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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

ENPLAS DISPLAY DEVICE CORP., and Case No. 13-cv-05038 NC

others,
ORDER CONSTRUING TERMS OF
Plaintiffs and U.S. PATENT NOS. 6,473,554 AND
Counterdefendants, 6,007,209
V. Re: Dkt. Nos. 70, 74, 75

SEOUL SEMICONDUJOR CO., LTD.,

Defendant and
Counterclaimant.

The parties in this declaratory judgmeuwtion dispute the cotrsction of nine key

terms in two patents covering technologytdacklighting a display. The Court adopts tf

parties’ stipulated constructioasd further construes all excepte of the disputed terms|.

. BACKGROUND
Defendant Seoul SemicondactCo., Ltd. (“SSC”), manuafctures light-emitting diog
(“LED”) products and assertbat it owns more than 1@M0 LED patents worldwide,
including the two patents adue in this case, U.S. PatgeNos. 6,473,554 (the 554
patent”) for “Lighting Appartus Having Low Profile” and 607,209 (the “’209 patent”)
for “Light Source For Backlightig.” Dkt. No. 11. The '554atent relates to a lighting

apparatus that is useful as a backlight for illuminating a display, such as a liquid crys
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display (“LCD”). Dkt. No. 70-1.The '209 patent relates &m apparatus and methods faq
backlighting a display panel. Dkt. No. 70-2.

SSC asserts that plaintiffs Enplas Digplzevice Corporation (“EDD”), Enplas Ted
Solutions, Inc. (“ETS”), and Enplas (U.S.A.) Inc. (“EUSA”) (collectively, “Enplas”)
infringe the '554 and '209 patents by maraitaing and supplying lenses for use with
LEDs, including lenses for use in LED backligtior LCD televisiongnd monitors. DKkt.
No. 11.

Enplas filed its complainin October 29, 2013, seekiagleclaratory judgment that
the '554 and '209 patents are not infringed arglinvalid. Dkt. No. 1. On January 16,
2014, Enplas filed a first amended complaiDkt. No. 7. On April 21, 2014, SSC filed i
answer and counterclaims, alleg infringement of the '554nd '209 patents against ED
ETS, and EUSA. Dkt. No. 11. Based odegxlaration provided b TS that it has had no
relevant involvement with the products acadi®f infringement, the Court dismissed wit
prejudice SSC’s patent infringement counterckaagainst ETS as stiatéd by the parties
Dkt. No. 62.

In their Joint Claim Construction Statemekt. No. 69, the parties identified nine
claim terms as being the most significant t® tesolution of this cas® claim dispositive.
The parties have each submitted claim constadtriefing in accordance with the Pater
Local Rules, which outlines each party’s proposedstruction. Dkt. Nos. 70, 74,75. T
Court held a claim constructiondréeng, aided by a tutorial presented by both parties.
No. 80.

The Court has jurisdiction over the subjectteaof this action ptsuant to 28 U.S.C.

88 1331, 1338(a), 220and 2202. All parties have consented to the jurisdiction of a
magistrate judge. Dkt. Nos. 10, 24.
[I. LEGAL STANDARD
The construction of terms found in patefdims is a question of law to be
determined by the CourMarkman v. Westview Instruments, |rs2 F.3d 967, 979 (Fed.
Cir. 1995) (en bancgff'd, 517 U.S. 370 (1996). “[T]he tarpretation to be given a term
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can only be determined acdnfirmed with a full understaling of what the inventors
actually invented and intendéal envelop with the claim.’Phillips v. AWH Corp.415 F.3d
1303, 1316 (Fed. Cir. 2005) (quotiRgnishaw PLC v. Marposs Societa’ per Azid58
F.3d 1243, 1250 (Fedir. 1998)). Consequently, courtsrstrue claims in the manner that
“most naturally aligns with the patématdescription of the invention.Td.

The first step in claim construction isltmk to the languge of the claims
themselves.See generally Breville Pty Ltd. v. Storebound LNG. 12-cv-01783 JST, 2013
WL 3153383 (N.D. Cal. June 12013). “Itis a ‘bedrok principle’ of patent law that ‘the
claims of a patent define the inventionvtbich the patentee is entitled the right to
exclude.” Phillips, 415 F.3d at 1312 (quotiignova/Pure Water, Inc. v. Safari Water
Filtration Sys., Inc.381 F.3d 1111, 1115 (Fed. Cir. 2004A disputed claim term should
be construed in light of its “ordinary andstomary meaning,” which is “the meaning that
the term would have to a persohordinary skill in the arin question at the time of the
invention, i.e., as of the effectiviliig date of the patent applicationPhillips, 415 F.3d at
1312. In some cases, the ordinary meaningdi$puted term to a pes of skill in the art
Is readily apparent, and claiconstruction involves “little morthan the application of the
widely accepted meaning ocbmmonly understood wordsld. at 1314. Claim
construction may deviate fromelordinary and customary mesag of a disputed term only

if (1) a patentee sets out a definition and astis own lexicographer, or (2) the patents

3%
(¢}

disavows the full scope of a ataiterm either in the specifition or during prosecution.
Thorner v. Sony Computer Entm’t Am. L1869 F.3d 1362, 5 (Fed. Cir. 2012).
Ordinary and customary meaning is na game as a dictionary definition.
“Properly viewed, the ‘ordinargneaning’ of a claim term iés meaning to the ordinary
artisan after reading the entire patent. Medvy reliance on the dionary divorced from
the intrinsic evidencesks transforming the meaning of ttlaim term to tle artisan into
the meaning of the term in the abstract, @futs particular context, which is the
specification.” Phillips, 415 F.3d at 1321. Typically, tispecification “is the single best
guide to the meaning of a disputed terriwitronics Corp. v. Conceptronic, In®@0 F.3d
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1576, 1582 (Fed. Cir.9D6). It is therefore “entirelgppropriate for a court, when

conducting claim construction, to rely heawly the written descripin for guidance as ta

the meaning of claims.Phillips, 415 F.3d at 1315. However, while the specification may

describe a preferred embodiment, the claamesnot necessarily limited only to that

embodiment.Id.

Finally, courts may consider extrinsic eviderin construing claims, such as “expert

and inventor testimony, dictionas, and learned treatisedVlarkman 52 F.3d at 980.
Expert testimony may hbeseful to “provide backgrounsh the technology at issue, to
explain how an invention works) ensure that the cowstunderstanding of the technical
aspects of the patent is consistent with that pérson of skill in the art, or to establish t
a particular term in the patent or the prwr has a particular meaning in the pertinent
field.” Phillips, 415 F.3d at 1318. However, extrinsmdence is “lesseliable than the
patent and its prosecutiorstory in determining how to read claim termsd. If intrinsic
evidence mandates the definition of a term ihat odds with extrisic evidence, courts
must defer to the definition supgdl by the intrinsic evidencdd.

The Court “has an indepeaiat obligation to determinte meaning of the claims,
notwithstanding the views asserted by the adversary partiesxdn Chem. Patents, Inc.
Lubrizol Corp, 64 F.3d 1553, 1555 (Fed. Cir. 1995 light of this, courts have
recognized that in determininige scope and construction of a given claim, ‘the Court i

required to adopt a construction of a term, e¥éme parties have stipulated to it.’am

Research Corp. v. 8ank SemiconductpNo. 03-cv-1335 EMC, 2014 WL 4180935, at t6

(N.D. Cal. Aug. 22, 2014) (quotirgoston Scientific Corp. v. Micrus Cor@56 F. Supp.
2d 1045, 1051 (N.D. Cal. 2008)).
Il
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[ll. CLAIM CONSTRUCTION

The parties have agreed to the constons of the following four terms:

Patent Claim Terms Stipulated Construction

'554 patent | “total internal “The total reflection that occurs when light

reflection” strikes an interface at angles of incidence
(with respect to the mmal) greater than the
critical angle”

'654 patent | “the critical angle of | “the angle of incidence (with respect to the
total internal normal) above which totanternal reflection
reflection” occurs”

'554 patent | “within a boundary | “partially or fully within a surface of said
defined by said waveguide”
waveguide”

'209 patent | “said housing further | “said housing furtheincluding shielding
comprising shielding | elements”
elements”

Dkt. No. 70-3.

The Court finds that a construction of therféerms will help clarify and explain th
meaning of those terms to the jury. Further, the Court finds that the parties’ stipulaté
constructions are supported by the claing specifications of the respective patent, an
therefore adopts those constructions.

Additionally, the parties identified ninegiiuted terms whos@ugstruction would be
the most significant to the resdln of this case. Dkt. No. 6& 3. Six of these disputes
involve claim terms from thes54 patent while the remainirtigree disputes involve claim
terms from the '209 patent.

Beyond the nine key claim constructiosplites, there are sixteen additional term
that the parties dispute. Consistent witkeRalLocal Rule 4-3(c), the Court will limit its
review at this juncture to the nine kegpluted terms set forth in the chart beldee, e.q.
Adobe Sys. Inc. v. Wowza Media Sys. LNG 11-cv-02243 JST, 2013 WL 9541126, at

(N.D. Cal. May 6, 2013) (limitig the number of claims thatettourt will construe to ten);

Case No. 13-cv-05038 NC 5
CLAIM CONSTRUCTION ORDER

1)

[®X

S

*1



© 00 N OO O ~A W DN P

N NN NN NNNDNRRRRRERER R PR RB R
© N O O »h WO NP O © © N O 0o b W NP O

Finisar Corp. v. Oplink Commc’ns, IndNo. 10-cv-05617 RS, 20M/L 7102553, at *1
(N.D. Cal. Nov. 17, 2011) (same).
A. '554 Patent Disputed Terms

The '554 patent, entitled ‘ighting Apparatus Having L Profile,” describes an
invention related to Bbw profile lighting apparatus for asas a backlight for illuminating [a
display. Dkt. No. 70-1 ('554 patent, Abstt). The lighting apparatus includes a
waveguide coupled to a light source fimjecting light into the waveguiddd. The
waveguide includes a plurality efongate structures foregting light propgating within
the waveguide through a predetermined surface of the waveddid@nother
embodiment of the waveguide includes a cemégion of reduced thickness that redirects

light propagating within the waveguidéd.

1. “Cusp”
Term SSC'’s Construction Enplas’s Construction
“cusp” “a pointed, contoured, or roundetpointed end or part where two
area where two curves meet” | curves meet”

The parties agree that a cuspvidhere two curves meet.This is consistent with the
plain and ordinary meaning of the term. Thgpdite is whether a “cp$should be defined

as “pointed, contoured, or rousd],” as SSC contends, or intust always be “pointed,” a

[92)

Enplas contends.

The term “cusp” appears in several clain®aim 7 recites an “illumination device?
comprising in partd surface on the waveg@daurving toward the LERo receive
impingement of light from the LED, . said surface defining a sp directed toward the
LED, said LED having an end terminatingalignment with saigusp to direct
substantially all light from the LED directlyward and adjacent tleusp.” ('554 patent,
claim 7) (emphasis added). Dependent claimetites the device of claim 7 wherein “said
surface defines an axis directiavard the LED” and “said sface defines an axis that

intersects said cussnd said LED.” Id., claim 12).
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Claim 28 recites in part an “optical apptus” comprising in part a “TIR [total
internal reflection] surface spad from said one opposingisiand extending from a poin
adjacent the predetermined looatiof the LED outwardly towardsaid edges . . ., said T|
surfacecurving in the vicinity of the LEBo as to form a @p adjacent the LED. . .” (d.,
claim 28) (emphasis added). Dependenttia® recites “[tlhe apparatus of claim 28,
wherein the cusp is in the foraf an equiangular spiral.”ld., claim 29).

Claim 30 recites an “optical apparatus’hgarising in part a “TIR surface positione
to receive light emitted by the LED, said TIR surfaoeving towards the LED so as to
form a cusp above the LEhe curving TIR suriee totally internally reflecting light rays
such that reflected light rays propagate froen ThR surface towards the edge of the opt
element.” (d., claim 30) (emphasis added). Depeartddaim 41 recites “[t]he optical
apparatus of claim 38, wheresaid refractive interface surfacenverges to form a cusp
which terminates at said location.ld{, claim 41) (emphasis added). Several claims th
are dependent on claims 30 and 38 recitepgsuthat are “contoured” or “rounded fd(,
claims 34, 42 (“wherein said cusp is contour@g@ermit leakage of light”); claims 35, 43
(“wherein said cusp is roundé¢al permit leakage of light”)).

Consistent with the claims, the specificatd@escribes a “cusp” as being formed by
pair of symmetric curved surfacedd.( 2:53-61). The specification further describes a
embodiment where the waveguide includes argdron that “[p]referably, . . . has the
shape of an equiangular spitlaht forms intoa cusp.” Id., 13:33-35). The specification
states that the curved surfacetlod TIR region has a “geometric contour” that “is select
so that the TIR cusp region T@med thereby totally inteatily reflects substantially all
light rays directly emitted by the light sourceld.( 14:1-4). “Toward this end,” the curyv
surface of the TIR region is “contoured sulcht substantially all light rays emitted from
the light source 44 are incidemn the surface 80 at an angle at least equal to the critic
angle.” (d., 14:4-7). The specification also debes an alternative embodiment of the
TIR cusp region where said region “is elongatedsto define an elongated cusp 82a t
extends along an axis.'ld(, 14:28-31). In this embodiment, a “symmetric pair of curve
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surfaces” is “joined at the elongated cusp p&avide total internal reflection (TIR).”Id_,

14:52-55). The specification statést “[t]he tip of the elogated cusp 82 may be rounded

to provide controlled leakage kfht from the light source.” I¢d., 14:44-47).

Enplas contends that a “cusp” must alwhgs'pointed.” But the '554 patent never

uses the word “pointed” to describe a “cuspldnetheless Enplas urges the Court to adopt

such a construction becaus¢ ffie specification discloses bodiments of the “cusp” that

have a shape such as “equiangular spiral”¢batd be described dgointed”; (2) the

illustrations of a “cusp” in th&54 patent depict a pointexhd where the two curves meet

(see, e.g.'554 patent, Figures 16, 16A, 17, 18, &4J; and (3) the dictionary definition i
in agreement, Dkt. No. 74-1 at 45 (definitogisp” as “a pointe@nd of part where two

curves meet”).

U)

The Court declines to limit ¢hterm “cusp” to the specific embodiments described in

the specification. Although a patent’s writi@@scription may assist construction of a cl
term, the Federal Circuit has warned agaimporting into the claims limitations,

examples, or embodiments appeamdy in the written descriptionSee Comark

Commc'ns, Inc. v. Harris Corpl156 F.3d 1182, 118@-ed. Cir. 1998)Phillips, 415 F.3d a

1323 (“[A]lthough tre specification often describes vespecific embodiments of the
invention, we have repeatedly warregghinst confining the claims to those
embodiments. . . . In particular, we have esgpherejected the contention that if a paten
describes only a single embodiment, the claimb@fpatent must beonstrued as being

limited to that embodiment.”). Here, the claiarsd specification describe “cusp” as the

area formed where two symmetdarved surfaces meet and do state the “cusp” must be

pointed. The construction of “cusp” as a ‘meid end or part” is inconsistent with the
intrinsic evidence given thateh554 patent claims and spigzation explicitly allow the
“cusp” to be “contoured” or “rounded.” Enplas argues that there is no inconsistency
because the cusp need beta “precise, infinitesimally sritgoint” and that the “tip of the
cusp” could be rounded or contoured. Hoere the claims allow #entire “cusp” to be
rounded or contouredpt just the tip. $e€554 patent, claims 34-35,42-43). The
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dictionary definition povided by Enplas iaot consistent with #hintrinsic evidence and
cannot be used to transfornetmeaning of a claim term tbe ordinary artisan into the
meaning of the term in the abstract, oftithe context of the specificatioikee Phillips415
F.3d at 1321.

Enplas criticizes SSC’s congtition by arguing that it enaogpasses “circles and ovals
since they too can be formed by joining tetoves” but are “not properly within the scope
of the claimed subject matter.” Howeverglkwa construction is not reasonable in the
context of the patent as the “cusp” is ddsd as being formefilom surfaces curving
towards the LED. e€554 patent, claims 7, 30).

Finally, the Court is also m@onvinced that it is appropriate to construe the term
“cusp” as being limited to the gpific examples of “pointeatontoured, or rounded” areas
as SSC proposes. The Court finds thaptioper construction of “cusp” in light of the

specification and claims is “an area where two curves meet.”

2. “Totally Internally Reflecting”

Term SSC'’s Construction Enplas’s Construction
“totally “reflecting by total internal “reflecting all light”
internally reflection”
reflecting”

The Court has adopted the parties’ stippdatonstruction of the claim term “total
internal reflection” as “[t]heotal reflection that occurs wheight strikes an interface at
angles of incidence (with respect to the nodrgadater than the critical angle.” The dispute
here is whether the term “totally internatflecting” refers to reflection occurring through
the phenomenon of total internal reflection,iethis SSC’s position, do all light being
reflected, as Enplas contends.

The disputed claim term appears in cl@thwhich recites an “optical apparatus”
comprising in part a “TIR sur€ curving towards the LED s to form a cusp above the

LED, the curving TIR surfacwtally internally reflecting light raysuch that reflected light
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rays propagate from the TIR surface towards tgeef the optical eleemt.” (‘554 patent

claim 30) (emphasis added). Dependent cZ@mecites “[tlhe optical apparatus of claim
30, wherein said TIR surface is leaky stichAt some light emitted by the LED is
transmitted therethrough.1d(, claim 33). The Court agrees with SSC that Enplas’s
proposed construction of “totally internally regting” as reflecting all light is inconsistent
with claim 33 which permits sonight to “leak” through.

The conclusion that the TIR surface doesmexessarily reflect all light incident
upon it is supported kiye specification. The specificati uses the related terms “totally
internally reflected” and “totallynternally reflects” to refer tthe reflection of some but not

all of incident light rays. The specification gsthat “[i]t will be appreciated that light rays

incident on the top surface 56 atamgle of incidence (i.e., the angle of the ray relative|to a

e

line normal to the surface) at least equal tatecal angle will be totallyinternally reflecteq

toward the bottom surface 58. Tltthe top surface 56 will refleatl of such lightback

into the waveguide 42.”1q., 7:39-44) (emphasis added). But the specification also makes

clear that “[l]ight rays having an angleiotidence less than the critical angle are

transmitted through the top surface 561d.,(7:44-46).

The specification also describes an embodiméhere the curved surface of the TIR
region has a “geometric contour” that “is sl so that the TIR cusp region 76 formed
thereby totally internally reflecsubstantially all light rayslirectly emitted by the light
source.” [d., 14:1-4) (emphasis added). “Toward targd,” the curved surface of the TIR
region is “contoured such thstibstantially all light raygemitted from the light source 44
are incident on the surface 80 at an amagleast equal to the critical angle fd.( 14:4-7)
(emphasis added)sde alsdl4:61-64 (the curved surfacéthe TIR region “should be
contoured to be a less than getfinternal reflector so thatsignificant portion of the
incident light leaks through the surface 807)).

In support of its position, Enplas relies a definition providetly the United States
Patent and Trademark Office (“USPTQO”) which ddses “total internal reflection” as “[a]
principle based upon Snell’'s Law, which defines the relatioristiyween incident and
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refracted light rays,” according to which “atgles of incidence greater than [the critical

angle], the light is reflecteflom the boundary."Dkt. No. 74-1 at 423. Enplas argues

that the TIR surface “cannot bedétly internally reflecting somef the light” as that would

violate Snell’'s law and be contraiy the USPTO'’s definition.

In response, SSC asserts it USPTO'’s classification siem is an administrative

convenience, not a dictionary of accepted magnof terms as used by those of skill in

the

art, and that the parties have not been tabfend a single claim construction order that has

ever relied on the definitions for terms found in the USPTO’s Manual of Patent
Classification to define a claim term. @ Court need not detz if reliance on the
USPTO'’s definition is ever appropriate becabsre it is unnecessary. The claims and
specification provide that the TIR surface refleszisne but not necesdwgrall of the light
incident upon it. The USPTO'’s fil@tion is not contrary to tis finding because the curvi

TIR surface can totally internally reflect some light (all light that strikes the TIR surfa

angles of incidence greater than the critical @nhgihile not reflecting other light (light that

strikes the TIR surface at anglaflsincidence less #n the critical angle). For this reason

Enplas is also incorrect arguing that SSC’s constructiogads out “totally” in “totally
internally reflecting.” SSC’sanstruction is consistent withe claims, specification, and
Snell's law, and the parties’ stipulated coustion of the claim term “total internal
reflection.”

The Court finds that the proper constrantof “totally internally reflecting” is

“reflecting by total internal reflection.”

3. “lllumination Coupler Embedded In An Interior Region of Said
Waveguide”

Term SSC'’s Construction Enplas’s Construction
“illumination “the illumination coupler is | “the illumination coupler is
coupler in a central region of said | located on the inside of the
embedded in an waveguide” waveguide (i.e., interior region)
interior region and is completely enveloped by
of said (i.e., embedded in) the
waveguide” waveguide”
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The dispute here is whether the “illumimaticoupler” is in a central region of the
waveguide, as SSC contends, or whetherdbmpletely envelomkby the waveguide,
which is Enplas’s position.

The disputed claim term appears in©ldl which recites afillumination device”
comprising in part “a waveguide haviag illumination coupler emlagled in an interior
region of said waveguidsaid illumination capler adapted to receive light from a point
sourcewithin said interior regionand to direct light betweeagenerally parallel top and
bottom surfaces outsidaid interior region” ('554 patent, claim 1) (emphasis added).

In support of its proposed constructi@6C argues that the specification uses
“interior region” synonymously with “central geon” to describe the center of an object
when looking from above.Sged., 15:57-59 (“a single LED could be located in the int¢
region of a circular waveguide”)). Howevan “interior region” does not have to be
necessarily a “central regionTo the extent SSC is arguing that the patentee acted as
lexicographer in defining the term “interior region” as a “central region,” this argumer
fails. The patentee here has not exhibited a aient, either expssly or by implication,
to define the term as SSC conten8&e Thorner669 F.3d at 1368 (to act as its own
lexicographer, a patentee must “clearly expregstamt” to redefine the term; an “implie
redefinition must be so clear thaequates to an explicit one).

Furthermore, “the use of different termgoines that they have different meanings’
though that implication is overcome where “thedence indicates & the patentee used
the two terms interchangeablyBaran v. Med. Device Technologies, [r&16 F.3d 1309,
1316 (Fed. Cir. 2010). Herelaim 1 and the specificatiaronsistently refer to “an

illumination coupler embedded in arterior regionof the waveguiding layer.” ('554

patent, 2:50-51; 2:66-67; 3:7-@mphasis added). Furthermore, both the terms “interior

and “central/ly” appear in the claims and sfieation, which is arindication that the
patentee intended that they haliferent meanings. SSC $iaot demonstrated that the
specification or claims use the terms interchabgje In fact, therés evidence to the
contrary. Compared., 15:39-43 (describing an exigsi illustrated in Figure 21 where “
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illumination coupling elemerit36 is centrally located”yith 18:19-22 (describing an exit
sign illustrated in Figure 29 where “[a]n illundtion coupling means 318 is positioned in
the interior of the waveguide,” where tilemination coupling means appears off-centey)).
SSC further argues that the specification eladns consistently describe and showw
the illumination coupler as being a central region of an a@pal device. SSC'’s citations,
however, are to parts of the patt¢hat do not contain the chaiterm “illumination coupler’
(Seed., Abstract (“Another embodiment of teeaveguide includes a central region of
reduced thickness that redirects light propagawithin the waveguide.”); 10:50-51 (“[t]he
dimple 74 is preferably centrally located witspect to the peripheof the waveguide”);
15:40-43 (“an illumination coumg element 136 is centrally located”); claim 38 (the
refractive index interface “converges to adtion in a central portion of the optical
element”)). In any event, it is improperltmit the construction of the term “interior
region” to embodiments where the illuminatiorupter is embedded in a central region of

the waveguide.

The Court is also not convinced thag ttonstruction propesl by Enplas is

appropriate. First, Enplas argues that tber€should construe the term “embedded in’| the

waveguide as “completely erleped by” the waveguideThe only suport for this
argument offered by Enplas arettbbnary definitions in whiclito embed” is defined as “to
fix into a surrounding mass” arftb surround tightly or firmlyenvelop or enclose.” DKkt.
No. 74-1 at 47. However, even these dgbins do not support Ertas’s position because
they do not always require something to‘b@mpletely enveloped” but instead allow
something to be fixed into a surroundingssauch that some portion is still exposed.
Enplas offers no intrinsic evidence in sugpafrits position that the illumination coupler
must necessarily be “completely envelobgt the waveguide. Therefore, the Court
declines to addpsuch a construction.

Finally, Enplas’s proposed construction umbs replacing the term “interior region
with “on the inside of.” The Court findsdhthe words “embedded in an interior region’
are commonly understood and construction is necessaryerms do not need to be
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construed where they are neitlmfamiliar to the jury, confusgto the jury, nor affected

by the specification or prosecution histoyd. of Trustees of Lata Stanford Junior Univ.

v. Roche Moledar Sys., InG.528 F. Supp. 2d 96976 (N.D. Cal. 2007)see also United
States Surgical Corp. v. Ethicon, Ing03 F.3d 1554, 1568 éd. Cir. 1997) (“Claim
construction is a matter ofgelution of disputed meaningsd technical scope, to clarify
and when necessary to explavhat the patentee covered by the claims, for use in the
determination of infringementt is not an obligatory exercise redundancy). On the
other hand, even if a claim term has a plaid ardinary meaning, éhcourt should constr
the term if construction is gelired to resolve a dispute albdie scope of the asserted

claims. 02 Micro Int'l Ltd. v. Beyond Innovation Tech. C621 F.3d 13511361 (Fed. Cir

2008). Here, the parties hawet identified any dispute or ambiguity that requires that the

Court construe the terms “embedded in an interior region.”
The Court finds that it is not necessaryctmstrue the term “illumination coupler

embedded in an interior region of said waveguide.”

4, “TIR Surface”

Term SSC'’s Construction Enplas’s Construction

“TIR surface” | “a surface anglewith respect| “a surface configured for total
to a light source to increase | internal reflection”

total internal reflection within
a device”

The dispute here is between SSC’s consivndhat describes how the “TIR surfac
produces total internal reflection and the cartton proposed by Engé that uses instea
the term “configured for tal internal reflection.”

Claim 28 recites an “optical apparatushgarising in part a “TIR surface having a
curvature which totally intertig reflects light rays incident on said TIR surface.” (‘554
patent, claim 28). Claim 30 recites an “optiapparatus” comprising in part a “curving
TIR surface totally internally reflecting light rays.Td(, claim 30). The specification stalf

that “the top surface of the waveguide 42 inckiddotal internal reflection (TIR) region
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having a smoothly curved surface 8018.(13:30-33). This surface “may be either a
nonplanar, curved surface, onanplanar surface comprising of a plurality of flat surfag
approximating a curvihat produces total internal reflection (TLR)(ld., 13:52-55)
(emphasis added). The specifioatfurther explains that trehape of the surface could
in a variety of geometric shapes “providédt such shapeseaanalytically showo
produce total internal reflectioh.(ld., 13:55-61) (emphasis added). The specification
further states that the curvedrface of the TIR region hasgeometric contour” that “is
selected so that the TIRsuregion 76 formed therelgtally internally reflects
substantially all light rays directlgmitted by the light source.ld(, 14:1-4). “Toward this
end,” the curved surface of theR'tegion is “contoured such thaubstantially all light ray
emitted from the light source 44 are incident anghrface 80 at an angle at least equal
the critical angle.” Ifl., 14:4-7). The specification alsi@scribes “TIR surfaces” as thos
surfaces of a TIR region that “curve towane LED 140 to receivenpingement of light
from the LED.” (d., 16:17-20).

The Court finds that SSC’s proposed camsion would be more helpful to a jury

because it describes how the “TIR surface” pms$ total internal reflection compared t

Enplas’s proposed construmti which uses the more general term “configured” for total

internal reflection. Further, the Court findtgt the claims and specification support SS
proposed construction of “TIR surface” as “@fage angled with respect to a light sourg
to produce “total internakflection within a device.However, SSC has not provided
support in the intrinsic evidee that the “TIR surface” should be construed as “increas
as opposed to “producing” tdtaternal reflection. SSC argues that the use of the tern
“increase” is necessary because otherwise tiyecppuld mistakenly @nclude that all light
must be totally internally reflected from the TIR surface wkleer, the term “increase” is
confusing and unnecessaen that the Court has already construed “totally internall
reflecting” as “reflecting by ti@al internal reflection” and not as “reflecting all light.”

The Court finds that the proper constrantof “TIR surface” is‘a surface angled
with respect to a light source to productal internal reflection within a device.”
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5. “Substantially Flat Light Travel Channel”

Term SSC'’s Construction Enplas’s Construction

“substantially “a portion of the waveguide “a channel through which light
flat light travel | that has some deviation propagates that may have some
channel” from complete flatness and deviation from complete flatness
through which light may
propagate”

As a threshold matter, the parties disputetivar they had an agreement about th
term. Itis unnecessary ftre Court to determine whethguch an agreement existed
because it is immaterial. The Court is hotind to accept the parties’ stipulated
constructions.Lam Researci2014 WL 418935, at *6.

The parties agree that the “stdgtially flat light travel chnnel” “
from complete flatness” and that light propses through it. The dispute is that the
construction proposdaly Enplas includes the word “ahnel” while SSC’s proposed
construction replaces “channelitiv“a portion of the waveguide.”

The disputed term appears in clafnwvhich recites an “illumination device”

comprising in part “a waveguide for light,chdefining a substantiallfat light travel

channel.” ('554 patent, claim 7). Claim 7egoon to recite a “surface on the waveguide

curving toward the LED” ash“defining a cusp directed toward the LEDIY.J. SSC
argues that the curving surfagefining a “cusp” must ba different portion of the
waveguide than the “substantiaflgt light travel channel.”"SSC further points out that

claims dependent on claim &alindicate that the waveguitlas portions other than the

“substantially flat light travel channel."Séed., claim 9 (“said waveguide has a body and

said surface is concave adjacent the wavegbatly”); claim 10 (“said surface is concav
toward said channel”)). The Court agrees that the intringierge supports the
conclusion that the “substantialiat light travel channel” i portion of the waveguide.
Enplas does not dispute this conclusione Tourt finds that SS€’proposed constructio
would be helpful to a jury in altifying that the “substantiallydt light travel channel” is &
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portion of the waveguide, but the propods®nstruction improperly omits the term
“channel.”
Enplas argues that SSC’s “admissioatth waveguide propagates light” is

inconsistent with SSC’s position that a “wgu&le” is “an optical device that redirects

light.” But there is no such aonsistency. As explained belpthe waveguide disclosed |i

the '554 patent redirects lightqpagated betwedts surfaces.
The Court finds that the propeonstruction of “substantialljat light travel channel
is “a channel that is a portiarf the waveguide, that has some deviation from complete

flatness, and through which light propagates.”

6. “Waveguide”

Term SSC'’s Construction Enplas’s Construction

“waveguide” | “an optical device that | “a structure capable of guiding
redirects light” electromagnetic radiation (e.g., light) |n
a direction parallel to the waveguide’s
longitudinal axis, while substantially
confining the light taa region within its
surfaces”

The parties dispute whether the term “wavidg” should be construed as an “optic
device that redirects light,” which is SSC’ssg®n, or if the construction should be bast
on a definition provided by the USPTO thatludes the function of confining light, as
Enplas contends.

The claims consistently dedoei the “waveguide” as being involved in directing lig
('554 patent, claim 1 (*waveguide” has an “ithination coupler” adapted to “direct light
between generally parallel top and bottom ste$d); claim 7 (“a surface on the wavegu
curving toward the LED to receive impingemeitight from the LED . . . for re-directing
such light to travel along said light traadannel”); claim 28 (“the curving TIR surface
having a curvature which . . . redirects slight rays through saidptical element.”)).

The specification also describes featurethefwaveguide as redirecting lighGeg
id., Abstract (“the waveguide includes a centegjion of reduced thickness that redirect
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light propagating within the waveguide”);6D-63 (“The waveguide further comprises a
light ejector on one of the top or bottom suxé configured to redicelight propagating

between the surfaces towards the top surfilaceansmission therethrough.”); 2:22-27

(“substantial variation in the thickness oétivaveguide . . . follows a geometric contour

selected to redirect light gpagating between the surfaceshs waveguide so that the
redirected light exits the top surface of thaveguide.”); 10:37-40 (“The top surface 56
the waveguide 42includes a depressed region or dienp4 that redirects light rays
propagating in the waveguidel®, see alsad., 6:50-53 (“a pluality of display elements
comprising elongate structures 54 extend sgthe waveguide 42 for redirecting light

propagating within the waveguide 42.”); 11:1-6 (“Accordingutoadvantageous feature

the waveguide 42, the surface 75 of the dimple 74. redirects light propagating betwee

the top surface 56 and the bottomface 58, so that the redirected light more readily af
uniformly exits the top surface 56 of the waveguide.’)}

Enplas argues that SSC’s construction of “waveguide” is erroneous because a
waveguide is not something that simply redisdight. Enplas argues that the fact that
specific structures are required to allow tlgitito exit from the wawguide indicates that
the light is necessarily confxd within the waveguide.Sge, e.gid., 2:61-63 (“Display
elements are formed on surfaces of the waveguiding layauge light to be emitted frorn
the waveguiding layer.”); cle 4 (“display elements . for ejecting light from said
waveguide”)). For thiseason, Enplas contends that iessential to the definition of
“waveguide” that the structure “guide” ligtitat is “substantiallgonfined” within its
surfaces. However, the specification ddsesithe waveguide as redirecting light
propagating between its surfaces. Enplasiges/no reason to rewrite that description
using the words “guide” and “confine.”

Enplas also relies on a definition of &weguide” providedy the USPTO.
According to that definition, “[a] waveguids . . . any structarcapable of guiding
electromagnetic radiation in a direction paraiteits axis, while substantially confining ti
radiation to a region within and adjacent tosiisfaces.” Dkt. No. 74-1 at 43. The Cour
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declines to adopt thigefinition because it is not consistevith the use of “waveguide” in
the intrinsic evidence Ine, as it does not include the essa function of the waveguide for
redirecting light so that the light exits the waveguide. Allovilrgglight to exit is

consistent with the purpose of the technologyldssx in the '554 patemd be “use[d] as

o

backlight for illuminating a display.('554 patent, Abstract).
The Court finds that the proper constructagriwaveguide” is “an optical device that
redirects light propagatg between its surfaces.”
B. 209 Patent Disputed Terms
The '209 patent, entitled ‘ight Source for Backlightinfdescribes an invention
related to a light source for a display paseakh an LCD, used in notebook computers.
Dkt. No. 70-2 ('209 patent, Abstct; 1:3-15). The light sourad the invention backlights a
rear surface of a display panel, andudes a housing having a cavityd.( 1:45-47).
lllumination is provided by light emitting devisehat are shielded by shielding elements.
(Id., 1:50-51). The emitting devices and shigidelements are positioned such that the
emitted light is substantially uniformlystributed throughouthe cavity, thereby
eliminating bright spots in the display pandd.,(1:51-55).

1. “About a Perimeter of the Cavity”
Term SSC'’s Construction Enplas’s Construction
“about a “in the vicinity of the This term is indefinite. In the
perimeter of the| border area of the cavity’| alternative:
cavity” “within the cavity around the
perimeter of the aperture and outsjde
the viewing aperture portion”

The disputed claim term appears iaigl 1 which claims an “apparatus for

backlighting a display pah&comprising in part:

a housing having a cavity formed by diffudiveeflective bottom and side surfaces
said housing having an aperture whagiens into said céy, said aperture
configured to provide illmination to a rear surface of said display panel,;

a first series of light-emitting devicemounted about a perimeter of the cayvjgnd]
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a second series of light-emitting devices,umed in a predetermined pattern on sgid
bottom surface of said cavity

(209 patent, claim 1) (emphasis added).

Enplas asserts that the term “about a paemef the cavity” is indefinite. Enplas
argues that a cavity is a three-dimensional spadedoes not have a “perimeter,” and that
even if the term “perimeter” could be djgpl to a three-dimensional space, the words

“about a perimeter” do not indicate whether thestfseries” of lights are outside, inside, or

near that perimeter. In response, SSC conttradshe term “about” is a “word of degres

D

and is not indefinite becausestpatent provides a standdod measuring that degree.

As the Supreme Court recently explainedpagent is invalid for indefiniteness if it

U)

claims, read in light of the specification delating the patent, anddlprosecution history
fail to inform, with reasonable certainty, tleoskilled in the art about the scope of the

invention.” Nautilus, Inc. v. Biosig Instruments, Iné34 S. Ct. 2120, 2124 (2014). This

\"4

definiteness requirement “mandates clarity, whaleognizing that absolute precision is
unattainable.”ld. at 2129. As interpreted by the Federal Cirdéa@utilusdoes not hold
that terms of degree are inherently indefiniteerval Licensing LLC v. AOL, Inc766
F.3d 1364, 1370 (Fed. Cir024). “Claim language employing terms of degree has long
been found definite where it provided enoughaiaty to one of skilin the art when read
in the context of the invention.Ild. However, “[a]though absolute or mathematical
precision is not required, it is not enough . . . to idensibne standarfbr measuring the

scope of the phrase.’ld. at 1370-71. “The claims, wheaad in light of the specification

and the prosecution history, must provide objedbvendaries for those of skill in the art.
Id. at 1371.

Read in light of the specification here, tilgase “about a perimeter of the cavity”|is

not indefinite. The Court agrees with SSC tihat term “perimetertefers to the border
area of the cavity. However, the Court firtdat “perimeter” does not need construction
because it is a commonly undexsd word and the parties dot dispute its meaning or

scope. Contrary to Enplas’s argument, tmentéerimeter” is commonly used to describe
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three-dimensional objects, such as badd, as having a “perimeter.”

As to the term “about,” here it serves batha term of degree and to describe the
location of the first series of LEDs. In thentext of the claims and specification, the
ordinary and customary meaniafy“about a perimeter,” as referring to the first series g
LEDs, is “around and near the perimeter.”eTdictionary definition offered by SSC is in
accord with this constructiorSeeDkt. No. 70-4 at 4. This construction is also consiste
with the illustration of the location of the firséries of LEDs in the patent. (209 patent
Figures 3, 4, 5). Further, as explained l®/specification, the “first series of LEDs is
mounted within the cavity around tperimeter of the aperture.’ld(, Abstract). In
describing a preferred embodiment, the specdiboastates that a first series of LEDs “is
mounted about the periphery of the apettared preferably “illuminates the perimeter
portion of the aperture and tledry provides a backlighting féhe perimeter area of the
display panel.” Id., 1:56-60). The specification furthdescribes a preferred embodimeg
where the first series of LEDs “are mounteduard the periphery of the aperture 18 with
a channel 70 that extendsound the entire perimetef the aperture 18.”14., 4:10-12). In
the preferred embodiment, the first seriekBDs are shielded by Hes that are spaced
from respective cavity walls “to permit ligfrom the LEDs to diffusively reflect and

illuminate the aperture . . .ward from its perimeter.” Id., 4:22-26). In contrast, the

second series of LEDs function “to illuminate theerior portion of the aperture that is njt

illuminated by the perimeter LEDs.ld(, 4:63-64). Read in light of the specification, th
claim term “about a perimetef the cavity” provides objd¢we boundaries and informs,
with reasonable certainty, those skilled ia Hrt about the scope of the invention.

As an alternative to its indefiniteness argumé&mplas contends that the Court shq
construe the term “about a perimeter of the cavity” as “withencivity around the
perimeter of the aperture and outside tleswmng aperture portion.” The term “viewing
aperture portion” is used in the specificatioréscribe the location of the second serie
LEDs in a preferred embodimentSded., 4:52-57 (the second series of LEDs are
“mounted on the bottom wall 15 of the cavity sticat the LEDs 13 are directly within th
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viewing aperture portion (as used herein, thent&iewing aperture portion’ refers to the
portion of the cavity that lies directly bened#tle aperture 18”)). Ithe illustrations of the
preferred embodiment, the housing includgswdial top wall around the periphery that
forms the “viewing aperture portion.” Howeayelaim 1 does not mention a partial top
when it describes “a housing having a cavity fediy . . . bottom and side surfaces, sa
housing having an aperture whiopens into said cavity.”ld., claim 1;see alsad., 1:45-
48 (“a housing having a cavity formed by dgly reflective bottom and side interior
surfaces. The mouth of the cavity forms aargyre.”)). The Court agrees with SSC tha
the intrinsic evidencdoes not justify importing the “viewg aperture paion” from the
preferred embodiment as a claim limitation.

The Court finds that the proper constrantof “about a perimeter of the cavity” is

“around and near a perimeter of the cavity.”

2. “Shielding Elements”

Term SSC'’s Construction Enplas’s Construction

“shielding | “structures that direct light] 8 112 § 6. In the alternative: “baffles
elements” that prevent light emitted by the light
emitting devices from directly
illuminating the aperture by reflecting
such light beforet exits the cavity”

Enplas contends that the disputed téshnelding elements” should be construed
pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 112 § 6 (now 8 114§R means-plus-functi term. Section 11
1 6 allows a patentee to express a claemeint “as a means step for performing a
specified function without the recital of struaumaterial, or acts isupport thereof” but
such claim must be construed “to coverd¢beresponding structure, material, or acts
described in the specificati@nd equivalents thereof.”

The means-plus-function analysis is a twepsbrocess consisting of two related b

distinct steps.Apple Inc. v. Motorola, In¢c.757 F.3d 1286, 1296 ¢d. Cir. 2014). In the

first step, the court must determine if thaici limitation is drafted in means-plus-function

format. Id. As part of this step, the court masinstrue the claim limitation to decide if it
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connotes “sufficiently definitstructure” to a person of ordary skill in the art, which
requires the court to consider thgecification (among other evidencég. In the second
step, if the limitation is in means-plus-functiformat, the court must specifically review

the specification for “coesponding structure.”

When a claim limitation lacks the term “nmes” it creates a strong presumption that

8§ 112 1 6 does not applyd. at 1297. This presumption may be overcome if the claim
to recite “sufficiently definite structuredr merely recites a tinction without reciting

sufficient structure for p&rming that function.”ld. (quotingLinear Tech. Corp. v. Impal

Linear Corp, 379 F.3d 1311, 1319 (Fe@ir. 2004)). “A limitation has sufficient structure

when it recites a claim termithr a structural definition thas either provided in the
specification or generallgnown in the art.”ld. at 1299. “Structure may also be provide
by describing the claim limitation’s operationchuas its input, output, or connectionsd.
Thus, “if a limitation recites a ten with a known structural eaning, or recites either a
known or generic term with a sufficient degtion of its operationthe presumption agair
means-plus-function claiming remains intadd: at 1300.

Here, the disputed term “shielding elert®rappears in claim 1 which recites an
“apparatus for backlighting a display pan&lgmprising in part “shielding elements
positioned relative to at least some of saytiliemitting devices of said first and second
series such that light emitted by the shieldedtting devices is substantially uniformly

distributed throughout said asy, whereby hot spots in sadisplay panel are effectively

eliminated.” ("209 patent, claim 1). Becausks fimitation does not use the word “means,

there is a presumption against construirtgekling elements” as a means-plus-function
term. The question then becomes whethecldien term, in light of the specification and
any other evidence, recites dfsently definite structurehat can perform the claimed
functions. The Court finds that it does not.

SSC argues that the claim recites sufficenicture because the term “element” i$

fails

a

d

st

“by definition, a constituent part of a structtir¢dowever, the Federal Circuit has held that

the generic term “element” typically does not connote a sufficiently definite structure
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Apple 757 F.3d at 129 assachusetts Inst. of die v. Abacus Softward62 F.3d 1344,
1354 (Fed. Cir. 2006xee also Mas-Hamilton Grp. v. LaGard, Int56 F.3d 1206, 1213-
14 (Fed. Cir. 1998) (holding that where “leveoving element” was described in terms of
its function not its mechanical structure, avas not shown to have a generally understpod
structural meaning in the relevant art, th&trilct court was correct in applying 8 112 6
despite the lack of the term “means”).
SSC has made no showing that “shietdelements” has a generally understood

structural meaning in the art. Furthermdhe claims and specification describe the
“shielding elements” by their function, not their structure. The claimed “shielding

elements” are “positioned relative @b least some of said lightnitting devices of said first

\*Z4

and second series such thghtiemitted by the shielded ermty devices is substantially
uniformly distributed throughouwgaid cavity.” (‘209 patentlaim 1). The specification

states that the “light emitting devices'edshielded by shieldg elements.” Ifl., 1:50-51).
The specification further describes that “[tfmitting devices and sHding elements are
positioned such that the emittight is substantially uniformlgistributed throughout the

cavity, thereby eliminating bright spots.fd(, 1:50-55). Because the term “shielding

elements” does not have a structure defindtenspecification and it is not shown to hayve a

generally understood meaning in the art, & imeans-plus-function term that must be
limited to the corresponding structure describethenspecification and equivalents thereof.
35U.S.C. 8112 9 6.

The first step in construinguch a means-plus-functiimitation is a determination
of its function. Medtronic, Inc. v. Advanced Cardiovascular Sys.,,1248 F.3d 1303, 1311

(Fed. Cir. 2001). “The next step is to datee the corresponding structure described i

=}

tE 1]

the specification and equivalents theredfl! “[S]tructure disclosed in the specification|is

‘corresponding’ structure only the specification or prosetian history clearly links or
associates that structure to fhaction recited in the claim.B. Braun Med., Inc. v. Abbott
Labs, 124 F.3d 1419, 142#ed. Cir. 1997).

The function of the claimed “shielding elents” here is “to shield the light emittin

(@)
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devices such that the emitted light is subs&ly uniformly distrbuted throughout said
cavity, whereby hot spots in said dispfznel are effectively eliminated.” The
specification states that a first series of LEEDs “shielded from the aperture by perimet
baffles that extend around the periphery ofaperture” and that a “series of baffles is
interposed between the second series of LE{dglae aperture.” (‘209 patent, Abstract)
The specification describes a preferred ednnent where “the shielding elements
comprise peripheral baffles thattend from the edge of tla@erture a short distance intg
the cavity to prevent theEDs from being viewed tlough the aperture.”ld., 1:60-64).
The baffles prevent “the first series of LEfdem directly illuminating the aperture, there
preventing the LEDs from creatingohspots’ in the display.”Id., 1:64-67). As to the
second series of LEDs, the “shielding elemgméferably further comprise a series of
baffles mounted on the bottom wall suchtth baffle portion extends between each LE
and the aperture.”’ld., 2:6-9). These baffles “prevetite second series of LEDs from
directly illuminating the aperture (or beidgectly viewed thragh the aperture) and
thereby prevent the secoadries of LEDs from creating ‘hepots’ in the display panel.”
(Id., 2:9-13). The specification further explainattthe baffles that are interposed betwg
the second series of LEDs and the aperturevgnt the LEDs 13 from directly illuminatir
the aperture 18, while reflecting light incidehereon, such as any rays reflected back
toward the aperture from tlidffuser 20 and the BEF 22.1d(, 5:39-44). The baffles thu
preserve the uniformity of the light diditition and to prevent the LEDs from creating
individual spots of relatively higimtensity light on the display.ld., 5:44-48). Therefore,
the structures that perform the claimed functiothef“shielding elements” here are baff
SSC argues that a construction limiting thleielding elements” to “baffles” is
contrary to the intrinsic evahce. Specifically, SSC pointsit that independent claim 1
recites “shielding elements,” while there dependent claims thamit those “shielding
elements” to baffles.Sedd., claims 2-4). SSC contends that, under the doctrine of ¢
differentiation, the independent claim muast be limited to baffles as otherwise the
dependent claims woulte made redundanfee Liebel-Flarsheir@o. v. Medrad, In¢.358
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F.3d 898, 910 (Fed. Cir. 2004) (“[T]he presenta dependent claim that adds a partict
limitation raises a presumption that theitettion in question is not found in the
independent claim.”). “It isettled law, however, thatdependent claims containing
means-plus-function limitations do not have $ene literal scope as dependent claims
reciting specifically the structureahperforms the stated functionMedtronic 248 F.3d a
1313;see also Laitram Corp. v. Rexnord, @39 F.2d 1533, 153%ed. Cir. 1991) (“A
means-plus-function limitation is not madesopended by the presence of another clair
specifically claiming the disclosed structuvhich underlies the nams clause or an
equivalent of that structure. . . . “[O]eannot escape th[e] mandate [of § 112 6 ] by
merely adding a claim or claims specificalfciting such structure or structures.”).

The parties also dispute whether the édting elements” must be “opaque baffles
(baffles that reflect all light and do not letyalight through) as Enpk contends, or wheth
the baffles could be semi-translucent or s@amsparent (reflecting some light while lett
some light pass through), whichSSC'’s position. SSC assethat “baffles” is a broad
generic term and should not be limited to shaffles that are opaque. SSC correctly p¢
out that the term “opaque baffle” appears amtge in the patent, in describing a preferr
embodiment. ('209 patent, 5:20-23). But the lesffihat are disclosed in the specificati
must prevent the light emitting devices fromedily illuminating the aperture or being
directly viewed through the aperture. Théflea would not perfornthis function if they
were semi-translucent or semi-transparent.

SSC disagrees with this conclusion, argulmay, if the baffles were semi-transluce
some light would be permitted to pass tigh, but the shielded emitting devices would
nonetheless not be directlyewed through the aperture. As example, SSC refers to
translucent materialsuch as frosted glass found on skoswor the walls of conference
rooms, that prevent the viewing of objectstioa other side of thigeanslucent material.
However, SSC’s argument and related example fathe baffles permit some light to pa
through, that light will directly illuminate #haperture, contrary the function of the
baffles described in the specification. Thakjle materials such as frosted glass might
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prevent an object such as a body on therdiue from being vieed, they would not
prevent a light emitting object to veewed as at least sometbe light would pass through.

SSC also argues that Enplas’s proposessicaction is erroneous because it requires
all emitted light to be reflected. SSC contetid this is inconsistent with claim 22 which
recites as a limitation “shieldiritpe light emitters so thaubstantially allight emitted by
said light emitters is reflected at least once before exiting said cavity, claim 22)
(emphasis added). However,das’s construction requirgisat all light bound for the
aperture is reflected, not that all emitted light be reflected.

The Court finds that, as a means-plus-fiorcterm, “shielding elements” is limited

to “baffles that prevent lighemitted by the light emitting desgs from directly illuminatin

[ ]

the aperture by reflecting such light before it exits the cavity.”

3. “Shielding the Light Emitters”

Term SSC'’s Construction Enplas’s Construction

“shielding the | “positioning structures that “interposing baffles that prevent
light emitters” | direct light from the light | light emitted by the light emitters
emitters” from directly illuminating the
aperture by reflecting such light
before it exits the cavity”

The disputed term “shielding the light gt@rs” appears in claim 22 which recites a
“method of manufacturing a backlight for a ffetnel display” comprising in part “shielding
the light emitters so that substantially all ligimitted by said light entérs is reflected at
least once before exiting said cavity.” ('2p8tent, claim 22). TéCourt agrees with
Enplas that this claim ternsuld be construed castently with “shielding elements.” The
Court also agrees that the step of “interpgsthe baffles defines the “shielding” stefSeg
id., Abstract; 5:39-44).

A4

The Court finds that the proper constrac of “shielding the light emitters” is
“interposing baffles that prevent light @mad by the light entters from directly

illuminating the aperture by reflecting sulaht before it exits the cavity.”
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IV. CONCLUSION

For the forgoing reasas, the Cou construs the dispugd terms iJ.S. Patats Nos

6,473,%4 and 6,07,209 asdllows:

Term

Construction

cusp”

“an areavhere twocurves meg

“totally interndly reflecting”

“reflecting by total nternal refection”

“ill umination oupler emiedded in
an nterior regon of said
wawveguide”

No constuction neessary

“TIR surface”

“a surfae angled vith respecto a light
source tgoroduce ttal internalreflection
within adevice”

“substantiallyflat light travel
channel”

“a chanml that is aportion of he wavegide,
that has eme deviéion from mmplete
flatnessand throudp which light propagées”

“waveguide”

“an optic device hat redirecs light
propagaing betwea its surfaes”

“about a perineter of thecavity”

“aroundand near gerimeter ¢ the caviy”

“shielding elanent”

As a meas-plus-function term “shielding
elements is limitedto “bafflesthat prevet
light emitted by thdight emitting devices
from directly illuminating theaperture by
reflecting such lightbefore it &its the
cavity”

“shielding the Ight emittes”

“interpogng bafflesthat prevet light
emitted ly the lightemitters flom directly
illuminating the apeure by rélecting sub
light before it exits he cavity”

ITIS SO ARDERED.
Date: Marchl1l, 2015
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Nathanael M.Cousins
United StatedMagistrateJudge
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