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A conference call in this proceeding was held on March 5, 2025,
among counsel for Petitioner, Texas Instruments Incorporated (“T1”),
counsel for Patent Owner, ParkerVision, Inc. (“ParkerVision”), and Judges
Zecher, Gerstenblith, and Ahmed. The purpose of the call was to discuss
ParkerVision’s request for guidance regarding when, and if, updated circuit
simulations performed by TI’s declarant, Dr. Ian Galton, should be entered
into the record of this proceeding. Ex. 3002. ParkerVision arranged for a
court reporter, but the court reporter was not present at the start of the
conference call so no transcript will be entered into the record.

ParkerVision represented that, during the deposition of Dr. Galton, it
discovered that he performed updated circuit simulations on models of
DeMaw’s' and Macnally’s? circuit diagrams, which are the two asserted
prior art references that form the basis of the obviousness grounds at issue in
this proceeding. ParkerVision then explained that TI offered to provide the
updated circuit simulations to ParkerVision and then make Dr. Galton
available for another deposition. ParkerVision expressed its concerns
regarding these offers, including, among other things, that its declarant
would not have ample time to consider the updated circuit simulations and
prepare a response.

In response, T1 reiterated that it offered to provide the updated circuit
simulations performed by Dr. Galton to ParkerVision and then make Dr.
Galton available for another deposition. TI explained that it was not seeking

to file the updated circuit simulations at this time and, without the benefit of

! Doug DeMaw, “Practical RF Design Manual” (Prentice-Hall 1982)
(Ex. 1016, “DeMaw”).

2 WO 00/16492 (filed Sept. 10, 1999) (published Mar. 23, 2000) (Ex. 1023,
“Macnally”).
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seeing the arguments that ParkerVision plans to present and develop in the
Patent Owner Response, it takes no position as to whether it will file the
updated circuit simulations with the Reply. TI, however, clarified that it
does not oppose providing the updated circuit simulations to ParkerVision so
that it may file those simulations together with corresponding arguments in
the Patent Owner Response.

During the conference call, we explained that this scenario could play
out a number of different ways, but we are not inclined to direct the parties
to follow a particular course of action. We concluded the call with an
understanding that the parties will continue to work together to resolve this

dispute. The parties may reach out to us for further guidance, if needed.
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