuiy 10, 2014, Decided, Juiy I0, 2014, Fiied, Tv‘icstibn denied by Rembrandt Wireiess

"Techs, LR y. Samsung Eiecs. ('30., 2015 LLS. Dist. LEXIS 54'755 (ED. Tex, Jan. 23, ZIIISIStay denied by

Rembrandt “iiireiess Techs, LP v. Samsung Eiecs. (20., 2015 US. Dist. LEXIS 20303 (ED, Tex., Jan. 29,

2015)i‘«ietion denied by Rembrandt Wireiess Techs, LII v. Samsung Eiees. ($0., 2015' US. Dist. LEXIS

20305 (ED, Tex., Jan. 29, 2015)M0tibii denied by, Tv‘iotibn granted by Rembrandt Wireiess Teens, LR y.

Page 240 0f1314

http://www.1exis.com/. ..&docnum= 1&_fmtstr=XCITE&_startdoc=1 &wchp=dGLbVzk—szA1&_md5=fe9 1fe2aSeac34dOel a6fee7e730463c[9/19/201 6 10:51 :23 AM]



Page 241 of 1314

Search — 17 Results — 8023580 or 8,023,580

Samsung Eiecs, Co., 2015 LLS. Dist. LEXIS 203% (ED, Tex., Ian. 3d, 2615)Megistrate's

recommendation at Rembrandt Wireiess Techs. v. Sarnsung Eiecs. Co, 2015 US. Dist. LEXIS 199%

(ED. Text, Feb. 5, 2d15)0hjectieh overruied by, Motion denied by Rembrandt Wireless Techs, LP v,

Semsdng Eiecs. Co. Ltd, EDIE US. Dist. LEXIS 14193 (ET). Tera, Fen. Es, ZGISDNotion denied by

Rembrandt Wireiess Techs, LP v. Samsung Eiecs. C0,, 2615 LLS. Dist. LEXIS 19904 (ED. Text, Feb. 9,

2015)Motion denied by, Motion for new triei denied by Rembrandt Wireiess Techs, LP v. Sarnsdng Eiecs.

Co., Ltd., 2016 US. Dist, LEXIS 1059!.) (ED. Tex., Ian. 29, 2d16)Notion denied by, Motion for new triai

denied by Rembrandt Wireiess Teens, LP v. Samsung Eiecs. Co, 2016 US. Dist. LEXIS I879? (ET).

Tex., Feb. 17’, 2&6)

CORE TERMS: modniatien, signai, sequence, trip, transmission, transceiver, specification, training,

invention, patentee

of the disputed ciaim terms in United States Patents No. 8,d23,58§ and 8,457,228. After considering

the arguments made by the parties

Piaintiff brings suit aiieging infringement of United States Patents Ne. 8,d23,58d (”the ‘580 Patent")

and 8,45?,228 (”the ’228 Patent”) (coiiectiveiv, the “

2614 Petition for Inter Partes Review,i of US. Patent No. 8,823,588 at 9 (citing The IEEE Standard

Dictionary of Eiectricai and

2014 Petition for Inter Pertes Review of ILS. Patent No. 8,d23,58d at 11.

7. SAMSUNG ELECTRDNICS CO. LTD., SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, INC., SAMSUNG

TELECOMMUNICATIONS AMERICA, LLC, and SAMSUNG AUSTIN SEMICONDUCTOR, LLC, Petitioner, v.

REMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP, Patent Owner., Case FRESH—00892, Paper 46 Patent

8,457,228 82, Patent TriaE and Appeai Board Representative Orders, [Decisions and Notices, 2015 Pat.

App, LEXIS 12959, September '24, 2315, Decided

CQRE TERMS: moduiation, siave, phase, wave, carrier, ampiitnde, protocei, transceiver, modem,

1Frequency

argument in reiated case IPR2I’II4PGOSIE, which concerns US. Patent No, 8,d23,58d BIZ (which

issued from the parent appiication (12/543316) of the ’228 patent):IUDC—£E LEE:

8. SANSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD., SAMSUNG ELECTRDNICS AMERICA, INC, SANSUNG

'i'ELECQi‘v’i{VitiNICA'i'IOIxiS AMERICA, LLC, and SANSUNG AUSTIN SEi‘v’iICQNDUCTOR, LLC, Petitioner, v.

REMERANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP, Patent Owner,, Case IPRZOlni—Citt893, Paper 44 Patent

8,451228 82, Patent Tried and Apnea! Board Representative Qrders, Decisions and Notices, 2015' Pet.

App. LEXIS 12960, September 24, 2015, Decided

cone TERMS: modniatien, phase, wave, carrier, ampiitude, sieve, protoeoi, modem, paviead, frequency

argument in reieted case IPRZOlc‘i-ODSIS, which concerns US. Patent No. 3,923,583 BE (which

issued from the parent appiication (I2/E‘S43,91{I) of the ‘228 patent‘):IUDGE LEE:

9. SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CC). LTD., SAMSLING ELECTRONICS AMERICA, INC, SAMSUNG

TELECOiv‘iMUNICATIDNS AMERICA, LLC, and SAMSUNG AUSTIN SEMICONDUCTOR, LLC, Petitioner, v.

REMBRANDT WIRELESS 'I‘ECHNGLGGIES, LP, Patent C)wner., Case IPR2III4~IIII89EI, Paper 44 Patent

8,457,228 BE, Patent Triei and Appeai Board Representative Orders, Decisions and Notices, 2015 Pet,

App. LEXIS 12961, September 24, 2015', Decided

CORE TERMS: moduiation, pnase, transmission, sequence, wave, carrier, signed, sieve, ampiitdde,

protocei

argument in reiated case IPR2014~00518, which concerns US. Patent No. 8,923,58d 82 (which

issued from the parent eppiication (12,"543,910) of the '228 patent):JUDGE LEE:

10. SAMSUNG ELECTRDNICS CO. LTD., SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, INC” SAMSUNG
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'T'ELECOMMUNiCA'T'iQi‘iS/XiviERICA, LLC, and SAMSLJNG AiJS'i'itxi SEMICC)!‘iDLJCTGR, LLC, Petitioner, v.

REMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNGLGGIES, LP, Patent Ciwner., Case IPRZOI4‘00518, Paper 47 Patent

8,023,580 82, Patent Triai and Appeai Board Representative Ordere, Decisions and Notices, 2015 Pet.

App, LEXES 12892, September 17, 2015, Decided

CQEE TERMS: moduiation, phase, carrier, wave, sieve, ampiitutie, protocoi, modem, frequency,
Sequence

59, 61, 62, 66, 7%, anti 76—79 at US. Patent No, 3,923,589 E32 (”the ’580 patent,” Ex, 1201)- under

35 LJ.S.C. §§ 311~319

Source: Legei > Area at Law ~ By Topic > i’atent Law > Find Cases > Patent Cases, Administrative Decieiens
and Regulatory Meteriais

Terms: 8023583 or $323,580 {Suggest Terms fer My Search)
View: Cite

Date/Time: Monday, September 19, 2016 -- 10:51 AM EDT
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Warning; Negative treatment is indicated

Questioned: Vaiidity questioned by citing refs
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~ Citation information avaiiabie
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1. US Officiai News, March 3, 2815 Tuesday, 481 words, Ward 8 Smith i-ieips Rembrandt Technoiogies Win

$15.7 Miiiion Patent Verdict, New York

20.13 based on the infringement of two Rembrandt patents, US. Patent Nos 8,823,588 and

8,457,228. Rembrandt ciaimed Samsung was using both patents without permission to enabie the

2. US Officiai News, March 3, 2815 Tuesday, 481 words, Ward 8i Smith i-ieips Rembrandt Technoiogies Win

$15.? Miiiion Patent Verdict, New York

2813 based on the infringement of two Rembrandt patents, US. Patent Nos. 8,823,588 and

8,4512%. Rembrandt ciaimed Samsung was using both patents without permission to enabie the

. Professional Services Ciose-Up, February 28, 2015 Saturday, 281 words, Ward 8 Smith i-ieips

Rembrandt Technoiogies Get $15.7M Patent Infringement Verdict

LO

20.13 based on the infringement of two Rembrandt patents, US. Patent Nos 8,823,588 and

8,457,228. Rembrandt ciaimed Samsung was using both patents without permission to enabie the

4. Manufacturing Ciose~tip, February 26, 2015 Thursday, 281 words, Ward at Smith Heips Rembrandt

Technoiogies Win $15.7M Patent Infringement Verdict

2813 based on the infringement of two Rembrandt patents, US. Patent Nos. 8,823,588 and

8451228. Rembrandt ciaimed Samsung was using both patents without permission to enabie the

5. PR Newswire, February 23, 2815 Monday 2:35 PM EST, , 406. words, Ward R Smith Heips Rembrandt

Technoiogies Win $15.7 Miiiion Patent Verdict; Texas jury issues muitimiiiion~doiiar decision against

Samsung over Biueteoth patents, MARSHALL, Texas, Feb. 23, 2815

2813 based on the infringement of two Rembrandt patents, U.S. Patent Nos. 8,823,588 and

8,457,228. Rembrandt ciaimed Samsung was using both patents without permission to enabie the

. Legai Monitor Woridwide, February 17, 2815 Tuesday, 294 words, Rembrandt Technoiogies Wins $15.?

Miiiion Jury Verdict in Patent Infringement Case Against Samsung

()"i

.. day triai focused on two Rembrandt patents, US. Patent Nos. 8,b23,588 and 8,4E‘5'L’,228. In addition

to the $15.7 miiiion award, Rembrandt aiso wiii receive

7. Legai Monitor "\J’Voridwide, February 17’, 2815 Tuesday, 294 words, Rembrandt Technoiegies Wins $15.7

Miiiion Jury Verdict in Patent infringement Case Against Samsung

day triai focused on two Rembrandt patents, US. Patent Nos. 8,823,581} and 8,453.7,228. in addition

to the $15.? miiiion award, Rembrandt aiso wiii receive

8. PR Newswire, February 18, 2815 Monday 4:34 PM EST, , 487 words, Rembrandt Technoiegies Wins

$15.7 Miiiion Jury Verdict in Patent infringement Case Against Samsung; Royaities to be paid for iife of

infringed patents, MAR‘Si-TALL, Texas, Feb. 16, 2815

day triai focused on two Rembrandt patents, LLB. Patent Nos. 8,823,588 and 8,457,228. In addition

to the $15.7 miiiion award, Rembrandt aiso wiii receive

9. Targeted News Service, September 22, 2011 Thursday 2:03 PM EST, , 4148 words, US. Patents

Awarded to Inventors in Fiorida (Sept. 22), Targeted News Service "Targeted News Service, Aiexandria,
VA.

Sept. 22 ~- Gordon F. Bremer, Ciearwater, Fia., has deveioped a patent (8,G23,588} for ”system and

method of communication using at ieast two moduiation methods.” The

. r:1&f2G8iizSG&co1=Ai\iD&d=PT>fiT&st=8£23,888.Ri\5.&OS=Pi\i/8,823.5888RSzRN;’8,823.588

Written by Anjaii Jha; edited by Jaya Anand. *** "i'eiiabs Vienna

10. London Stock Exchange Aggregated Reguiatory News Service (ARMS), May 26, 2811 Thursday 8:41 AM

GMT, , 42 words, PS Ciean En Fd Net Asset Vaiue(s)

Page 244 0f1314

http://www.lexis.coml...docnum=1&_fmtstr=XCITE&_startdoc=1&wchp=dGLszk—zSkA1&_md5=69f57bd989a0778eb447546b86c72a7d[9/19/2016 10:52: 31 AM]



Page 245 of 1314

Search — 14 Results — 8023580 or 8,023,580

Pawershares 25.05.2011 PSBW 11300323139133 1,700,001 EUR 8,623,580 4.7197’S

501111139: News as, Busifiesg > Cambined Seurcesz } Aii Engiish Language News 3:51.?
Terms: 8:323586 0r 8,623,580 (Suggast "f'erms for My Search)

View: Cite
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Address: COMNHSSIONER FOR PATENTS

PO. Box 1450
Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450
www.uspto.gov

 
 
   

90/013,808 09/12/2016 8023580 110797-0019-501 2211

Condo Roccia Koptiw LLP
1800 JFK Boulevard GE, YUZHEN
Suite 1700

Philadelphia, PA 19 103 PAPER NUMBER
3992

MAIL DATE DELIVERY MODE

09/27/2016 PAPER

Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding.

The time period for reply, if any, is set in the attached communication.
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11NI TED S TATES PATEN T AND TRADEIXMK OFFI CE

Comm ISS I0 I19? for Pate FIE
United States Patent and Trademark Office

F'.O. EMMSU
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450uuwmusp‘rogov

DO NOT USE IN PALM PRINTER

(THIRD PARTY REQUESTER'S CORRESPONDENCE ADDRESS)

ROPES & GRAY LLP

IPRM DOCKETING - FLOOR 43

PRUDENTIAL TOWER

800 BOYLSTON STREET

BOSTON, MA 02199-3600

EX PARTE REEXAMINATION COMMUNICATION TRANSMI'I'I'AL FORM

REEXAMINATION CONTROL NO. 90/013 808. 

PATENT NO. 8023580.

ART UNIT 3992.

Enclosed is a copy of the latest communication from the United States Patent and Trademark

Office in the above identified ex parte reexamination proceeding (37 CFR 1.550(f)).

Where this copy is supplied after the reply by requester, 37 CFR 1.535, or the time for filing a

reply has passed, no submission on behalf of the ex parte reexamination requester will be

acknowledged or considered (37 CFR 1.550(9)).
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ORDER GRANTING REQUEST FOR EX PARTE REEXAMINATION —

CONTINUED

1. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

On Sep. 12, 2016, a third-party requester (“Requester”) filed a request (“Request”) for

ex parte reexamination of claims 2 and 59 of US Patent 8,023,580 (“580 patent”) which issued

to Bremer. The 580 patent was filed on Aug. 19, 2009 with application number 12/543,910

(“910 application”) and issued on Sep. 20, 2011.

Based upon Examiner’s review of the 580 patent itself and its prosecution history, the

Examiner finds that there are no prior or concurrent ex parte or supplemental reexaminations for

the ‘580 patent.

II. INFORMATION DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

An information disclosure statement was submitted by the Requester on Sep. 12, 2016

(Sep 2016 IDS). The Sep 2016 IDS is in compliance with the provisions of 37 C.F.R. § 1.97.

Accordingly, the Sep 2016 IDS has been considered by the Examiner.

III. PRIORITY CLAIMS

Based upon a reView of the 580 Patent, the Examiner finds that the 580 patent is a

continuation of US Patent Application 11/774,803, filed on Jul. 9, 2007, now patent US

7,675,965, which is continuation of US Patent Application 10/412,878, filed on Apr. 14, 2003,

now patent US 7,248,626, which is continuation—in—part of application 09/205,205, filed on Dec.
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4, 1998, now patent US 6,614,838. The application 09/205,205 also claims priority to US

provisional application 60/067,562 filed on Dec. 5, 1997. The 580 patent does not claim any

foreign priority.

Because the effective filing date of the 580 patent is not on or after March 16, 2013, the

AIA First Inventor to File (“AIA—FITF”) provisions do not apply. Instead, the earlier ‘First to

Invent’ provisions apply.

IV. PRIOR ART

A. References cited herein

i. US. Patent No. 5,982,807, filed on Mar. 17, 1997 and issued on Nov. 9,

1999, to Snell, J. (“Snell”).

ii. US. Patent No. 6,075,814, filed on May 9, 1997 and issued on Jun. 13,

2000, to Yamano, L., et al. (“Yamano”)."

iii. Andren, C. et al., “Using the PRISMTM Chip Set for Low Data Rate

Applications,” Harris Semiconductor Application Note No. AN9614, March 1996

(“Harris AN9614”).

iv. “HSP3 824 Direct Sequence Spread Spectrum Baseband Processor,” Harris

Semiconductor File No. 4064.4, Oct. 1996 (“Harris 4064.4”).

v. Kamerman, A., “Throughput Density Constraints for Wireless LANs

Based on DSSS,” IEEE 4th International Symposium on Spread Spectrum Techniques

and Applications Proceedings, Mainz, Germany, Sept. 22—25, 1996, pp. 1344—1350 vol.3

(“Kamerman”).
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vi. Upender et al., “Communication Protocols for Embedded Systems,”

Embedded Systems Programming, Vol. 7, Issue 11, November 1994. — (“Upender”).

B. Availability of references as prior art

References, i and ii, i.e., Snell and Yamano, filed before the priority dates of claims 2 and

59 of the 580 patent, therefore qualify as prior art under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). References iii and iv,

i.e., Harris AN9614 and Harries 4064.4, are incorporated by reference by Snell (col. 5, lines 2—7

and 11—17) and therefore are prior art under at least 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as Snell. References v—vi,

i.e., Kamerman and Upender, have publication dates before the priority date of claims 2 and 59

of the 580 patent and therefore qualify as prior art under 35 U.S.C. 102(a).

None of the references i—v, i.e., Snell, Yamano, Harries 4064.4, Harris AN9614 and

Kamerman, appears to have been considered or applied during prosecutions of the 580 patent, its

parent applications and during inter partes reviews of the 580 patent. Upender was before the

Office during prior IPR proceedings.

Because Snell was not cited or before the Office during prior prosecutions of the 580

patent and related patents and during prior inter partes review of the 580 patent, Snell in

combination with other references are not before the Office prior to the instant reexamination.

Accordingly, Snell in combination with other references can be used to raise a substantially new

question of patentability in this ex parte reexamination proceeding.

V. PROSECUTION HISTORY

1. Prosecution history of the 580 patent

(Request, pp. 9-11)
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Based upon the Examiner's independent review of the file history of the 580 patent and

the Requester’s description of the prosecution history of the 580 patent, the Examiner agrees

with the description of the prosecution history provided by the Requester in the Request at pp. 9—

1 1.

In summary, Claims 1 and 2 were objected to due to an antecedent basis but otherwise

deemed allowable in the first office action dated Sep. 1, 2010. In Mar. 1, 2011 response, Patent

Owner amended claims 1 and 2 and added claims 123—124 which would issue as claims 58 and

59, respectively. Claims 1 and 2 and 123—124 (patented claims 58—59) were allowed after further

amendments by the Patent Owner. No reason for allowance was given by the Examiner of the

910 application.

2. Prosecution history of Inter partes Reviews of the 580 patent

(Request, pp. 11-15)

A. IPR2014-00518

Based upon the Examiner's independent review of the file history of IPR2014—00518 and

the Requester’s description of the prosecution history of IPR2014—00518, the Examiner agrees

with the description of the prosecution history provided by the Requester in the Request at pp.

1 1— 12.

Specifically, the PTAB did not institute review of claims 2 and 59 of the 580 patent

because the petitioner did not show that the prior art taught the limitations of these claims which
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requires “‘indicat[ing] ’ that the communication from the master to the slave has reverted to the

first modulation method.” IPR2014—00518, Pap. 16 at pp. 14—15.

On Sep. 17, 2015, the PTAB found all reviewed claims, i.e., claims 1, 4—5, 10, 13, 20—22,

54, 57, 58, 61—62, 66, 70 and 76—79, including the independent claims 1 and 58 from which

claims 2 and 59 depend, unpatentable over Boer in view of Applicant's admitted prior art.

IPR2014—00518, Pap. 47 at p. 21.

B. IPR2014-00519

Based upon the Examiner's independent review of the file history of IPR2014—00519 and

the Requester’s description of the prosecution history of IPR2014—005 19, the Examiner basically

agrees with the description of the prosecution history provided by the Requester in the Request at

p. 14.

To summarize, PTAB instituted inter partes reviews of claims 32, 34, 38, 40, 43, 44 and

47 of the 580 patent but declined to institute reviews of claims 23, 25, 29, 30 and 41. Patent

Owner disclaimed claims 32, 34, 40, 43 and 44 later. On Sep. 17, 2015, the PTAB found the

remaining claims, i.e., claims 38 and 47, unpatentable. IPR2014—00519, Pap. 49 at p. 11.

C. IPR2014-00514 and IPR2014-00515

Based upon the Examiner's independent review of the file history of IPR2014—00514 and

IPR2014—005 15 and the Requester’s description of the prosecution history of IPR2014—005 14

and IPR2014—005 15, the Examiner agrees with the description of the prosecution history

provided by the Requester in the Request at pp. 14— 15.
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To summarize, PTAB did not institute inter partes review because the petitioner did not

make a sufficient showing that the references relied upon in the petitions was publicly available

before the claimed priority date.

D. IPR2015-00114 and IPR2015-00118

Based upon the Examiner's independent review of the file history of IPR2015—001 14 and

IPR2015—001 18 and the Requester’s description of the prosecution history of IPR2015—001 14

and IPR2015—00118, the Examiner agrees with the description of the prosecution history

provided by the Requester in the Request at p. 15.

To summarize, PTAB did not institute inter partes reviews because the petitioner merely

presented “the same or substantially the same prior art or arguments” presented in IPR 2014—

00518 and IPR 2014-00519.

3. Reason of Allowance based on Prosecution history

Based on the prosecution histories of the 580 patent and the IPR proceedings in which the

independent claims 1 and 58 were found unpatentable, the Examiner finds that a reference or a

combination of references teaching or suggesting at least the following features:

transmit[ing] a third sequence after the second sequence, wherein the third

sequence is transmitted in the first modulation method and indicates that

communication from the master to the slave has reverted to the first modulation

method.

in the context of data communication and modulators and demodulators using two

modulation methods would be a new, non—cumulative teaching not previously before the Office
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during the examination of the 580 patent and the prior IPR proceedings and therefore may raise a

substantial new question of patentability.

VI. PROPOSED SUBSTANTIAL NEW QUESTION OF PATENTABILITY

The Request alleges the following substantial new questions of patentability (SNQs)

based on the above—identified prior art:

SNQl: Claims 2 and 59 of the 580 patent are unpatentable under 35 U .S.C. §103(a) as

being obvious over Snell in view of Yamano and Kamerman.

SNQ2: Claims 2 and 59 of the 580 patent is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C §103(a) as

being obvious over Snell in view of Harris 4064.4, Harris AN96l4, Yamano, and Kamerman.

SNQ3: Claims 2 and 59 of the 580 patent are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C §103(a) as

being obvious over Snell in view of Harris 4064.4, the Admitted Prior Art, Upender, Yamano,

and Kamerman.

Snell discloses a transceiver that serves as an access point for communicating data with

other transceivers connected to a wireless local area network (WLAN). Snell at col. 4, lines 42—

47 and col. 5, lines 18—21. Snell’s transceiver transmits data packets intended for another

transceiver, where the communication may switch on—the—fly between a “first modulation

method” (e. g., BPSK) and a “second modulation method” (e.g., QPSK) that is “of a different

type than the first modulation method.” (col. 2, lines 27—30, “It is another object of the invention

to provide a spread spectrum transceiver and associated method to permit operation at higher
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data rates and which may switch on-the-fly between difi”erent data rates and/orformats.” col. 7,

lines 10—14, “The variable data may be modulated and demodulated in difi”erentformats than the

header portion to thereby increase the data rate, and while a switchover as indicated by the

switchoverpoint in FIG. 3, occurs on-the-fly.” col. 2, lines 15—17, “Moreover, a WLAN

application, for example, may require a change between BPSK and QPSK during operation, that

is, on-the-fly.”).

1,!“ SWITCHCO'I'ER POINT

 
PLCP PREAMBLE

I
I
a
I
|

—Sne11, Fig. 3.

DIFFEREHT
.FflRHATS I:

MES
0395:. mun/s (PER 302.11.)

H6. 3

Snell discloses that each data packet transmission comprises a “group of transmission

sequences” structured With a “first portion” (e.g., a PLCP preamble and PLCP header) and a

“payload portion” (e.g., MPDU data). Id. at col. 6, lines 35—36, col. 6, lines 64—66, col. 7, lines5—

14, Fig. 3. The PLCP preamble contains SYNC and SFD fields, and the PLCP header contains

SIGNAL, SERVICE, LENGTH, and CRC fields. Id. at Fig. 3, col. 6, line 48—col. 7, lines 14. The

MPDU data is the data to be transmitted to the receiving transceiver. Id. at col. 7, lines 5—6

(“MPDU is serially provided by Interface 80 and is the variable data scrambledfor normal

operation”); see also Id. at col. 7, lines 6—14, Fig. 3.
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Snell teaches that the PLCP preamble and PLCP header are always modulated using the

“first modulation method” (e. g., BPSK) (col. 6, lines 35-36, “The header may always be BPSK,”

Fig. 3). Snell further discloses that “first information in the first portion” (e. g., the SIGNAL

field in the PLCP header) “indicates” which of the “first modulation method” (e.g., BPSK) and

“second modulation method” (e.g., QPSK) is used for modulating “second information” in the

“payload portion” (e.g., MPDU data).

Snell teaches that the SIGNAL field in the PLCP header can have four values (col. 6,

lines 54—59), each of which corresponds to a modulation method for the MPDU data (col. 6, lines

52—59, col. 7, lines 1—2, col. 7, lines 5—14, Fig. 3).

SH) is F3910}: for the PLCP preamble 90. New relating to:
the PLCP header 91,. the SIGNAL is:

 

—Snell, col. 6, lines 52—59.

Snell’s transceiver transmits a first group of transmission sequences comprising a “first

sequence” (e.g., PLCP preamble and PLCP header) that is “modulated according to the first

modulation method” (e. g., BPSK) where the “first sequence” (e.g., “SIGNAL” field in PLCP

header) “indicates” (e.g., using “14h”) the modulation type (e.g., QPSK) used for modulating the

“second sequence” (e.g., MPDU data). For the first packet, the “SIGNAL” field in the PLCP

header uses a code (e.g., “14h”) that “indicates” when the MPDU data is modulated “according
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to the second modulation method” (e.g., QPSK). The “second modulation method” (e.g., QPSK)

“is of a diflerent type than the first modulation method” (e.g., BPSK).

Snell’s transceiver then transmits a second packet comprising a “third sequence” (e.g.,

PLCP preamble and PLCP header) “transmitted in the first modulation method” (e.g., BPSK)

where the “third sequence” (e.g., “SIGNAL” field in PLCP header) “indicates” (e.g., using

“OAh”) the modulation type (e.g., BPSK) used for modulating the MPDU data of the second

packet.

Thus Snell teaches “transmit[ting] a third sequence after the second sequence, wherein

the third sequence is transmitted in the first modulation method and indicates that

communication from the master to the slave has reverted to the first modulation method.”

Because Snell teaches the limitations of claims 2 and 59 of the 580 patent, found

important to the patentability of claims 2 and 59 of the 580 patent by the examiner of the 580

patent and the PTAB, there is a substantial likelihood that a reasonable examiner would consider

this teaching important in deciding whether or not claims 2 and 59 of the 580 patent are

patentable. Accordingly, Snell raises a substantial new question of patentability as to claims 2

and 59 of the 580 patent.

Because Snell raises a substantial new question of patentability as to claims 2 and 59 of

the 580 patent, Snell in view of Yamano and Kamerman, Snell in view of Harris 4064.4, Harris

AN9614, Yamano, and Kamerman, or Snell in view of Harris 4064.4, the Admitted Prior Art,

Upender, Yamano, and Kamerman, also raises a substantial new question of patentability as to

claims 2 and 59 of the 580 patent.
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VII. NOTICE RE PATENT OWNER'S CORRESPONDENCE ADDRESS

37 C.F.R. § 1.33(c) states:

(c) All notices, official letters, and other con'm’iunications for the patent owner or owners in a

reexamination or supplemental examination proceeding will be directed to the correspondence

address in the patent file.

The correspondence address for any pending reexamination proceeding not having the

same correspondence address as that of the patent is, by way of this revision to 37 CFR 1.33(c),

automatically changed to that of the patent file as of the effective date.

This change is effective for any reexamination proceeding which is pending before the

Office as of May 16, 2007, including the present reexamination proceeding, and to any

reexamination proceeding which is filed after that date.

Parties are to take this change into account when filing papers, and direct

communications accordingly.

In the event the patent owner's correspondence address listed in the papers (record) for

the present proceeding is different from the correspondence address of the patent, it is strongly

encouraged that the patent owner affirmatively file a Notification of Change of Correspondence

Address in the reexamination proceeding and/or the patent (depending on which address patent

owner desires), to conform the address of the proceeding with that of the patent and to clarify the

record as to which address should be used for correspondence.

Telephone Numbers for reexamination inquiries:

Reexamination (571) 272—7703

Central Reexam Unit (CRU) (571) 272—7705
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VIII. CONCLUSION

Extensions of time under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a) Will not be permitted in these proceedings

because the provisions of 37 C.F.R. § 1.136 apply only to "an applicant" and not to parties in a

reexamination proceeding. Additionally, 35 U.S.C. 305 requires that ex parte reexamination

proceedings "Will be conducted With special dispatch" (37 CFR 1.550(a)). Extensions of time in

ex parte reexamination proceedings are provided for in 37 CFR 1.550(c).

Patent owner is reminded of the continuing responsibility under 37 CFR 1.565(a), to

apprise the Office of any litigation activity, or other prior or concurrent proceeding, involving the

'285 patent throughout the course of this reexamination proceeding. See MPEP §§ 2207, 2282

and 2286. The third party requester is similarly apprised of the ability to disclose such

proceedings.

Registered users of EFS—Web may alternatively submit correspondence via the electronic

filing system at htt,s://efs.us to. 'ov/efile/nw ortaE/efs~re istered
 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or as to the status of this proceeding, should

be directed to the Central Reexamination Unit at telephone number (571) 272—7705.

Signed:

/Yuzhen Ge /

Primary Examiner
Art Unit 3992

Conferees:

/CML/

/Kenneth J. Whittington/

Primary Examiner

Acting SPE, AU3992
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Control No. Patent Under Reexamination

. 90/013,808 8023580
Order Granting Request For

Ex Parte Reexamination Exammr A" ”n"
Yuzhen Ge 3992

--The MAILING DA TE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address--

The request for ex parte reexamination filed 12 September 2016 has been considered and a determination

has been made. An identification of the claims, the references relied upon, and the rationale supporting the
determination are attached.

Attachments: a)|:| PTO-892, b)IXI PTO/SB/O8, C)I:I Other:

1. IXI The request for exparte reexamination is GRANTED.

RESPONSE TIMES ARE SET AS FOLLOWS:

For Patent Owner's Statement (Optional): TWO MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication

(37 CFR 1.530 (b)). EXTENSIONS OF TIME ARE GOVERNED BY 37 CFR 1.550(c).

For Requester's Reply (optional): TWO MONTHS from the date of service of any timely filed

Patent Owner's Statement (37 CFR 1.535). NO EXTENSION OF THIS TIME PERIOD IS PERMITTED.

If Patent Owner does not file a timely statement under 37 CFR 1.530(b), then no reply by requester

is permitted.

/Yuzhen Ge/ /KENNETH J WHITTINGTON/

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3992 Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3992

 
cc:Reouester ifthird oart reouester
US. Patent and Trademark Office

PTOL-471G(Rev. 01-13) Office Action in Ex Parte Reexamination Part of Paper No. 20160919
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Reexamination Application/Control No. Applicant(s)/Patent Under
Reexamination

         
90013808 8023580

“III" I" |||||||||||||||| ||||||||||        
Requester Correspondence Address: El Patent Owner IXI Third Party

ROPES & GRAY LLP

IPRM DOCKETING - FLOOR 43

PRUDENTIAL TOWER

800 BOYLSTON STREET

BOSTON, MA 02199-3600 
LITIGATION REVIEW IXI /YG/ 09/20/2016

examiner initials date
Case Name Director Initials

Rembrandt Wireless Techs, LP v. Samsung Elecs. Co., CA. No. 2:13-cv-

00213-JRG (E D. Tex.), open.

Rembrandt Wireless Techs, LP v. Samsung Elecs. Co., CA. No. 2:16-cv-

00170-JRG (E D. Tex.), open.

Rembrandt Wireless Techs, LP v. Samsung Elecs. Co., No. 2016-1729 (Fed.

Cir.), open.

COPENDING OFFICE PROCEEDINGS

TYPE OF PROCEEDING

1. None 
US. Patent and Trademark Office Pagaééwé QFILLJKT
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PTOisaiosa (07-09)
Approved for use through 07/312012. OMB 0651-0031

U.S. Patent and Trademark Office; U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Under the Paerwork Reduction Act of 1995. no - rsons are re-uired to resond to a collection of information unless it contains a valid OMB control number.
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INFORMATION DISCLOSURE

STATEMENT BY APPLICANT

‘”“’“""’"”""e““"“°‘“”’

U.S. PATENT DOCUMENTS

. . - - Pages, Colunns Lines. Where
Exa Cl 7 PUHICIIIOH Date Name of Patentee or

EX. D US-5,982,807 11-09-1999 Snell

EX. H US-6,075,814 06-13-2000 Yamano et al.

 

 

  
FOREIGN PATENT DOCUMENTS

Fore' n Patent Document Pa es. Columns, Unes,

Examiner Cite ' Name of Patentee or M929 Relevant Passages
Initials“ No.1 Country Code3-Number‘-Kind Code5 fiflmown) AF’P'iunt 0‘ Cited Document Or Relevant Figures Appear
 

 

   
'EXAMINER: Initial it reference considered, whether or not citation is in conformance with MPEP 609. Draw line through citation if not in conformance and not
considered. Include copy of this form with next communication to applicant. 1Applicant's unique citation designation number (optional). 2 See Kinds Codes of
USPTO Patent Documents at www.uspto.gov or MPEP 901.04. 3 Enter Ofiice that issued the document. by the two-letter code (WIPO Standard ST.3). 4 For
Japanese patent documents. the indication of the year of the reign of the Emperor must precede the serial number 0! the patent document. 5 Kind of document
by the appropriate symbols as indicated on the document under WIPO Standard ST.16 if possible. 5Applicant is to place a check mark here if English languageTranslation is attached.
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PTOJSBi08b (07-09)
Approved for use through 07i311'2012. OMB 0651-0031

U.S. Patent and Trademark Office; U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it contains a valid OMB control number.

chairmen“ 144m

RE of Patent No. 8,023,580

IN FORMATION DISCLOSURE September 20. 2011

STATEMENT BY APPLICANT Gordon F. Bremer
2611

("seas”“mm'mm‘em'”

NON PATENT LITERATURE DOCUMENTS

Examiner Cite Include name of the author (in CAPITAL LETTERS), title of the article (when appropriate), title of
l 't' l - No 1 the item (book, magazine, journal, serial, symposium, catalog, etc.), date, page(s), volume-issue"' Ias ' number s Iublisher, ci andior count where ublished.

 

  
fl

Andren and Fakatselis, “Using the PRISM'M Chip Set for Low Data Rate Applications," Harris

I.
Declaration of Jon Mears, ExhibitA thereto (Upender et at, “Communication Protocols for

Ex. G Embedded Systems,” Embedded Systems Programming, Vol. 7, Issue 11, November 1994),
I I. 1-12.

Kamerman, A., "Throughput Density Constraints for Wireless LANs Based on DSSS", Spread
Ex. I

 

Spectrum Techniques and Applications Proceedings, iEEE 4th internationai Symposium on,
Mainz, German , Set. 22-25, 1996, I I. 1344-1350 vol.3

-—Sionature . YUZHEN GE/ Considered 0 9. 2 0 ~ 2 0 1 6

’EXAMINER: Initial it reference considered, whether or not citation is in conformance with MPEP 609. Draw line through citation if not in conformance and not
considered. Include copy of this form with next communication to applicant.

 

 

 

1Applicant's unique citation designation number (optional). 2Applicant is to place a check mark here it English language Translation is attached.
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Rothwell, Figg, Ernst 811 Manbeck Specific POA—Assignee{5) Only

  
 
  

 

 
  

POVVER OF E Appiicationli’atent 12/543,910 /' 3,023,580
All‘TOE-{NEY E Number u

and 5 Filing Date Angust 19, 2009 mmmmmm“i
COWSPQNDENCE l First Named Gordon F. Brenner '  

ADDRESS

ENDICATION FGRM

inventor

2611

Dac V. Ha,

32775114

Examiner Name

Attorney Docket
Number

Title System and Method of Communication

Using at Least Two Modulation
Methods

;'“lhe below-named Assignee of record of the entire interest in the subject application? through lits authorized representative identified below, hereby revokes all previous powers of attorney

given in the above—identified application and hereby appoints the practitioners associated with

the Customer Number 06449 as thy/our attorney(s) or agent(s) to prosecute the application

- identified above, and to transact all business111 the United States Patent and l1ademarl1’, OllieeWj
1 l1l

 

 
 
  

 

 

 
l11

connected therewith.

Statement under 37 CFR 3. 73(1))

A chain of title from the inventors ot the patent application;patent identified above to the

l current assignce as follows.
, 1. Assignment From: Summit Technology Systems, LP

To: Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP
The document was recorded in the US. Patent and Trademark Office at l

Reel 1127085, Frame 1163 6. ‘

1 ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

ACKNOWLEDGliZMEN'l‘ AND CGNSENT BY ASSIGNEE T9 OBTAIN

INSTRUCTEGNS FROM ANOTHER PARTY

. Assigneei through its undersigned authorized representative hereby acknowledges that the

: practitioners appointed herein may obtain instructions as to any action to be taken in the US.

Patent and 'l‘radernark Office on any application to which this power of attorney may be.

directed? or on any patent which may issue on any such application, from assignee’s third--

party agents or attorneys, or other designee, who have been authorized by assignee to convey

such instructions, and assignee expressly consents to this arrangement. In the event of a

. change in the persons from whom instructions are to be taken, the practitioners appointed

herein shall be so notified by the assignee 
 

 
 

Assignee Name

Signature of Authorized

Representative

Typed or Printed Title
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This Acknowledgement Receipt evidences receipt on the noted date by the USPTO of the indicated documents,

characterized by the applicant, and including page counts, where applicable. It serves as evidence of receipt similar to a
Post Card, as described in MPEP 503.

New Applications Under 35 U.S.C. 111

If a new application is being filed and the application includes the necessary components for a filing date (see 37 CFR

1.53(b)—(d) and MPEP 506), a Filing Receipt (37 CFR 1.54) will be issued in due course and the date shown on this

Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the filing date of the application.

National Stage of an International Application under 35 U.S.C. 371

If a timely submission to enter the national stage of an international application is compliant with the conditions of 35

U.S.C. 371 and other applicable requirements a Form PCT/DO/EO/903 indicating acceptance of the application as a

national stage submission under 35 U.S.C. 371 will be issued in addition to the Filing Receipt, in due course.

New International Application Filed with the USPTO as a Receiving Office

If a new international application is being filed and the international application includes the necessary components for

an international filing date (see PCT Article 11 and MPEP 1810), a Notification of the International Application Number

and of the International Filing Date (Form PCT/RO/105) will be issued in due course, subject to prescriptions concerning

national security, and the date shown on this Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the international filing date of

the application.
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Page 1 of 1

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS

PO. Box I450
Alexnndria, Virginia 22] IJ-I 450
www.uspto.gov

 
BIB DATA SHEET

CONFIRMATION NO. 2211

 
SERIAL NUMBER FILINgAgrE 371(c) GROUP ART UNIT ATTORNEg DOCKET

90/013,808 09/12/2016 110797-0019-501

RULE

APPLICANTS

INVENTORS

8023580, Residence Not Provided;
REMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP, ARLINGTON, VA;

SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD. (3RD PTY REQ.), GYEONGGI-DO, KOREA, REPUBLIC OF;
SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, INC. (3RD PTY REQ.), RIDGEFIELD PARK, NJ;
ROPES & GRAY LLP PRUDENTIAL TOWER, BOSTON, MA

i'k CONTINUING DATA *‘k'k'k*tl‘tl‘l‘l‘l‘tt'kttt'ki'k'ki'k'k

This application is a REX of 12/543,910 08/19/2009 PAT 8023580
which is a CON of 11/774,803 07/09/2007 PAT 7675965
which is a CON of 10/412,878 04/14/2003 PAT 7248626

which is a CIP of 09/205,205 12/04/1998 PAT 6614838
which claims benefit of 60/067,562 12/05/1997

it FOREIGN APPLICAT'ONS *‘ktl‘l‘l‘l‘tl‘il‘l‘t*I'I‘I‘tl‘tl‘l‘l‘l‘t

** IF REQUIRED, FOREIGN FILING LICENSE GRANTED **

Foreign Priority claimed El Yes El No STATE OR SHEETS TOTAL INDEPENDENT

35 USC 119(a-d) conditions meI D Yes D No D Met after COUNTRY DRAWINGS CLAIMS CLAIMSAllowance
Verified and

Acknowledged Examiner Signature Initials 79 7

ADDRESS

ROTHWELL, FIGG. ERNST & MANBECK, PC.
607 14th Street, NW.
SUITE 800

WASHINGTON, DC 20005
UNITED STATES

SYSTEM AND METHOD OF COMMUNICATION USING AT LEAST TWO MODULATION METHODS

FILING FEE FEES: Authority has been given in Paper
RECEIVED No. to charge/credit DEPOSIT ACCOUNT

for following:

BIB (Rev. 05107).
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Address. COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTSPO Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450wvwmlspto .gov

APPLICATION NUMBER F ING OR 371 (C) DATE FIRST NAMED APPLICANT ATTY. DOCKET NO./TITLE

 
   

90/013,808 09/12/2016 8023580 110797-0019-501

CONFIRMATION NO. 2211

15027 POWER OF ATTORNEY NOTICE

Condo Roccia Koptiw LLP

1800 JFK Boulevard lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll
Suite 1700 000000086 7 255

Philadelphia, PA 19103
Date Mailed: 09/30/2016

NOTICE REGARDING CHANGE OF POWER OF ATTORNEY

This is in response to the Power of Attorney filed 09/27/2016.

. The Power of Attorney to you in this application has been revoked by the assignee who has intervened as

provided by 37 CFR 3.71. Future correspondence will be mailed to the new address of record(37 CFR 1.33).

Questions about the contents of this notice and the

requirements it sets forth should be directed to the Office

of Data Management, Application Assistance Unit, at

(571) 272-4000 or (571) 272-4200 or 1-888-786-0101.

/rbe11/
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Address. COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTSPO Box 1450

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450wwwusptogov
> 'LIF

APPLICATION NUMBER F ING OR 371 (C) DATE FIRST NAMED APPLICANT ATTY. DOCKET NO./TITLE

 
 
   

90/013,808 09/12/2016 8023580 110797-0019-501

CONFIRMATION NO. 2211

6449 POA ACCEPTANCE LETTER

ROTHWELL, FIGG, ERNST & MANBECK, P.C.

607 14th Street, NW. lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll
SUlTE 800 000000086 7 770

WASHINGTON, DC 20005

Date Mailed: 09/30/2016

NOTICE OF ACCEPTANCE OF POWER OF ATTORNEY

This is in response to the Power of Attorney filed 09/27/2016.

The Power of Attorney in this application is accepted. Correspondence in this application will be mailed to the

above address as provided by 37 CFR 1.33.

Questions about the contents of this notice and the

requirements it sets forth should be directed to the Office

of Data Management, Application Assistance Unit, at

(571) 272-4000 or (571) 272-4200 or 1-888-786-0101.

/rbe11/
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

In Ex Parte Reexamination of : Group Art Unit: 2633

Gordon F. BREMER

Patent No.: 8,023,580 B2 : Control No.: 90/013,808

Issued: September 20, 2011

Reexam Request Filed: September 12, 2016

For: SYSTEM AND METHOD OF COMIVIUNICATION USING AT LEAST TWO

MODULATION METHODS

Attn: Mail Stop “Ex Parte Reexam”
Central Reexamination Unit

Office of Patent Legal Administration
Commissioner for Patents

PO. Box 1450

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450

PETITION REQUESTING THE DIRECTOR TO EXERCISE HER DISCRETIONARY

AUTHORITY UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 325(d)
PURSUANT TO 37 C.F.R. 1.181 a 2 AND/OR 1.182

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §1.181(a)(2) and/or § 1.182, Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP

(“Rembrandt”) respectfully requests the Director to exercise her discretionary authority under 35

U.S.C. § 325(d) to reject the Request for Ex Parte Reexamination of claims 2 and 59 of US.

Patent No. 8,023,580 (“Request”) filed by Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd., and Samsung

Electronics America, Inc. (collectively “Samsung”). By its plain language, the second sentence

of § 325(d) applies to such Requests in the same way that it applies to AIA review proceedings:

In determining whether to institute or order a proceeding under this

chapter, chapter 30 [the exparte reexamination chapter], or chapter 31, the

Director may take into account whether, and reject the petition or request

because, the same or substantially the same prior art or arguments

previously were presented to the Office [emphasis added].
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This Petition is timely filed, i.e., within two months of Samsung’s filing of the Request

and prior to the Office acting on the Request. To the extent the Office believes any rules, such as

37 C.F.R. § 1.530 or § 1.33, prevent consideration of Rembrandt’s Petition, Rembrandt further

petitions the Director to suspend such rules under the power granted to the Director by 37 CPR.

§ 1.183.

Samsung’s present request is the seventh challenge it has made in the Office to US.

Patent No. 8,023,580 (the “‘580 Patent”) and thefourth challenge it has made to claims 2 and 59

in particular (the claims challenged in its present Request).1 A brief history of Samsung’s

challenges to the claims of the ‘580 Patent in the Office,2 including those to claims 2 and 59, is

as follows:

On March 20, 2014, Samsung filedfour petitions for inter partes review of claims of the

‘580 Patent. Two of these four petitions were denied with respect to all challenged claims

because Samsung failed to show a reasonable likelihood it would prevail on any of the grounds

raised. See lPR2014-00514, Paper 18, at 10 (Sept. 9, 2014)(denied as to claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 10, 13,

19—22, 49, 52—54, 57—59, 61, 62, 66, 70, and 76— 79), and IPR2014-00515, Paper 18, at 10—11

(Sept. 9, 2014)(denied as to claims 23, 25, 29, 30, 32, 34, 38, 40, 41, 43, 44, and 47). In the two

1 Samsung has also concurrently filed a Request for Ex Parte Reexamination of claim 21 of US.

Patent No. 8,457,228 (the “‘228 Patent”), the child of the ‘580 Patent. With respect to the ‘228

Patent, Samsung’s Request is its eighth challenge to the claims of that patent. See IPR2014-

00889, -OO890, -OO89l, -OO892, -OO893, -OO895, and 2015-00555). Rembrandt has also

concurrently filed a petition under 37 CFR § 1.181(a)(3) and § 1.182 asking the Director to reject

Samsung’s Request for Ex Parte Reexamination of claim 21 of the ‘228 Patent for substantially

the same reasons it is requesting the Director to do so here.

2 The ‘580 Patent and the ‘228 Patent are also the subject of a lawsuit in which Rembrandt
served the complaint on June 5, 2013 and asserted infringement by Samsung. Rembrandt

Wireless Technologies, LP v. Samsung Electronics Co., No. 2: 13-cv-00213 (E.D. Tex.).

Samsung unsuccessfully challenged the validity of claims 2 and 59 of the ‘580 Patent and of

claim 21 of the ‘228 Patent in that lawsuit as well. That case is now on appeal at the Federal

Circuit, No. 16-1729.

Page 272 of 1314



Page 273 of 1314

others filed the same day, the petitions were partially granted with respect to some claims but

denied with respect to others. See IPR2014-OO518, Paper 16, at 17 (Sept. 23, 2014)(granted as to

claims 1, 4, 5, 10, 13, 20—22, 54, 57, 58, 61, 62, 66, 70, and 76—79, but denied as to claims 2, 19,

49, 52, 53, and 59), and IPR2014-OO519, Paper 16, at 15 (Sept. 23, 2014)(granted as to claims

32, 34, 38, 40, 43, 44, and 47, but denied as to claims 23, 25, 29, 30, and 41). Two of Samsung’s

four petitions filed on March 3, 2014 included a challenge of claims 2 and 59, and in both

instances the petitions for review of these claims were denied. IPR2014-OO514, Paper 18, at 10,

and lPR2014-OO518, Paper 16, at 17. In each case, the Board determined that Samsung had not

demonstrated a reasonable likelihood of prevailing as to either claim 2 or claim 59. Id.

Having failed in its first round of challenges with respect to claims 2 and 59 of the ‘580

Patent, Samsung filed two more petitions for inter partes review of the ‘580 patent on October

21, 2014, presenting additional reasoning to support its allegations of obviousness. The Board

denied these fifth and sixth challenges to claims of the ‘580 Patent through the exercise of the

Director’s discretion under 35 U.S.C. § 325(d). See lPR2015-00114, Paper 14, at 6-9 (January

28, 2015) (denying review of all claims challenged, i.e., claims 2, 19, 49, 53, 53, and 59), and

IPR2015-00118, Paper 14, at 5-7 (January 28, 2015) (denying review for all claims challenged,

i.e., claims 23, 25, 29, 30, and 41).

When exercising the Director’s discretion to deny institution in IPR2015-00114, the

Board has explained its reasoning as follows:

Petitioner is requesting, essentially, a second chance to challenge the

claims. We, however, are not persuaded that a second chance would help

“secure the just, speedy, and inexpensive resolution of every proceeding.”

37 C.F.R. § 42.1(b). Permitting second chances in cases like this one ties up

the Board’s limited resources, we must be mindful not only of this proceeding,

but of “every proceeding.” Id, see also ZTE Corp. v. ConteanuardHoldings,

3
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Inc, Case IPR2013-OO454, slip op. at 5—6 (Paper 12) (PTAB Sept. 25, 2013)

(“The Board is concerned about encouraging, unnecessarily, the filing of

petitions which are partially inadequate”) ....

In this proceeding, however, we are not apprised of a reason that merits

a second chance. Petitioner simply presents arguments now that it could have

made in IPR ’518, had it merely chosen to do so. In view of the foregoing, ...

we exercise our discretion under 35 U.S.C. § 325(d) to deny the Petition,

because it presents merely “the same or substantially the same prior art or

arguments” presented to us in IPR ’5 18. [IPR2015-00114, Paper 14, at 7-8, see

also IPR2015-00118, Paper 14, at 5-7 (applying similar reasoning).]

While in its present Request Samsung has cited additional art that it did not cite in any of

its earlier thirteen IPRs challenging the ‘580 and ‘228 Patents, it does not explain why the

additional art could not have been presented earlier. The Board addressed such tardy citation of

additional art in one of the ‘228 Patent IPRs when it exercised the Director’s discretion to deny

the petition in spite of the inclusion of an additional reference:

The difference between what Petitioner presents in this proceeding and

what Petitioner presented in IPR ’892 with respect to claim 21 of the ’228

patent is that Petitioner now offers Siwiak as support for the asserted

obviousness of placing address data in a message header as taught by Boer. Pet.

24—57, Mot. Join. 5—6. Petitioner, however, presents no argument or evidence

that Siwiak was not known or available to it at the time of filing IPR ’892. .

Petitioner is requesting, essentially, a second chance to challenge the

dams.u.

In this proceeding ... we are not apprised of a reason that merits a

second chance. Petitioner simply presents arguments now that it could have

made in IPR ’892, had it merely chosen to do so. [IPR2015-00555, Paper 20,

at 7-9.]

The Board has consistently denied such “follow-on” challenges as representing

impermissible “second bites at the apple,” which use the prior institution decision “to bolster

4
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challenges that were advanced, unsuccessfully, in [an earlier petition],” Unilever Inc. v. Proctor

& Gamble, IPR2014-00506, Paper 17, at 8 (July 7, 2014), “as a roadmap to remedy [petitioner’s]

prior, deficient challenge,” Butamax v. Gevo, Inc., IPR2014-00581, Paper 8, at 12-13 (Oct. 14,

2014), or “as an entry ticket, and a how-to guide to challenge those claims which [petitioner]

unsuccessfully challenged in the first petition,” ZTE Corp. v. ContentGuara’, IPR2013-00454,

Paper 12, at 6 (Sept. 25, 2013).

Indeed, in rebuffing such attempts to remedy earlier failures, the Board has especially

weighed whether a petitioner has demonstrated that the art or arguments were not known or

available to it at the time of filing the earlier petition. See, e.g., Unilever Inc. v. Proctor &

Gamble, IPR2014-00506, Paper 17, at 6, 8 (July 7, 2014) (“Unilever, however, presents no

argument or evidence that the seven newly cited references were not known or available to it at

the time of filing of [an earlier petition] ...Based on the information presented, we are persuaded

that the instant Petition uses our prior Decision on Institution to bolster challenges that were

advanced, unsuccessfully, in the [earlier petition].”), Butamax v. Gevo, Inc., IPR2014-00581,

Paper 8, at 12-13 (Oct. 14, 2014) (“Our discretion to deny these grounds is further guided by

several additional facts. First, we note that ButamaX does not contend that the newly cited

references were not known or available to it at the time it filed the [earlier petition]. See

Unilever, Inc. v. Procter & Gamble Co., Case IPR2014-00506, Paper 17, at 6 (July 7, 2014)

(considering, in exercising § 325(d) discretion, whether new references were previously

known).”).

In Samsung’ s present Request, Samsung does not argue that the newly cited references

were not available to it at the time of its multiple earlier IPRs, and there is no reason why

Samsung should be afforded a “second bite” here.
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Denying Samsung’s present Request is consistent with the legislative intent behind

§ 325(d), which is to prevent gamesmanship through the filing of multiple proceedings in a

piecemeal manner. See 157 Cong. Rec. S1042 (daily ed. Mar. 1, 2011) (Statement of Sen. Kyl)

(Sen. Kyl stating that § 325(d) “allows the Patent Office to reject any request for a proceeding,

includinga requestfor exparie reexamination, if the same or substantially the same prior art or

arguments previously were presented to the Office with respect to that patent”) (emphasis

added). See also Buiamax, IPR2014-00581, Paper 8, at 13 (“Our discretion to deny these grounds

is further guided by several additional facts. First, we note that ButamaX does not contend that

the newly cited references were not known or available to it at the time it filed the [earlier

petition]... Allowing similar, serial challenges to the same patent, by the same petitioner, risks

harassment of patent owners and frustration of Congress’s intent in enacting the Leahy-Smith

America Invents Act. See H.R. Rep. No. 112-98, pt. 1, at 48 (2011) (‘While this amendment is

intended to remove current disincentives to current administrative processes, the changes made by

it are not to be used as tools for harassment or a means to prevent market entry through repeated

litigation and administrative attacks on the validity of a patent. Doing so would frustrate the

purpose of the section as providing quick and cost effective alternatives to litigation. ’)”). See also

Conopco, Inc. dba Unilever v. Proctor & Gamble, IPR2014-OO628, Paper 21, at 11 (“the interests

of fairness, economy, and efficiency support declining review — a result that discourages the filing

of a first petition that holds back. . . .”).

Granting Samsung’s Request in this proceeding would incentivize patent challengers to

file serial petitions and requests and increase the burden on both the Office and patent owners in

having to respond to renewed attacks from unhappy challengers seeking a reconsideration of the
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Office’s decisions denying institution and/or reexamination, based on arguments that the

challenger could have set forth from the beginning. Clearly, this was not the intent of Congress.

When Congress established ex parte reexamination and the AIA review proceedings,

Congress wanted to provide a more efficient system for challenging patents and a way to reduce

litigation costs. However, in petitioning for multiple lPRs and now requesting ex parte

reexamination for claims it unsuccessfully challenged in the lPRs and district court, Samsung was

not and is not seeking such efficiency and cost reduction. Samsung could have filed its IPRs (as

well as its present exparte reexamination requests) early in the district court litigation process, and

moved to stay the district court litigation. It chose not to do so. Rather, Samsung allowed the

district court litigation to advance and waited until the last possible day to file its first six IPRs

challenging the ‘580 Patent claims — making a stay of the litigation unlikely and ensuring that the

IPRs would not reach the stage of a final written decision until m the district court case was

tried in February 2015. This timing eliminated any risk that Samsung would be estopped (by a

final decision from the Office) from contesting validity at trial, and secured for Samsung another

venue in which it could seek to invalidate the patent in the event it lost at trial. Contrary to the

intent of Congress, Samsung has timed its multiple challenges in the Office in a manner that

actually decreases efficiency and increases litigation costs.

Having failed yet a third time in challenging claims 2 and 59 of the ‘580 Patent through

inter partes review, Samsung now makes afourth attempt by turning to another Office

proceeding, ex parte reexamination. Samsung presents no argument or evidence that was not

known or available to it at the time it filed the multiple inter partes reviews described above.3

3 Cf. Praxair Distribution, Inc. v. iNO Therapeutics LLC, IPR2016-00781, Paper 10, at 7 (Aug.
25, 2016) (exercising its discretion to deny an inter partes petition under § 325(d), the PTAB

determined that “reasonably could have been raised,” in the context of § 315(e)(1), included

7
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Thus, for the reasons given above, including those the Board gave in denying institution

of IPR2015-001 14 and 1PR2015-00555 through the exercise of the Director’s discretion under

§ 325(d) (both quoted above), Patent Owner Rembrandt respectfully requests that the Director

exercise her discretion in this case to reject Samsung’s Request for Ex Parte Reexamination of

claims 2 and 59 ofU.S. Patent No. 8,023,580.

Any fee required for submission of this Petition may be charged to Counsel’s Deposit

Account Number 02-213 5.

Respectfully submitted,

Date: September 30, 2016 By: /Nancy J. Linck /

Nancy J. Linck, Reg. No. 31,920

ROTHWELL, FIGG, ERNST

& MANBECK, RC.

607 14th Street, N.W., Suite 800

Washington, DC 20005
Phone: 202-783-6040

Facsimile: 202-783-6031

Attorneyfor Petitioner

Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP

((4

prior art which a skilled searcher conducting a diligent search reasonably could have been

expected to discover.’ 157 Cong. Rec. S1375 (daily ed. Mar. 8, 2011) (statement of Sen. Kyl)”.).

This reasoning should apply equally to late-cited prior art that reasonably could have been raised

in an earlier Office proceeding.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

It is hereby certified that on this 30th day of September, 2016, the foregoing PETITION

REQUESTING THE DIRECTOR TO EXERCISE HER DISCRETIONARY

AUTHORITY UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 325(d) PURSUANT TO 37 C.F.R. § 1.181(a)(2)

AND/OR§ 1.182 was served, by first-class US. Mail, on the attorney of record for the third-

party Requesters Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. and Samsung Electronics America, Inc., at the

following address:

J. Steven Baughman, Esq.

Ropes & Gray LLP
IPRM — Floor 43

Prudential Tower

800 Boylston Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02199-3 600
Phone: 202-508-4606

Facsimile: 202-383-8371

/Nancy J. Linck /

Nancy J. Linck

Reg. No. 31,920
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Multipart Description/PDF files in .zip description

Information:

This Acknowledgement Receipt evidences receipt on the noted date by the USPTO of the indicated documents,

characterized by the applicant, and including page counts, where applicable. It serves as evidence of receipt similar to a
Post Card, as described in MPEP 503.

New Applications Under 35 U.S.C. 111

If a new application is being filed and the application includes the necessary components for a filing date (see 37 CFR

1.53(b)—(d) and MPEP 506), a Filing Receipt (37 CFR 1.54) will be issued in due course and the date shown on this

Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the filing date of the application.

National Stage of an International Application under 35 U.S.C. 371

If a timely submission to enter the national stage of an international application is compliant with the conditions of 35

U.S.C. 371 and other applicable requirements a Form PCT/DO/EO/903 indicating acceptance of the application as a

national stage submission under 35 U.S.C. 371 will be issued in addition to the Filing Receipt, in due course.

New International Application Filed with the USPTO as a Receiving Office

If a new international application is being filed and the international application includes the necessary components for

an international filing date (see PCT Article 11 and MPEP 1810), a Notification of the International Application Number

and of the International Filing Date (Form PCT/RO/105) will be issued in due course, subject to prescriptions concerning

national security, and the date shown on this Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the international filing date of

the application.
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Control No. 90/013,808 (Patent)

US. Patent No. 8,023,580

IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

Inventor: Gordon F. Bremer

U. S. Patent No. 8,023,580

Formerly Application No. 12/543,910

Issue Date: September 20, 2011

Filing Date: August 19, 2009

Former Group Art Unit: 2611

Former Examiner: Dac Ha

Control No. 90/013,808

Attorney Docket No.: 110797-0019-501

Customer No.: 28120

Examiner: Yuzhen Ge

Requesters: Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.,

Samsung Electronics America, Inc.
OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

For: SYSTEM AND METHOD OF COlVIMUNICATION USING AT LEAST TWO

MODULATION METHODS

MAIL STOP EXPARTE REEXAM

Central Reexamination Unit

Office ofPatent Legal Administration

Commissioner for Patents

PO. Box 1450

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450

THIRD PARTY REQUESTERS’ OPPOSITION TO PATENT OWNER’S

PETITION TO REJECT REEXAMINATION REQUEST

Rembrandt’s petition to reject the ex parle reexamination request in this proceeding

should be denied. Rembrandt’s petition is an improper submission not permitted under the

rules for reexamination and not invited by the Director. Moreover, the Examiner already

granted the request for reexamination of the ’580 patent before Rembrandt filed its petition

to reject the request, making findings that contradict arguments made by Rembrandt’s

petition. Rembrandt does not even attempt to show, as required by § 325(d), that the cited

reexamination references or arguments are “the same or substantially the same” as any prior

challenges—and they are not. Rembrandt’s petition should be rejected as an improper and

meritless attempt to derail this reexamination.
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Control No. 90/013,808 (Patent)

US. Patent No. 8,023,580

I. BACKGROUND

On September 12, 2016, Samsung filed requests for ex parte reexamination of US.

Patent Nos. 8,023,580 (the “’580 patent”) and 8,457,228 (the “’228 patent”). The ’228 patent is

a continuation of the ’580 patent, and the challenged claims of both patents involve substantially

the same subject matter: “a data communications system in which a plurality of modulation

methods are used to facilitate communication among a plurality of modem types.” ’580 patent at

1:19-23. Each request cites the same six references, five of which the PTO has never considered

in connection with the challenged patents.1 Furthermore, each request details the patent’s history

before the PTO, including original prosecution and all post-grant proceedings. E.g., Request at

7-15. Except for the present reexamination ordered by the Examiner on September 27, 2016, the

Office has not conducted any prior or concurrent reexaminations and has never instituted any

post-grant trial on the challenged claims.

On September 27, 2016, only fifteen days after Samsung filed the Request for the ’580

patent, the Examiner ordered reexamination of all challenged claims. See Order Granting

Request for Ex Parle Reexamination (“Order”). In doing so, the Examiner reviewed in detail the

prosecution history and each inter partes review involving the ’580 patent. See id. at 5-8. After

analyzing this record, the Examiner found that:

Based on the prosecution histories of the 580 patent and the [PR proceedings in

which the independent claims 1 and 58 were found unpatentable, the Examiner

finds that a reference or a combination of references teaching or suggesting at

least the following features . . . in the context of data communication and

1 None of the cited Snell, Yamano, Harris 4064.4, Harris AN9614, and Kamerman

references was considered or applied during prosecution of the ’580 patent, its parent

applications, or during inter partes review of the ’580 patent. See Order Granting Request for Ex

Parle Reexamination (“Order”) at 3-4, Request for Ex Parte Reexamination of US. Patent No.

8,023,580 (“Request”) at 5-7. Upender was before the Office during prior inter partes review

proceedings (see Order at 3-4), but only to establish motivation to combine the master/slave

relationship of the admitted prior art with a different prior art reference (Boer) (see Request at 1-

2, 5—7, 13).
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modulators and demodulators using two modulation methods would be a new,

non-cumulative teaching not previously considered before the Office during the

examination of the 580 patent and the prior IPR proceedings and therefore may

raise a substantial new question of patentability.

Id. at 7-8 (emphases added). Accordingly, the Examiner agreed with Samsung that the cited

Snell reference raises multiple SNQs in combination with additional cited references, and further

determined sua sponte that Snell raises an SNQ by itself. See id. at 11.

On September 30, 2016—three days after reexamination of the ’580 patent was

granted—Rembrandt filed petitions seeking rejection of the reexamination requests for both

patents. See Rembrandt Petition (“Petition”). Each petition is based solely on the provision of

§ 325(d) that permits the Director to “take into account whether . . . the same or substantially the

same prior art or arguments previously were presented to the Office.” See id. at 1.

II. REMBRANDT’S PETITION IS BASELESS AND SHOULD BE DENIED

Rembrandt’s petition has no procedural basis under Office rules. The Petition is also

meritless because the Office has already ordered reexamination and determined that the prior art

and arguments in this proceeding present new and non-cumulative teachings that were not

previously considered by the Patent Office.

A. The Petition is Improper and Untimely

Rembrandt’s Petition is an improper attempt by the Patent Owner to influence this ex

parle reexamination. The Office’s rules plainly prohibit any patent owner statements prior to the

Examiner’s decision on a reexamination request: “The patent owner has no right to file a

statement subsequent to the filing of the request under 35 U.S.C. 302 but prior to the order for

7

reexamination.’ MPEP § 2249. After an order granting reexamination and before further

examination, a patent owner may file a single statement limited to “why the subject matter as

claimed is not anticipated or rendered obvious.” 37 C.F.R. § 1.530(c). Rembrandt’s Petition
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does not address the prior art or any substantive arguments. While Rembrandt invokes § 325(d)

as a basis for rejecting the Request, the governing rules—as with other questions concerning the

grant or denial of a reexamination request—do not call for the patent owner’s input regarding

§ 325(d) at this stage, and the Director has not invited any briefing or submissions on this issue

in reexamination. For this reason alone, the Petition is an improper patent owner submission.2

Moreover, the Petition is untimely and moot because the Examiner had already ordered

reexamination before the Petition was filed. Rembrandt asserts that the Petition is “timely filed .

. . prior to the Office acting on the Request.” Petition at 2. This is plainly false because the

Examiner granted reexamination three days before the Petition was filed. Therefore,

Rembrandt’s demand that the Director “reject the Request for Ex Parle Reexamination” is not

only improper, but was also already moot when it was filed.

B. Rembrandt Fails to Show That any Art or Arguments are the Same 0r

Substantially the Same as Previous Submissions

Despite invoking § 325(d) as the sole basis for denying reexamination, Rembrandt

wholly ignores the statutory test of whether “the same or substantially the same prior art or

arguments” are involved. The Petition does not even identify a single reference cited in the

Request—much less explain how any are substantially the same as those presented previously.

In fact, Rembrandt cannot make this showing because five of the six references are entirely new

materials never before considered by the Office.3 Indeed, Rembrandt concedes that “in its

present Request Samsung has cited additional art that it did not cite” in earlier proceedings.

Petition at 4.

2 Samsung contends that Rembrandt’s submission is procedurally improper. To the extent
the Office permits Rembrandt’s Petition in this reexamination, Samsung respectfully requests

that the Office also grant Samsung’s petition to oppose Rembrandt’s arguments.

3 There is no estoppel under § 315(e) because the challenged claims have not been the
subject of any final written decisions in prior proceedings.

4
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The Examiner already resolved any doubt about the presence of “the same or

substantially the same” challenges here by ordering reexamination. As explained above, the

Examiner determined that the cited prior art presents “a new, non-cumulative teaching not

previously considered before the Office and therefore may raise a substantial new question of

patentability.” Order at 7-8 (emphasis added). Rembrandt’s baseless arguments about purported

delay and multiple proceedings are also misplaced—the Examiner expressly reviewed the entire

history of the ’580 patent, including “the IPR proceedings” (id at 7), and nonetheless ordered

that the newly presented art warrants reexamination. Accordingly, the Office has already

determined that § 325(d) does not apply to this proceeding.

Rembrandt refers to PTAB decisions that purportedly support its position, but each is

readily distinguishable. In each case, the Board expressly identified the use of the same or

substantially the same references or arguments. In Unilever Inc. v. Procter & Gamble, the Board

applied § 325(d) to deny institution of an inter partes review because six of thirteen asserted

references were raised in a prior petition and “the claim charts essentially are identical in both

petitions.” IPR2014-00506, Paper 17, at 6-7 (P.T.A.B. July 7, 2014). Here, in this

reexamination, the claim charts differ entirely, five of six cited references are new, and the

Examiner has already found that the art presents new, non-cumulative teachings. Similarly, in

Bulamax Advanced Biofuels LLC v. Gevo, Inc., the PTAB denied institution because four of six

prior art references appeared in a prior petition, and the art cited for obviousness “overlaps

completely” with previously asserted grounds. IPR2014-00581, Paper 8, at 12 (P.T.A.B. Oct.

14, 2014). In ZTE Corp. v. Conteanuard Holdings Inc., the inter partes review petition started

“on weak footing” because it was untimely and subject to an unsuccessful joinder motion.

IPR2013-00454, Paper 12, at 5-6 (P.T.A.B. Sept. 25, 2013). Moreover, “half of the grounds of
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invalidity” were “based on the same prior art references” presented in an earlier petition. Id. at 7.

Likewise, Praxair Distribution, Inc. v. iNO Therapeutics LLC involved a situation where

petitioners’ “underlying argument” about the teachings of the prior art was “essentially the

same” as that raised in a prior petition. IPR2016-00781, Paper 10, at 12 (P.T.A.B. Aug. 25,

2016). Again, no such overlap of art or arguments eXists here, and Rembrandt has not even

attempted to show that the same or substantially the same art or arguments were previously

asserted.

Rembrandt also incorrectly claims that the Board previously denied institution of a prior

petition against the ’228 patent due to “tardy citation of additional art.” Petition at 4. Critically,

Rembrandt misleadingly omits the portion of the Board’s decision stating that the reference at

issue (Siwiak) was not a new reference but one that had actually been previously cited in an

earlier petition (bolded portion omitted by Rembrandt):

Petitioner, however, presents no argument or evidence that Siwiak was not known

or available to it at the time of filing IPR ’892. In fact, Petitioner applied

Siwiak in proposed grounds of rejection against claim 21 of the ’228 patent in

another petition filed the same day as that in the IPR ’892 proceeding. See

IPR2014-00889, Paper 2 at 58—60. On this record, we exercise our discretion

and ‘reject the petition’ because ‘the same or substantially the same prior

art’ previously was ‘presented to the Office’ in the IPR ’892 proceeding.

Samsung Elecs. Co. v. Rembrandt Wireless Techs, LP, IPR2015-00555, Paper 20, at 7-8

(P.T.A.B. June 19, 2015), compare Petition at 4. Thus, Rembrandt leaves out the fact that

Siwiak was cited as prior art in both an earlier and later petition. Moreover, Siwiak was one of

only two references cited in the later petition. See id. at 5. The Board expressly relied on these

facts in applying § 325(d). Rembrandt has not, and cannot, make such a showing here.

111. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Samsung respectfully requests that the Office deny Patent

Owner’s September 30, 2016 petition.
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Dated: October 13, 2016 Respectfully submitted,
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J. Steven Baughman

Registration No. 47,414
James F. Mack
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ROPES & GRAY LLP

IPRM — Floor 43

Prudential Tower

800 Boylston Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02199-3600

(202) 508-4606

(202) 383-8371 (Fax)

Attorneys/Agentsfor Requesters

Samsung Electronics Ca, Lid. and Samsung

Electronics America, Inc.
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U. S. Patent No. 8,023,580

Formerly Application No. 12/543,910

Issue Date: September 20, 2011

Filing Date: August 19, 2009

Former Group Art Unit: 2611

Former Examiner: Dac Ha

Control No. 90/013,808

Attorney Docket No.: 110797-0019-501

Customer No.: 28120

Examiner: Yuzhen Ge

Requesters: Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.,

Samsung Electronics America, Inc.
OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

For: SYSTEM AND METHOD OF COMNIUNICATION USING AT LEAST TWO

MODULATION METHODS

MAIL STOP EXPARTE REEXAM

Central Reexamination Unit

Office ofPatent Legal Administration

Commissioner for Patents

PO. Box 1450

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450

THIRD PARTY REQUESTERS’ PETITION TO RESPOND TO PATENT OWNER’S

PETITION TO REJECT REEXAMINATION REQUEST

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 1.183, third-party requesters Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.

and Samsung Electronics America, Inc. (“Samsung”) respectfully petition the Director for

permission to oppose Patent Owner Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP’s (“Rembrandt”)

September 30, 2016 petition requesting that the Director exercise her discretionary authority

under 35 U.S.C. § 325(d) to reject the reexamination request in this proceeding.

Extraordinary circumstances justify allowing Samsung to submit an opposition to the

Patent Owner’s petition. Office rules do not permit the Patent Owner to submit arguments

challenging a request for reexamination at this stage. Samsung has no means for addressing

this petition other than seeking permission to respond. Moreover, the petition advances an

application of § 325(d) that is unsupported by the statute and warrants brief1ng. Rembrandt
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fails to show that Samsung’s cited prior art or arguments in this reexamination are “the same

or substantially the same” as those previously presented to the Office, as required by

§ 325(d). Moreover, Patent Owner filed its petition after the Examiner determined that the

cited references do, in fact, present new, non-cumulative technological teachings and

multiple substantial new questions of patentability. Accordingly, Samsung seeks permission

to oppose the Patent Owner’s petition and hereby submits the proposed Opposition.

Samsung hereby requests that any fees required for timely consideration of this

petition and Opposition be charged to Deposit Account No. 18-1945, under Order No.

110797-0019-501, from which the undersigned is authorized to draw. If there are any

questions, counsel for Samsung may be contacted through the direct telephone number

provided below.

Dated: October 13, 2016 Respectfully submitted,

/J. Steven Baughman/

J. Steven Baughman

Registration No. 47,414
James F. Mack

Registration No. 74,196
Customer No. 28120

ROPES & GRAY LLP

IPRM — Floor 43

Prudential Tower

800 Boylston Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02199-3600

(202) 508-4606

(202) 383-8371 (Fax)

Attorneys/Agentsfor Requesters

Samsung Electronics Ca, Lid. and Samsung

Electronics America, Inc.
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If a new application is being filed and the application includes the necessary components for a filing date (see 37 CFR

1.53(b)—(d) and MPEP 506), a Filing Receipt (37 CFR 1.54) will be issued in due course and the date shown on this

Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the filing date of the application.

National Stage of an International Application under 35 U.S.C. 371

If a timely submission to enter the national stage of an international application is compliant with the conditions of 35

U.S.C. 371 and other applicable requirements a Form PCT/DO/EO/903 indicating acceptance of the application as a

national stage submission under 35 U.S.C. 371 will be issued in addition to the Filing Receipt, in due course.

New International Application Filed with the USPTO as a Receiving Office

If a new international application is being filed and the international application includes the necessary components for

an international filing date (see PCT Article 11 and MPEP 1810), a Notification of the International Application Number

and of the International Filing Date (Form PCT/RO/105) will be issued in due course, subject to prescriptions concerning

national security, and the date shown on this Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the international filing date of

the application.
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Filing Date: August 19, 2009
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Samsung Electronics America, Inc.
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Central Reexamination Unit

Office ofPatent Legal Administration

Commissioner for Patents

PO. Box 1450

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

It is certified that copies of the following documents have been served in their entireties

on the patent owner at the correspondence address of record as provided for in 37 C.F.R.

§ 1.33(c):

1. Third Party Requesters’ Petition To Respond To Patent Owner’s Petition To

Reject Reexamination Request.

2. Third Party Requesters’ Opposition To Patent Owner’s Petition To Reject

Reexamination Request.
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The copy has been served on October 13, 2016 by causing the aforementioned documents

to be deposited with the United States Postal Service as first class mail postage pre-paid in an

envelope addressed to:

Rothwell, Figg, Ernst & Manbeck, PC.

607 14th Street, NW.
Suite 800

Washington, DC 20005

/James F. Mack/

James F. Mack

ROPES & GRAY LLP
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

In Ex Parte Reexamination of : Group Art Unit: 2633

Gordon F. BREMER

Patent No.: 8,023,580 B2 : Control No.: 90/013,808

Issued: September 20, 2011

Reexam Request Filed: September 12, 2016

For: SYSTEM AND METHOD OF COMMUNICATION USING AT LEAST TWO

MODULATION METHODS

Attn: Mail Stop “Ex Parte Reexam”
Central Reexamination Unit

Office of Patent Legal Administration
Commissioner for Patents

PO. Box 1450

Alexandria, VA 22313—1450

PATENT OWNER’S REQUEST FOR A TWO-MONTH EXTENSION OF TIME

UNDER 37 C.F.R. § 1.550(c) TO FILE ITS PATENT OWNER’S STATEMENT

PURSUANT TO 35 U.S.C. 304

Pursuant to 37 CFR § 1.550(c), Patent Owner Rembrandt respectfully requests a two—

month extension of time to file its Patent Owner’s Statement in Ex Parte Reexamination of US.

Patent 8,023,580 (“’5 80 Reexamination”). The additional time is necessary for Counsel to fully

review the voluminous record relevant to this reexamination and prepare an informed Patent

Owner’ s Statement. Present Counsel for Patent Owner was just recently engaged to handle this
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and a second related ex parte reexamination1 and did not obtain an acknowledgement of Power

of Attorney until September 30, 2016 (after the grant of the ’5 80 Reexamination).2

Samsung’s request comprises more than the 1,000 pages (including the exhibits). In

addition, the history of Samsung’s prior challenges to claims 2 and 59 dates back to March 20,

2014. At that time, Samsung filed 4 lPRs against the ’5 80 Patent. Then, due to its unsuccessful

challenges of, inter alia, claims 2 and 59, Samsung again challenged these claims by filing two

additional lPRs on October 21, 2014. Those challenges also failed. Given the magnitude of the

’5 80 Request, the significant number of documents filed in the multiple lPRs and issued by the

Board, and the lack of any time to reView the ’5 80 Request prior to its almost immediate grant,

Patent Owner Rembrandt respectfully requests a two—month extension of time to reView these

potentially relevant documents so that it can properly prepare Patent Owner’s Statement.

While Rembrandt recognizes the need to handle reexaminations with “special dispatch,”

there is no reason to deny Rembrandt a fair opportunity to respond to yet another challenge to the

patentability of its claims 2 and 59. Thus, to the extent Samsung has argued that this matter is

particularly urgent (see Request at i—ii), Rembrandt notes that Samsung has offered no reason

why it could not have submitted the references submitted in this ex parte reexamination as early

as March 20, 2014, when Samsung first challenged the patentability of claims 2 and 59. Thus,

Samsung’s plea for expediting this case more than is called for by the “special dispatch”

requirement should be ignored.

1 Ex Parte Reexamination of US. 8,457,228 (90/013,809) (“’228 Reexamination). Via a second

petition, Rembrandt is also requesting an extension of time in this case.

2 The ‘5 80 Request was granted on Sept. 27, 2016, only 15 days after the Request was filed and
prior to present Counsel’s receipt of the ’5 80 Request. The new Power of Attorney was not

acknowledged until September 30, 2016, after the Examiner granted the request.
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The petition fee of $200 set forth in 37 C.F.R. § 1.17(g) for filing a petition for an

extension of time under 37 C.F.R. § 1.1550(c) together with any additional fees that may be due

with respect to this paper may be charged to Counsel’s Deposit Account No. 02—2135.

Respectfully submitted,

Date: November 1, 2016 By: /Nancy J. Linck/

Nancy J. Linck, Reg. No. 31,920

ROTHWELL, FIGG, ERNST

& MANBECK, RC.

607 14th Street, N.W., Suite 800

Washington, DC 20005
Phone: 202—783—6040

Facsimile: 202—783—6031

Attorneyfor Petitioner

Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

It is hereby certified that on this lSt day of November, 2016, the foregoing PATENT

OWNER’S REQUEST FOR A TWO-MONTH EXTENSION OF TIME UNDER 37 C.F.R.

§ 1.550 TO FILE IT’S PATENT OWNER’S STATEMENT PURSUANT TO 35 U.S.C. §

304 was served, by first—class US. Mail, on the attorney of record for the third—party Requesters

Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. and Samsung Electronics America, Inc., at the following address:

J. Steven Baughman, Esq.

Ropes & Gray LLP
IPRM — Floor 43

Prudential Tower

800 Boylston Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02199—3600

Phone: 202—508—4606

Facsimile: 202—383—8371

/Nancy J. Linck /

Nancy J. Linck

Reg. No. 31,920
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This Acknowledgement Receipt evidences receipt on the noted date by the USPTO of the indicated documents,

characterized by the applicant, and including page counts, where applicable. It serves as evidence of receipt similar to a
Post Card, as described in MPEP 503.

New Applications Under 35 U.S.C. 111

If a new application is being filed and the application includes the necessary components for a filing date (see 37 CFR

1.53(b)—(d) and MPEP 506), a Filing Receipt (37 CFR 1.54) will be issued in due course and the date shown on this

Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the filing date of the application.

National Stage of an International Application under 35 U.S.C. 371

If a timely submission to enter the national stage of an international application is compliant with the conditions of 35

U.S.C. 371 and other applicable requirements a Form PCT/DO/EO/903 indicating acceptance of the application as a

national stage submission under 35 U.S.C. 371 will be issued in addition to the Filing Receipt, in due course.

New International Application Filed with the USPTO as a Receiving Office

If a new international application is being filed and the international application includes the necessary components for

an international filing date (see PCT Article 11 and MPEP 1810), a Notification of the International Application Number

and of the International Filing Date (Form PCT/RO/105) will be issued in due course, subject to prescriptions concerning

national security, and the date shown on this Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the international filing date of

the application.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTSPO. Box 1450

Alexandria, Virginia 223l3-l450www.uspto.gov
 

APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE FIRST NAMED INVENTOR ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. CONFIRMATION NO.

90/013,808 09/12/2016 8023580 3277-0114US-RXMI 2211

ROTHWELL, FIGG, ERNST & MANBECK, RC.
607 14th Street, NW. ~ 05- YUZHEN
SUITE 800

WASHINGTON, DC 20005 ART UNIT PAPER NUMBER
3992

MAIL DATE DELIVERY MODE

11/04/2016 . PAPER

Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding.

The time period for reply, if any, is set in the attached communication.

PTOL—90A (Rev. 04/07)
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2 UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

Commissioner for Patents

United States Patents and Trademark Office
P.O.Box 1450

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450

www.uspt0.gov

 

THIRD PARTY REQUESTER'S CORRESPONDENCE ADDRESS Date: MAILED
ROPES & GRAY LLP

PRUDENTIAL TOWER IPRM DOCKETING -FLOOR 43 NOV 0 4 2.015

800 BOYLSON STREET CENTRAL REEXAMINATION um
BOSTON, MA 02199-3600

EX PARTE REEXAMINATION COMMUNICATION TRANSMITTAL FORM

REEXAMINATION CONTROL NO. : 90013808

PATENT NO. : 8023580

ART UNIT : 3992

Enclosed is a c0py of the latest communication from the United States Patent

and Trademark Office in the above identified ex parte reexamination proceeding

(37 CFR 1.550(0).

Where this copy is supplied after the reply by requester, 37 CFR 1.535, or the

time for filing a reply has passed, no submission on behalf of the ex parte

reexamination requester will be acknowledged or considered (37 CFR 1.550(9)).
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Application No. Applicant(s)

90/013,808 8023580

Examiner -
Ge, Yuzhen 3992

THIS IS A DECISION ON THE PETITION FILED November 1I 2016.

Decision on Petition for Extension

of Time in Reexamination 

  
 

 

  
  
  

  
 
 
  
  

  

THIS DECISION IS ISSUED PURSUANT TO:
A. IZI 37 CFR 1.550(c) - The time for taking any action by a patent owner in a third party requested ex parte

reexamination proceeding will be extended only for sufficient cause and for a reasonable time specified.
B. [:I 37 CFR 1.550(c) — The time for taking action by a patent owner in a patent owner requested ex parte

reexamination proceeding will only be extended for more than two months for sufficient cause and for a
reasonable time specified.

C. [:I 37 CFR 1.956 —The time for taking any action by a patent owner in an inter partes reexamination proceeding
will be extended only for sufficient cause and for a reasonable time specified.

The petition is before the Central Reexamination Unit for consideration.

 FORMAL MATTERS

Patent owner requests that the period for filing its patent owner’s statement be extended by 2 months.

A. Petition fee per 37 CFR §1.17(g)):

i. E Petition includes authorization to debit a deposit account.
ii. CI Petition includes authorization to charge a credit card account.

 
  
  
 
 

 

B. Proper certificate of service was provided. (Not required in reexamination where patent owner is requester.)
C. IX Petition was timely filed. ‘

D. IX Petition properly signed.

 
  
  

 

4. DECISION (See MPEP 2265 and 2665)

A. [:I Granted or X Granted-in—part for one (1) month. The period for response will expire on December 27, 2016.
No extraordinary circumstances were shown. See MPEP 2265 VI.

B. E] Dismissed because:

i. [3 Formal matters (See unchecked box(es) (A, B, C and/or D) in section 4 above).
ii. I: Petitioner failed to provide a factual accounting of reasonably diligent behavior by all those

responsible for preparing a response to the outstanding Office action within the statutory time period.
iii. [3 Petitioner failed to explain why, in spite of the action taken thus far, the requested additional time is

needed. -

iv. D The statements provided fail to establish sufficient cause to warrant extension of the time for taking
action (See attached).

v. E] The petition is moot.

vi. El Other/comment:

  

  
  
  
  
 

  

 
 

 
5. CONCLUSION

Telephone inquiries with regard to this decision should be directed to Michael Fuelling at 571-270-1367. In his/her
absence, calls may be directed to Alexander Kosowski in the Central Reexamination Unit.  
  

 
 

 
 

/Michael Fuelling/

Supervisory Patent Reexamination Specialist

US. Patent and Trademark Office Part of Paper No.
PTO—2293 (Rev. 11-2013) Decision on Petition for Extension of Time in Reexamination
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS

PO. Box 1450
Alexandria, Virginia 223l3-I450
www.uspto.gov

 
APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE FIRST NAMED INVENTOR ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. CONFIRMATION NO.

90/0I3,808 09/I2/2016 8023580 3277-0I I4US-RXMI 221 I

ROTHWELL, FIGG, ERNST&MANBECK, p.c. , w
607 14th Street, N.W. GE) YUZHEN
SUITE 800

WASHINGTON, DC 20005 PAPER NUMBER
3992

MAIL DATE DELIVERY MODE

I I/28/20l6 PAPER

Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding.

The time period for reply, if any, is set in the attached communication.
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' UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
 

Commissioner for Patents
United States Patents and Trademark Office

P.O.Box I450
Alexandria, VA 223l3-l450

www.uspt0.gov

 
THIRD PARTY REQUESTER'S CORRESPONDENCE ADDRESS Date: W“ fly "m ~.~;_~,
ROPES & GRAY LLP Uri/132E.»

PRUDENTIAL TOWER IPRM DOCKETING -FLOOR 43 .1332 f; < .2 t
800 BOYLSON STREET

BOSTON, MA 02199-3600 cesium REEWWWHON UN”

EX PARTE REEXAMINATION COMMUNICATION TRANSMITTAL FORM

REEXAMINATION CONTROL NO. : 90013808

PATENT NO. : 8023580

ART UNIT : 3992

Enclosed is a copy of the latest communication from the United States Patent and Trademark
Office in the above identified ex parte reexamination proceeding (37 CFR 1.550(f)).

Where this copy is supplied after the reply by requester, 37 CFR 1.535, or the time for filing a

reply has passed, no submission on behalf of the ex parte reexamination requester will be
acknowledged or considered (37 CFR 1.550(g)).
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United States Patent and Trademark Office 

Commissioner for Patents
United States Patent and Trademark Office

PO. Box 1450

Alexandria, VA 223l3-l450
www.uspto.gov

 

Rothwell, Figg, Ernst & Manbeck, PC. (For Patent Owner)

607 14th Street, NW. i
Suite 800 MA‘LED

Washington, DC. 20005 NOV 2 a 20‘s

Ro es & Gray LLP (For Requester)
IP Docketing — Floor 43 CENTRALREEXAMINATION UNIT
Prudential Tower

800 Boylston Street
Boston, MA 02 1 99—3 600

In re Bremer :

Ex Parte Reexamination Proceeding : DECISION
Control No. 90/013 ,808 : DISMISSING
Filed: September 12, 2016 : PETITIONS
For: US. Patent No.: 8,023,580 :

This decision addresses the following papers:

0 Patent owner’s September 30, 2016 petition entitled “Petition Requesting the Director to

Exercise Her Discretionary Authority under 35 U.S.C. § 325(d) Pursuant to 37 C.F.R.

§ 181(a)(2) and/or § 1.182”, which is taken as a petition under 37 CFR 1.182 to vacate the

order granting reexamination mailed on September 27, 2016 and to issue an order denying

reexamination (patent owner’s September 30, 2016 petition under 37 CFR 1.182);

0 Requester’s October 13, 2016 opposition entitled “Third Party Requester’s Opposition to
Patent Owner’s Petition to Reject Reexamination Request”, which is an opposition to

patent owner’s September 30, 2016 petition (requester’s October 13, 2016 opposition);

o Requester’s October 13, 2016 petition under 37 CFR 1.183 entitled “Third Party

Requester’s Petition to Respond to Patent Owner’s Petition to Reject Reexamination

Request”, which requests permission from the Director to oppose patent owner’s

September 30, 2016 petition (requester’s October 13, 2016 petition under 37 CFR 1.183);
and

0 Patent owner’s October 25, 2016 paper entitled “Patent Owner’s Reply to Third Party

Requester’s Opposition to Patent Owner’s Petition Requesting the Director to Exercise

Her Discretionary Authority under 35 U.S.C. § 325(d) Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 181(a)(2)

and/or § 1.182”, which is a response by the patent owner to requester’s October 13, 2016

opposition (patent owner’s October 25, 2016 paper).

Patent owner’s September 30, 2016 petition under 37 CFR 1.182, requester’s October 13, 2016

opposition, requester’s October 13, 2016 petition under 37 CFR 1.183, patent owner’s
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October 25, 2016 paper, and the record as a whole, are before the Office of Patent Legal
Administration for consideration.

SUMMARY

Patent owner’s September 30, 2016 petition under 37 CFR 1.182 is dismissed.

The September 27, 2016 order granting reexamination will not be vacated. Prosecution in the

present reexamination proceeding will continue.

Requester’s October 13, 2016 petition under 37 CFR 1.183 is dismissed as moot. Requester’s

October 13, 2016 opposition has been entered and considered.

Patent owner’s October 25, 2016 paper entitled “Patent Owner’s Reply to Third Party

Requester’s Opposition to Patent Owner’s Petition Requesting the Director to Exercise Her

Discretionary Authority under 35 U.S.C. § 325(d) Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 181(a)(2) and/or §

1.182” is improper and will not be considered. Patent owner’s October 25, 2016 paper is

being sua sponte expunged from the record by marking the papers “closed” and “non-public,”

and will not constitute part of the record of the present reexamination proceeding.

REVIEW OF THE RELEVANT FACTS

0 On September 20, 2011, US. Patent No. 8,023,580 (the ’580 patent) issued to Gordon F.
Bremer.

o On September 12, 2016, the third party requester filed a request for ex parte

reexamination of the ’580 patent, requesting reexamination of claims 2 and 59. The

reexamination proceeding was assigned control no. 90/013,808 (the present proceeding)

and was accorded a filing date of September 12, 2016.

o On September 27, 2016, reexamination of claims 2 and 59 of the ’580 patent was ordered

in the present proceeding.

0 On September 30, 2016, the patent owner filed the present petition entitled “Petition

Requesting the Director to Exercise Her Discretionary Authority under 35 U.S.C. §

325(d) Pursuant to 37 CPR. § 181(a)(2) and/or § 1.182” (patent owner’s September 30,

2016 petition).

o On October 13, 2016, the requester filed an opposition to patent owner’s September 30,

2016 petition (requester’s October 13, 2016 opposition).

0 Also on October 13, 2016, the requester filcd a petition entitled “Third Party Requester’s

Petition to Respond to Patent Owner’s Petition to Reject Reexamination Request”, which

requests permission from the Director to oppose patent owner’s September 30, 2016

petition (requester’s October 13, 2016 petition under 37 CFR 1.183).
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o .On October 25, 2016, the patent owner filed a paper entitled “Patent Owner’s Reply to

Third Party Requester’s Opposition to Patent Owner’s Petition Requesting the Director to

Exercise Her Discretionary Authority under 35 U.S.C. § 325(d) Pursuant to 37 CFR. §

181(a)(2) and/or § 1.182”, which is a response by patent owner to requester’s

October 13, 2016 opposition (patent owner’s October 25, 2016 paper).

DECISION

Patent Owner ’5 September 30, 2016 Petition

The patent owner requests the Office to “reject” the request filed in the present proceeding for ex

parte reexamination of claims 2 and 59 of the ’580 patent, pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 325(d). The

present petition is taken as a petition under 37 CFR 1.182 to vacate the September 27, 2016 order

granting reexamination, and to issue an order denying reexamination, on the basis that the

request is allegedly limited to the same or substantially the same prior art or arguments

previously presented to the Office, pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 325(d).

As an initial matter, the Office notes that the present petition, and requester’s opposition thereto,

were timely filed after the order for reexamination was mailed. The patent owner, however,

appears to have intended to file its petition prior to the mailing of the order. The parties are

reminded that any papers filed prior to the decision on the request which are directed to the

merits of the reexamination will not be considered and will be expunged from the record.1 See

MPEP 2225. For example, a petition to vacate the order granting reexamination as ultra vires on

the basis that the request does not raise a substantial new question of patentability, may only be

filed after the decision on the request is rendered. See, e.g., MPEP 2246. Papers directed to the

merits of the reexamination include petitions alleging that the request is limited to the same or

substantially the same prior art or arguments previously presented to the Office, contrary to 35

U.S.C. 325(d), and any opposition thereto.

35 U.S.C. 325(d) provides, in pertinent part (emphasis added):

In determining whether to . . . order a proceeding under . . . chapter 30, . . . the Director

may take into account whether, and reject the . . . request because, the same or

substantially the same prior art or arguments previously were presented to the Office.

The patent owner points to the legislative history of 35 U.S.C. 325(d) to show that the provisions

of the statute apply to requests for ex parte reexamination, citing 157 Cong. Rec. 81042 (Daily

Ed. Mar. 1, 201 1)(Statement of Sen. Kyl) (emphasis added):

[35 U.S.C. 325(d)] allows the Patent Office to reject any request for a proceeding,

including a request for ex parte reexamination, if the same or substantially the same

prior art or arguments previously were presented to the Office with respect to that patent.

The patent owner, however, does not argue that the same or substantially the same prior art or

arguments previously were presented to the Office. In fact, the patent owner admits that the art

' Some exceptions, which are enumerated in MPEP 2225, apply.
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relied upon by the third party requester in the present request was not previously presented to the

Office,2 also as argued by the requester in its October 13, 2016 opposition.3 Furthermore, the
patent owner does not provide any discussion regarding whether the arguments presented in the

request are the same or substantially the same as those previously presented to the Office. More

importantly, however, even if some or all of the arguments are later shown to be the same or

substantially the same as those previously presented to the Office, the patent owner has not

shown that the prior art relied upon in the request is cumulative to the prior art of record, or, for

that matter, that the request does not raise a substantial new question of patentability for other
reasons.

The standard for determining whether a request for ex parte reexamination is granted is whether

a substantial new question of patentability affecting any claim of the patent concerned is raised

by the request. See 35 U.S.C. 303(a) and 304. 35 U.S.C. 325(d) does not require the Office to

reject a request for reexamination. The statute merely permits the Office, within the Office’s

discretion, to reject the request if the same or substantially the same prior art or arguments

previously were presented to the Office with respect to that patent. 35 U.S.C. 304, however,

requires the Office to order reexamination if the Office finds that a substantial new question of

patentability affecting any claim of the patent concerned is raised by the request. See 35 U.S.C.

304, which provides, in pertinent part (emphasis added):

If . . . the Director finds that a substantial new question of patentability affecting any claim

of a patent is raised, the determination will include an order for reexamination of the

patent for resolution of the question.

A reference raises a substantial new question of patentability where 1) the reference contains a

new, non-cumulative technological teaching that was not previously considered and discussed on

the record during the prior examination of the patent; and 2) there is a substantial likelihood that
a reasonable examiner would consider the teaching of the reference important in determining the

patentability of a claim of the patent under reexamination. See MPEP 2216. See also MPEP

2242, which provides, in pertinent part:

If the prior art patents and printed publications raise a substantial question of patentability

of at least one claim of the patent, then a substantial new question of patentability as to the

claim is present, unless the same question of patentability has already been: (A) decided in

a final holding of invalidity by a federal court in a decision on the merits involving the

claim, after all appeals; (B) decided in an earlier concluded examination or review of the

patent by the Office; or (C) raised to or by the Office in a pending reexamination or

supplemental examination of the patent.

The patent owner does not argue that the request does not raise a substantial new question of

patentability. Instead, the patent owner argues that the requester has not explained why the art

2 The requester notes, in its October 13, 2016 opposition, that the Upender reference was before the Office during
prior inter partes review proceedings, but only to establish motivation to combine the admitted prior art with a
different prior art reference (the Boer reference). See footnote 1 of requester’s October 13, 2016 opposition.

3 See page 4 of requester’s October 13, 2016 opposition.
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could not have been presented earlier.4 The patent owner points to a total of six petitions for

inter partes reviews (IPRs) of the ’580 patent: IPR2014-00514, IPR2014-00515, IPR2014-

00518, IPR2014-00519, IPR2015-00114, and IPR2015-00118. In four of them, institution was

denied. In the remaining two (IPR2014-00518 and IPR2014-00519) final written decisions were

rendered before the present request for reexamination was filed; however, neither inter partes

review involved a review of claims 2 and 59 of the ’580 patent, which are the only claims under

reexamination in the present proceeding. In fact, only two of the inter partes reviews included

challenges to claims 2 and 59, and in each case, review of these claims was denied.5

The patent owner argues that the third party requester has not shown that the art or arguments

were known or available to the requester at the time of filing the earlier petitions for inter partes

review. The patent owner points out that the Patent Trial and Appeals Board (Board), when

determining whether to institute an inter partes review, has analyzed whether a petitioner has

shown whether the art or arguments were known or available to the requester at the time of filing

the earlier inter partes reviews.

The present proceeding, however, is an ex parte reexamination proceeding, not an inter partes

review. The stande for determining whether a request for ex parte reexamination is granted is

whether a substantial new question of patentability affecting any claim of the patent concerned is

raised by the request, as stated previously.

The patent owner argues that permitting the requester to request ex parte reexamination in the

preSent proceeding “would incentivize patent challengers to file serial petitions and requests and

increase the burden on the both the Office and patent owners in having to respond to renewed

attacks.” In other words, the patent owner is essentially arguing that permitting the filing of the

present request for ex parte reexamination would encourage harassment of the patent owner.

The legislative history of the ex parte reexamination statute, however, reflects an intent by

Congress that the ex parte reexamination process would not create new opportunities to harass

the patent owner. See, e.g., H.R. Rep. No. 1307 (part 1), 96th Cong, 2d Sess. 7 (Statement of

Congressman Kastenmeier, September 9, 1980):

This “substantial new question” requirement would protect patentees from having to

respond to, or participate in unjustified reexaminations.

The legislative history of the 2002 amendment to the reexamination statute also states that the

amendment “preserves the ‘substantial new question standard’ that is an important safeguard to

protect all inventors against frivolous action and against harassment,” and “also preserves the

discretion of the Patent and Trademark Office in evaluating these cases.”6 See also Industrial
Innovation & Patent & Copyright Law Amendments: Hearings on HR. 6933, 6934, 3806, &

4 See page 4 of the present petition, in which the patent owncr states:

While in its present Request Samsung has cited additional art that it did not cite in any ofits earlier thirteen IPRs

challenging the ’580 and ’280 Patents, it does not explain why the additional art could not have been presented
earlier.

5 See IPR2014-00514 and IPR2014-00518.

5 I47 Cong. Rec H 5358, 107th Congress, (September 5, 200]).
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214 Before the Subcommittee on Courts, Civil Liberties and the Administration ofJustice ofthe

House Committee on the Judiciary, 96‘“ Cong, 2"“ Sess. 594 (1980) (statement of Sidney

Diamond, Commissioner of Patents & Trademarks, April 24, 1980):

[The proposed ex parte reexamination statute] carefully protects patent owners from

reexamination proceedings brought for harassment or spite. The possibility of harassing

patent holders is a classic criticism of some foreign reexamination systems and we made

sure it would not happen here.

To prevent the use of the reexamination process to harass the patent owner, Congress included

the requirement that a substantial new question of patentability based on patents and printed

publications must be raised by the request. See also Patlex v. Mossinghofl, 771 F.2d 480, 483-

484 (Fed. Cir. 1985)(italics in original), where the Federal Circuit, in quoting the statement of

Commissioner Diamond immediately above, stated:
9

Study of the genesis of the reexamination statute leaves no doubt that the major purpose of

the threshold determination whether or not to reexamine is to provide a safeguard to the

patent holder . . . That is the only purpose of the procedure established by 35 US. C. § 303:

“carefully” to protect holders of issued patents from being subjected to unwarranted
reexaminations.

Furthermore, the purpose of reexamination is to permit the Office to reexamine the patent on the

basis of prior art which was not previously considered during an earlier examination or review of

the patent. There is a strong public interest that all of the prior art be considered. See, for

example, In re Etter, 225 USPQ l (Fed. Cir. 1985), in which the Federal Circuit, when

discussing whether the § 282 presumption of validity has application in reexamination

proceedings, stated:

Reexamination is thus neutral, the patentee and the public having an equal interest in the

issuance and maintenance of valid patents.

In this instance, prior art relied upon in the request for reexamination was found by the examiner

to raise a substantial new question of patentability. Reexamination was then ordered, as required

by 35 U.S.C. 304. The examiner issued a,l3-page order for reexamination detailing the
substantial new questions of patentability presented in the request, and it is in the public interest

to resolve those questions. The public has a right to the resolution of any legitimate substantial

new question of patentability affecting the claims under reexamination.

For all of the reasons stated above, patent owner’s September 30, 2016 petition under 37 CFR
1.182 is dismissed.

The September 27, 2016 order granting reexamination will not be vacated. Prosecution in the

present reexamination proceeding will continue.

Page 311 ofl3l4



Page 312 of 1314

Ex Parte Reexamination Control No. 90/013,808 7

Requester ’5 October 13, 2016 Petition under 3 7 CFR 1.183

The requester requests the Office to permit the requester to file an opposition to patent owner’s

September 30, 2016 petition. The requester asserts that extraordinary circumstances justify entry

and consideration of requester’s opposition, which was concurrently filed with its petition under
37 CFR 1.183.

Patent owner’s September 30, 2016 petition, however, is taken as a petition to vacate the order

granting reexamination on the basis that the request for reexamination allegedly is limited to the

same or substantially the same prior art or arguments previously presented to the Office. An

opposition by the requester to such a petition has a right of entry in the same manner as an

opposition by the requester to a petition to vacate the order granting reexamination as ultra vires

on the basis that the request does not raise a substantial new question of patentability (see MPEP

2246)

For this reason, requester’s October 13, 2016 petition is dismissed as moot. Requester’s

October 13, 2016 opposition has been entered and considered.

Patent Owner ’5 October 25, 2016 Paper

Patent owner’s October 25, 2016 paper entitled “Patent Owner’s Reply to Third Party

Requester’s Opposition to Patent Owner’s Petition Requesting the Director to Exercise Her

Discretionary Authority under 35 U.S.C. § 325(d) Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 181(a)(2) and/or §

1.182” is a response to requester’s opposition to patent owner’s September 30, 2016 petition, and

for this reason, is improper and will not be considered. See MPEP 2267, subsection 11, which

provides, in pertinent part (emphasis added):

In those rare instances where an opposition to a patent owner petition is filed, after such

opposition is filed by a third party requester (regardless of whether such opposition has an

entry right or not), any further paper in 0pposition/rebuttal/response to the third party

opposition paper will not be considered and will be expunged. There must be a limitation

on party iterations of input, especially given the statutory mandate for special dispatch in
reexamination.

Pursuant to MPEP 2267, patent owner’s October 25, 2016 paper is being sua sponte expunged

from the record by marking the papers “closed” and “non-public,” and will not constitute part of

the record of the present reexamination proceeding.

CONCLUSION

0 Patent owner’s September 30, 2016 under 37 CFR 1.182 to vacate the order granting

reexamination and issue an order denying reexamination in the present reexaminaton

proceeding is dismissed.

o The order granting reexamination mailed on September 27, 2016 will not be vacated.

Prosecution in the present reexamination proceeding will continue.
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0 Requester’s October 13, 2016 petition under 37 CFR 1.183 is dismissed as moot.

Requester’s October 13, 2016 opposition has been entered and considered.

0 Patent owner’s October 25, 2016 paper entitled “Patent Owner’s Reply to Third Party

Requester’s Opposition to Patent Owner’s Petition Requesting the Director to Exercise

Her Discretionary Authority under 35 U.S.C. § 325(d) Pursuant to 37 CPR. § 181(a)(2)

and/or § 1.182” is improper and will not be considered. Patent owner’s October 25,

2016 paper is being sua sponte expunged from the record by marking the papers

“closed” and “non-public,” and will not constitute part of the record of the present

reexamination proceeding.

0 The present proceeding is being forwarded to the Central Reexamination Unit to continue

prosecution.

0 Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to the undersigned at

(571) 272-7724.

/Cynthia L. Nessler/

Cynthia L. Nessler

Senior Legal Advisor

Office of Patent Legal Administration

1 1/22/2016
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

In Ex Parte Reexamination of : Group Art Unit: 2633

Gordon F. BREMER

Patent No.: 8,023,580 B2 : Control No.: 90/013,808

Issued: September 20, 2011

Reexam Request Filed: September 12, 2016

For: SYSTEM AND METHOD OF COMMUNICATION USING AT LEAST TWO

MODULATION METHODS

Attn: Mail Stop “Ex Parte Reexam”
Central Reexamination Unit

Office of Patent Legal Administration
Commissioner for Patents

PO. Box 1450

Alexandria, VA 22313—1450

PETITION REQUESTING THE DIRECTOR TO EXERCISE HER SUPERVISORY
AUTHORITY PURSUANT TO 37 C.F.R. 1.181 a 1 AND/OR 1.182

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 1.181(a)(1) and/or § 1.182, Rembrandt Wireless Technologies,

LP (“Rembrandt”) respectfully requests the Director to exercise her supervisory authority under

Rule 181(a)(1) to require revision and reissue of the non—final Office Action (mailed January 24,

2017) rejecting claims 2 and 59 of US. Patent No. 8,023,580 (“the ‘5 80 Patent”) in the above—

referenced ex parte reexamination. Rembrandt respectfully further requests that the Director

require the original January 24 Office Action to be stricken from the record. Rembrandt’ s

request is based on the limits and requirements of ex parte reexamination and examination

generally, which Rembrandt believes have not been observed in the outstanding Office Action.

These limitations and requirements are: (1) With respect to original claims, ex parte

reexamination is limited to examination “on the basis of patents or printed publications,” MPEP
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2258 (quoting 37 CFR l.552(a)), and therefore does not permit examination on, inter alia, § 112

issues or other objections to the specification in the absence of amendments during

reexamination. (2) As acknowledged in the Office Action at 3, a claim in ex parte reexamination

that has not expired must be given its “broadest reasonable interpretation in light of the

specification,” MPEP 21 l l. Rembrandt is entitled to know what that interpretation is. The

Office Action does not identify what it considers to be the broadest reasonable interpretation but

rather relies on two different interpretations to reject the same claims. There is no provision in

the ex parte reexamination statutes, regulations, or the MPEP that permits more than one such

interpretation for any given claim. Further, also with respect to the Office’s claim interpretation,

Rembrandt is entitled to know whether the Office is giving patentable weight to the claims’

preambles. The Office Action does not take a position on this issue. (3) Finally, the Office

Action enters a § 102(e) rejection, based on a single reference (Snell) and not proposed in the

Request for Ex Parte Reexamination of U.S. Patent No. 8,023,580 (“Samsung’s Request”), that

does not provide support for concluding that Snell discloses several significant claim limitations.

Rembrandt is entitled to know the Office’s bases for this rejection. See 37 CFR 1.104(c)(2)

(During any examination, “[w]hen a reference is complex or shows or describes inventions other

than that claimed by the applicant, the particular part relied on must be designated as nearly as

practicable [and] [t]he pertinence of each reference, if not apparent, must be clearly explained

and each rejected claim specified.”). See also MPEP 2262 (“The first Office action must be

sufficiently detailed that the pertinency and manner of applying the cited prior art to the claims in

each rejection is clearly set forth therein.”).
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1)

2)

3)

4)

Statement of Facts Relevant to Petition

On September 12, 2016, following its repeated failure to successfully attack claims 2 and 59

of the ‘5 80 Patent in multiple IPRs and after the conclusion of a district court action

involving the ‘5 80 Patent that has been pending since March 2013 and is now awaiting a

decision from the Federal Circuit, Samsung requested this ex parte reexamination attacking

the same claims it was unable to defeat during the lPRs or during the district court litigation.

On September 30, 2016, Rembrandt filed a petition asking the Director to exercise her

discretion under 35 U.S.C.§325(d) to deny the petition based on multiple proceedings

attacking the same claims and lack of any reason why Samsung should have yet another

opportunity to attack the same claims. That petition was dismissed on November 28, 2016.

On September 27, 2016, the Office granted Samsung’s Request.

On January 24, 2017, the Office issued a non—final Office Action (“OA”) that is outside the

scope of ex parte reexamination. In the absence of any amendments, ex parte reexamination

is limited to reexamination based on patents and printed publications. The Office Action

exceeds its authority by (a) reexamining the claims under 35 USC. § 112 and concluding

that “a rejection under 35 USC 112 1St paragraph scope of enablement would be advanced for

both claims 2 and 59,” if such a rejection could be made (OA at 4—6); (b) reexamining and

objecting to the ‘5 80 drawings and demanding that Rembrandt amend the ‘5 80 Patent by

providing substitute drawings and labelling Figure 2 with “a legend such as —Prior Art ——

to avoid abandonment” (OA at 11); and (c) reexamining and objecting to the specification as

“failing to provide proper antecedent basis for the claimed subject matter” (OA at 12 (citing

37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 60801)). With respect to the objection to the drawings, the

Office Action threatens “abandonment of the application,” if they are not corrected as
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5)

6)

instructed. (OA at 11). Rembrandt is not aware of any basis in law for such actions during an

ex parte reexamination.

The January 24 Office Action relies on two different claim interpretations to reject claims 2

and 59 and thus does not provide the Office’s broadest reasonable interpretation of these

claims. (OA at 6—9). Based on “Interpretation B” (OA at 15, lines 21—23), it adopts all of

Samsung’s 35 U.S.C. § 103 bases for unpatentability based on combinations of from three to

six references by incorporating significant portions of Samsung’s Request (OA at 15—19).

Based on “Interpretation A” (OA at 12, lines 25—27), the Office Action enters another ground

of rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) based on Snell (OA at 12—15). There cannot be more

than one broadest reasonable construction of the claims, and it is inappropriate to require

Rembrandt to address multiple or hypothetical constructions in response to an Office Action.

Further, also with respect to the Office’s claim interpretation, the Office fails to indicate

whether the claims’ preambles are to be given patentable weight. All three of the Office’s §

103(a) rejections in the January 24 Office Action rely heaVily on incorporation by reference

of the claim charts in Samsung’s Request. (See OA at 15—19 (incorporating Samsung’s

Request at 39—62, 62—88, & 88—102)). In fact, two of the rejections are based solely on the

incorporated claim charts, without further comment. (See OA at 19). In addressing the

preambles to the rejected claims, the cited portions of Samsung’s Request take no position on

whether the preambles are a limitation of the claims. (See Samsung’s Request at 40, 70, 98

(“To the extent this preamble is considered a limitation of the claim ....”). And, like the

Request, the Office takes no position either. As part of the Office Action and its broadest

reasonable interpretation of the claims, the Office is required to take a position on this issue.
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7)

It is inappropriate to require Rembrandt to respond to the Office Action without knowing

how the Office is construing the preamble language in claims 2 and 59.

The January 24 Office Action also fails to provide supporting citations and clear explanations

for at least part of its analyses of claims 2 and 5 9 under § 102(e) based on Snell. The

claimed invention is limited to “a communication device capable of communicating

according to a master/slave relationship” (emphasis added). In its § 102(e) rejection, the

Office Action is completely silent as to where Snell discloses a master/slave relationship as

claimed. For example, with respect to the anticipation rejection based on Snell (OA at 12—

15), there is no support given for the conclusion that Snell’s communication device is

“capable of communicating according to a master/slave relationship in which a slave

communication from a slave to a master occurs in response to a master communication from

the master to the slave” (OA at 13). While the Office Action states “Snell is capable of such

communication,” no citation to Snell is provided. Furthermore citations to Snell are not

provided for the remaining findings and conclusions on the same page (see id.), nor for

related findings and conclusions that continue on pages 14 to 15.

Rembrandt’s Petition Should Be Granted Because the Office Action Exceeds

The Limited Scope of Ex Parte Reexamination

The scope of ex parte reexamination is set forth in 37 CFR 1.552:

(a) Claims in an ex parte reexamination proceeding will be examined on the basis

of patents or printed publications and, with respect to subject matter added or

deleted in the reexamination proceeding, on the basis ofthe requirements of35
U.S.C. 112.

(b) Claims in an ex parte reexamination proceeding will not be permitted to

enlarge the scope of the claims of the patent.

(c) Issues other than those indicated in paragraphs (a) and (b) of this section will

not be resolved in a reexamination proceeding. [emphasis added].
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No subject matter has been “added or deleted” in this reexamination proceeding, and,

therefore, no authority exists to examine “on the basis of the requirements of 35 USC 112,” even

if a formal rejection has not been entered. Only new or amended claims are to be examined

under § 112. MPEP 2258 (quoting 37 CFR 1.552(a)).1 By raising § 112 issues and objecting to

the specification and to the drawings (see Fact 4 above), the Office has exceeded its limited

authority to examine the claims based on “patents and printed publications,” and is clearly ultra

vires.

Unless the Office Action is revised and reissued, Rembrandt will be prejudiced by its

issuance, including its ultra vires determination in the Office’s statement that, if permitted to do

so, “a rejection under 35 USC 112 1St paragraph scope of enablement would be advanced for

both claims 2 and 59.” (OA at 6.) By law, the Office has no authority to conduct such an

examination of claims 2 and 59 or make such a determination with respect to the claims’

enablement.2 Such a determination on the record, if left unrebutted, has the potential to

1 MPEP 2258 makes clear that such action is not appropriate by providing: “If such issues are
raised by the patent owner or third party requester during a reexamination proceeding, the

existence of such issues will be noted by the examiner in the next Office action ....” Id. (quoting

37 CFR 1.552(c) (emphasis added)). In this case, neither the patent owner nor the third party

requester raised any § 112 issues, and, even if either party had raised such an issue, the MPEP

limits the examiner’s action to noting them — not conducting a § 112 examination and drawing

conclusions regarding the result of such an examination as was done here.

2 In this regard, MPEP 225 8 clearly provides as follows:

In reexaminations ordered under 35 U.S.C. 304, where new claims are presented

or where any part of the disclosure is amended, the claims of the reexamination

proceeding, are to be examined for compliance with 35 U.S.C. 112.

Consideration of35 U.S. C. 112 issues should, however, be limited to the

amendatory (e. g., new language) matter. For example, a claim which is amended

or a new claim which is presented containing a limitation not found in the original

patent claim should be considered for compliance under 35 U.S.C. 112 only with

respect to that limitation. To go further would be inconsistent with the statute to

6
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undermine Rembrandt’s ability to enforce its patent rights. For this reason alone, the January 24

Office Action should be revised and reissued and the original January 24 Office Action should

be stricken from the record. Without such relief, Rembrandt will be further prejudiced by being

forced to respond to the Office’s position on enablement, and, thus, further resources of the

Office and Rembrandt will be spent needlessly on an issue that is the outside the scope of this ex

parte reexamination.

In addition to the Office’s improper examination of the claims under § 112, its objection

to the specification “as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for the claimed subject matter”

(OA, at 12) and its objection to the drawings which “will not be held in abeyance” (OA at 11—12)

are beyond the scope of ex parte reexamination. Again, Rembrandt will be prejudiced if it is

forced to respond to these objections or risk a final rejection on such grounds. In the absence of

amendments to the specification or new or amended claims, there is no basis in law for making

such objections during ex parte reexamination. As with the Office’s § 112 1St paragraph

determination, if these objections are not rebutted, they have the potential to undermine

Rembrandt’s ability to enforce its patent rights. For these further reasons, the January 24 Office

Action should be reissued without such improper analyses and determinations that go beyond the

scope of ex parte reexamination, and the original January 24 Office Action should be stricken

from the record. Again, further resources of the Office and Rembrandt should not be spent on

such issues that are clearly the outside the scope of this ex parte reexamination. For these

reasons, Rembrandt respectfully requests that Director exercise her supervisory authority to order

the extent that 35 US. C. 112 issues would be raised as to matter in the original

patent claim. [emphasis added].

Claims 2 and 59 are original, unamended claims.

7
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the revision and reissuance of the pending non—final Office Action to address these issues and

further requests that the original Office Action be stricken from the record.

Rembrandt’s Petition Should Be Granted Based on The Office’s Failure to Identify the Broadest

Reasonable Interpretation of Claims 2 and 59

The Office has failed to identify what it considers to be the broadest reasonable

interpretation of claims 2 and 59 for the following two reasons. First, the Office Action relies on

two different interpretations —— Interpretation A to reject the claims under § 102(e) and on

Interpretation B to reject these same claims under § 103. Second, the Office does not indicate

whether the claims’ preambles are to be given patentable weight, i.e., whether they are to be

considered when determining the scope of the claims. See Facts 5 and 6 above. There can be

only one broadest reasonable interpretation for any given claim, and Rembrandt is entitled to

know what the Office’s interpretation is before a response to the Office Action is required. Thus,

Rembrandt respectfully requests the Director to order the revision and reissuance of the pending

non—final Office Action to indicate what claim interpretation the Office Action is applying.

Rembrandt’s Petition Should Be Granted Based On the Office’s Lack of Support and Clear
Ex lanation for its Re'ection Under 102 e

The Office Action fails to provide support and clear explanation for findings made and

conclusions drawn in the Office Action, at least with respect to its anticipation rejection under §

102(e) based on Snell. See Fact 7 above. Rembrandt is entitled to know the bases for the Office

Action’s contention that Snell teaches the multiple claim limitations requiring that, for example,

the ‘communication device [be] capable of communicating according to a master/slave

relationship in which a slave communication from a slave to a master occurs in response to a

master communication from the master to the slave,” claims 2 and 59 (preamble). Other

limitations in the claims also require the disclosure of implementation in a master/slave system.
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See, e.g., “a transceiver, in the role of master according to the master/slave relationship ...” and

“that communication from the master to the slave has reverted to the first modulation” (language

in the body of both claims 2 and 59). Again, Rembrandt respectfully requests that Director

exercise her supervisory authority to order the revision and reissuance of the pending non—final

Office Action to address these deficiencies.

This Petition is timely filed, i.e., within two months of the non—final Office action mailed

January 24, 2017. To the extent the Office believes any rules prevent consideration of this

petition, Rembrandt further petitions the Director to suspend such rules under the power granted

to the Director by 37 C.F.R. § 1.183.

Any fee required for submission of this Petition may be charged to Counsel’s Deposit

Account Number 02—2 1 3 5.

Respectfully submitted,

Date: February 9, 2017 By: /Michael V. Battaglia/

Michael V. Battaglia

Reg. No. 64,932

ROTHWELL, FIGG, ERNST

& MANBECK, RC.

607 14th Street, N.W., Suite 800

Washington, DC 20005
Phone: 202—783—6040

Facsimile: 202—783—6031

Attorneyfor Petitioner

Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP

cc: Nancy J. Linck, Ph.D.

Counselfor Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP
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This Acknowledgement Receipt evidences receipt on the noted date by the USPTO of the indicated documents,

characterized by the applicant, and including page counts, where applicable. It serves as evidence of receipt similar to a
Post Card, as described in MPEP 503.

New Applications Under 35 U.S.C. 111

If a new application is being filed and the application includes the necessary components for a filing date (see 37 CFR

1.53(b)—(d) and MPEP 506), a Filing Receipt (37 CFR 1.54) will be issued in due course and the date shown on this

Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the filing date of the application.

National Stage of an International Application under 35 U.S.C. 371

If a timely submission to enter the national stage of an international application is compliant with the conditions of 35

U.S.C. 371 and other applicable requirements a Form PCT/DO/EO/903 indicating acceptance of the application as a

national stage submission under 35 U.S.C. 371 will be issued in addition to the Filing Receipt, in due course.

New International Application Filed with the USPTO as a Receiving Office

If a new international application is being filed and the international application includes the necessary components for

an international filing date (see PCT Article 11 and MPEP 1810), a Notification of the International Application Number

and of the International Filing Date (Form PCT/RO/105) will be issued in due course, subject to prescriptions concerning

national security, and the date shown on this Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the international filing date of

the application.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

It is hereby certified that on this 9th day of February, 2017, the foregoing PETITION

REQUESTING THE DIRECTOR TO EXERCISE HER SUPERVISORY AUTHORITY

PURSUANT TO 37 C.F.R. § 1.181(a)(1) AND/OR § 1.182 was served, by first—class US.

Mail, on the attorney of record for the third—party Requesters Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. and

Samsung Electronics America, Inc., at the following address:

J. Steven Baughman, Esq.

Ropes & Gray LLP
IPRM — Floor 43

Prudential Tower

800 Boylston Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02199—3600

Phone: 202—508—4606

Facsimile: 202—383—8371

/Michael V. Battaglia/

Michael V. Battaglia

Reg. No. 64,932
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

In Ex Parte Reexamination of : Group Art Unit: 3992

Gordon F. BREMER

Patent No.: 8,023,580 B2 : Control No.: 90/013,808

Issued: September 20, 2011

Reexam Request Filed: September 12, 2016

For: SYSTEM AND METHOD OF COMMUNICATION USING AT LEAST TWO

MODULATION METHODS

Attn: Mail Stop “Ex Parte Reexam”
Central Reexamination Unit

Office of Patent Legal Administration
Commissioner for Patents

PO. Box 1450

Alexandria, VA 22313—1450

PATENT OWNER’S REQUEST FOR AN EXTENSION OF TIME

UNDER 37 C.F.R. § 1.550(c) TO FILE ITS RESPONSE TO THE JANUARY 24, 2017

OFFICE ACTION PURSUANT TO 35 U.S.C. § 305

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 1.550(c), Patent Owner Rembrandt respectfully requests an

extension of time to file its Patent Owner’s Response in the Ex Parte Reexamination of US.

Patent 8,023,580 (“‘5 80 Patent”) to the Office Action mailed January 24, 2017 (“January 24

Office Action”). More specifically, Rembrandt requests an extension of time until the later of

one (1) month after the Director decides the Patent Owner’s Petition Requesting The Director To

Exercise Her Supervisory Authority Pursuant To 37 C.F.R. § 1.181(a)(1) and/or § 1.182 (filed

February 9, 2017) (“February 9 Petition”), or (2) two months after Patent Owner’s Response to

the January 24 Office Action is due. Patent Owner’s February 9 Petition asks the Director to

exercise her supervisory authority to reissue the January 24 Office Action so that the Office

Action (1) is limited to issues within the scope of ex parte reexamination, (2) provides a single

1
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broadest reasonable claim interpretation (including a statement whether the PTO is giving weight

to the claim preambles), and (3) explains the PTO’s bases for its § 102(e) anticipation rejection

based on Snell. For the reasons given in its February 9 Petition, unless the January 24 Office

Action is reissued in response to the issues Rembrandt has raised in its February 9 Petition,

Rembrandt will have serious difficulty properly responding to the Office Action due to lack of

clarity in the Office Action and will be required to respond to issues that should not have been

raised. The Director’s grant of Patent Owner’s February 9 Petition is necessary to ensure that

both Patent Owner and the PTO are not unnecessarily burdened with addressing issues that

cannot be properly decided in an ex parte reexamination, or with addressing issues based on

more than one broadest reasonable claim construction.

In addition to the need for an extension to permit the Director to decide the outstanding

February 9 Petition, Patent Owner Rembrandt requires more time to investigate when inventor

Gordon Bremer first conceived of the claimed invention, as several of the cited references are

available as prior art only under § 102(e). In particular, U.S. Patent No. 6,075,814 (“Yamano”)

has a priority date of May 9, 1997, less than one month before the complete claimed invention

was memorialized on June 8, 1997 in an internal document at Paradyne where inventor Bremer

was employed. See Broadband Tech Note 137 (attachment A). During the Rembrandt v.

Samsung district court litigation, inventor Bremer testified that he conceived of the claimed

invention much earlier than June 8, 1997. See Bremer trial testimony at 93: 19—94:21 (attachment

B). Given these facts, Patent Owner has reason to believe the claimed invention was conceived

prior to the priority date of at least Yamano. However, to investigate this issue, Patent Owner

must examine documents that are almost 20 years old and must probe the memories of those

involved in the patenting process at Paradyne and its patent counsel at that time. Patent Owner

has begun its investigation of this issue but does not expect to complete its investigation in time

2
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to prepare the needed declarations and the response to the January 24 Office Action by the

present due date.

Further, while the January 24 Office Action is only 22 pages, it incorporates 64 pages

from Samsung’s Request for Ex Parte Reexamination of the ‘5 80 Patent (excluding the many

exhibits cited in those incorporated pages). The Request itself comprises more than the 1,000

pages (including the exhibits). In addition, the history of Samsung’s prior challenges to claims 2

and 59 dates back to March 20, 2014. At that time, Samsung filed 4 IPRs against the ’5 80

Patent. Then, due to its unsuccessful challenges of, inter alia, claims 2 and 59, Samsung again

challenged these claims by filing two additional IPRs on October 21, 2014. Those challenges

also failed. Given the magnitude of the ’5 80 Request and the PTO’s significant incorporation by

reference of Samsung’s Request, and the significant number of related documents filed in the

multiple lPRs and issued by the Board, Patent Owner needs additional time to file a complete

and proper response to the PTO’s January 24 Office Action, particularly if Patent Owner’s

February 9 Petition is denied.

Finally, the corresponding district court litigation (pending since March 2013) has

concluded and is on appeal to the Federal Circuit. That appeal has been fully briefed and was

argued on January 12, 2017. The Federal Circuit may well issue a decision that either moots the

issues now before the PTO in this reexamination or sheds light on how the issues should be

addressed by the PTO. Thus, granting Patent Owner’s request for an extension of time may

eliminate or simplify the work of both the Patent Owner and the PTO with respect to this

reexamination.

While Patent Owner recognizes the need to handle reexaminations with “special

dispatch,” there is no reason to deny Rembrandt a fair opportunity to respond to yet another

challenge to the patentability of its claims 2 and 59. Thus, to the extent Samsung has argued that

3
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this matter is particularly urgent (see Request at i—ii), Patent Owner notes that Samsung has

offered no reason why it could not have submitted the references submitted in this ex parte

reexamination as early as March 20, 2014, when Samsung first challenged the patentability of

claims 2 and 59. Thus, Samsung’s plea for expediting this case more than is called for by the

“special dispatch” requirement should be ignored.

Statement of Facts Relevant to Petition

In addition to the facts identified above, the following facts are relevant to the PTO’s

consideration of Patent Owner’s request for an extension of time to respond to the January 24

Office Action.

1)

2)

3)

4)

On September 12, 2016, following its repeated failure to successfully attack claims 2 and 59

of the ‘5 80 Patent in multiple IPRs and after the conclusion of a district court action

involving the ‘5 80 Patent that has been pending since March 2013 and is now awaiting a

decision from the Federal Circuit, Samsung requested this ex parte reexamination attacking

the same claims it was unable to defeat during the IPRs or during the district court litigation

(“Samsung’s Request”).

On September 30, 2016, Rembrandt filed a petition asking the Director to exercise her

discretion under 35 U.S.C.§325(d) to deny the petition based on multiple proceedings

attacking the same claims and the lack of any reason why Samsung should have yet another

opportunity to attack the same claims. That petition was dismissed on November 28, 2016.

On September 27, 2016, the Office granted Samsung’s Request.

On January 24, 2017, the Office issued a non—final Office Action (“January 24 Office

Action”) that is outside the scope of ex parte reexamination. In the absence of any

amendments, ex parte reexamination is limited to reexamination based on patents and printed

publications. Thus, the January 24 Office Action exceeds its authority by (a) reexamining

4

Page 329 of 1314



Page 330 of 1314

5)

6)

the claims under 35 U.S.C. § 112 and concluding that “a rejection under 35 USC 112 1St

paragraph scope of enablement would be advanced for both claims 2 and 59,” if such a

rejection could be made (OA at 4—6); (b) reexamining and objecting to the ‘5 80 drawings and

demanding that Rembrandt amend the ‘5 80 Patent by providing substitute drawings and

labelling Figure 2 with “a legend such as —Prior Art —— to avoid abandonment” (OA at 11);

and (c) reexamining and objecting to the specification as “failing to provide proper

antecedent basis for the claimed subject matter” (OA at 12 (citing 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and

MPEP § 60801)). With respect to the objection to the drawings, the Office Action threatens

“abandonment of the application,” if they are not corrected as instructed. (OA at 11).

Rembrandt is not aware of any basis in law for such actions during an ex parte

reexamination.

The January 24 Office Action relies on two different claim interpretations to reject claims 2

and 59 and thus does not provide the Office’s broadest reasonable interpretation of these

claims. (OA at 6—9). Based on “Interpretation B” (OA at 15, lines 21—23), it adopts all of

Samsung’s 35 U.S.C. § 103 bases for unpatentability based on combinations of from three to

six references by incorporating significant portions of Samsung’s Request (OA at 15—19).

Based on “Interpretation A” (OA at 12, lines 25—27), the Office Action enters another ground

of rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) based on Snell (OA at 12—15). There cannot be more

than one broadest reasonable construction of the claims, and it is inappropriate to require

Rembrandt to address multiple or hypothetical constructions in response to an Office Action.

Further, also with respect to the Office’s claim interpretation, the Office fails to indicate

whether the claims’ preambles are to be given patentable weight. All three of the Office’s §

103(a) rejections in the January 24 Office Action rely heavily on incorporation by reference

of the claim charts in Samsung’s Request. (See OA at 15—19 (incorporating Samsung’s

5
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7)

8)

Request at 39—62, 62—88, & 88—102)). In fact, two of the rejections are based solely on the

incorporated claim charts, without further comment. (See OA at 19). In addressing the

preambles to the rejected claims, the cited portions of Samsung’s Request take no position on

whether the preambles are a limitation of the claims. (See Samsung’s Request at 40, 70, 98

(“To the extent this preamble is considered a limitation of the claim ....”). And, like the

Request, the Office takes no position either. As part of the January 24 Office Action and its

broadest reasonable interpretation of the claims, the Office is required to take a position on

this issue. It is inappropriate to require Rembrandt to respond to the Office Action without

knowing how the Office is construing the preamble language in claims 2 and 59.

The January 24 Office Action also fails to provide supporting citations and clear explanations

for at least part of its analyses of claims 2 and 5 9 under § 102(e) based on Snell. The

claimed invention is limited to “a communication device capable of communicating

according to a master/slave relationship” (emphasis added). In its § 102(e) rejection, the

Jnauary 24 Office Action is completely silent as to where in Snell a master/slave relationship

is disclosed as claimed. For example, with respect to the anticipation rejection based on Snell

(OA at 12—15), there is no support given for the conclusion that Snell’s communication

device is “capable of communicating according to a master/slave relationship in which a

slave communication from a slave to a master occurs in response to a master communication

from the master to the slave” (OA at 13). While the Office Action states “Snell is capable of

such communication,” no citation to Snell is provided. Furthermore citations to Snell are not

provided for the remaining findings and conclusions on the same page (see id.), nor for

related findings and conclusions that continue on pages 14 to 15.

On February 9, 2017, Rembrandt filed its Petition Requesting the Director To Exercise Her

Supervisory Authority Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 1.181(a)(1) and/or § 1.182. In the February 9

6
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Petition, Rembrandt has requested that the Director require that the January 24 Office Action

be reissued such that the reissued Office Action addresses the issues identified above.

For the reasons given above, Patent Owner Rembrandt respectfully requests an extention

of time to respond to the January 24 Office Action until the later of one (1) month after the

Director decides the Patent Owner’s February 9 Petition, or (2) two months after Patent Owner’s

Response to the January 24 Office Action is due.

The petition fee of $200 set forth in 37 C.F.R. § 1.17(g) for filing a petition for an

extension of time under 37 C.F.R. § 1.1550(c) together with any additional fees that may be due

with respect to this paper may be charged to Counsel’s Deposit Account No. 02—2135.

Respectfully submitted,

Date: February 27, 2017 By: /Michael V. Battaglia/

Michael V. Battaglia, Reg. No. 64,932

ROTHWELL, FIGG, ERNST

& MANBECK, RC.

607 14th Street, N.W., Suite 800

Washington, DC 20005
Phone: 202—783—6040

Facsimile: 202—783—6031

Attorneyfor Petitioner

Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP

cc: Nancy J. Linck, Ph.D.

Counselfor Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

It is hereby certified that on this 27th day of February, 2017, the foregoing PATENT
OWNER’S REQUEST FOR AN EXTENSION OF TIME UNDER 37 C.F.R. § 1.550 TO

FILE ITS RESPONSE PURSUANT TO 35 U.S.C. § 305 was served, by first-class US. Mail,

on the attorney of record for the third—party Requesters Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. and

Samsung Electronics America, Inc., at the following address:

J. Steven Baughman, Esq.

Ropes & Gray LLP
IPRM — Floor 43

Prudential Tower

800 Boylston Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02199—3600

Phone: 202—508—4606

Facsimile: 202—383—8371

/Michael V. Battaglia/

Michael V. Battaglia

Reg. No. 64,932

cc: Nancy J. Linck, Ph.D.

Counselfor Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP
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This Acknowledgement Receipt evidences receipt on the noted date by the USPTO of the indicated documents,

characterized by the applicant, and including page counts, where applicable. It serves as evidence of receipt similar to a
Post Card, as described in MPEP 503.

New Applications Under 35 U.S.C. 111

If a new application is being filed and the application includes the necessary components for a filing date (see 37 CFR

1.53(b)—(d) and MPEP 506), a Filing Receipt (37 CFR 1.54) will be issued in due course and the date shown on this

Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the filing date of the application.

National Stage of an International Application under 35 U.S.C. 371

If a timely submission to enter the national stage of an international application is compliant with the conditions of 35

U.S.C. 371 and other applicable requirements a Form PCT/DO/EO/903 indicating acceptance of the application as a

national stage submission under 35 U.S.C. 371 will be issued in addition to the Filing Receipt, in due course.

New International Application Filed with the USPTO as a Receiving Office

If a new international application is being filed and the international application includes the necessary components for

an international filing date (see PCT Article 11 and MPEP 1810), a Notification of the International Application Number

and of the International Filing Date (Form PCT/RO/105) will be issued in due course, subject to prescriptions concerning

national security, and the date shown on this Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the international filing date of

the application.
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Electronic Patent Application Fee Transmittal

SYSTEM AND METHOD OF COMMUNICATION USING AT LEAST TWO

T'tle °f Invenmm MODULATION METHODS

First Named Inventor/Applicant Name: 8023580

Attorney Docket Number: 3277—0114US—RXM1

Filed as Large Entity

Filing Fees for ex parte reexam

Sub-Total in

U5Dl$l

_
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Electronic Acknowledgement Receipt

“—

——

SYSTEM AND METHOD OF COMMUNICATION USING AT LEAST TWO

T't'e °f Invenmm MODULATION METHODS

——

Payment information:

 
——

The Director of the USPTO is hereby authorized to charge indicated fees and credit any overpayment as follows:
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File Listing:

Document Document Descri tion File Size(Bytes)/ Multi Pages
Number p Message Digest Part /.zip (if appl.)

1 Fee Worksheet (SBO6) fee—info.pdf 77dabbc648038556274ac6e5bb306812c71
36e7c

Information:

Total Files Size (in bytes)

This Acknowledgement Receipt evidences receipt on the noted date by the USPTO of the indicated documents,

characterized by the applicant, and including page counts, where applicable. It serves as evidence of receipt similar to a
Post Card, as described in MPEP 503.

New Applications Under 35 U.S.C. 111

If a new application is being filed and the application includes the necessary components for a filing date (see 37 CFR

1.53(b)—(d) and MPEP 506), a Filing Receipt (37 CFR 1.54) will be issued in due course and the date shown on this

Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the filing date of the application.

 

National Stage of an International Application under 35 U.S.C. 371

If a timely submission to enter the national stage of an international application is compliant with the conditions of 35

U.S.C. 371 and other applicable requirements a Form PCT/DO/EO/903 indicating acceptance of the application as a

national stage submission under 35 U.S.C. 371 will be issued in addition to the Filing Receipt, in due course.

 

New International Application Filed with the USPTO as a Receiving Office

If a new international application is being filed and the international application includes the necessary components for

an international filing date (see PCT Article 11 and MPEP 1810), a Notification of the International Application Number

and of the International Filing Date (Form PCT/RO/105) will be issued in due course, subject to prescriptions concerning

national security, and the date shown on this Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the international filing date of

the application.

 

 
Page 339 of 1314



Page 340 of 1314

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS

P.O. Box 1450
Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450www.usplo.gov

 
CONFIRMATION NO.APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE FIRST NAMED INVENTOR ATTORNEY DOCKET NO.

90/013,808 09/12/2016 8023580 3277-0114US-RXM1 2211

“49 759° 0mm” _ROTHWELL, FIGG, ERNST& MANBECK, P.c. «
607 14th Street, N.W. 013- YUZHEN
SUITE 800

WASHINGTON, DC 20005 PAPER NUMBER
3992

MAIL DATE DELIVERY MODE

03/13/2017 PAPER

Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding.

The time period for reply, if any, is set in the attached communication.

PTOL-90A (Rev. 04/07)
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‘ "' \ UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE\ 

Commissioner for Patents
United States Patents and Trademark Office

P.O.Box 1450
Alexandria, VA 223l3-l450

www.uspto.gov

 
THIRD PARTY REQUESTER‘S CORRESPONDENCE ADDRESS DateMAH-ED
ROPES & GRAY LLP

PRUDENTIAL TOWER IPRM DOCKETING -FLOOR 43 MAR 1 3‘, 2&1?

800 BOYLSON STREET

BOSTON, MA 02199—3600 CENTRALREEXAMINATION umr

EX PARTE REEXAMINATION COMMUNICATION TRANSMITTAL FORM

REEXAMINATION CONTROL NO. : 90013808

PATENT NO. : 8023580

ART UNIT : 3992

Enclosed is a copy of the latest communication from the United States Patent and Trademark
Office in the above identified ex parte reexamination proceeding (37 CFR 1.550(f)).

Where this copy is supplied after the reply by requester, 37 CFR 1.535, or the time for filing a

reply has passed, no submission on behalf of the ex parte reexamination requester will be

acknowledged or considered (37 CFR 1.550(9)).
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’ Application No. Applicant(s)

Decision on Petition for Extension 90/013,808 8,023,580
of Time in Reexamination Examiner A“ ”n"

Yuzhen Ge 3992

THIS IS A DECISION ON THE PETITION FILED February 27, 2017

THIS DECISION IS ISSUED PURSUANT TO:

A. IXI 37 CFR 1.550(0) — The time for taking any action by a patent owner in a third party requested ex parte
reexamination proceeding will be extended only for sufficient cause and for a reasonable time specified.

B. E] 37 CFR 1.550(0) — The time for taking action by a patent owner in a patent owner requested ex parte
reexamination proceeding will only be extended for more than two months for sufficient cause and for a

reasonable time specified.

C. E] 37 CFR 1.956 — The time for taking any action by a patent owner in an inter partes reexamination proceeding
will be extended only for sufficient cause and for a reasonable time specified.

The petition is before the Central Reexamination Unit for consideration.

FORMAL MATTERS

Patent owner requests that the period filing a response to the non~fina| Office action mailed on January 24, 2017

which set a 2 month period for filing a response, be extended by the later of one month after the Director decides

Patent Owner's petition under 1.181(a) and/or 1.182 filed February 9, 2017, or in the alternative, two months from the

mailing date of the non-final Office action.

Petition fee per 37 CFR §1.17(g)):

i. IXI Petition includes authorization to debit a deposit account.

ii. I:I Petition includes authorization to charge a credit card account.

iii. C] Other .

B. IXI Proper certificate of service was provided. (Not required in reexamination where patent owner is requester.)

C. IXI Petition was timely filed.

D. IXI Petition properly signed.

DECISION (See MPEP 2265 and 2665)

A. E] Granted or IXI Granted-in-part for one (1) month, because petitioner provided a factual accounting that
established sufficient cause. (See 37 CFR 1.550(0) and 37 CFR 1.956).

i. IXI Other/comment: (See attached)

B. E] Dismissed because:

i. E] Formal matters (See unchecked box(es) (A, B, C and/or D) in section 4 above).

ii. I:] Petitioner failed to provide a factual accounting of reasonably diligent behavior by all those
responsible for preparing a response to the outstanding Office action within the statutory time period.

iii. I:] Petitioner failed to explain why, in spite of the action taken thus far, the requested additional time is
needed.

iv. I:] The statements provided fail to establish sufficient cause to warrant extension of the time for taking
action.

v. I:] The petition is moot.

5. CONCLUSION: The response to the non-final Office Action mailed Januagy 24, 2017 is due April 24, 2017.

Teieohone inuiries with reoard to this decision should be directed to ohen Stein at 571-272-1544 in the CRU.

/Stephen J. Stein/

Supervisory Patent Reexamination Specialist
AU-3991

 
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office Part of Paper No. 03132017
PTO-2293 (Rev. 11-2013) Decision on Petition for Extension of Time in Reexamination
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90/013,808

The February 27, 2017 petition for an extension of time requests an extension of time to respond to the

January 24, 2017 non-final Office action, until the later of one month after the Director decides Patent

Owner‘s petition under 1.181(a) and/or 1.182 filed February 9, 2017, or in the alternative, two months

from the mailing date of the non-final Office action.

The petition speaks to the considerations of (1) providing time for the Office to decide a previously filed

petition under 1.181/1.182 seeking the Director’s supervisory authority to reissue the January 24, 2017

Office action, (2) to provide Patent Owner with additional time to investigate when the inventor of US

8,023,580 first conceived of the claimed invention in view of the fact that several the cited reference are

only available as prior art under 35 USC 102(e), (3) the length of the Office Action and (4) in view of the

related district court litigation which is on appeal to the CAFC, and which may shed light on the issues in

the reexam (See pages 2 and 3 of the petition for extension of time).

These considerations are noted; however, they must be balanced with the statutory requirement of

special dispatch under 35 USC 305.

Pursuant to MPEP § 2265 (in-part) "First requests for extensions of these time periods will be granted for

sufficient cause, and for a reasonable time specified-usually 1 month. The reasons stated in the request

will be evaluated, and the request will be favorably considered where there is a factual accounting of

reasonably diligent behavior by all those responsible for preparing a response or comments within the

statutory time period. Second or subsequent requests for extensions of time, or requests for more than

one month, will be granted only in extraordinam circumstances involved”; e.g., death or incapacitation of

the patent owner. (See MPEP § 2265).

With regard to the consideration providing time for the Office to decide a previously filed petition under

1.181/1.182 (consideration 1), 37 CFR 1.181(f) states “[t]he mere filing of a petition will not stay any

period for reply that may be running against the application, nor act as a stay of other proceedings”.

With regard the remaining considerations presented in the petition (considerations 2-4), the

circumstances presented do not rise to the level of “extraordinary circumstances” so as to grant the

requested 2 month extension of time.

It is agreed however, that patent owner needs to be given opportunity to complete all aspects of

investigation prior to responding to the Office action in an ex parte reexamination proceedings.

Accordin | the Re uest for an extension of time is ranted-in- art for one 1 additional month.

Patent Owner’s response to the non-final Office Action mailed January 24I 2017 is due April 24,
2017.
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Address:COMMlSSIONER FOR PATENTS

PO. Box I450
Alexandria, Virginia 223IJ-I450www.usp|o.gov

 
CONFIRMATION N0.APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE FIRST NAMED INVENTOR ATTORNEY DOCKET NO.

90/013,808 09/12/20l6 8023580 3277-01 I4US-RXMI 22] I

ROTHWELL,FIGG, ERNST&MANBECK,P.C. «
607 14th Street, NW. GE» YUZHEN
SUITE 800

WASHINGTON, DC 20005 ART UNIT PAPER NUMBER
3992

DELIVERY MODEMAIL DATE

03/27/2017 PAPER

Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding.

The time period for reply, if any, is set in the attached communication.
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' UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
 

Commissioner for Patents
United States Patents and Trademark Office

P.O.Box 1450
Alexandria, VA 223l3-l450

www.uspto.gov

 
THIRD PARTY REQUESTER'S CORRESPONDENCE ADDRESS Date: Mm

ROPES & GRAY LLP MAR 2 i 13":
PRUDENTIAL TOWER IPRM DOCKETING -FLOOR 43 "

800 BOYLSON STREET
CENT L'lLREEXA

BOSTON, MA 02199-3600 F ”mm“ ”N”

EX PARTE REEXAMINATION COMMUNICATION TRANSMITTAL FORM

REEXAMINATION CONTROL NO. : 90013808

PATENT NO. : 8023580

ART UNIT : 3992

Enclosed is a copy of the latest communication from the United States Patent and Trademark

Office in the above identified ex parte reexamination proceeding (37 CFR 1.550(f)).

Where this copy is supplied after the reply by requester, 37 CFR 1.535, or the time for filing a

reply has passed, no submission on behalf of the ex parte reexamination requester will be
acknowledged or considered (37 CFR 1.550(9)).
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

Commissioner for Patents
United States Patent and Trademark Office P.O. BOX 1450

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450
WWW 5&9 ggggv

ROTHWELL, FIGG, ERNST & MANBECK, PC. For Patent Owner ” W”

607 14‘h Street, NW. M552 2 7 2937
WASHINGTON, DC 20005 '

ROPES & GRAY, LLP For 3rd Party RequesiéfimmMREfiWMTmWT
Prudential Tower IPRM Docketing- Floor 43

800 Boylson Street

Boston, MA 02199-3600

Ex Parte Reexamination Proceeding DECISION SUA SPONTE

Control No. 90/013,808 VACATING NON FINAL

Filed: September 12, 2016 OFFICE ACTION

For: US. Patent No. 8,023,580

The purpose of this communication is to inform the parties to this ex parte reexamination

proceeding that the non-final Office action mailed on January 24, 2017 is hereby vacated

for the following reason:

A review of the January 24, 2017 Office action indicates that the Office Action includes a

discussion of issues outside the scope of ex parte reexamination and therefore, the

January 24, 2017 Office action does not comply with 37 CFR 1.552. Accordingly, the

January 24, 2017 non final Office action is hereby vacated. The Office Action will form

no part of the record and will not be available to the public. This decision will be made of

record in the reexamination file and the proceeding will be returned to the Examiner in
order to take further action. A new Office action will issued in due course.

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Stephen Stein,

Supervisory Patent Reexamination Specialist of the Central Reexamination Unit, at

telephone (571) 272—1544.

flohn R. Cottmglgnk, 2:
Director

Central Reexamination Unit
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\.\_: UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Address: COMNHSSIONER FOR PATENTS

PO. Box 1450
Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450
www.mspto.gov

 
   

90/013,808 09/12/2016 8023580 3277—0114US—RXM1 2211

6449 7590 03/31/2017 —ROTHWELL, FIGG, ERNST & MANBECK, pc. m
607 14th Street, N.W. GE, YUZHEN
SUITE 800

WASHINGTON, DC 20005 PAPER NUMBER
3992

MAIL DATE DELIVERY MODE

03/31/2017 PAPER

Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding.

The time period for reply, if any, is set in the attached communication.
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11NI TED S TATES PATEN T AND TRADEIXMK OFFI CE

Comm ISS I0 I19? for Pate FIE
United States Patent and Trademark Office

F'.O. EMMSU
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450uuwmusp‘rogov

DO NOT USE IN PALM PRINTER

(THIRD PARTY REQUESTER'S CORRESPONDENCE ADDRESS)

ROPES & GRAY LLP

IPRM DOCKETING - FLOOR 43

PRUDENTIAL TOWER

800 BOYLSTON STREET

BOSTON, MA 02199-3600

EX PARTE REEXAMINATION COMMUNICATION TRANSMI'I'I'AL FORM

REEXAMINATION CONTROL NO. 90/013 808. 

PATENT NO. 8023580.

ART UNIT 3992.

Enclosed is a copy of the latest communication from the United States Patent and Trademark

Office in the above identified ex parte reexamination proceeding (37 CFR 1.550(f)).

Where this copy is supplied after the reply by requester, 37 CFR 1.535, or the time for filing a

reply has passed, no submission on behalf of the ex parte reexamination requester will be

acknowledged or considered (37 CFR 1.550(9)).
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Control No. Patent Under Reexamination

90/013,808 8023580

Examiner Art Unit NA (First Inventor to
Yuzhen Ge File) Status

3992 No

Office Action in Ex Parte Reexamination

-- The MAILING DA TE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address --

a.I:I Responsive to the communication(s) filed on

[I A declaration(s)/affidavit(s) under 37 CFR 1.130(b) was/were filed on

b. [I This action is made FINAL.

c. [X A statement under 37 CFR 1.530 has not been received from the patent owner.

A shortened statutory period for response to this action is set to expire g month(s) from the mailing date of this letter.
Failure to respond within the period for response will result in termination of the proceeding and issuance of an ex parte reexamination
certificate in accordance with this action. 37 CFR 1.550(d). EXTENSIONS OF TIME ARE GOVERNED BY 37 CFR 1.550(c).
If the period for response specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a response within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days
will be considered timely.

Part | THE FOLLOWING ATTACHMENT(S) ARE PART OF THIS ACTION:

1. El Notice of References Cited by Examiner, PTO-892. 3. El Interview Summary, PTO-474.

2. El Information Disclosure Statement, PTO/SB/08. 4. El .

Part II SUMMARY OF ACTION

1a. Claims 2 and 59 are subject to reexamination.

1b. Claims_ are not subject to reexamination.

2. Claims_ have been canceled in the present reexamination proceeding.

Claims are patentable and/or confirmed.

Claims 2 and 59 are rejected.

The drawings, filed on are acceptable.

IX] The proposed drawing correction, filed on 12 September 2016 has been (7a) El approved (7b) IX] disapproved.

3

4

5. Claims are objected to.

6

7

8
El Acknowledgment is made of the priority claim under 35 U.S.C. § 119( )-(d) or (f).

a) [I All b) [I Some* c) [I None of the certified copies have

1 El been received.

2 El not been received.

3 El been filed in Application No._

4 El been filed in reexamination Control No.

5 El been received by the International Bureau in PCT application No.

* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received.

9. El Since the proceeding appears to be in condition for issuance of an ex parte reexamination certificate except for formal
matters, prosecution as to the merits is closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD.
11,453 O.G. 213.

10. El Other:

cc: Recuester (if third nart recuester)US. Patent and Trademark Office

PTOL-466 (Rev. 08-13) Office Action in Ex Parte Reexamination ngg gigépgrleo3¥ng 70322
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Application/Control Number: 90/013,808 Page 2

Art Unit: 3992

REEXAMINATION OF U.S. PATENT 8,023,580

I. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

On Sep. 12, 2016, a third-party requester (“Requester”) filed a request (“Request”) for

ex parte reexamination of claims 2 and 59 of US Patent 8,023,5 80 (“580 patent”) which issued to

Bremer. The 580 patent was filed on Aug. 19, 2009 with application number 12/543,910 (“910

application”) and issued on Sep. 20, 2011.

On Sep. 27, 2016, the Office mailed an order granting reexamination of claims 2 and 59

of the 580 patent.

II. PRIORITY CLAIMS

Based upon a review and 580 Patent, the Examiner finds that the 580 patent, is a

continuation of US Patent Application 11/774,803, filed on Jul. 9, 2007, now patent US

7,675,965, which is continuation of US Patent Application 10/412,878, filed on Apr. 14, 2003,

now patent US 7,248,626, which is continuation—in—part of application 09/205,205, filed on Dec.

4, 1998, now patent US 6,614,838. The 09/205,205 application also claims priority to US

provisional application 60/067,562, filed on Dec. 5, 1997.

Based upon a review of the 910 application itself, the Examiner finds that the 580 patent

does not claim any foreign priority.

Because the effective filing date of the 910 application or the 580 patent is before March

16, 2013, the AIA First Inventor to File (“AIA—FITF”) provisions does not apply. Instead, the

earlier ‘First to Invent’ provisions apply.
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