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The Petition presents compelling evidence of invalidity. PO challenges the 

analyses of a “newly defined RNTI” and that it is conveyed to user equipment via 

“UE-specific RRC signaling.” Patent Owner’s Preliminary Response (“POPR”), 

Paper 11 (April 17, 2025) at 7-14.  As detailed below, the Petition demonstrates 

that Kuchibhotla (EX-1004) teaches these claim elements.    

1. The Petition Demonstrates that Kuchibhotla Teaches the 
Claimed “Newly Defined RNTI.” 

PO incorrectly suggests that the Petition addressed “newly defined RNTI” (a 

limitation in element [1.4] in the Petition) in only a single paragraph. POPR, 8-9. 

However, element [1.4] does not simply recite a “newly defined RNTI,” but 

requires that “the specific RNTI … is a newly defined RNTI other than at least a 

cell-RNTI (C-RNTI).” EX-1001, 17:38-40. Element [1.1] (which element [1.4] 

refers back to) recites that the specific RNTI is “for DL preemption indication 

information.” EX-1001, 17:28-30. This additional language is important to the 

Petition’s analysis of how Kuchibhotla’s disclosed “marker-RNTI” is a “newly 

defined RNTI.” Yet PO does not address this language and ignores that the 

analysis of element [1.4] calls back to the analysis of element [1.1]. Pet., 50. 

Kuchibhotla discloses that special RNTIs are assigned to the UE at call 

admission “in addition to the C-RNTI” and that one example of a special RNTI is a 

“special CRC mask” referred to as a “marker-RNTI.” Pet., 50 (citing to EX-1004, 

¶¶84, 47) (emphasis added). Kuchibhotla’s disclosure of the special marker-RNTI 
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is consistent with the ’942 Patent’s disclosure of “a newly defined RNTI.” EX-

1001, 11:6-12 (“the UE may perform monitoring by performing CRC scrambling 

of DL control information including DL preemption indication information using a 

C-RNTI or a newly defined RNTI”). Claim 1 recites, and the specification 

describes, a “newly defined RNTI” is an RNTI other than the C-RNTI.  

Kuchibhotla’s special marker-RNTI meets this requirement.  

The Petition further demonstrates that Kuchibhotla’s special marker-RTNI 

serves the same function (i.e., monitoring for DL preemption indication 

information) as the claimed “newly defined RNTI.” First, Kuchibhotla’s “marker” 

is “DL preemption indication information,” because it serves the same notification 

purpose described in the ’942 Patent. Pet., 35-36, comparing EX-1004, ¶¶82, 87 

with EX-1001, 2:51-55 (indicating overlapping resource); 8:17-19 (notification of 

punctured resources); 10:29-33 (indicating re-allocated resources). EX-1003 ¶126.  

Second, the Petition’s analysis of element [1.1], which Petitioner refers to in 

element [1.4], demonstrates that Kuchibhotla discloses an embodiment in which 

the UE uses a “special CRC mask” – i.e., “marker-RNTI” – to monitor for the 

marker (“DL preemption indication information”) in PDCCH. Pet., 40; EX-1004, 

¶84; FIG. 21. EX-1003 ¶134-135. 

PO does not address any of these express disclosures in Kuchibhotla and 

ignores the Petition’s analysis discussed above, which maps “newly defined RNTI 
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other than at least a cell-RNTI (C-RNTI)” to Kuchibhotla’s express disclosures.   

2. The Petition Demonstrates that Kuchibhotla Discloses, or 
Alternatively Suggests, the Marker-RNTI is Conveyed to 
the UE via UE-Specific RRC Signaling. 

PO again ignores the disclosures of Kuchibhotla that the Petition analyzes. 

Pet., 36-42. That is, special RNTIs are assigned to a particular UE at call admission 

via dedicated mode (UE-specific) RRC configuration signaling. EX-1004, ¶57; 

EX-1003 ¶¶127-128. A disclosed purpose of such special RNTIs is to monitor 

control channels “to determine, for example, the resource allocation … for the 

corresponding low latency data.” EX-1004, ¶47, ¶62; EX-1003 ¶¶131-133.   

In embodiments in which a marker is transmitted in a control channel to 

notify the UE of resources used for low latency data, the special RNTI is marker-

RTNI. EX-1004, ¶84; FIG. 21. EX-1003 ¶¶134-135. A POSITA understands from 

these disclosures that Kuchibhotla teaches that a UE is configured at call admission 

with special RNTIs (particularly those related to monitoring PDCCH for low 

latency control information) via UE-specific signaling. Pet., 40-41; EX-1003 ¶136.   

The Petition alternatively argues that it would be obvious to include the 

marker-RNTI in UE-specific RRC configuration messaging in light of 

Kuchibhotla’s express teachings. Pet., 41-42. Kuchibhotla discloses that a special 

LL-RNTI is assigned to the UE for the purpose of monitoring PDCCH to 

determine resource allocations for low latency data. Pet., 39-40; EX-1004, ¶47; 
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EX-1003 ¶131-133. Kuchibhotla also discloses an embodiment in which a special 

marker-RNTI is used to monitor PDCCH for information (i.e., a marker) 

identifying low latency resource allocations. Pet., 40-41; EX-1004, ¶84; EX-1003 

¶137. In that embodiment, a marker is transmitted in PDCCH in a subframe n+1 to 

inform the UE that resources in a previous subframe n have been used for low 

latency data. Pet., 40, 51-53; EX-1004, ¶84, ¶131, FIG. 21; EX-1003 ¶¶168-172. 

When PDCCH is used, the UE applies the special marker-RNTI to differentiate the 

marker from other control channel information. Pet. 40; EX-1004, ¶84; EX-1003 

¶¶134-137. By using PDCCH to transmit the marker and the marker-RNTI to 

decode the marker, the UE can more quickly determine the resources in the 

previous subframe that have been used for low latency data. Pet., 41-42; EX-1004, 

¶84; EX-1003 ¶138. Given this disclosed benefit of a special marker-RNTI, a 

POSITA would have been motivated to include the marker-RNTI in the UE-

specific RRC messaging that is used to configure the UE with special RNTIs for 

monitoring PDCCH for low latency control information. Id. 

Rather than addressing Kuchibhotla’s express disclosures or the Petition’s 

analysis, PO focuses on embodiments in which the marker is not sent in PDCCH. 

POPR, 12-14. PO argues that, because Kuchibhotla discloses embodiments in 

which the marker can be broadcast to multiple UEs, then a POSITA would 

understand that the marker-RNTI is common to many UEs and, as such, it would 
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be sent via a broadcast. POPR, 14. First, the fact that the marker is common does 

not inform whether the marker-RNTI is sent via UE-specific or broadcast 

signaling. In the ’942 Patent, the preemption marker is multicast, but the special 

RNTI is sent via UE-specific signaling. EX-1001, 17:28-31; 17:36-37. 

Second, the disclosure that PO cites is not the embodiment in which the 

marker-RNTI identified in the Petition is used.  Kuchibhotla discloses numerous 

alternate embodiments for marker transmission.  It can be sent in the data region; 

in the same subframe as the preempted resources; in a different subframe; in 

PDCCH; in PHICH; in predefined or preconfigured symbols or resource groups; in 

every symbol configured for low latency transmission in a subframe; etc.  EX-

1004, FIG. 20, FIG. 21, FIG. 22, ¶46, ¶76, ¶83, ¶84, ¶85, ¶86, ¶92, ¶93. 

However, Kuchibhotla discloses use of the marker-RNTI in the embodiment 

in which the marker is transmitted in PDCCH in a subframe subsequent to the 

subframe in which resources were reallocated to low latency data. EX-1004, FIG. 

21, ¶84. The marker is sent in PDCCH to reduce decoding latency; and the marker-

RNTI is used to differentiate the marker from other control information in 

PDCCH. EX-1004, ¶84. In other scenarios, Kuchibhotla does not disclose use of 

the special marker-RNTI. In short, the allegedly “overlooked” disclosures have no 

bearing on the Petition’s analysis because they do not address the marker-RNTI, 

which is the element that is at issue. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
DUANE MORRIS LLP 
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