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1 The Board authorized this three-page Reply to address Patent Owner’s POPR via 

email dated November 5, 2024. 
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On October 25, 2024, PO served its expert report on infringement that takes 

a claim interpretation contrary to the POPR positions regarding the scheduled 

“downlink shared channel (PDSCH).”  EX-1001, 2:43-44.  The disputed term is: 

“corresponding to the PDSCH which is scheduled in a [common] [UE-specific] 

search space [(CSS)] [(USS)].”  Pet. elements [3.3], [3.4]; POPR, §§VI.A.1-2, 

VI.B.1-2.  Per PO’s competing interpretations, this term can be interpreted two 

ways: (1) the PDSCH itself is transmitted in a search space (CSS/USS) (i.e., is 

“scheduled” or “allocated” to transmit in a search space); or (2) PDCCH transmits 

in a search space and carries control information to schedule / allocate PDSCH. 

The Petition used interpretation #2.  The POPR argued that the prior art 

failed because it shows that the PDCCH that is used to schedule the PDSCH is 

transmitted in a search space; as opposed to transmitting the PDSCH in a search 

space, which would be consistent with interpretation #1.  PO’s POPR arguments 

are directly contrary to its position in the Related Litigation, where its position has 

changed over time.  Most recently, PO’s expert in the Related Litigation offered 

opinions consistent with interpretation #2:  

a PDCCH monitored in a search space set (CSS / USS) carrying control 
information such as scheduling decisions for the PDSCH meets the claim 
limitation of “PDSCH which is scheduled in a common search space”  or 
“PDSCH which is scheduled in a UE-specific search space.” 

EX-1013, ¶¶224-225.  In other words, PO’s expert now reads schedule in a 

search space to refer to the PDCCH used for the scheduling, rather than the 
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transmission of the PDSCH that is scheduled.  Based on PO’s litigation position, 

the Board should reject the PO’s contrary arguments in the POPR.  POPR, 

§§VI.A.1-2, VI.B.1-2.   

The Petition explained that “Downlink Control Information (DCI) is 

transmitted through the PDCCH and includes information about the DL-SCH 

resource allocation.”  Pet., §IV.F.3.  The Petition explained that the PDCCH is 

monitored in common and UE-specific search spaces.  E.g., Pet, §IV.F.4 (“control 

region is sub-divided into common and UE-specific search spaces which the UE 

should monitor (attempt to decode each of the PDCCHs)”).   

The Petition-cited prior art identifies that DCI/PDCCH is in search spaces.  

See, e.g., Pet., §VII.A.2.a.[3.3], (quoting EX-1004, 12:50-57 (“the single bit 

HARQ-ACK feedback method is adopted by the DCI in the common search space 

(CSS) fixedly”)); §VII.A.2.a.[3.4], (quoting EX-1004, EX-1004, 12:55-57 (“the 

multi-bit HARQ-ACK feedback method is adopted by the DCI in a user-specific 

search space (USS) fixedly”)); §VII.B.2.a.[3.3], (quoting EX-1005, 38:1-6 (“for 

DL/UL data .. transmission scheduled through CSS based DCI … transmission” 

); §VII.B.2.a.[3.4], (quoting EX-1005, 37:63-38:1 (“for DL/UL data transmission 

scheduled through DCI … transmission based not on CSS but on USS…”).  Thus, 

the Petition consistently applies interpretation #2. 

The POPR admitted that the prior art shows DCI / PDCCH in search spaces, 
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but argued the prior art was deficient for not showing PDSCH in the search spaces. 

The Petition cites to a disclosure in the ’048 Application that “the UE 
operates such that HARQ-ACK feedback corresponding to the PDSCH 
is reported to eNB using NACK” and “A/N feedback operation on a TB 
basis may be applied/set for DL/UL data … transmissions scheduled via 
CSS-based DCI transmissions.” Pet. at 58 … the Petition also assumes 
with no evidence that the disclosed downlink data (DL data) somehow 
corresponds to the PDSCH scheduled in a CSS.  

POPR at 17.  Thus, (1) PO admitted that DCI was in CSS [common search 

space] and scheduled the DL/UL data transmission (PDSCH) for which 

HARQ-ACK feedback occurred; but (2) PO argued that PDSCH was not 

“scheduled in a CSS.”  PO repeated this argument in each substantive section.  

E.g., POPR at 11 (arguing that Wang’s “DCI in a common search space” failed 

to disclose “PDSCH is scheduled in a common search space (CSS), as the 

claim requires”); 13-14 (arguing that Wang’s “DCI in a user-specific search 

space” failed to disclose “the PDSCH is scheduled in a user-specific search 

space, as the claim requires”); 18-19 (arguing that Yang’s “DCI … based not 

on CSS but on USS” did not disclose “the PDSCH is scheduled in a user-

specific search space (USS), as the claim requires”).    

PO’s POPR conflicts with PO’s expert that “a PDCCH monitored in a search 

space set (CSS / USS) carrying control information such as scheduling decisions 

for the  PDSCH meets the claim limitation.”  EX-1013, ¶¶224-25.  The Petition 

matches PO’s expert and the Board should therefore reject PO’s POPR arguments.   
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
DUANE MORRIS LLP 
 
BY: /Kevin P. Anderson/  
Kevin P. Anderson, Reg. No. 43,471 
kpanderson@duanemorris.com  
DUANE MORRIS LLP  
901 New York Ave NW 700 E  
Washington, D.C. 20001  
 

Dated:  November 8, 2024 
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Julian Pymento 
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