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Patents at Issue—’974, ’947, ’984

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
2

Ex. 1001 Abstract 

POR at 2–3  

Ex. 
1001*

*All citations are to -1364 proceedings unless otherwise indicated 



Patents at Issue—“an emulated RFID”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 3

Ex. 1001 1:40–43; 2:14–21; 
4:54–58   POR at 2–4, 12 



Radio Frequency Identification (RFID)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPOR at 22
Ex. 2004

4



Radio Frequency Identification (RFID)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 5

Ex. 1004 
at [0015] POR at 8



Radio Frequency Identification (RFID)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 6

Ex. 1011 
at [0006]

’947 POR at 33; ’947 Sur-reply at 20



Radio Frequency Identification (RFID)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 7
Ex. 1003

POR at 8



Patents at Issue—Exemplary Claim

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 8Ex. 1001 at 9:23–40 POR at 5; Sur-reply at 10.



Instituted Grounds

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 9

Grou
nds

Basis References IPR2024-01362
’974 Claims 
Challenged

IPR2024-01363
’947 Claims 
Challenged

IPR2024-01364
’984 Claims 
Challenged

1A § 103 Willgert, Mooney 1–3, 5–9, 11–13, 
16–19

1, 2, 6–9, 13–17, 22, 
23, 25, 26, 30–32

1–3, 7–14, 18–22, 
27–33, 37–39

1B § 103 Willgert 1, 3, 5–9, 11 1, 2, 6–8 1, 3, 7–14, 18–20, 
32, 33, 37–39

2 § 103 Willgert, Mooney, 
Holloway, Pitroda

3–6, 10, 11, 13–17 2–7, 10–14, 17–24, 
27–31

3–9, 15–19, 22–28, 
34–38

’984 Petition at 1–2; ’974 Petition at 1; ’947 Petition at 1–2 



Willgert

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 10

Ex. 1004

POR at 8



Willgert

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

11

Ex. 1004

POR at 8, 31–32 



Wilgert

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 12
Ex. 1004

Petition at 12-14, 17, 25-34, 42-50, 54, 59-68



Mooney

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 13

Ex. 1005, Ex. 1003 
para. 63.

POR at 8–9 



Mooney

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 14

Ex. 1005

POR at 8–9 



Holloway

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 15

Ex. 1006 at 4:25–26; 5:6–7 

POR at 9



Willgert and Holloway

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 16POR 41–43 

‘974 Ex. 1003 para. 84



Pitroda

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 17

Ex. 1007

POR at 9



Terms for Construction

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 18

Claim Term
“wireless mobile phone”  (’974 claim 12; ’947 claims 8, 15, 25, 32; ’984 claims 12, 20, 31, 39)

“voice call signal[s]” (’974 claims 1, 8, 12; ’947 claims 1, 9, 16, 26; ’984 claims 1, 2, 13, 21, 32)

“RFID transponder signal[s]” (’974 claims 1, 12; ’984 claims 1, 21) / 
“RFID transponder data as an RFID signal” (’984 claim 32)
“RFID transponder data as a radio frequency signal” (’974 claim 8; ’984 claim 13)
“second RFID transponder data as a second radio frequency signal” (’974 claim 6; ’984 claim 9)
“RFID signal” (’947 claims 1, 2, 9, 16, 17, 26, 27) 

‘984 POR at 13, 16, 20; ‘974 POR at 14, 16, 20; ‘947 POR at 15, 18, 22



Claim Construction—Wireless Mobile Phone

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 19

Claim Term Patent Owner’s Proposed Construction
“wireless mobile phone”  (’974 claim 12; ’947 claims 8, 
15, 25, 32; ’984 claims 12, 20, 31, 39)

“telephony device equipped to facilitate a use in 
communicating with another user of another 
communication device notwithstanding the user’s 
movement around different geographic area, so long 
the wireless mobile phone is in contact with a 
base/service station of a wireless network service 
provider.  The other use/communication device may 
be mobile of land line based” 

‘984 POR at 13; ‘974 POR at 14; ‘947 POR at 15



Claim Construction—Wireless Mobile Phone

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 20

Ex. 1001 at 4:5–12
POR at 14–16; Sur-reply at 17 



Claim Construction—Voice Call Signals

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 21

Claim Term Patent Owner’s Proposed Construction
“voice call signal[s]” (’974 claims 1, 8, 12; ’947 claims 
1, 9, 16, 26; ’984 claims 1, 2, 13, 21, 32)

“transmit and receive signal[s] of a voice call over a 
network of a wireless network service provider”

’984 POR at 16; ’974 POR at 16; ’947 POR at 18



Claim Construction—Voice Call Signals

• “Voice call signals” = signals that transmit/receive a voice call
• Must occur over a wireless network service provider’s 

system

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 22POR at 16–18; Sur-reply at 16–18

Ex. 1001 at 3:47-49 Ex. 1001 at 7:11-13



Claim Construction—Voice Call Signals

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 23
Ex. 2004 at para. 46

POR at 16–17; Sur-reply at 16–18  



Claim Construction—Voice Call Signals

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 24Sur-reply at 15

Ex. 1063



Claim Construction—Voice Call Signals

• Specification: Defines “wireless mobile phone” as telephony device 
communicating via base/service station (Ex. 1001, 4:11-21)

• Petitioner’s Position:  “a potential ‘use to convey information’ relating 
to a telephone call….” (Reply at 14)

• Petitioner’s Expert Testimony: Petitioner’s expert varyingly testified:
• The signal must be “for the purpose of transmitting voice” 

but can also merely be “to convey information about the telephone call”
• The signal “should be the same session” as the voice call

but need not be “contemporaneously” (Ex. 2009 at 58:7-59:6; 62:16-64:3)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 25POR at 5; 14–16; Sur-reply at 16–18



Claim Construction—Voice Call Signals

• ’974 Claims 8 and 12: Require transmission “over a wireless 
network” (’974 Ex. 1001 at 10:16–17; 10:51–52)

• ’947 Independent Claims 1, 9, 16: recite outputting “voice call 
signal[s] . . . over a wireless network” (’947 Ex. 1001 at 9:43–4; 
10:23–24; 10:62–63)

• ’947 Independent Claim 26: recites “transmit a voice call signal 
to another mobile communication device via the communication 
circuitry at least in part over a wireless network.” (’947 Ex. 1001 
at 12:16–18)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 26’974 POR at 16–20; ’947 POR at 18–22; 22–24



Claim Construction—Voice Call Signals

• Petitioner’s definition is overbroad
• Voice Call = “a telephone call established for the purpose of 

transmitting voice rather than data communications”
• Voice Call Signal = any signal “relating” to such a call

• Petitioner’s definition would cover phone bills or any signals 
“related” to a call

• Leads to absurd results; ignores intrinsic record
• Proper construction: signals that carry the call itself over the 

mobile network

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 27Sur-reply at 15–18



RFID Transponder Signal Terms

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 28

Claim Term Patent Owner’s Proposed Construction
“RFID transponder signal[s]” (’974 claims 1, 12; ’984 
claims 1, 21) / 
“RFID transponder data as an RFID signal” (’984 claim 
32)

“RFID signal[s] emulated by a mobile communications 
device without the use of a physical RFID 
transponder” 

“RFID transponder data as a radio frequency signal” 
(’974 claim 8; ’984 claim 13)

“RFID transponder data as a radio frequency signal 
emulated by a mobile communications device without 
the use of a physical RFID transponder” 

“second RFID transponder data as a second radio 
frequency signal” (’974 claim 6; ’984 claim 9)

“second RFID transponder data as a second radio 
frequency signal emulated by a mobile 
communications device without the use of a physical 
RFID transponder” 

“RFID signal” (’947 claims 1, 2, 9, 16, 17, 26, 27) “RFID transponder signal emulated by a mobile 
communications device without the use of a physical 
RFID transponder”

’984 POR at 20; ’974 POR at 20; ’947 POR at 22



RFID Transponder Signal Terms

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 29

Ex. 1001 at 9:23–40

POR at 24



RFID Transponder Signal Terms
• ’984 claim 1 & ’974 claim 1: “the transceiver configured…to output RFID 

transponder signals” (’974 Ex. 1001 at 9:32–36; ’984 Ex. 1001 at 9:34–36)

• ’984 claim 13:  “a transceiver configured to output…RFID transponder data”  
(’984 Ex. 1001 at 10:32-33)

• ’974 claim 12:  “a transmitter configured…to output RFID transponder 
signals” (’974 Ex. 1001 at 10:36-42)

• ’947 claim 1: “to cause the mobile communication device to output an RFID 
signal” (’947 Ex. 1001 at 9:38)

• ’947 claim 16: “communication circuitry configure[] to … output radio 
frequency identification (RFID) signals” (’947 Ex. 1001 at 10:46–49)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 30‘984 POR at 24; ‘974 POR at 35–36; ‘947 POR at 22



RFID Transponder Signal Terms

• Each of the ’974, ’947, and ’984 patents are about emulated 
RFID signals

• Signals mimic a transponder without a physical RFID 
transponder

• Consistent across specification, claims, and prosecution history
• Title: “Emulated Radio Frequency Identification” (Ex. 1001 at 1)
• Abstract: “emulating outputting of the data by [a] RFID transponder” 

(Ex. 1001, Abstract)
• Specification: “present invention includes an emulated RFID method” 

(‘974 Ex. 1001, 2:18–19)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 31POR at 20-22



RFID Transponder Signal Terms

• Specification: Consistently discloses RFID emulation without 
the use of a physical transponder

• Specification: No disclosed embodiments use physical 
transponder

• Specification: “Emulation” appears 22 times, modifies every 
instance of “transponder” (’974 Ex. 1001, cols. 3–8)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 32Sur-reply at 4; 8–10



RFID Transponder Signal Terms

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 33

Ex. 1001

Sur-reply at 8

Ex. 1001 Abstract 



RFID Transponder Signal Terms

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 34

Ex. 1001 3:50–55

Ex. 1001 3:56–59 

Ex. 1001 4:54–58 

Sur-reply at 8



RFID Transponder Signal Terms

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 35

Ex. 1001 4:66–67, 
5:1–4 

Sur-reply at 8



RFID Transponder Signal Terms

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 36

Ex. 1001 8:19–23

Ex. 1001 7:17–23

Ex. 1001 7:42–50 

Ex. 1001 8:31–35

Ex. 1001 8:51–57

Sur-reply at 8



’984 Prosecution
• “[W]hile Zalewski teaches using a RFID transponder to output data, claim 1 recites an instruction to a 
component to output data, ‘emulating an output of the first data by an active RFID transponder.’ Zalewski’s 
RFID transponder is not a component that emulates an output by an active RFID transponder, being 
itself an RFID transponder.” (Ex. 1002 at 236 (emphasis added))

• “Zalewski does not teach a mobile communication device component that . . . outputs data ‘in the form of 
a radio frequency signal, said outputting emulating output of the first data by an RFID transponder of an 
active type.” (Ex. 1002 at 236 (emphasis added))

• “In other words, the device of Zalewski has a traditional radio frequency component for transmitting and 
receiving voice calls and message over a radio frequency network, and requires a separate 
transmission/reception component (a transponder) for providing data transfer over short 
distances…. Amended claim 1 recites a method for providing a RFID identification using a transceiver that 
is configures to output both voice call signals and RFID signals, eliminating an element taught by Zalewski 
while retaining the function of that element.”  (Ex. 1002 at 197(emphasis and parenthetical in original))

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 37POR at 6–8; Sur-reply at 12

Ex. 1002



RFID Transponder Signal Terms

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 38

Ex. 1001 at 10:10–13; see also, ’947 Ex. 1001 cl. 6

POR at 5–8; Sur-reply at 10–11



RFID Transponder Signal Terms

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 39Ex. 2004 POR at 21–22; Sur-reply at 6–10 



RFID Transponder Signal Terms

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 40Sur-reply at 8

Ex. 1003



RFID Transponder Signal Terms

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 41POR at 4–5; Sur-reply at 8

Ex. 1063



RFID Transponder Signal Terms

• The Board should construe RFID signal terms in accordance 
with consistent usage in the specification and prosecution 
history

• Columbia Univ. v. Symantec, 811 F.3d 1359, 1367–69 (Fed. Cir. 
2016)

• The specification “consistently describe[d] … ordinary 
programs to ‘generate normal data for building an accurate 
and complete training model’”

• “Nothing in the specification describe[d] any embodiment 
which use[d] attack data to build the model”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 42POR at 21–22; Sur-reply at 3–6



RFID Transponder Signal Terms
• Petitioner relies on dictionary definitions, ignores intrinsic record
• “Functional emulation” = invented term, unsupported (Ex. 1063 

¶ 35 (below); Ex. 2009 at 27:2–12, 29:20–30:14) 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 43Sur-reply at 5–6; 13–14



Instituted Grounds

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 44

Grou
nds

Basis References IPR2024-01362
’974 Claims 
Challenged

IPR2024-01363
’947 Claims 
Challenged

IPR2024-01364
’984 Claims 
Challenged

1A § 103 Willgert, Mooney 1–3, 5–9, 11–13, 
16–19

1, 2, 6–9, 13–17, 22, 
23, 25, 26, 30–32

1–3, 7–14, 18–22, 
27–33, 37–39

1B § 103 Willgert 1, 3, 5–9, 11 1, 2, 6–8 1, 3, 7–14, 18–20, 
32, 33, 37–39

2 § 103 Willgert, Mooney, 
Holloway, Pitroda

3–6, 10, 11, 13–17 2–7, 10–14, 17–24, 
27–31

3–9, 15–19, 22–28, 
34–38

’984 Pet. at 1–2; ’974 Pet. at 1; ’947 Pet. at 1–2 



Instituted Grounds

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 45

Grou
nds

Basis References IPR2024-01362
’974 Claims 
Challenged

IPR2024-01363
’947 Claims 
Challenged

IPR2024-01364
’984 Claims 
Challenged

1A § 103 Willgert, Mooney 1–3, 5–9, 11–13, 
16–19

1, 2, 6–9, 13–17, 22, 
23, 25, 26, 30–32

1–3, 7–14, 18–22, 
27–33, 37–39

1B § 103 Willgert 1, 3, 5–9, 11 1, 2, 6–8 1, 3, 7–14, 18–20, 
32, 33, 37–39

2 § 103 Willgert, Mooney, 
Holloway, Pitroda

3–6, 10, 11, 13–17 2–7, 10–14, 17–24, 
27–31

3–9, 15–19, 22–28, 
34–38

’984 Pet. at 1–2; ’974 Pet. at 1; ’947 Pet. at 1–2 



Summary of Impacted Claims

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 46

Limitation IPR2024-01362
’974 Claims Not 

Unpatentable

IPR2024-01363
’947 Claims Not 

Unpatentable

IPR2024-01364
’984 Claims Not 

Unpatentable
“Voice Call 

Signals”
At least 2, 4, 10, 12–
18

At least 3–5, 9–32 At least 2, 4–6, 15–17, 21–31, 
34–36

“RFID 
Transponder 
Signal” Terms

All (1–18) All (1–32) All (1–39)

“Determining” All (1–32)

’974 POR at 20; ’974 Sur-reply at 23
’947 POR at 22, 32; ’947 Sur-reply at 19, 24
’984 POR at 20; ’984 Sur-reply at 24



Summary of Impacted Claims

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 47

Limitation IPR2024-01362
’974 Claims Not 

Unpatentable

IPR2024-01363
’947 Claims Not 

Unpatentable

IPR2024-01364
’984 Claims Not 

Unpatentable
“Voice Call 

Signals”
At least 2, 4, 10, 12–
18

At least 3–5, 9–32 At least 2, 4–6, 15–17, 21–31, 
34–36

“RFID 
Transponder 
Signal” Terms

All (1–18) All (1–32) All (1–39)

“Determining” All (1–32)

’974 POR at 20; ’974 Sur-reply at 23
’947 POR at 22, 32; ’947 Sur-reply at 19, 24
’984 POR at 20; ’984 Sur-reply at 24



No Voice Call Signals (Grounds 1A & 2)

• Petition maps “voice call signal[s]” to Bluetooth communication 
signals transmitted between Willgert’s phone and its paired 
Bluetooth headset (Reply at 25–26; Pet. at 25)

• Bluetooth does not carry “voice call signal[s]” (POR at 28–30; 
Ex. 2004 ¶ 55)

• Bluetooth signals are not used to transmit a voice call over the 
network of a wireless service provider

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 48POR at 28–30; Sur-reply at 21–22



No Voice Call Signals (Grounds 1A & 2)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 49POR at 27–34; Sur-reply 21–22
Ex. 2004 at para. 55



No Signals to/from a Wireless Network Service Provider

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 50

’974 Pet. at 16

POR 28–30 



No Voice Call Signals

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 51POR at 27–30; Sur-reply 21–22 
Ex. 2004



No Voice Call Signals

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 52POR at 27–30; Sur-reply at 21–22 

Ex. 2004



Summary of Impacted Claims

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 53

Limitation IPR2024-01362
’974 Claims Not 

Unpatentable

IPR2024-01363
’947 Claims Not 

Unpatentable

IPR2024-01364
’984 Claims Not 

Unpatentable
“Voice Call 

Signals”
At least 2, 4, 10, 12–
18

At least 3–5, 9–32 At least 2, 4–6, 15–17, 21–31, 
34–36

“RFID 
Transponder 
Signal” Terms

All (1–18) All (1–32) All (1–39)

“Determining” All (1–32)

’974 POR at 20; ’974 Sur-reply at 23
’947 POR at 22, 32; ’947 Sur-reply at 19, 24
’984 POR at 20; ’984 Sur-reply at 24



RFID Transponder Signal Terms—No Emulation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 54POR at 28–32; Sur-reply at 22

Ex. 2004



RFID Transponder Signal Terms—No Emulation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 55

’974 Petition at 16

POR 28–30 



RFID Transponder Signal Terms—No Emulation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 56POR at 31–34 

Ex. 1003 at 
paras. 59–60



RFID Transponder Signal Terms—No Emulation

• Willgert does not emulate – its RFID signal output is from 
(physical) RFID transponder 2. (Ex. 2004 at ¶ 69).

• Willgert does not perform “functional emulation.”
• Petitioner’s “functional” argument is as to Holloway – not Willgert. 

(Reply at 8; Ex. 1063 ¶ 39)
• Holloway is only used in Ground 2 of each Petition, which still uses 

Willgert’s transponder
• Holloway uses an RFID chip inserted in a phone. (Ex. 2004 at ¶ 

90).  This is not emulation.
• Petition never relied on Holloway for RFID Signal Terms in 

Ground 2 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 57POR at 31–32, 42–43; Sur-reply at 18-21



RFID Transponder Signal Terms—No Emulation

• Even Petitioner’s expert admitted: a transponder cannot 
emulate itself

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 58Sur-reply at 13

Ex. 2009 at 26:4-9



Petitioner Relies on a Transponder Emulating a Transponder

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 59POR at 31–32, 42–43; Sur-reply at 18-21

Ex. 1003 at para. 148–149 



A Transponder Does Not Emulate a Transponder

• “Zalewski’s RFID transponder is not a component that emulates an 
output by an active RFID transponder, being itself an RFID 
transponder.” (Ex. 1002 at 277)

• “And that’s just a phrase of a –what we mean by RFID 
emulation.  You’re emulating the functionalities of a passive RFID tag 
by using a different device.” (Ex. 2009 at 26:5–9)

• Petitioner “stands the concept of emulation on its head, essentially 
arguing that every device emulates itself when it operates. According 
to Petitioner’s erroneous argument, an RFID transponder emulates 
an RFID transponder. This makes as much sense as saying that a 
banana emulates a banana.” (Ex. 2004 ¶¶ 70–71)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 60POR at 7–8; Sur-reply at 13



Grounds of Invalidity

• All Grounds Fail:
• No disclosure/suggestion of RFID emulation (Ex. 2004 ¶¶ 48–54)
• Holloway & Willgert do not teach or suggest emulation
• No teaching of instructions to switch or selection
• Grounds 1A & 2 fail to disclose voice call signals
• Ground 1B is improper and does not address all challenged claims

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 61POR at 25–40, 49; Sur-reply at 18–23



Holloway Inapplicable to RFID Transponder Signal Terms

• Petition Did Not Rely on Holloway for RFID Signal Terms

• Petition Did Not Rely on Holloway for “Emulation”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 62POR 43, 46–47 



Holloway Inapplicable to RFID Transponder Signal Terms

• “Also connected to processor 11 is an RFID chip 16 corresponding 
to the chips found in RFID smart cards or combi cards” (Ex. 
1006 at 4:24–26)

• Holloway’s RFID signaling embodiments all depend on a single, 
physical RFID chip that would need to be replaced in order to output 
a different RFID signal. (Ex. 2004 at ¶90) 

• “Q.  And the chip would be functioning just as it does in the smart 
card, correct?  A.  The chip will function like what—the chip 16 would 
function as if you would find—you would find it in an RFID smart 
card.  That’s what I said here, you’re—Holloway is embedding an 
RFID chip 16 corresponding to the chips found in RFID smart card 
together with an antenna.”  (Ex. 2009 at 43:22–44:6)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 63POR 43, 46–47



Holloway Inapplicable to RFID Transponder Signal Terms

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 64POR at  7–8; Sur-reply at 13; Ex. 2004 ¶¶ 70–71  

Ex. 2009 at 35:14–20; 36:11–19



Summary of Impacted Claims

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 65

Limitation IPR2024-01362
’974 Claims Not 

Unpatentable

IPR2024-01363
’947 Claims Not 

Unpatentable

IPR2024-01364
’984 Claims Not 

Unpatentable
“Voice Call 

Signals”
At least 2, 4, 10, 12–
18

At least 3–5, 9–32 At least 2, 4–6, 15–17, 21–31, 
34–36

“RFID 
Transponder 
Signal” Terms

All (1–18) All (1–32) All (1–39)

“Determining” All (1–32)

’974 POR at 20; ’974 Sur-reply at 23
’947 POR at 22, 32; ’947 Sur-reply at 19, 24
’984 POR at 20; ’984 Sur-reply at 24



“Determining” Is a Separate Requirement

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 66’947 POR at 5–6, 32–35, 38, 47

’947-Ex. 1001 at 9:28-
46



Petitioner Conflates “Determining” with other Limitations

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 67’947 Sur-reply at 19–23

’947 Reply at 24

’947 Cl. 1



“Determining” Is a Separate Requirement

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 68’947 POR at 32–35, 38; ’947 Sur-reply at 19–23

’947 Ex. 2004 at paras. 71, 75 ’947 Cl. 1



“Determining” Is a Separate Requirement

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 69‘947 POR at 32–35, 38; ‘947 Sur-reply at 19–23 

‘947 Ex. 2004



“Determining” Is a Separate Requirement

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 70’947 POR at 32–35; ‘947 Sur-reply at 19–23

’947 Pet. at 30–32



“Determining” Is a Separate Requirement

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 71‘947 Sur-reply 20–21

’947 Ex. 2009 at 35; 



Neither Construction nor Disclaimer Required

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 72’947 Sur-reply at 21–22

’947 Reply at 24



Instituted Grounds

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 73

Grou
nds

Basis References IPR2024-01362
’974 Claims 
Challenged

IPR2024-01363
’947 Claims 
Challenged

IPR2024-01364
’984 Claims 
Challenged

1A § 103 Willgert, Mooney 1–3, 5–9, 11–13, 
16–19

1, 2, 6–9, 13–17, 22, 
23, 25, 26, 30–32

1–3, 7–14, 18–22, 
27–33, 37–39

1B § 103 Willgert 1, 3, 5–9, 11 1, 2, 6–8 1, 3, 7–14, 18–20, 
32, 33, 37–39

2 § 103 Willgert, Mooney, 
Holloway, Pitroda

3–6, 10, 11, 13–17 2–7, 10–14, 17–24, 
27–31

3–9, 15–19, 22–28, 
34–38

’984 Pet. at 1–2; ’974 Pet. at 1; ’947 Pet. at 1–2 



Ground 1B (Improper and Does not Address all claims)

• Ground 1B is not properly argued, and that it would be improper 
to construe the terms here to resolve the issues raised Petition.

• Petition conflates the terms “switchable mobile communications device” 
and “switching a transceiver/transmitter” (Pet. at 62–67)

• Petitioner has not met its burden in Ground 1B
• Flimsy, short argument with inconsistencies – e.g., missing any 

mention of independent claims from which listed dependent claims 
depend.

• Single sentence allegedly invalidating multiple claims.
• Ground 1B pertains only to some challenged claims.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 74POR at 25–26; Sur-reply at 23–24



Ground 1B Not Fulsomely Presented

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 75Pet. at 66

Ex. 1003



Willgert Does Not Disclose a “Common Processor” 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 76Ex. 1004 POR at 38–40; Sur-reply at 23–24 



Willgert Does Not Disclose a “Common Processor” 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 77POR at 19 

• “control circuit 6” does not process RFID signals
• “control circuit 6” does not connect to any voice call signals
• no processing of voice call signals (by any processor) taught

Ex. 1003



Ground 2

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 78

Grou
nds

Basis References IPR2024-01362
’974 Claims 
Challenged

IPR2024-01363
’947 Claims 
Challenged

IPR2024-01364
’984 Claims 
Challenged

1A § 103 Willgert, Mooney 1–3, 5–9, 11–13, 
16–19

1, 2, 6–9, 13–17, 22, 
23, 25, 26, 30–32

1–3, 7–14, 18–22, 
27–33, 37–39

1B § 103 Willgert 1, 3, 5–9, 11 1, 2, 6–8 1, 3, 7–14, 18–20, 
32, 33, 37–39

2 § 103 Willgert, Mooney, 
Holloway, Pitroda

3–6, 10, 11, 13–17 2–7, 10–14, 17–24, 
27–31

3–9, 15–19, 22–28, 
34–38

’984 Pet. at 1–2; ’974 Pet. at 1; ’947 Pet. at 1–2 



Ground 2

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 79

Grou
nds

Basis References IPR2024-01362
’974 Claims 
Challenged

IPR2024-01363
’947 Claims 
Challenged

IPR2024-01364
’984 Claims 
Challenged

1A § 103 Willgert, Mooney 1–3, 5–9, 11–13, 
16–19

1, 2, 6–9, 13–17, 22, 
23, 25, 26, 30–32

1–3, 7–14, 18–22, 
27–33, 37–39

1B § 103 Willgert 1, 3, 5–9, 11 1, 2, 6–8 1, 3, 7–14, 18–20, 
32, 33, 37–39

2 § 103 Willgert, Mooney, 
Holloway, Pitroda

3–6, 10, 11, 13–17 2–7, 10–14, 17–24, 
27–31

3–9, 15–19, 22–28, 
34–38

• Does not address any limitations of the independent claims
• Does not remedy lack of “voice call signals”, “RFID 

transponder signals”, or “determining” limitations 
POR at 40–50



No Voice Call Signals (Grounds 1A & 2)

• Petition maps “voice call signal[s]” to Bluetooth communication 
signals transmitted between Willgert’s phone and its paired 
Bluetooth headset (Reply at 25–26; Pet. at 25)

• Bluetooth does not carry “voice call signal[s]” (POR at 27–30; 
Ex. 2004 ¶ 55)

• Bluetooth signals are not used to transmit a voice call over the 
network of a wireless service provider

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 80POR at 27–30; Sur-reply at 21–22



Ground 2
• Adds nothing to the analysis of independent claims
• If Ground 1 fails, then Ground 2 fails on the independent claims 

for at least the same reasons 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 81POR at 41–43



Ground 2

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 82POR at 41



Ground 2

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 83POR at 41–43

Ex. 1003



Summary of Impacted Claims

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 84

Limitation IPR2024-01362
’974 Claims Not 

Unpatentable

IPR2024-01363
’947 Claims Not 

Unpatentable

IPR2024-01364
’984 Claims Not 

Unpatentable
“RFID 

Transponder 
Signal” Terms

All (1–18) All (1–32) All (1–39)

“Voice Call 
Signals”

At least 2, 4, 10, 12–
18

At least 3–5, 9–32 At least 2, 4–6, 15–17, 21–31, 
34–36

“Determining” All (1–32)

’974 POR at 20; ’974 Sur-reply at 23
’947 POR at 22, 32; ’947 Sur-reply at 19, 24
’984 POR at 20; ’984 Sur-reply at 24
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