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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

MARSHALL DIVISION 
 

 
ARLINGTON TECHNOLOGIES LLC, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
T-MOBILE US, INC., T-MOBILE USA, 
INC., SPRINT LLC, SPRINT SOLUTIONS 
LLC, AND SPRINT SPECTRUM LLC 
 

Defendants. 
 

 

§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
 

 
 
 

 
JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

 
 

C.A. NO. 2:25-cv-00279 

PLAINTIFF’S COMPLAINT FOR PATENT INFRINGEMENT 

Plaintiff Arlington Technologies LLC (“ATL” or “Plaintiff”) files this Complaint against 

Defendants T-Mobile US, Inc., T-Mobile USA, Inc., Sprint LLC, Sprint Solutions LLC, and Sprint 

Spectrum LLC (collectively, “T-Mobile” or “Defendant”) for infringement of U.S. Patent No. 

7,193,986 (the “’986 patent”), U.S. Patent No. 7,324,491 (the “’491 patent”), U.S. Patent No. 

7,408,925 (the “ʼ925 patent”), U.S. Patent No. 8,886,789 (the “ʼ789 patent”) and U.S. Patent No. 

9,398,055 (the “’055 patent”), collectively, the “Asserted Patents.” 

THE PARTIES 

1. Arlington Technologies LLC is a Texas limited liability company, with a principal 

place of business in Allen, TX. 

2. On information and belief, Defendant T-Mobile US, Inc. is a corporation organized 

under the laws of the Delaware, with its principal place of business at 12920 SE 38th Street, 

Bellevue, Washington 98006. T-Mobile US, Inc. may be served with process through its registered 

agent for service, Corporation Service Company, 251 Little Falls Drive, Wilmington, Delaware 

19808. 
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3. On information and belief, Defendant T-Mobile USA, Inc. is a corporation 

organized under the laws of the Delaware, with its principal place of business at 12920 SE 38th 

Street, Bellevue, Washington 98006. T-Mobile USA, Inc. is registered to conduct business in the 

State of Texas and has appointed Corporation Service Company, 211 E. 7th Street, Suite 620, 

Austin, Texas 78701 as its agent for service of process. 

4. On information and belief, Defendant Sprint LLC (“Sprint”) is a Delaware limited 

liability company with a principal place of business at 12920 SE 38th Street, Bellevue, Washington 

98006-1350. 

5. On information and belief, Defendant Sprint Solutions LLC (“Sprint Solutions”) is 

a Delaware limited liability company with a principal place of business at 12920 SE 38th Street, 

Bellevue, Washington 98006- 1350. 

6. On information and belief, Defendant Sprint Spectrum LLC (“Sprint Spectrum”) is 

a Delaware limited liability company with a principal place of business at 12920 SE 38th Street, 

Bellevue, Washington 98006-1350. 

7. Defendant operates one or more wireless telecommunications networks to provide 

wireless telecommunications products and services in the United States under brand names 

including, but not limited to, “T-Mobile” and “Sprint.” On information and belief, Sprint was 

merged into T-Mobile in 2020 and T-Mobile, as the emerging company, assumed all liabilities for 

past, present, and future damages related to Sprint’s infringement of the Asserted Patents. 

8. Defendant is an information technology company and develops and sells wireless 

telecommunications products and services. Defendant sells its products and services to customers, 

including customers in this District. 
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9. Defendant operates and owns the t-mobile.com website, and it markets, offers, 

distributes, and provides technical support for its wireless telecommunications products and 

services throughout the United States including in this District. 

10. Defendant develops, designs, manufactures, distributes, markets, offers to sell, 

and/or sells infringing products and services within the United States, including in this District, 

and otherwise purposefully directs infringing activities to this District in connection with its Texas 

offices; its websites; and its other places of business in Texas and the rest of the United States. 

Defendant participates in the design, development, manufacture, sale for importation into the 

United States, offers for sale for importation into the United States, importation into the United 

States, sale within the United States after importation, and offers for sale within the United States 

after importation, of wireless telecommunications products and services  that infringe the Asserted 

Patents. 

11. On information and belief, Defendant is engaged in making, using, selling, offering 

for sale, and/or importing, and/or inducing its subsidiaries, affiliates, retail partners, and customers 

in the making, using, selling, offering for sale, and/or importing throughout the United States, 

including within this District, the products, such as wireless telecommunications products and 

services, accused of infringement.  

12. Through offers to sell, sales, imports, distributions, and other related agreements to 

transfer ownership of Defendant’s electronics, such as wireless telecommunications equipment, 

and/or Defendant’s services, such as wireless telecommunications services, with distributors and 

customers operating in and maintaining a significant business presence in the U.S. and/or its U.S. 

subsidiaries Defendant does business in the U.S., the state of Texas, and in this District. 
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

13. This is an action for patent infringement arising under the patent laws of the United 

States, 35 U.S.C. §§ 1, et seq., including, without limitation, 35 U.S.C. §§ 271, 281, 284, and 285. 

This Court has subject matter jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331 and 1338(a). 

14. This Court has specific and general personal jurisdiction over Defendant consistent 

with the requirements of the Due Process Clause of the United States Constitution and the Texas 

Long Arm Statute because, inter alia, (i) Defendant has engaged in continuous, systematic, and 

substantial business in Texas; (ii) Defendant is registered to do business in Texas; (iii) Defendant 

maintains regular and established places of business in this District; (iv) Defendant has committed 

and continues to commit, acts of patent infringement in this State and in this District. Such acts of 

infringement include the making, using, testing, offering for sale, and selling of Accused Products  

(as more particularly identified and described throughout this Complaint, below) that leverage and 

infringe the inventions of the Asserted Patents in this State and this District and/or inducing others 

to commit acts of patent infringement in this State and District.  

15. On information and belief, Defendant has purposefully and voluntarily placed, and 

is continuing to place, one or more Accused Products into the stream of commerce through 

established distribution channels (including the Internet) with the knowledge and intent that the 

Accused Products are and/or will be used, sold to and purchased by consumers in the United States, 

this State, and this District; and with the knowledge and expectation that the Accused Products 

(whether in standalone form or as integrated in downstream products) will be imported into the 

United States, this State, and this District. 

16. Defendant maintains a “regular and established” place of business in this District, 

including by (a) maintaining or controlling retail stores in this District, (b) maintaining and 
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operating infringing base stations in this District, including on cellular towers and other installation 

sites owned or leased by them, and (c) maintaining and operating other places of business in this 

District, including those where research, development, or sales are conducted, where customer 

service is provided, or where repairs are made. Defendant’s significant physical presence in this 

District includes, but not limited to, ownership of or control over property, inventory, or 

infrastructure. For example, Defendant maintains a corporate office in this District, located at 3560 

Dallas Pkwy, Frisco, Texas 75034. Defendant also maintains numerous retail stores in this District 

through which it transacts business, including in Allen, Athens, Beaumont, Canton, Denton, 

Frisco, Kilgore, Longview, Marshall, McKinney, Nacogdoches, Texarkana, and Tyler, Texas. On 

information and belief, Defendant further maintains cellular base stations in this District that 

provide wireless telecommunications services to customers in this District, including on cellular 

towers and other installation sites owned or leased by Defendant. 

17. In addition, Defendant has derived substantial revenues from its infringing acts 

occurring within this State and this District. It has substantial business in this State and this District, 

including: (i) at least part of its infringing activities alleged herein; and (ii) regularly doing or 

soliciting business, engaging in other persistent conduct, and/or deriving substantial revenue from 

infringing goods offered for sale, sold, and imported, and services provided to Texas residents. 

Defendant derives benefits from its presence in this District, including, but not limited to, sales 

revenue and serving customers using its mobile network in this District. For example, Defendant 

receives revenue from its corporate stores in this District, by selling network access, 

phones/products, and services, and by receiving payment for network access, phones/products, and 

services. Defendant derives benefits from its presence in this District, including, but not limited 
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to, sales revenue and serving customers using its mobile network in this District. For example, 

Defendant receives revenue from its corporate stores in this District, by selling network services. 

18. In addition, Defendant has knowingly induced, and continue to knowingly induce, 

infringements within this State and this District by advertising, marketing, offering for sale and/or 

selling Accused Products (as more particularly identified and described throughout this Complaint) 

that incorporate the fundamental technologies covered by the Asserted Patents. Such advertising, 

marketing, offering for sale and/or selling of Accused Products is directed to consumers, 

customers, integrators, suppliers, distributors, resellers, partners, and/or end users, and this 

includes providing instructions, user manuals, advertising, and/or marketing materials that 

facilitate, direct and encourage use of infringing functionality with Defendant’s knowledge 

thereof. 

19. Defendant has, thus, in the many ways described above, availed itself of the benefits 

and privileges of conducting business in this State and willingly subjected itself to the exercise of 

this Court’s personal jurisdiction over it. Indeed, Defendant has sufficient minimum contacts with 

this forum through its transaction of substantial business in this State and this District and its 

commission of acts of patent infringement as alleged in this Complaint that are purposefully 

directed towards this State and District. 

20. Venue is proper in the Eastern District of Texas pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1391 and 

1400(b) because, among other things, (i) Defendant is subject to personal jurisdiction in this 

District; (ii) Defendant has committed acts of patent infringement in this District; and (iii) 

Defendant has regular and established places of business in this District. On information and belief, 

Defendant maintains “regular and established” places of business in this District, including a 

corporate office in this District, located at 3560 Dallas Pkwy, Frisco, Texas 75034, and numerous 
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retail stores in this District through which it transacts business, including in Allen, Athens, 

Beaumont, Canton, Denton, Frisco, Kilgore, Longview, Marshall, McKinney, Nacogdoches, 

Texarkana, and Tyler, Texas. 

21. Moreover, on information and belief, Defendant has previously litigated patent 

infringement cases before this Court without contesting jurisdiction and venue. 

DEFENDANT’S PRE-SUIT KNOWLEDGE OF ITS INFRINGEMENTS 

22. Prior to the filing of the Complaint, Plaintiff attempted to engage Defendant and/or 

its agents in good faith licensing discussions related to the Asserted Patents, including by sending 

them correspondence on February 10, 2025, notifying Defendant of the need to license the 

Asserted Patents. Defendant’s past and continuing sales of its devices i) willfully infringe the 

Asserted Patents and ii) impermissibly take the significant benefits of Plaintiff’s patented 

technologies without fair compensation to Plaintiff.  

23. The Accused Products addressed in the Counts below include, but are not limited 

to, products and services identified in ATL’s letter to Defendant. Defendant’s past and continuing 

sales of the Accused Products (i) willfully infringe the Asserted Patents and (ii) impermissibly 

usurp the significant benefits of ATL’s patented technologies without fair compensation. 

THE ASSERTED PATENTS AND TECHNOLOGY 

24. ATL is the sole and exclusive owner of all right, title, and interest in the Asserted 

Patents and holds the exclusive right to take all actions necessary to enforce its rights in, and to, 

the Asserted Patents, including the filing of this patent infringement lawsuit. Indeed, ATL owns 

all substantial rights in the Asserted Patents, including the right to exclude others and to recover 

damages for all past, present, and future infringements. 
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25. The ’986 patent is entitled, “Wireless network medium access control protocol.” 

The ’986 patent lawfully issued on March 20, 2007, and stems from U.S. Patent Application No. 

10/158,680, which was filed on May 30, 2002. 

26. The ’491 patent is entitled, “Method and apparatus for over-the-air bandwidth 

reservations in wireless networks.” The ’491 patent lawfully issued on January 29, 2008, and stems 

from U.S. Application No. 10/978,072, which was filed on October 28, 2004. 

27. The ’925 patent is entitled, “Originator based directing and origination call 

processing features for external devices.” The ’925 patent lawfully issued on August 5, 2008, and 

stems from U.S. Application No. 10/846,984, which was filed on May 14, 2004. 

28. The ’789 patent is entitled, “SIP monitoring and control anchor points.”  The ’789 

patent lawfully issued on November 11, 2014, and stems from U.S. Application No. 12/783,224, 

which was filed on May 19, 2010. 

29. The ’055 patent is entitled, “Secure call indicator mechanism for enterprise 

networks.” The ’055 patent lawfully issued on July 19, 2016, and stems from U.S. Application No. 

13/631,123, which was filed on September 28, 2012. 

30. The claims of the Asserted Patents are directed to patent-eligible subject matter 

under 35 U.S.C. § 101. They are not directed to an abstract idea, and the technologies covered by 

the claims comprise systems and/or ordered combinations of features and functions that, at the 

time of invention, were not, alone or in combination, well-understood, routine, or conventional. 

31. To the extent necessary, ATL has complied with the requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 

287, such that ATL may recover pre-suit damages. 

COUNT I 
(INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. PATENT NO. 7,193,986) 

32. Plaintiff incorporates the preceding paragraphs herein by reference. 
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33. This cause of action arises under the patent laws of the United States, and, in 

particular, 35 U.S.C. §§ 271, et seq. 

34. Plaintiff is the assignee of the ’986 patent, with ownership of all substantial 

rights in the ’986 patent, including the right to exclude others and to enforce, sue, and recover 

damages for past, present, and future infringements. 

35. The ’986 patent is valid, enforceable, and was duly issued in full compliance with 

Title 35 of the United States Code after a full and fair examination. 

36. Defendant has and continues to directly and/or indirectly infringe (by inducing 

infringement and/or contributing to infringement) one or more claims of the ’986 patent in this 

District and elsewhere in Texas and the United States. 

37. Defendant designs, develops, manufactures, assembles and markets wireless access 

points that are configured to support 802.11ax, such as the T-Mobile 5G Gateway G4AR, T-

Mobile 5G Gateway G4SE, Sagemcom Fast 5688W Gateway, Arcadyan KVD21 Gateway, and 

Nokia 5G21 Gateway (“the ’986 Accused Products”). 

38. Defendant directly infringes the ʼ986 patent under 35 U.S.C. § 271(a) by using, 

making, offering for sale, selling, and/or importing the ’986 Accused Products, their components 

and processes, and/or products containing the same that incorporate the fundamental technologies 

covered by the ’986 patent. 

39. For example, Defendant infringes claim 1 of the ’986 patent1 via the ’986 Accused 

Products. The ’986 Accused Products comprise a “master wireless network device including a 

 
1 Throughout this Complaint, wherever ATL identifies specific claims of the Asserted Patents 
infringed by Defendant, ATL expressly reserves the right to identify additional claims, products 
and/or services in its infringement contentions in accordance with applicable local rules and the 
Court’s case management order. Specifically identified claims throughout this Complaint are 
provided for notice pleading only. 
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wireless medium adaptor and a component implementing a medium access protocol.” For 

example, the ’986 Accused Products are wireless access points that support 802.11ax target wake 

time (“TWT”) functionality.  

 
 

Source: T-Mobile 5G Gateway (G4AR & G4SE) Tech Specs, https://www.t-
mobile.com/support/home-internet/5g-gateway-g4ar. 

40. The ’986 Accused Products are configured such that the component is “arranged to 

cause said adaptor to transmit temporally spaced packets of information.” For example, the 

802.11ax standard specifies that a TWT responding AP (i.e., a master wireless network device) 

will transmit frames (i.e., packets of information) during the TWT Service Period (SP) (i.e., 

temporally spaced): 
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41. The ’986 Accused Products are configured such that the component is “arranged to 

receive packets of information through said adaptor from slave network devices” with “at least 

some of said transmitted packets including a pointer indicating the relative time before which a 

designated packet of information will be transmitted” and “designated packet of information 

including an indication of the slave network devices participating in said network and respective 

indications as to when participating slave network devices should transmit packets of information 

for reception by said master wireless network device.” For example, the 802.11ax standard 

specifies that a TWT scheduling AP can exchange frames at specific times and receive wake 

scheduling information (i.e., receive packets of information) from TWT requesting STAs (i.e., 

slave network devices): 
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The 802.11ax standard further specifies that a TWT responding AP will include the start time for 

a series of TWT SPs (i.e., a pointer indicating the relative time) corresponding to a single Flow 

Identifier of an Implicit TWT agreement in the TWT field of the TWT element: 

 

The 802.11ax standard further specifies that a TWT scheduling AP will transmit a TWT element 

including a TWT Group Assignment field (i.e., indication of the slave network devices 

participating in said network) that indicates TWT Group Assignment of the slave network devices 

participating in the network: 
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The 802.11ax standard further specifies that a TWT scheduling AP will transmit a TWT element 

including a TWT Group Assignment field. These include the TWT Unit and TWT Offset subfields 

that indicate the TWT Unit value used within the TWT group to calculate the TWT, and the 

position within the group when the STA should transmit, and thus the TWT positions of the other 

group members (i.e., when the participating slave network devices should transmit): 
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42. The technology discussion above and the exemplary ’986 Accused Products 

provide context for Plaintiff’s infringement allegations. 

43. At a minimum, Defendant has known of the ’986 patent at least as early as the 

service of this complaint. Further, Defendant has known of the ’986 patent at least as early as the 

filing date of the complaint. In addition, Defendant has known about the ʼ986 patent since at least 

receiving correspondence from Plaintiff alerting Defendant to its infringement. 

44. On information and belief, since at least the above-mentioned date when Defendant 

was on notice of its infringement, Defendant has actively induced, under U.S.C. § 271(b), its 

distributors, customers, subsidiaries, importers, and/or consumers that import, purchase, or sell the 

’986 Accused Products that include or are made using all of the limitations of one or more claims 

of the ’986 patent to directly infringe one or more claims of the ’986 patent (e.g., claim 1, as 

discussed above) by using, offering for sale, selling, and/or importing the ’986 Accused Products. 

Since at least the notice provided on the above-mentioned date, Defendant does so with 

knowledge, or with willful blindness of the fact, that the induced acts constitute infringement of 

the ’986 patent. Defendant intends to cause, and has taken affirmative steps to induce infringement 

by its distributors, importers, customers, subsidiaries, and/or consumers by at least, inter alia, 

Case 2:25-cv-00279-JRG-RSP     Document 1     Filed 03/07/25     Page 14 of 70 PageID #: 
14



15 

creating advertisements that promote the infringing use of the ’986 Accused Products, creating 

and/or maintaining established distribution channels for the ’986 Accused Products into and within 

the United States, manufacturing the ’986 Accused Products in conformity with U.S. laws and 

regulations, distributing or making available instructions or manuals for these products to 

purchasers and prospective buyers, testing and certifying wireless networking features in the ’986 

Accused Products, and/or providing technical support, replacement parts, or services for these 

products to these purchasers in the United States. For example, Defendant configures the ’986 

Accused Products to contain specific instructions, in the form of executable code and configuration 

files, that cause such products to automatically implement and provide TWT functionality as 

discussed above (i.e., Defendant provides instructions that cause end users to use ’986 Accused 

Products in an infringing manner). Moreover, in addition to the foregoing, Defendant encourages 

its customers and end users to use the ’986 Accused Products as wireless gateways according to 

the 802.11ax standard and thus to use the ’986 Accused Products in an infringing manner (e.g., 

through the implementation and use of TWT functionality). 
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Source: T-Mobile 5G Gateway (G4AR & G4SE) Tech Specs, https://www.t-
mobile.com/support/home-internet/5g-gateway-g4ar. 

45. In the alternative, on information and belief, since at least the above-mentioned date 

when Defendant was on notice of its infringement, Defendant has contributorily infringed, under 

U.S.C. § 271(c), one or more claims of the ’986 patent. For example, Defendant contributes to the 

direct infringement of such claims by distributors, customers, subsidiaries, importers, and/or 

consumers that use, import, purchase, or sell the ’986 Accused Products. To the extent that the 

’986 Accused Products do not directly infringe one or more claims of the ʼ986 patent, such 

products contain instructions, such as source code, that are especially adapted to cause the ʼ986 

Accused Products to operate in an infringing manner. Such instructions are specifically designed 

to cause the ʼ986 Accused Products to conduct the 802.11 TWT protocol in an infringing manner 

and are a material part of the invention of the ʼ986 patent and are not a staple article of commerce 

suitable for substantial non-infringing use. 
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46. On information and belief, despite having knowledge of the ʼ986 patent and 

knowledge that it is directly and/or indirectly infringing one or more claims of the ʼ986 patent, 

Defendant has nevertheless continued its infringing conduct and disregarded an objectively high 

likelihood of infringement. Defendant’s infringing activities relative to the ʼ986 patent have been, 

and continue to be, willful, wanton, malicious, in bad-faith, deliberate, consciously wrongful, 

flagrant, and an egregious case of misconduct beyond typical infringement such that Plaintiff is 

entitled under 35 U.S.C. § 284 to enhanced damages up to three times the amount found or 

assessed. 

47. Plaintiff has been damaged as a result of Defendant’s infringing conduct described 

in this Count. Defendant is, thus, liable to Plaintiff in an amount that adequately compensates 

Plaintiff for Defendant’s infringements, which, by law, cannot be less than a reasonable royalty, 

together with interest and costs as fixed by this Court under 35 U.S.C. § 284. 

COUNT II 
(INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. PATENT NO. 7,324,491) 

48. Plaintiff incorporates the preceding paragraphs herein by reference. 

49. This cause of action arises under the patent laws of the United States, and, in 

particular, 35 U.S.C. §§ 271, et seq. 

50. Plaintiff is the assignee of the ’491 patent, with ownership of all substantial 

rights in the ’491 patent, including the right to exclude others and to enforce, sue, and recover 

damages for past, present, and future infringements. 

51. The ’491 patent is valid, enforceable, and was duly issued in full compliance with 

Title 35 of the United States Code after a full and fair examination. 
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52. Defendant has and continues to directly and/or indirectly infringe (by inducing 

infringement and/or contributing to infringement) one or more claims of the ’491 patent in this 

District and elsewhere in Texas and the United States. 

53. Defendant designs, develops, manufactures, assembles and markets wireless access 

points that are configured to support Wi-Fi multimedia (“WMM”), such as the KVD21 Router, 

WE620443-T0 Wi-Fi Mesh Access Point, TMO-G4AR Router, TM-G5240 Router, TMUS-SUP-

1 SYNCUP PETS tracker, and TMUS-SKW-2 SyncUP Kids Watch (“the ’491 Accused 

Products”). 

54. Defendant directly infringes the ʼ491 patent under 35 U.S.C. § 271(a) by using, 

making, offering for sale, selling, and/or importing the ’491 Accused Products, their components 

and processes, and/or products containing the same that incorporate the fundamental technologies 

covered by the ’491 patent. 

55. For example, Defendant infringes claim 1 of the ’491 patent via the ’491 Accused 

Products. The ’491 Accused Products support WMM: 
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Source: https://www.wi-fi.org/product-finder-results?sort_by=certified&sort_order=desc# 
advanced_ filters. 

The ’491 Accused Products perform a method for “controlling access to a wireless network 

providing communication for a plurality of wireless traffic streams to assure quality of service for 

designated traffic” via their use of WMM. For example, the WMM specification outlines a method 

for controlling access to a wireless network for to assure QoS for designated traffic: 
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56. The ’491 Accused Products assign “all communication of the designated traffic to 

use one of a plurality of priorities on the wireless network.” For example, the ’491 Accused 

Products assign designated traffic differentiating Access Categories (i.e., a plurality of priorities): 
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57. The ’491 Accused Products require “that ones of the plurality of wireless traffic 

streams wanting to communicate using the one of the plurality of priorities and higher ones of the 

plurality of priorities and using a distributed medium access protocol submit bandwidth reservation 

requests to a wireless access point.” For example, the ’491 Accused Products require that when a 

client station (“STA”) seeks to communicate using a specific access category (AC) corresponding 

to a user priority (i.e., a higher one of the plurality of priorities) using the EDCA mechanism (i.e., 

a distributed medium access protocol) must submit a WMM TSPEC element in an ADDTS request 

management frame: 
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58. The ’491 Accused Products receive “a bandwidth reservation by one of the plurality 

of wireless traffic streams for communication from the wireless access point in response to a 

bandwidth reservation request upon bandwidth being available on the wireless network.” For 

example, the ’491 Accused Products assign a bandwidth reservation to a traffic stream in an 

ADDTS response management action frame from the access point upon bandwidth being 

available: 
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59. The ’491 Accused Products communicate “by other ones of the plurality of wireless 

traffic streams using lower ones of the plurality of priorities without requiring bandwidth 

reservation requests.” For example, the ’491 Accused Products communicate traffic that does not 

need a specific AC (i.e., lower ones of the plurality of priorities) using, for example, a channel 

access time with a backoff function timer that does not require a bandwidth reservation request: 
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60. The technology discussion above and the exemplary ’491 Accused Products 

provide context for Plaintiff’s infringement allegations. 

61. At a minimum, Defendant has known of the ’491 patent at least as early as the 

service of this complaint. Further, Defendant has known of the ’491 patent at least as early as the 

filing date of the complaint. In addition, Defendant has known about the ʼ491 patent since at least 

receiving correspondence from Plaintiff alerting Defendant to its infringement. 

62. On information and belief, since at least the above-mentioned date when Defendant 

was on notice of its infringement, Defendant has actively induced, under U.S.C. § 271(b), its 

distributors, customers, subsidiaries, importers, and/or consumers that import, purchase, or sell the 

’491 Accused Products that include or are made using all of the limitations of one or more claims 

of the ’491 patent to directly infringe one or more claims of the ’491 patent (e.g., claim 1, as 

discussed above) by using, offering for sale, selling, and/or importing the ’491 Accused Products. 

Since at least the notice provided on the above-mentioned date, Defendant does so with 

knowledge, or with willful blindness of the fact, that the induced acts constitute infringement of 

the ’491 patent. Defendant intends to cause, and has taken affirmative steps to induce infringement 

by its distributors, importers, customers, subsidiaries, and/or consumers by at least, inter alia, 

creating advertisements that promote the infringing use of the ’491 Accused Products, creating 

and/or maintaining established distribution channels for the ’491 Accused Products into and within 

the United States, manufacturing the ’491 Accused Products in conformity with U.S. laws and 

regulations, distributing or making available instructions or manuals for these products to 

purchasers and prospective buyers, testing and certifying wireless networking features in the ’491 

Accused Products, and/or providing technical support, replacement parts, or services for these 

products to these purchasers in the United States. For example, Defendant configures the ’491 
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Accused Products to contain specific instructions, in the form of executable code and configuration 

files, that cause such products to automatically implement and provide WMM functionality as 

discussed above (i.e., Defendant provides instructions that cause end users to use Accused 

Products in an infringing manner). Moreover, in addition to the foregoing, Defendant encourages 

its customers and end users to use the ’491 Accused Products according to the WMM standard and 

thus to use Accused Products in an infringing manner by having the Wi-Fi Alliance certify and 

advertise that the Accused Products comply with the WMM standard.  

 
Source: https://www.wi-fi.org/product-finder-results?sort_by=certified&sort_order=desc# 

advanced_ filters. 

63. In the alternative, on information and belief, since at least the above-mentioned date 

when Defendant was on notice of its infringement, Defendant has contributorily infringed, under 

U.S.C. § 271(c), one or more claims of the ’491 patent. For example, Defendant contributes to the 
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direct infringement of such claims by distributors, customers, subsidiaries, importers, and/or 

consumers that use, import, purchase, or sell the ’491 Accused Products. To the extent that the 

’491 Accused Products do not directly infringe one or more claims of the ʼ491 patent, such 

products contain instructions, such as source code, that are especially adapted to cause the ʼ491 

Accused Products to operate in an infringing manner. Such instructions are specifically designed 

to cause the ʼ491 Accused Products to conduct the WMM QoS implementation in an infringing 

manner and are a material part of the invention of the ʼ491 patent and are not a staple article of 

commerce suitable for substantial non-infringing use. 

64. On information and belief, despite having knowledge of the ʼ491 patent and 

knowledge that it is directly and/or indirectly infringing one or more claims of the ʼ491 patent, 

Defendant has nevertheless continued its infringing conduct and disregarded an objectively high 

likelihood of infringement. Defendant’s infringing activities relative to the ʼ491 patent have been, 

and continue to be, willful, wanton, malicious, in bad-faith, deliberate, consciously wrongful, 

flagrant, and an egregious case of misconduct beyond typical infringement such that Plaintiff is 

entitled under 35 U.S.C. § 284 to enhanced damages up to three times the amount found or 

assessed. 

65. Plaintiff has been damaged as a result of Defendant’s infringing conduct described 

in this Count. Defendant is, thus, liable to Plaintiff in an amount that adequately compensates 

Plaintiff for Defendant’s infringements, which, by law, cannot be less than a reasonable royalty, 

together with interest and costs as fixed by this Court under 35 U.S.C. § 284. 

COUNT III 
(INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. PATENT NO. 7,408,925) 

66. Plaintiff incorporates the preceding paragraphs herein by reference. 
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67. This cause of action arises under the patent laws of the United States, and, in 

particular, 35 U.S.C. §§ 271, et seq. 

68. Plaintiff is the assignee of the ’925 patent, with ownership of all substantial 

rights in the ’925 patent, including the right to exclude others and to enforce, sue, and recover 

damages for past, present, and future infringements. 

69. The ’925 patent is valid, enforceable, and was duly issued in full compliance with 

Title 35 of the United States Code after a full and fair examination. 

70. Defendant has and continues to directly and/or indirectly infringe (by inducing 

infringement and/or contributing to infringement) one or more claims of the ’925 patent in this 

District and elsewhere in Texas and the United States. 

71. Defendant designs, offers for sale, uses, and sells services, such as Voice over LTE 

(VoLTE) in its cellular services (“the ’925 Accused Products”), that infringe the ’925 patent. 

72. Defendant directly infringes the ʼ925 patent under 35 U.S.C. § 271(a) by using, 

making, offering for sale, selling, and/or importing the ’925 Accused Products, their components 

and processes, and/or products containing the same that incorporate the fundamental technologies 

covered by the ’925 patent. 

73. For example, Defendant infringes claim 1 of the ’925 patent via the ’925 Accused 

Products. The ’925 Accused Products utilize IMS mobile core services to provide VoLTE to its 

customers: 

 

Source: https://www.t-mobile.com/support/coverage/t-mobile-network. 

Case 2:25-cv-00279-JRG-RSP     Document 1     Filed 03/07/25     Page 27 of 70 PageID #: 
27



28 

 

Source: https://www.fierce-network.com/wireless/mavenir-does-many-same-things-ericsson-
nokia. 

74. The ’925 Accused Products perform a “method for setting up a communication 

between first and second communication devices, the first communication device corresponding 

to a first directing server and first communication manager separate from the first directing server.” 

For example, the ’925 Accused Products set up a communication between a first communication 

device on the T-Mobile network and a second communication device. The communication may 

be, as one example, a voice call between the first and second communication devices: 

 
Source: https://www.3gpp.org/technologies/volte-vonr. 

As part of this process, the Proxy Call Session Control Function (“P-CSCF”) and Serving Call 

Session Control Function (“S-CSCF”) both correspond to the first communication device as 

configured and registered between the first communication device and the IMS network: 
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Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/123200_123299/123228/14.07.00_60/ts_ 
123228v140700p.pdf. 

75. The ’925 Accused Products cause “the first directing server receiving a call set up 

message at least one of addressed to and originated by the first communication device.” For 

example, the communication set up process begins when the P-CSCF receives a SIP INVITE 

message from the first communication device, as a user initiates a voice call at the first 

communication device: 
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Source: https://www.3gpp.org/technologies/volte-vonr. 

 

Source: https://www.telco-data.com/blog/sip-voip-pbx/. 

 

Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/123200_123299/123228/14.07.00_60/ts_ 
123228v140700p.pdf. 

The call set up message is a SIP INVITE message, as signaling in a VoLTE call is performed 

using the SIP protocol: 
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Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/123200_123299/123228/14.07.00_60/ts_ 
123228v140700p.pdf. 

76. The ’925 Accused Products cause “the first directing server determining that the 

first communication device has a corresponding first communication manager.” For example, the 

P-CSCF will identify the first communication device and determine the S-CSCF that corresponds 

to the first communication device. 

 
Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/123200_123299/123228/14.07.00_60/ts_ 

123228v140700p.pdf. 

77. The ’925 Accused Products cause “the first directing server forwarding the call set 

up message to the first communication manager and requesting the first communication manager 

to perform at least one of call originating and terminating processing, the call setup message 

including a message in a route header of an INVITE message, the route header specifying the at 

least one of call originating and terminating processing.” For example, the P-CSCF will forward 

the call set up message to the S-CSCF for voice call processing: 
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Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/123200_123299/123228/14.07.00_60/ts_ 
123228v140700p.pdf. 

The call set up message is routed to the S-CSCF according to the topmost ROUTE header in the 

call setup message. The S-CSCF will look for an “orig” parameter, or other designated 

information, in the ROUTE header field, which indicates a request for call originating processing. 

If no such parameter or designated information is present in the ROUTE header field, then call 

terminating processing is indicated: 
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Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/124200_124299/124229/17.10.00_60/ts_ 
124229v171000p.pdf. 

78. The ’925 Accused Products cause “the first communication manager performing 

the at least one of call originating and terminating processing.” For example, the S-CSCF performs 

the call processing according to the services requested by the P-CSCF. If the second 

communication device is also a T-Mobile customer device, the call processing will include 

forwarding the setup message to an interrogating call session control function (“I-CSCF”) within 

the IMS network: 
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Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/123200_123299/123228/14.07.00_60/ts_ 
123228v140700p.pdf. 

The S-CSCF performs the call processing according to the services requested by the P-CSCF. 
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Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/123200_123299/123228/14.07.00_60/ts_ 
123228v140700p.pdf. 

The S-CSCF performs call terminating processing if the second communication device is also a 

T-Mobile subscribed in the same network. 
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Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/123200_123299/123228/14.07.00_60/ts_ 
123228v140700p.pdf. 

79. The ’925 Accused Products cause “the first directing server directing the call set up 

message to a destination referenced in the call set up message.” For example, after the S-CSCF 

returns the call set up message to the P-CSCF, the P-CSCF forwards the message along to a 

destination address for the second communication device: 
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Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/123200_123299/123228/14.07.00_60/ts_ 
123228v140700p.pdf. 

80. The technology discussion above and the exemplary ’925 Accused Products 

provide context for Plaintiff’s infringement allegations. 

81. At a minimum, Defendant has known of the ’925 patent at least as early as the 

service of this complaint. Further, Defendant has known of the ’925 patent at least as early as the 

filing date of the complaint. In addition, Defendant has known about the ʼ925 patent since at least 

receiving correspondence from Plaintiff alerting Defendant to its infringement. 

82. On information and belief, since at least the above-mentioned date when Defendant 

was on notice of its infringement, Defendant has actively induced, under U.S.C. § 271(b), its 
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distributors, customers, subsidiaries, importers, and/or consumers that import, purchase, or sell the 

’925 Accused Products that include or are made using all of the limitations of one or more claims 

of the ’925 patent to directly infringe one or more claims of the ’925 patent (e.g., claim 1, as 

discussed above) by using, offering for sale, selling, and/or importing the ’925 Accused Products. 

Since at least the notice provided on the above-mentioned date, Defendant does so with 

knowledge, or with willful blindness of the fact, that the induced acts constitute infringement of 

the ’925 patent. Defendant intends to cause, and has taken affirmative steps to induce infringement 

by its distributors, importers, customers, subsidiaries, and/or consumers by at least, inter alia, 

creating advertisements that promote the infringing use of the ’925 Accused Products, creating 

and/or maintaining established distribution channels for the ’925 Accused Products into and within 

the United States, manufacturing the ’925 Accused Products in conformity with U.S. laws and 

regulations, distributing or making available instructions or manuals for these products to 

purchasers and prospective buyers, and testing the ’925 Accused Products, and/or providing 

technical support, replacement parts, or services for these products to these purchasers in the 

United States. For example, Defendant configures the ’925 Accused Products to contain specific 

instructions, in the form of executable code and configuration files, that cause such products to 

automatically implement and provide VoLTE as discussed above (i.e., Defendant provides 

instructions that cause end users to use ’925 Accused Products in an infringing manner). Moreover, 

in addition to the foregoing, Defendant encourages its customers and end users to use VoLTE 

communications that cause the ’925 Accused Products to operate an infringing manner. 

83. In the alternative, on information and belief, since at least the above-mentioned date 

when Defendant was on notice of its infringement, Defendant has contributorily infringed, under 

U.S.C. § 271(c), one or more claims of the ’925 patent. For example, Defendant contributes to the 
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direct infringement of such claims by distributors, customers, subsidiaries, importers, and/or 

consumers that use, import, purchase, or sell the ’925 Accused Products. To the extent that the 

’925 Accused Products do not directly infringe one or more claims of the ʼ925 patent, such 

products contain instructions, such as source code, that are especially adapted to cause the ʼ925 

Accused Products to operate in an infringing manner. Such instructions are specifically designed 

to cause the ʼ925 Accused Products to provide call control in an infringing manner and are a 

material part of the invention of the ʼ925 patent and are not a staple article of commerce suitable 

for substantial non-infringing use. 

84. On information and belief, despite having knowledge of the ʼ925 patent and 

knowledge that it is directly and/or indirectly infringing one or more claims of the ʼ925 patent, 

Defendant has nevertheless continued its infringing conduct and disregarded an objectively high 

likelihood of infringement. Defendant’s infringing activities relative to the ʼ925 patent have been, 

and continue to be, willful, wanton, malicious, in bad-faith, deliberate, consciously wrongful, 

flagrant, and an egregious case of misconduct beyond typical infringement such that Plaintiff is 

entitled under 35 U.S.C. § 284 to enhanced damages up to three times the amount found or 

assessed. 

85. Plaintiff has been damaged as a result of Defendant’s infringing conduct described 

in this Count. Defendant is, thus, liable to Plaintiff in an amount that adequately compensates 

Plaintiff for Defendant’s infringements, which, by law, cannot be less than a reasonable royalty, 

together with interest and costs as fixed by this Court under 35 U.S.C. § 284. 

COUNT IV 
(INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. PATENT NO. 8,886,789) 

86. Plaintiff incorporates the preceding paragraphs herein by reference. 

Case 2:25-cv-00279-JRG-RSP     Document 1     Filed 03/07/25     Page 39 of 70 PageID #: 
39



40 

87. This cause of action arises under the patent laws of the United States, and, in 

particular, 35 U.S.C. §§ 271, et seq. 

88. Plaintiff is the assignee of the ’789 patent, with ownership of all substantial 

rights in the ’789 patent, including the right to exclude others and to enforce, sue, and recover 

damages for past, present, and future infringements. 

89. The ’789 patent is valid, enforceable, and was duly issued in full compliance with 

Title 35 of the United States Code, after a full and fair examination.  

90. Defendant has and continues to directly and/or indirectly infringe (by inducing 

infringement and/or contributing to infringement) one or more claims of the ’789 patent in this 

District and elsewhere in Texas and the United States. 

91. Defendant designs, offers for sale, uses, and sells services, such as Voice over LTE 

(VoLTE) in its cellular services (“the ’789 Accused Products”), that infringe the ’789 patent. 

92. Defendant directly infringes the ʼ789 patent under 35 U.S.C. § 271(a) by using, 

making, offering for sale, selling, and/or importing the ’789 Accused Products, their components 

and processes, and/or products containing the same that incorporate the fundamental technologies 

covered by the ’789 patent. 

93. For example, Defendant infringes claim 1 of the ’789 patent via the ’789 Accused 

Products. The ’789 Accused Products utilize IMS mobile core services to provide VoLTE to its 

customers: 

 

Source: https://www.t-mobile.com/support/coverage/t-mobile-network. 
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Source: https://www.fierce-network.com/wireless/mavenir-does-many-same-things-ericsson-
nokia. 

94. The ’789 Accused Products receive “a request to establish a communication session 

between at least a first communication device associated with a first user and second 

communication device associated with a second user.” For example, the T-Mobile IMS network 

receives a request to establish a voice call as part of a communication session between a first 

communication device associated with a first T-Mobile customer and a second communication 

device associated with a second user: 

 
 

Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/123200_123299/123228/14.07.00_60/ts_ 
123228v140700p.pdf. 
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T-Mobile IMS network receives a request to establish a voice call as part of a communication 

session between a first communication device associated with a first T-Mobile customer and a 

second communication device associated with a second T-Mobile customer: 

 

Source: https://www.3gpp.org/technologies/volte-vonr. 

 

Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/123200_123299/123228/14.07.00_60/ts_ 
123228v140700p.pdf. 

95. The ’789 Accused Products sequence “at least one anchor point in the 

communication session during set-up of the communication session, wherein the at least one 

anchor point monitors and controls the communication session for an application to leverage 

during the communication session and the at least one anchor point server is inserted as a Back-
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to-Back User Agent in a signaling path of the communication session.” For example, the P-CSCF 

will identify the first communication device and determine an S-CSCF that corresponds to the first 

communication device: 

 

Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/123200_123299/123228/14.07.00_60/ts_ 
123228v140700p.pdf. 

The S-CSCF performs session control services for the first communication device, including 

monitoring the type of communication service requested and subsequently routing the INVITE 

message: 
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Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/123200_123299/123228/14.07.00_60/ts_ 
123228v140700p.pdf. 

If an application hosted at an application server is subsequently invoked for the communication 

session, the S-CSCF will also serve as an anchor point for the application server to leverage in the 

communication session: 
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Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/123200_123299/123228/14.07.00_60/ts_ 
123228v140700p.pdf. 

The S-CSCF remains an anchor point in the SIP signaling path for the duration of the 

communication session and follows a proxy back-to-back user agent (“proxy-B2BUA”) role. As a 

proxy-B2BUA, the S-CSCF serves as a pass-through SIP server which can also generate and 

modify messages on its own: 
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Source: https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/html/rfc7092. 

The S-CSCF remains an anchor point in the SIP signaling path for the duration of the 

communication session and follows a proxy-B2BUA role. As a proxy-B2BUA, the S-CSCF serves 

as a pass-through SIP server which can also generate and modify messages on its own: 

 

Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/123200_123299/123228/14.07.00_60/ts_ 
123228v140700p.pdf. 

 

Source: https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/rfc3261/. 
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96. The ’789 Accused Products establish “the communication session and including 

the anchor point in the signaling path of the communication session.” For example, if the second 

communication device answers the call, a media session is established between the first and second 

communication devices to facilitate the voice call: 

 

Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/123200_123299/123228/14.07.00_60/ts_ 
123228v140700p.pdf. 

The S-CSCF remains an anchor point in the signaling path for the duration of the communication 

session, as evidenced by, for example, the signaling flow for UE #1 placing a call on hold: 
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Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/123200_123299/123228/14.07.00_60/ts_ 
123228v140700p.pdf. 

97. The ’789 Accused Products determine “after the communication session has been 

established, that a first application which was not initially a part of the communication session is 

to control at least part of the communication session.” For example, compatible T-Mobile phones 

may add a 3rd caller to the communication session to initiate an ad-hoc conference call: 
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Source: https://www.t-mobile.com/community/discussions/apple/conference-call-with-phone-13-
pro/62981. 

Applications which provide several services may be invoked, which were not initially part of the 

communication session (e.g. video calling, conferencing, etc.). For example, if the first user 

decides to merge calls to create a conference call, the first communication device will send a 

subsequent INVITE message through the signaling path. The conferencing server will receive 

the message and determine that the conferencing application which was not initially a part of the 

communication session will control part of the communication session. 
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Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/124600_124699/124605/18.00.00_60/ts_ 
124605v180000p.pdf. 

If the first user decides to merge calls to create a conference call, the first communication device 

will send a subsequent INVITE message through the signaling path. The conferencing server will 

receive the message and determine that the conferencing application which was not initially a 

part of the communication session will control part of the communication session 

 

Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/124600_124699/124605/18.00.00_60/ts_ 
124605v180000p.pdf. 

98. The ’789 Accused Products based on the determining step, allow “the at least one 

anchor point to serve as a communication session control point for the first application.” For 

example, the S-CSCF remains in the signaling path for the communication session through the 

establishment of the ad-hoc conference, and the S-CSCF serves as an anchor point and sole point 

of contact for the T-Mobile conferencing application which now controls part of the media session: 
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Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/124600_124699/124605/18.00.00_60/ts_ 
124605v180000p.pdf. 

99. The technology discussion above and the exemplary ’789 Accused Products 

provide context for Plaintiff’s infringement allegations. 

100. At a minimum, Defendant has known of the ’789 patent at least as early as the 

service of this complaint. Further, Defendant has known of the ’789 patent at least as early as the 

filing date of the complaint. In addition, Defendant has known about the ’789 patent since at least 

receiving correspondence from Plaintiff alerting Defendant to its infringement. 
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101. On information and belief, since at least the above-mentioned date when Defendant 

was on notice of its infringement, Defendant has actively induced, under U.S.C. § 271(b), its 

distributors, customers, subsidiaries, importers, and/or consumers that import, purchase, or sell the 

’789 Accused Products that include or are made using all of the limitations of one or more claims 

of the ’789 patent to directly infringe one or more claims of the ’789 patent (e.g., claim 1, as 

discussed above) by using, offering for sale, selling, and/or importing the ’789 Accused Products. 

Since at least the notice provided on the above-mentioned date, Defendant does so with 

knowledge, or with willful blindness of the fact, that the induced acts constitute infringement of 

the ’789 patent. Defendant intends to cause, and has taken affirmative steps to induce infringement 

by its distributors, importers, customers, subsidiaries, and/or consumers by at least, inter alia, 

creating advertisements that promote the infringing use of the ’789 Accused Products, creating 

and/or maintaining established distribution channels for the ’789 Accused Products into and within 

the United States, manufacturing the ’789 Accused Products in conformity with U.S. laws and 

regulations, distributing or making available instructions or manuals for these products to 

purchasers and prospective buyers, and testing  the ’789 Accused Products, and/or providing 

technical support, replacement parts, or services for these products to these purchasers in the 

United States. For example, Defendant configures the ’789 Accused Products to contain specific 

instructions, in the form of executable code and configuration files, that cause such products to 

automatically implement and provide VoLTE as discussed above (i.e., Defendant provides 

instructions that cause end users to use ’789 Accused Products in an infringing manner). Moreover, 

in addition to the foregoing, Defendant encourages its customers and end users to use VoLTE 

communications that cause the ’789 Accused Products to operate an infringing manner. 
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102. In the alternative, on information and belief, since at least the above-mentioned date 

when Defendant was on notice of its infringement, Defendant has contributorily infringed, under 

U.S.C. § 271(c), one or more claims of the ’789 patent. For example, Defendant contributes to the 

direct infringement of such claims by distributors, customers, subsidiaries, importers, and/or 

consumers that use, import, purchase, or sell the ’789 Accused Products. To the extent that the 

’789 Accused Products do not directly infringe one or more claims of the ’789 patent, such 

products contain instructions, such as source code, that are especially adapted to cause the ’789 

Accused Products to operate in an infringing manner. Such instructions are specifically designed 

to cause the ’789 Accused Products to establish a voice telephone call in an infringing manner and 

are a material part of the invention of the ’789 patent and are not a staple article of commerce 

suitable for substantial non-infringing use. 

103. On information and belief, despite having knowledge of the ’789 patent and 

knowledge that it is directly and/or indirectly infringing one or more claims of the ’789 patent, 

Defendant has nevertheless continued its infringing conduct and disregarded an objectively high 

likelihood of infringement. Defendant’s infringing activities relative to the ’789 patent have been, 

and continue to be, willful, wanton, malicious, in bad-faith, deliberate, consciously wrongful, 

flagrant, and an egregious case of misconduct beyond typical infringement such that Plaintiff is 

entitled under 35 U.S.C. § 284 to enhanced damages up to three times the amount found or 

assessed. 

104. Plaintiff has been damaged as a result of Defendant’s infringing conduct described 

in this Count. Defendant is, thus, liable to Plaintiff in an amount that adequately compensates 

Plaintiff for Defendant’s infringements, which, by law, cannot be less than a reasonable royalty, 

together with interest and costs as fixed by this Court under 35 U.S.C. § 284. 
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COUNT V 
(INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. PATENT NO. 9,398,055) 

105. Plaintiff incorporates the preceding paragraphs herein by reference. 

106. This cause of action arises under the patent laws of the United States, and, in 

particular, 35 U.S.C. §§ 271, et seq. 

107. Plaintiff is the assignee of the ’055 patent, with ownership of all substantial 

rights in the ’055 patent, including the right to exclude others and to enforce, sue, and recover 

damages for past, present, and future infringements. 

108. The ’055 patent is valid, enforceable, and was duly issued in full compliance with 

Title 35 of the United States Code after a full and fair examination. 

109. Defendant has and continues to directly and/or indirectly infringe (by inducing 

infringement and/or contributing to infringement) one or more claims of the ’055 patent in this 

District and elsewhere in Texas and the United States. 

110. Defendant designs, offers for sale, uses, and sells services, such as its cellular 

network that includes STIR/SHAKEN call verification (“the ’055 Accused Products”), that 

infringe the ’055 patent. 

111. Defendant directly infringes the ʼ055 patent under 35 U.S.C. § 271(a) by using, 

making, offering for sale, selling, and/or importing the ’055 Accused Products, their components 

and processes, and/or products containing the same that incorporate the fundamental technologies 

covered by the ’055 patent. 

112. For example, Defendant infringes claim 1 of the ’055 patent via the ’055 Accused 

Products. The ’055 Accused Products utilize the STIR/SHAKEN standards to verify incoming 

calls: 
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Source: https://www.t-mobile.com/news/network/stir-shaken-all-networks. 
 

113. The ’055 Accused Products perform “a secure call indicator method.” For example, 

the ’055 Accused Products verify call originators to prevent caller ID spoofing in calls using SIP, 

on T-Mobile’s 4G and 5G networks: 

 
 

Source: https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/html/draft-ietf-stir-passport-shaken-06. 
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As a part of this process, the T-Mobile IMS network uses Session Initiation Protocol (SIP) for 

signaling between clients and network nodes to manage 4G and 5G calls serviced by T-Mobile: 

 
 

Source: https://www.3gpp.org/technologies/volte-vonr. 
 

114. The ’055 Accused Products receive “by a microprocessor, a Session Initiation 

Protocol (“SIP”) message, wherein the SIP message corresponds to a communication session 

between at least a first communication device associated with a first user and second 

communication device associated with a second user.” For example, the T-Mobile IMS network 

receives a SIP INVITE message, which corresponds to a communication session between a caller 

and a T-Mobile customer: 
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Source: https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/html/rfc8224/. 
 

115. The ’055 Accused Products apply “by the microprocessor, a security check to the 

received SIP message, wherein the security check is for checking trust of a leg of a communication 

session, wherein the security check inspects each leg of the communication session to determine 

that each leg of the communication session has passed the security check, and wherein the 

communication session has a plurality of legs.” For example, a security check is applied to the 

received signed SIP INVITE message, which includes a PASSporT generated by the caller’s 

Authentication Service Proxy, at a Verification Service Proxy within its IMS network: 

 
 

Source: https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/html/rfc8224/. 
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Source: https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/html/rfc8224/. 
 

 
 

Source: https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/html/rfc8224/. 
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Source: https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/rfc8588/. 
 

As part of this process, the INVITE message traverses at least two legs: a Caller Leg from the 

caller’s phone to the authentication service, and an Inter-Network Leg from the authentication 

service proxy to the Verification Service Proxy: 
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Source: https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/html/rfc8224/. 
 

A security check inspects the Caller Leg of the communication session based on the attestation 

claim in the PASSporT (e.g., determining whether the Caller Leg is secure within the service 

provider network or includes an unsecured international gateway), thereby assessing the 

trustworthiness of the Caller Leg to determine if it has passed the security check: 

Case 2:25-cv-00279-JRG-RSP     Document 1     Filed 03/07/25     Page 60 of 70 PageID #: 
60



61 

 

Source: https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/html/draft-ietf-stir-passport-shaken-06. 
 

A security check also assesses the trust of the Inter-Network Leg by validating the signature in the 

PASSporT, which authenticates the authority of the Authentication Service Proxy over the caller 

number in the From header field, to determine whether this leg has passed the security check: 
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Source: https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/html/rfc8224/. 
 
A security check also inspects the leg between the called party’s User Agent (UA) and T-Mobile’s  

network, which includes the Verification Service Proxy, by verifying that the called party’s UA is 

authenticated and authorized to be on T-Mobile’s network, thereby determining whether this leg 

has passed the security check: 
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Source: https://www.etsi.org/deliver/etsi_ts/133500_133599/133501/18.08.00_60/ts_133501v 

180800p.pdf. 
 

 
 

Source: https://www.3gpp.org/news-events/3gpp-news/sec-5g. 
 

 
 

Source: https://www.3gpp.org/technologies/sec-npn. 
 

116. The ’055 Accused Products determine “by the microprocessor, based on the 

security check, a security classification associated with the communication session.” For example, 

the Accused Products assign a security classification to the received call, associated with the 

communication session, based on the security check, such as “Scam Likely,” “Telemarketing,” or 

“Nuisance.” Calls identified as spoofed, based on the SHAKEN security check, are classified as 
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“Scam Likely.” Conversely, incoming calls that pass the security check and show no other signs 

of being a scam or unwanted solicitation are classified as “Number Verified.” 

 
 

Source: https://www.t-mobile.com/support/plans-features/help-with-scams-spam-and-fraud. 
 

 
 

Source: https://www.t-mobile.com/news/network/stir-shaken-all-networks. 
 

 
 

Source: https://www.t-mobile.com/benefits/scam-shield. 
 

117. The ’055 Accused Products control “by the microprocessor, a secure call indicator 

on one of the second communication device associated with the second user or the at least one first 

communication device associated with the first user, wherein the secure call indicator indicates the 

security classification associated with the communication session, and wherein the security 
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classification indicates to the one of the first or second user whether the communication session is 

secure or unsecure. For example, the ’055 Accused Products control a secure call indicator on the 

T-Mobile customer’s device to indicate the security classification of the communication session, 

the security classification being one of at least “Number Verified”, “Telemarketing”, and “Scam 

Likely”: 

 
 

Source: https://www.t-mobile.com/news/press/t-mobile-calls-are-100-stir-shaken-compliant. 
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Source: https://www.t-mobile.com/benefits/scam-shield. 
 

 
 

Source: https://www.t-mobile.com/benefits/scam-shield. 
 

118. The technology discussion above and the exemplary ’055 Accused Products 

provide context for Plaintiff’s infringement allegations. 

119. At a minimum, Defendant has known of the ’055 patent at least as early as the 

service of this complaint. Further, Defendant has known of the ’055 patent at least as early as the 

filing date of the complaint. In addition, Defendant has known about the ʼ055 patent since at least 

receiving correspondence from Plaintiff alerting Defendant to its infringement. 

120. On information and belief, since at least the above-mentioned date when Defendant 

was on notice of its infringement, Defendant has actively induced, under U.S.C. § 271(b), its 

Case 2:25-cv-00279-JRG-RSP     Document 1     Filed 03/07/25     Page 66 of 70 PageID #: 
66



67 

distributors, customers, subsidiaries, importers, and/or consumers that import, purchase, or sell the 

’055 Accused Products that include or are made using all of the limitations of one or more claims 

of the ’055 patent to directly infringe one or more claims of the ’055 patent (e.g., claim 1, as 

discussed above) by using, offering for sale, selling, and/or importing the ’055 Accused Products. 

Since at least the notice provided on the above-mentioned date, Defendant does so with 

knowledge, or with willful blindness of the fact, that the induced acts constitute infringement of 

the ’055 patent. Defendant intends to cause, and has taken affirmative steps to induce infringement 

by its distributors, importers, customers, subsidiaries, and/or consumers by at least, inter alia, 

creating advertisements that promote the infringing use of the ’055 Accused Products, creating 

and/or maintaining established distribution channels for the ’055 Accused Products into and within 

the United States, manufacturing the ’055 Accused Products in conformity with U.S. laws and 

regulations, distributing or making available instructions or manuals for these products to 

purchasers and prospective buyers, and testing the ’055 Accused Products, and/or providing 

technical support, replacement parts, or services for these products to these purchasers in the 

United States. For example, Defendant configures the ’055 Accused Products to contain specific 

instructions, in the form of executable code and configuration files, that cause such products to 

automatically implement and provide STIR/SHAKEN call verification as discussed above (i.e., 

Defendant provides instructions that cause end users to use ’055 Accused Products in an infringing 

manner). Moreover, in addition to the foregoing, Defendant encourages its customers and end 

users to use STIR/SHAKEN call verification that causes the ’055 Accused Products to operate an 

infringing manner. 

121. In the alternative, on information and belief, since at least the above-mentioned date 

when Defendant was on notice of its infringement, Defendant has contributorily infringed, under 
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U.S.C. § 271(c), one or more claims of the ’055 patent. For example, Defendant contributes to the 

direct infringement of such claims by distributors, customers, subsidiaries, importers, and/or 

consumers that use, import, purchase, or sell the ’055 Accused Products. To the extent that the 

’055 Accused Products do not directly infringe one or more claims of the ʼ055 patent, such 

products contain instructions, such as source code, that are especially adapted to cause the ʼ055 

Accused Products to operate in an infringing manner. Such instructions are specifically designed 

to cause the ʼ055 Accused Products to provide STIR/SHAKEN call verification in an infringing 

manner and are a material part of the invention of the ʼ055 patent and are not a staple article of 

commerce suitable for substantial non-infringing use. 

122. On information and belief, despite having knowledge of the ʼ055 patent and 

knowledge that it is directly and/or indirectly infringing one or more claims of the ʼ055 patent, 

Defendant has nevertheless continued its infringing conduct and disregarded an objectively high 

likelihood of infringement. Defendant’s infringing activities relative to the ʼ055 patent have been, 

and continue to be, willful, wanton, malicious, in bad-faith, deliberate, consciously wrongful, 

flagrant, and an egregious case of misconduct beyond typical infringement such that Plaintiff is 

entitled under 35 U.S.C. § 284 to enhanced damages up to three times the amount found or 

assessed. 

123. Plaintiff has been damaged as a result of Defendant’s infringing conduct described 

in this Count. Defendant is, thus, liable to Plaintiff in an amount that adequately compensates 

Plaintiff for Defendant’s infringements, which, by law, cannot be less than a reasonable royalty, 

together with interest and costs as fixed by this Court under 35 U.S.C. § 284. 
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CONCLUSION 

124. Plaintiff is entitled to recover from Defendant the damages sustained by Plaintiff as 

a result of Defendant’s wrongful acts, and willful infringement, in an amount subject to proof at 

trial, which, by law, cannot be less than a reasonable royalty, together with interest and costs as 

fixed by this Court. 

125. Plaintiff has incurred and will incur attorneys’ fees, costs, and expenses in the 

prosecution of this action. The circumstances of this dispute may give rise to an exceptional case 

within the meaning of 35 U.S.C. § 285, and Plaintiff is entitled to recover its reasonable and 

necessary attorneys’ fees, costs, and expenses. 

JURY DEMAND 

126. Plaintiff hereby requests a trial by jury pursuant to Rule 38 of the Federal Rules of 

Civil Procedure. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

127. Plaintiff respectfully requests that the Court find in its favor and against Defendant, 

and that the Court grant Plaintiff the following relief: 

i. A judgment that Defendant has infringed the Asserted Patents as alleged herein, 

directly and/or indirectly, by way of by way of inducement and/or contributory 

infringement of such patents; 

ii. A judgment for an accounting of all damages sustained by Plaintiff as a result of the 

acts of infringement by Defendant;  

iii. A judgment and order requiring Defendant to pay Plaintiff damages under 35 U.S.C. § 

284, including up to treble damages as provided by 35 U.S.C. § 284, and any royalties 

determined to be appropriate; 

Case 2:25-cv-00279-JRG-RSP     Document 1     Filed 03/07/25     Page 69 of 70 PageID #: 
69



70 

iv. A judgment and order requiring Defendant to pay Plaintiff pre-judgment and post-

judgment interest on the damages awarded;  

v. A judgment and order finding this to be an exceptional case and requiring Defendant 

to pay the costs of this action (including all disbursements) and attorneys’ fees as 

provided by 35 U.S.C. § 285; and 

vi. Such other and further relief as the Court deems just and equitable. 

 

 

Dated: March 7, 2025     Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Patrick J. Conroy  
Patrick J. Conroy (Lead Counsel) 
Texas Bar No. 24012448 
Justin B. Kimble 
Texas Bar No. 24036909 
Jon Rastegar  
Texas Bar No. 24064043  
Nathan L. Levenson 
Texas Bar No. 24097992 
Nelson Bumgardner Conroy PC 
2727 N. Harwood St. 
Suite 250 
Dallas, TX 75201 
Tel: (817) 377-9111  
pat@nelbum.com 
justin@nelbum.com 
jon@nelbum.com 
nathan@nelbum.com 

 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Arlington Technologies LLC 
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