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Overview

W 1. Background

i United States Patent i) Patent No.:  US 10,932,207 B2
44y Date of Patent: Feb. 23, 2021

2. The Board correctly construed the terms
“preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower[0/1]” and
“powerRampingStep[0/1]”

3. Under the Board’s construction, obviousness is
undisputed

4. Challenged Claims are obvious under Patent
Owner’s proposed construction

N (— 5. The Board did not violate Patent Owner’s

‘ s procedural rights by addressing RSRP

Dermonstative Exhibit - Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH PD-2
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Contention Based Random Access Procedures
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©) R STt Figure 3: 2-step RACH procedure
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Figure 1: 4-step RACH procedure

Ex. 1003 (Mahon Decl.), 45 (citing Ex. 1009 at 2)

Paper 2 (Petition) at 4-7
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Power Ramping
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Figure 5.42 Power ramping in random access procedure

Ex. 1003 (Mahon Decl.), 47 (citing Ex. 1008 at Fig. 5.42)

Paper 2 (Petition) at 4-7
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Power Ramping Has Been Used In Wireless Standards for Decades

3G Standard:

6.1 Physical random access procedure

The physical random access procedure described in this subclause is initiated upon request of a PHY-Data-REQ
primitive from the MAC sublayer (cf TS 25.321).

Before the physical random-access procedure can be imtiated, Layer 1 shall recerve the following information from the
higher layers (RRC):

- The preamble scrambling code.
- The message length in time, either 10 or 20 ms.
- The AICH_Transmussion_Timing parameter [0 or 1].

- The available signatures and RACH sub-channel groups for each Access Service Class (ASC), where a
sub-channel group 1s defined as a group of some of the sub-channels defined in subclause 6.1.1

- The power-ramping factor Power_Ramp_Step [integer > 0].
- The parameter Preamble Retrans_Max [integer >~ 0].

- The imitial preamble power Preamble_Imitial Power.

Ex. 1003 (Mahon Decl.), 48 (citing Ex. 1011 at 21)

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence

4G Standard:

- RACH-ConfigCommon
The IE RACH-ConfigCommon is used to specify the generic random access parameters

RACH-ConfigCommon information element

-- ASNISTART
RACH-ConfigCommon :'= SEQUENCE {
preambleInfo SEQUENCE {
PowerRampingParameters ::= SEQUENCE {
I powerRanpingStep | ENUMERATED {dB0. dB2.dB4. dB6).

lEeTE.ﬁ_"eluT_uaEe?_eu?_ﬁ?_:gEnEﬂ: ENUMERATED |
dBm-120, dBm-118, dBm-116, dBm-114, dBm-112.
dBm-110, dBm-108, dBm-106, dBm-104, dBm-102,
dBm-100, dBm-98, dBm-96, dBm-94,

dBm-92, dBm-90}

Ex. 1003 (Mahon Decl.), 81 (citing Ex. 1010 at 378-79)

Paper 2 (Petition) at 6-7, 34

MCKOOL SMITH



The Board correctly construed the terms
“preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower[0/1]” and
“powerRampingStep[0/1]”

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence MCKOOL SM ITH



Board’s Preliminary Construction

[4pre]’ A base station device comprising:

[4a] control circuitry configured to control a 2-step contention based
random-access procedure and a 4-step contention based random-
access procedure: and

[4b] reception circuitry configured to receive a physical random access
channel with a random access preamble 1n a first step of the 2-
step contention based random-access procedure or in a first step
of the 4-step contention based random-access procedure:
wherein

[4¢] transmission power for the physical random access channel is
given based at least on a
PREAMBLE _RECEIVED _TARGET_POWER:

[4d] for the 4-step contention based random access procedure. the
PREAMBLE_RECEIVED_TARGET_POWER is given based
at least on a preambleImitialRecervedTargetPower(0) and a
powerRampingStep(0): and

[4¢] for the 2-step contention based random access procedure. the
PREAMBLE_RECEIVED_TARGET_POWER is given based
at least on a preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower(1) and a
powerRampingStep(1).

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence

Board’s Preliminary Construction:

“[W]e preliminarily construe the disputed terms
as being four separate elements.. .. where
preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower(0) and
powerRampingStep(0) are functions of input(0),
and where
preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower(1) and
powerRampingStep(1) are functions of input(1).

However, we preliminarily decline to adopt
Patent Owner’s full implicit construction of the
disputed terms, which also requires that input(0)
‘corresponds to the 4-step procedure’ and
input(1) ‘corresponds to the 2-step procedure.”

Ex. 1001 at 40
Paper 9 (Inst. Dec.) at 13

MCKOOL SMITH



Proposed Constructions

Board’s Preliminary Construction Petitioners Patent Owner

“[W]e preliminarily construe the disputed Same as the Board
terms as being four separate elements
(preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower(0),
preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower(1),
powerRampingStep(0), and
powerRampingStep(1)), where
preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower(0)
and powerRampingStep(0) are functions o
of input(0), and where
preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower(1)
and powerRampingStep(1) are functions
of input(1)”

Paper 9 (Inst. Dec.) at 13
Paper 12 (Pet.’s Reply) at 2-3

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH PD-9



PO Refuses to Disclose its Proposed Construction

RE: IPR2024-00310 | Exchange of Oral Hearing Demonstratives

Repl &) ReplyAll | — Forward
Matthew T. Cameron © | © Reply | © Reply @i
To Joshua Wyde; © Nicholas Mathews; @ Casey L. Shomaker Fri 5/30/2025 11:25 AM
Cc IPR2024-00310; ' abullwinkel@hpcllp.com; " Michael Heim ; ' Chris Limbacher; ' Michael McBride
Retention Policy 14 Year Delete (14 years) Expires 5/30/2039
Counsel,

In preparation for the oral hearing, would you please send us a chart that includes (1) the claim language that is the subject of Patent Owner’s
proposed construction, and (2) Patent Owner’s proposed construction? We believe this will crystalize the claim construction dispute and reduce
the likelihood of the parties talking past

is what we had in mind. For example: RE: IPR2024-00310 | Exchange of Oral Hearing Demonstratives

Claim Term(s) Joshua Wyde <JWyde®@aatriallaw.com> S _ 2 Regly _ ) Bepiy Al | P n— W
To Matthew T. Cameron; © Nicholas Mathews; @ Casey L. Shomaker Mon 6/2/2025 8:19 AM
Ce IPR2024-00310; ' abullwinkel@hpcllp.com; ' Michael Heim ; ' Chris Limbacher; ' Michael McBride
After we receive your chart, we will inse Retention Policy 14 Year Delete (14 years) Expires 6/2/2039

page regarding the specific language th:

Patent Owner has already put forth its claim construction and the basis therefore in a straightforward and detailed
manner. Therefore, it declines the invitation to provide a peripheral exchange outside the merits papers as it is at
Matthew Cameron least unnecessary.

Sincerely,

JoshuaWyde

T21 1.2365 | F 713.751.2341 |W

Demonstrative Exhibit—Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH PD-10



PO’s Shifting Positions

Patent Owner does indeed dispute that each and every element of Claims 4-6

and 8 as properly construed 1s disclosed in the prior art. All the claims require
- . . . To the extent that Petitioners are arguing that the separately recited elements
different power settings based upon the number of steps. and Leel/Lee2 neither
o may evaluate to the same value. this does not change that the claim limitations
alone nor together teach or suggest this limitation.
require the two separate functions that have a definition for at least the two inputs. 0

Paper 13 (PO Sur-Reply) at 1
and 1. corresponding to the 4- and 2-step process. respectively. And. again. there is

ReceivedTargetPower(l) and a powerRampmgStep(l). And. as Patent Owner Paper 8 (POPR) at 29

explains herein, *(0)" and *(1)" denote separate elements where 0 is set “for™ the 4-

step and 1 1s set “for” the 2-step contention based procedures. Yet, Petitioner does _ _ o
— miss the pertinent language completely. Patent Owner contends that it 1s the “for

Paper 11 (POR) at 1 g . ;
. (FOR) the 4-step contention based random access procedure™ and “for the 2-step contention

set in accordance for a handover event.”). However. none of this explains why a based random access procedure™ that indicates the following functions correspond

POSITA would be motivated to modify Leel to use different power settings based to the given steps. not the *0™ and 1™ on thewr own.

upon wherher the UE is doing a 2-step or 4-step contention procedure.
Paper 13 (PO Sur Reply) at 6

Paper 11 (POR) at 41

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH



Board’s Construction is Correct

1.Consistent with plain language of claims

2.Supported by intrinsic record

tttttttttt e Exhibit—Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH PD-12



Consistent with Plain Language of Claims

US01093220782

i United States Patent 10y Patent No.:  US 10,932,207 B2
Suzuki et al 44y Date of Patent: Feb. 23, 2021

for the 4-step contention based random access procedure,
the PREAMBLE_RECEIVED_TARGET_POWER 1is
given based at least on a preamblelnitialReceived lar-
getPower(0) and a powerRampingStep(0): and

tor the 2-step contention based random access procedure,
the PREAMBLE_RECEIVED_TARGET_POWER is
given based at least on a preamblelnitialReceivedTar-
getPower(1) and a powerRampingStep(1).

T&T Mobility LLC, AT&T Services Inc., Ericsson Inc., Nokia of America Corporation, and T-Mobile USA, Inc. Exhibit 1001
IPR2024-00310
ILS. Patent 10.912.207

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH Fx 00T Al Cfgmg



Consistent with Plain Language of the Claims

Paper 11
Filed: December 5, 2024

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

BEFORE THE PATENT TR

AT&T MOBILITY LLC, AT&T S
NOKIA OF AMERICA CORPORA.
PETITI

DAINGEAN TECH
PATENT

CASE IPR
PATENT

PATENT OWNI
37CFR

3 At a minimum, like the use of ordinal numbering, the claims’ use of different

mputs to the functions  preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower() and
powerRampingStep() in limitations 4c¢ and 4d indicate that these are mmdependent
values specified for the 4-step and 2-step procedures, and Petitioners cannot identify
the same item as satisfying both claim elements.
Holdings, Inc., 405 F.3d 1367, 1373 (Fed. Cir. 2005) (“The terms ‘first, second, and

third” are terms to distinguish different elements of the claim.”).

See Gillette Co. v. Energizer

Paper 11 (POR) at 27

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence

McCKOOL SMITH

PD-14



Supported by the Specification

gaf 3 I PREAM- L
BLE_RECEIVED_TARGET_POWER is given by Equation N
6 NON-CONTENTION BASED RANDOM ACCESS PROCEDURE
: s ; TERMINAL BASE STATION
PREAMBLE_RECEIVED_TARGET_POWER= pre-
ambleInitialReceived TargetPower(m)+DEL- APPARATUS 1 APPARATUS 3
TA_PREAMBLE(F}+(PREAMBLE _TRANS-
MISSION_COUNTER-1)*powerRamping RANDOM ACCESS PREAMBLE ASSIGNMENT
Step{m); Equation 6 e ~~ ZEROTH STEP (900}
where
preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower(m) is configured by RANDOMACCESS PREAMBLE
higher layers (RRC) for m=0 and m=1. For 4 step »1—— FIRST STEP {902)
contention based random access procedure and non-
contention based randpm access procedure then m=0, RANDOM ACCESS RESPONSE
and for 2 step contention based random access proce- e — SECOND STEP (904)
dure then m=1.
powerRampingStep(m) is configured by higher layers N P

(RRC) for m=0 and m=1.

DELTA_PREAMBLE(F) is configured by higher layers
(RRC). Each DELTA_PREAMBLE(F) value corre-
sponds to a PRACH format (F).

Ex. 1001 (207 Patent) at Fig. 9, 14:59-53

Ex. 1001 (207 Patent) at 29:31-50

Paper 12 (Petitioners’ Reply) at 7

Demonstrative Exhibit—Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH D-15



Supported by the Prosecution History

4 a =S - 3
o s =5
F - ._‘_\_‘k‘mﬁ,\“”ﬂ e S

ITED STATES OFAMERICA

TWALLTOWIHHOMN THESE PFRHESENTS SUALL COME?

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

U it Mt Piset soed 17 sidesnach, (4ls

Kim discloses different power ramping step (powerRampingStep(0) and

Apeil 18, 2023

powerRampingStep(1)) for the four-step contention based RACH procedure and

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT ANNEXED IS A TRUE COPY FROM THE
RECORDS OF THIS OFFICE OF THE FILE WRAFFER AND CONTENTS
OF:

the two-step contention free RACH procedure. Kim does not disclose

APPLICATION NUMBER: /&d84 58
FILING DATE: dugwss 88 20/¥
PATENT NUMBER: [#9i2207

ISSUE DATE: Fobruary 2, 2021

PREAMBLE_RECEIVED_ _TARGET_POWER as well as power ramping step
(powerRampingStep(1)) for the two-step contention based random access

procedure.

Ex. 1002 at 4109

DAINGEAN_0002562
ATAT MoDERY LLC. ATAT Sarvices InC_, ENcason Inc.. Nokia of Amenca Corporation, and T-Moblle US2, Inc. Exhidit 1002
PR2024-003

' U.S. Patent 10.932.207

Paper 9 (Inst. Dec.) at 12-13

Demonstrative Exhibit—Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH PD-16



The Board’s Preliminary Construction Is Correct

Tnals@uspto.gov Paper 9
571-272-7822 Entered: September 12, 2024

However. we preliminarily decline to adopt Patent Owner’s full implicit

construction of the disputed terms. which also requires that input(0)
UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

“corresponds to the 4-step procedure™ and input(1) “corresponds to the 2-step

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD

procedure.” See, e.g.. Prelim. Resp. 29 (*[T]he claim limitations require the two

AT&T MOBILITY LLC, AT&T SERVICES INC., ERICSSON INC.,

A R L I TR S VR separate functions that have a definition for at least the two mputs. 0 and 1.
BANEATEEIRCR OGRS LD corresponding to the 4- and 2-step process. respectively.”). In our view,
| PRSI0 construing. for example. “preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower(0)™ as having an

iput corresponding to the 4-step procedure would improperly import limitations

Before CHRISTOPHER L. OGDEN, JOHN R. KENNY, and
MARY C. HOFFMAN, Administrative Patent Judges.

from the Specification into the claims. See SuperGuide Corp. v. DirecTV
Enters., Inc.. 358 F.3d 870. 875 (Fed. Cir. 2004) (*Though understanding the

HOFFMAN, Administrative Patent Judge.

DECISION

e M P aion claim language may be aided by the explanations contained in the written
description. it 1s important not to import into a claim limitations that are not a

part of the claim.™).

Paper 9 (Inst. Dec.) at 13

Demonstrative Exhibit—Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH PD-17



PO’s Construction is Incorrect

1.Seeks to rewrite the claims
2.Improperly imports limitations

3.Inconsistent with intrinsic record

tttttttttt e Exhibit—Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH PD-18



PO Seeks to Rewrite the Challenged Claims

Disputed Claim Language:

[4d] for the 4-step contention based random access procedure. the
PREAMBLE_RECEIVED_TARGET_POWER is given based
at least on a preamblelnitialRecervedTargetPower(0) and a
powerRampingStep(0): and

[4e] for the 2-step contention based random access procedure, the
PREAMBLE RECEIVED TARGET POWER is given based

at least on a preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower(1) and a
powerRampingStep(1).

PO’s Apparent Interpretation:

[4d] for the 4-step contention based random access procedure, the
PREAMBLE_RECEIVED_TARGET_POWER is given based at leaston a
preamblelnitial ReceivedTargetPower(0) and a
powerRampingStep(0) that correspond to the 4-step contention
based random access procedure; and

[4e] for the 2-step contention based random access procedure,
the PREAMBLE_RECEIVED_TARGET_POWER is given based at
least on a preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower(1) and a
powerRampingStep(1) that correspond to the 2-step contention
based random access procedure.

Paper 12 (Reply) at 5-6

Demonstrative Exhibit—Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH PD-19



PO Improperly Imports Limitations

While Patent Owner acknowledges that the sentence construction is

Paper 11

Plled: December 5. 2024 awkward—as is often the case with claim limitations. see Funai Elec. Co., Ltd. v.

Daewoo Electronics Corp.. 616 F. 3d 1357, 1372 (Fed. Cir. 2010) (*The protocols
UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

of claim writing can lead to awkward phrasing. for the claim is restricted to a single

sentence.”)—it is Patent Owner’s position that preamblelnitialReceivedTarget-

AT&T MOBILITY LLC, AT&T SERVICES INC., ERICSSON INC., .
NOKIA OF AMERICA CORPORATION, AND T-MOBILE USA, INC., Power(0)/powerRampingStep(0) corresponds to the 4-step procedure and preamble-
PETITIONERS,

v InitialReceivedTargetPower(1)/powerRampingStep(1) corresponds fo the 2-step
DAINGEAN TECHNOLOGIES LTD.,

PATENT OWNER .. . . i L
procedure. POPR 12. The Board prelminarily disagreed saying that requiring

CASS IFR2024-00310 correspondence improperly imports limitations from the specification into the claims
PATENT 10,932,20
because the claims only say that the functions are “for the 4-step™ and “for the 2-
step.” Inst. Dec. 13—-14 (emphasis added). and “claim 4 does not actually require
PATENT OWNER’S RESPONSE 2 o 2 -
37CFR §42120 mitial power and power ramping correspond to or be dependent on procedure tvpe,
id. 26. Patent Owner respectfully disagrees for the following reasons.
The specification uses the same awkward “for” language as used in the claims,

and a POSITA understood that this indicates the m value is set based upon the

number of steps. Ex. 2004 §93-5: see also Phillips v. AWH Corp.. 415 F.3d 1303.

Paper 11 (POR) at 30

Demonstrative Exhibit—Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH PD-20



First Portion of the Specification Highlighted by PO

USDI093220782

i United States Patent 10 Patent No.:  US 10,932,207 B2
Suzuki ef al 44y Date of Patent: Feb. 23, 2021

) TERMIN I AFPARATUS, BASE STATIO? 2 Us L
\ ARAT IUNICATION MET mm o
ND INTEC k TED CIRCUTT

ATAT Mobility LLC, ATAT Services Inc., Ericsson Inc., Nokia of America Corporation, and T-Mobile USA, Inc. Exhibit 1001
IPR2024-00310
1 1S Patent 10.912.207

preamblelnitialReceived TargetPower(m) is configured by
the higher layer (RRC), powerRampingStep(m) is a step size
of transmit power ramp up, and powerRampingStep(m) is
configured by the higher layer (RRC). m 1s 0 for the 4 step
contention based random access response procedure-and—thc—
Rof-eoftertotbasedrandomaeeessproeedure. m 1s 1 for
the 2 step contention based random access procedure. In
other words, preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower(0) and
preamblelnitialReceived TargetPower(1) may be configured
by the higher layer. In other words, powerRampingStep(0)
and powerRampingStep(1) are configured by the higher
layer. The base station apparatus 3 may transmit higher layer
(RRC) information (parameter) for indicating preamblelni-
tialReceived TargetPower(0) and higher layer (RRC) infor-
mation (parameter) for indicating preamblelnitialReceived-
TargetPower(1).

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence

Ex. 1001 at 29:51-66
Paper 11 (POR) at 31-32

MCKOOL SMITH



Second Portion of the Specification Highlighted by PO

PREAMBLE_RECEIVED_TARGET_POWER= pre-
ambleInitialReceived TargetPower(m)+DEL-
TA_PREAMBLE(F)+(PREAMBLE_TRANS-
MISSION_COUNTER=1)*powerRamping

Step(m); Equation 6
where DELTA_PREAMBLE (F) may be configured by the
preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower(m) is configured by higher layer. Each DELTA PREAMBLE (F) may corre-
higher layers (RRC) for m~0 and m1. For 4 step spond to a PRACH format (F). The PRACH format may be
contention based random access procedure and non- a random access preamble format. The PRACH format may
contention based random access procedure then m-0, include a CP length, the length of a random access preamble
and for 2 step contention based random access proce- sequence, and the number of repetitions of the random

dure then m=1. _ , _ access preamble sequence. The base station apparatus 3 may
powerRampingStep(m) is configured by higher layers transmit higher layer (RRC) information (parameter) for

(RRC) for m=0 and m~1. indicatine DELTA PREAMBLE (F
DELTA_PREAMBLEE) is configured by higher layers B sk ®.

(RRC). Each DEI TA_PREAMBLE(F) value corre- Ex. 1001 (207 Patent) at 30:13-21
sponds to a PRACH ftormat (I).

Ex. 1001 ("207 Patent) at 29:31-50

Paper 11 (POR) at 31-32

Demonstrative Exhibit—Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH PD-22



PO Seeks to Import Disclosure Regarding Unclaimed

Functionality Into the Claim Language

Paper 11
Filed: December 5, 2024

That 1s.

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

in each instance. the base station sends a “parameter” that defines the

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD
AT&T MOBILITY LLC, AT&T SERVICES INC., ERICSSON INC , DELT“\_PREA].\/IBLE l‘epl‘esellted by “F” and dé’ﬁnt’s the initial/step power to use
NOKIA OF AMERICA CORPORATION, AND T-MOBILE USA, INC.,
PETITIONERS,
) represented by “m.” See Ex. 2006 (noting “parameters” characterize or define a

DAINGEAN TECHNOLOGIES LTD.,
PATENT OWNER

system). A POSITA would recognize that the same treatment of “(m)™ and “(F).”

CASE IPR2024-00310
PATENT 10,932,207

where “(F)" “corresponds™ to the format. also supports that the “*(m)” parameter of

A oS R the claim “corresponds™ to the higher layer configuration of the power. with m being
J7CFR §42120

dependent upon whether the system is performing a 4-step or 2-step procedure.®

Paper 11 (POR) at 32

Demonstrative Exhibit—Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH PD-23



The Prosecution History Does Not Support PO’s Proposal

Jung does not disclose the transmission power
{PREAMBLE_RECEIVED_ TARGET_POWER) for the a four step contention
based RACH procedure associated with preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower
and a powerRampingStep(0) and the transmission power
(PREAMBLE_RECEIVED_ TARGET_POWER)] for the two-step contention
based RACH procedure associated with preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower

and a powerRampingStep(1).

Ex. 1002 at 1478

Kim et al (US 20150296525 A1) discloses to determine the
PREAMBLE_RECEIVED_TARGET_POWER (transmission power as disclosed
in Par 0057) for the four-step contention based RACH procedure (Fig. 4) based
on the preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower and a powerRampingStep (Fig. 4,
Par 0056-0060). Kim further discloses to determine the
PREAMBLE_RECEIVED_ TARGET_POWER (transmission power as disclosed
in Par 0057) for a two-step contention free RACH procedure (Fig. 5) based on
the preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower and a powerRampingStep (Fig. 5, Par
0057, Par 0065-0068). The power ramping step for the four-step contention

based RACH procedure is different than the power ramping step for the two-step

contention free RACH procedure (Par 0075-0076).

Ex. 1002 at 1478

Paper 9 (Inst. Dec.) at 12-13

Demonstrative Exhibit—Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH PD-24



PO Does Not Explain How the Language Used by the

Examiner “Corresponds” to Its Proposed Construction

Paper 13 So. while not all power parameters were
Filed: Apnl 10. 2025

S ———— functions at this time. the “step™ was. and the Examiner did understand that the

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD function parameters were “based upon”/“associated with” the number of steps.
(ATET MOBILITY LLC. AT&T SERVICES INC._ERICSSON INC.. See also id. (noting “Kim discloses different power ramping step (power-

PETITIONERS.

v

RampingStep(0) and powerRampingStep(1)) for the four-step contention based
DAINGE?.:{IE’E?\?}HS‘?;%QR'IES LTD..

RACH procedure and the two-step contention free RACH procedure™))

CASE IPR2024-00310
PATENT 10,932,207

(different emphasis): accord Reply 8 (“[T]he Examiner used the phrase

‘based on.” which tracks the language of the issued claims.™).

PATENT OWNER'S SUR-REPLY
37CF.R §42.23

Paper 13 (PO Sur-Reply) at 10

Demonstrative Exhibit—Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH PD-25



The Examiner’s Remarks Do Not Affect the Scope of the Challenged Claims

“But the examiner said nothing about the scope of
‘reacting, and the examiner’s use of the word
‘starting compound’ in isolation does not suggest
that he defined reacting as referring only to starting
materials. In any event, there are no statements by
the patentee during prosecution that limited the
scope of ‘reacting, and ‘the examiner’s unilateral
remarks alone do not affect the scope of the
claim.”

H. Lundbeck A/S v. Lupin Ltd., 87 F.4th 1361, 1374 (Fed. Cir. 2023)
(quoting Salazar v. Procter & Gamble Co., 414 F.3d 1342, 1347 (Fed. Cir. 2005).

Paper 12 (Reply) at 8-9

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH PD-26



The Board Should Maintain Its Preliminary Construction

[4pre]’ A base station device comprising:

[4a] control circuitry configured to control a 2-step contention based
random-access procedure and a 4-step contention based random-
access procedure: and

[4b] reception circuitry configured to receive a physical random access
channel with a random access preamble 1n a first step of the 2-
step contention based random-access procedure or in a first step
of the 4-step contention based random-access procedure:
wherein

[4¢] transmission power for the physical random access channel is
given based at least on a
PREAMBLE _RECEIVED _TARGET_POWER:

[4d] for the 4-step contention based random access procedure. the
PREAMBLE_RECEIVED_TARGET_POWER is given based
at least on a preambleImitialRecervedTargetPower(0) and a
powerRampingStep(0): and

[4¢] for the 2-step contention based random access procedure. the
PREAMBLE_RECEIVED_TARGET_POWER is given based
at least on a preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower(1) and a
powerRampingStep(1).

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence

Board’s Preliminary Construction:

“[W]e preliminarily construe the disputed terms
as being four separate elements.. .. where
preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower(0) and
powerRampingStep(0) are functions of input(0),
and where
]JpreamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower(1) and
powerRampingStep(1) are functions of input(1).

However, we preliminarily decline to adopt
Patent Owner’s full implicit construction of the
disputed terms, which also requires that input(0)
‘corresponds to the 4-step procedure’ and
input(1) ‘corresponds to the 2-step procedure.”

Ex. 1001 at 40
Paper 9 (Inst. Dec.) at 13

MCKOOL SMITH



Under the Board’s Preliminary Construction, Obviousness
Under Lee1/Lee2 is Undisputed

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence MCKOOL SM ITH PD-28



It is Undisputed that the Challenged Claims Are Obvious Under

the Board’s Preliminary Construction

[4pre]! A base station device comprising: B
[4a] control circuitry configured to control a 2-step contention based
random-access procedure and a 4-step contention based random-
access procedure: and

[4b] reception circuitry configured to receive a physical random access No dispute that [4pre], [4a], [4b],
channel with a random access preamble in a first step of the 2- — and [4c] are obvious in view of Lee1
step contention based random-access procedure or in a first step + Lee2 wunder any proposed
oti the }-step contention based random-access procedure: construction
wherein

[4¢] transmission power for the physical random access channel is

given based at least on a
PREAMBLE RECEIVED TARGET POWER: -—<

[4d] for the 4-step contention based random access procedure. the
PREAMBLE_RECEIVED_TARGET_POWER is given based .
at least on a preambleInitialReceivedTargetPower(0) and a No -dlspu.te that [4d] and [4e] are
po“'e[RalnpingS[ep((}): and : obvious in view of Leel + Lee2
[4¢] for the 2-step contention based random access procedure. the under the Board’s preliminary
PREAMBLE_RECEIVED_TARGET_POWER is given based construction
at least on a preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower(1) and a
powerRampingStep(1). >

Paper 12 (Petitioners’ Reply) at 9-11

Demonstrative Exhibit—Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH PD-29



PO’s Sur-Reply Does Not Address the Board’s

Preliminary Construction

Paper 1
Filed: Apnl 10, 202

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD

AT&T MOBILITY LLC. AT&T SERVICES INC., ERICSSON INC.,
NOKIA OF AMERICA CORPORATION, AND T-MOBILE USA, INC.,
PETITIONERS,

v

DAINGEAN TECHNOLOGIES LTD.,
PATENT OWNER

CASE IPR2024-00310
PATENT 10,932,207

PATENT OWNER'S SUR-REPLY
37CF.R §42.23

Patent Owner does indeed dispute that each and every element of Claims 4-6
and 8 as properly construed is disclosed in the prior art. All the claims require
different power settings based upon the number of steps, and Leel/Lee2 neither

alone nor together teach or suggest this limitation.

Paper 13 (PO’s Sur-Reply) at 1
Taken together. the evidence compels that the correct meaning of these

limitations 1s that the claims require the initial power and power ramping functions

for “(0)” and “(1)” correspond fto the 4- and 2-step procedure types. And. as now

discussed. the References alone or together do not teach this limitation.

Paper 13 (PO’s Sur-Reply) at 11

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence

MCKOOL SMITH



Lee1 Discloses Two- and Four-Step Contention Based

Random Access Procedures

[Fig. 9]
UE elB
(D) —————Random Access Preamb|e ————— —es fr::
(RA-RNTI= 1 + t_id+10+F _id) e SZ01 ol - 3
|1%°51P RACH preamble_(preamble index) [].--~
: RRC/NAS request P N
-+ Random Access Response ————— @ - - ~ 2205
(Preamble index. TA. T-RNTI. UL grant) 3+window
size SF 2"Mstep $2203
m RRC connection setup / ;
i d G——1 12207
(@) ——————Scheduled Transmission————— EE\
RRC connection Request (+NAS attach request) = =
PRACH /
== PUCCH [
(S (PRB for RACH 2209
+—«——(Content ion Resolution———— @
RRC connection Setup (G-RNTI)

Ex. 1005 at Figs. 9, 22, [0150], [0317]
Paper 2 (Petition) at 12-13

Demonstrative Exhibit—Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH PD-31



Both Lee1 and Lee2 Disclose Power Ramping

[0152] First, the terminal randomly selects one random
access preamble (RACH preamble) from an set of random
access preambles indicated through system information or a
handover command, and selects physical RACH (PRACH)
resource for transmitting the random access preamble, and

transmits the same. The terminal sets transmission power of

the random access preamble (PREAMBLE_RECEIVED_
TARGET_POWER) to (‘preamblelmtialReceived Target-
Power’+'DELTA_PREAMBLE+(*PREAMBLE_TRANS-
MISSION_COUNTER'? 1) * *powerRampingStep’). and
transmits the same. Here, “preamblelnitialReceived Target-
Power™ indicate initial transmission power, and “DELTA _
PREAMBLE" indicates a power ofiset value according to a
preamble  format.  “PREAMBLE_TRANSMISSION_
COUNTER™ indicates the number of preamble transmis-
stons. “powerRampingStep™ wndicates a power ramping fac-
tor. These values are signaled as part of system wnlormation
to the terminal.

[0030] The random access parameters include nitial trans-
mission power Preamble_Intial_Power_n. ramping power
Ramping_Power_n, maximum transmission power Max_
Preamble_power_n. backoff window Backoff_Window_n.
retrial number Retrial_number_n, and maximum number of
re-transmission Max_Total_Tx_Num.

[0031] The initial transmission power Preamble_Intial
Power_n refers to a transmission power value of a preamble
that is initially transmitted by each of the random access
trigger events.

[0032] The ramping pawer Ramping_Power_n refers to a
transmission power value that is increased when ramping is
performed. The ramping process means that a preamble 1s
re-transmitted using a transmission power that 1s higher than
that of the process of transmitting the preamble in the previ-
ous step.

Ex. 1006 (Lee2) at [0030]-{0032]

Ex. 1005 (Lee1) at [0152]

Paper 2 (Petition) at 37

MCKOOL SMITH

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence



Lee2 Teaches that It Is Beneficial to Use Different Initial

Transmission Power and Power Ramping Parameters

FIG . 2

[0042] As shown in FIG. 2, the number of preamble re- Ramping ﬂ'l'ﬁ"
transmissions can be reduced by properly setting transmis- e to comnectad "}"9'-5'—{ = ] [
ston power according to events (cases) and then performing R D ] | |
preamble transmission for random access. This can also Initial Tx Ramoing
reduce the time delay to perform random access. N -

s )

Case 2 _] L L L

[0109] As described above, methods and apparatuses for e P
random access, according to the present invention, can set - i [
different power ramping and initial transmission power of a Tt ] D | | |
random access preamble, according to the condition of user st — Ramping
equipment that is performing random access and power ramp- g N
ing. This reduces the time delay due to random access, which DL/UL data resume ] D
enhances the performance of the wireless communication Cose d ol Tx - - N
system. n 12 13 T 15

Ex. 1006 at Fig. 2, [0042], [0109]
Paper 2 (Petition) at 17, 38

Demonstrative Exhibit—Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH Pb-33



Lee1/Lee2 Render the Challenged Claims Obvious

Tnals@uspto.gov Paper 9
571-272-7822 Entered: September 12, 2024

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD

AT&T MOBILITY LLC, AT&T SERVICES INC., ERICSSON INC.,
NOKIA OF AMERICA CORPORATION, and T-MOBILE USA, INC,,

Petiioner,
-
DAINGEAN TECHNOLOGIES LTD.,
Patent Owner.

IPR2024-00310
Patent 10,932,207 B2

Before CHRISTOPHER L. OGDEN, JOHN R. KENNY, and
MARY C. HOFFMAN, Administrative Patent Judges.

HOFFMAN, Administrative Patent Judge.

DECISION
Granting Institution of Inter Partes Review
35USC §314

type and can include other types of input. Based on our review of the record,
combiming Leel and Lee2 would have resulted in multiple scenarios that meet
the claim language where input(m) 1s dependent on event type, as explicitly
taught by Lee2. Ex. 1006 §49. For example, where handover 1s m=0 and RCC
connection re-establishment 1s m=0, the claim 1s met when a handover event
triggers the conventional 4-step procedure with transmission power given based
on preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower(0) and powerRampingStep(0). and
RCC connection re-establishment triggers the improved 2-step procedure with
transmission power given by preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower(1) and
powerRampingStep(1). We further note that Patent Owner’s declarant
acknowledges that this scenario would occur in the combination as proposed.
Ex. 2002 99 27-28 (testifying that “any of the different events could rely on a
two or four step access procedure”™) (“With 2-step and 4-step access procedures

being possible with each event contemplated by Lee2 . .. .”).

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence

Paper 9 (Inst. Dec.) at 27

MCKOOL SMITH



The Board’s Preliminary Finding Is Unrebutted and Well

Supported by Case Law

“IClombinations of prior art that
sometimes meet the claim elements are
sufficient to show obviousness.”

Unwired Planet, LLC v. Google Inc., 841 F.3d 995, 1002 (Fed. Cir. 2016)

Paper 12 (Reply) at 10

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH PD-35
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Motivation to Combine Leel1/Lee?2

Leel:

[0003] The requirements of the next-generation mobile
communication system may include supporting huge data
traflic, a remarkable increase in the transfer rate of each user,
the accommodation of a significantly increased number of
connection devices, very low end-to-end latency, and high
energy efliciency. To this end, various techniques, such as

[0006] Also, another object of the present invention is to
define 2-step random access procedure in order to minimize
latency of the related art 4-step random access procedure.

[0249] As described above, when performing the RACH
procedure of 2 steps, the existing random access procedure
of 4 steps may be decreased to 2 steps, thereby minimizing
overall latency in an initial access procedure.

Lee2:

[0011] The present invention has been made to address at
least the above problems and/or disadvantages and to provide
at least the advantages described below. Accordingly, an
aspect of the present invention provides a method and appa-
ratus that can properly allocate random access preamble
transmission power in a wireless communication system.
based on events for triggering random access or cases where
random access needs to be performed. thereby reducing time
delay due to random access.

[0109] As described above, methods and apparatuses for
random access, according to the present invention, can set
different power ramping and initial transmission power of a
random access preamble, according to the condition of user
equipment that is performing random access and power ramp-
ing. This reduces the time delay due to random access, which
enhances the performance of the wireless communication
system.

Ex. 1005 (Lee1) at [0003], [0006], [0249]
Paper 2 (Petition) at 11, 19, 30, 38
Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence

Ex. 1006 (Lee2) at [0011], [0109]

Paper 2 (Petition) at 38
PD-37

McCKOOL SMITH



PO Does Not Dispute that a POSITA Would Have Been

Motivated to Combine Lee1 with Lee2 to Reduce Latenc

Tnals@uspto.gov Paper 9
571-272-7822 Entered: September 12, 2024

The evidence

suggests that Leel teaches or suggests all the features of claim 4. including 4-
UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

and 2-step procedures. except for the initial power and ramping powers being

different for the 4- and 2-step procedures. Ex. 1005 99 152. 249. 315. Lee2

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD

AT&T MOBILITY LLC, AT&T SERVICES INC., ERICSSON INC.,

BRI AR CORMUBATIN. o TROEILE VI, RYC teaches using different initial power and ramping powers dependent on
DAINGEAN TECHNOLOGIES LTD. event/distance. Ex. 1006 §49. Combining Leel and Lee2 results in a 4-step
IPR2024-00310 procedure and a 2-step procedure having different initial power and ramping

Patent 10,932,207 B2

powers. For example. as discussed above. combining Leel and Lee2 results in a

Before CHR.ISTOPHE_RL OGDEN, JOHN R. KENNY, and : & o i . . .
MARY C. HOFFMAN, Administraive Patent Judges 4-step procedure with initial power and ramping power functions set in

HOFFMAN, Administrative Patent Judge. a = o LT
accordance for a handover event, and a 2-step procedure having different initial

DECISION

Gonnting Tnstituion of Iter Pertes Rirviow power and ramping power functions set in accordance for an RCC connection

35USC §314

re-establishment event. Petitioner also provides a sufficiently persuasive

rationale to combine Leel and Lee2: to reduce time delay.

Paper 9 (Inst. Dec.) at 27-28

Demonstrative Exhibit—Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH P35



Lee2’s Disclosure of Different Power Ramping Parameters for Different

Cases Is Equally Applicable to Lee1 Disclosure of 2- and 4-Step Procedures

Leel: 3 FIG . 2

Ramping
[0249] As described above, when performing the RACH 4-Step RA pamaing_ o N S -
procedure of 2 steps, the existing random access procedure R v 4 |:|
of 4 steps may be decreased to 2 steps, thereby minimizing Case 1 :I L L] L]
overall latency in an initial access procedure. e hamping "AMOIng
4—Step RA Ramping _/\ = -
i ]
L e e 2 ° Case 2 U L] L L] L
° Initial Tx Ramping
——— Fl -
[0109] As described above, methods and apparatuses for 2-Step RA . -
random access, according to the present invention, can set rioord i ] i |
different power ramping and initial transmission power of a Inital T ——
random access preamble, according to the condition of user 5-Step RA m B _/_\ _
equipment that is performing random access and power ramp- _%memm_ D
ing. This reduces the time delay due to random access, which Case 4 L L] L]
enhances the performance of the wireless communication m_— 5 “ 5
system.
A

Paper 2 (Petition) at 42; Paper 12 (Reply) at 12-15

Demonstrative Exhibit—Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH PD-30



Patent Owner Maps Lee2 to the Claims to Support its

Proposed Claim Construction

Paper 11
Filed: December 5, 2024

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

Furthermore, the Petitioners explamed when discussing Lee2 that “[t]he

variable ‘n’ i ‘Preamble Intial Power n’ and ‘Ramping Power n’ signifies that

AT&T MOBILITY LLC, AT&T SERVICES INC., ERICSSON INC.,
NOKIA OF AMERICA (”I:,l;c:';f\](i)l;;lNR:\Nl) T-MOBILE USA, INC., . L .
o the values of these parameters differ for different types of random access (1.e., n = 1
DAINGEAN TECHNOLOGIES LTD.,
PATENT OWNER ~ - =
corresponds to a first type of random access. n = 2 corresponds to a second type of
CASE IPR2024-00310
PATENT 10,932,207

random access, etc.).” Pet. 41 (citing Ex. 1003 992) (emphasis added). Petitioner 1s

correct: a POSITA understood that a parameter like “ n” in Lee2 and “(m)” in the
PATENT OWNER’S RESPONSE
37CFR §42.120

207 Patent “corresponds to” types of random access for Lee2 and the number of

steps 1n the procedure for the claims of the Patent-at-Issue. See Arthur A. Collins,

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH Faper 11 (PO Resp.)pa[)t_ig



PO’s Response Does Not Show that the Prior Art Teaches

Away from the Challenged Claims

Paper 11
Filed: December 5, 2024

To clarify further. Lee2 teaches to use higher initial power and lower ramping
UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

for handover procedures. Ex. 1006 [0045]. If Lee2 used such power setting for a 2-

step procedure, this. according to Petitioners. would reduce latency. Pet. 42
AT&T MOBILITY LLC, AT&T SERVICES INC., ERICSSON INC.,
NOKIA OF AMERICA (“I:’I[’c:';f\](illtij)[NR:\Nl) T-MOBILE USA, INC.,

y (Ex. 1003 €9 59. 88-89). However. according to Lee2 this would reduce latency for

DAINGEAN TECHNOLOGIES LTD.,
PATENT OWNER

the 4-step procedure as well. Ex. 1006 [0045] & Fig. 3. This begs the question: why

CASE IPR2024-00310
PATENT 10,932,207

then would a POSITA not use the same relatively high transmission power in the

initial transmission and smaller power steps for a 4-step contention based procedure

PATENT OWNER’S RESPONSE
37CFR §42.120

doing a handover as well? Leel. Lee2. Petitioners. and Petitioners’ Expert have

provided no rationale why this would be so.

Paper 11 (POR) at 41

Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH PD-41



PO’s Sur-Reply Does Not Show that the Prior Art Teaches

Away from the Challenged Claims

— Second. Petitioners” interpretation of its own primary reference. Leel—the

Filed: Apnl 10, 2025
only one of Petitioners References that actually discloses a 2-step procedure—does
UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

exactly what Petitioners now say a POSITA would not do: use the same
BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD
transmission powers for both 2- and 4-step random access procedures. Pet. 29-31

AT&T MOBILITY LLC. AT&T SERVICES INC., ERICSSON INC.,
NOKIA OF AMERICA CORPORATION, AND T-MOBILE USA, INC.,

PETITIONERS, (arguing that Leel would use t/he same preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower and a
.
DAINGEAN TECHNOLOGIES LTD.. powerRampingStep for both types of random access procedure): see also Ex. 1003

CASE PRA 0510 €975-77 (same). So. Petitioners’ interpretation of Leel supports using the same
S 2024-
PATENT 10,932,207

power for both steps. and Lee2 supports that both number of steps would benefit

from the same power based upon the distance from the base station. See Polaris

PATENT OWNER'S SUR-REPLY
37CF.R §42.23

Indus., Inc. v. Arctic Cat, Inc., 882 F.3d 1056, 1069 (Fed. Cir. 2018) (explaining that
the Board must consider a reference “for all it taught, [including] disclosures that
diverged and taught away from the invention at hand™) (citation and quotation

omitted).

Paper 13 (PO Sur-Reply) at 15

Demonstrative Exhibit—Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH PD-42



Motivation Does Not Need to Be the Only or Best Option

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence

“Our precedent, however, does not require that
the motivation be the best option, only that it be
a suitable option from which the prior art did not

teach away.”

PAR Pharm., Inc. v. TWI Pharms., Inc., 773 F.3d 1186, 1197-98 (Fed. Cir. 2014)

Paper 12 (Reply) at 13

MCKOOL SMITH



The Board Did Not Violate Patent Owner’s
Procedural Rights by Addressing RSRP

S o B ot Evdence MCKOOL SMITH



PO Put RSRP at Issue in Its POPR

Paper 8
Filed: June 19, 2024

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD

AT&T MOBILITY LLC, AT&T SERVICES INC., ERICSSON INC.,
NOKIA OF AMERICA CORPORATION, AND T-MOBILE USA, INC.,
PETITIONERS.

v

DAINGEAN TECHNOLOGIES LTD.,
PATENT OWNER

CASE IPR2024-00310
PATENT 10,932,207

PATENT OWNER'S PRELIMINARY RESPONSE
37CFR §42107

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence

«

However, Lee2’s “case-dependent” power settings stem from Lee2’s
observation that the base station can discern some UE connection requests (handover
and DL/UL data resume) are coming from UEs that are on the periphery of the base
station’s cell, so the system would benefit from an increased mnitial power and lower
ramping values, and that the base station cannot easily determine the distance to the
base station for other requests from UEs (idle to connected and RRC connection
reestablishment), so the system would benefit from relatively lower initial power
and lgher ramping. Supra § I1IL.B at page 20. But a UE 1s physically the same
distance from a base station regardless of whether the UE is performing a 2-step or
4-step connection procedure, so Lee2’s distance rationale for having different power

parameters for the cases is no rationale to have different power parameters for 2-

and 4-step connection procedures. Ex. 2002 926-27.

McCKOOL SMITH

Paper 8 (POPR) at 38

PD-45



PO’s Expert Attempted to Distinguish the Challenged Claims

from Lee1/Lee2 Based on RSRP

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD

AT&T MOBILITY LLC, AT&T SERVICES INC., ERICSSON INC.,
NOKIA OF AMERICA CORPORATION, AND T-MOBILE USA, INC.,
PETITIONERS,

v

DAINGEAN TECHNOLOGIES LTD.,
PATENT OWNER.

CASE IPR2024-00310
PATENT 10,932,207

DECLARATION OF DR. KARTHIKEYAN SUNDARESAN

Daingean EX2002
AT&T et al v Daingean, IPR2024-00310

Cower Paoe

€26. Lee2 teaches that different events have different power control parameters.
Lee2 further teaches that events relating to handoff and data resume operate with a
higher initial power than the events relating to idle-to-connected and RRC
reconnection. Of course. Lee2’s reasoning for using different power settings for
different procedures—certain procedures are usually performed at a farther distance
from the base station—is inapplicable to the 2-step and 4-step access procedures.
because any of the different events could rely on a two or four step access procedure.
€27. Indeed. the "207 Patent explicitly teaches that within each of these events. one
could use either the 2-step or 4-step access procedure based on a RSRP threshold.
See Ex. 1001 at 16:32-17:15. RSRP may or may not correspond to distance i the
real world due to various wireless artifacts like shadowing or multipath fading that
make signal propagation deviate from a simple path loss model and hence distance—
a client close to the base station could have low RSRP but not be in need of a handoff.
However. RSRP does relate to decoding capability and hence is employed for

making the decision of 2-step versus 4-step in the 207 Patent. Hence. irrespective

Demonstrative Exhibit — Not Evidence

McCKOOL SMITH

Ex. 2002 (Sundaresan Decl.) at ] 26-27
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Lee2 Expressly Teaches the Use of Different Power Control

Parameters Depending on RSRP

FIG . 5 [0071]  Although embodiments of the present invention are
implemented in such a way that the random access parameters
are set differently according to events (cases) for triggering
random access, they may be modified so that the parameters

" 120 130 are further set according to user equipment. For example, the
Wi senvms/ T a user equipment 110 measures the RSRP from the base station
' EQUIPMENT BASE STATION BASE STATION 120, reflects the path loss between the user equipment 110

and the base station 120, according to the measured value, and
Negor Bom sets the initial transmission power Preamble_Initial_Power_
503 n_i through the user equipment. The symbol i represents an

index to identify user equipment.

Handover decision |

Handover request

[0074] When a handover is performed. the user equipment

i 110 measures the RSRP of the serving base station 120 and

' Admission control | periphex.'ai base statipns and transmits the_ measured RSRP to

the serving base station 120. The user equipment 110 does not

Handover request need an additional process. The initial transmission power by

. ACK(509] . : :
N user equipment, to which the path loss has been applied,

Preamble_Initial_Power_n_i. can be determined by user
equipment or by the base station according to the measure-
ment report transmitted to the base station.

Handover command
511)

Ex. 1006 (Lee2) at [0063], [0071]-[0074], Fig. 5
Paper 12 (Reply) at 14-15

Demonstrative Exhibit—Not Evidence MCKOOL SMITH PD-47




PO Asserts that the Measured RSRP Does Not Affect the

Decision to Use Either 2-Step or 4-Step Procedures

Paper 11
Filed: December 5, 2024

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

AT&T MOBILITY LLC, AT&T SERVICES INC., ERICSSON INC .,
NOKIA OF AMERICA CORPORATION, AND T-MOBILE USA, INC.,
PETITIONERS,

v

DAINGEAN TECHNOLOGIES LTD.,
PATENT OWNER

CASE IPR2024-00310
PATENT 10,932,207

PATENT OWNER'S RESPONSE
37CF.R §42120

In any event. the Board-cited portion of Lee2 teaches that “the user equipment
110 measures the RSRP from the base station 120. reflects the path loss between the
user equipment 110 and the base station 120, according to the measured value. and
sets the initial transmission power Preamble Initial Power n_i1." Ex. 1006 [0071].
But just like a UE is physically the same distance from a base station regardless of
whether the UE i1s performing one of Lee2’s cases (handover. data resume. idle to
connected. and RRC reestablishment). so too does the UE measure the same RSRP
regardless of whether it is doing a 2-step or 4-step connection procedure. So. Lee2
1s simply teaching that if RSRP = x. use power settings y and z. Lee2 does not say
that power should be based upon RSRP and anything else. like the four cases that
Lee2 say can be alternately used (not used in conjunction). So. neither Lee2’s
distance nor RSRP rationale for having different power parameters is a motivation
to have different power parameters for 2- and 4-step connection procedures.

Ex. 2002 9926-27.

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence

McCKOOL SMITH

Paper 11 (POR) at 41
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The Challenged Patent Teaches that the Decision to Initiate 2-

or 4-Step Procedures Is Based Upon the Measured RSRP

T
o United States Patent 10 Patent No.:  US 10,932,207 B2
Suzuki ef al 44y Date of Patent: Feb. 23, 2021

S4) TERMINAL APPARATUS, BASE STATION
APPARATUS, COMMUNKCATION METHOD,
AND INTEGRATED CIRCUIT

T Applicats Sharp Kabushiki Kakha Sabo (114
FU Innevation Company Limited.
New Temmsores (1K)

) PCT Filed  Fab 15, 2018

m6) T Ne PCTAPIOIRDOS LY
§ W
@ Aug. &, 2009

(5T PCT Peh Noo WOZOISISIZN
T b Awg. 10, 2018

Priar Publication Data
US 2000008520 A1 Feb. 6, 2000
() Vervign \pplicatien Prierin Data
Feb. 20, 2017 ()
(51) Im. €1

Hanw TeIn
Hesw “ien

ATAT Mobility LLC, AT&T Services Inc., Ericsson Inc., Nokia of America Corporation, and T-Mobile USA, Inc. Exhibit 1001
IPR2024-00310
1 LS. Patent 10.912.207

Ihe terminal apparatus 1 measures RSRP from a down-
link reference signal of the cell. The terminal apparatus 1
may initiate either the 2 step contention based random
access procedure or the 4 step contention based random
access procedure based on the measured RSRP and the
threshold of the RSRP. In a case that the measured RSRP
does not exceed the threshold of the RSRP, the terminal

apparatus 1 may initiate the 4 step contention based random
access procedure. In a case that the measured RSRP exceeds
the threshold of the RSRP, the tenninal apparatus 1 may
imitiate the 2 step contention based random access proce-
dure.

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence

Ex. 1001 at 16:61-17:5
Paper 12 (Reply) at 14-15

MCKOOL SMITH



The Board Properly Considered RSRP

Trials@uspto.gov Paper 9
571-272-7822 Entered: September 12, 2024

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD

AT&T MOBILITY LLC, AT&T SERVICES INC., ERICSSON INC,
NOKIA OF AMERICA CORPORATION. and T-MOBILE USA, INC.
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atent Owner.
IPR2024-00310
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Before CHRISTOPHER L. OGDEN, JOHN R. KENNY. and

MARY C. HOFFMAN, Administrative Parent Judges

HOFFMAN. Administrative Patent Judge.

DECISION
Granting Institution of Murer Partes Review
BUSC §314

of unpatentability. Lee2 discloses initial power and power ramping functions

dependent on mput. Ex. 1006 9 63, 71-74. Specifically, Lee2 discloses using,

based on measured signal power (RSRP), event/distance as input for initial

power and power ramping. /d. Lee2 does not, nor could it, address using

development 1 the technology to reduce time delay. Ex. 1005 9 6. Although
not discussed in Leel, the prosecution history shows that switching from 4-step
to 2-step is similarly based on measured RSRP. Prelim. Resp. 39 (discussing
prosecution history); Ex. 4039—40. Patent Owner’s declarant also acknowledges
that there 1s a correlation (albeit unreliable) between RSRP and distance.

Ex. 2002 ¢ 27 (“RSRP may or may not correspond to distance m the real world
due to various wireless artifacts . . . .”"). Accordingly, we are preliminanly
persuaded that a person of ordinary skill in the art, facing the needs created by
the development of new types of procedures (1.e., the 2-step), and upon
recognizing the link between event/distance, procedure type, and measured
RSRP, would have. in light of Lee2. seen a benefit and had a reasonable
expectation of success in using initial power and power ramping functions

dependent on procedure type.

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence

Paper 9 (Inst. Dec.) at 25
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Board Acted Within Its Authority

“However, the introduction of new evidence in the course of the trial is to be expected in inter partes

review trial proceedings and, as long as the opposing party is given notice of the evidence and an

opportunity to respond to it, the introduction of such evidence is perfectly permissible under the APA.”
Genzyme Therapeutic Prods. Ltd. P'ship v. Biomarin Pharm. Inc., 825 F.3d 1360, 1366 (Fed. Cir. 2016)

“In these circumstances, the mere fact that the Board did not use the exact language of the petition in the
final written decision does not mean it changed theories in a manner inconsistent with the APA and our case
law.”

Arthrex, Inc. v. Smith & Nephew, Inc., 935 F.3d 1319, 1327 (Fed. Cir. 2019)

“We conclude that the Board did not deviate from the grounds in the petition by relying upon the geometry
data and citing for support the same portions of Bannuscher that the petition cited. Moreover, Sirona itself
spent much of its Patent Owner Response arguing that Bannuscher does not disclose inputting the geometry
data of the plaster models into a computer because of its disclosure of a recording bow...It is not the case
that the Board deviated from the grounds or evidence cited in the petition. The Board simply used the term
‘geometry data’ to refer to the digitized plaster models that were expressly cited in the petition. Because the
petition provided Sirona notice and opportunity to address the portions of Bannuscher relied on by the
Board, the Board's reliance on these portions of Bannuscher did not violate the APA and is not
inconsistent with SAS.”

Sirona Dental Sys. GmbH v. Institut Straumann AG, 892 F.3d 1349, 1356 (Fed. Cir. 2018)

Paper 12 (Reply) at 15-16
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Summary

in United States Patent
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ATAT Mobility LLC, ATAT ices |
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USDI093220782

) Patent No.:  US 10,932,207 B2
at Patent: Feb. 23, 2021

1. Background

2. The Board correctly construed the terms
“preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower[0/1]
and “powerRampingStep[0/1]”

»

3. Under the Board’s construction, obvious is
undisputed

4.Challenged Claims are obvious under
Patent Owner’s proposed construction

5.The Board did not violate Patent Owner’s
procedural rights by addressing RSRP
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Board’s Construction of Challenged Claims

“Moreover, the Board is not bound to adopt either party's preferred articulated construction of a disputed claim

term.”
WesternGeco LLC v. ION Geophysical Corp., 889 F.3d 1308, 1328 (Fed. Cir. 2018)

“Clearly, TQ Delta had notice of the PTAB's understanding of the ‘reinitialize’ limitation prior to issuance of the
Final Written Decision. Because TQ Delta had notice of the claim construction issue and the opportunity to be

heard, the PTAB did not violate the APA.”
TQ Delta, LLC v. DISH Network LLC, 929 F.3d 1350, 1356 (Fed. Cir. 2019)

“Each of those cases stands for the proposition that the petition defines the scope of the IPR proceeding and that
the Board must base its decision on arguments that were advanced by a party and to which the opposing party
was given a chance to respond. None of those cases prohibits the Board from construing claims in accordance
with its own analysis. To the contrary, we have held that the Board is not limited to the claim constructions
proffered by the parties, but may adopt its own claim construction of a disputed claim term.”

VLSI Tech. LLC v. Intel Corp., 53 F.4th 646, 654 (Fed. Cir. 2022)

Paper 12 (Reply) at 11
PD-54
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No Requirement that the Claims Cover Every Embodiment

Disclosed in the Specification

Trals@uspto.gov Paper 9 Thus. the Specification explicitly discloses. in

571-272-7822 Entered: September 12, 2024

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD

AT&T MOBILITY LLC, AT&T SERVICES INC., ERICSSON INC.,
NOKIA OF AMERICA CORPORATION, and T-MOBILE USA, INC,,

Petiioner,
-
DAINGEAN TECHNOLOGIES LTD.,
Patent Owner.

IPR2024-00310
Patent 10,932,207 B2

Before CHRISTOPHER L. OGDEN, JOHN R. KENNY, and
MARY C. HOFFMAN, Administrative Patent Judges.

HOFFMAN, Administrative Patent Judge.

DECISION
Granting Institution of Inter Partes Review
35USC §314

Equation 6. a first embodiment having a common

PREAMBLE TRANSMISSION COUNTER value in combination with inpur-
dependenr initial power and power ramping finctions (i.e..
preambleinitialReceivedTargetPower(m) and powerRampingStep(m)).

Ex. 1001, 26:14—41. The Specification implicitly discloses an alternative
embodiment having a common PREAMBLE _TRANSMISSION _COUNTER
value in combination with common initial power and power ramping values (1.e..
preambleInitialReceivedTargetPower and powerRampingStep). The challenged
claims recite preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower(sn) and
powerRampingStep(/n). which are functions. not
preamblelnitialReceivedTargetPower and powerRampingStep. Because the
claims include the terminology used in the Specification to describe the first
embodiment but not the alternative embodiment. which lacks initial power and
power ramping functions. the challenged claims do not appear to cover the
alternative embodiment. See, e.g., PPC Broadband, Inc. v. Corning Optical
Commc’'ns RF, LLC. 815 F.3d 747. 755 (Fed. Cir. 2016) (rejecting the
proposition that “each and every claim ought to be interpreted to cover each and

every embodiment™).

Demonstrative Exhibit— Not Evidence

Paper 9 (Inst. Dec.) at 12
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Patent Owner’s Proposed Construction

Id. at 4061 (highlighting added). As seen, the amendments make clear that the
initial target power as well as the power ramping step are a function of an mput

where 0 corresponds to the 4-step and 1 corresponds to the 2-step. Indeed, the

Paper 11 (P.O. Resp.) at 17

In contrast. Patent Owner’s position is that the identified items are four
functions that evaluate an input value corresponding at least to the two input values.

0 and 1. This is so. because the format of the items used in limitations 4¢ and 4d.

Paper 11 (P.O. Resp.) at 26

0 and 1. This is so. because the format of the items used in limitations 4¢ and 4d.
name followed by parenthesis. specify that the preamblelnitialReceivedTarget-
Power() and powerRampingStep(). are functions. Ex. 2002 €€20-25. That 1s, they
are a function of. or dependent on. the item within the parentheses. the independent

variable. Per the claims, that independent vanable is different for the two different

mentioned) as a reason or cause.” Ex.2005 at 4 (emphasis added). The
specification uses “for™ in this manner. saying that preamblelInitialReceivedTarget-
Power and powerRampingStep are functions of m where “m is 0 for the 4 step
contention based random access response procedure and the non-contention based
random access procedure™ and “m is 1 for the 2 step contention based random access
procedure.™ Ex. 1001 29:51-57. This is standard terminology for functions.
meaning that “m™ is based on the number of steps and “m™ is set so the function
evaluates correctly. Ex. 2004 94. That is. the UE calculates its power formula

setting m = 0 “for™ the 4-step or non-contention based random access procedures

and m = 1 “for” the 2-step procedure.

Paper 11 (P.O. Resp.) at 26-27
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Dr. Mahon:

efficient. In LTE and 5G systems. the mitial RACH transmission power 1s set, in Lee2:

part, by the base station to a value which typically results in a successful random are further set acc()rding to user equiplnent_ For examp]e, the
user equipment 110 measures the RSRP from the base station
120, reflects the path loss between the user equipment 110
and the base station 120, according to the measured value, and

access procedure. However, since the mitial power level setting 1s “open loop.” it

also requires the mobile device to include an estimate of the downlink path loss

between the serving base station and itself, leading to potential first-attempt RACH sets the initial transmission power Preamble Initial Power
failures. Additionally, considering that the path loss estimate is a coarse n_i through the user equipment. The symbol i represents an
approximation and there 1s an additional unknown amount of uplink fading that must Ex. 1006 (Lee2) at [0071]

< i e . . - Paper 12 (Pet.’s Reply) at 14
be accounted for. power ramping is required in LTE and 5G systems. even though ’207 Patent:

PRACH resources are separate from other uplink channels (e.g.. PUSCH and

The terminal apparatus 1 measures RSRP from a down-
PUCCH), to maxinuze the likelihood of simultaneous detection of distinct preamble link reference Signal of the cell. The terminal apparatus 1
may initiate either the 2 step contention based random
access procedure or the 4 step contention based random
access procedure based on the measured RSRP and the
Ex. 1003 (Mahon Decl.), 1146 threshold of the RSRP. In a case that the measured RSRP

sequences while minimizing interference on adjacent PUSCH and PUCCH

resources from asynchronous PRACH transnussions. Power ramping also increases

Ex. 1001 ("207 Patent) at 16:61-66
Paper 12 (Pet.’s Reply) at 14-15
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