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1 UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION

2 WASHINGTON, D.C.

3

4
  _________________________________

5 )
  In the Matter of: )

6 )
  CERTAIN ELECTRONIC )

7   DEVICES, INCLUDING )   Investigation No.
  SMARTPHONES, COMPUTERS )   337-TA-1373

8   TABLET COMPUTERS AND )
  COMPONENTS THEREOF )

9 )
  _________________________________)

10

11

12

13

14

15

16 The virtual video-recorded deposition of

17   ALEXANDER REZNIK, called by the Respondent for

18   examination, pursuant to stipulation, and

19   pursuant to the Rules of Procedure for the

20   International Trade Commission, taken

21   stenographically by JENNIFER MILLER, RMR, CRR,

22   CCR, via Zoom, on the 14th day of March, 2024,

23   at the hour of 8:04 a.m. ET.

24

25
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1     A P P E A R A N C E S

2   MCKOOL SMITH
  BY:  SCOTT W. HEJNY, ESQ.

3   300 Crescent Court, Suite 1200
  Dallas, TX  75201

4   (214) 978-4241
  shejny@mckoolsmith.com

5   Appeared on behalf of
  Complainant

6
  FISH & RICHARDSON

7   WASHINGTON, D.C.
  By: DANIEL Y. LEE, ESQ.

8       JACK R. WILSON IV
      LINHONG ZHANG

9   1000 Maine Avenue SW,
  Washington D.C. 20024

10   202-626-6415
  jwilson@fr.com

11   lzhang@fr.com
  Appeared on behalf of the Lenovo

12   Respondent

13   Also present:  Leslie Lee, in-house counsel for
  InterDigital

14
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1        of the road, at least not well, right.

2                  And then there are some other

3        ways to tell it two devices are close to

4        each other, but they're not really great

5        for transferring information.

6                  So I think where we kind of

7        landed is one of the reasons he couldn't

8        just do it and couldn't figure out, let's

9        say, a simple way to do it within his

10        scope of knowledge.  You didn't kind of

11        have a natural underlying technological

12        way to do both things.

13   BY ATTORNEY LEE:

14        Q.   Let's back that up a little bit then.

15                  What were the known ways to

16   transfer data that he refers to?

17        A.   So any kind of wireless transfer

18   technology.  So WiFi for sure.  You know,

19   mobile.  Because, by that time, mobile phones

20   were data transfer devices, right.

21                  So those were the connectivity

22   options.  And then somehow they all involved

23   having an application server somewhere, like a

24   Dropbox or something, right, that would

25   facilitate it or something like that.  I'm sure
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1   there may have been some other ones that we had

2   in mind.

3        Q.   So those were WiFi and cellular data

4   transfer; is that right?

5        A.   Right.  So you're asking me today

6   what were reasonable technologies back then for

7   data transfer.

8                  WiFi and cellular definitely

9   come to mind.  I think -- the wireless transfer

10   data, right.  If it was a laptop and not a

11   phone, you could plug it in and do

12   ethernet-based communications.  So things that

13   naturally lent themselves to IP-based

14   networking.

15        Q.   Was Bluetooth technology a technology

16   capable of transferring data as well?

17        A.   In principle, yes.  At least at the

18   time, it was used more for, you know, the kind

19   of things that we're using it for right now as

20   opposed to data transfer.

21        Q.   You had mentioned that based on those

22   known technologies at that time, such as the

23   WiFi or cellular, the problem was that there

24   was not an easy way to get data across using

25   those technologies between different devices?
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1   trying to achieve.

2        Q.   Did you have any specific technology

3   in mind for those two things that had to be

4   done?

5        A.   So we were looking at families of

6   technologies, right.  So I mentioned cellular

7   and WiFi as two good families for data

8   transfer.

9                  I mentioned, you know,

10   802.15-type stuff -- Bluetooth, Zigbee, for

11   example -- as things that would have been good

12   for proximity detection.

13                  Whether we stopped at that point

14   and we said, "Hey, this is the best one in this

15   family or this is the best one in that family,"

16   I don't remember, right.  We kind of said

17   there's options on both sides.

18        Q.   And you left it at that point because

19   it was obvious what kind of technology you

20   would use at that time?

21                  ATTORNEY HEJNY:  Object to form.

22                  THE WITNESS:  I'm not sure what

23        you mean by "left it."  I'm also not sure

24        what you mean by "obvious."

25
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1   line 50, which is page 13 of Exhibit 6.

2        A.   I am there.

3        Q.   It talks about configure

4   information --

5                      -   -   -

6                  (Stenographer clarification.)

7                      -   -   -

8   BY ATTORNEY LEE:

9        Q.   At line 50 it talks about

10   configuration information 309, and then goes on

11   to say that [as read]:

12                  "309 may include settings for

13             attributes such as power level,

14             antenna orientation, security

15             parameters and the like."

16                  So I want to get a better

17   understanding of what configuration information

18   309 is.

19                  Could you tell me more about

20   what that is?

21                  ATTORNEY HEJNY:  Object to form.

22                  THE WITNESS:  I would have to

23        read a little bit more and look at the

24        figure that 309 refers to.
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1   BY ATTORNEY LEE:

2        Q.   I understand.

3                  It seems like, at least the

4   portions we have looked at together just now, I

5   am not seeing any specific discussion of using

6   WiFi to transfer data.

7                  Is that a fair characterization?

8                  ATTORNEY HEJNY:  Object to form.

9                  THE WITNESS:  If you're saying

10        that WiFi is not specifically mentioned,

11        no, it's not specifically mentioned.

12                  Is it implied when we talk about

13        layer 2, 3?  You know, to me, the way I

14        read it now, we certain -- WiFi is

15        certainly one of the things we had in

16        mind.

17   BY ATTORNEY LEE:

18        Q.   Okay.  And would Bluetooth also be a

19   technology you had in mind when referring to

20   these layer 2, layer 3, and baseband?

21                  ATTORNEY HEJNY:  Object to form.

22                  THE WITNESS:  Actually, although

23        if -- the way I am looking at the problem

24        we're trying to solve here, right,

25        Bluetooth is usually more of a proximity
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1        technology.

2                  This paragraph refers to a data

3        transmission technology.

4                  I think, for that, we would be

5        leaning towards WiFi and cellular as more

6        typical uses as opposed to Bluetooth.

7   BY ATTORNEY LEE:

8        Q.   Bluetooth was also used to transfer

9   data fairly regularly back in 2008, was it not?

10                  ATTORNEY HEJNY:  Object to form.

11                  THE WITNESS:  Some allowance of

12        data, but you did not see local area

13        networks built on Bluetooth or ad hoc

14        networks borne together by Bluetooth

15        devices.

16                  So in my opinion, it was not a

17        great technology for data transfer, you

18        know, video transfer and things like this.

19        It was designed for specific things, like

20        connectivity to peripherals that are

21        nearby, connectivity to devices that were

22        nearby and was good at that.  It can do a

23        bit more today.  But, you know, 14 years

24        ago, it was quite limited.
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