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The ’153 and ’500 Patents
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The ’153/500 Patents  combined open loop/closed loop

Ex.1001, FIG. 4; ’153 Petition, 9.
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The disputed claim limitations

’153 Patent, claim 1 ’500 Patent, claim 11
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Overlapping IPR Grounds

’153 patent

’500 patent
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Issue 1: 

“receive…an indication that transmit power control (TPC) 
command accumulation is enabled”

(’153 patent, claims 1 and 11)
(’500 patent, claims 12 and 18)
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Issue 1 summary: 

 Andersson Ground:

o PO alleges no “indication” because Baker’s TPC command
accumulation is “always enabled”

o In fact, under any construction of “accumulation,” Baker’s
PCA=2 disables TPC command accumulation

 Zeira Ground:

o PO alleges no “network signal to toggle accumulation on/off”

o In fact, in Zeira, network operator enables solely open loop
power control, disabling TPC command accumulation

o Baker illustrates it was obvious to use network signal
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Claim construction of “TPC command accumulation”

Ex. 1001, 9:29-35; ’153 Reply, 4; ’153 Inst. Dec., 8.

’153 Patent

Ex. 1001, 3:39-43; ’153 Reply, 5.
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Claim construction of “TPC command accumulation”

Ex. 1001, 10:23-30; ’153 POR, 7-8.

’153 Patent

Ex. 1001, 9:42; ’153 POR, 7-8.

sum each TPC command

apply summed TPC commands
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Claim construction of “TPC command accumulation”

’153 POR, 17.

Patent Owner Response 



11DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 11

Claim construction of “TPC command accumulation”

Ex.2016, ¶43; ’153 Reply, 5.

Patent Owner’s Expert 
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Claim construction of “TPC command accumulation”

’153 Reply, 6.

Petitioner Reply 
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Andersson + Baker

Ex. 1009, FIG. 5; ’153 Petition, 18, 37.

“multi-level TPC command” Baker’s PCA indicator
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Baker (Ground 1)

Ex.1010, [0022]-[0023]; ’153 Petition, 35-36.

PCA = “indication that transmit power control (TPC) command accumulation is enabled” 

If PCA = 1, sum TPC commands

If PCA = 2, compare TPC commands

(TPC command accumulation enabled)

(TPC command accumulation disabled)
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Zeira (Ground 3)

Ex.1004, 6:1-20; ’153 Petition, 55.

“(TPC) command accumulation” 

If PCA = 1, sum TPC commands

UE transmit power
Closed loop factor

Open loop factor

Previous closed loop factor TPC command
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Zeira (Ground 3)

Ex.1004, 6:1-20; ’153 Petition, 56-57.

“indication that transmit power control 
(TPC) command accumulation is enabled”

Ex.1004, 7:16-22; ’153 Petition, 56-57.
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Zeira (Ground 3)

Ex.1004, 6:1-20; ’153 Petition, 56-57.

If α applied to G(n):

’153 Petition, 56-57.

TPC accumulationPower control Value of α

DisabledSolely open loop0

EnabledCombined 
closed/open loop

≠ 0
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Zeira + Baker (Ground 3)

Ex.1004, 7:16-22; ’153 Petition, 56-57.

“receiving … an indication that transmit power control (TPC) command 
accumulation is enabled”

Zeira

Ex.1010, [0003], [0002]; 
’153 Petition, 58-59.

Baker
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Issue 2: 

“receive…on a single physical channel, scheduling information 
and power control information that includes a multi-level TPC 

command”

(’153 patent, claims 1 and 11)
(’500 patent, claims 11 and 17)



20DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 20

Issue 2 summary: 

 Both grounds:

o PO alleges no motivation to combine based on “incompatible”
channels in references

o In fact, combinations not based on physical incorporation

o and these “incompatibilities” are based on
mischaracterizations of the references
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Khan 

Ex. 1005, FIG. 5; ’153 Petition, 39.

TPC and 
scheduling 

grant on “single 
physical 
channel”
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IV agrees Khan transmits on same physical channel

’153 POR, 26.

Patent Owner Response 
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Andersson + Khan

Ex. 1009, FIG. 5; ’153 Petition, 37.

multi-level TPC command
Khan’s “scheduling information”
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Zeira + Khan

Ex. 1004, Fig. 4; ’153 Petition, 48.

TPC + scheduling 
info on “single
physical channel” 

Ex. 1004, 4:27-30; ’153 Petition, 63.
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IV mischaracterizes the combination as physical incorporation

’153 POR, 39; see also id. at 61-62 (alleging Zeira re-design required).

Patent Owner Response 

’153 POR, 43, 60-61.
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IV’s arguments are predicated on mischaracterizations

’153 POR, 41.

PO alleges Andersson is limited to “WCDMA”

’153 POR, 40.
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Andersson is not limited to WCDMA

Ex.1071, 52:15-53:8; ’153 Reply, 15-16

Ex.1009, 7:16-18; ’153 Reply, 15.

Andersson

IV’s expert
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Dr. Kotzin analyzed the combination under CDMA (not WCDMA)

Ex.1003, ¶76; ’153 Reply, 15
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IV’s arguments are predicated on mischaracterizations

’153 POR, 60.

PO alleges Zeira is limited to “UTRA-TDD in UMTS Release 99”

’153 POR, 57.



30DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 30

Zeira is generally applicable to all TDD systems

Ex.1004, 1:7-11; ’153 Reply, 27.
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Khan’s technique is generally applicable to evolving wireless systems

Ex.1005, [0033]-[0035]; ’153 Petition, 39-40; ’153 Reply, 27.



32DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 32

Motion to Strike
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IV’s Sur-Reply includes improper new argument

Sur-Reply (Paper 19), 1

Sur-Reply, 4-5

Sur-Reply (Paper 19), 1
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IV did not raise this alleged “gap” in the POR

POR, iii (Zeira/Khan arguments are similar)
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The only POR/Reply cites are unrelated to the IV’s new argument

POR, 44 (cited in 4 times in Section 1)

Reply, 8 (cited in 11 times in Section 1)
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IV’s Opposition fails to identify where the alleged “allocation” gap 
was raised in the prior briefing

Opposition to Motion to Strike (Paper 24), 1-2



37DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 37

The Board should strike Section I of the Sur-Reply from the record

[W]here a reply clearly relies on a new theory not 

included in prior briefing, and where addressing this new 

theory during oral hearing would prejudice the opposing 

party, striking the portion of the brief containing that 

theory may be appropriate.

Trial Practice Guide, §II.K
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Appendix
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’153/500 no longer claim combined open loop/closed loop

’153 Petition, 13-14
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“indication that transmit power control (TPC) command accumulation is 
enabled”

’153 POR, 7.

Ex.1004, 7:16-22; ’153 Petition, 56-57.

Zeira

Patent Owner
Response
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Claimed “indication” of TPC accumulation is broad

’153 patent, claim 1

Claim language

vs.

’153 POR, 54

’153 Sur-Reply, 6

PO Sur-reply

PO Response
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Andersson is not limited to WCDMA

’153 Reply, 16-17
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PO Response vs. Sur-Reply

’153 POR, 26.

Patent Owner Response 

Patent Owner Sur-reply 

’500 Sur-reply, 12.
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Claim construction of “TPC command accumulation”

’153 POR, 17.

Patent Owner Response 
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Claim construction of “TPC command accumulation”

Ex.1071, 40:2-13; ’153 Reply, 10-11.

Patent Owner’s Expert 
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The Petition establishes that the “allocation” is tied to an “uplink 
resource” used for transmission

Petition, 41-42

Andersson + Khan
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The Petition establishes that the “allocation” is tied to an “uplink 
resource” used for transmission

Petition, 68

Zeira + Khan
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Andersson

Ex.1009, 7:46-54; ’153 Reply, 15




