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Qualcomm Incorporated (“Qualcomm” or “Petitioner”) seeks Inter Partes 

Review of U.S. Patent No. 7,924,802 (the “’802 Patent”). Qualcomm filed a petition 

in IPR2024-01336 (the “Qualcomm IPR”). To the extent Cisco Systems, Inc. 

(“Cisco”) is a real party-in-interest in the Qualcomm IPR, Cisco has also filed a 

petition in IPR2024-00707 (the “Cisco IPR”). Should the Board consider these to be 

parallel petitions, Qualcomm respectfully requests institution of both IPRs because 

the petitions are not duplicative and are not an abuse of process. 

I. REASONS WARRANTING ADDITIONAL PETITIONS 

Patent Owner Cobblestone Wireless LLC (“Cobblestone”) has sued numerous 

defendants, including Qualcomm’s customer Cisco, as well as other Qualcomm 

customers, for infringement of the ’802 Patent, but Cobblestone has not sued 

Qualcomm.  

A. The Petitions Are Materially Different. 

The Qualcomm IPR and the Cisco IPR present completely different grounds 

of unpatentability and rely on completely different art. Furthermore, the set of 

challenged claims in each are different: The Qualcomm IPR challenges claims 1-4, 

6-10, 13, 14, 17, and 21-25; the Cisco IPR challenges claims 1–9. Where there is 

any overlap in the choice of challenged claims, each IPR presents fundamentally 

different arguments by virtue of the different prior art. Accordingly, if both IPRs are 

instituted, the Board would not need to evaluate the same arguments more than once. 
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B. The Petitions Are Not an Abuse of Process. 

Of the four petitions filed against the ’802 Patent, only two are substantively 

distinct from the others. IPR2024-00606 (the “Samsung IPR”) has resulted in two 

“copycat” IPRs: the Qualcomm IPR and IPR2024-00946 (the “Cellco IPR”). The 

grounds of unpatentability and the cited art are identical among all three IPRs. In 

each copycat IPR, the petitioner has indicated it will join the Samsung IPR, if 

instituted, in an inactive or “understudy” role if Samsung terminates its participation. 

On August 8, 2024, Cobblestone and Samsung notified the district court that an 

agreement in principle is imminent. See Ex. 1028. Qualcomm expeditiously filed 

this Petition. Thus, whichever one of the three IPRs is instituted, the others—if not 

yet terminated—will join the instituted IPR.  

Effectively, the Board is presented with only two distinct sets of arguments: 

those set forth in the Samsung IPR (reproduced in the Cellco IPR and the Qualcomm 

IPR), and those set forth in Cisco IPR. As discussed above, these arguments are 

materially different. Thus, the Board need only consider each argument once. 

II. ORDERING OF THE PETITIONS 

Qualcomm respectfully requests that the Board not exercise its discretion to 

deny institution of either the Cisco IPR or the Qualcomm IPR. In any event, 

Qualcomm respectfully requests that the Board consider the petitions in the 

following order: 
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1. IPR2024-00707, the Cisco IPR 

2. IPR2024-01336, the Qualcomm IPR 

III. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Qualcomm respectfully requests that the Board 

institute both IPR2024-01336 and IPR2024-00707 to examine the challenged claims 

of the ’802 Patent. 

Date: August 28, 2024          Respectfully submitted,  
 

/s/ Kyrie K. Cameron   
Kyrie K. Cameron (Reg. No. 77,380) 
kcameron@pattersonsheridan.com 
Randol Wayne Read (Reg. No. 43,876) 
rread@pattersonsheridan.com 
 
Counsel for Petitioner 
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