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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

BELL HELICOPTER TEXTRONINC.,
Plaintiff,
Civil Action No. 10€v-00789(RLW)
V.
EUROCOPTER
Defendant.

MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER

On June 18, 2012, the Court conductddaakman hearing for the purpose of construing
the disputed claim terms in the patent at issue in this case. The parties have subefitigd b
advancing their proposed construction for each disputed term. After careful catisidef the
briefs submitted byhie parties, the applicable law, the arguments presented at the hearing, and
the record before the Court, the Court issues the following Opinion and Order kettinte

claim constructions adopted by the Court.

l. BACKGROUND 2

At issue in this case is a pateitied “Helicopter Landing Gear with Skids,” U.S. Patent.
No. 5,860,621 (“the '621 patent”). The '621 patent is primarily directed to a helicopteglandi
gear with skids, particularly intended for light helicoptefse claimed invention overcomes

many of the disadvantages of conventional landing gears by significantlynmgducieleration

! Markman v. Westview, Instruments, Inc., 52 F.3d 967, 976 (Fed. Cir. 1895n(3,
aff'd, 517 U.S. 370, 116 S. Ct. 1384, 1348d. 2d 577 (1996).

2 Unless otherwise noted, this account of the facts reflects the factual altegatiell
Helicopter’'s complaint and does not incorporate Eurocopter’s response to thoak fact
allegations.
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factors during landing, “ground resonance,” and landing gear weight. '621 gateénP8-44.
Eurocopter is the owner by assignment of the '621 pat€umpl. § 18.Bell Helicopter
Textron Inc. (“Bell”)and Eurocopter are two of the largest distributors of commercial helisopter
in the world. Compl. T 17.

On May 14, 2010, Bell Helicopter filed an action against Eurocagieking a
declaratory judgment th#ite'621 patents invalid and not infringed by Bell Helicopter. Compl.
19 10, 12. On October 29, 2010, Eurocopter filed a counterclaim alleging infringement of the
'621 patent.Answer andCountercl. J1 1822.

Il. LEGAL STANDARD

The Court is guided by the principles dfim construction outlined by the Federal

Circuit in Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d 1303 (Fed. Cir. 2005) (en banc). dtbhedrock

principle’ of patent law thatthe claims of a patemnlefine the invention to which the patentee is

entitled the right to exclude’ Id. at 1312 (quotingnnova/Pure Water Inc. v. Safari Water

Filtration Syy., Inc, 381 F.3d 1111, 1115 (Fed. Cir. 2004))he Federal Circuit has repeatedly
stated thatourts are to give claim terms their “ordinary and customary meaning” as woderst
by a “person of ordinary skill in the art in question at the time of the invent®hillips 415

F.3d at 1312-13.

3 Eurocopter also owns foreign counterpart patentsandéerand Canada, French Patent

No. FR 9,607,156 (the “French '156 patent”) and Canadian Patent No. 2,207,787 (the “Canadian
787 patent”). The French, Canadian, and U.S. patents contain substantially identasidisc

and each makes a claim of prigrib the French '156 patent. Compl. § 18.

4 Based on the patent and the representations of the parties in the briefinthand at

hearing, the Court finds that in this case a person of ordinary skill in the art would heast a

an undergraduate degree in engineering and several years of peagieance with the design

of helicopter landing gear.



The claims themselves provide substantial guidamdetermining the meaning of
particular claim terms; and the context in which a term is used in the assertedasidbe very
instructive. Id. at 1314.

The claims do not stand alone, and “must be read in view of the specification, of which
they are gart” 1d. at 1315 (quotindarkman 52 F.3dat979). “[T]he specification is always
highly relevant to the claim construction analysis. Usually, it is dispositive; & isitigle best
guide to the meaning of a disputed ternd” at 1315.The spedication necessarily informs the
proper construction of the claims because the specification may reveapttanhtee has defined
his own terms or given a term a meaning that differs from the meaning it would istherw
possess, or that a patentee has intended to disclaim or disavow claimldcap&316.In
addition, the specification may aid in resolving the meaning of ambiguous ctais‘tehere
the ordinary and accustomed meaning of the words used in the claims lack sudffaignto

permit the scope of the claim to be ascertained from the wads.alTeleflex, Inc.v. Ficosa

N. Am. Corp., 299 F.3d 1313, 1325 (Fed. Cir. 20@2pwever, while the specification can aid
the court in interpreting the meaning of disputed claim language, the Fedetal i€peatedly
has warned against confining the claims to the particular embodiments amulesxappearing

in the specification Phillips 415 F.3d at 132%eealsoNazomi Communications, Inc. v. ARM

Holdings, PLC. 403 F.3d 1364, 1369 (Fed. Cir. 2005) (claims may emkdldferent subject
matter than is illustrated in the specific embodiments in the specification”).
In addition to consulting the claims and the specification, the court should also consider
other intrinsic evidence such the prosecution history, which consists of the corapteteaf
the proceedings before the Patent and Trademark @fR3@®©”), includingthe prior art cited

during the examination of the paterthillips 415 F.3d at 1317. The prosecution history can



provide proper context for claim construction because it “provides evidence of how tha®TO a
inventor understood the patent” and “can often inform the meaning of the clainadgnigy
demonstrating how the inventor understood the invention in the course of prosecution, making
the claimscope narrower than it would otherwise b&” at 1317.
Courts may also consider extrinsic evidence, which “consists of all evidenceagxte
the patent and prosecution history, including expert and inventor testimony, dicBpaade
learned treatises.id. at 1317. Although extrinsic evidence may be useful, duefal Circuit
has explained that extrinsic evidence is “less significant than the intrinsid iaatetermining
the legally operative meaning of claim languagkel”’at 1317.
The patenin-suit containgneansplus-functionlanguage that vokes 35 U.S.C. § 112,
paragraph 6, which provides:
An element in a claim for a combination may be expressed as a
means or step for performing a specified function without the
recital of structure ... in support thereof, and such claim shall be
construed to cover the corresponding structure ... described in the
specification and equivalents thereof.

Construing aneansplusfunction limitationis a twastep process. First, the court must

determine the claimed functiodVW Entersy. Interact Accessories, Inel24 F.3d 1324, 1330

(Fed. Cir. 2005). Second, the court must identify the corresponding structure in the writte
description of the patent that performs that functih. A “structure disclosed in the
specification is a correspondjistructure only if the specification or prosecution history clearly

links or associates that structure to the function recited in the tlaiad. Instr & Diaqg. Corp.

v. Elekta AB, 344 F.3d 1205, 1210 (F&ir. 2003) (citation omitted).



Il. CLAIM CONSTRUCTION

The parties have asked the Court to construe certain terms in Claim 1 and Clalma 7 of t
'621 patent. Claims 1 and 7 the '621 patent provide as follows

1.Helicopter landing gear, comprising a plurality of skids having a
longitudinal support stretch for standing on ground and which are
connected to a front croggece and a rear cropgece for

attachment to a structure of an aircraft by connecting devices, the
rear crosiece being fixed by ends of descending branches to a
rear part of eachaid longitudinal support stretch, wherein each of
said skids comprises a front comprising an inclined transition zone
with double curvature oriented transversely with respect to each
said longitudinal support stretch to form together an integrated
front crosspiece offset with respect to a front delimitation of a
plane of contact of each said longitudinal support stretch of each of
said skids.

7. The helicopter landing gear according to claim 1, wherein said
front crosspiece comprises a single branch guising ends
connected by a removable junction means to a front part of a
corresponding skid, said junction means being disposed between
two curves of a transition zone.

'621 Patent col. 6:562; 7:1822
a. Construction of Agreed Terms
The parties have agreed to the construction of the following terms:
1) “offset with respect to a front delimitation of a plane of contact”

This term appears in Claim 1 in the phrase “offset with respect to a front delima@gaton
plane of contact of each said longitudinal support stretch of each of said skids.” '621d&atent c
6:60-62. The parties have agreed that the “front delimitation of a plane of costife”
forward-most vertical plane at which the longitudinal support stretch of the skidstotita
surface of the groundThe parties have also agreed thatfthat crosspiece is “offset with
respect to a front delimitation of a plane of contact” if the front cross-piesengdbéntersect, or

cross through, the “front delimitation of a plasfecontact.”
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2) “removable junction means”

This term appears in Claim 7 in the phrase “said front guexse comprises a single
branch comprising ends connected by a removable junction means to a front part of a
corresponding skid.” The parties agtkat this is a meanslus-function limitation that invokes,
and should be construed under, 35 U.S.C. § 112, para. 6, and treatitie function is:
connecting the ends of a front cross-piece comprising a single branch to @aftarfta
corresponding skid. The Court so holdhePparties alsagree and the Court findghat the
corresponding structures disclosed in the specification are the couplingysta 9 fixed by
saews as disclosed in Figure 5 or the fixing collar 10 fixed by bolts 11 as disatoBgglires 9a
and 9b. '621 Patent col. 5:23-30.

In light of the parties’ agreements on the proper construction of each of the above
identified terms, the Court adopts and approves the parties’ agreed constructions.

b. Construction of Disputed Terms
1) “afront”

The term at issue appears in Claim 1 in the phrase “each of said skids comprise’ a fro
'621 Patent col. 6:56-57. Bell proposes that “a front” is “the portion of the skid forwtrd of
longitudinal support stretche., the portion of the skid that contacts the ground.” Eurocopter
proposes that no construction is necessary for this terrthatitishould be given its plain and
ordinary meaning, or alternatively, that it should be construéa fasward part.”

Bell argues that “&ont,” as recited in the claim, is a portion of the skid that is separate
from, and forward of, the longitudinal support stretch. Bell contend<llaan 1explicitly
requires that the skids have two portions: a “longitudinal support stretch for standing on [the]
ground” and “a front comprising an inclined transition zone with double curvature ‘621

Patent col. 6:50-57. Because the claims define “a front” and the “longitudinal supgtoti’st
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as separate claim elements, Bell argues that “a front” cannot be construed to endoenpass t
“longitudinal support stretch.”

Eurocopter contends that Bell’s proposed construction improperly impoitations
from the specification beaae there is nothing in the specification of the '62temtindicating
that Eurocopter intenddtatthe term havea meaning other than its ordinary meaning.
Therefore Eurocopteibelieves that the term “a fronttloes not require construction by the Court.
However, if construction of the term is requir&airocopter believes thherm should be given its
ordinarymeaning—a forward part.Eurocopter argues that Claim 1 utilizes the teritsin
general sense to refto the front of the skid, as opposed to the middle part of the skid, or the
rear part of the skid. Eurocopter contends that throughout the claims and speciteatermt
“front” is used in a relative sense in relation to the term “reBof example, the claims and the
specification refeto “a front crosgiece and a rear crepgece.” Thus, Eurocopter argues that,
taken in context, the term “front” is a general descriptiothefelative position on the skid or
the helicopter, not the precise location that Bell advocates in its proposed canstruct
Eurocopter also argues that Bell’'s construction effectively exclagesferred embodiment
described in the specification.

The Court first notes that the term “front” is usedwo different ways throughout the
claims and specification. For the most part, “front” is used as an adjectivkeftaibes a
spatial relationship. For example, Claimetitesa “front crosspiece” that is distinguished from
a “rear crospiece.” When th term “front” is used in this sense, it is readily understood that the
term is used in its mogeneralkense asstablishing a spatial relationship. However, in the

claim language at issue here, “a front” is used as a.nbu@refore, it is not merely defining a



general area, such as theofit of the skid.” Instead, the term is referring to a specific structural
component of the skidAccordingly, the term requires construction by the Court.

The parties’ major dispute with respect to this claimtes whether “a front” refers to a
specific portion of the helicopter skaat whether theéerm refers only to a general area of the
skid. The Court agrees with Bell’s position that “a frontd ispecificsectionof the helicopter
skid anda separate eteent from the longitudinal support stretchhelclaim specifically
requires the skid to have a “longitudinal support stretahti“a front.” While the use of two
terms in a claim requires that they connote different meanings, it does nothaetey

necessarily refer to different structurespplied Medical Research Corp. v. U.S. Surgical Corp.,

448 F.3d 1324, 1333 n.3 (Fed. Cir. 2006). Nonetheless, the prosecution history, specification,
comparison with other claims in tipatent,and other evidence may require that two terms in a
claim refer to different structures. Séillips, 415 F.3d 1312-19Such is the case her@he
languageof the claim itselindicates that “a front” and the longitudinal support stretch are two
different structuresBecause “a frontis describeds being “oriented transversely” with respect
to the longitudinal support stretch, “a front” cannot be part of the longitudinal supetchst
Therefore, the claim languagstablishes that the front is gaeate structure from the
longitudinal support stretcht follows that this structure musisobe forward of the

longitudinal support stretch. This is supported by the language in the specifibationliy
describesand discloses the “front” as occurring forward of the longitudinal supportrstréte
specification expressly states: “[a]t the front, each of the skids Rftersthe correspading
longitudinal support stretch, B transition zone T with double curvature before constituting the

integrated frontrosspiece.” '621 Patent col. 5:10-13 (emphasis added).



Eurocopter contendbatBell's proposed construction would exclude embodiments
described in the specification. In particular, Eurocopter points out that on a landingitiea
rear offset, which is depicted in Figure 11¢é}he patenttheentiretransition zone is not
oriented forward of the longitudinal support stretdierefore, Eurocopter argues tBatll’s
proposed construction would exclude an embodiment with rear offset. Exclusion of this
embodiment could prove fatal to Bell’'s construction of this term, as the Fedenail’'€iicase

law generally counsels against interpreting a claim term in a way that extieda®ferred

embodiment from the scope of the invention.” Helmsderfer v. Bobrick Washroom Equip., Inc.,

527 F.3d 1379, 1383 (Fed. Cir. 20083ealso Vitronics Corp. v. Conceptronic, Inc., 90 F.3d

1576, 1583 (Fed. Cir. 1996) (stating a construction that excludes a preferred embodiment is
rarely, if ever, correct)However, Bell's construction does not exclude the embodiment depicted
in Figure 11e). Bell's construction merely requires the inclined transition zone, which is part of
“a front,” to begin forward of the longitudinal support stretch. There is no requirénatrthe

entire incined transition zone be forward of the longitudinal support strefiderefore, in an
embodiment where the front cross-piece is offset backward, as depicted in1Hig)nd

recited in Claim 16, the inclined transition zone still begins forward of the longitwalipport
stretch. Bell’'s construction of the disputed claim term is not plainly inconsistent with the
disclosed embodimenas the claim language can reasonably be interpreted to include the
disclosed embodiment of the landing gear with a front qpasse offset backwards.

Accordingly, the Court construes “a front” as “the portion of the skid forward of th@ualiral

support stretch,e., the portion of the skid that contacts the ground.”



2) “curvature”

This term appears in Claim 1 in the phrase “inclined transition zone with double
curvature” '621 Patent col. 6:57-58¢ll proposes that the term “curvature” refers to a “smooth
bend.” Bell further proposes that an “abrupt change of directiajoont where two straight
sections come together at an angle or a saddle connection is not a ctinEtuoeopter
proposes that no construction is necessary for this term and that it should be givem aisdola
ordinary meaning. Rernatively,Eurocopter grees with Bell that &urvature” is a “smooth
bend.” However, Eurocopter disagrees with the negative second element ot@sksiction
and argues that it is unnecessary.

The proposed construction of “curvature” as “a smooth bend” is consigtarthe
intrinsic evidence, which only uses the term “curve” or “curvature” to descontinuous
bending lines without angles. A person of ordinary skill in the art would understandttoe”
to mean a smooth bend. However, tbgative aspect of B&s constriction is unnecessary in
light of theproposed construction about whitte parties agreeDefining “curvature” as a
“smooth bend” sufficiently describes what curvature is and what curvature ismetefdre, the
Court finds that the additiahlimitation proposed by Beis unnecessary and unsupported by the
claims or the specification. Accordingly, the Cozohstrues “curvature” da smooth bend.

3) “inclined transition zone”

This term appears in Claim 1 in the phrase “each of said skids comprises a front
comprising an inclined transition zone with double curvature oriented transveigehgspect
to each said longitudinal support stretch.” '621 Patent col. 6:56-59. Bell proposes that an
“inclined transition zone” is “an inclined portion of a skid that transitions from the et of

longitudinal support stretch of the skid.” Bell further proposes that in order to have “double
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curvature oriented transversely wrgspect to each of said longitudinal support stretch,” the
“inclined transition zone” must have two separate areas of curvature thal esasawise from
the longitudinal support stretch. Eurocopter proposes that no construction is necesbhay for
term and that it should be given its plain and ordinary meaning, or alternatively,dhatit be
construed as “an angled portion of a skid that transitions from the longitudinal supgioht &i
the front crosgpiece.”

Because the parties agree that the “inclined transition zone” requires twatsepaas
of curvature, the parties’ dispute with regard to this term reduces to two isjuebefe the
“inclined transition zone” begins; and (2) the orientation of the areas of curvathire the
“inclined transitio zone” with respect to the longitudinal support stretch.

Bell proposes that the inclined transition zone must occur forward of the longitudinal
support stretch. Eurocopter contends that the Bell’'s construction impermasalsiyan
additional limitation that the transition must be from the “end” of the skid, rdtharthe “front”
of the skid as recited in the claim and specification.

This dispute has principally been resolved by the Court’s construction of the term “a
front.” The exprss language of the claim indicates that the “inclined transition zone” is one
element othe front of the skid See'621 Patent col. 6:56-57 (“skid comprises a front comprising
an inclined transition zone”). Because, as discussed above, the front of the skid isdhe por
forward of the longitudinal support stretch, the inclined transition zone must alsddregand
of the longitudinal support stretch.h@ claim language requirésat the “inclined transition
zone” be located between the longitudinal support stretch and the fronpmoss-Seé&21
Patent col. 6:56-58 (“a plurality of skids having a longitudinal support stretch . . . conmeated t

front crosspiece . . . eachf said skids comprises a front comprising an inclined transition

11



zone’). The specification also recognizes that the inclined transition zone trangitonthe
end of the longitudinal support stretch. The specification expressly stateajhttefront,
each of the skids P has, after the corresponding longitudinal support stretcngitiatraone T
with double curvature before constituting the integrated front cross piece 8.” '@Pt ¢tdt
5:10-13.

With respect to the orientation of theeas of curvature within the “inclined transition
zone’ Claim 1 recites “each of saiskids comprises a front comprising an inclined transition
zone with double curvature oriented transversely with respect to each saiddoradisupport
stretch.” '621 Patent col. 6:56-59. Thus, the language of the claim doewlitatte whether
either one or both areas of curvature are required to be oriented transvetsegspaict to each
longitudinal support stretch. Eurocopter contethds the specificadin states that the transition
zone has a first bend which stretches upwards, and it is only the secead2, whichextends
transversely from the longitudinal support stret8lee'621 Patent col. 5:13-17. On the other
hand, Bell contends that bathrves are transverse because an arc of curvature described as
“upwards” from the longitudinal support stretch would plainly be a curvature traedvens the
longitudinal support stretch. Essentially, Bell argues that any cuaverdsses the plane tfe
longitudinal support stretch+e. upward, inward (toward the center of the helicopter) or
outward (away fro the center of the helicopteAwould be an area of curvature that is
transverse to the longitudinal support stretch.

The plain language of the claim requires at least one area of curvature thaaid of
the longitudinal support stretch and at least one area of curvature that is sangtierespect
to the longitudinal support stretch. The fact that the “inclined transition zon&aietbbetween

the longitudinal support stretch and the front ciosse necessitates an upward bend in order to
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transitionto the front cross-piece, whichlgcatedabove the longitudinal support stretch. The
second curve must be transverse in order to orient the inclined transition zone and the front
crosspiece transversely with respect to thegitudinal support stretch. This interpretation is
consistent with both the claims and the specification. The Court finds that aspects of bot
parties’ consuctions are appropriate for this term. Accordingly, the Court construesi@dcli
transition zone” as “an inclined portion of a skid, with two separate areas ofwrerhat
transitions from the end of the longitudinal support stretch to the frosg-giece.”

4) “integrated front cross-piece”

This term appears in Claim 1 in the phrase “to form together an integratedrivest
piece.” '621 Patent col. 6:59-60. Bell proposes that an “integrated front miexses= is “a cross
piece that is an exteios of a skid. A front cross-piece with ends of descending branches fixed
to a front part of the longitudinal support stretch is not an integrated frontpienss®
Eurocopter proposes that no construction is necessary for this term and that it showéd fis g
plain and ordinary meaning, or alternatively, that it should be construettessspiece
whether made of a single part or of multiple components, that is firmly attéchiee skids such
as to act as a single, structurally integrated pieecdement.”

Based on the partiepositions, it appears that the central dispute with respect to this
claim term is the location and manner in which the integrated frontpress attaches to the
skid. Bell argues that the integrated front cnpiese can only attach to thery front portion of
the skid, and not the longitudinal support stretch which makes contact with the ground.
Eurocopter contends that the location of the connection is niotised, and that all that is
required is thathefront crosspiecebefirmly attached tahe skids to enable the front cross-

piece and the skids to act as a single, structurally integrated pielesrant.
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At oral argument, Eurocopter explained that one of the characteristics thrajudshes
an integated front crospiece from a crospiece attached in a conventional manner is that
downward pressure on the crqssce creates flexion in the crgsiece itself, as well as all along
the longitudinal support stretch. Eurocopter contendsatfraint crosspiece attached at an
angle, rathethan perpendicularly, would create similar flexion along the longitudinal support
stretch, even if the front cross-piece is not attached to the end of th& bkil. Eurocopter’s
construction is grounded in the behavior of the front cpasse and itsnteraction with the rest
of the skid, rather than its location.

Looking to the claims and specification, there is no support for Eurocopter’s position.
Thespecification only discusses flexion with respect the front cross-piec@éat@nsition
zones. Moreover, Figures 12 and 13, which depict a comparison of the behaviors of landing
gears both with and without an integrated front cross-piece, show deformation andlifieke
front and rear crosgieces. Nowhere in traescription of these figurger in any part of the
specification or claims, is there amention of flexion along the longitudinal support stretch.

The clains and specification distinguish an integrated front cpisse from a rear
crosspiece, which is not integrated. The claim recites that the rearmiessis “fixed by ends
of descending branches to a rear part of each said longitudinal ssipetatf.]” '621 Patent
col. 6:54-56. On the other hand, Claim 1 requires an inclined transition zone in order to form an
“integrated front crospiece.” Seé621 Patent col. 6:57-60 (“a front comprising an inclined
transition zone with double curvature . . . to form together an integrateidcfosspiece.”).
Therefore, an “integrated” front creggece is one which is connected to the longitudinal support

stretch by an inclined transition zone.
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This construction of an “integrated front crgssee” alsdinds support irthe
specification First, the specification expressly states that “[a]t the front, each skiti&eP has,
after the corresponding longitudinal support stretch 1, a transition zone T with doublereurvat
before constituting the integrated front cross-piece.” '621 Patent col. 5:1th-a8dition,the
specification teachdbat the front cross-piece in the claimed invention is able to undergo a much
greater deformation than that of a conventional landing gear because afstieflgxion of the
transition zones. '621 Patent col. 6:47-&ghally, the specification distinguishes the integrated
front crosspiece from a conventional landing gear with a front cppese which is attached in
the same way as the rear crpssce. '621 Patent col. 6:35-40. Thus,the claimed invention
the front crosgiece is not attached the longitudinal support stretanthe same way as the
rear crosiece. This is the only way to give any meaning to the term “integratedshwai
only used with respect to the front crqssee.

Accordingly, the Court construes the “integrated front cppese” as “a crospiece
whether made of a single part or of multiple componentsstwnnected to the longitudinal
support stretch by an inclined transition zone.”

IV. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Caaterprets the claim language in this case in the
manner set forth abové-or ease of reference, the Court’s claim interpretations are set forth in a
table in Appendix A.

Digitally signed by Judge Robert L.
Wilkins

SO ORDERED eyt
* % f of Honorable Robert L. Wilkins,
3 /) & email=RW@dc.uscourt.gov, c=US
Date : J u |y 1 1’ 20 12 Rrests Date: 2012.07.11 14:24:31 -04'00'
Robert L. Wilkins
United States District Judge
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APPENDIX A

Claim Term Court’s Construction

afront “the portion of the skid forward of the longitudinal support stre
i.e., the portion of the skid that contacts the ground.”

curvature “smooth bend”

inclined transition zone “an inclined portion of a skid, with two separate areas of curvg

that transitions from the end of the longitudinal support stretch to the
front crosspiece.”

integrated front crosspiece | “a crosspiece whether made of a single part or of mult
components that is connected to the longitudinal support stret
an inclined transition zone”

“ offset with respect to a The “front delimitation of a plane of contact” is the forwandst
front delimitation of a plane | vertical plane at which the longitudinal support stretch of the skids
of contact of each said contacts the surface of the ground. The front cpisse is “offset

longitudinal support stretch | with respect to a front delimitation of a plane of contact” if the front
of each of said skids” (Claim | crosspiece does not intersect, or cross through, the “front
1) delimitation of a plane of contact.”

said front crosspiece The term “removable junction means” should be construed und
comprises a single branch | U.S.C. § 112, { 6.
comprising ends connected

by a removable junction Recited function
means to a front part of a
corresponding skid Connecting the ends of a front crggececomprising a single

branch to a front part of a corresponding skid

Disclosed Structure

The coupling piece systenfi@ed by screwss disclosed in Figure
5 or the fixing collar 1@ixed by bolts 11 as disclosed in Figures 9a
and 9b.
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