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MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER

On June 5, 2015, the Courtlthea hearing to determinthe proper construction of
disputed terms in the nine Asserted Patentshia case. The Court, having considered the
parties’ claim construction bfiag (Dkt. Nos. 120, 121, 122) and thaerguments at the hearing,
issues this Memorandum Opn and Order construingehdisputed terms.

BACKGROUND AND THE ASSERTED PATENTS

Parthenon Unified Memory Architecture, CL (“PUMA") brings two actions: first,
against HTC Corp. and HTC America, Inc.; asewtond, against LG Electronics, Inc. and LG
Electronics USA, Inc. (collectively, “Defend&s”). These actionsllage that Defendants
infringed nine of PUMA’s patents: U.Ratent Nos. 5,812,789 (“the '789 Patent”), 6,058,459

(“the '459 Patent”), 6,427,19&'the '194 Patent”), 7,321,368the '368 Patent”), 7,542,045
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(“the '045 Patent”), 7,777,758the '753 Patent”), 8,054,31%'the '315 Patent”), 8,681,164
(“the '164 Patent”) and 5,960,464 (“the '464 Pateritdllectively, “the Assded Patents”). Of
the nine patents, two patentise '789 Patent and the '459 Patemere both filed on August 26,
1996, rely on similar specificationand incorporate each other bgference. Six patents are
based on continuation applicatiookthe 459 Patent: the '194 téat, the '368 Patent, the '045
Patent, the '753 Patent, the '315 Patent, taed 164 Patent. One femt, the '464 Pateritrelies
on a specification that is nehared by any of thelwr Asserted Patents.

In general, the '789 Paterthe '459 Patent, the '194 Patetite 368, the '045 Patent, the
'753 Patent, the '315 Patent, and the '164 Patdaterdo systems in which a first device (for
example a processor) and a a@er/encoder share a common memory. For example, the '459
Patent abstract recites:

An electronic system provides direeiccess between a first device and a
decoder/encoder and a memory. The tebeic system can be included in a
computer in which case the memory a main memory. Direct access is
accomplished through one or more memory interfaces. Direct access is also
accomplished in some embodiments by direct coupling of the memory to a bus,
and in other embodiments, by direcioupling of the first device and
decoder/encoder to a bus. The elmuic system includes an arbiter for
determining access for the first device and/or the decoder/encoder to the memory
for each access request. The arbiter rbaymonolithically integrated into a
memory interface of the decoder/encodether first device. The decoder may be

a video decoder configured to decodeitastream formatted teomply with the
MPEG-2 standard. The memory may st@redicted images which are obtained
from a single preceding image and magoaktore intra images. Bidirectional
images which are directly supplied to a display adapter may be obtained from two
preceding intra or predicted images.

'459 Patent Abstract.

! The '464 Patent was filed on August 23, 1996.
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The remaining patent, the '464 Patent, ralagenerally to a systemhereby a decoder,
which requires contiguous blocks of memoryn cdilize noncontiguous blocks of the system'’s
memory. The '464 patent abstract recites:

A method and apparatus employing a memory management system that can be
used with applications requiring a largontiguous block of memory, such as
video decompression techniques (e.g., MPE@ecoding). The system operates
with a computer and the computer's operating system to request and employ
approximately 500 4-kilobyte pages inawr more noncontiguous blocks of the
main memory to construct a camiious 2-megabyte block of memory. The
system can employ, on a single chip, direct memory access engine, a
microcontroller, a small block of optiohenemory, and a video decoder circuit.
The microcontroller retains the blocksmatiltiple pages of the main memory, and

the page descriptors of these blocksasdo lock down these blocks of memory
and prohibit the operating system ohet applications from using them. The
microcontroller requests the page desorpffor each of the blocks, and programs

a lookup table or memory mapping system in the on-chip memory to form a
contiguous block of memory. As a result, the video deconleuit can perform
operations on a 2-megabyte contiguolbock of memory, where the
microcontroller employs the lookup tablettanslate each 2-megabyte contiguous
address requested by the video decoder titauts appropriate page in the main
memory. As soon as the video ddmg operations are complete, the
microcontroller releases the blocks ofltiple pages of memory back for use by

the computer.

'464 Patent Abstract.

APPLICABLE LAW

1. Claim Construction
“It is a ‘bedrock principle’ of patent law thé&he claims of a pateé define the invention
to which the patentee is entitled the right to excludehillips v. AWH Corp.415 F.3d 1303,
1312 (Fed. Cir. 2005) (en banc) (quotimgova/Pure Water Inc. \Bafari Water Filtration Sys.,
Inc., 381 F.3d 1111, 1115 (Fed. Cir. 2004Io determine the meanimg the claims, courts start
by considering the intrinsic evidendd. at 1313;C.R. Bard, Inc. v. U.S. Surgical Cor288
F.3d 858, 861 (Fed. Cir. 200Begll Atl. Network Servs., Inc. v. Covad Commc’ns Group, Inc.

262 F.3d 1258, 1267 (Fed. Cir. 2001). The intrinsiceaveg includes the claims themselves, the



specification, and the prosecution histdPillips, 415 F.3d at 1314.R. Bard, InG.388 F.3d at
861. Courts give claim terms their ordinarnydaaccustomed meanings as understood by one of
ordinary skill in the art at the time of thevention in the contextf the entire patenfhillips,

415 F.3d at 1312-13lloc, Inc. v. Int'l Trade Comm’i8342 F.3d 1361, 1368 (Fed. Cir. 2003).

The claims themselves provide substdngaidance in determining the meaning of
particular claim termsPhillips, 415 F.3d at 1314. Firsh term’s context in the asserted claim
can be very instructivdd. Other asserted or unasserted claims can also aid in determining the
claim’s meaning, because claim terms are typically used consistently throughout thelghatent.
Differences among the claim terms can asgist in understandj a term’s meanindd. For
example, when a dependent claim adds a limitaboen independent claim, it is presumed that
the independent claim does not include the limitatioh .at 1314-15.

“[C]laims ‘must be read in view of the specification, of which they are a pdd.”
(quotingMarkman v. Westview Instruments, |Ie2 F.3d 967, 979 (Fed. Cir. 1995) (en banc)).
“[T]he specification ‘is always highly relevant the claim construction analysis. Usually, it is
dispositive; it is the single best gaitio the meaning of a disputed termd’ (quotingVitronics
Corp. v. Conceptronic, Inc90 F.3d 1576, 1582 (Fed. Cir. 199a)&leflex, Inc. v. Ficosa N. Am.
Corp., 299 F.3d 1313, 1325 (Fed. Cir. 2002). This is traeause a patentee may define his own
terms, give a claim term a different meaning ttt@term would otherwise possess, or disclaim
or disavow the claim scopdhillips, 415 F.3d at 1316. In thesedusitions, the inventor’s
lexicography governdd. The specification may also resolve ambiguous claim terms “where the
ordinary and accustomed meaning of the wordsduga the claims lack sufficient clarity to
permit the scope of the claim to Ascertained from the words alon&éleflex, Ing.299 F.3d at

1325. But, “[a]lthough the specification maydathe court in intengeting the meaning of



disputed claim language, particular embodimemtd examples appeag in the specification
will not generally be read into the claimsComark Commc’ns, Inc. v. Harris Corfdl56 F.3d
1182, 1187 (Fed. Cir. 1998) (quoti@pnstant v. Advanced Micro-Devices, |48 F.2d 1560,
1571 (Fed. Cir. 1988)kee also Phillips415 F.3d at 1323. The prosecution history is another
tool to supply the proper context for claimnstruction because a pateapplicant may also
define a term in prosecuting the patétdme Diagnostics, Inc., v. Lifescan, In881 F.3d 1352,
1356 (Fed. Cir. 2004) (“As in the case of the sipeation, a patent apmant may define a term
in prosecuting a patent.”).

Although extrinsic evidence can heeful, it is “less significanthan the intrinsic record
in determining the legally opdnze meaning of claim language.Phillips, 415 F.3d at 1317
(quotingC.R. Bard, Inc.388 F.3d at 862). Technical dictioresiand treatises may help a court
understand the underlying technology and the mamnethich one skilled in the art might use
claim terms, but technical dictionaries and tsetimay provide definitions that are too broad or
may not be indicative of how thierm is used in the paterid. at 1318. Similarly, expert
testimony may aid a court ionderstanding the underlyingdhnology and determining the
particular meaning of a term in the pertihdield, but an expert'sonclusory, unsupported
assertions as to a term’s definitiame entirely unhelpful to a courid. Generally, extrinsic
evidence is “less reliable than the patent @mgrosecution history idetermining how to read
claim terms.”ld.

2. Claim Indefiniteness

Patent claims must particullapoint out and distinctly claim the subject matter regarded

as the invention. 35 U.S.C. § 112, § 2. “[IIndefinitenes a question of lawnd in effect part of

claim construction.ePlus, Inc. v. Lawson Software, In¢00 F.3d 509, 517 (Fed. Cir. 2012). A



party challenging the definitenes$ a claim must show it igwvalid by clear and convincing
evidenceYoung v. Lumenis, Inc492 F.3d 1336, 1345 (Fed. Cir. 2007).
The definiteness standard of 35 U.S.C. § 112, § 2 requires that:
[A] patent’s claims, viewed in light dhe specification ang@rosecution history,
inform those skilled in the art about the scope of the invention with reasonable
certainty. The definiteness requiremeso understood, mandates clarity, while
recognizing that absoluterecision is unattainable.The standard we adopt
accords with opinions of this Court stating that “the certainty which the law
requires in patents is not greater tharemsonable, having reghto their subject-
matter.
Nautilus, Inc. v. Biosig Instruments, Ind.34 S. Ct. 2120, 2129-30 (2014) (internal citations
omitted).

3. Construing Claim Terms that Have Previaisly Been Construed by This Court or
Other Courts

This is not the first time a Cauin this District has constrdesome of the disputed terms.
In STMicroelectronics, Inc. v. Motorola, In827 F. Supp. 2d 687 (E.D. Tex. 2004) the Court
construed the '789 Patent. This previous camsipn is not controlig here but it can be
instructive and will, at times, provide past the basis for the Court’'s analysisSee Burns,
Morris & Stewart Ltd. P’sip v. Masonite Int'ICorp., 401 F. Supp. 2d 692, 697 (E.D. Tex. 2005)
(while a previous construction may be instructive and provide the basis of the analysis, the
previous construction is not bimdj on the court, particularly when there are new parties and

those parties have perged new arguments).

AGREED TERMS

The parties agree that “simultaneously accesses the bus” means “accesses the bus at the

same time.” (Dkt. No. 123-2 at 4). The partiesoahgree that the follving terms require no

construction: “without requiring second bus,” “without alsoqeiring a second bus” and “video



stream input device circuit.” (Dkt. No. 120 at 28); (Dkt. No. 121 at 1). At the oral hearing,
the parties agreed that “display device” meansetstrand its circuitry.” (Dkt. No. 137 at 4). At
the oral hearing, the parties alsgreed that “displagdapter” means “an adapter that processes

images for a display device.'ld().

DISPUTED TERMS

1. “bus” ('789 Patent claims 1, 13; '459 Patentlaims 1, 2, 7, 11, 13; '194 Patent claims
1, 2,9, 11, 16-18, 23; '368 Patent claims 1,75,13, 19, 20, 23; '045 Rant claims 1, 4,
5, 12, 15; '753 Patent claims 1, 7; '315 Patentaim 1 and '164 Patent claims 1, 6, 7)

PUMA'’s Construction Defendants’ Construction

No construction necessary. “a signal line or set gbarallel signal lines to
which a number of devices are attached and
Alternatively: “a signal line or a set of signal over which information may be broadcast
lines to which a number of devices are among them”

coupled and over which information may be
transferred”

The primary disputes between the partieateeto PUMA'’s inclusion of the word
“coupled” and Defendants’ inclismn of the words “paralleland “broadcast among them.” The
parties’ disputes on these issuturn on whether a “bus” can have intervening components and
whether two buses are includexthe construction of “bus.”

Positions of the Parties

PUMA asserts that the term “bus” isell-known in the art and does not need
construction. PUMA’s alternative construction comes froB8iTMicroelectronics In
STMicroelectronicsthe parties agreed that “bus” shouldcbastrued as “a signal or set of signal
lines to which a number of devices are cougad over which information may be transferred
between them.STMicroelectronics327 F. Supp. 2d at 711. PUMSserts that its construction

is consistent with multiple extrinsic evidence dictionaries. (Dkt. No. 120 at 8).



PUMA objects to Defendants’ inclusion ofrtiadcast” and “parallel” in their proposed
construction. PUMA asserts that the word “breest” itself requiresdditional construction, and
that, to the extent “broadcast” means “transmitted,” PUMA’s use of the word “transferred” is
less ambiguous and less confusing.

PUMA asserts that if Defendants have praub%roadcast” because “broadcast” has a
specific meaning, limiting “bus” in this mannis not supported by the specificatiord. (at 9).

Not every bus “broadcasts” agsal to all locations on théne, and PUMA asserts that
Defendants’ construction would read out types of buses that were known and commonly used in
the art at the time. For example, the $¥A memory bus (“Mbu$ developed by Sun
Microsystems and similar circuit-switch or multiplexed buses. (Dkt. No. 122 at 2).

PUMA objects to Defendants’ use of the wdpérallel” because it is as ambiguous as
“broadcast.” PUMA asserts thgtarallel” could refer to either a geometrical arrangemeet, (
parallel versus perpendicular lines)to a method of data transmissiae.( parallel data versus
serial data). (Dkt. No. 120 at.9PUMA states that the Assert@atents do not make either of
those distinctions and do nase the term “parallel.”

Defendants assert that thenstruction stipulated to I8TMicroelectronicsloes not apply
in this case becaus&I Microelectronicsnvolved only the '789 PatentDefendants further assert
that the Court's construction irSTMicroelectronicsfails for two reasons. First, the
STMicroelectroniconstruction does not distinguish between a single bus and multiple buses.
Defendants assert this distinctisncritical because some clairasplicitly exclude a second bus.

For example, claim 1 of the 459 Patent, whigtates, “without alsoeequiring a second bus.”
Defendants note that similar languagdound in other claims of &'459 Patent ahin the '194

Patent claims. (Dkt. No. 121 at 2, n.1).



Second, Defendants assert that 8iEMicroelectronicsconstruction fails to consider
statements made during the prosecution of'36& Patent. Defendants sast that during the
prosecution of the '368 Patent, tApplicants required a “bus” to baore than docal point-to-
point connection betaen two devices.ld. at 2). Defendants assdtat their construction
accounts for this prosecution history statemedalise it distinguishes between busses that can
provide a point-to-point connection betweerotdevices from busses that must connect more
than two devices.

As to the words “broadcast” and “parallel” raggpearing in the clais, Defendants assert
that these concepts are aaned throughout the claimsld( at 2). Defendants assert that
“broadcast” reflects a fundamental property dfsgnal line” and distiguishes one bus from
multiple buses. Defendants assert that a signachmnees only one signal at a time. Defendants
assert that a signal line canraminvey two different signals fronwo different sources at the
same time, or else a “contention” would occud. @t 3). Defendants assdhat the patents
include an arbiter to prvent any contentions.

Defendants point to Figure I the '789 Patent as beinldustrative. Defendants assert
that the PCI bus 170 and ISA bus 198 presesigaal everywhere on the line and, thus, the
signal is available to any device attached te kine. Defendants assert that to “broadcast”
information on a signal line of a bus means that the entire signal line carries the same
information, regardless of the number of desiceceiving the information. Defendants assert
that, in contrast, if the signal Bnis broken into separate paoisan intervening component, then
two buses are present. For example, Defendants #sseifta switch is presnt, so that a device
broadcasts to only part of tegnal line, or so that different devices may transmit information

separately on different parts of the signaélithen more than one bus is presddt.at 4).



Defendants assert that PUMA’s constructics too broad in that the construction
potentially covers configurations that include multiple, separate, buses. Defendants again point to
789 Patent Figure 1c as an example. Defendasgsrt that under PUMA's construction, the PCI
bus 170 and ISA bus 198 could constitute a sibgie as the two buses are connected through
the PCI bridge 192. Defendants assert thathsa reading contradicts the specification,
prosecution histories, and the undemdiag of one skilled in the artld, at 4-5). Defendants
assert that the patents clearly disclose twses: PCl bus 170 and ISA bus 198. Defendants
similarly point to the three buses of '459 RdtEigure 7 (buses 170, 198, and 185). Defendants
assert that PUMA'’s construction would irgeet the three buses as a single bias.at 5).

Defendants also assert that the proseculistory of the ‘459 Patent supports their
construction. During prosecution, a rejentiavas based on U.S. Patent No. 5,682,484

(“Lambrecht”). Defendants point to Lambrecht Figure 1:
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(Dkt. No. 121 at 5 (Lambrecht Figure 1, coladng added)). Defendants assert that during
prosecution, the Applicants distinguished B@l bus 120 and memory bus 108 of Lambrecht as
being two buses. Defendants assleet Applicants then added to the claims this limitation: that

the devices access the memory “without requiring a second haisat 7 (citing Ex. 8 at 0791)).
Defendants assert that the Applicants, thus, distinguished the PCI bus 120 and memory bus 108
as being separate busses due tartervening PCI bdge chipset 1061d.). Defendants assert

that the prosecution history makes clear thabus™® cannot include a set of signal lines that are
sequential or in series with other signal linBefendants assert that the series connection in
Lambrecht of the PCI bus 120, PCI bridge chig€#, and memory bus 108 is not a “bus,” but
rather two sequential busek.|.

Defendants also state that the languég®mong them” that is used in Defendants’
construction is relevant to presution history statements. Defentiaassert that such language
makes clear that connectiobstween only two devices are natbus. Defendastpoint to a
rejection in the '368 Patent prosecutilased on U.S. Patent No. 5,576,765 (“Cheney”).
Defendants assert that, with regjao Cheney, the Applicantssasted that a connection between
just a memory and a decoder was not a buscipally, Defendants point to the arguments

regarding Cheney Figure 4:

11
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(Dkt. No. 121 at 7 (Cheney Figure 4, color codaulgled)). Defendants assert that the Applicants
argued that the lines 221, 223 and 225 caimmgthe memory 601 and the decoder 201 were
not a bus:

The connection between memory 601 aedoder 201 is a local connection and
connects only the two devices togethers not a busas was well recognized by
Cheney and as is recognizedthgse with skill in the art.

(Dkt. No. 121 Ex. 11 at 01236) (emmimadded). Defendants assedttim contradiction to this
statement, Cheney recognizeditthe lines in question were lags “[t]he interce between the
memory management unit 600 and the memoryig€liides an address hu&21, a bidirectional
data bus, 223, and a control bus 225.” (Ié&d. 121 Ex. 9 (Cheney) at 7:35-37). Defendants
assert that Cheney never describes a “locahection.” Defendants assert that the Applicants
made a clear and unmistakable statement tltanaection between only two devices is “not a

bus.” (Dkt. No. 121 at 8). At theral hearing, Defendants statidt the language “among them”

required the bus to be capable of connectirlgast three devices. (Dkt. No. 137 at 31-32).

12



At the oral hearing, Defendants agreed thatterm “bus” was generally understood in
the art. [d. at 9). Defendants emphasized at theihgahat PUMA'’s consuction would allow
devices to be indirectly coupled to a bus. Deéatd asserted that PUNSAconstruction would,
thus, allow all the devices shown in theigas figures to be “coupled” to a busd.(at 12-13).
Defendants assert that such an interpretatsomn improper reading of “bus.” Defendants
asserted that as shown in thguties and known in the art, various buses such as the PCI bus 170
and ISA bus 198 are separate buskb.gt 11, 13, 28). Defendantssast that if “coupled” is
used, the term must be “directly coupledd. @t 30).

PUMA offers various responses to Defendaatsertions. As to whether a “bus” within
the meaning of the Asserted Patents can coatésecond bus,” PUMA asserts that the relevant
claims already contain the limitation “withoutgugring a second bus.” PUMAsserts that this
limitation speaks for itself. (Dkt. No. 122 at BUMA also asserts thddefendants’ proposal
would import the “parallel” limitéon into eight of the nine #serted Patents, even though only
two of the patents have claims excluding a second llik. (

As to Cheney, PUMA asserts that Defemdahave misread thile history. PUMA
asserts that the Applicants were observing that portion of the prior art identified by the
Examiner “refers to the connectioas interface line,” not a budd( (quoting Dkt. No. 121 Ex.
11 at 6)). PUMA notes that in the subsequent Office Action, the Examiner disagreed with
Applicants’ characterization and maimed that Cheney discloses a bud. at 2-3 (citing Dkt.
No. 122 Ex. B at 2)). PUMA asserts that the Bgants did not rearguthe “bus” issue during
the subsequent prosecution but rather selcalewance of the claims on other groundd. ét

3).

13



Analysis

The parties do not dispute that the term "hasvell-known in the art. Defendants seek a
construction that adds “parallel” and “br@adt among them” to its well-known meaning. The
Court rejects Defendants’ proposed construction because including “parallel” and “broadcast
among them” does not add clarity to the cangton and is not supp@d by the intrinsic
evidence. However, the Court also reged?UMA’s proposed construction because the
construction is broader than whatisclosed in the specification.

Fundamentally, Defendants argilat a “bus” must be onetsef associated signal lines
without intervening modules ocomponents. Defendants asserttif there are intervening
components on a “bus,” the “bus” must be congdex sequence or series of multiple “buses.”
Defendants’ main objection at the hearing with rdga the term “bus” wanot directed toward
the meaning of “bus.” Rather, Defendants focusa the extent to which other devices may be
directly or indirectly‘coupled” to a “bus.”

Defendants’ addition of the words “paralledhd “broadcast” do nathow that a “bus”
must be unbroken by intervening modules or ponents. The Court agreesth PUMA that the
words “parallel” and “broadcast” have multiple meanings in the art. For example, “serial” and
“parallel” buses also have wedhown meanings that are differetiitan the “parallel” meaning
sought by Defendants. Defendants’ “broadcasjumrement would exclude buses such as MBus
discussed by PUMA. Defendantsveanot established, in the intsie record, that the ordinary
meaning of “bus” has been disavowed or kisced, such that the terms “parallel” and

“broadcast” should be incorporatedo the construction of “bus.”

14



Furthermore, Defendants’ focus on the term “coupled” does not change the meaning of
the term “bus.” For example, the '789 Patergufe 2 provides that th@ecoder/encoder 45 is
“coupled to the memory 50 through devices, ¢gfly a bus 70.” '789 Patent 6:29-30. Figure 2
shows that the decoder 45 is indirectly dedpto the memory 50 through an intervening
memory interface 48 and a bus 70. The meanirigeoferm “bus” does not change just because
the memory interface 48 and bus 70 sepatstedecoder 45 and the memory 50. Defendants’
arguments appear directed tow#rd meaning of “coupled” not “bus.”

To the extent that Defendants assert that a “bus” cannot bentatg@oint connection
between two devices (Dkt. No. 121 at 2, 6-8)fddelants’ proposed construction of “broadcast
among them” does not include such a limdaati An ordinary reading of Defendants’
construction would encompass point-tdfi@onnections between two devices.

Moreover, Defendants’ argument that Bus” excludes a point-to-point connection
between two devices is unsupported by the intrinsic evidence. Defendants’ argument relies on
the Applicants’ prosecution history statemerggarding the Cheney reference. But Cheney
describes a point-to-point connectibetween two devices as busds.states: “[t]he interface
between the memory management unit 600 and the memory 601 includes an address bus, 221, a
bidirectional data bus, 223na@ a control bus 225.” (Dkt. &N 121 Ex. 9 (U.S. Patent No.
5,576,765) at 7:35-37, Figure 4). Moreovthe statements made ltlye Applicants regarding
Cheney were directed towaeadportion of the specification thetferenced “interface 221, 223,

225.” (Id. at 10:29-30). It is clear thatsewhere, Cheney referredsiach connections as a “bus.”

(Id. 7:35-37).

2 Defendants assert that “among them” negates a point to point conn@tt&oCourt does not
find such language so limiting.

15



In any event, the Examiner did not accép Applicants’ “interface” argument during
prosecution, and the Applicantsddiot subsequently rely on thatgument to secure allowance
of the claims. In the context of the prosecutiostdny as a whole, “bus” was not redefined from
its ordinary meaning to exclude point-to-poodnnections. The Coust'construction adopted
below concludes with “betweethem.” Such language does nptohibit a point-to-point
connection and does not require the buset@oupled to at least three devices

PUMA's construction,however,is also problematic becaugecould be interpreted to
encompass more than what the intrinsic recmadild teach to be a “bus.” For example, the
patents illustrate an example of two buseBCh bus 170 and an ISA bus 198. '789 Patent Figure
1c. PUMA acknowledges that each of these busmddibe considered to be a separate bus. At
the oral hearing, PUMA also ugeivocally stated that a P®us 170 and an ISA bus 198 were
two separate buses. (Dkt. No. 137228t 24-25). Further, PUMA statélkat one skilled in the art
would recognize the busewere separate.Id)). Also, in prosecution, the Applicants
distinguished the memory bus 108 and the BP@ 120 of Lambrecht as being two separate
buses.

However, PUMA'’s construction merely definesbas” as “a set of signal lines.” If one
defined the “bus” as a “set of signal lines,” gany to PUMA'’s statements at the hearing and
contrary to the Applicantstatements during prosecution, the PCI bus 170 and the ISA bus 198
could be considered one “set of signal linesti argued to form one “bus.” Similarly, the two
busses in Lambrecht, the memory bus 108slinad the PCI bus 120 lines, could also be
considered to be one “bus.” In the contexttloé patent disclosuréhe prosecution history
arguments made to distinguish Lambreemtd the acknowledgementsade by PUMA during

the oral hearing, such an inter@ai@on of “bus” is not correct.

16



As shown in the patents and the prosecution history, the “set of 8iggs is not just
any lines chosen randomly to form “a set.” Ratlibe “set” is a set of associated lines, for
example the PCI bus lines, ISA bus lines, or mgnius lines, each being a separate set. The
Court’s construction requires tiet of signal lines to be “atsef associated signal lines.”

The Court construes “bus” to mean “a signalline or a set of assciated signal lines
to which a number of devices are coupledral over which information may be transferred

between them.”

2. “real time” (789 Patent claim 1, 13; '315 Patat claim 1 and '164 Patent claim 1, 6)

PUMA's Construction Defendants’ Construction

“fast enough to keep upith an input data Indefinite:
stream”
Alternatively: “fast enogh to keep up with a
input data stream, wherein obtaining bus

mastership does not consume bus cycles”

—

The fundamental dispute raised relatesthte question whetheprosecution history
statements rendered the term “real time” indefinite.

Positions of the Parties

PUMA notes that, inSTMicroelectronics the Court construed “real time” to mean
“processing fast enough to keep up with an input data stre&&nMicroelectronics327 F. Supp.
2d at 693, 710-711. PUMA asserts ttias construction aoports with the ininsic and extrinsic

evidence.

3 At the oral hearing PUMA aged to the Court'sugigested use of “assated.” (Dkt. No. 137
at 5, 22).
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PUMA asserts that the patent specificatioasesthat “[i]f the decoder does not operate in
real time the decoded movieould stop periodically between ages until the decoder can get
access to the memory.” '789 Patent &1324. PUMA also cites to the passage:

A goal is to have the decadencoder 45 operate in re@he without dropping so

many frames that it becomenoticeable to the humanewer of the movie. To

operate in real time the decoder/encotfershould decode and/or encode images

fast enough so that any delay in decodind/or encoding cannot be detected by a

human viewer. This means that the alb&r/encoder 45 has a required bandwidth

that allows the decoder/encoder 45 torape fast enough to decode the entire

image in the time between screen refrashéhich is typicalf 1/30 of a second,

with the human viewer not by able to detect any dglan the decoding and/or

encoding.

Id. at 6:41-52. PUMA also cites tan IEEE dictionary and to th&TMicroelectronics
characterization that “[tlhe relentadictionary definition indicateghat real time concerns the
processor’'s ability to ‘keep up with’ ¢h data input.” (Dkt.No. 120 at 11 (quoting
STMicroelectronics327 F. Supp. 2d at 693)).

PUMA asserts that the specification informgesison of skill in the art with “reasonable
certainty” of the scope of thavention. PUMA further notes #t the Defendants’ own expert
uses the term “real time” in a variety lué own publications. (Dkt. No. 120 at 12).

Defendants do not dispute that, apart frihra patents, “real time” can have meaning.
Defendants assert that although “real time” hagl-known meaning in the art, the Applicants
adopted a narrower definition of the term by magkstatements regarding “bus latency” during
the prosecution of the 164 Patent in 2013. Deferglassert that this ¢ent, contradictory, and
confusing portion of the intrinsic recordnders “real tim” indefinite undeMNautilus (Dkt. No.
121 at 10-11).

Defendants assert that the asserted patesd “real time” to qualify how a bus transfers

data between a decoder and a memory. Defdadassert that every disclosed embodiment
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includes a “fast bus” to permit real time operatiold. @t 11). Defendast assert that the
specification defines a fast bus in the contexhafing sufficient bandwititto operate in real
time. (d.). Defendants assert that, according te $pecification, whether a bus permits data
transfers in “real time” is determined from tes’s bandwidth. Defendants note that an example
of a “real time bus” disclosed in the specificatisthe PCI bus and that some patents in the 459
Patent family explicitly claim a PCI bas satisfying the real time requiremeid. @t 12, n. 10).
Defendants note that even PUMAgpert, Dr. Mangione-Smith, adisithat the patents describe
bandwidth as the key bus performance factortaatithe patents do not appear to be concerned
with latency. [d. at 12 (citing Dkt. . 120 Ex. J at 129)).

Defendants assert that the Applicamtsade arguments, during the '164 Patent
prosecution, that contradict the specificationl ®r. Mangione-Smith’s statements. Specifically,
Defendants assert that the Applits argued that (B bus’s latency, irrespective of bandwidth,
determines the “real time” requirement and, assallt, (2) a PCI bus doemt satisfy the “real
time” requirement. (Dkt. No. 121 at 12). Defendaptént to the following statement from the
prosecution of the '164 Patent:

. . . Gulick’s PCI devices must communicate with the main memory uBidb

bus 120, which is not a real time busGulick at 5:29-38 Instead, the PCI

devices 142, 144, 146 must obtain bus mastership, which consumes PCI

cycles Id. The PCI devices iisulick’s FIG. 1 may communicate data between

each other in real-time using the multimedia bus 130tHisitis different from

claim 1, which calls out a memory bus configured to pass data in real time

between a shared main memory and a decoder/encoder.

(Dkt. No. 121 Ex 13 at 02591) (emphasis addddgfendants assert that the Applicants’
reference to consumption of PCI cycles to obtais mastership is a reference to bus latency, a

concept that is separate from bus bandwidth. mifets assert that PClas industry standard

and has the same potential bandwidthardless of whether it isaited in Gulick or the Asserted
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Patents. Defendants assert thet Applicants distinguished Gulkis PCI bus from the Asserted
Patents based on latency, regardless of bandwidth, contrary to the specification. (Dkt. No. 121 at
13). Defendants assert that the Applicants’arede on latency alone to evaluate “real time”
created a new, undefined latency requirement.

Defendants assert that the Applicants’ prosecution statements force a person skilled in the
art to guess as to the meaning of “real time.fedddants assert thatig unclear whether “real
time” means bandwidth, latency, or both. FurtherfeDdants assert that, as to latency, there is
no disclosure as to how much latency is allowed.).( Defendants cite to their expert as
identifying three uncertainties: whether real tioowvers (1) a PCI bus, (2) buses that meet the
bandwidth requirement, or (3) buses having some undefined latency requirétheitl 8-14).

Defendants assert that PUMA’s expert analisflawed. Specifidy, Defendants assert
that PUMA's expert uses circular logic. First, thgert limits the analysis to the specific context
of a disclosed embodiment. Then, the expert stassGulick is concerrtewith a broader range
of applications than dismsed in the patents.

Defendants assert that nothing in the claionsspecification supports this “context”
distinction. Defendants assert that PUMA'’s axpleen applies Gulicls “real time” performance
gauge (latency) to distinguigbulick from the pending claimsld; at 14). Defendants assert that
the patents’ real time performance gauge @@adth) should have controlled whether a PCI bus
is “real time.” Defendants assetitat, in contrast, the Applict affirmatively distinguished
Gulick’s PCI bus based on latencid.j.

Defendants assert that if the term is wiédi, PUMA must be Hd to the new latency

requirement. Thus, Defendants assbat their construction is apypriate, if the term is found
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definite. (d. at 15). At the oral hearing, Defendants d@sskethat their “real position” is that the
alternative construction should bdopted. (Dkt. No. 137 at 44-45).

In response, PUMA asserts that Defertdamisread the prosecution history. PUMA
asserts that in the prosecution, PUMA did distinguish Gulick on the basis of using a PCI bus.
Rather, PUMA asserts Gulick was distinguished on the basis that the PCI bus, as used in the
specific context of Gulick, is insufficient foraktime performance. (Dkt. No. 122 at 3 (citing

Dkt. No. 122 Ex. D (Mangione-Smith Decl.) %26)). PUMA points to Gulick Figure 1:
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(Dkt. No. 122 at 4 (color coding added)). PUMAtes that Gulick included a real time bus 130
in addition to the PCI bus 120. PUMA asserat tithus, Gulick itself rgresented that the PCI
bus, as used in Gulick, was insufficient to gutgamreal time performance. PUMA asserts it was

the Gulick reference which raised the concern of latency in context of the specific system of
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Gulick. PUMA asserts that thepplicants did not generally claterize “PCIl bus” but rather
characterized the specific use in Gulidkl.). PUMA asserts that the fact that Gulick represents
that its PCI bus was not a real time bus hakingtto do with the parameters of PCI buses in
general. Rather, PUMA asserts that Gulick shthvas the specific context in which the PCI bus
was used in Gulick establishes ttta bus was not a real time busl. ).

Analysis

The parties agree thatetlspecification is clearSee, e.g.’789 Patent 3:21-24, 6:41-52.
Further, both PUMA and the Defendants agtkat, as to the specification, the Court’s
construction inSTMicroelectronicsapplies to this case. Agatnhis backdrop, Defendants read
more into the 164 Patent proséiom history than is proper.

Prosecution arguments, by nauare often not cleaPhillips, 415 F.3d at 1317 (noting
that the prosecution history represents an “amg@iegotiation” and “often lacks the clarity of
the specification”). In order tshow that the Applicants digawed the well-known meaning of a
term in the art, the prosecution history musbw that the patentee clearly and unambiguously
disclaimed or disavowed its meaning agriprosecution to obtaiclaim allowance.Middleton,

Inc. v. Minn. Mining & Manuf. C9.311 F.3d 1384, 1388 (Fed. Cir. 2002).

Here, the disputed prosecution history reldteshe Gulick reference. The Defendants
claim that the Applicants semd claim allowance by distingghing Gulick on the grounds that
Gulick’s PCI bus did not allow for real time messing due to its latency. However, as evident
from Figure 1 of Gulick §eeDkt. No. 122 at 4 (color coding added)) the system in Guilck
provided a real time bus in addition to a PCI Auus, as shown in Gulick Figure 1 and stated in
Gulick, a “Real-time Bus (Multimedia bus) 130A” is provided to operate as “a dedicated real-

time bus or multimedia bus” in addition to tRE€I bus 120. (Dkt. No. 122 Ex. C (Gulick) Figure
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1, 2:54-56). In context, clearaséments of disclaimer regandi the bandwidth of the PCI bus
were not made. The proper context to considét)ishe prosecution history statements directed
toward the particular overall prior art sgst of Gulick; and (2) the clear specification
statements. In this context, real time hashe®n redefined in opposition to the specification.
The meaning of “real time,” as found ithe specification, is consistent with the
STMicroelectronicgonstruction: “fastough to keep up with an input data stream.”
The Court construes “real time” to mean “fad enough to keep upwith an input data

stream.”

3. “fast bus” ("368 Patent claim 7 and '045 Patent claim 4)

PUMA's Construction Defendants’ Construction

“bus with a bandwidth equal to or greater thdndefinite.
the required bandwidth to operate in real
time” Alternatively: “bus having a bandwidth
greater than the bandwidth required for the
decoder to operate in real time”

Positions of the Parties

PUMA points to two definitional passagestite specification: “a fast bus 70 is any bus
whose bandwidth is equ#o or greater than the requirddndwidth” (‘459 Patent 8:1-2) and
“two devices are coupled to the memory throagfast bus having a bandwidth of at least the
minimum bandwidth needed for the video amdAudio decompression and/or compression
device to operate in real time” (459 Patend&9-62). PUMA asserts thateal time,” as used
in PUMA’s construction, is definite for the ress PUMA argues separateith regard to the
“real time” term. (Dkt. No. 120 at 14). PUMA duts to Defendants’ remmal of the “equal to”
language from the construction. PUMA pointghe language quoted above in which a fast bus

has “at least the minimum bandwidthld.).
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Defendants assert that teetbxtent “real time” i$ound to be indefinite, “fast bus” would
also be indefinite. Defendants assert that their construction comes straight from the patents:
“[tlhe decoder/encoder 80 is coupled to the memory 5Qitfiralevices, typically a bus %7@hat
have a bandwidth greater thdre bandwidth required for theecoder/encoder 80 to operate in
real time.” 459 Patent at 7:39-42.

Analysis

The primary issue presented by the partieghisther “real time” is definite. This dispute
has been decided above with regard to the term “real time.”

As to the dispute regarding “equal to oregter’ versus “great,” the specification
provides guidance. In one passage, bandwidth igidedcas being “equal tor greater than the
required bandwidth.” '459 Patent 8:1-2. Simijarelsewhere “at least ¢hminimum” is used.
'459 Patent at 4:59-62. In onegsage, the patent us&geater than.” 459 Patent at 7:39-42.
However, this passage does not negate ovolsdhe other broader deriptions. Defendants’
construction of “greater” would exclude the “edjdo or greater” and “at least the minimum”
passages. Defendants have not pointed to angnede exclude the broader disclosure that is
provided in the specification.

The Court construes “fast bus” to mean “buswith a bandwidth equal to or greater

than the bandwidth required to operate in real time.”

* Defendants assert that the patents teference number 70 for “bus” and “fast bus”
interchangeably. (Dkt. No. 121 at 9, n.3).
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4. Coupled Terms

“coupled” (789 Patent claims 1, 5; '368 Patent claimsl, 7, 13, 19, 20; '045 Patent
claims 1, 4, 5, 12; 753 Patent claims T, 315 Patent claim1, 13, 15 and 164 Patent
claims 1, 8, 9, 11)

“coupleable” (045 Patent clams 1, 4, 12; '753 Patent clan 7; '315 Patent claim 1 and
164 Patent claim 1)

“coupling” ('789 Patent claim 1 and 194 Patent claims 1, 16, 17)

PUMA's Construction Defendants’ Construction

a. “directly or indirectly connected” a. “attached resulting in an arrangement that
includes no more than one bus”
b. “directly or indrectly connectable”
b. “attachable resulting in an arrangement that
c. “directly or indrectly connecting” includes no more than one bus”

c. “attaching resulting ian arrangement that
includes no more than one bus”

The primary issues in dispute relatewvibether the construction of “coupled” should
include indirect connectiorend whether the term encompasses no more than one bus.

Positions of the Parties

PUMA cites to three Eastern District ofXBs cases which havertstrued “coupled” to
mean directly or indirectliconnected. (Dkt. No. 120 at 15-16). PUMA also asserts that the
specifications utilize “coupled” teeference elements that are indirectly connected. For example,
PUMA cites to '789 Patent Figure 1b which slsoa memory interface 18ahconnects to an
audio decoding circuit 14, and the audio decodingudi 14 is, in turn, connected to a memory
22. PUMA notes that the specificatigtates that the “memory intace 18 is coupled to memory
22" 789 Patent 2:25. Similarly, PUMA pomtto '789 Patent Figure 2 which shows a
decoder/encoder 45 connected to a memadaegrface 48, and shows the memory interface 48, in
turn, connected to memory 50. R4 notes that the specificatiostates that “decoder/encoder

45 is coupled to the memory 50 through devices, typically a budd.(6'29-30. PUMA notes
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that the '459 Patent has similar passages.. (@&t 120 at 17 (citing '45®atent 2:28, 7:39-42)).
PUMA also notes that the patents use “coupledfefer to direct connections such as in '789
Patent Figure 2: “DMA engine 60 of the firstvite is coupled to the biter 54 of the memory
interface 48.” '789 Patent 6:15-17.

PUMA objects to Defendants’ constructicas being directlycontradicted by the
specification. Specifically, PUMA asserts that Defants’ construction does not include indirect
attachments. (Dkt. No. 120 at 17). PUMA alsbjects to Defendas “resulting in an
arrangement that includes no mothan one bus.” PUMA asserts that it is unclear what
components are included or not included in amdf@gement.” PUMA asserts that the Asserted
Patents do not use “coupled” is such a mar(Dt. No. 120 at 17-18). PMA also asserts that
Defendants’ “arrangement” languagonflicts with tle specification. Spefically, PUMA points
to the language referemg '789 Patent Figure 1c:

Fig. 1c shows a computer 25 contamia decoder 10, a main memory 168 and

other typical components such as adem 199, and graphiescelerator 188. The

decoder 10 and the rest of the componangéscoupled to theore logic chipset

190 through a bus 170.

'789 Patent 2:49-53. PUMA asserts, howeveat ths shown in Figure 1c, the modem 199 is
“coupled” to the core logic chipset 190 through &id® and bus 198. PUMA asserts that, in such
a case, the modem isupled to the core logic chipset am “arrangement” that includes two

buses. (Dkt. No. 120 at 18). PUMAserts that Defendants’ constion is directly contradicted

by Figure 1c and the corresponding specifamapassages. PUMA illustrates Figure 1c
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789 Patent Figure 1c (color coding added). PUBSSerts that the figure shows that the modem
199 is coupled to the core logic chipset 190digh ISA bus 198 and PCI bus 170. (Dkt. No. 122
at 5). PUMA asserts that Defemds’ position, that th connection betweendftore logic chipset
190 and PCI bridge does not use the PCI bé8, is contradicted by the specification.
Specifically, PUMA points to the specificati passages which state “the components are
coupled to the core logic chipset 190atigh a bus 170" (789 Patent 2:52-53) and the PCI
bridge 192 “bridges between the PCI bus 170 and the ISA bus 198.” (789 Patent 9:33-34).
Defendants assert that trssue is not whether both indiread direct connections are
encompassed by “coupled.” Defendants assertthigateal issue is whatr or not “coupling”
includes more than one bus.K{DNo. 121 at 15). Defendantssert that PUMA divorces the
term “coupled” from its use in the specificatiand claims. Defendants assert that the claims
only refer to attachments that involve no méman one bus and assénat the specification
consistently shows embodiments that invaleemore than one bus. (Dkt. No. 121 at 16-17).

Defendants assert that “coupled” is used 2@8@¢iin the '789 Patent and file history and
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47 times in the '459 Patent afite history. Defendants assdHat in every instance, “coupled”
refers to an attachment thacludes no more than one by®kt. No. 121 at 17). Defendants
assert that in all casehe coupling refers tfll) two components directly connected with no bus,

(2) two components having a siegbus between the componemtis(3) a component connected

to a bus. Id.). Defendants assert that every usag&ofipled” is an arrangement that includes

no more than one bus. As to PUMA’ referet@w&igure 1c, Defendants assert that the modem
199 is connected to the PCI chipset 190 only through ISA bus 198 and PCI bridge 192 (not PCI

bus 170):
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'789 Patent Figure 1c (figureutncated and color coding added).

Defendants also assert that many of thendaiefer to just one bus and use “couple” to
reference a device “coupled” to the bus. (Dkb. 121 at 19-20 (citing '789 Patent claim 1,
13; '368 Patent claim 1)). Defendants note that solaiens refer to more than one bus but assert
that the claim language always referesma “coupling” to a specific busd( at 20).

Defendants assert that the prosecutionohjstdescribes “coupled” as an attachment
involving no more than one bus. Defendantsnpdb '459 Patent filehistory statements
regarding the Lambrecht reference. (Dkt. No. B221). In particularDefendants assert that

during prosecution of the '459 Patent, the pendiagns included “a decoder coupled to the first
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memory to provide direct access to thetfimemory.” (Dkt. No. 121 Ex. 5 at 0756).

The Examiner rejected these claims basetlambrecht, and Defendants assert that the
Applicants overcame this rejection by stating:l{ft]present claims are directed toward systems
and methods for providing direct access far first device and decoder to a first
memory. . . .Unlike the claimed invention, ginbrecht] uses a PCI bridge chipset for access
between other first devices or decoders anthen memory.” (Dkt. No. 121 Ex. 5 at 0763-64).

Defendants assert that the Applicants’ argument to the Examiner was that Lambrecht did
not provide “direct access” because two busesuseel to connect devices to the memory (bus
108 and bus 104 or bus 108 and bus 120). Defendants point to the Lambrecht Figure 1 as an

example:
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(Dkt. No. 121 Ex. 3 Figure 1) (figuteuncated and color coding added).
Defendants also assert thapiosecution, the Applicants rejected the notion of “indirect”

coupling. Defendants point to the '368 Patpnmbsecution statement in which the Applicants
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characterized the “present invention” as hgvitboth decoder 80nal the device 42. directly
coupledto the fast bus 70, wth in turn iscoupled to the memory 50(Dkt. No. 121 Ex. 14 at
01256) (emphasis added). Furthatr,the oral hearing, the Defgants emphasized that in the
Applicants’ Appeal Brief to the Bard of Patent Appeals and Interénces, the Applicants stated:
“[a]ccording to thepresent invention the microprocessor 42 and the video decoder 80 obtain
access to the main memory 50 via g@mefast bus 70....” (Dkt. No. 121 Ex. 15 at 1278)
(emphasis added).

Defendants further assert that in addittonLambrecht, the Applicants distinguished
other references as not providi“direct access” bewen the decoder and memory. Specifically,
Defendants point to claims that contain gigase “communicatively linked. . .without requiring
a second bus” ('459 Patent and '194 Patefidkt. No. 121 at 22 (citing Ex. 5 at 0763-64)).
Defendants assert that the Applicants matie same arguments with regard to the
“communicatively linked” claims as they madath regard to the “coupled” claims ('368
Patent). Id. (citing Ex. 15 at 01282)). Dendants assert that becaube Applicants made the
same argument, the Applicants clearly ineshdcoupled” to mean without requiring a second
bus. (d.).

Defendants assert that other district cocases have little relevance, as here the
specifications’ consistent usage of “coupled” agades an arrangement with no more than one
bus. Defendants assert that PUMA's boundlesstecuction of “coupling” provides no guidance
to the jury. Defendants assert that, in the claithe word “coupled” is used in the context of
connecting or attaching cqranents. (Dkt. No. 121 at 23).

Analysis

Defendants do not contestaththe well-known meaning dtoupled” includes devices
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that are both directly and indirectly connectedfendants argue that the well-known meaning of
“coupled” does not apply because all the ldised embodiments show connections with only
one bus. However, even if specification disclossmbodiments with only one bus, incorporating
that limitation into the Court'sonstruction is not mandate&ee Arlington Indus., Inc. v.
Bridgeport Fittings, InG.632 F.3d 1246, 1254 (Fed. Cir. 2011) (“[E]ven where a patent describes
only a single embodiment claims will not bead restrictively unless the patentee has
demonstrated a clear intention to limit theirdlascope using words ofkxpressions of manifest
exclusion or restriction{citation omitted)).

Indeed, the Applicants repeatedly use thiemtecoupled” in a manner consistent with its
well-known meaning. For example, in the '78%d?d, the memory interface 18 of Figure 1b is
described as “coupled” to memory 22. Yet, the path between the memory interface and the
memory includes at least the audio decodingudignd a bus betweenettaudio decoding circuit
and the memory. '789 Patent 2:25, Figure 1b.

Likewise, in the '789 Patent Figure 2, thecdder/encoder 45 is “coupled” to the memory
50 despite multiple intervening “devices’céuas the memory interface 48 and busl@OFigure
2, 6:29-32. Similarly, the '789 Rant describes the modem 199“asupled” to the core logic
chipset 190, despite the two components beimketl through two busses: the ISA bus and the
PCI bus. '789 Patent Figure 1c, 2:49-53. Although the parties dispute the proper interpretation
of '789 Patent Figure 1c, th€ourt finds that thespecification directly supports PUMA's

interpretation.See' 789 Patent Figure 1c, Figure 4, 2:49-53, 9:33-34.

® At the oral hearing, Defendants made assertiegarding “coupled” with regard to the “bus”
disputes. Defendants assertbdt PUMA'’s construction wodl provide no limits to coupling,
asserting that PUMA’s construction effeely has all the devices shown in the figures
“coupled.” (Dkt. No. 137 at 12-13). The Courfeets Defendants’ asg@ns. The evidence
submitted does not indicate that an interpretaliprone skilled in the art would reach such a
broad conclusion.
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Finally, the Court notes that the '368 Rdtelescribes an alternative embodiment for
Figure 7 in which periphersisuch as the modem 199, disk drive 164 and DVD CD-ROM 166
are “coupled directly” to the RChipset. '368 Patent at 12:65-13:5, Figure 7. Such “direct
coupling” is achieved by incorporating the EIDE interface 186 into the PCI chipset 190 and
eliminating the PCI bridge 192 and ISA bus 198. This passage implies that absent the
modifier “directly,” the word “coupled” has broader meaning than the phrase “directly
coupled.”

As the Court described above, the specificatibthe Asserted Patés applies the well-
known meaning of “coupled.” HowereDefendants argue that flour reasons # Applicants
disavowed or disclaimed the well-known mean “coupled” and adopted a definition that
permits “coupling” only via one bus. The Court rejects each of these arguments in turn.

First, Defendants’ “direct access” argumewith regard to '459 Rant and '194 Patent
prosecution history are ngtersuasive. The Applicants dissed “direct access” in the '459
Patent prosecution because the Applicants adgprkss claim limitations of “direct” access and
“without also requiring aexond bus.” (Dkt. No. 121 Ex at PUMA 0756, 0762-64); ‘459
Patent claim 1.

Second, with regard to the Applicants’ usk“directly coupled” in the '368 patent’s
prosecution history, the cited pEmnse indicates that the Applid¢arused the phrase to describe
the arbiter’s ability to directlontrol the decoder’s and other devices’ access to memory. (Dkt.
No. 121 Ex. 14 at 01256). Defendants accurately gtatehe Applicants describe the devices in
an embodiment of the figures as “directly couplamthe fast bus. But ¢hCourt finds that this
statement does not create a global disclaimeénhagowell-known meaningf “coupled.” Rather,

the Court finds that it ian example of the Applicants’ de#xng a particular embodiment of the
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figure to the Examiner. Moreover, the exam@enot limiting because the Applicants’ use of
“direct” coupling again implies that “cougd” means more than “direct” couplinee Phillips,
415 F.3d at 1314 (“[T]he claim term this case refers tsteel baffles,” which strongly implies
that the term ‘baffles’ does not infemtly mean objects made of steel.”).

Third, as to the “presenhvention” language in the '36Batent prosecution, the Court
finds that such language also does not redétiaepled.” The first passage cited by Defendants
emphasizes whether arbitration is “decoupled” flmms access. It does not state that all devices
that are “coupled” must be “directly coupledh the same bus. Specifically, the passage in
guestion states “[ijn the present invention, @&bion is decoupled &m bus access.” (Dkt. No.
121 Ex. 14 at 01256). It then goes tondescribe devices thateaboth “directly coupled” and
“coupled” to the bus.ld. (“*decoder 80 and the device 42 areedily coupled to the fast bus,
which in turn is coupled to the memory 50”)).\Wuwere in this passage do the Applicants adopt a
one bus limitation to the term “coupled.”

Finally, as to the statement in the '368 Patignpeal Brief that “according to the present
invention” several devices are connectedthe same fast bus, the Court finds that the
Applicants’ statement was madetime course of explaining Figure 2. Indeed, the Applicants
expressly next state that Figuze‘provides one example of theventive features.” (Dkt. No.
121 Ex. 15 at 01277). Because Fig@rés just an “example” of the claimed invention, on the
whole, the Applicants’ statement in the App&alef does not show an omistakable intent to
disavow or disclaim the well-known meaning of “coupledd. (at 1277-79;see also Pacing
Techs., LLC v. Garmin Int’l, Inc778 F.3d 1021, 1025 (Fed. Cir. 2015) (finding disclaimer when
the applicant states that one embodiment accomplahekthe objects of #hinvention)). In the

context of the overall intrinsic record, incladi the specifications and various file history
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statements, a clear disclaimer of the term “coupled” was not made.

The court construes “coupled” to mean “directly or indirectly connected,”

“coupleable” to mean “directly or indir ectly connectable,” and “coupling” to mean

“directly or indirectly connecting.”

5. “directly supplied” (194 Patent claim 15 and '368 Patent clam 3) and “directly
supplies” (368 Patent claim 2, 14, 21; '04Patent claim 2, 6, 13; '753 Patent claim

3)

PUMA's Construction

Defendants’ Construction

No construction necessary.

Alternatively:

a. “supplied without kiag stored in main
memory for purposes of decoding subsequ
images”

b. “supplies without being stored in main
memory for purposes of decoding subsequ
images”

a. “provided via a single bus with no

intervening components”

b. “provides via a single bus with no
eimtervening components”

ent

The dispute between the parties relatesvteether “directly supplied” describes the

physical connection of the components or déssrithe decoding method in which some frames

are not sent to the main memory fabsequent use to decode other frames.

Positions of the Parties

PUMA asserts that “directlsupplied” concerns the system’s use of decompressed frames
in the context of video coding. PUMA assertattthe phrase “directlgupplied” means that
certain types of frames do not need to be teansfl to main memory fause in the subsequent
decoding of other frames. PUMA asserts tbafendants’ arguments take the term out of

context. (Dkt. No. 120 at 18-19). PUMA assertattltontrary to Deferahts’ position, the term
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“directly supplied” has nothing to do with architexl limitations or thebsence of “intervening
components.”

PUMA points to 194 Patent claim 14 as illusiva of its position that the term “directly
supplied” refers to whether frames must tensferred to memory for use in decoding other
frames. Claim 14 states that a “decoder direstiyplies a display adapter of the display device
with an image for use other thdecoding a subsequent image.”N?AJ also notes that the '194
Patent claim 15 states: “the ingsgdirectly supplied to the display adapter being bidirectional
images obtained from two preceding intra and predicted images.” PUMA asserts that the term
“directly supplied” must be viewed in conteoftMPEG bidirectional decoding which uses video
frames stored in memory to decode other franmdsaf 19).

PUMA notes that MPEG video includes I-frasn®-frames, or B-frames. I-frames (intra-
coded frames) are images that do not requirefdataother frames. P-frames (predicted frames)
use data from previous frames. B-frames (bidirectional frames) usé&aatdoth previous and
forward frames.Ifl.). PUMA notes that the specificatioratds “[t]he intra and predicted images
are likely to be used to renstruct subsequent predicteddabidirectional images, while
bidirectional images are natised again.” '194 Patent 22-25. PUMA asserts that the
specification thus notes that “affer associated with bidirectiohamages is not required, these
bidirectional images B being directly supplieddieplay adapter 120 asethare being decoded.”
'194 Patent 10:39-42. PUMA notethat the patent also state§iln the case where the
compressed data correspond to bidirectional @sathe decoder/encoder 80 decodes these data
and directly supplies display adapter 120 with decoded data.” '194 Patent 10:48-51. PUMA

asserts that it is because a bidirectional imagmisised to reconstrustibsequent predicted or

35



bidirectional images that the bidirectional age can be “directly supplied” to the display
adapter. (Dkt. No. 120 at 20).

Because the term “directly supplied” relateswhether bidirectional images must be
stored in memory, PUMA asserts that the tesmot intended to ba limitation on the physical
architecture or to exclude these of intervening componenBUMA asserts that Defendants’
construction would exclude disclosed emboditeethat include intervening components.

Specifically, PUMA points to '194 Patent Figure 3:
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194 Patent Figure 3. PUMA asserts that in FigBiréhe decoder/encoder 80 is connected to the
graphics accelerator 200 and the display 18@uih the core logic chipset 190. PUMA asserts
that Defendants’ construction would not encoegpthis embodiment due tioe intervening core

logic chipset 190 and the use of multiple bug@&kt. No. 122 at 6-7). PUMA asserts that
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Defendants’ added phrase “with no interveniogmponents” is directly at odds with the
specification and would read out every embodim@ntvhich an interveing bus is used to
transfer data from the decoderthe display adapter. (Dkt. N&@20 at 21). PUMA asserts that
the patents do not use “directly supplied” ie tontext of no other intervening components and
a single bus. PUMA assertsaththe only use of “directly upplied” is in the context of
bidirectional decoding.

Defendants assert that images are direstilyplied to a display adapter from a decoder.
Defendants assert that '194 Patent Figure 4 rhiis$ how bidirectional images “B” are provided

from the decoder/encoder 80ttee video controller 120.
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194 Patent Figure 4 (color cowj adding). Defendants point to the specification description,
which states that for bidirectional image$éetdecoder/encoder 80 decodes these data and
directly supplies display adapter 120 with ttecoded data.” '194 Pate10:48-51. Defendants

assert that the decoder “directly supplies” the images, because the images are sent via a single

bus with no other intervening swonents. (Dkt. No. 121 at 24).
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Defendants assert that PUMA'’s construciigmores the plain languageé the claim read
in light of the specification. Defendants assert tth&t claims are clear: “the images directly
supplied to the display adapteeing bidirectional images.”194 Patent claim 15. Defendants
assert that this is shown by the “B” image patlrigure 4. Defendants assert the bidirectional
image “B” is directly suppliednot simply because it is “not used in coding subsequent or
bidirectional images,” but because it is sugglvia a single bus with no other intervening
components. Defendants assert that this i€antrast to the prior arFigure 1c where the
bidirectional images are stored in the decsdmemory 22 and must pass through the decoder
before reaching the video controller 120. (Dkb.N21 at 25). At the oral hearing, Defendants
asserted that Figure 3 is not relevant as “tyesupplied” is only used in passages describing
Figure 4. (Dkt. No. 137 at 76-77).

At the oral hearing, Defendants further extipd to PUMA’s use of “main memory.”
Defendants asserted that in some claims “maimaong” is not utilized, rather the claims utilize
“a memory” or “system memory.” (Id. at 76 (nogi that '194 Patent claim 11 and 368 Patent
claim 21 use “a memory” and that '368 Pateldim 14 and '045 Patent claim 6 use “system
memory”)).

Analysis

The claim terms arise in the contextd#coded images. The specification passages in
which “directly supplied” is utilized provide guadice as to the term’s meaning in the context of
the specification.

FIG. 4 shows another embodiment of anpoiter where the decoder/encoder 80 is

sharing the main memory 168. In thé&snbodiment, the main memory 168

corresponds to the sharedmmy 50 of FIG. 2. In FIG. 4, the decoder/encoder 80

according to the present invention is cected as a peripheral to a conventional

computer equipped with a fast peripheral bus 170, for example, a PCI bus,
although the bus can be VESA Local Bud.BY), an Accelerated Graphics Port
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(AGP) bus, or any bus having the reqgdifeandwidth. In this embodiment, the
fast peripheral bus 170 wesponds to the fast bus 7@s shown, the
decoder/encoder 80 does not have a dedicated memory, but utilizes a region
22' of the main memory 168 of the computer.

Region 22' includes a Compressed Data Buffer (CDB), into which image source
122 writes the compressed image data, twal image buffers M1 and M2
associated with intra or predicted imags. As will be seen hereafter, a buffer
associated with bidirectional images is not required, these bidirectional
images B being directly supplied to display adapter 120 as they are being
decoded.

Thus, in the system of FIG. 4, compressedoded data CD are transferred from

image source 122 to buffer CDB of memory 16Bese same compressed data

are then transferred to the decoder/enaer 80 which, if they correspond to

intra or predicted images, retransmitsthem in decoded form to buffers M1

and M2 of memory 168. In the case where the compressed data correspond to

bidirectional images, the decoder/enater 80 decodes these data and directly

supplies display adapter 120 with the decoded datdhe display adapter then

supplies these data to a despdevice such as a scredine intra or predicted

images stored in buffers M1 and MZ2are transferred to display adapter 120

at the appropriate time and are used irthe decoding of absequent predicted

or bidirectional images.
194 Patent 10:22-56 (emphasis adldd hese passages above show that bidirectional images are
not decoded by the decoder and then providethéomain memory for later transfer to the
display adaptor. Rather, bidirectional image® provided from the decoder to the display
adaptor without storage in the main memorye Hypassing of the main memory is the context
in which “directly supplied” is utilized in the specification.

Defendants’ emphasis of “no intervening” components lacks support in the specification.
First, in all embodiments, the decoder provittes bidirectional images to the display adaptor
through an intervening bus. Thus, Defendants’€tly supplied” architecture approach needs
the qualification contained iDefendants’ proposed consttian (“via a single bus”).

Second, as noted by PUMA, the Figure 3 emivedit teaches the use of intervening

components, the core logic chipset, in addition to the multiple buses (the memory bus 167 and
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PCI bus 170). '194 Patent Figu8e9:53-10:21. The Court rejects ferdants’ argument that the
Figure 3 embodiment is not relevant to thecdssion of the frames Figure 4. Although the
movement of the MPEG I, P, and B frames isveh with regard to Fige 4, the context of the
specification indicates thatdtires 2 and 3 would also be relevant to MPEG frames.

For example, an MPEG decoder is desdctilwath relation to the prior art Figure 1b
embodiment. 194 Patent at 2:35-36. Furtldacoder 80 may be found in Figures 2, 3 and 4.
The discussion of applicability of MPEG andrapicture/interpictur@lecoding and encoding is
made generally with regard to decodectmter 80 and is not limited to Figureld. at 8:59-9:52.

Finally, the description of “directly suppliedhages is discussed in the Summary of the
Invention without limit to Figure 4ld. at 5:31-41. In context dhe overall specification, the
understanding of directly supplying certainnfies would be understood twe applicable to
Figure 3.Id. at 5:31-41, 10:22-56. Defendants’ construction would exclude Figure 3. “A claim
interpretation that excludes meferred embodiment from the scopkthe claim ‘is rarely, if
ever, correct.”On-Line Techs., Inc. v. Bodenseewerk Perkin-Elmer GrfiB6l F.3d 1133, 1138
(Fed. Cir. 2004) (citation omitted).

The Court construes “directly supplied” to mean “supplied without being stored in
main memory for purposes of decoding sulejuent images” and “drectly supplies” to
mean “supplies without being stored in mairmemory for purposes of decoding subsequent

images.”®

® With regard to claims that do not recite “main memory,” the term “main memory” is replaced
to conform to the usage in each particulamalarhus, “main memory” is replaced with “the
memory” for '194 Patent claim 15, '368 Patefdim 21 and '045 Rant claim 13. “Main

memory” is replaced with “system memory'tf868 Patent claim 14ral ‘045 Patent claim 6.
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6. “control circuit” (‘464 Patent claim 1, 2, 7-13, 16-24, 32)

PUMA's Construction Defendants’ Construction

No construction necessary. “an electronic control dace that is separate
from the CPU or processor and that interagts
with the operating system”

The primary issue raised in the briefing is whether the “control circuit” must be separate
from the processor/device. At the oral hearidgfendants asserted that a key issue is whether
the control circuit is a hardware device, as opposed to software.

Positions of the Parties

PUMA asserts that the term is effeeliv defined by the surrounding claim language.
PUMA points to '464 Patent claim 1, which specifibat the “control circiti’ is coupled to the
decoding circuit, the processor, and the main nmgnieurther, PUMA notethat the claim states
that the “control circuit” is comjured to “request continuous ugkseveral portions of the main
memory from the operating system” and “trateslthe noncontiguous adzdses to contiguous
addresses of a block memory.” 464 Patent claim 1.

PUMA objects to Defendants’ construction foultiple reasons. First, PUMA asserts that
Defendants’ insertion of “device” in place &€ircuit” provides no additional meaningful
guidance. (Dkt. No. 120 at 26). Second, PUMAeaks to Defendants’ requirement that the
“control circuit” be “separate.” PUMA asssrithat the specification does not define what
“separate” means. PUMA also asserts that Defetsd@&quire the control circuit to be “separate”
from “the CPU” but the term “CPU” is not used in the claims that include “control circuit.”
PUMA asserts that the additiaf “CPU” would cause more cam$ion. (Dkt. No. 120 at 26-27).
Third, PUMA asserts that Defendants’ “separatxjuirement conflicts with the specification.

PUMA asserts that the '464 Patent expliciigntemplates that multiple components “can be
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monolithically integrated as a single chip.” '4@atent 5:10-13. PUMA asserts that the claim
requires only that the “controlrcuit” to be “coupled” to the mcessor. That can be the case
even if the components are monolithically integrated as a single chip.

Defendants assert that the dispute reduocewhether the “controtircuit:” (1) is an
electronic device, (2) is separate from theUjPocessor and (3) interacts with the operating
system. Defendants assert that supportifeir construction is found in this passage:

Broadly stated, the present invention bemies a control cikgt for use in a

computer system. The computer system is controlled by an operating system and

has a main memory. An electronic device is coupled to the processor and the main
memory and is configured to requesntiouous use of several portions of the

main memory from the operating system.

'464 Patent 3:37-43. Defendants assert ttie figures also support their construction.

Defendants point to '46Ratent Figures 1 and 2:
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'464 Patent Figures 1 and 2 (ookoding added). Defendants assert that the microcontroller 120,
inside the MPEG decoder 114, performs the tagkie claimed “controtircuit.” (Dkt. No. 121

at 27 (citing '464 Patent 6:63-7:50)). Defendargseat that the figuresonfirm that the MPEG
decoder 114 is not part ofeahCPU and is a separate devmmupled to the computer 102.

Defendants assert that the specification repeatedigtified this divided architecture in the
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context of being “the present invention.” Dedants point to the passages: “[tlhe present
invention relates to the fieldf electronic systems requiringocks of memory” (‘464 Patent
1:19-20), “the present inveoti shares the main memory 10&h the computer 102" ('464
Patent 6:60-62) and “[t|he present inventioteracts with the Windos/95 operating system 152
to act like a software application” but “actuaiynploys hardware” thatsinot a CPU, or other
processor, or Intel-based microprocesg@64 Patent 9:14-21). (. No. 212 at 27-29).

Defendants further assert that during prosecution, the Applicants amended independent
claim 25 to include the “control circuit.” Defenuta assert that wheasdding “control circuit,”
the Applicants argued thattHe prior art] does not teadhe administration of a memory
management method through a separate contmliti..” (Dkt. No. 121 at 28 (quoting Dkt. No.
121 Ex. 16 at 0509)).

As to the term “device,” Defendants assert thatterm is used at '464 Patent 3:40-43 to
describe “control circuit.” Defendants assidt their construction, unquestionably, grounds the
“control circuit” in therealm of the physical, not mere soft@a(Dkt. No. 121 at 28). At the oral
hearing, Defendants asserted that they would adbepplain meaning if it was clear that the
circuit was hardware. (Dkt. No. 137 at 80-81).

As to the term “separate,” Defendants assert that the Applicants used this term to
distinguish the prior art. Defendardssert that the fact that ghatent does not provide a special
definition for “separate” reinforces the fact thle jury should be well-equipped to understand
the word based on common parlance. (Dkt. No. 121 at 29).

Defendants assert that the surroundingntlEinguage conforms to their construction.
Specifically, Defendants asserethlaim language requires the “caitcircuit” to be “coupled”

to the “processor’” and tmfigured to request...frorthe operating system.’ld.). Defendants
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assert that there should, thus, not be a dispDefendants assert thtte fact that PUMA
disputes Defendants’ constructiordicates that PUMA intends toave PUMA'’s expert assert
that hardware “coupled” to the processan itself be part of the processdd.). Defendants
assert that the Court should resolve this issue now, rather than allowing the dispute to be argued
to the jury.
Analysis

The '464 Patent specification provides arareple with regard to Figures 1 and 2 in
which various components are shown as wEpacomponents. The specification does not,
however, emphasize the importance of such separd he passage at64 Patent 9:14-21, cited
by Defendants, merely emphasizes that the circintguestion acts “like a software application”
but “actually employs hardware.” Further, thespage states that the decoder may be a simple
hardware circuit. The passage ot emphasize that such citopmust be physically separate
from the processor or cannot imegrated on a common devicatthas both a processor and a
decoder. '464 Patent 9:14-29. This conformsthie claim term itself which merely states
“circuit.” The remaining claim language provides damce as to what thercuit is coupled to
and what the circuit does. dibes not specify whether the “corteircuit” must be separate.
Defendants have pointed to no more than a preferred embodBesenArlington Indus., Inc. v.
Bridgeport Fittings, Ing. 632 F.3d 1246, 1254 (Fed. Cir. 2011) (“[E]Jven where a patent
describes only a single embodiment claims will betread restrictivglunless the patentee has
demonstrated a clear intention to limit theirlascope using words ofkpressions of manifest
exclusion or restrictin” (citation omitted)).

As to the prosecution history argumentsaity Defendants, Defendants are correct that

there is one reference to “separate.” But éhex no argument thdiseparate” requires the
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circuitry to be a stand-alone device as oppdsed separate portion of one device. Moreover,
when reviewing the argument as a whole, therao argument that patentability is based on
separateness. (Dkt. No. 121 Ex. 16 at 0507-09). In context, the prosecution history does not stand
for Defendants’ proposition that the cortcocuit must be a separate device.

The use of “circuit” makes clear that hardevas being recitedral the parties do not
appear to disagree that a control circuit inckudardware. (Dkt. No. 134t 80-82). Thus, there
is no dispute that ordinary meaning includesdteare. An ordinary meaning does not, however,
mean that the circuit cannot have associated software.

The Court finds that “control circuit” needs no further construction.

7. “algorithmically translate the noncontiguous addresses to the contiguous addresses”
(464 Patent claims 7, 22)

PUMA'’s Construction Defendants’ Construction

“convert the noncontiguous addresses to thé'convert the noncontiguous addresses to the
contiguous addresses aatiolg to at least one contiguous addresses according to
mathematical operation” mathematical operations performed on the
noncontiguous addresses”

The primary dispute relates to whether midtipperations are required and whether the
operations have to be performed on the addresses themselves.

Positions of the Parties

PUMA asserts that its construction is astent with the spefication. PUMA asserts
that the specification state4he memory management unit 122 algorithmically maps a
contiguous address to a nhoncontiguous addrettseimain memory 106.” ‘464 Patent 8:20-23.
PUMA further quotes the passage:

For example, if two 1 megabyte bloc&kthe main memory 106 were provided

under step 204, the memory management unit 122 can simply perform simple
mathematical operations such as additioradd the offset addresses of such 1
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megabyte blocks of memory to addressethe 2 megabyte block of contiguous
memory.

'464 Patent 8:23-28. PUMA asserts that Defenstaconstruction requires a plurality of
“operations” and would, thus, exclude embodiméhét use a single mathematical operation to
translate addressgfkt. No. 120 at 27).

PUMA further asserts that nothing in te&ims, specification, or prosecution history
requires the mathematical operations td'ferformed on the noncontiguous addressdsl.” 4t
28). PUMA objects that Defendts’ construction would impropky restrict the claims to
requiring the mathematical opéom to be performed directlgn the noncontiguous addresses.
(Dkt. No. 122 at 10). PUMA asssrthat the patent teaches thdtresses may be translated by
performing mathematical operatis on “page descriptors.td(). PUMA asserts that the page
descriptors are essentially shauntial that corresponds #ggroup of addresses. PUMA cites to the
passage: “page descriptors typicatiglude an offset address aagage size that correspond to
a starting address of a block of contiguous pamed the number of pages in the block.” '464
Patent 7:51-54. PUMA also points out thapping may be accomplished by mapping the page
descriptors:

the memory management unit 122 canpbegrammed to rapidly perform such

memory mapping of thewoncontiguous page descriptorsto the contiguous

string of 2-megabyte addresses. Undsuch an alternative, the memory

management unit 122Zlgorithmically maps a contiguous address to a

noncontiguous addressn the main memory 106.

'464 Patent 8:17-23 (emphasis added). PUMSAserts that Defendants’ limitation, thus,
improperly limits the term to operations pmrhed on the addresses because the specification
describes that the operations carpbgormed on the page descriptotd.)

Defendants assert that they agree that orahematical operation can translate an

address. Defendants assert, however, that gnerenultiple “addresses” being translated and,
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thus, simple English parallelism requarplural “mathematical operations,g., at least one per
address. (Dkt. No. 121 at 29-30). Defendants raghat the claim language states that the
noncontiguous addresses are being translabedendants assert that, as a necessity, the
mathematical operations must be performedhm noncontiguous addresses. Defendants note
that this is the case with the example thatvi2Ucites to from the specification. Defendants
assert that any operation that “translates’rst faddress to a second address will by definition
operate on the first addreskl.(at 30). At the orahearing, Defendants em@ized that they just
want to make clear that an operation is gened on each address. (Dkt. No. 137 at 83-84).
Defendants assert that translatangage descriptor is not traashg an address. (Id. at 84-85).
Analysis

PUMA presents the stronger arguments. Thddgfendants argue “Efigh parallelism”
requires multiple operations, Defendants’ constomcopens the door to confusion as to whether
multiple operations must be performed on eaddress. As the parties agree that a single
operation on an address should be encompassed, PUMA'’s construction would be more beneficial
to the jury.

Furthermore, the specification indicatesatthpage descriptors may be used in the
translating process. '464 Patent 8:17-23. Sjweadly, the specificatiordescribes a lookup table
approach but describes dteanative algorithmic approach:

instead, the memory management unit @28 be programmed to rapidly perform

such memory mapping of thrncontiguous page descriptorso the contiguous

string of 2-megabyte addresses. Undmuch an alternative, the memory

management unit 12algorithmically maps a contiguous address to a

noncontiguous addressn the main memory 106.

'464 Patent 8:17-23 (emphasis adgerhus, as disclosed, the mathematical operations need not

be performed on the addresses themselves. Rather, the addresses may be translated by
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performing the operations on thasaciated page descriptotsl. As explicitly stated, such
operations translate the addresses. Defeadartnstruction would exclude a disclosed
embodiment. “A claim interpretation that excludepreferred embodiment from the scope of the
claim ‘is rarely, ifever, correct.” Globetrotter Software, Inc. €lam Computer Group Inc362
F.3d 1367, 1381 (Fed. Cir. 2004) (quotMiyronics Corp, 90 F.3d at 1583).

The Court construes “algorithmically translate the noncontiguous addresses to the
contiguous addresses” to mean “convert # noncontiguous addresseto the contiguous
addresses according to at lea®ne mathematical operation”

CONCLUSION

The Court adopts the cdnsctions of the disputed terms set for in this opinion. It is
ORDERED that in the presence of the jury the partigay not refer, dirdly or indirectly, the
other’s parties’ claim construction positiomsdanay not mention any portion of this opinion
other than to recite ¢hactual definitions adopted by the Court.

SIGNED this 30th day of July, 2015.

%SQM_L_

ROY S. PAWYNE
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE
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