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As authorized by the Board by email on May 16, 2025, Patent Owner files 

this Preliminary Sur-Reply in support of its Preliminary Response (“POPR”) and in 

response to Petitioners’ Preliminary Reply (“Reply”).  

I. THE PETITION FAILS TO EXPLAIN ANY THEORY 

CONCERNING THE CLAIMED “NEWLY DEFINED RTNI” 

The Reply stretches to contend that Petitioners’ analysis of element [1.4] is 

contained somewhere other than page 50 of the Petition, which is the sole page in 

the Petition addressing element [1.4].  Petitioners suggest that because the 

paragraph addressing element [1.4] begins “For reasons discussed above for 

element [1.1], Kuchibhotla discloses that the marker-RNTI (specific RNTI) is 

received through UE specific RRC signaling. See §VII.A.2.ii, supra,” (see Pet., 

50), the Board should use that statement to somehow unlock Petitioners’ theory 

concerning how Kuchibothotla’s marker-RTNI is “newly defined” as claimed.  

While element [1.1] does provide Petitioners’ theory as to how the marker-

RTNI is “received,” it does not speak to how the marker-RTNI is allegedly “newly 

defined” as required by element [1.4].  Indeed, the Reply suggests that the 

reference to “for DL preemption indication information,” Reply, 1, is “important” 

and somehow makes everything clear, but this assertion is baffling.  At most, the 

Petition’s addressing of element [1.1] conveys that the marker-RTNI in 

Kuchibothotla is different than a C-RTNI in Kuchibothotla.  What is missing in the 

Petition, and remains missing in the Reply, is Petitioners’ theory as to how the 
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marker-RTNI satisfies the requirement of being “newly defined” as required by 

element [1.4] (“wherein the specific RNTI received through the UE specific RRC 

signaling is a newly defined RNTI other than at least a cell-RNTI (C-RNTI).”). 

Indeed, there is no discussion of “new,” “newly-defined,” or even synonyms 

and antonyms like “recent,” “old,” “young,” “stale,” etc. in the Petition.  If 

Petitioners’ theory for element [1.4] was contained in element [1.1], the Petition 

certainly does not it make clear enough to satisfy Petitioners’ obligation to show 

“[h]ow the challenged claim is to be construed,” 37 C.F.R. § 42.104(b)(3), or 

“specify where each element of the claim is found in the prior art patents or printed 

publications relied upon,” 37 C.F.R. § 42.104(b)(4).  The Petition fails as to 

element [1.4], and should be denied without institution on this basis. 

II. PETITIONERS ALSO USE HINDSIGHT TO TRANSMIT 

KUCHIBHOLTLA’S MARKER-RNTI WITH UE-SPECIFIC RRC 

SIGNALING  

In response to Patent Owner’s analysis of Kuchiboltla and discussion that 

Kuchiboltla fails to disclose how the marker-RTNI is conveyed to the UE, the 

Reply argues that “special RNTIs are assigned to a particular UE at call admission 

via dedicated mode (UE-specific) RRC configuration signaling.”  Reply, 3.  

Petitioners’ citation for this assertion is Kuchiboltla’s [0057].  But Kuchiboltla’s 

[0057] does not support Petitioners’ argument.  Not only does Kuchiboltla’s [0057] 

fail to mention the marker-RTNI that Petitioners rely upon, but it also plainly states 
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that transmissions could occur in a broadcast mode to all UEs.  Kuchiboltla, [0057] 

(“In some embodiments it can be sent through broadcast system information 

message to all devices in a cell.”).  Petitioners seem to rely on the “dedicated 

mode” in Kuchiboltla but there is no evidence that “dedicated mode” is used to 

transmit the marker-RTNI. 

Additionally, Kuchiboltla suggests that the marker-RTNI is not cell-specific.  

As noted in the POPR with regard to Kuchibhotla’s [0076], a marker-RNTI would 

be possessed by multiple UEs and therefore would be more efficiently 

communicated with broadcast signaling, not UE-specific RRC signaling.  POPR, 

13-14.  That is, a marker-RNTI would be sent “through [a] broadcast system 

information message to all devices in a cell.”  Kuchiboltla, [0057]. 

Petitioners do not directly address Patent Owner’s argument on this point 

and, instead, try to deflect with allegations that “the disclosure that PO cites is not 

the embodiment in which the marker-RNTI identified in the Petition is used.”  

Reply, 5.  But as acknowledged even in the Petition, there is only one place where 

“marker-RNTI” is even mentioned in Kuchiboltla, (see [0084]), so Petitioners’ 

suggestion that the definition and use of a marker-RNTI differs from embodiment 

to embodiment in Kuchiboltla, and even changes from a broadcast value used by 

all UEs to a user-specific value requiring user-specific signaling, is not supported 

by Kuchiboltla.  The fact that Kuchibholta discloses multiple embodiments 
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employing “marker transmissions” does not mean that the marker-RTNI needed to 

decode those transmission is UE-specific.  Petitioners have not shown otherwise.   

Thus, Petitioners fail to establish that Kuchiboltla’s marker transmissions or 

the marker-RNTI satisfies the claimed requirements of element [1.4].  Once again, 

this failure is fatal to the Petition, which should be denied without institution.  

III. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons presented above and in the POPR, the Petition should be 

denied, and no inter partes review should be instituted. 

Dated:  June 10, 2025  

/Wayne M. Helge/          

Wayne M. Helge, Reg. No. 56,905 

James T. Wilson, Reg. No. 41,439 

BUNSOW DE MORY LLP 

277 S. Washington St., Suite 210 #1088 

Alexandria, VA 22314 

T: (571) 208-0186 

Email: whelge@bdiplaw.com 

Email : jwilson@bdiplaw.com 

  

 Lead Counsel for Pegasus Wireless      

Innovation LLC 
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