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TRANSCRI PT OF PROCEEDI NGS
NOKI A V. SOTO
APRI L 22, 2024

THE COURT: Good day everyone. This is Judge
Trock and with ne on this call are Judges Dang and Cox.
This is regarding | PR2023-00960 i nvol vi ng US pat ent
number 8823754 Nokia Anerica Corporation versus
Al exander Soto et. Al. And why don't we start with
appearances. Petitioner who's on the line for you
t oday?

MR. STEVENS: Good afternoon, this is Scott
Stevens. Wth nme are ny coll eagues Karl ee W obl ewski
and Matt Welch all from Alston and Bird on behal f of
the petitioner.

THE COURT: Good norning, M. Stevens. For
patent owner who do we have?

MR. TONG On behalf of patent owner this is
Peter Tong from Russ August and Kabat along with ny
col l eague I rene Lee.

THE COURT: Good day, M. Tong.

COURT REPORTER: Excuse ne, this is the court
reporter Teckla C ay.

THE COURT: This is Judge Trock, we're here
today to discuss an order to show cause whi ch was

I ssued in part with the decision granting institution
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on paper 19 on February 23rd 2024. The di scussion
regardi ng the circunmstances which involve the order to
show cause was di scussed in the decision on institution
pages 24 through 26.

So the order to show cause is issued
pursuant to 37CFR42.11E3. And I1'd like to hear from
bot h patent owner and petitioner on this issue with
respect to a couple of questions. W had your, we got
your briefing. W got papers 25 and 26 which were
filed by petitioner and patent owner responding to the
order to show cause.

We read through them but we still have
sone additional questions that we'd |ike to cover today
as well as to get a further understanding of what
happened from counsel from your perspective. So | have
4 basic questions I'd |like for each of you to address.
And I'll give you time to wite these down because |
know | didn't provide them for you. But here they are.

The first is was there a m sconmmuni cati on
or a failure of comunication with the Board with
respect to the issues that we were, we discussed in the
order with regard to the request for a Fintiv denial.

Second question is how did this
m scommuni cation or failure to comuni cate happen if

t here was one.
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And nunber 3, do the counsel believe that
t hey have a continuing obligation to notify the Board
when there's a material fact change, especially when
there's a claimfor relief before the Board.

And nunber 4 if such a m scomruni cation or
failure to comunicate did occur, how can we prevent
this from happening in the future? So that's how I'd
li ke to sort of franme the discussion today. And I'd
like to get the insights fromcounsel, from both sides
as to how this occurred and how you see this and what
we can do to prevent sonething like this from happening
In the future if you agree that there was sone
m sconmuni cation or failure to communicate. So why
don't we hear from petitioner first, M. Steven.

MR. STEVEN:. Yes thank you. Yes Scott Steven
fromAlston and Bird. |1'mgoing to try to answer them
in the order that you presented them

So first was there a mi scomrunication or a
failure to communicate with the Board regarding Fintiv
I ssues. It is clear that a material fact occurred
after we had filed our last brief. And that was not
brought to the Board's attention.

Qbviously the Board found it on it's own
volition as part of the institution decision and had it

before it when it relied on that. But in a perfect

Page 5

Veritext Lega Solutions

Caendar-CA @veritext.com 866-299-5127
Alexander and Walter Soto, Ex. 2019
Nokia of America Corporation v. Alexander and Walter Soto, IPR2023-00960




© 00 N oo o0 b~ wWw N P

N N N N NN P P P P P P PP PR
o A W N B O © 00 N O U b~ wWw N +—» O

worl d one of the parties or both of the parties could
have provided that to the Board.

So was there a m scommuni cation? Well the
briefing was cl osed and the parties had nmade the
positions that they had made, but certainly in a nore
clear world we could have provided that to the Board
after the briefing had cl osed.

How did it happen? Again | think the, the
joint notion to vacate the trial occurred between the
reply brief and the sur-reply brief. And then the
order actually taking issue, taking action on that and
vacating the trial date occurred at sone point in tinme
thereafter, after the briefing was cl osed.

Do we believe that there's a continuing
duty? Frankly to us it was a little unclear what the
duties are to the Board after briefing is closed. But
given the fact that we were not advancing a Fintiv
argunment we did not believe that we had any conti nui ng
duty to provide any of these issues, additional
evidence to the Board on |ater transpiring effects.

And how can he prevent this in the future?
| do think sone clarity would be warranted here. You
know all of us parties and, you know, attorneys
representing parties before the Board al ways struggle

with the question of, you know, when are we providing
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too nuch. \When are we providing sonething that we
think is inportant, but that the Board m ght feel is
gilding the lily and trying to provide additional
evidence. And | think every practitioner struggles
with that a bit.

But if the Board were to provide clear
gui dance that when a Fintiv issue is raised it is a
material event at a District Court or otherw se that
transpires after briefing is closed, I'm sure al
parties would be happy to abide by that.

| do think that there is, you know,
speaki ng beyond just nyself or Alston Bird, | don't
think that that's clear as to what's expected of us,
whet her we be trying to informyou of sonething that
happened too |late and you're not interested or just
trying to informyou of all material events even after
the briefing. | do think clarity on that would be both
warranted and hel pful. Have | answered your questions
Judge Trock.

THE COURT: All right. Thank you, M. Stevens.
| have a couple of follow up questions for you before
we get to patent owner just to follow up on this. |Is
Al ston Bird aware of the notice that the patent and
trademark office issued on July 29th 2022 wth regard

to duties of disclosure with respect to proceedi ngs
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before the Patent Trial and Appeal Board.

MR. STEVEN. |'m sure that we | ook at all of
what you publish that is expected of us. Does that
date trigger something in ny mnd as | sit here w thout
| ooking as to what that is? |[|'Il tell you that date
doesn't trigger anything for ne. O course we have a
process to see whatever the Board publishes that talks
about whatever is expected of practitioners before us.

THE COURT: Okay. So if you haven't taken a
| ook at that, | would recommend that you take a | ook at
t hat because it does provide sone of the clarity that
you were discussing here that we believe with respect
to obligations and information to provide to the Board.

The second thing I1'd like to discuss with
you M. Stevens is you make the point that the district
court's order occurred after the briefing in this case.
| take it you can agree with nme that the issue of this
consol i dati on and de-consolidation in the district
court with respect to the court's order is a materi al
change with respect to the positions taken by the
parties with regard to the pending trial date. Can we
agree on that?

MR. STEVEN. | can agree with you that it was
material to the patent owner's position regarding

whet her Fintiv applies. That | will agree with you on.
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THE COURT: Ckay. What about the positions that
you were taking with respect to the briefing because
the petitioner did take positions with respect to the
pending trial date; did you not?

MR. STEVEN. We did. And in our |ast paper we
t al ked about the fact that the AT&T case wasn't set to
trial until the follow ng year which we thought added
addi ti onal credence to our positions on Fintiv. |
think that's true.

|"msure that we did informthe Court in
our briefing of what the trial date was at the nonent
that it existed, in other words, when we filed the
petition, you know, we inforned what the trial date was
at that nonment. And of course that definitely changed
over tinme. Whether that materially effected the
position we were advocating on Fintiv, |I'mnot so sure.

THE COURT: Right. | can understand your
perspective with regard to the best interest of your
client. But what about with regard to the best
i nterest of the Board and the public?

MR. STEVEN:. | nmean obviously the position we
wer e advocating was that a discretionary deni al under
Fintiv was not warranted for other reasons regardl ess
of the trial date of the Nokia 1 action. You know with

that said, do | believe this to be a material event in
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one's consideration of the Fintiv issues? That, yes |
do.

| do think that after the Court had
deci ded to de-consolidate and reconsolidate with
sonet hing el se which will have a net effect of pushing
the trial off by let's call it at |least 18 nonths, do |
think that's material to the Board' s consideration of
Fintiv? | do.

THE COURT: Right. And so that's the point |I'd
like to bring to your attention. Your petition is
referring to a pending trial date of May 2024 and the
district court's order vacating that trial date and
consol idating the 2 Nokia cases together obviously
changes that fact.

And so even though we would agree with you
that it was the patent owner which was seeking the
relief here under Fintiv, the fact that the trial date
s no longer May 6th 2024 is materially changed. And 1
or both parties could bring that to the Board's could
attention; could they not?

MR. STEVEN:. They could. | think technically we
woul d have needed to seek perm ssion to have filed
that. But yes either party at that point in time could
have e-mail ed and sought perm ssion to suppl enent the

record with additional evidence.
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THE COURT: And | think and | take it from your
statenent, M. Stevens, that you are aware you can
e-mail the Board and request perm ssion to file a
noti on, supplenent information, give us sone
i nformation that materially has changed. You're aware
you can do that; is that correct?

MR. STEVEN: | am

THE COURT: All right. Thank you. Okay patent
owner why don't we hear fromyou on these questions.

MR. TONG  Yes, your Honor. Starting with the
first question was there a m sconmuni cation with the
Board regarding the Fintiv issues. And I'd also like
to address the second question how did this happen.

| think there was a m scomuni cati on
because of the interplay of several conflicting
comruni cations. The primary one being the Board's
e-mai | on Decenmber 27th 2023 which set particul ar
deadlines for cutoffs of Fintiv related briefing.

So we had interpreted that as the Board
not wanting to hear any further argunments regarding
things that would effect the parties Fintiv positions
after those particular deadlines. And this is in the
record at Exhibit 3002. So | believe that would be a
m sconmuni cation and how it happened.

Do counsel believe they have a conti nuing
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obligation to notify the Board of additional events
that may affect the party's positions? Yes we do. W
have a continuing obligation to notify the Board.

Rel ated to that | think there are further questions of
what exactly do we have to further disclose when we
have already partially made a discl osure. As we noted
in our briefing as of the filing of the sur-reply,
patent owner's in footnote, in one of their footnotes,
| believe footnote 3 notified the Board of the pending
notion to reconsolidate the cases.

So at that point we believe that we had
done our best to try and notify the Board of everything
that we could. And given that this was already pointed
out to the Board we weren't quite sure whether the
Board wanted further updates. And we didn't know if
the Board woul d feel that what we had di scl osed was
already sufficient in which case we woul d have believed
that we conplied with our duty of disclosure. And we
didn't want to violate the Board's Fintiv briefing
deadl i ne cutoff.

So how can we prevent this? That was the
| ast question. And | would agree with opposing counsel
in that there's, it's kind of a conflict between the
duty of disclosure with ongoing comruni cati ons as wel |

as that, the Board's e-mail that set the cutoff for
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Fintiv deadline.

And in addition, you know, just what type
of things would the Board |ike the parties to disclose
when there's already been at |east a parti al
di scl osure? So that's what | think would be npst
hel pful if the Board could issue sone type of
clarification on that aspect.

THE COURT: Ckay. Thank you, M. Tong. | have
the e-mail up that you're referring to with respect to
our conmmuni cation wth counsel in regard to briefing.
And as | read through it | see the deadlines for the
briefs. But | don't see any statenent in there saying
don't conmunicate with us with respect to anything
else. So --

MR. TONG You're absolutely right, your Honor.

THE COURT: | have a different point of view of
how you're interpreting. That schedule is basically an
i nformal schedul i ng order saying when the parties
should be filing these particular briefs.

But | do appreciate the fact that you
i ndi cated that you believe you do have an ongoi ng
obligation to advise the Board of this. So just to
give you a little bit of the panel's perspective here
so that you can see this from perhaps a different

cont ext.
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The Board has before it, the panel has
before it a request for relief and it's a serious one.
It's essentially denying institution with respect to
Fintiv. And these dates are particularly critical.
VWhere the pending district court trial date is has a
significant material effect on how the Board and the
panel considers these argunments with respect to Fintiv.

And it's an issue that we have to take on
many times prior to dealing with the nmerits of the
case. Because if the petition is going to be denied,
there's no reason necessarily to go and | ook at the
merits. So this is a real serious concern to the
Boar d.

And when parties cone to us and give us
information with respect to material facts, here's the
pending trial date, you can see how close this trial
date is to when the final decision is going to be
I ssued or in the case of the other party how far away
It 1s, and so when a date |like that changes it has a
significant effect on how we go through and anal yze
these Fintiv factors and cone to a decision as to
whet her we're going to grant that request for relief
and deny institution or reject the request for relief.

And there is no other way for us around

this. It is an obligation on our part to consider this
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request that's been put in front of us by the patent
owner. So the Board, the district court issued it's
order on consolidation January 30th and we i ssued our
deci sion on February 23rd. That's a tinme span of
several weeks there. Several weeks in which we heard
nothing fromeither side when both sides have to be
aware that this issue is before us and that the panel
and the Board is considering whether or not this case
Is going to go forward. And it relies in material part
on that trial date.

And it's difficult to see how both parties
could not realize that. That when the district court
vacates a pending trial date and both parties have
referred to that trial date in their briefing to the
Board and now it's no |onger in existence, it may have
been correct when you provided the information to the
Board but it is no |longer correct after the district
court issued that order on January 30th, that is at
| east in ny view when the parties should have realized
we need to bring this to the Board' s attenti on.

This trial date that we've been briefing
I's no | onger correct, it's no longer true. And we
can't have the Board relying on that as if it is
because sonet hi ng has changed, sonething material has

changed. Now whether or not there's a briefing
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schedule, there's still, in our view there's an ongoi ng
obligation to advise the Board of the change in
material facts especially in a case |like this where
there's a claimfor relief which depends on those
facts.

That's our view and that's why | wanted to
have this conference call so that we could hear from
the parties, we could hear from counsel, we could get
sone understanding as to how this occurred and perhaps
get sone insight fromcounsel as to what woul d be
beneficial for themto get an understandi ng so that
It's not just in this case but in any other case.

Because as you probably are well aware
Fintiv is a recurring issue before the Board and
doesn't appear as if it's going to go away any tine
soon. So there may very well be circunstances just
i ke this occurring in other cases as we go forward.

So | would like to hear in particular if
there are, if there is a mechanismthat you believe
woul d be effective not only in this case but in other
cases as well where we could provide this insight as to
how t he panel and the Board view the materiality of
this situation.

And how we can make it clearer to counsel

that we want you to cone forward and we want you to
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contact us to provide us with the information when
there's a situation |like this where there's a pending
claimfor relief that relies on a material fact and
that fact has changed, so that we can get all of this
information in front of us and make the correct
decision. Because | think at the end of the day that's
what everybody wants. That's what petitioner wants,
that's what the patent owner wants is for us to nmake
the right decision.

And the best way to hel p us nmake that
right decision is to give us the correct information
and not have us trying to nake a deci sion on
I nformation which is to longer correct. So petitioner
woul d you |ike to address those remarks?

MR, STEVEN. | will. Again this is Scott
Stevens for petitioner. | agree with everything you
said. Let ne again apologize for the fact that nobody
brought this to the Board's attention. | do think,
speaking for us or the other side, | don't think there
was an attenpt to m slead you or intentionally not tel
you what was goi nhg on.

But we certainly do appreciate that we
coul d have been better. W could have provided this to
you. As far as how to publish this, | don't know

whet her the answer is through sone sort of an order or
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t hrough rul emaki ng, but | do think it would be hel pful
to folks |like nme to have nore clear guidance on this
expectation to erase that tension that sonetinmes we
fear we're telling you things that you don't want to
know.

You know if there could be sone rul emaking
wher e exanpl es were provided sort of like this case
where subsequent to the close of briefing there is a
change in the trial calendar that that is something
t hat you expect and, you know, demand that parties nmake
you aware of on their own volition. | think that would
be very hel pful to ne.

THE COURT: Okay thank you, M. Stevens. Patent
owner, M. Tong?

MR. TONG  Yes, your Honor. | think it would
help if in the e-mails that authorize further Fintiv
briefing if those could make clearer that the Board is
I nterested in continuing updates even after the
deadl i nes. That was probably our biggest hol dup, not
wanting to appear to be in violation or not wanting to
appear to be pestering and annoying the Board with
further ongoi ng devel opnents after the Board has made
clear that there is some sort of briefing cutoff.

Whil e we appreciate that this Board of US

Patent Ofice wants to nake the right decision with al
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of the facts, there are certain courts that | have
practi ced before where there have been just ongoing
devel opnents and facts in all sorts of cases. And the
judge in those cases sonetines says, okay well we can't
have briefing going on forever. |1'mgoing to consider
all the facts up to a certain date. | want you to, you
know, submt your briefing, your final briefing before
then. And that's what |'m going to make my ruling on.

So with that kind of understandi ng of, you
know, the expectations of other courts, if the Board's
e-mail would include a line at the end sayi ng sonething
along the lines of, Board expects the parties, not,
per haps not expects, but the Board wel conmes and
encourages the parties to continue to reach out and
provi de updat es about subsequent events that nmay
materially inpact the Fintiv analysis.

| think that would hel p encourage the
parties to provide those rather than discourage the
parties from being afraid of violating the, either the
Board's deadlines or appearing to be pestering and
annoyi ng whenever sonethi ng, whenever there's a further
devel opnent in their favor.

THE COURT: | appreciate that, M. Tong. And

we're well aware of this tension. And | can appreciate

the difficulty of figuring out what the correct bal ance
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Is. And we would agree with you that there cones a
point at which argunment does need to stop. And perhaps
there's a distinction to be made between facts and
argunment that yes the trial date has changed and then
give us that information with respect to that fact that
the trial date has changed.

But then as you can see each party would
want to argue that point too, right. Because now that
the trial date has changed here's our additional
arguments with respect to Fintiv. W agree with you
that there does cone a point that the argunent with
respect to the issues and the facts has to stop so that
we can make a decision on a (inaudible) record.

But with respect to the facts that may be
alittle bit different we naybe able to provide those
facts and make that correct w thout having to add in
addi tional argunment. But your point is well taken.

And this is really hel pful to get the
perspective of counsel who has to deal with these cases
on a regular basis as to how we can nake this clearer
for you and so that there are no m sconmuni cati ons and
we can clarify the situation and clarify the record so
that we're in a position to make the best deci sion
possi ble for, for the case.

So | thank you for this input. [It's been
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very hel pful and insightful. Petitioner is there
anything else you'd like to add before we cl ose out
t oday?

MR. STEVEN. This is Scott Stevens, no we don't.
Thank you for your tine.

THE COURT: Okay. Patent owner, anything
further fromyou?

MR. TONG In the interest of disclosure | would
|ike to provide a few updates to the Board. As your
Honors are aware there are certain rel ated cases
bet ween both the Soto brothers and Nokia. The parties
are currently in ongoing discussions as to the best way
to informthe Board about how there maybe further
updat es and devel opnents.

The parties are neeting and conferring to
propose the best way to do that. But the Board shoul d
expect to hear fromthe parties on those issues.
Additionally there's a related AT&T case. And there's
an IPR that is pending. | wanted to |l et the Board know
that the underlying district court case has settled in
principle and that the parties have signed a binding
term sheet.

THE COURT: Ckay thank you very nuch. Do you
have that case nunber?

MR. TONG Yes. That would be | PR2024-00712.
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THE COURT: Thank you very nuch, M. Tong.

MR. TONG  Yeah so we will be working with AT&T
to provide an update and a notice to the panel in that
case as wel |.

THE COURT: Ckay. Thank you, M. Tong. All
right. Hold on one second. Let ne check with ny
col | eagues and see if there's anything further. OCkay
counsel there will be nothing further fromus. So
unl ess anything, petitioner or patent owner have
anything else to add we are, we're adjourned and we're

off the record. So thank you for your tine today.

(The proceedi ngs concluded at 10:31 a.m)

Page 22

Veritext Lega Solutions

Cdendar-CA @veritext.com 866-299-5127
Alexander and Walter Soto, Ex. 2019

Nokia of America Corporation v. Alexander and Walter Soto, IPR2023-00960




a b~ W N

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21
22
23
24
25

UNI TED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFI CE
BEFORE THE PATENT TRI AL AND APPEAL BOARD

NOKI A OF AMVERI CA CORPORATI ON, )
)
)

PETI Tl ONER,
) CASE NO.
ALEXANDER SOTO AND WALTER SOTO, ) 1 PR2023- 00960
)
PATENT OWNERS. )

)

|, TECKLA CLAY, CSR NO. 13125, OFFICl AL
REPORTER OF THE SUPERI OR COURT OF THE STATE OF
CALI FORNI A, FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, DO HEREBY
CERTI FY THAT THE FOREGO NG PAGES, 1 THROUGH 23
COWPRI SE A FULL, TRUE AND CORRECT REMOTE TRANSCRI PT OF
THE PROCEEDI NGS TAKEN | N THE ABOVE ENTI TLED CAUSE ON
APRI L 22, 2024 DATED THI S 23RD DAY OF MAY 2024.

TECKLA CLAY, CSR NO. 13125

Page 23

Veritext Lega Solutions

Caendar-CA @veritext.com 866-299-5127
Alexander and Walter Soto, Ex. 2019

Nokia of America Corporation v. Alexander and Walter Soto, IPR2023-00960




[& - awar €]

& 3 20:9,17 apologize 17:17
& 26 3 51129 additionally appeal 1:28:1
_ _ 3002 11:23 address 4:16 appear 16:15
1 92410118 | o 15313 11:1317:14 18:20,21
23:14 37cfra2 11e3. | adjourned appear ances
10:31 22:13 46 22:10 2:13:9
1120 2.4 ' 4 advancing 6:17 | appearing
13125 1:22 advise 13:22 19:20
23:11,21 4 41655 16:2 applies 8:25
18 10:6 4925 27 advocating appreciate
18876 23:20 6 9:16,22 13:20 17:22
19 41 6th 10:18 affect 12:2 18:2419:23,24
2 7 afraid 19:19 april 1:12 3:3
2 10:13 206 28 afternoon 3:11 23:17
200 2:8 £ : agree 5:128:17 argue 20:8
2022 7:24 8 8:22,23,25 argument 6:18
2023 11:17 8823754 3.7 10:15 12:22 20:2,4,11,17
2024 1:12 3:3 a 17:16 20:1,10 | arguments
4:110:11,18 29:1 al 38 11:20 14:7
23:17,17 A : 3 alexander 1:6 20:10
, abide 7:10
22 1:123:3 . 3:.823:7 aspect 13:7
able 20:15
23:17 . alston 2:23:13 | at&t 9:621:18
above 23:16
23 23:14 5:167:12,23 22:2
absolutely : A _
23rd 4:115:4 13:15 america 1:4 3.7  attempt 17:20
23:17 action 611 23:5 attention 5:22
24 4:4 9:24 ' analysis 19:16 10:10,20 15:20
25 4:9 ' _ analyze 14:20 17:18
actually 6:11
26 4:4.9 _ _ angeles 23:13 attorneys 6:23
! add 20:1621:2 . _ N
27th 11:17 22:10 annoying 18:21 | august 2:6 3:18
28203 2:5 . 19:21 authorize 18:16
added 9:7
29th 7:24 " . answer 5:16 avenue 2.7
addition 13:2
additional 4:13 | 17% aware 7:23
6'197'39'8. answered 7:18 11:2,5 15:7
10:25 12°1 16:1318:11
Page 1

Veritext Legal Solutions

Alexander and Walter Soto, Ex. 2019

Cal endar-VRT AP RIS CRBiee. Adiyeades9nd Walter Soto, IPR2023-00960




[awar e - conflict]

19:24 21:10 16:2,14,22
b 18:17,21,22,24
balance 19:25 19:12’13 219
basc 416 21:13,16,19
basically 1317 | 233
basis 20:20 board's 5:22
behalf 31317 | 10-71911:16
believe 51614 1219251520
6:188:120:25  17:1819:10.20
11:23.25 129 brief 5:216:10
12:11 13:21 6:10
16:19 briefing 4:96:4
believed 12:17 = 97131679
beneficial 7:17 8:16 9:2
16:11 9:1111:18
best 9:18,19 12:7,19 13:10
12:12 17:10 15:14,21,25
20:23 21:12,16 13;3'%7’23 19:5
Egtg‘ ; 1;?2) briefs 13:12,19
biggest 18:19 bring 10:10,19
binding 21:21 15:20
bird 22313 brothers 21:11
5167:1223 | Prought 522
bit 7:513:23 17:18
20:15 c
board 1:24:20 | ¢ 2:10
5:2,4,19,236:2 | calendar 18:9
6:6,16,20,24 california
7:268:1,7,13 23:13
9:2011:3,12,19 | call 3:510:6
12:1,39,1214 | 167
12:15,16 13:3,6 | carolina 2:5
13:22 14:1,6,13 | case 1:58:16
15:281517,23 | 9:612:17

14:10,18 15:8
16:3,12,12,20
18:7 20:24
21:18,20,24
22:4 23.6
cases 10:13
12:10 16:17,21
19:3,4 20:19
21:10
cause 3:.24 4.3
4:5,11 23:16
certain 19:1,6
21:10
certainly 6:5
17:22
certify 23:14
change 5:38:20
16:2 18:9
changed 9:14
10:18 11:5
15:24,25 17:4
20:4,6,9
changes 10:14
14:19
charlotte 2.5
check 22:6
circumstances
4:2 16:16
clam 5:416:4
17:3
clarification
13:7
clarify 20:22,22
clarity 6:22
7:17 8:11

clay 1:223:22
23:11,21
clear 5:206:6
7:6,13 18:2,23
Clearer 16:24
18:17 20:20
client 9:19
close 14:16
18:8 21:2
closed 6:4,7,13
6:16 7:9
colleague 3:19
colleagues 3:12
22:7
come 14:14,21
16:25 20:11
comes 20:1
communicate
4:24 5:6,13,19
13:13
communication
4.20 13:10
communicati...
11:16 12:24
complied 12:18
comprise 23:15
concern 14:12
concluded
22:13
conference
16:7
conferring
21:15
conflict 12:23

Veritext Lega Solutions

Page 2

Alexander and Walter Soto, Ex. 2019

Cal endar-VRT AP RIS CRBiee. Adyeades9nd Walter Soto, IPR2023-00960




[conflicting - €]

conflicting couple 4:.87:21 | dated 23:17 difficult 15:11
11:15 course 8:69:14 | dates 14:4 difficulty 19:25
consider 14:25 | court 3:4,1520 | day 3:4,2017:6 disclose 12:5
19:5 3:21,21,237:8 23:.17 13:3

consider ation 7:208:9,199:1 | de 8:1810:4 disclosed 12:16
10:1,7 9:10,1710:3,9 | deadline 12:20 | disclosure 7:25
considering 11:1,8 13:8,16 13:1 12:6,18,24 13:5
15:8 14:5 15:2,12,18  deadlines 11:18  21:8
considers 14:7 18:13 19:23 11:22 13:11 discourage
consolidate 21:6,20,23 22:1 18:19 19:20 19:18

10:4 22:523:12 deal 20:19 discretionary
consolidating court's 8:16,19 | dealing 14:9 9:22

10:13 10:12 december discuss 3:24
consolidation courts 19:1,10 11:17 8:14

8:18,18 15:3 cover 4:13 decided 10:4 discussed 4.3
contact 17:1 cox 2:113:5 decison 3:25 4.21

context 13:25 | credence 9:8 4:35:24 14:17 | discussing 8:12
continue 19:14 | critical 14:4 14:21 15:4 discussion 4:1
continuing 5:2 | crock 2:10 17.6,9,11,12 5:8

6:14,18 11:25 | cr 1:2223:11 18:25 20:13,23 | discussions
12:318:18 23:21 definitely 9:14 21:12
corporation 1.4 | currently 21:12 | demand 18:10 | distinction 20:3
37235 cutoff 12:20,25 | denial 4:22 district 7:8
correct 11:6 18:23 9:22 8:15,18 10:12
15:16,17,22 cutoffs 11:18 denied 14:10 14:5 15:2,12,17
17:5,11,13 d deny 14:23 21:20

19:25 20:16 dallas 2:8 denying 14:3 duties 6:16
23:15 dang 2:1035 depends 16:4 7:25
counsel 4:15 date 6:12 845 development duty 6:15,19
5:1,911:25 821 9:4.11 1’3 19:22 12:18,24

12:22 13:10 9:24 10:’11”12 developments e
16:8,10,24 10:17 14516 | 1822193 e 10:2411:3,17
20:19 22:8 14:17,1915:10 | 2114 12:2513:9
county 23:13 15:13:14’21 different 13:16 1816 19:11

19620469 | 13242015
Page 3

Veritext Lega Solutions

Alexander and Walter Soto, Ex. 2019

Cal endar-VRTB AP RIS CRBIieRe. Adityeades 9nd Walter Soto, IPR2023-00960




[effect - important]

effect 105 expected 7:13 | 19:16 20:10 17:2119:5,5.8
11:21 14:6,20 8:3,8 first 4:195:14 | good 3:4,11,15
effected 9:15 expects 19:12 5:18 11:11 3:20
effective 16:20 19:13 folks 18:2 grant 14:22
effects 6:20 f follow 7:21,22 | granting 3:25
either 10:23 _ . following 9:7 greenville 2.7
15:6 19:19 fagf6 13031%&6717 footnote 12:8,9 | guidance 7.7
encourage 13:20 17:13) 417 footnotes 12:8 18:2
19:17 205 Y foregoing 23:14 h
encourages factors 14:21 forever 195 happen 4:24
19:14 facts 14:1516:3  forward 159 1681993
entitled 23:16 16:519:1.3.6 16:17,25 happened 4:15
erase 18:3 20:3,12,14,16 | found 5:23 7:15 11:24
especially 5:3 failure 4.20,24 frame 58 happening 5:7
16:3 56.13.19 frankly 6:15 511
essentially 14:3 | ;L4:’1817:24 front 15:117:5 happy 7:10
e 38 favor 19:22 full 23:15 hear 4:65:14
event 7:89:25 fear 184 further 4:14 11:9.20 16:7.8
events 7:16 february 4:1 11:20 12:4,5,15 16:1%321:17’
12:119:15 15:4 18:16,22 19:21 heard 155
ev_erybody 17:7 fed 72 12:16 21:7,1322:7,8 help 17:10
evidence 6:20 | fiqring 19:25 | fUture 57121 9g1619:17
7:410:25 file 11:3 6.2 helpful 7:18
exactly 125 | fiieq 4:105:21 g 13:6 18:1,12
examples 187 | g.15 10:02 gilding 7:3 20:18 21:1
excuse 321 | giing 12:7 give 417114 | hold 22:6
exhibit 11:23 13:19 13:2314:14 | holdup 18:19
existed 912 goal 1417197 | 17:11205 honor 11:10
existence 15:15 ity 4:225:19 | given 6:17 13:15 18:15
expect 18:10 6:177:7825 | 12:13 honors 21:10
exitclt;tion 9:816,2310:1 | go 14:11,20 i
e 108171112 | 159161517 (oo 100

. 11:18,21 12:19 Hgoing 5:16 important  7:2
expectations 131144721 | 14:10,17,22 |
19:10 16:14 18:16 15:9 16:15

Page 4

Veritext Legal Solutions Alexander and Walter Soto, Ex. 2019

Cal endar-VRT AP RIS CRBIieRe. Adiyeades9nd Walter Soto, IPR2023-00960



[inaudible - net]

inaudible 20:13 | ipr2023-00960 19:10 21:19 14:15 15:9,24
include 19:11 1:6 3.6 23.7 | 16:317:3
indicated 13:21 | ipr2024-00712 late 7°15 materiality
inform 7:14,16 21:25 lee 319 16:22
9:1021:13 irene 3:19 lily 7:3 materially 9:15
informal 13:18 issue 4:76:11 line 391911 10:18 11.5
infor mation 7:78:17 136 lines 19:12 19:16
8:1311:4,5 14.8 15:7 little  6:15 13:23 matt 3:13
14:15 15:16 16:14 20:15 matthew 2:3
17:1,5,11,13 issued 3:254:5 longer 10:18 mean 9:21
20:5 7.2414:18 15:15.17.22.22 mechanism
informed 9:13 15:2,3,18 17:13’ T 16:19
input 20:25 issues 4:215:20 look 8210.10 meeting 21:15
insight 16:10 6:19 10:1 14:11 T merits 14:9,12
16:21 11:12 20:12 looking 8:5 mind 84
insightful 21:1 21:17 los 2313 miscommuni...
insights 5:9 j m 4:19,24 5:5,13
institution 3:25 | . . 5:186:311:11
43524143 1T B3 T 22 11:14,24
14:23 joint 6:9 made 6:4,5 miscommuni...
intentionally - 11 A 12:6 18:22 20:21
judge 2:113:4 . :

17:20 393719194 @ 203 midead 17:20
interest 9:1820 . 50036 mail 11:3,17 moment 9:11
21:8 J. |g o 12:2513:9 914
interested 7:15 0" 19:11 months 10:6
18:18 K mailed 10:24  morning 3:15
interplay 11:15 kabat 2:63:18 | mails 18:16 motion 6:9 11:4
inter preted karlee 2:33:12 make 8:15 12:10
11:19 kevin 2:10 16:24 17:5,8,10 n
interpretin kind 12:2319:9 | 17:1218:10,17 :
plishanks know 4:186:23  18:2519:8 necessarily
ivolve 4:2 6:23,25 7:11 20:1316,2023 | _ 616‘31115_ 0200
involving 3:6 9:13,24 12:15 | material 5:3,20 neaded '10_22'
ipr 21:19 13:217:24 7:8,16 8:19,24 net 105 '

18:5,6,10 19:7 9:2510:7 14:6 '

Page 5

Veritext Legal Solutions

Alexander and Walter Soto, Ex. 2019

Cal endar-VRT AP RIS CRBIieRe. Adiyeades9nd Walter Soto, IPR2023-00960




[nokia - probably]

nokia 1:43:2,7 | one's 10:1
9:24 10:13 ongoing 12:24
21:11 23:5 13:21 16:1

north 2.5 18:22 19:2

noted 12:6 21:12

notice 7:23 opposing 12:22
22:3 order 3:244:2

notified 12:9 4:5,11,22 5:17

notify 5:212:1 6:11 8:16,19
12:3,12 10:12 13:18

number 3:75:1 15:3,18 17:25
5521:24 own 5:2318:11

0 owner 2:63:16
obligation 5:2 3:174:7,10
12:1,313:22 7:2210:16

14:25 162 11:915:217:8

obligations 18:14 21:6
8:13 22:9

obvioudy 5:23 own.er's 8:24
9:21 10:13 12:8

occur 5:6 own.ers L7

occurred 5:10 23:8
5:206:9,12 P
8:16 16:9 pages 4:423:14

occurring panel 14:1,7
16:17 15:7 16:22

office 1:17:24 22:3
18:25 23:2 panel's 13:23

official 1.22 paper 4:195
23:11 papers 4.9

okay 8:99:1 part 3:255:24
11:8 13:8 14:25 15:9
18:1319:4 partial 13:4
21.6,23 22:5,7 | partially 12:6

particular
11:17,22 13:19
16:18
particularly
14:4
parties 6:1,1,4
6:23,24 7:10
8:21 10:19
11:21 13:3,18
14:14 15:11,13
15:19 16:8
18:10 19:12,14
19:18,1921:11
21:15,17,21
party 10:23
14:18 20:7
party's 12:2
patent 1:1,2,7
2:6 3:6,16,17
4:7,10 7:22,23
8:1,24 10:16
11:812:8 15:1
17:8 18:13,25
21.6 22:9 23:2
23:3,8
pending 8:21
9:410:11 12:9
14:5,16 15:13
17:221:19
perfect 5:25
permission
10:22,24 11:3
per spective
4:159:18
13:23 20:19

pestering 18:21
19:20

peter 2:73:18
petition 9:13
10:10 14:10
petitioner 1.5
2:23:9,14 4.7
4:105:14 9:3
17:7,13,16 21:1
22:9 23.6
point 6:12 8:15
10:9,23 12:11
13:16 20:2,8,11
20:17

pointed 12:13
position 8:24
9:16,21 20:23
positions 6:5
8:209:1,3,8
11:21 12:2
possible 20:24
practiced 19:2
practitioner
74
practitioners
8:8

presented 5:17
prevent 5:6,11
6:21 12:21
primary 11:16
principle 21:21
prior 14:9
pro 1:22
probably 16:13
18:19

Veritext Lega Solutions

Page 6

Alexander and Walter Soto, Ex. 2019

Cal endar-VRT AP RIS CRBIieRe. Adiyeades9nd Walter Soto, IPR2023-00960




[proceedings - signed]

proceedings r relied 5:25 russ 2:63:18
1:113:17:25 raised 7-7 relief 5:410:17 S
22132316 | b 19:18 1422223164 | i 151518

process 87 reach 19:14 17:3 19:11

propose 2L16 | eqq 4:1213:11 TElies 159173 1 08 194

provide 418 | g 14:12 reiying 1523 | ghedule 13:17
6:197:3,6 8:11 realize 15:12 remarks 17:14 16:1
8131621 | reqlized 15:19 | eMOte 110 gpequling
171191518 ey 20118 23:15 1318
2015219 I reason 1411 | "l 81010 oy 203
22:3 reasons 9:23 12:7 5:1517:15

provided 6:26 |  oommend reporter 1:22 21:4
15:16 17:23 3:10 3:21,22' 23:12 second  4:23
18:_7_ reconsolidate reporters_ 1:10 814 11:13

providing 6:25 10:4 12:10 representing 296
71 record 10:25 6:24 see 51087

ptab 2:10 11:2320:13,22 | equest 4:22 13:11,12,24

publ!c 9:20 22:11 11:3 14:2,22,23 14:16 15:11

publisn  8:3 recurring 15:1 20:7 22:7
17:24 16'14 respect 4.8,21 seek  10:22

pursuant 46 | eferring 1011 | 92313913 1 yihis 14212

pushing 10:5 13:9 14:3,7,15 20:5 st 961117

put 15:1 regard 4:22 20:10,_12,14 12:95

g 7:248:219:18 | Fesponding settled 21:20

question 4:23 9:1913:10 410 several 11:15
6:2511:1113 | regarding 36 | [oht 720917 g0 p
12:22 42519824 109118 sheet 21:22

questions 4:8 11:12,20 131517911 | how 3:244:35
413167:1821 regardless 923 18:25208 4:11
11:9 12:4 regular 2020 | 226 sde 15:617:19

quite 12:14 reject 14:23  rulemaking sides 5:915:6

related 11:18 1_8:1’6 signature 23:20
12:421:10,18 | fuling 19:8 signed 21:21
Page 7

Veritext Lega Solutions

Alexander and Walter Soto, Ex. 2019

Cal endar-VRT AP RIS CRBIieRe. Adyeades9nd Walter Soto, IPR2023-00960




[significant - updates]

significant 14:6 | struggle 6:24 21:5,2322:1,5 | transpiring
14:20 struggles 7:4 22:11 6:20
st 84 submit 19:7 thing 8:14 trial 1:26:9,12
situation 16:23 | subsequent things 11:21 8:1,219:4,7,11
17:2 20:22 18:8 19:15 13:318:4 9:13,24 10:6,11
soon 16:16 sufficient 12:17 | think 6:8,22 10:12,17 14:5
sort 5:817:25 | suite 2:4,8 7:2,4,11,13,17 14:16,16 15:10
18:7,23 superior 23:12 9:910:3,7,21 15:13,14,21
sorts 19:3 supplement 11:1,14 12:4 18:9 20:4,6,9
soto 1.6,6 3:2,8 10:24 11:4 13.517:6,18,19 | 23:3
21:11 23:7,7 sur 6:1012:7 18:1,11,15 trigger 8:4,6
sought 10:24 sure 7:98:2 19:17 trock 3:5,23
south 2:4 9:10,16 12:14 | thought 9:7 7:19
span 154 t thu 2:10 true 9:915:22
speaking 7:12 t 1:22 time 4:176:12 23:15
17:19 take 810.17 9:15 10:23 try 5:1612:12
start 3:8 93111 i4:8 15:4 16:15 trying 7:3,14
starting 11:10 taken 8:9.20 21:522:11 7:1617:12
state 23:12 20:17 23:’16 times 149 tryon 2:4
statement 11:2 talked 96 today 3:10,24 | type 13:2,6
13:12 talks 87 4:135:8 21:3 u
states 1:123:2 technically 22:11 unclear 6:15
steven 5:14,15 10:21 together 10:13 under 9:22
5:158:2,239:5 teckla 1:22 tong 2:73:17 10:17
9:2110:21 392931121 3:18,20 11:10 underlying
11:717:15 tdl 85 17:2’0 13:8,15 18:14 21:20
21:4 telling 18:4 18:1513:23 under stand
stevens 2:2 tem 1:22 21:8,25 22:1,2 0:17
_ _ pore 1. _ :
3:11,12,157:20 tenson 18:3 22:5 under standing
8:1511:2 19:24 trademark 1:1 414 16:9.11
17:16 18:13 term 21:22 7:242_3:2 19:9 ’
24 texas 2:8 transeript 111 niteq 1:123:2
Sop 20212 ypank s157:20 312315 ngate 22:3
street 2:4 11:813:8 transpires 7.9 hdates 12:15
18:13 20:25 18:18 19:15
Page 8

Veritext Legal Solutions

Alexander and Walter Soto, Ex. 2019

Cal endar-VRT AP RIS CRBIieRe. Adiyeades9nd Walter Soto, IPR2023-00960




[updates - year]

21:9,14 welcomes 19:13
v words 9:12
v 32 working 22:2
vacate 6:9 wo_r ld 6:16
vacates 15:13 write 4:17.
vacating 6:12 W”_JbleWSk' 2:3
10:12 312
versus 3:7 y
view 13:16 yeah 22:2
15:1916:1,6,22 | year 9:7
violate 12:19

violating 19:19
violation 18:20
volition 5:24
18:11

w

walter 1:6 23:7
want 12:19
16:25,25 18:4
19:6 20:8
wanted 12:15
16:6 21:19
wanting 11:20
18:20,20
wants 17:7,7,8
18:25
warranted 6:22
7:18 9:23
way 14:24
17:10 21:12,16
we've 1521
weeks 1555
welch 2:33:13

Veritext Legal Solutions

Page 9

Alexander and Walter Soto, Ex. 2019

Cal endar-VRT AP RIS CRBIieRe. Adiyeades9nd Walter Soto, IPR2023-00960



	Telephonic Hearing
	Word Index
	All
	& - aware
	aware - conflict
	conflicting - e
	effect - important
	inaudible - net
	nokia - probably
	proceedings - signed
	significant - updates
	updates - year

	Alphabetical
	Numbers and Symbols
	& - aware

	A
	& - aware

	B
	aware - conflict

	C
	aware - conflict
	conflicting - e

	D
	conflicting - e

	E
	conflicting - e
	effect - important

	F
	effect - important

	G
	effect - important

	H
	effect - important

	I
	effect - important
	inaudible - net

	J
	inaudible - net

	K
	inaudible - net

	L
	inaudible - net

	M
	inaudible - net

	N
	inaudible - net
	nokia - probably

	O
	nokia - probably

	P
	nokia - probably
	proceedings - signed

	Q
	proceedings - signed

	R
	proceedings - signed

	S
	proceedings - signed
	significant - updates

	T
	significant - updates

	U
	significant - updates

	V
	updates - year

	W
	updates - year

	Y
	updates - year






