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The ’889 Patent
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Control channels, power control information, and time slots

Ex. 1001, FIG. 2; Petition, 16.
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Multiple-UE TPC was standardized well before ’889 priority date

Petition, 13-14, 18, 20.

Dateki 
filed

‘889 priority 
date

F-DPCH 
proposed to 

3GPP

F-DPCH 
proposal 

adopted into 
standard
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The disputed claim limitation
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Overview

 Ground 1:
 Dateki’s Fig. 6 renders obvious the sole disputed claim 

limitation
 Dateki’s UE does not ignore TPCC sent on F-DPCH

 Ground 2 (claims 3 and 7)

 Ground 3 (claims 4 and 8)
 Claim construction
 Chitrapu’s disclosure
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Dateki’s Fig. 6 renders obvious the sole disputed 
limitation
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Dateki renders obvious the sole disputed claim limitation

Ex. 1005, FIG. 6; Petition, 41; Reply, 6, 10-11.

Claim 1



9DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 9

Dateki’s uplink pilot and ACK/NACK signals are transmitted “at a 
power level based on” power control information sent on F-DPCH 

(“TPCC1”)

Ex. 1005, FIG. 6; Reply, 10.

Ex. 1005, 12:11-15; Reply, 8, 10-11.
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Dateki’s UE extracts all TPCCs and uses them for power control

Ex. 1005, FIG. 4; Petition, 27-28, 34; Paper 8, 22-23.

Ex. 1005, 10:51-59; Petition, 38-39; Paper 8, 22-23.
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The UE’s power control level is based on the cumulative effect of 
several TPC commands

Ex. 1005, 11:4-11; Petition, 13; Reply, 9.

Ex. 1005, FIG. 6, Reply, 9.
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Dateki’s UE does not ignore TPCC1 sent on F-DPCH



13DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 13

Dateki’s TPCC sent on HS-SCCH (“TPCC2”) is supplemental to 
TPCC1 

Ex. 1005, 6:61-66; Reply, 10-11.

Ex. 1005, 12:66-13:11; Reply, 8, 11 and 38-39.
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TPCC1 and TPCC2 are needed for high-pace control

Ex. 1005, 11:56-65; Reply, 3, 8, 11.
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Dateki’s TPCCs adjust uplink power regardless of the receive 
channel

Ex. 1005, FIG. 5; Reply, 14; Petition, 41. Ex. 1005, FIG. 6; Reply, 12-14.
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The base station—not the UE—controls application of TPC

Ex.1005, 14:28-44; Reply, 12. 
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IV mischaracterizes Dateki’s description of TPCC1 and TPCC2

Sur-reply, 3.

Ex.1005, 13:63-14:4; Sur-reply, 3; Reply, 6-8.

Ex.1005, 12:61-65; Sur-reply, 4; Reply, 6-8.
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IV’s “multiple stages” theory attempts to compensate for ignored 
TPCC1

Ex.1005, Fig. 6 (partial); Reply, 15-16. Ex.1005, Fig. 6 (partial); POR, 45; Reply, 7-8, 16.

IV’s erroneous argument: three sequential 
power adjustments from single TPCC
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(Ground 2) A POSITA would have been motivated to 
combine Mate with Dateki



20DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 20

Dateki + Mate disclose all features of claims 3 and 7

Ex.1009, Fig. 5 (partial); Petition, 53-55.

Transmits “data” in pCPCH 
during “third time slot”

Claim 3
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Dateki + Mate disclose all features of claims 3 and 7

Ex.1009, Fig. 5 (partial); Petition, 54-55; Reply, 23.

cell_FACHcell_DCH

Ex.1005, Fig. 6; Petition, 54-55; Reply, 23.

Claim 3
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Mate’s pCPCH only allows data transmissions in cell_FACH state

Ex, 1009, [0044]; Petition, 48, 50.

Ex, 1009, Fig. 5; Petition, 48, 50.
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IV’s argument is based on a false premise

POR, 61.

Ex.1001, claim 3; Reply, 21-22.



24DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 24

“…to transmit the signal over the physical control channel 
when time synchronized and to transmit a signal over a 
random access channel when not time synchronized”

Ground 3
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Chitrapu renders claims 4 and 8 obvious

Petition, 68-69; Reply, 24.

Connected mode 
(cell_DCH)

Idle 
mode

Ex.1001, claim 4.
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Claim 4 recites standard cell phone operation

Ex.1008, Fig. 5.1; Petition, 57; Reply, 24.

“not time 
synchronized”

“time 
synchronized”
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Ground 3

Claim construction
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The language of claims 4 and 8 is clear and needs no 
construction

Ex.1001, claim 4; Reply, 3-5.



29DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 29

IV’s construction adds a “binary choice” and negative limitation

POR, 26; Reply, 4.

POR, 26; Reply, 4.
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IV’s sole quote from the ‘889 patent does not support its 
construction

Ex.1001, 7:38-45; Reply, 4.
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“extract power control information…from the control 
message, and…transmit a signal…to a base station…at 

a transmission power level based on the extracted control 
information”

(Ground 1) Claim construction
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IV does not dispute that the TPCC1 message is a “control 
message” carrying “power control bits for a plurality of UEs”

POR, 50; Reply, 2-3.
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IV provides no intrinsic or extrinsic evidence for its construction

POR, 25-26. 
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Appendix
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Ground 1

Additional information
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Feature that led to allowance: “control message” + “downlink 
shared channel” in same time slot

Ex.1002, 60; Petition, 17.

Ex. 1002, 28; Petition, 17-18.

Ex. 1002, 28; Petition, 17-18.
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3GPP-standardized F-DPCH discloses claim feature that led to 
889 patent’s allowance

Ex. 1007, 35, 37; Petition, 24; Ex.1003, ¶63.

Ex. 1023, 48; Petition, 13-14.
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Dateki does not disclose that the UE ignores TPCC1

Ex. 1069, 51:1-16; Reply, 9, 11, 14.

Ex. 1069, 50:9-16; Reply, 9.
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Dateki’s UE transmits additional pilot signals “in conjunction with” 
HS-SCCH reception

Ex.1005, 13:63-14:4 (characterized by IV in Sur-reply, 4).

Ex.1005, Fig. 6; Reply,9-11.
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Dr. Lomp’s assumptions are inconsistent with Dateki

Ex. 1069, 51:1-16; Reply, 9, 11, 14.

Ex. 1005, 11:56-55; Reply, 3, 8, 11.
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Dateki mentions “multiple stages” as an optional feature without 
reference to the Fig. 6 embodiment

Ex.1005, 9:35-42; Sur-reply, 16-17.

Ex.1005, 11:12-18; Reply, 16.
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Dateki refers to each HS-SCCH TPCC2 in Fig. 6 as a “bit” 
(singular)

Ex.1005, 13:63-14:15; Reply, 17-18.

Ex.1005, FIG. 6; Reply, 18.
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IV’s Sur-reply removes “bit” from quotes of Dateki

Sur-reply, 3.

Sur-reply, 3.

Sur-reply, 4.
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IV’s theory puts conflicting “increase” and “decrease” commands 
in a single TPCC message

Ex.1005, Fig. 6 (partial); POR, 45; Reply, 19.

Sur-reply, 4.
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Dateki’s FIG. 5 informs FIG. 6

Ex. 1005, FIG. 5; Reply, 14; Petition, 41. Ex. 1005, FIG. 6; Reply, 10, 12-13.

Ex. 1005, 11:26-28; Reply, 12-13, Petition, 41.
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Dateki’s FIG. 5 informs FIG. 6

Ex. 1005, 13:11-15; Reply, 9, 11; Ex.1070, ¶¶ 25-26.

Ex. 1005, FIG. 5; Reply, 14; Petition, 41. Ex. 1005, FIG. 6; Reply, 10, 12-13.
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Ground 2

Additional information
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Dateki’s High-Speed channels and Mate’s pCPCH are used in 
different connection states

Ex.1008, FIG. 5.1; Reply, 4.

Petition, 54.

Ex.1008, 89; Petition, 54; Ex.1070, ¶¶16-18.
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Ground 3

Additional information
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IV’s argument is entirely based on its claim construction

POR, 66; Reply, 23-24.
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Claim 4 is obvious over Dateki and Chitrapu even under IV’s claim 
construction

Ex.1008, Fig. 5.1; Petition, 57; Reply, 24.



52DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 52

Chitrapu discloses transitioning UEs to Idle state

Ex. 1008,105; Reply, 24; Ex.1070, ¶¶ 54-56).

Ex. 1008, 90; Reply, 24; Ex.1070, ¶¶ 54-56.
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UEs need tight time synchronization in Connected mode but not in 
Idle mode

Ex. 1008,105; Reply, 24; Ex.1070, ¶¶ 54-56).

Ex. 1008, 53; Petition, 21.
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