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2DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Roadmap Roadmap 
 Challenged ‘414 Patent Overview - CASE NO. IPR2023-00529 

• Waylett Prior Art Overview 
• Mauer Prior Art Overview

 Challenged ‘988 Patent Overview - CASE NO. IPR2023-00531 
• Flore Prior Art Overview

 Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)” 
 CASE NO. IPR2023-00529 DISPUTES

 CASE NO. IPR2023-00531 DISPUTES
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3DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Challenged ‘414 Patent Overview - Case No. IPR2023-00529 Challenged ‘414 Patent Overview - Case No. IPR2023-00529 

Ex. 1001, 1:34-47 Ex. 1001, Fig. 1

Pet at 6
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4DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Challenged ‘414 Patent Overview - Case No. IPR2023-00529 Challenged ‘414 Patent Overview - Case No. IPR2023-00529 

Ex. 1001, 17:7-24

Ex. 1001, Fig. 1

Pet at 6
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5DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Waylett (Ex. 1006) Prior Art Overview - Case No. IPR2023-00529 Waylett (Ex. 1006) Prior Art Overview - Case No. IPR2023-00529 

Ex. 1006, 1:44-49, 9:41-42;  ¶67 of Proctor Decl.

Ex. 1006, 1:44-49, 1:57-60;  ¶68 of Proctor Decl.

Ex. 1006, Fig. 6, ¶67 of Proctor Decl.* * * 

* * * 

Pet at 7-8
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6DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Waylett (Ex. 1006) Prior Art Overview - Case No. IPR2023-00529 Waylett (Ex. 1006) Prior Art Overview - Case No. IPR2023-00529 

Ex. 1006, 8:7-8, 2:25-27;  ¶68 of Proctor Decl.

Ex. 1006, Fig. 6;  ¶67 of Proctor Decl.

* * *

Pet at 9

Ex. 1006, 2:3-11;  ¶68 of Proctor Decl.
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7DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1005, 6:18-44;  ¶71 of Proctor Decl. 

Mauer (Ex. 1005) Overview - Case No. IPR2023-00529 Mauer (Ex. 1005) Overview - Case No. IPR2023-00529 

Ex. 1005, Fig. 1

Ex. 1005, 6:18-44;  ¶71 of Proctor Decl. 

Pet at 10, 9
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8DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mauer (Ex. 1005) Prior Art Overview - Case No. IPR2023-00529 Mauer (Ex. 1005) Prior Art Overview - Case No. IPR2023-00529 

Ex. 1005, 7:55-62;  ¶71 of Proctor Decl. 

Ex. 1005, Fig. 1
Pet at 9, 10
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9DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Challenged ‘988 Patent Overview - Case No. IPR2023-00531 Challenged ‘988 Patent Overview - Case No. IPR2023-00531 

Ex. 1001, 1:37-51
Ex. 1001, Fig. 4

Pet at 3-4
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10DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Challenged ‘988 Patent Overview - Case No. IPR2023-00531 Challenged ‘988 Patent Overview - Case No. IPR2023-00531 

Ex. 1001, 1:52-65 Ex. 1001, Fig. 6

Pet at 3-4
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11DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Flore (Ex. 1005) Prior Art Overview - Case No. IPR2023-00531 Flore (Ex. 1005) Prior Art Overview - Case No. IPR2023-00531 

Ex. 1005 at ¶27

Ex. 1005 at ¶29
Ex. 1005, Fig. 1 (annotated); ¶81 of Proctor Decl. 

E-Node Bs 132 provide radio communication for UEs within 
their coverage and may perform radio resource management.
AGW 134 provides control for E-Node Bs 132.

Evolved Packet Core network 150 includes an Inter Access
System Anchor (IASA) 152[.] … Inter-AS Anchor 152
interfaces with AGW 134 and also with SGSN 142 in GPRS
core network 140. Inter-AS Anchor 152 provides
interoperability between E-UTRAN 130 and UTRAN 120
and GPRS core network 140. Inter-AS Anchor 152 may
communicate with SGSN 142 via a Gn interface, which is a
legacy interface between SGSNs and GGSNs within a GPRS
core network. The use of the Gn interface allows SGSN 142
to communicate with Inter-AS Anchor 152 in the same
manner as with another SGSN, which minimizes impact to
legacy networks 120 and 140 to interoperate with new 
networks 130 and 150.

Pet at 9, 11
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12DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Flore (Ex. 1005) Prior Art Overview - Case No. IPR2023-00531 Flore (Ex. 1005) Prior Art Overview - Case No. IPR2023-00531 

Ex. 1005 at ¶41

In procedure 400 [involving handover of UE 110 from E-
UTRAN 130 to UTRAN 120], [Access Gateway]
AGW 134 is considered as a source [Radio Network
Controller] RNC, Inter-AS Anchor 152 behaves as a source
SGSN, RNC142 is a target RNC, and SGSN 142 is a target
SGSN of the handover.

Ex. 1005 at ¶28

Ex. 1005, Fig. 1 (annotated); ¶81 of Proctor Decl. 

GPRS core network 140 includes a Serving GPRS Support
Node (SGSN) 142 coupled to a Gateway GPRS Support
Node (GGSN) 144. SGSN 142 facilitates exchanges of
packets between RANs and GGSN 144 and also performs
mobility management for UEs.

Pet at 10, 11, 24
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CLAIM CONSTRUCTION DISPUTES
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14DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

Patent Owner’s Proposed ConstructionPetitioners’ Proposed Construction

“a network architecture where DMA systems 
have distributed call-routing functionality and 
are connected with other DMA systems through 
peer-to-peer connections (i.e., without 
connecting through a hierarchical network hub 
architecture)”

Plain and Ordinary Meaning

POR at 19

Pet Reply at 1-12
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15DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

Ex.1001, claim 1
Pet at 11-18
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16DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent) 

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent) 

POR at 19

“The Board’s construction improperly narrowed the scope of the claims by importing a
directional limitation based on embodiments described in the specification. Absent
limiting language, we do not import aspects from the written description into the claims.”

TalexMedical, LLC v. Becon Med. Ltd., No. 2021-2069, 2022 WL 2898934 at *6 (Fed. Cir. July 22, 2022)

Lemko’s proposed construction includes two 
requirements: that a DMA system: 

(1)  is connected with other DMA systems 
through peer-to-peer connections and

(2)  has distributed call-routing functionality.

Lemko improperly 
imports limitations 
from the specification 

Pet Reply at 2
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17DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent) – No Express Definition 

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent) – No Express Definition 

Ex. 1022, Cooklev Depo. Tr. at 16:5-13

Pet -529 Reply at 2; Pet -531 Reply at 1

“Absent disclaimer or lexicography, the plain
meaning of the claim controls.”

Toshiba Corp. v. Imation Corp., 681 F.3d 1358, 1369 (Fed. Cir. 2012)
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18DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent) – Mere Embodiment Language 

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent) – Mere Embodiment Language 

Ex.1001, 4:15-17; Pet Reply at 2

Ex.1001, Fig 23 (block 2310); Pet Reply at 2-3

Ex.1001, Fig 23; Pet Reply at 2-3
Pet Reply at 2-3
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19DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent) – Claim Differentiation

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent) – Claim Differentiation

Ex.1001, claims 1 and 3 and 4:30-31

Pet Reply at 3
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20DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent) – Lemko‘s 988 Patent

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent) – Lemko‘s 988 Patent

Pet Reply at 3 (citing IPR2023-00531 Paper 8 at 13 (quoting ‘988 patent at  9:12-13)
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21DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent) – Plain Meaning Applies

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent) – Plain Meaning Applies

POR at 20
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22DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

POR at 21-22
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23DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

POR at 22

‘414 patent at 10:35-46
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24DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

POR at 22

‘414 patent at 16:51-58
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25DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

POR at 22

‘414 patent at 4:56-60
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26DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

POR at 22

‘414 patent at 6:20-37
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27DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

POR at 22

‘414 patent at 7:60-8:2
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28DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

POR at 22

‘414 patent at 4:45-60
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29DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

POR at 22

‘414 patent at 5:37-54
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30DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

POR at 22

‘414 patent at 5:62-6:4
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31DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

Patent Owner’s “Call Routing Functionality” Argument
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent)

POR at 22-23

‘414 patent at 17:45-54
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32DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Board’s Dictionary Definitions (Ex 3002)Board’s Dictionary Definitions (Ex 3002)

 distributed architecture: 
A computer architecture characterized by its 
suitability for distributed processing.

 distributed processing:
1) (supervisory control, data acquisition, and 

automatic control) A design in which data is 
processed by more than one processor.

2) A design in which all data is not processed in 
one processor. Multiple processors in the 
master station or in the remote stations, or 
both, share the functions.

Ex. 3002 at 327-328
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33DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Board’s Dictionary Definitions (Ex 3003)Board’s Dictionary Definitions (Ex 3003)

distributed processing:
A form of information processing in which work is performed 
by separate computers linked through a communications 
network. Distributed processing is usually categorized as 
either plain distributed processing or true distributed 
processing. Plain distributed processing shares the workload 
among computers that can communicate with one another. 
True distributed processing has separate computers perform 
different tasks in such a way that their combined work can 
contribute to a larger goal. The latter type of processing 
requires a highly structured environment that allows hardware 
and software to communicate, share resources, and exchange 
information freely.

Ex. 3003 at 168
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34DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Waylett’s Distributed Mobile ArchitectureWaylett’s Distributed Mobile Architecture

PO’s Exhibit (Ex. 2012)

Archived InterWave webpage Another Archived InterWave webpage

Petitioner’s Exhibit (Ex. 1020)

Pet -529 Reply at 6, see also id. at fn 1
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35DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent) – “Distributed”

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent) – “Distributed”

Pet Reply at 1-2

Ex. 1001, Fig. 1 and 1:59-60

Microsoft - Exhibit 1023 
Microsoft v. Lemko- IPR2023-00529 

Page 35 of 128



36DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent) – “Distributed” 

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent) – “Distributed” 

Ex. 2026, Proctor Depo. Tr. at 71:19-72:4

Pet Reply at 1

Microsoft - Exhibit 1023 
Microsoft v. Lemko- IPR2023-00529 

Page 36 of 128



37DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent) – “Distributed” 

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent) – “Distributed” 

Ex. 2027, Proctor Depo. Tr. at 13:22-14:10 (Petitioners’ Expert)

Q. So the first requirement was that you said
something needs to be distributed. What
did you mean by that?

A. Well, so the term distributed means that 
you have something that is part of a 
broader network or intended to be part of a 
broader network.

Q. What is that understanding of distributed
based on?

A. The word distributed, the plain and
ordinary meaning of the word distributed.

Ex. 1014, Cooklev Depo. Tr. at 27:16-28:17 (Patent Owner’s Expert)
Q. In your opinion, the distributed mobile architecture requires

DMA server nodes to be distributed throughout the
architecture?

MR. PRICE: Objection.
A. What does it mean in your question the DMA server nodes

to be distributed in the architecture? To be physically in
different places? Is that what -- or what does it mean?

Q. We can go with that. To have different locations. So with
that understanding, in your opinion, does the distributed
mobile architecture that is claimed require DMA server
nodes to be distributed throughout the architecture?

A. Well, first, I think that the -- that the language gets confusing
because of the word "distributed throughout the
architecture." And you are -- it seems to me, you're using the 
term distributed throughout the architecture to indicate that 
these DMA servers are just distinct. But yes, they are the -- 
if the DMA servers, they are distinct servers. So that's what -
- I think the fact that they are distinct is -- I mean, that’s 
pretty obvious.

Pet Reply at 2
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38DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent) – “Distributed” 

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00529 (‘414 Patent) – “Distributed” 

Ex. 1001 17:6-24 and 17:45-54
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39DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Ex.1001, claim 1
Pet at 11-18
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40DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Patent Owner’s Proposed ConstructionPetitioners’ Proposed Construction

“(1) a network architecture where DMA servers have
distributed call-routing functionality and (2) are
connected with other DMA servers through peer-to-
peer connections (i.e. without connecting through a
hierarchical, network-hub architecture), and (3) that is 
not a legacy communications network.“

Plain and Ordinary Meaning

POR at 18

Pet Reply at 1, see also Pet Reply at 1-13
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41DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)” 
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)” 
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

“The term ‘distributed mobile architecture’
should be construed consistent with the plain
meaning of its words. . .”

POR at 18

Ex 1001 at Cover

Except for the title of the ’988
patent, the terms “distributed
mobile architecture” or “DMA”
are never even used in isolation
— only as prefixes

Lemko admits “DMA” term should
get plain and ordinary meaning

Pet Reply at 1, 5
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42DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Claim Construction Dispute: “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

“Absent disclaimer or lexicography, the plain
meaning of the claim controls.”

Toshiba Corp. v. Imation Corp., 681 F.3d 1358, 1369 (Fed. Cir. 2012)

POR at 18

Lemko’s proposed construction includes three requirements:
(1) DMA servers have distributed call-routing 

functionality
(2) DMA servers are connected with other DMA servers 

through peer-to-peer connections (i.e. without 
connecting through a hierarchical, network-hub 
architecture)and

(3) a DMA is not a legacy communications network.

Pet Reply at 1, see also Pet Reply at 1-13
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43DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mr. Proctor’s position is consistent with the specification’s description of embodiments
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Mr. Proctor’s position is consistent with the specification’s description of embodiments
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

 Figure 4 depicts DMAs 406, antennas 404, and coverage sites 402 distributed in 
different locations

Ex.1001, Fig 4

Ex.1001, 2:19-20

Ex.1001, 6:31-33

Pet Reply at 2, 6
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44DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Challenged Claim 1
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Challenged Claim 1
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Lemko’s construction is unsupported by the claims
i. Claims alternatively require “DMA server” or 

“a legacy communications network.”
i. Lemko’s proposed construction further limits only 

“DMA server” 
ii. No requirement of “DMA system” in claims
iii. No requirement that multiple DMA servers 

are connected through “peer-to-peer 
connections”

iv. No requirement of “distributed call-routing 
functionality” on DMA servers

Ex.1001, claim 1

Pet at 11-18, Pet Reply at 2-4 
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45DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Board’s Institution Decision Correctly Rejected Lemko’s Construction
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Board’s Institution Decision Correctly Rejected Lemko’s Construction
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Board’s Institution Decision

Paper 8 at 11

Patent Owner’s Proposed Construction
For “Distributed Mobile Architecture (DMA)”

“(1) a network architecture where DMA
servers have distributed call-routing
functionality and (2) are connected with
other DMA servers through peer-to-peer
connections (i.e. without connecting
through a hierarchical, network-hub
architecture), and (3) that is not a legacy
communications network.“

POR at 18

We are unpersuaded that Petitioner was required to
establish a construction for “DMA infrastructure”
or “DMA network.” These phrases do not appear in
the claim. Nor is it clear what these phrases are
referring to. The ’988 patent specification does not
disclose the phrase “DMA infrastructure” and,
although the phrase “the DMA network” is
disclosed, it is used to refer to the particular
arrangements shown in Figures 11–13, which
arrangements the claims are not limited to. Ex.
1001, claim 1, 17:2, 40.

Pet Reply at 11, see also Pet Reply at 1-11
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46DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Board’s Institution Decision Correctly Rejected Lemko’s Construction
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Board’s Institution Decision Correctly Rejected Lemko’s Construction
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Board’s Institution Decision

Paper 8 at 11

We are unpersuaded that Petitioner was required to
establish a construction for “DMA infrastructure”
or “DMA network.” These phrases do not appear in
the claim. Nor is it clear what these phrases are
referring to. The ’988 patent specification does not
disclose the phrase “DMA infrastructure” and,
although the phrase “the DMA network” is
disclosed, it is used to refer to the particular
arrangements shown in Figures 11–13, which
arrangements the claims are not limited to. Ex.
1001, claim 1, 17:2, 40.

Ex.1001, claim 1
Pet at 11-18, Pet Reply at 11 
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47DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Board’s Institution Decision Correctly Rejected Lemko’s Construction
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Board’s Institution Decision Correctly Rejected Lemko’s Construction
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Paper 8 at 12

Patent Owner’s Proposed Construction

“(1) a network architecture where DMA
servers have distributed call-routing
functionality and (2) are connected with 
other DMA servers through peer-to-peer 
connections (i.e. without connecting 
through a hierarchical, network-hub 
architecture), and (3) that is not a legacy
communications network.“

POR at 18

At this time, we decline to adopt a construction of the
claim term “DMA server” that would limit its scope to
include a P2P connection with other DMA servers.

The claims do not include a limitation calling for the
“DMA server” to be connected to other DMA servers via
a P2P connection. There is a single mention of “a DMA
server” in the claim and its scope is not limited so as to
be connected to other DMA servers via a P2P
connection. See, e.g., Ex. 1001, claim 1[b]: “a DMA
server.”

Board’s Institution Decision

Pet Reply at 1, see also Pet Reply at 1-11
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48DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Board’s Institution Decision Correctly Rejected Lemko’s Construction
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Board’s Institution Decision Correctly Rejected Lemko’s Construction
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Ex.1001, claim 1
Paper 8 at 12

At this time, we decline to adopt a construction of the
claim term “DMA server” that would limit its scope to
include a P2P connection with other DMA servers.

The claims do not include a limitation calling for the
“DMA server” to be connected to other DMA servers via
a P2P connection. There is a single mention of “a DMA
server” in the claim and its scope is not limited so as to
be connected to other DMA servers via a P2P
connection. See, e.g., Ex. 1001, claim 1[b]: “a DMA
server.”

Board’s Institution Decision

Pet Reply at 1, Pet at 11-18
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49DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Challenged Claim 1
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Challenged Claim 1
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Challenged Claims support a broader reading of “DMA”

A patentee “is free to choose a broad term and
expect to obtain the full scope of its plain and
ordinary meaning unless the patentee explicitly
redefines the term or disavows its full scope.”

Thorner v. Sony Comput. Ent. Am. LLC, 669 F.3d 1362, 1367 (Fed. Cir. 2012)

Ex.1001, claim 1

Pet at 11-18, Pet Reply at 4
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50DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Lemko’s Construction improperly imports limitations into the claims
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Lemko’s Construction improperly imports limitations into the claims
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

 Federal Circuit warned against importing embodiments from the specification into 
the claims

“[A]lthough the specification often describes very specific embodiments of
the invention, we have repeatedly warned against confining the claims to
those embodiments”

Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d 1303, 1323 (Fed. Cir. 2005) 

“The Board’s construction improperly narrowed the scope of the claims by
importing a … limitation based on embodiments described in the
specification”

TalexMedical, LLC v. Becon Med. Ltd., No. 2021-2069, 2022 WL 2898934

Pet Reply at 7, 5
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51DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Specification’s description of embodiments
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Specification’s description of embodiments
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Ex.1001, Fig 4

Ex.1001, 2:19-20

Ex.1001, 6:31-33

Ex.1001, 6:52-53

Lemko’s relied-upon citations from the specification use permissive, rather than 
definitional, language

Pet Reply at 2, 6
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52DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Lemko’s relied-upon citations from the specification use permissive, not definitional, language
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Lemko’s relied-upon citations from the specification use permissive, not definitional, language
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

 Federal Circuit’s direction when the patent refers to drawings as 
exemplary embodiments

“This guidance is especially apt here because the patent
refers to the drawings … as ‘exemplary embodiment[s].’”

Skedco, Inc. v. Strategic Operations, Inc., 685 Fed. Appx. 956 at 960 (Fed. Cir. 2017) 

Pet Reply at 6
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53DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Lemko’s negative limitation regarding the “DMA network” is irrelevant and incorrect
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Lemko’s negative limitation regarding the “DMA network” is irrelevant and incorrect
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Negative limitations must find support either in “the words of the claim” or through an
“express disclaimer or independent lexicography in the written description that would
justify adding that negative limitation”

Omega Eng’g, Inc. v. Raytek Corp., 334 F.3d 1314, 1323 (Fed. Cir. 2003) 

POR at 19

Lemko’s proposed construction includes three requirements:
(1) DMA servers have distributed call-routing 

functionality
(2) DMA servers are connected with other DMA servers 

through peer-to-peer connections (i.e. without 
connecting through a hierarchical, network-hub 
architecture)and 

(3) a DMA is not a legacy communications network.
No support for the
negative limitation in
the Specification

Pet Reply at 11, 3
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54DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Lemko’s arguments re “DMA networks” excluding “legacy networks” is irrelevant and incorrect
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Lemko’s arguments re “DMA networks” excluding “legacy networks” is irrelevant and incorrect
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent)

Ex. 2021 (Cooklev Decl.) at 74

Pet Reply at 11; POR at 26-27

The “claims distinguish distributed mobile architecture (DMA)
networks from these legacy communications networks.”

“Thus every claim distinguishes DMA networks from legacy
communication networks.”

A POSITA reading the ’988 Patent understands that the ’988
Patent distinguishes the inventive DMA from a host of different
“existing” systems, which the ’988 Patent calls “legacy
communications networks.” …These legacy networks include
“existing public switched telephone network (PSTN) services,
Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) systems, wireless
communications systems, and other systems.” … What all of 
these legacy networks have in common is that they are not 
private peer-to-peer networks, like the DMA networks of the 
’988 Patent.

Dr. Cooklev’s testimony that—legacy
networks are not peer-to-peer, and
DMA networks are peer-to-peer, and
therefore “DMA network” must exclude
a “legacy network” is irrelevant

Lemko’s reasoning is incorrect

Pet Reply at 12-13
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55DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Lemko’s rebuttals in its POR and Sur-reply
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent) 

Lemko’s rebuttals in its POR and Sur-reply
IPR2023-00531 (‘988 Patent) 

 Lemko admits that DMA servers 
do not require a peer-to-peer 
connection, and instead can 
communicate via DMA Gateways

 Lemko does not dispute that two 
DMA servers may communicate 
using an intervening DMA gateway

POR at 23-24 (citing Ex 1001, 9:12-14)

POR at 23-24 (citing Ex1001, 9:12-14)

However, the ’988 Patent describes two different
scenarios. Where the DMA servers are able to connect
as peers with an existing DMA network, they do so …
When a new DMA server cannot join an existing
DMA network, a DMA gateway connects the new
DMA server to the existing DMA network (and/or one
or more legacy networks) via a DMA gateway
network.

Accordingly, if DMAS 622 could not join DMA
network 640 as a peer, the ’988 Patent discloses
connecting the server to DMA gateway 602 so
that it could still communicate with UEs registered
with DMA network 640.

Pet Reply at 9-10

Microsoft - Exhibit 1023 
Microsoft v. Lemko- IPR2023-00529 

Page 55 of 128



56

CASE NO. IPR2023-00529 DISPUTES
(‘414 PATENT)
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57DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

IPR2023-00529 (U.S. Pat. No. 7,653,414)
Challenged Claims and Grounds

IPR2023-00529 (U.S. Pat. No. 7,653,414)
Challenged Claims and Grounds

Reference(s)BasisClaims

Mauer, WaylettPre-AIA 35 USC §1031–8

Waylett, MauerPre-AIA 35 USC §10311–16 and 21

Paper 11 (institution decision) at 11
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58DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Case No. IPR2023-00529 Disputes (‘414 patent)
Roadmap 

Case No. IPR2023-00529 Disputes (‘414 patent)
Roadmap 

• “DMA” Terms: “DMA system” and “DMA network”
• “destination preference register”
• Voicemail server is located outside the DMA network
• No requirement that the claimed preferred call path is destined for the “second mobile 

subscriber” 
• An inaccessible mobile subscriber is outside of the claimed coverage areas
• “community location register”
• “computer readable medium”
• Lemko failed to Show Any Evidence of Secondary Considerations of Non-Obviousness
• Lemko failed to rebut Petitioners’ sufficient rationales to combine Mauer and Waylett 
• Procedural Dispute

 Petitioner’s argument that Patent Owner’s Exhibit (Ex. 1020) discloses a NIB using a 
“distributed architecture” is not untimely
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59DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

First DMA System

Second DMA System

Resulting Mauer/Waylett Combination satisfies the claimed limitationsResulting Mauer/Waylett Combination satisfies the claimed limitations

A POSITA would have modified 
Mauer’s network architecture to 
include Waylett’s NIB in each of 
Mauer’s WWAN and WLAN 
resulting in at least two DMA 
systems

Ex 1005, Fig. 1 (annotated); ¶ 76 of Proctor Decl.NIBNIB
Pet Reply at 4; Pet. at 14, 21
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60DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Waylett’s NIB in the combined system satisfies the “distributed” of the DMA serverWaylett’s NIB in the combined system satisfies the “distributed” of the DMA server

PO’s Exhibit (Ex. 2012)

Archived InterWave webpage Another Archived InterWave webpage

Petitioner’s Exhibit (Ex. 1020)

Pet Reply at 6, see also id. at fn 1
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61DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mauer/Waylett combination discloses both a “DMA system” and
“DMA network” under plain and ordinary meaning.
Mauer/Waylett combination discloses both a “DMA system” and
“DMA network” under plain and ordinary meaning.
 Lemko’s illustration of Waylett’s NIB network (see figure below left) confirms that Waylett uses a 

“distributed architecture” that implements MSC functionality in NIBs at different locations rather 
than using centralized MSCs:

Ex. 2021 at ¶83 (Annotated); Pet Reply at 7

Ex. 2021 at ¶33; Pet Reply at 7

Pet Reply at 7
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62DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mauer/Waylett combination discloses both a “DMA system” and
“DMA network” under Patent Owner’s construction
Mauer/Waylett combination discloses both a “DMA system” and
“DMA network” under Patent Owner’s construction

First DMA System

Second DMA System

Ex 1005, Fig. 1 (annotated);  Pet at 21NIBNIB

EX 1006, 14:16-22

A POSITA would have understood 
that call detail records for the 
RADIUS server 312 demonstrate 
that the NIB 224 routes voice calls.

Pet at 21, 69
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63DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Lemko’s rebuttals in its POR and Sur-reply are meritless Lemko’s rebuttals in its POR and Sur-reply are meritless 

Lemko’s arguments in Sur-reply Lemko’s DMA construction in POR

Sur-reply (paper 29) at 12
POR at 19

POR at 20
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64DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Lemko’s rebuttals in its POR and Sur-reply are meritless Lemko’s rebuttals in its POR and Sur-reply are meritless 

PO Resp. at 6

Ex. 1006, 9:36-42 

Pet Reply at 8, 9, n.1, Pet at 69-70
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65DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Case No. IPR2023-00529 Disputes (‘414 patent)
Roadmap 

Case No. IPR2023-00529 Disputes (‘414 patent)
Roadmap 

• “DMA” Terms: “DMA system” and “DMA network”
• “destination preference register”
• Voicemail server is located outside the DMA network
• No requirement that the claimed preferred call path is destined for the “second mobile 

subscriber” 
• An inaccessible mobile subscriber is outside of the claimed coverage areas
• “community location register”
• “computer readable medium”
• Lemko failed to Show Any Evidence of Secondary Considerations of Non-Obviousness
• Lemko failed to rebut Petitioners’ sufficient rationales to combine Mauer and Waylett 
• Procedural Dispute

 Petitioner’s argument that Patent Owner’s Exhibit (Ex. 1020) discloses a NIB using a 
“distributed architecture” is not untimely
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66DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petition explains that the DPR in the Mauer/Waylett combination includes
information pertaining to a voicemail server
Petition explains that the DPR in the Mauer/Waylett combination includes
information pertaining to a voicemail server

Ex. 1001, Claim 1

Ex. 1001, Claim 8

Ex. 1001, Claim 11

DPR stores the 
preferred call 
path used to 
used to route 

the call 
outside of the 
DMA network

Proctor Decl., ¶¶ 120, 122
Pet at 36-40, see also id. at 39, 40
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67DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The “DPR” limitation in claims 1 and 8The “DPR” limitation in claims 1 and 8

Ex. 1001, Claim 1

Ex. 1001, Claim 8

DPR stores the 
preferred call path 

used to used to 
route the call 
outside of the
DMA network

Ex. 1005, Fig. 2;  Pet at 38 

Performed by softswitch

Pet. at 37-39; Pet Reply at 10-18
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68DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The “DPR” limitation in claim 11The “DPR” limitation in claim 11

Ex. 1001, Claim 11

DPR stores the 
preferred call path 

used to used to 
route the call 
outside of the
DMA network

Ex. 1005, Fig. 2;  Pet at 38 

Performed by softswitch

Pet. at 37-39; Pet Reply at 10-18
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69DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

First DMA System

Second DMA System

Softswitch in the Mauer/Waylett combination uses SIP (a P2P protocol)Softswitch in the Mauer/Waylett combination uses SIP (a P2P protocol)

Ex. 1005, Fig. 1;  Pet at 21 NIB NIB

Ex. 1018 at 4;  Pet at 15 

Ex. 1005, 3:59-61; Pet at 44 

For example, if the first wireless network is a WLAN, the
first notification message might be a Session Initiation
Protocol (SIP) Invite message.

Ex. 1015, 1:17-20; Pet at 44 

Session Initiation Protocol (SIP) is an Internet Engineering
Task Force (IETF) peer-to-peer, signaling protocol.

Pet at 15, 44, 21

Microsoft - Exhibit 1023 
Microsoft v. Lemko- IPR2023-00529 

Page 69 of 128



70DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petition sufficiently explains why the Mauer/Waylett combination would 
use information stored in a DPR at a DMA system
Petition sufficiently explains why the Mauer/Waylett combination would 
use information stored in a DPR at a DMA system

Proctor Decl., ¶¶ 125-128

Mr. Proctor provides four reasons why a POSA would be motivated to store information 
pertaining to Mauer’s voicemail server in a DPR at a DMA server:

1) Information about the voicemail server would be the type of information needed to be 
shared across multiple DMA systems in case any DMA failed (i.e., provide redundancy);

2) Storing the address of voicemail server in each DMA server would be consistent with the 
GSM standard in both Mauer and Waylett;

3) Waylett discloses storing similar types of information in registers, such as a VLR, pVLR, 
and pHLR. Thus, storing address information of Mauer’s voicemail server would have 
been obvious to a POSA; and 

4) It would include using a known element (i.e., a register) to perform the same function 
(i.e., storing contact information for another device) and yielding expected results (i.e., 
capability of accessing that information for use to communicate with the voicemail server)

Pet at 41-42
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71DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Case No. IPR2023-00529 Disputes (‘414 patent)
Roadmap 

Case No. IPR2023-00529 Disputes (‘414 patent)
Roadmap 

• “DMA” Terms: “DMA system” and “DMA network”
• “destination preference register”
• Voicemail server is located outside the DMA network
• No requirement that the claimed preferred call path is destined for the “second mobile 

subscriber” 
• An inaccessible mobile subscriber is outside of the claimed coverage areas
• “community location register”
• “computer readable medium”
• Lemko failed to Show Any Evidence of Secondary Considerations of Non-Obviousness
• Lemko failed to rebut Petitioners’ sufficient rationales to combine Mauer and Waylett 
• Procedural Dispute

 Petitioner’s argument that Patent Owner’s Exhibit (Ex. 1020) discloses a NIB using a 
“distributed architecture” is not untimely
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72DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petition explains that voicemail server 66 is external to the WWAN 14 and 
WLAN 12
Petition explains that voicemail server 66 is external to the WWAN 14 and 
WLAN 12

Proctor Decl., Fig. 1 at ¶ 120 
Pet at 43

Pet at 43, 39
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73DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Resulting combination renders obvious that the voicemail server is external 
to the claimed DMA network
Resulting combination renders obvious that the voicemail server is external 
to the claimed DMA network
 Mr. Proctor explained that Mauer’s 

voicemail server 66 is external to the 
claimed DMA network

Proctor Decl., Fig. 1 at ¶ 120 

Proctor Decl., ¶ 120 

Pet at 39
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74DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

MSFT’s expert Mr. Proctor confirmed that the voicemail server is 
located outside of the DMA network in Mauer/Waylett architecture
MSFT’s expert Mr. Proctor confirmed that the voicemail server is 
located outside of the DMA network in Mauer/Waylett architecture

Q So the network connectivity between them meaning signaling
network 54, circuit-switched network 52, softswitched 62,
gateway 60, packet-switched network 30, voicemail server 66, is
it everything except for the telephone or which elements are not
part of the DMA network in your opinion?

MR. RUECKHEIM: Object to the form.
A Well, I don't think the voicemail server would be part of the 

DMA network. That would be external to it.

Ex. 2026, 68:8-18

Pet Reply at 13
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75DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mr. Proctor confirmed that the voicemail server is located outside of the 
DMA network in Mauer/Waylett architecture
Mr. Proctor confirmed that the voicemail server is located outside of the 
DMA network in Mauer/Waylett architecture

Q And what is your position on what the call is that is routed outside of the DMA network?

A So Mauer discloses that associated with Figure 2 that if the attempt to establish the
communication session via the second wireless network is not successful to provide the
requester with an alternative communication option 120. And in paragraph 119 I explain
that Mauer discloses, it could, for example, allow the requester to leave a voice message
on a voicemail system, voicemail server 66 to send a message to a multi-mobile station as
an instant messenger SMS or other type -- types of alternative communications could also
be provided. And as I discussed earlier, voicemail server 66 is not part of the DMA 
network, because not everything in Figure 1 is part of the DMA network as one of
ordinary skill in the art would recognize mobile device 16 and fixed telephone 56 are also
not part of the DMA network. And voicemail server is not – voicemail server 66 is not 
part of the DMAs or the intervening network.

Ex. 2026, 114:6-115:11

Pet Reply at 13
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76DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Lemko’s challenges to the Petition’s DPR mappings are meritlessLemko’s challenges to the Petition’s DPR mappings are meritless

 Lemko attacks Mauer individually rather than the Mauer/Waylett combination 
that includes the voicemail server outside the DMA network.

“The question here is whether the combination
of [prior art references] Reddy and Hornbacker
discloses this limitation.”

Bradium Techs. LLC v. Iancu, 923 F.3d 1032, 1049-1051 (Fed. Cir. 2019)

Pet Reply at 10
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77DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Lemko’s challenges to the Petition’s DPR mappings are meritlessLemko’s challenges to the Petition’s DPR mappings are meritless

 Dr. Cooklev admits that the voicemail server 66 is external

Pet Reply at 14

Proctor Decl., Fig. 1 at ¶ 120 
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78DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Case No. IPR2023-00529 Disputes (‘414 patent)
Roadmap 

Case No. IPR2023-00529 Disputes (‘414 patent)
Roadmap 

• “DMA” Terms: “DMA system” and “DMA network”
• “destination preference register”
• Voicemail server is located outside the DMA network
• No requirement that the claimed preferred call path is destined for the “second mobile 

subscriber” 
• An inaccessible mobile subscriber is outside of the claimed coverage areas
• “community location register”
• “computer readable medium”
• Lemko failed to Show Any Evidence of Secondary Considerations of Non-Obviousness
• Lemko failed to rebut Petitioners’ sufficient rationales to combine Mauer and Waylett 
• Procedural Dispute

 Petitioner’s argument that Patent Owner’s Exhibit (Ex. 1020) discloses a NIB using a 
“distributed architecture” is not untimely
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79DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The “preferred call path outside of the DMA network” limitation in claims 1, 8, 
and 11
The “preferred call path outside of the DMA network” limitation in claims 1, 8, 
and 11

Ex. 1001, Claim 1

Ex. 1001, Claim 8

Ex. 1001, Claim 11

Preferred Call Path 
Outside of the
DMA network

The challenged claims do not 
require that the “preferred 
call path to route the call 
outside of the DMA 
network” is destined for the 
“second mobile subscriber.”

Pet Reply at 15
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80DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Case No. IPR2023-00529 Disputes (‘414 patent)
Roadmap 

Case No. IPR2023-00529 Disputes (‘414 patent)
Roadmap 

• “DMA” Terms: “DMA system” and “DMA network”
• “destination preference register”
• Voicemail server is located outside the DMA network
• No requirement that the claimed preferred call path is destined for the “second mobile 

subscriber” 
• An inaccessible mobile subscriber is outside of the claimed coverage areas
• “community location register”
• “computer readable medium”
• Lemko failed to Show Any Evidence of Secondary Considerations of Non-Obviousness
• Lemko failed to rebut Petitioners’ sufficient rationales to combine Mauer and Waylett 
• Procedural Dispute

 Petitioner’s argument that Patent Owner’s Exhibit (Ex. 1020) discloses a NIB using a 
“distributed architecture” is not untimely
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81DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

When “the mobile subscriber is not located within the first [and 
second] wireless coverage area[s]”
When “the mobile subscriber is not located within the first [and 
second] wireless coverage area[s]”

 A mobile subscriber that is inaccessible is outside of 
the coverage areas (e.g., WWAN 14 and WLAN 12)

 A communication session with the voicemail server 
66 would be established whenever a mobile device 
is inaccessible

Ex. 1005, Fig. 2;  Pet at 38 Pet at 38-39, see id.at 32-33
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82DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

When “the mobile subscriber is not located within the first [and 
second] wireless coverage area[s]”
When “the mobile subscriber is not located within the first [and 
second] wireless coverage area[s]”

 A mobile subscriber that is inaccessible is 
outside of the coverage areas (e.g., WWAN 
14 and WLAN 12)

 A communication session with the voicemail 
server 66 would be established whenever a 
mobile device is inaccessible

Proctor Decl., Fig. 1 at ¶ 120 

Pet at 38-39, see id.at 32-33
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83DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

When “the mobile subscriber is not located within the first [and 
second] wireless coverage area[s]”
When “the mobile subscriber is not located within the first [and 
second] wireless coverage area[s]”

Proctor Decl., ¶121

Pet at 39-40
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84DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Case No. IPR2023-00529 Disputes (‘414 patent)
Roadmap 

Case No. IPR2023-00529 Disputes (‘414 patent)
Roadmap 

• “DMA” Terms: “DMA system” and “DMA network”
• “destination preference register”
• Voicemail server is located outside the DMA network
• No requirement that the claimed preferred call path is destined for the “second mobile 

subscriber” 
• An inaccessible mobile subscriber is outside of the claimed coverage areas
• “community location register”
• “computer readable medium”
• Lemko failed to Show Any Evidence of Secondary Considerations of Non-Obviousness
• Lemko failed to rebut Petitioners’ sufficient rationales to combine Mauer and Waylett 
• Procedural Dispute

 Petitioner’s argument that Patent Owner’s Exhibit (Ex. 1020) discloses a NIB using a 
“distributed architecture” is not untimely
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85DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The “CLR” limitation in claims 1, 8, and 11The “CLR” limitation in claims 1, 8, and 11

CLR

Ex. 1006, Fig. 6;  ¶190 of Proctor Decl.

Ex. 1001, Claim 1

Ex. 1001, Claim 8

Ex. 1001, Claim 11

Waylett’s Configuration Table

HLR for 
Subscriber 1

IMSI for 
Subscriber 1

HLR for 
Subscriber 2

IMSI for 
Subscriber 2

HLR for 
Subscriber 3

IMSI for 
Subscriber 3

Pet at 66
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86DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mauer’s HLR is used to locate a mobile station in a coverage areaMauer’s HLR is used to locate a mobile station in a coverage area

Ex. 1005, Fig. 5

Pet. Reply at 20-21

Ex. 1005, 13:4-12
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87DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Case No. IPR2023-00529 Disputes (‘414 patent)
Roadmap 

Case No. IPR2023-00529 Disputes (‘414 patent)
Roadmap 

• “DMA” Terms: “DMA system” and “DMA network”
• “destination preference register”
• Voicemail server is located outside the DMA network
• No requirement that the claimed preferred call path is destined for the “second mobile 

subscriber” 
• An inaccessible mobile subscriber is outside of the claimed coverage areas
• “community location register”
• “computer readable medium”
• Lemko failed to Show Any Evidence of Secondary Considerations of Non-Obviousness
• Lemko failed to rebut Petitioners’ sufficient rationales to combine Mauer and Waylett 
• Procedural Dispute

 Petitioner’s argument that Patent Owner’s Exhibit (Ex. 1020) discloses a NIB using a 
“distributed architecture” is not untimely
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88DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The “computer readable medium” in claim 11The “computer readable medium” in claim 11

Ex. 1001, Claim 1

a computer readable storage 
medium within the housing, 
the computer readable storage 
medium comprising:

Ex. 1006, 8:10-27

Pet at 61
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89DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The “computer readable medium” in claim 11The “computer readable medium” in claim 11

Ex. 1001, Claim 1

a computer readable storage 
medium within the housing, 
the computer readable storage 
medium comprising:

Ex. 1006, 8:10-27

Pet at 61
¶177 of Proctor Decl.
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90DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioners’ Ex 1020 shows Waylett’s NIB is implemented using a “software 
configuration”
Petitioners’ Ex 1020 shows Waylett’s NIB is implemented using a “software 
configuration”

PO’s Exhibit (Ex. 2012)

Archived InterWave webpage Another Archived InterWave webpage

Petitioner’s Exhibit (Ex. 1020)

Pet Reply at 22,; see also Pet Reply at 6, fn 1
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91DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioners’ Ex. 1020 is Extrinsic Evidence of InherencyPetitioners’ Ex. 1020 is Extrinsic Evidence of Inherency

“Extrinsic evidence can be used to demonstrate what
is ‘necessarily present’ in a prior art embodiment
even if the extrinsic evidence is not itself prior art.”

Hospira, Inc. v. Fresenius Kabi USA, LLC, 946 F.3d 1322, 1329 (Fed. Cir. 2020)
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92DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Lemko’s rebuttals in its POR and Sur-reply Lemko’s rebuttals in its POR and Sur-reply 

 Lemko does not appear to contest that Waylett discloses MSC, BSC, or CDR functionality but only 
that Waylett’s implementation uses network cards, which are not a “computer readable medium.”
• Mr. Proctor explains that network (module) cards include both processors and locally stored instructions to 

operate such processors.
• Lemko’s own evidence of Node1 product that allegedly practices the invention makes use of network cards

Ex. 2037 at 183

5.1.2 Lemko Line Controller Card, LLC
The Lemko Line Controller Card is required to provide the 
BTS communications interface. Only 1 port is required for
the Abis interface to the base station. The remaining ports
can be used for terminating ISDN/PRI or ISUP bearer trunks
on the Node1.

Ex. 2037 at 425
Pet Reply at 22
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93DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Case No. IPR2023-00529 Disputes (‘414 patent)
Roadmap 

Case No. IPR2023-00529 Disputes (‘414 patent)
Roadmap 

• “DMA” Terms: “DMA system” and “DMA network”
• “destination preference register”
• Voicemail server is located outside the DMA network
• No requirement that the claimed preferred call path is destined for the “second mobile 

subscriber” 
• An inaccessible mobile subscriber is outside of the claimed coverage areas
• “community location register”
• “computer readable medium”
• Lemko failed to Show Any Evidence of Secondary Considerations of Non-Obviousness
• Lemko failed to rebut Petitioners’ sufficient rationales to combine Mauer and Waylett 
• Procedural Dispute

 Petitioner’s argument that Patent Owner’s Exhibit (Ex. 1020) discloses a NIB using a 
“distributed architecture” is not untimely
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94DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Lemko’s evidence of secondary considerations lacks requisite nexusLemko’s evidence of secondary considerations lacks requisite nexus

Ex. 2037 at 1 Ex. 2011 at 1

Ex. 1001, Claim 11

No disclosure of Destination Preference Register
Pet Reply at 23
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95DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Lemko’s evidence of secondary considerations lacks requisite nexusLemko’s evidence of secondary considerations lacks requisite nexus

Ex. 2037 at 1

No disclosure of Destination Preference Register

Ex. 1001, Claim 11

Ex. 2037 at 508

Pet Reply at 23
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96DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Lemko’s evidence of secondary considerations lacks requisite nexusLemko’s evidence of secondary considerations lacks requisite nexus

Ex. 1001, Claim 11

Lemko’s expert did not perform requisite analysis

Q. Okay. For the documents that you are alleging show that Lemko had a product that practiced the
challenge claims, I have not seen any reference to a DPR or choosing a preferred call path where the
user is not within certain wireless areas. And can you show me where you have identified those claim
limitations in your report with respect to these user manuals?

A. A DPR, and what was the second?
Q. The claim limitations that require a preferred call path when the -- when the call -- well, just

finding a preferred call path, that claim limitation, as a DPR.
MR. PRICE: Objection; form. Objection; foundation.
THE WITNESS: I did not -- I did not do a detailed mapping between the claims and this Lemko product to be

able to give you an informed opinion right now.

Ex. 1022 at 80:3-21

Pet Reply at 24
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97DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Inventor’s testimony cannot fix Lemko’s nexus problemInventor’s testimony cannot fix Lemko’s nexus problem

Ex. 2023 at ¶20

Ex. 1001, Claim 11

Pet Reply at 24
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98DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Ex. 2037 at 490

Lemko’s Node1 refers to its 3G Node1 product, while its secondary 
considerations evidence refers to its 4G Node1 product
Lemko’s Node1 refers to its 3G Node1 product, while its secondary 
considerations evidence refers to its 4G Node1 product

Ex. 2037 at 493

3G Technology

Pet Reply at 25
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99DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Lemko admits Evidence of Secondary Consideration from its Analysis uses 
“earlier version” of user guide
Lemko admits Evidence of Secondary Consideration from its Analysis uses 
“earlier version” of user guide

Ex. 2037 at 490

PO Sur-Reply at 29  

Pet Reply at 25
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100DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Lemko failed to rebut Petitioners’ sufficient rationales to combine 
Mauer and Waylett 
Lemko failed to rebut Petitioners’ sufficient rationales to combine 
Mauer and Waylett 

Pet. at 15-16

Petition provides three reasons why a POSITA would have combined Mauer and
Waylett to arrive at the challenged claims:

1) the references each provide reasoning to make such a combination, such as
Waylett’s explanation that its NIB provides an inexpensive solution;

2) the combination would improve Mauer’s distributed wireless network
system by consolidating it into a single box, making it compact in design
allowing for faster deployment; and

3) Waylett’s NIB would help mitigate the shared concern of Mauer—that is,
reaching a mobile station as it roams or moves outside of the service or
coverage area.

Pet. at 15-16
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101DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Case No. IPR2023-00529 Disputes (‘414 patent)
Roadmap 

Case No. IPR2023-00529 Disputes (‘414 patent)
Roadmap 

• “DMA” Terms: “DMA system” and “DMA network”
• “destination preference register”
• Voicemail server is located outside the DMA network
• No requirement that the claimed preferred call path is destined for the “second mobile 

subscriber” 
• An inaccessible mobile subscriber is outside of the claimed coverage areas
• “community location register”
• “computer readable medium”
• Lemko failed to Show Any Evidence of Secondary Considerations of Non-Obviousness
• Lemko failed to rebut Petitioners’ sufficient rationales to combine Mauer and Waylett 
• Procedural Dispute

 Petitioner’s argument that Patent Owner’s Exhibit (Ex. 1020) discloses a NIB using a 
“distributed architecture” is not untimely
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102DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s Arguments Cannot be Reconciled with Waylett’s Teachings 
about using multiple NIBs together in a network
Patent Owner’s Arguments Cannot be Reconciled with Waylett’s Teachings 
about using multiple NIBs together in a network

Pet. Reply at 11-12

EX-1006 at Fig. 11

EX-1006, 17:7-12

Ex. 1006, 2:3-11;  ¶68 of Proctor Decl.
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103DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Exhibit 1020 is proper reply evidenceExhibit 1020 is proper reply evidence

 Petitioner’s Exhibit (Ex. 1020) linked to Lemko’s own exhibit (Ex. 2012) is proper reply 
evidence and not untimely

As we have regularly held, the petitioner in an inter
partes review proceeding may introduce new evidence
after the petition stage if the evidence is a legitimate
reply to evidence introduced by the patent owner.

Apple Inc. v. Andrea Elecs. Corp., 949 F.3d 697, 706-707 (Fed. Cir. 2020) (internal quotes omitted).
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104DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Case No. IPR2023-00529 Disputes (‘414 patent)
Roadmap 

Case No. IPR2023-00529 Disputes (‘414 patent)
Roadmap 

• “DMA” Terms: “DMA system” and “DMA network”
• “destination preference register”
• Voicemail server is located outside the DMA network
• No requirement that the claimed preferred call path is destined for the “second mobile 

subscriber” 
• An inaccessible mobile subscriber is outside of the claimed coverage areas
• “community location register”
• “computer readable medium”
• Lemko failed to Show Any Evidence of Secondary Considerations of Non-Obviousness
• Lemko failed to rebut Petitioners’ sufficient rationales to combine Mauer and Waylett 
• Procedural Dispute

 Petitioner’s argument that Patent Owner’s Exhibit (Ex. 1020) discloses a NIB using a 
“distributed architecture” is not untimely
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CASE NO. IPR2023-00531 DISPUTES
(‘988 PATENT)
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106DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

IPR2023-00531 (U.S. Pat. No. 7,855,988)
Challenged Claims and Grounds

IPR2023-00531 (U.S. Pat. No. 7,855,988)
Challenged Claims and Grounds

ReferenceBasisClaims

FlorePre-AIA 35 USC §1021, 3-9, and 20
Paper 8 (institution decision) at 7
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107DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

IPR2023-00531 (U.S. Pat. No. 7,855,988) Roadmap IPR2023-00531 (U.S. Pat. No. 7,855,988) Roadmap 
• “DMA gateway communications network”
• “communications information for a communications network accessible by a second DMA 

gateway”
• “communications information indicating one or more devices accessible by one of a DMA 

server and a legacy communications network”
• “storing the communications information in a home DMA register of the first DMA gateway”
• Dependent Claims
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108DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Flore discloses “DMA gateway,” “DMA gateway communications 
network,” and “home DMA register”
Flore discloses “DMA gateway,” “DMA gateway communications 
network,” and “home DMA register”

Ex. 1005, Fig. 1 (annotated); ¶81 of Proctor Decl. 

¶92 of Proctor Decl.

Ex. 1005 at [0040] (cited, e.g., Pet at 12)

Ex.1001, claim 1

Pet at 10, 12, 14, 22; see id. 11-18
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109DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Lemko falsely accuses Petitioners of “shifting their analysis” Lemko falsely accuses Petitioners of “shifting their analysis” 

POR at 33, fn2

Ex. 1005, Fig. 1 (annotated); ¶81 of Proctor Decl. 

Pet Reply at 13 (fn 3), Pet at 11 
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110DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

IPR2023-00531 (U.S. Pat. No. 7,855,988) Roadmap IPR2023-00531 (U.S. Pat. No. 7,855,988) Roadmap 
• “DMA gateway communications network”
• “communications information for a communications network accessible by a second DMA 

gateway”
• “communications information indicating one or more devices accessible by one of a DMA 

server and a legacy communications network”
• “storing the communications information in a home DMA register of the first DMA gateway”
• Dependent Claims
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111DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Flore identifies “communications information for a communications 
network accessible by a second DMA gateway.”
Flore identifies “communications information for a communications 
network accessible by a second DMA gateway.”

Ex. 1001, Claim 1

The challenged claims 
do not require that 
the communications 
information identify 
a network accessible 
by a second gateway.

¶89 of Proctor Decl. 

EX-1005 at [0046]

Pet Reply at 15
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112DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Flore identifies “communications information for a communications 
network accessible by a second DMA gateway.”
Flore identifies “communications information for a communications 
network accessible by a second DMA gateway.”

Ex. 1001, Claim 1

Lemko admitted that 
the SGSN 142 
identify is sent.

Pet Reply at 15
¶POR at 36

Ex. 1005, Fig. 1 (annotated); ¶81 of Proctor Decl. 
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113DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

IPR2023-00531 (U.S. Pat. No. 7,855,988) Roadmap IPR2023-00531 (U.S. Pat. No. 7,855,988) Roadmap 
• “DMA gateway communications network”
• “communications information for a communications network accessible by a second DMA 

gateway”
• “communications information indicating one or more devices accessible by one of a DMA 

server and a legacy communications network”
• “storing the communications information in a home DMA register of the first DMA gateway”
• Dependent Claims
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114DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Flore identifies “Communications Information Indicating One or More Devices 
Accessible by One of a DMA Server and a Legacy Communications Network”
Flore identifies “Communications Information Indicating One or More Devices 
Accessible by One of a DMA Server and a Legacy Communications Network”

Ex. 1001, Claim 1

The challenged claims only require 
receiving communications information 
“indicating one or more devices 
accessible by one of a DMA server and 
a legacy communications network”

Pet at 13
¶ 91 of Proctor Decl. 
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115DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Flore identifies “Communications Information Indicating One or More Devices 
Accessible by One of a DMA Server and a Legacy Communications Network”
Flore identifies “Communications Information Indicating One or More Devices 
Accessible by One of a DMA Server and a Legacy Communications Network”

¶ 91 of Proctor Decl. 

Ex. 1001, Claim 1

The challenged claims only 
require receiving 
communications information 
“indicating one or more 
devices accessible by one of 
a DMA server and a legacy 
communications network”

Ex. 1005 at [0046]

Pet at 13-14
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116DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

IPR2023-00531 (U.S. Pat. No. 7,855,988) Roadmap IPR2023-00531 (U.S. Pat. No. 7,855,988) Roadmap 
• “DMA gateway communications network”
• “communications information for a communications network accessible by a second DMA 

gateway”
• “communications information indicating one or more devices accessible by one of a DMA 

server and a legacy communications network”
• “storing the communications information in a home DMA register of the first DMA gateway”
• Dependent Claims
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117DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Flore discloses “storing the communications information in a home 
DMA register of the first DMA gateway”
Flore discloses “storing the communications information in a home 
DMA register of the first DMA gateway”

The challenged claims do not require 
the “communications information” to 
include “HLR information” or “location 
register information for its own or any 
other networks.”

Ex. 1006 at 13-14

Ex. 1001, Claim 1

Pet. 16; Pet Reply at 18
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118DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Flore discloses “storing the communications information in a home 
DMA register of the first DMA gateway”
Flore discloses “storing the communications information in a home 
DMA register of the first DMA gateway”

Ex. 1001, Claim 1

¶ 97 of Proctor Decl. 

¶ 96 of Proctor Decl. 
Pet at 15-16
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119DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

IPR2023-00531 (U.S. Pat. No. 7,855,988) Roadmap IPR2023-00531 (U.S. Pat. No. 7,855,988) Roadmap 
• “DMA gateway communications network”
• “communications information for a communications network accessible by a second DMA 

gateway”
• “communications information indicating one or more devices accessible by one of a DMA 

server and a legacy communications network”
• “storing the communications information in a home DMA register of the first DMA gateway”
• Dependent Claims
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120DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Flore discloses claim 7Flore discloses claim 7

Ex. 1001, Claim 7

Ex. 1005 at [0046]

Pet at 21
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121DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Flore discloses claim 7Flore discloses claim 7

Ex. 1005 at [0046]

Pet at 21

Ex. 1001, Claim 7

¶117 of Proctor Decl.
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122DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Flore discloses claim 8Flore discloses claim 8

Ex. 1005 at [0046]

Ex. 1001, Claim 8

Pet at 22
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123DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Flore discloses claim 8Flore discloses claim 8

Ex. 1005 at [0046]

Pet at 22

Ex. 1001, Claim 8

¶119 of Proctor Decl.
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124DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Flore discloses claim 9Flore discloses claim 9

¶ 121 of Proctor Decl. citing Ex. 1006 at 13 

Ex. 1005 at [0046]Ex. 1001, Claim 9

Pet at 23
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125DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Flore discloses claim 9Flore discloses claim 9

Ex. 1005 at [0046]

Ex. 1001, Claim 9

Pet at 23

¶121 of Proctor Decl.

Microsoft - Exhibit 1023 
Microsoft v. Lemko- IPR2023-00529 

Page 125 of 128



126DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Flore discloses claim 20Flore discloses claim 20

Ex. 1001, Claim 
20

Pet Reply at 15

Pet at 12

Pet at 24
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127DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Flore discloses claim 20 – Parties agree that the PDP context identifies 
other Gateway
Flore discloses claim 20 – Parties agree that the PDP context identifies 
other Gateway

Ex. 1001, Claim 20

Pet Reply at 15

¶POR at 36
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MICROSOFT CORPORATION AND AFFIRMED NETWORKS, INC., 
PETITIONERS

V.
LEMKO CORPORATION,

PATENT OWNER

CASE NO. IPR2023-00529 (U.S. PAT. NO. 7,653,414)
CASE NO. IPR2023-00531 (U.S. PAT. NO. 7,855,988)

END OF DEMONSTRATIVES
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