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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
MARSHALL DIVISION

PARTHENON UNIFIED MEMORY 8
ARCHITECTURE LLC, 8
8
Plaintiff, 8
8
V. 8 Case No. 2:14-cv-0902-JRG-RSP
8§ (Lead)
SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD 8
ET AL., 8
V. 8 Case No. 2:14-cv-0687-JRG-RSP
8§ (Consolidated)
HUAWEI TECHNOLOGIES CO., LTD., 8
ET AL., 8
V. 8 Case No. 2:14-cv-0689-JRG-RSP
8§ (Consolidated)
MOTOROLA MOBILITY LLC, 8
8
Defendants. 8

MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER

On August 31, 2015 the Court held a hearinddtermine the propeonstruction of the
disputed terms in nine Asserted Patentse Tourt, having considered the parties’ claim
construction briefing (Dkt. Nos. 78, 86, 88) ancekitharguments at the &eng, issues this
Memorandum Opinion and Ordernsiruing the disputed terms.

BACKGROUND AND THE ASSERTED PATENTS

Parthenon Unified Memory Architecture CL (“PUMA”) brings three actions: one
against Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. and SamEilexgjronics America, Inc., a second against

Huawei Technologies Co., LTD., Huawei Techogies USD, Inc. and Huawei Device USA,
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Inc., and a third against Motorola Mobility LLC (all defendant parties collectively,
“Defendants”). The actions allege that Defamdanfringe U.S. Patent Nos. 5,812,789 (“the '789
Patent”), 6,058,459 (“the '459 Patent”), 6,424 (“the '194 Patent))7,321,368 (“the '368
Patent”), 7,542,045 (“the '045 Patent”), 7,773 (“the '753 Patent”)8,054,315 (“the '315
Patent”), 8,681,164 (“the '164 Patent”) and 5,960,4GHe '464 Patent”) (collectively, “the
Asserted Patents”).

The '789 Patent and the '459 Patent were filed on the same day, have similar
specifications, and incorporagach other by reference. Sixtgats are based on continuation
applications of the '45®atent: the 194 Paterihe '368 Patent, the '04Batent, the '753 Patent,
the '315 Patent, and the '164 Pattrll nine Asserted Patemtwere subject to a claim
construction order issued by this CourParthenon Unified Memory Architecture, LLC v. HTC
Corp. et al, Civil Action No. 2:14-cv-0690-JRG-RSBkt. No. 155 (ED. Tex. July 30, 2015)
(“the Parthenon [Order”). Furthermore, one additional prior Eastern District of Texas claim
construction order involved the '789 Pate®T.Microelectronics, Inc. v. Motorola, In@327 F.
Supp. 2d 687 (E.D. Tex. 2004).

In general, the '789 Patent, the '459 Pat¢hé '194 Patent, the868 Patent, the '045
Patent, the '753 Patent, the '315tétd, and the 164 Patent reldte systems in which a first
device (for example a process@nd a decoder/encoder shar common memory. The '459
Patent abstract recites:

An electronic system provides direeccess 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

! The specification of the 464 Patent is sbared by the other Asserted Patents.
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decoder/encoder to a bus. The elmur 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 rhaymonolithically integrated into a
memory interface of the decoder/encodethar 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 relates, generally, dosystem whereby a decoder, which requires
contiguous blocks of memory, can utilize nonoguous 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 blocksrotiltiple 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 desornpffor 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 contiguolibock 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 thahe claims of a pate 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) (quotimgpova/Pure Water Inc. \Bafari Water Filtration Sys.,
Inc.,, 381 F.3d 1111, 1115 (Fed. Cir. 20040 determine the meanimg the claims, courts start
by considering the intrinsic evidende. at 1313;C.R. Bard, Inc. v. U.S. Surgical Coy388
F.3d 858, 861 (Fed. Cir. 2008Bell Atl. Network Servs., Inc. v. Covad Commc’ns Group, Inc.
262 F.3d 1258, 1267 (Fed. Cir. 2001). The intrinsic@we 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 ordinarydaaccustomed 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’i342 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 assist in understantj a term’s meanindd. For
example, when a dependent claim adds a limitaticen independent claim, it is presumed that
the independent claim does not include the limitatioh.at 1314-15.

“[Cllaims ‘must be read in view of the sgification, of which they are a part.ld.
(quotingMarkman v. Westview Instruments, g2 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 gaido the meaning of a disputed termd: (quotingVitronics
Corp. v. Conceptronic, Inc90 F.3d 1576, 1582 (Fed. Cir. 1998)gleflex, 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 tt@term would otherwise possess, or disclaim
or disavow the claim scopéhillips, 415 F.3d at 1316. In theseusitions, the inventor’s
lexicography governdd. The specification may also resolve ambiguous claim terms “where the
ordinary and accustomed meaning of the wordsdus the claims lack sufficient clarity to
permit the scope of the claim to ascertained from the words alon&gleflex, Inc.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 patdtdme 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 opdige 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 maimethich 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 pertindield, but an expert'sonclusory, unsupported
assertions as to a term’s definitiane entirely unhelpful to a courd. Generally, extrinsic
evidence is “less reliable than the patent émgrosecution 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, 1 2. “[lI]ndefinitenes 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 requirerheso understood, mandates clarity, while
recognizing that absolutgrecision 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 thareessonable, 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

The Court has construed sevenéthe disputed terms iRarthenon | Additionally, in
STMicroelectronicghe Court construed the '789 Pateéhhese constructiongo not control but
are instructive and will, at times, provide part of the basis for the Court’'s an&gsiBurns,

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 agreed to the following constiats in their joint claim construction chart:

Term Agreed Construction

“simultaneously accesses the bus” “accesses the bus at the same time”
“translate” “convert”
o . » “convert using at least one mathematical
algorithmically translate o

operation
“display device” “screen and its circuitry
“display adapter” daer\llizzg?ptor that processes images for a display

Dkt. No. 90-2 at 6-7. The parties have agrdet the following terms require no construction:
“direct memory access (DMA) engine” “direct memaccess engine” and “refresh logic.” (Dkt.
No. 78 at 24); (Dkt. No. 86 at 2).

DISPUTED TERMS

1. “bus” ("789 Patent claims 1, 1315, 28; '459 Patent claim4, 2, 7, 11, 13; '194 Patent
claims 1, 2, 9, 11, 16-18, 23; '368 Patenlaims 1, 5, 7, 13, 19, 20, 23; '045 Patent
claims 1, 4, 5, 12, 15; '753 Patent clain, 7; '315 Patent claim 1 and '164 Patent

claims 1, 6, 7)
PUMA's Construction Defendants’ Construction
No construction necessary. “a signal line or set of associated signal lines
to which a number of devices are directly
Alternatively: “a signal line or a set of connected and over which information may

associated signal lines to which a number ¢fbe transferred by only one device at a time
devices are coupled and over which
information may be transferred between
them”




The parties’ dispute whether devices mustdieectly” connected to a bus and whether a
bus may only transfer inforation one device at a time.

Positions of the Parties

PUMA asserts that the term “bus” is knownthe art and does not need construction. Its
alternative construction comes fro®8iTMicroelectronics In STMicroelectronics the parties
agreed to “a signal or set of signal lineswthich a number of devices are coupled and over
which information may be transferred between theBTMicroelectronics327 F. Supp. 2d at
711. PUMA asserts that its constiioa is consistent with an IEE&trinsic evidence dictionary.
(Dkt. No. 78 at 6). PUMA further asserts thatairprior art patent, Defendants’ own expert, Dr.
Stone, defined “bus” as “a serieelectrical lines iterconnecting the modul@s the computer.”
(Dkt. No. 78 at 8 (quoting Dkt. No. 78 Elx.(U.S. Patent N05,093,890) at 1:19-21)).

PUMA contends that the usé intervening components, suels a switch, still renders a
device a “bus.” PUMA cites to the prior 8PARC memory bus, the MBus, and similar buses
that feature switches, tri-state buffers, and rpldkers. (Dkt. No. 78 & (citing Ex. P)). PUMA
notes that Defendants’ expert,.[3tone, characterized the MBusdiate buffer as a switch that
disconnects drivers from the bukd.j.

Defendants assert that the Qupreliminary construction iParthenon lis incomplete
because it does not give guidance as to whesebas ends and another bus begins. (Dkt. No. 86
at 3). Defendants contend that this is important because some claims specifically require no more
than one bus.lq. (citing 459 Patent claim 1 and '194 Paitelaim 1)). Defendants assert that
applying the Court’'s preliminary construction to a complex circuit, one of ordinary skill may
improperly conclude that the entire circuit isedmus. Defendants asseratlhe phrases “by only

one device at a time” and “diregtladdress this issue. Defendants assert that these limitations



are supported by both the intrinsevidence and the undéanding of one sked in the art in
1996. (d.).

As to the phrase “one device at a time,” Defendants contend that a fundamental
characteristic of a bus is that only on&ide may transfer information at a timé&d.(at 4 (citing
Stone Declaration)). Defendants assert thate@ggnt contentions on the bus lines, there must be
a mechanism to ensure that only one device is allowed to transfer information at ddtime. (
Defendants cite column 12 line 49 to column 13 line 36 of the '459 Patent as support for
including the phrase “one device” at a timiel.)(At the oral hearing, Dendants also cited to a
specification table, which disclosed the anbifanctions and states. '459 Patent 13:15-27.
Defendants state that the arbiter states teaclotiyatone device can gain access to the bus at a
time.

Defendants contend that PUMA has mischandmed prior art buses such as the MBus.
Defendants state that PUMA states the MBuduithes intervening components such as tri-state
buffers and multiplexersld. at 7). Defendants assert, howeuwbat these components are not
part of the bus, but rather, part of the buterface circuitry that redes within the devices
connected to the budd( (citing Stone Deposition)). Defendamtsntend that it is important to
distinguish a bus from the bus int&ré circuitry withineach device.

Defendants claim that this distinction isportant because some claims require that
devices be coupled to other devices throughngarface. Defendants point to the ‘045 Patent
claim 4: “a video decoder configuréa be coupled to the main memory via a first bus interface”
and “a central processing circuit configuredcoupled to the main memory via a second bus
interface.” (d. at 8). Defendants assert that the speatiibn teaches a distinction between a bus

and bus interface circuitryld. (quoting “FIFO 30 is supplied with compressed data from bus 10



via an interface circuit PCI I/F 39” (459 Patelit:59-60, Figure 6) and “bus interface 210 for
any system busses 170 to which it is cedpl(’459 Patent 12:17-18, Figure 7))).

As to construing “coupled” using the phras@édtly connected,” Defendants assert that
another construction of “coupled” makes it impb#sito differentiate deveen one bus and two
buses. Id. at 4-5). Defendants assert that PUMA&nstruction would rendeall devices in the
circuit “directly or indirectly coupled to one anotherld( at 5). Defendants cite to PUMA'’s

color-coded illustration of ‘789 Patent Figure 1c as illustrative.
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(Id. at 6).

Defendants assert that PUMA says that the modem 199 is coupled to the core logic
chipset 190 through a bus 170@.J. However, Defendants noteatito couple those two devices,
the communication must pass through two bues|ISA bus 198 and PCI bus 170. Defendants
assert that PUMA'’s use of “coupled” would alldhe PCI and ISA buses to be viewed as one
bus. (d.). Defendants assert that this conflicts viltle specification and would not be feasible

because the PCI and ISA buses apeemunder different specificationdd.). Defendants assert

10



that the modem 199 is configured to comncate over the ISA bus 198, but the modem 199
cannot communicate over the Pials 170 without first going tbugh a separate element — the
PCI bridge 192.

Defendants assert that, simija the PCI chipset is “directly connected” to the PCI bus
170. Defendants state that the decoder Ifbigigured to communicate over the PCI bus 170.
But, in order for the decoder 10 to commurgcatith the modem 199, the decoder needs to
match the ISA protocol, which iseatfunction of the PCI bridge 192d( at 7). Defendants assert
that only devices that are “directly connectéd’a bus may readily transfer information and
communicate on that bus. Finally,taé oral hearing, Defendants citéthiconas an example of
a case where the Federal Circuit rejected a mgdor “connected” thaincluded indirect and
direct connection€Ethicon Endo-Surgery, Inw. U.S. Surgical Corp93 F.3d 1572, 1578 (Fed.
Cir. 1996).

In reply, PUMA argues that the passage thafendants have ciein support of using
the phrase “one device at a time” does not shaivttie phrase should be included in the Court’s
construction. PUMA asserts thtte passage does not state a ¢as only transfer information
one device at a time, but merely describes aitearof one of the prefred embodiments. (Dkt.
No. 88 at 2).

PUMA asserts that Defendants are rewordirgy“ttontrolled by an arbiter” language that
Defendants included in their original construction. PUMA asserts that the “one device” language
is improper for the same reasons. PUMA contdghdsnot every claim requires an “arbiter” and
for the claims that do, the operation of the arbdiands separate, apart and distinct from the
term “bus.” (d.). PUMA asserts that Defenula’ construction would reagut any bus that is not

implemented with an arbiter. For exampRJMA asserts that thohigclaim 15 of the 789

11



Patent recites a “bus,” an adi limitation is only added in gendent claim 19. (Dkt. No. 78 at
7).

PUMA further asserts that Defendantehstruction reads out nomon bus technologies
like split-transaction buses armdher bus technologies that cémansfer information between
multiple devices at the same time. (Dkt. No. 8@2atPUMA asserts that prior art U.S. Patent
4,785,394 (issued Nov. 15, 1988) describes multiple deviecd use a bus at the same time. The
prior art patent states: “During the time periodahrelapses between thead address signal and
the response from the memory, other processothie computer system are communicating
other signals to other componepfsthe system over the bus.” (Dkt. No. 88 Ex. A, U.S. Patent
4,785,394 1:58-62).

PUMA also argues that adding the gbe “directly conneetl” to the Court’s
construction would read out buses that usetaie buffers, other imeening components, or
switches that disconneatarious devices from the bus. R contends that Defendants’
construction would restrict the claim to the mpsmitive form of a bus and should be rejected.
(Id. at 2-3).

PUMA contends that Defendants manufactumadargument as to the ISA bus and PCI
bus of Figure 1c of the '789 Patent beinghsidered one bus und®&UMA’s construction.
PUMA asserts that it has ver taken such a positiond( at 3). PUMA asserts that the Court’s
proposed insertion of “associated” addressefeimants’ concern. PUMA asserts that a person
of skill in the art would not viewthe signal lines of the PCI basd the ISA to be a “set of
associated signal lines.Id().

At the oral hearing, with regard to thene device at a time” limitation, much of the

discussion by both parties focdseipon the content of extrinsievidence prior art buses.

12



Defendants argued that the extrinsic evidddc® Patent No. 4,785,394, cited by PUMA, states
that even in split transaction buses, “[tlhe @dtion technique determines which one of the
particular components of the syst has exclusive access to the auany particular time.” (Dkt.
No. 88 Ex. A, U.S. Patent 4,785,39%66-2:1). As to the MBus, Dendants cited to a passage
that indicated that for any given signal, the sigaariven in the same cycle by only one source.
Both parties also discusseduf exhibits (Exhibits A-D)filed by PUMA after Defendants
changed their construction in the briefing to ud# the “one device at a time” limitation. (Dkt.
No. 104, Ex. A-D). Defendants assert that the addatidisclosures relate nt buses but rather
to crossbar switches and switéhbrics. Defendants assert theuch structures are network
topologies, different from the lear topology of the bes disclosed in the Asserted Patents.
Defendants contend that the patentees could tlaumed these networlopologies but did not.
PUMA, in response, cited to Ex. A section 2.2ethdescribed what Defelants characterized as
“network topologies” (including the Mercury RA@Ry) to be a “bus.” (Dkt. No. 104, Ex. A at
203). PUMA also cited to Ex. C which descriibd RACEway crossbar topology to be a “bus.”
(Dkt. No. 104, Ex. C at 31).
Analysis

Defendants seek with the “one device dinae” limitation, a negative limitation that
excludes certain categories of devices. The userdgative limitation in the construction of a
claim generally requires support from the intrinsic evideSs= Omega Eng’g, Inc. v. Raytek
Corp., 334 F.3d 1314, 1322-23 (Fed. Cir. 2003) (dectjnio add a negative limitation when
there was no “express disclaimer or independexitography in the written description that
would justify adding that negative limitation”). As the intrinsic evidence, Defendants only cite

to an embodiment. Defendants do not cite to asglaimer or disavowal. Even if only a single

13



embodiment exists, the preferred embodiment isinloerently required to be read into the
claims. See Arlington Indus., Inc. v. Bridgeport Fittings, 1832 F.3d 1246, 1254 (Fed. Cir.
2011) (“Even where a patent describes oalsingle embodiment, claims will not be read
restrictively unless the patenteestdemonstrated a clear intenti@nlimit the claim scope using

words or expressions of manifest exclusiomestriction.”) (internal citations omitted).

Moreover, Defendants’ constitimn, in essence, reads the arbiter concept into the “bus”
term. However, as described in the patents, thigearis a separate struceé that has a separate
function. '459 Patent Figure 7, 12:49-13:36; '78%ea Figure 2, 4:4-11, 9:42-57. The fact that
the specification discloses a separate arbiter abdration function is indicative that such
functionality is not inherent ithe term “bus.” As pointed olsty PUMA, the claims also confirm
that the arbiter function is natherently part of the claimed busome claims recite the arbiter
and arbitration and some claims do rie¢e e.g.,’789 Patent Claims 15 and 19. The intrinsic
record does not teach that buses that alhowitiple devices to access at the same time are
excluded.

As to the extrinsic evidence, Defendants netymarily on the declaration of Dr. Stone.
But PUMA presents contradicting evidensech as the MBus, U.S. Patent No. 4,785,394, and
Dkt. No. 104 Exhibits A-&. On balance, the extrinsic eeitce does not require the Court to
construe the “bus” term to d¢lude “only one device at a time.” Rather, the evidence indicates

that buses may include tri-stabuses, split transaction busasd “network topology” busésin

% There appears to be a debate between the pagi® the date of Exhibit D. This Order does

not rely on Exhibit D.

Swith regard to split transaction buses, the dispute shifts to what is meant by “one device at a
time.” U.S. Patent 4,785,394 teaches that an tiparanay be split so that for a given memory
request a read address may be sent and dimntime between the read address signal and the
response from the memory, another device maiz@tihe bus. (Dkt. No. 88 Ex. A, U.S. Patent
4,785,394 1:58-62). Thus, during one device’s readatipg another device may utilize the bus

14



sum, the Court finds that trextrinsic evidene does not support thegaive limitation sought
by Defendants.

Furthermore, the Court does not accept Dedmts’ argument that the claim construction
should include the word “directly.” Whether a devisalirectly or indirectly connected to a bus
does not change the nature and status of theThesexamples in the ‘789 Patent are illustrative.
For example, the '789 Patent describes the strecif Figure 2 as the decoder/encoder 45 being
“coupled to the memory 50 through devices, ¢gly 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 meaningeoferm “bus” and “bus 70” does not change
just because the memory intecE 48 separates the bus 70 amddibcoder 45. Other figures are
illustrative. Decoder 10 may be directly connected®Cl bus 170 such as in Figure 1c of the
'789 Patent. Alternatively, theedoder/encoder 45 may be indirectly connected to the PCI bus
170 through a PCI bus interface 210 such la®mve in Figure 4 of the '789 Patent. These
variations do not impact whether the Plils 170 is a bus. Indee®efendants’ proposed
construction would exclude disclosed configimas such as '789 Patent Figure 2 where the
decoder is indirectly connected the bus. Constructions thatclude a disclosed embodiment
are rarely correctOn-Line Techs., Inc. v. Bodenseewerk Perkin-Elmer G386 F.3d 1133,
1138 (Fed. Cir. 2004).

Finally, Defendants’ citation t&thiconas support for includinghe word “directly” is
not persuasive. First, the Court noted tRtticondealt with the narrower term “connected” not
“coupled.” Ethicon 93 F.3d at 1578. Secorgthiconstates that the context of a term’s usage in

the intrinsic evidence is highly relevant to claim construct8se id (“We acknowledge that the

during the response time. Defendants’ consimaccreates ambiguity as to whether such
operations are “one device dtime” or two devices at a time.
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term ‘connected to’ could, in other contexts,dveadly construed.”). Here, as discussed above,
the specification teaches that devices may dgled to the bus through indirect connections
which include an intervening component.

Finally, the Court rejects Defendantsgament that, under PUMA'’s construction, one
skilled in the art would consider the PCI bus anél BBis (and in fact the end circuit) to be one
bus. First, the patents clearbfate these structureme different busesSecond, as noted in
Parthenon ] in prosecution, the Applicants distingbed the memory bus 108 and the PCI bus
120 of Lambrecht. Specifically, Applicantssthguished the Lambrecht buses as being two
separate buses. As shown in the patents and dsequrtion history, the “set of signal lines” is
not just any lines chosen randomdyform “a set.” Rather, the “Sas a set of “@sociated” lines,
for example the PCI bus lines, ISA bus lines, omogy bus lines, each beg a separate set. The
Court’s construction requires the set of signal lines to be “a set of associated signal lines.” This
addresses the argument of Defendants.

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

between them.”

2. “memory bus” ('164 Patent claims 1, 6, 7)

PUMA's Construction Defendants’ Construction
No construction necessary. “bus [as construed] thabnnects directly with
a memory”

Alternatively: “a signal line or a set of
associated signal lines to which a number of
devices, including a memory, are coupled and
over which information may be transferred”

The primary issue in dispute between the parties is whether a memory bus requires a

direct connection.
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Positions of the Parties

PUMA asserts that a personiliEd in the art would undergstd that a memory bus is a
bus that is coupled to a memory. (Dkt. No. &84). PUMA asserts that Defendants’ use of
“connects directly” would readut common buses that include intervening components or
interfaces, such as the MBus. PUMAserts that nothing in theegjfication suggests that the
patentee intended to restricetgeneric term “memory bus” such a narrow fashion. (Dkt. No.
78 at 9).

Defendants contend that the specificatgllows memory buses that are connected
directly to memory. (Dkt. No. 86 at 9 (citing59 Patent at 8:13-14, ¢fire 2, 9:61-62, Figure 3,
12:23-32, Figure 7)). Defendants assert that PUiVi@xgument about the MBus is incorrect
because a person skilled in the art would notidenghe intervening coponents or interface to
be part of the busid. at 9, n. 4). Defendantssert that PUMA’s construction does not differ
from PUMA'’s construction of “bus.” Defendanassert that under PUNBAconstruction, a bus
is a “memory bus” merely if data transmitted over a bus eventually reaches the médnarty. (
9). Defendants assert that the intrinsic recdmks not suggest that any bus in the data
transmission path falls within the meaning ofraey bus so long as the data eventually ends up
at a memory. Rather, Defendants assert thainth@sic record supports Defendants’ narrower
construction. Id.).

The parties did not argue thesrm at the oral hearing.

Analysis
The dispute regarding “directly” connectedses the issues described in the Court’s

analysis of the term “bus.” For the reasonsatibed above, the Court finds that a “direct”
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connection is not required. As to the wording ttonstruction, the Coufinds that Defendants’
approach is more understandable to a jury.
The Court construes “memory bus” to mean“bus [as construed] that is coupled

with memory.”

3. “inreal time” (789 Patent claims 1, 13, 1528; '315 Patent clam 1 and '164 Patent

claims 1, 6)
PUMA'’s Construction Defendants’ Construction
“fast enough to keep upith an input data Indefinite:
stream”

Alternatively: “fast @ough to keep up with
the input data stream, wherein obtaining bus
mastership does not consume bus cycles”

The fundamental dispute between the pamgtates to the question of whether certain
prosecution history statements limit determiningal time” by bus latency which is in conflict
with the specification.

Positions of the Parties

PUMA notes that inSTMicroelectronicsthe Court construed “real time” to mean
“processing fast enough to keepwiph an input data streamSTMicroelectronics327 F.Supp.
2d at 693, 710. PUMA asserts thatnstruction comports withhe intrinsic and extrinsic
evidence. For example, PUMA points out thag fhatent specification states: “If the decoder
does not operate in real time the decoded mawaeld stop periodically between images until
the decoder can get access to the memoiR89 'Patent 3:21-24. Elsewlerthe specification
similarly states:

A goal is to have the decadencoder 45 operate in redahe without dropping so

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

operate in real time the decoder/encod® should decoder [sic] and/or encode
images fast enough so that any delaydecoding and/or encoding cannot be
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detected by a human viewer. This means that the decoder/encoder 45 has a

required bandwidth that allows the dder/encoder 45 to epate fast enough to

decode the entire image in the time betwsereen refreshes, which is typically

1/30 of a second, with the human viewer being able to detect any delay in the

decoding and/or encoding.

Id. at 6:41-52. PUMA also cites to #BEE dictionary and statement 8TMicroelectronicghat
“[t]he relevant dictionary defition indicates that real time concerns the processor’s ability to
‘keep up with’ the d&a input.” (Dkt. Nb. 78 at 10 (quotin@TMicroelectronics327 F.Supp. 2d

at 693)).

On the issue of indefiniteness, PUMA asséhiat the specificain informs a person of
skill in the art with a “reasonable certainty” okéthcope of the inventiofirst, PUMA notes that
Defendants’ own expert uses tleem “real time” in a variety of his own publications. (Dkt. No.
78 at 11). Second, PUMA assertattithe Court should reje®@efendants’ argment for the
reason that it rejected this argumenParthenon | PUMA asserts that Defendants misread the
prosecution history. PUMA contdsa that in the prosecution hesy, PUMA did not distinguish
Gulick on the basis of using a PCI bus, andraitidistinguish Gulick byarrowing the ordinary
meaning of “real time.” Rather, PUMA arguesathhe Applicant distinguished Gulick on the
basis that the PCI bus, as used in the eodnbf Gulick, was insufficient for real time
performance. (Dkt. No. 78 at 12 (citing Dkt. No. 78 Ex. J (Ehgione-Smith Decl.) at 25-
29)).

For example, PUMA emphasizes that Figuref Gulick represents that the Gulick PCI
bus was used in addition to a “real time” bus MAJasserts that Gulick represents that the PCI

bus in Gulick was insufficient to guarantee riiade performance forstpurposes. (Dkt. No. 88

at 4). PUMA points to Gulick Figure 1:
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(Dkt. No. 78 at 12 (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 guéea real time performance. PUMA contends that
it was the Gulick reference which raised the concern of latency in context of the specific system
of Gulick. PUMA asserts that the Applicantsldiot generally characterize the term “PCI bus”
but rather characterized the speciige of that term in Gulickld.). PUMA argues that the fact
that Gulick represents that its PCl bus was not a real time bus has nothing to do with the
parameters of PCI buses in general. RatheiMRWsserts that Gulickl®ws that the specific
context in which the PCI bus was used in Gukskablishes that the bus was not a real time bus.
(1d.).

Defendants assert that the term “realefins indefinite because the Applicants took
inconsistent positions in the intrinsic record on whether a PCI bus is a real time bus. Defendants
assert that these contradictions introduced antigiguch that the term is not reasonably certain.

(Dkt. No. 86 at 10).
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Defendants assert that several performaegairements affect whether a bus can operate
in real time, including bubandwidth and bus latencyd( (citing Ex. E (Mangione-Smith Decl.)
at 122; Ex. F (Mangione-Smitbepo) at 71:21-25, 91:4-15)). Badants assert that the bus
bandwidth refers to the amount of data tha Bus can transfer at a given time. Defendants
assert that bus latency refers to thiagdor devices to get access to the bi.).(Defendants
assert that bandwidth is the factor on which the asserted patentsdrg\Défendants assert that
the patents do not emphasize latency, and theedacus of the patents is on bandwidtll. @t
10-11). Defendants also asséngat the patents confirm that a PCl has more than enough
bandwidth for real-time operationd( at 11-12 (citing ‘459 Pate¢ 5:14-20; Ex. E (Mangione-
Smith Decl.) at 127)).

Defendants assert that despite the patentgckgating that a PCI bus is a real time bus
due to sufficient bandwidth, the Applicants argugeg@rosecution that a jor art PCI bus was not
“real time” because of its latency. (Dkt. No. 861&). In particular, Defendants point to the
prosecution statements regarding Gulick:

Gulick’s PCI devices must communicate witthe main memory using PCI bus

120, which is not a real time huSulickat 5:29-38 Instead, the PCI devices 142,

144, 146 must obtain bus mastepshivhich consumes PCI cyclelsl. The PCI

devices inGulick’'s FIG. 1 may communicate data be®n each other in real-time

using the multimedia bus 130, but this iffetient from claim 1, which calls out a

memory bus configured to pass dataeal time between a shared main memory

and a decoder/encoder.

(Dkt. No. 86 Ex L at 02591) (emphasis in orain Defendants contend that the reference to
“consumes PCI cycles” is a direct reface to latency but not bandwidthd.(at 12). Defendants
also point to the next paragraph which states: “[in Gulick] the PCI devices must still obtain non-

real-time bus mastership in order receive data from main memory 1101d.j. Defendants

assert that the Applicants did not commenttm bandwidth of Gulick’s PCI bus or on whether
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it was fast enough to keep up with an input ddteam. (Dkt. No. 86 at 12). Defendants assert
that these statements contradioé specification. Defendants &dhat, in the specification, a
PCI bus is real time because it has enough banlkwizkfendants assert that, according to the
file history, a PCI bus is not @al time bus because of its latendy. @t 13). Defendants assert
that PUMA cannot have it both ways.

Defendants assert that PUMA&gument that the “context” of the prior art limits the
prior art’s disclosure is flawed. Defendants conttvat it is black letter law that the prior art is
relevant for all that it teaches and is notiled by the specific problem that the prior art was
intended to solveld. at 13-14). Defendants assert that Guigckrior art for all that it teaches,
regardless of context. Defendants claim thas indisputed that Gulick taught a PCI bus and
that the patentees conerdd a PCI bus to have sufficient bandwidth for real time operaten. (
at 14). Defendants assert thatportantly, the Applicants did nalispute that the prior art PCI
bus was fast enough to keep up with an input giieeam. Defendants asstrat any contextual
differences between the asserted patents aadptlor art do not change the fact that the
Applicants made conflicting statements. Defendastert that a person of ordinary skill in the
art could not read thetiinsic record and know whether a Plills falls within the scope of the
claims or not. 1d.).

Defendants assert that dasency may not impact the busility to keep up with the
input data stream. Defendants contend thatidtesicy impacts the speed at which new data can
be placed on the budd( at 16 (citing Ex. B (Stone Depo.) 21:2-22:14)). Defendants assert
even when there is substantial delay (laterioy)lacement of new data, once the new data is
placed on the bus, a bus with enough bandwidsgiilisfast enough to keepp with that input

data stream.ld. at 16). Defendants argue that because the patentees relied on latency to
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distinguish the prior art instead bandwidth, the construction tfe term “real time,” based on
the intrinsic record, must include latency as wdlll).(Thus, Defendants assert that if the term is
definite, PUMA must be held to the newtdacy requirement. Defelants argue that, in
prosecution, the Applicants modified the tést “real time” by introducing the concept of
latency. Defendants assert that hate was what was used to dmgjuish the prior art, thus, their
construction is appropriate,tiie term is found definiteld. at 15).

At the oral hearing, Defendants further ates® that the specifit@n teaches that both
bandwidth and latency should be considered. hiquaar, Defendants citéo a passage of the
'164 Patent: “a bandwidth greater than the bantwigquired for the ecoder/encoder 80 to
operate in real time . . . . Addnally, the latency of the bus Ti@at couples the decoder/encoder
80 to the memory 50 should be considered84 Patent 7:60-8:2; '789 Patent 3:19-20
(“Additionally, the latency ofthe bus that couplethe decoder to the memory should be
considered.”).

Analysis

PUMA and the Defendants agreetthas to the specification, tf&TMicroelectronics
construction is appropriate. (Dkt. No. 78 al@); (Dkt. No. 86 at 10-12, 15). In the briefing,
Defendants assert that “[b]Jandwidththe factor that the assedtpatents rely on. The asserted
patents neither focus on nor emphasize the impeetaf latency when thegescribe real time
operation. Their focus is entirely on bandwidtliDkt. No. 86 at 10). At the oral hearing,
however, Defendants position shifted as noted eénsiide titled “The Specifications are Clear -
Bandwidth & Latency both are Factors to Corsid/hether a Bus may Operate ‘In Real Time.”

Defendants pointed to the passagéed above (164 Patent 7:8@R; '789 Patent 3:19-20) to
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indicate that latency was also mentioned ia #pecification as being relevant. Against this
backdrop, Defendants read more into the '16#iitgorosecution 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, the prosecution history must show that platentee clearly and unambiguously disclaimed
or disavowed its meaning during prosecution to obtain claim allowaviclleton, Inc. v.
Minnesota Mining & Manuf. Cp311 F.3d 1384, 138%ed. Cir. 2002)EMD Millipore Corp. v.
AllPure Techs., In¢.768 F.3d 1196, 1203 (Fed. Cir. 2014).

Here, the disputed prosecution history reldtethe Gulick reference. The Defendants
claim that the Applicants se@d 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 geeDkt. No. 78 at 12 (color codg added)) the system in Guilck
provided a real time bus in addition to a PC$.blihus, as shown in Figures 1 and 3 of Gulick
and stated in Gulick, a “Real-time Bus (Multimedia bus) 130A” is provided to operate as “a
dedicated real-time bus or multimedia bus’aitdition to the PCI bus 120. (Dkt. No. 78 Ex. R
(Gulick) Figures 1 and 3, Abstra@:55-56). In context, the Applants’ statements were directed
toward the teaching of Gulick in which Gulickeakly stated that ithe system of Gulick a
separate real time bus was needed in additotmne PCI bus. The Applicants did not make a
clear statement of disclaimer regarding the bandwidth oP@iebus and a PCI bus in general.
The proper context to consider is (1) the prasea history statements directed toward the
particular overall prior art system of Gulick;ca(R2) the clear specification statements. In this

context, real time has not been rided in opposition to the specification.
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As the specification states: “[tjo operdte real time the deader/encoder 45 should
decoder [sic] and/or encode images fast enaagthat any delay in decoding and/or encoding
cannot be detected by a human viewer.” '788%Ra6:43-46. The specification describes that
bandwidth and latency can have an impact on hdred bus is fast engh to keep up with the
input data. Id. at 3:13-20, 6:41-52; '164 Patent 7:59-8The intrinsic recal shows that the
claim term is definite as the term has a reasonably certain me&aadVautilus134 S. Ct. at
2129-30. The meaning of “real time,” as foundtie specification, iconsistent with the
STMicroelectronicgonstruction: “fastough to keep up with an input data stream.”

The Court construes “real time” to mean “fag enough to keep up with an input data

stream.”

4. “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 [& construed] having a
bandwidth sufficient to allow real time
operation”

Positions of the Parties

PUMA asserts that two passages in the $ipaton are definitional: “a fast bus 70 is any
bus whose bandwidth is equal to or greater tharrequired bandwidth(’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 separateMith regard to the

“real time” term. (Dkt. No. 78 AT 13). PUMA assetthat Defendants’ alternative construction is
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similar to PUMA’s. However, PUMA asserts th&d construction tracks the explicit language
used in the specificationd( at 14).

Defendants did not separately brief ftfasus.” At the oral hearing, Defendants
acknowledged that their indafteness argument relies on théreal time” indefiniteness
argument.

Analysis

Having found the term definite, the Courtsnstruction relies upon the statements made
in the specification. Specificallya fast bus 70 is any bus whosentieidth is equal to or greater
than the required bandwidth” ('459 Patent 8:1aPy “two devices are coupled to the memory
through a fast bus having a bandwidth of at least the minimum bandwidth needed for the video
and/or audio decompression andéompression device to operatereal time” ('459 Patent at
4:59-62).

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

the bandwidth required to operate in real time.”

5. “arbiter” / “arbitration circuit "/ “memory arbiter” / “arbit er circuit” (‘789 Patent
claims 1, 19; 459 Patent claims 1-3, 7, 91, 13; '194 Patent dims 1-3, 7, 9, 11, 16-
18, 22, 23; '368 Patent claims 1, 5, 7, 13, 17, P9, 23; '045 Patent claims 1, 4, 5, 12,
15; '753 Patent claims 1, 4, 7-10, 1&nd '164 Patent claims 1, 8, 12)

PUMA'’s Construction Defendants’ Construction
“circuitry that uses a priority scheme to “circuitry that uses a priority scheme to
determine which requesting device will gain determine which requesting device will gair
access” direct access”

The sole difference between the parties’ cartsion is Defendants’ olusion of “direct”
in their construction.

Position of the Parties
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PUMA asserts that Defendantsinstruction relies on thegsecution history for the '459
Patent. PUMA notes that in pexsution of the 459 Patent, thetpatees amended the claims to
add language concerning “direct access.” PUNBSeats that the amendntefor example, made

the following changes: “an arbiteoupled to the decoder, thebéer configuredto determine

which of at least the first device and the decadeeives direct acceffer selectively providing

access for the first device and the decodertheofirst memory....” (Dkt. No. 78 Ex. S at 2)
(underlined and bracketed language in origirRl)MA asserts that the patentee did not redefine
“arbiter” but rather added othéanguage to traverse the citpdor art. (Dkt. No. 78 at 20).
PUMA asserts that the Applicants traversed ther @t by describing a sgific configuration of

the arbiter. (Dkt. No. 88 at 8RUMA further notes that the claims at issue were never allowed
and were subsequently cancelled and replacedothtr claims. PUMA asserts that such claims
did not use “direct access” butags“without also requing a second bus.” (Dkt. No. 78 at 20).
PUMA asserts that Defendants, thus, seekntport a limitation into the claims that would
improperly change the scope thie actual issued claims. PUMA finally notes that the agreed
construction inSTMicroelectronicxzonforms to PUMA’s constructioi®TMicroelectronics327

F. Supp. 2d at 710.

Defendants assert the pending claims of4B8 Patent were rejected over the Pollmann
reference which disclosed an arbiter positioned between the memory and the device needing
access to the memory. (Dkt. No. 86 at 17). Deémts assert that the Applicants amended the
claims to state that the arbiter prded “direct access” to the memonid.(at 17-18).
Defendants assert that the Applits amended the claims to explain how the claimed arbiter was
different than the prior art. Defendants asserth amendment was a disavowal of the meaning

of “arbiter.”
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As to PUMA's assertion that the claims weanceled and therefore no disclaimer could
occur, Defendants assert that is not the léav.af 19 (citingHakim v. Cannon Avent Grp., PL.C
479 F.3d 1313, 1317 (Fed. Cir. 2007))). Defendantsadsert that, in subsequent prosecution,
the patentee continued to argue thatteabon was decoupled from bus acceks. 4t 19 (citing
Dkt. No. 86 Ex. C at 1256, 1283)). As to whethescthimer in one patent can apply to other
patents, Defendants assert that ldw is clear that dclaimer can apply tother related patents.
At the oral hearing, Defendanfisrther asserted that the disclaimer in question was within the
“four corners” of the disclaimer iHakim.

Analysis

Defendants assert that during prosecutionApplicants redefined “d&iter” in the ‘459
Patent. Upon review of the proseautihistory in question, it is cle#inat the term “dbiter” itself
was not redefined. The claim amendments in questid not rely on a definition of “arbiter” but
rather added language which calleat a particular diter arrangemant: “an arbiter coupled to

the decoder, the arbiter configured to determth&ch of at least the first device and the decoder

receives direct access [for sdleely providing access for the firdevice and the decoder] to the

first memory...” (claim 1) and “an arbiter [for cdipg to the memory, tharbiter] coupled to

the first device, and to the decoddse arbiter configuretb control the direcaccess” (claim 18).

(Dkt. No. 78 Ex. S at 2-3).

Reviewing the prosecution histonyakes clear that the Applicants did not assert that the
“arbiter” distinguished the invention from priortaRather, it is clear that additional limitations
requiring specific arbiter arrangemsmtistinguish the invention frotie prior art. For example,
the Applicants added “the arhiteonfigured to contiothe direct access.” The fact that words

modifying “arbiter” were used iaddition to the word “arbiter” wicates that “arbiter” itself does
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not describe the limitations thate imposed by those other wor8ge Phillips415 F.3d at 1314
(“[T]he claim term in this caseefers to ‘steel baffles,” which strongly implies that the term
‘baffles’ does not inherently mean objects maufesteel.”). Moreover, the claims at issue
explicitly do not include the referenced adulial limitations. Thus, Defendants’ attempts to
import other limitations that were explicitly indlclaims subject to the prosecution history in
guestion, fail.

Defendants’ citation télakimis not on point. Here, the wofdrbiter” was in the claims
initially and was distinguished, not based uponrtieaning of “arbiter” but based on additional
claim limitations explicitly added. That was not the casdakim SeeHakim, 479 F.3d at 1315-
18. In context of the particular claim amerehits and the Applicants’ arguments, the term
“arbiter” was not subject to a disclaimer osavowal. The issued claims included “arbiter” but
did not limit the claimed arbitdo a particular configuration. ‘Aargument made to an examiner
constitutes a disclaimer only if it is ‘clear and unmistakabl8chindler Elevator Corp. v. Otis
Elevator Co, 593 F.3d 1275, 1285 (Fed. Cir. 2010).

The Court construes “arbiter” / “arbitrati on circuit” / “memory arbiter” / “arbiter
circuit” to mean “circuitry th at uses a priority scheme todetermine which requesting

device will gain access.”

6. “control circuit” (464 Pate nt 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”

The issue is whether the “control circuitry” must be separate from the processor/device.

The parties did not provide adidnal arguments at the hearing.
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Positions of the Parties

PUMA asserts that the tenseffectively defined by thelaim language. PUMA points to
claim 1 of the 464 Patent, which states tha thontrol circuit” iscoupled to the decoding
circuit, the processor, and the main memory.armore, PUMA notes that the claim states that
the “control circuit” is configued to “request continuous use sdveral portions of the main
memory from the operating system” and to “ttatesthe noncontiguous addresses 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 “dewv& in place of “circit” provides no meaningful guidance. (Dkt.
No. 78 at 21). Second, PUMA objects to Defendamtguirement that thécontrol circuit” be
“separate.”

PUMA asserts that the wordésarate” is not defined in lifie specification. PUMA also
asserts that Defendants require the controlutino be “separate” from “the CPU.” PUMA
points out, however, that “CPU” is not usedtse claims that include “control circuit.” PUMA
asserts that the addition GCPU” would, thus, cause confusion. (Dkt. No. 78 at 21).
Furthermore, PUMA asserts that Defendants se@kpose a nineteen-word definition on a two-
word term despite the factahthe claim language provides dance as to the meaning and
scope of the termld.). PUMA also asserts that Defendsrtseparate” requirement conflicts
with the specification. PUMA asserts that thé44Patent explicitly contemplates that multiple
components “can be monolithically integratesl a single chip.”464 Patent 5:10-13. PUMA
asserts that the claim just reasrthe “control circuit” to bécoupled” to the processor, which
can be the case even if the components are littunally integrated as single chip. (Dkt. No.

88 at 8-9).
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Defendants assert that the dispute reducesé&her or not the “control circuit™ (1) is an
electronic device and (2) separate from the CPU/processor. Defendants assert that support is
found in the following passage:

Broadly stated, the present invention be&mies 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 contend thatfthures support its construction. Defendants

point to Figures 1 and 2 in the '464 Patent:
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'464 Patent Figures 1 and 2 (obkcoding added). Defendants ataihat the microcontroller 120,
inside the MPEG decoder 114, performs the taskke claimed “controtircuit.” (Dkt. No. 86

at 21 (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 repeatedly identified this divided architecture in context
of being “the present inventionFor example, Defendants point tike passages: “[tlhe present
invention relates to the fieldf electronic systems requiringjocks of memory” ('464 Patent

1:19-20), “the present invention shares the main memory 108 with the computer 102" (‘464
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Patent 6:60-62) and “[tlhe present inventioteracts with the Windogs/95 operating system 152
to act like a software application” but “actuaiynploys hardware” thatsinot a CPU, or other
processor, or Intel-based microprocesget64 Patent 9:14-21]Dkt. No. 86 at 21).

Defendants further assert that during poagion, the Applicantamended independent
claim 25 to include the “control circuit.” Defenuta assert that wheasdding “control circuit,”
the Applicants argued thattle prior art] does not teadhe administration of a memory
management method through a sefgacantrol circuit . . . .”Id. at 21-22 (quoting Dkt. No. 86
Ex. M at 0506, 509)). Defendants assert thatef @ourt ignored these repeated and consistent
representations by the Applicartts the patent office the dtirt would improperly award the
Applicants claim scope that théad surrendered during prosecutidd. at 22).

As to the term “device,” Defendants contend that the term is used at column 3 line 40 to
line 43 of the '464 Patent to describe “control ait¢ Defendants assetiat their construction,
unqguestionably, grounds the “control circuit” irethealm of the physicahot mere software.
(Dkt. No. 86 at 22).

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 the jury should be well-equipped to understand
the word based on common parlance. (Dkt. No. 86 at 22-23).

Defendants assert that the surroundingntlEinguage conforms to their construction.
Specifically, Defendants asserethlaim language requires the “caitcircuit” to be “coupled”
to the “processor” and “configured togreest ... from the operating systemld. (at 23).

Defendants assert that there should, thusndalispute. Defendantsontend that the Court
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should resolve this issue now, rather than allowing the parties to argue this dispute to the jury.
(1d.).
Analysis

The issues and arguments presented to thet@or “control circuit” are the same as the
issues and arguments presented by the partiBarimenon | Parthenon IOrder at 41-44. The
Court applies the analysis that it appliedP@arthenon | For the reasons describedHarthenon
I, the Court rejects Defendan{®’oposal that the controlrcuit be a separate devidd. at 44-
45.

The Court finds that “control circuit” has its plain and ordinary meaning and no
further construction is necessary.

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

3)*
PUMA's Construction Defendants’ Construction
a. “supplied without kiag stored in main a. Plain and ordinary meaning.
memory for purposes of decoding subsequgAtternatively: “suppli@ without intervening
images” components”

b. “supplies without being stored in main | b. Plain and ordinary meaning.
memory for purposes of decoding subsequgeAtternatively: “supplies without intervening
images” components”

The parties dispute whetheretterm “directly supplied” describes (1) the way in which
the components are physicallprmected or (2) method by which t@n frames are not sent to

the main memory for use in decoding other frames.

* The parties included '194 Patent claim 2 ie fatent Rule 4-5(djoint Claim Construction
Chart. (Dkt. No. 90-2 at 3). However, thene at issue are not found in that claim.
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Positions of the Parties

PUMA asserts that “directly supplied” caras the system’s use of decompressed frames
in the context of video codind?lUMA asserts that the phrasaréttly supplied” describes the
fact that certain types dfames do not need to be transéer to main memory for use in the
subsequent decoding of other frames.

PUMA contends that Defendants seek to reisthe term to a description of a physical
architecture of a device with notervening components. PUMAsserts, however, that the term
is not intended to be a limitation on the physiaihitecture or intended to exclude the use of
intervening components. PUMA claims thatf@gants’ construction euld exclude disclosed
embodiments which include intervening compone8izecifically, PUMApoints to Figure 3 of

the '194 Patent:
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'194 Patent Figure 3. PUMA statésat in Figure 3, the decodencoder 80 isannected to the
graphics accelerator 200 and the display 18@uidjh the core logic chipset 190. PUMA asserts
that Defendants’ construction would not encosgpthis embodiment due tioe intervening core
logic chipset 190 and the use miultiple buses. (Dkt. No. 78 dt6-17). PUMA asserts that
adding the phrase “with no intervening componemasthe construction idirectly at odds with
the specification.

PUMA contends that the patents do noe uslirectly supplied” in the context of
mandating no intervening componer&JMA asserts that the phraerectly supplied” reflects
the fact that certain types ofifnes do not need to be transfdrte main memory for use in the
subsequent decoding of other framéd. &t 17). PUMA points to clen 14 of the '194 Patent as
illustrative. Claim 14 states that the “decodeedily supplies a display adapter of the display
device with an image for use other than decodirgubsequent image.” PUMA also notes that
claim 15 of the '194 Patent staté'the images directly supplieto the display adapter being
bidirectional images obtained from two precggintra and predicted images.” Thus, PUMA
asserts that the term “directly supplied” miit viewed in context of MPEG bidirectional
decoding of video frames.

PUMA notes that the specificati states “[t]he intra and prieted images are likely to be
used to reconstruct subsequent predicted ancebtdinal images, while Girectional images are
not used again.” '194 Patent 3:21-25. PUMA assthe specification, tis, notes that “a buffer
associated with bidirectional images is not rezflj these bidirectionamages B being directly
supplied to display adapter 120 as they aregodatoded.” '194 Patent 10:39-42. PUMA asserts
that “directly supplied” must be viewed in thentext of bidirectional frames, which do not need

to be stored in main memory for pases of decoding. (Dkt. No. 78 at 18).
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Defendants assert that the&wonstruction conforms to the plain meaning of “directly.”
Defendants assert that theionstruction indicates that an image that is supplied to any
component, including main memory, before reaghthe display adapter, is not “directly
supplied.” (Dkt. No. 86 at 25). Defendants card that PUMA reads an embodiment into the
claim (*without being stored itmain memory”). Defendants also contend that PUMA’s “for
purposes of decoding subsequent imagesddsindant to the gen claim languageld. at 23).

Defendants assert that PUMA'’s sole citatiorthi® '194 Patent is atolumn 10 line 39 to
line 42. Defendants assert that th@ne section of the patent indeesthat this is just “another
embodiment.” 194 Patent at 10:2Refendants assert that there is no disclaimer in either the
specification or file history. (DktNo. 86 at 24). Defendants asstiwat the passage in question
only states that when “B” images are diredlypplied to the displagdapter 120 as they are
being decoded, a buffer associated with thesagésn is not required. Bmndants assert that,
importantly, the passage does not say ith#te “B” images are not stored in a buffer, then the
imagesare directly supplied.Ifl.).

Defendants contend that images are directbpbed to a display adapter from a decoder.
Defendants state that Figure 4 of the '194 Pailardtrates how bidirectional “B” images are

provided from the decoder/encod® to the video controller 120.
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'194 Patent Figure 4 (color codj adding). Defendants argue thatile it is true that “B”
images are not supplied to the buffer memory enpith from the decoder to the display adapter
(VIDEO CLTR 120), neither are they suppliedaoy other component (such as I/F 146 or CPU
152). Defendants assert that under PUMA’s comesitn, an image sufipd by the decoder to
other components (or any memory other than magmory) would still be considered directly
supplied. (Dkt. No. 86 at 25). Defendants claim this is directly at odds with the plain meaning of
“directly supplied.”

Defendants contend that the phrase “for theppses of decoding subsequent images” is
redundant given the surrounding claim language. Deféadate to claims 2, 14, and 21 of the
'368 Patent and claim 3 of thé53 Patent, which include “an ege under decoding which is not
used to decode a subsequent image.” (Dkt. 8&® at 25). At the @ hearing, Defendants
asserted that if Defendants’ positions weljeated, PUMA’s construction should be altered to

remove “for purposes of deding subsequent images.”
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Analysis

These terms arise in the context of decbueages. The specification passages in which
“directly supplied” is used progles guidance as to the ternmeeaning in the context of the
specification.

FIG. 4 shows another embodiment of avpoiter where the decoder/encoder 80 is
sharing the main memory 168. In thésnbodiment, the main memory 168
corresponds to the sharedmmegy 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.B), an Accelerated Graphics Port
(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, compreseedoded 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 adldelhe passages above showatthidirectional 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
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adaptor without being stored the main memory. The bypassinfthe main memory is the
context in which “directly supplieds utilized in the specification.

Defendants’ emphasis on “no interveningtrgmonents lacks support the specification.
First, in all embodiments, the decoder provitles bidirectional images to the display adaptor
through an intervening bus. Second, as nbtedPUMA, the Figure 3 embodiment teaches the
use of intervening chipset components, the cogeclchipset, in addition to multiple intervening
buses (the memory bus 167 and PCIl hu®). '194 Patent Figure 3, 9:53-10:21. Though
Defendants point to Figure 4, the Court finds that the Figure 3 embodiment is also relevant.
Although the movement of the MPEG |, P, andr&mes is shown with regard to Figure 4, the
context of the specification inchtes that Figures 2 and 3 wouklso be relevant to MPEG
frames. For example, an MPEG decoder is rilesd with relation to the prior art Figure 1b
embodiment. '194 Patent at 2:35-36. Furtherodec 80 may be found in Figures 2, 3 and 4 of
the '194 Patent. The discussiai the applicability of MPEGand intrapicturénterpicture
decoding and encoding is made gailg with regard to decoder/eader 80 and is not limited to
Figure 4.Id. at 8:59-9:52. Further, the sleription of “directly supplid” images is discussed in
the Summary of the Invention without limit to Figureld. at 5:31-41. In corixt of the overall
specification, this understanding of “directly suppty’ certain frames wuld be applicable to
Figure 3.1d. 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 GrfiB6i F.3d 1133, 1138
(Fed. Cir. 2004) (citation omitted).

Finally, as to Defendantg’equest to remove “for purpes of decoding subsequent

images,” the Court finds that such concept r#red to the passages quoted above and relevant to
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the meaning of the terms. Further, such language is not merely duplicative with recited claim
language, as some claims dot include such languag8ee’194 Patent Claim 15, '368 Patent
Claim 3.

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.””

8. “monolithically integrated into” / “integra ted into” ('789 Patent claims 6, 21, 23,
194 Patent claim 19; ‘368 Patent claims 17, 23; '045 Patent claims 9, 13; '753 Patent
claim 12; and '164 Patent claim 12)

PUMA's Construction Defendants’ Construction

“formed on a single semiconductor chip with” *“formed within”

The parties dispute whetheretlberms require a first comparteto be formed within a
second component or merely the same semiconductor chip.

Positions of the Parties

PUMA asserts that the concept of monaditintegration is well understood by a person
of skill in the art. PUMA asserts that thene“monolithic” originates from the Greek words
monos'single’ andlithos ‘stone.” (Dkt. No. 78 at 21-22). MIA cites to a nhumber of extrinsic
evidence dictionaries indicating that “monolthirelates to forming structures in a single

semiconductor integrated circuitd( at 22). PUMA objects thdDefendants’ construction is

® With regard to claims that do not recite “manemory,” the term “main memory” is replaced
to conform to the usage in each particulainelaThus, “main memory” is replaced with “the
memory” for '194 Patent clainl5, '368 Patent claim 21nd '045 Patent claim 13. “Main
memory” is replaced with “system memory'tf868 Patent claim 14ral ‘045 Patent claim 6.
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ambiguous. For example, PUMA asserts that ¢@mponents can be monolithically integrated
into the same semiconductor integrated chifhout one component being “formed within” the
physical footprint of the other component. A asserts that the purpose of monolithic
integration is to reduce costs and promote efficuse of space. PUMA asserts that Defendants’
construction ignores these fundarted purposes and would unnesarily require overlapping of
physical layouts. (Dkt. No. 78 at 22).

Defendants assert that PUMA'’s constructiomonsistent with the claims. Defendants
point to the claims of the '164 Rt and note that claim 8 statése arbiter and second memory
interface arantegrated with the decoder/encoder” while clait2 states “the refresh logic, the
arbiter, and the second memorinterface are monolithicallyintegrated into the
decoder/encoder” (emphasis added). Defendants assert that different claim language should be
treated differently, and it would beaproper to construe this term in a manner that obliterates the
distinction. Defendants argue that PUMA’s propasfatonstruing “integrated into” as “formed
... with” ignores this difference.

Defendants also assert that PUMA'’s camstion injects a whole new element: “single
semiconductor chip” that is not found in the paége Defendants assert that it is improper to
import elements from extrinsic evidence whereghtent never discloses that element. (Dkt. No.
86 at 26). Defendants assert ttair construction is suppoddy the specifications. Defendants

point to Figure 3 of the '789 Patent:
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'789 Patent Figure 3. Defendants assert thatsihecification equates the Figure 3 placement of
the decoder/encoder 45 and the memory inted&ceithin the core Igic chipset 150 with the
integration of components 45 and 48 into component 150: “FIG. 3 shows a computer where the
decoder/encoder 45 and the memory interface &egrised into a core logic chipset 150" ("789
Patent at 8:37-40) and “The decoder/encoder 4Baterably monolithically integrated into the
first device as shown in FIG. 3 and FIG. 4HI6. 3 the decoder/encoder 45 is integrated into a
core logic chipset 150” ('789 Patent at 8:30-34).

In reply, PUMA notes that the '789 Paterdtst that a video decompression device “can
be monolithically integrated into the first \dee,” and that this passage goes on to state
integration has the advantage of “producing &elbbeonnection betweenedhwo devices.” '789
Patent at 4:50-51 and 4:56-57. PUMA, thus, raisdbkat this passageaognizes that two devices
can be separate yet still on the same semiconductor chip.

The parties did not provide additidremguments at the oral hearing.

Analysis
PUMA'’s arguments go to the meaning of “notithically integrated” or “integrated” in

general. However, “[w]hile not an absolute rule, all claim terms are presumed to having meaning
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in a claim.”Innova/Pure Water v. $&i Water Filtration 381 F.3d 1111, 1119 (Fed. Cir. 2004).
The claim terms in question are not just any irdegn but integrated “imt” The parties do not
appear to debate that PUMAc®nstruction would conform to valh a person skilled in the art
would understand to be “monolithically integrdtext “integrated.” However, the Court should
also give meaning tmtegrated “into.”

The distinction that Defendants point to, widgard to '164 Patent claims 8 and 12, is
illustrative. “Integrated with” carries a broadeaning and includes for example, two devices
formed on the same chip. However, when onecgeis claimed to be “integrated into” the
second device, the “into” language should bBeemainto account. PUMA’s construction fails to
give meaning to “into.” PUMA'’s constructionsa fails to provide context to the differing
claims, some which require not merely inteignaton the same chip, but integration of one
device “into” another. For example, some clamste “decoder and arbiteircuit are integrated
into a single chip.” '045 Patent Claim &68 Patent Claim 17. Thus, the decoder and arbiter
circuit are formed in the single chip. Similarlyettdecoder is monolithically integrated into the
first device” requires the decoder to be fedmin the first device’194 Patent Claim 19.
Likewise, “the refresh logic, the arbitendh the second memory interface are monolithically
integrated into the decoder/encoder” requires ttiree claimed elements to be formed in the
decoder/encoder. '164 Patent Claim 12. #h& parties do not disite the meaning of
“monolithically,” construction of the “integrated into” will resolve the parties’ dispute.

The Court construes “integrated into” to mean “formed within on a single

semiconductor chip.”

9. “[first, second, third] onboard memorly ies]” (‘315 Patent claims 1, 8)

PUMA's Construction | Defendants’ Construction
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No construction necessary “[firstecond, third] memory within the
decoder”

The parties dispute whether “onboard” refeydeing on the same circuit board as the
decoder or being part of the decoder.

Position of the Parties

PUMA asserts that the meaning is straightard: the memory is onboard. (Dkt. No. 78
at 25). Though the term is not utilized in tt#5 Patent specificatio®UMA asserts that the
specification discusses “motherboard” and “removable boards.” '315 Patent at 2:66-67. PUMA
asserts that the claims discuss an “imageodiec circuit” that includes “onboard memory.”
PUMA asserts that, in this context, one skiliedhe art would understand the term to refer to
memory that is on the board with the decodeg@®osed to memory that is on a separate circuit
board. (Dkt. No. 78 at 25). PUMA asserts thanemory could be located on the same circuit
board as the decoder withdaging “within” the decoderld.).

Defendants assert that the patents generadlyliaected to devices that share an external
memory over a bus. Defendants assert that thegadéstinguish this fronthe use of dedicated
memory on a device. (Dkt. No. 86 at 28). Defendaote that claim 1 of #‘315 Patent recites
both an “image decoder circuit” and a “shareedmory.” Furthermore, Defendants note that the
claim states that the “image decoder cirquituding: a first onboard memory; a second onboard
memory; a third onboard memory ....” Though the term “onboard” is not found in the
specification, Defendants note thla¢ specification teaches a decoder that has three first-in first-
out (FIFO) memories. In particular, Figure 6 is described as “an embodiment of an MPEG
decoder architecture” (‘315 Patent 6:22-24)d ancludes three FIFO memories within the

decoder circuit:
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'315 Patent Figure 6. Defendants assert that PUMA offers no @é@deat the ten relates to
merely being located on the same circuit ba@sdhe decoder. (Dkt. No. 86 at 29). Defendants
assert that the claims do not recite circuiafgs at all, and that the single reference to
“motherboards” and “removeable boards” that PUMAntifies is a discussion of the prior art.
Defendants further assert that this discussiaefrior art does not relate to where a decoder’s
memory residesld.).

The parties did not provide additidremguments at the oral hearing.
Analysis

PUMA argues that the ordinary meaning of “onboard” merely means on a circuit board.
However, PUMA has not pointed to any intrimsar extrinsic evidence that supports such a
construction. The context of the claims is witference to “the image decoder circuit including:
a first onboard memory; a second onboard menethird onboard memory . . ..” '315 Patent

Claim 1. PUMA'’s citation tathe disclosure in the baclkand describing “motherboard” and
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“removable boards” is not relevant to the usagéhefterm in the claim, specifically a decoder
including the claimed elements.

Moreover, the intrinsic record provides &aning consistent with Defendants’ proposal.
First, the claims descrilan “image decoder circumcluding: a first onboard memory; a second
onboard memory; a third onboard memory.” This nsatlear that the memes are part of the
decoder circuit. Second, the spemfion description and figuresmform to an iterpretation of
the term as one in which the claimed elememts part of the decode’315 Patent 6:22-24,
11:57-6:67, Figure 6.

The Court construes*[first, second, third] onboard memory” and “[first, second,
third] onboard memories” to mean “[first, second, third] memor[y, ies] within the

decoder.”

10.“contiguous” / “noncontiguous” (‘464 Patent claims 1, 7, 9-10, 16, 19, 22, 32-36)

PUMA's Construction Defendants’ Construction

No construction necessary a. “adjacent”

b. “non-adjacent”

The parties do not disagree as to the proper megani these terms or that one skilled in
the art would understand the meaning. The partieslyndisagree as to what would be the most
helpful presentation of the meaning of these terms to a jury.

Positions of the Parties

PUMA asserts that, in the context of themnoey addresses, a persskilled in the art
would understand the meaning tbe terms. PUMA asserts that Defendants’ construction does
not add clarity to the meaning of the terms.MAJclaims that by changing the language of the

terms, Defendants’ constructiosks changing the claim scopadacausing jury confusion. (Dkt.
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No. 78 at 23). PUMA asserts that, as an elanthe term “adjacent” may connote a geographic
proximity. Thus, PUMA asserts thatjury could conclude thatehmemory addresses require the
corresponding memory cells to be in plgs proximity on the memory chipld;). PUMA
asserts that this would exclude contiguous meraddresses that are not physically adjacent on
the chip.

Defendants assert that a jury is not §kéd understand the terms in the context of
computer memory addresses. (Dkt. No. 86 atR8jendants assert that, in memory addresses, a
set of contiguous memory addresses couldfrben address 105 to address 109, including
addresses 105, 106, 107, 108 and 1@b). (Defendants assert thajusy may confuse the term
“contiguous” with other meanings of the term, sashwhen used in with reference to the 48
“contiguous” United States, a meaning related sharing borders. Defendants assert that
“adjacent” will help thejury readily understand that eacmemory address must immediately
follow the prior addressld. at 29-30). Defendants assert tRaIMA conflates addresses with
physical locations. Defendantissert that the clairmsake clear that whas contiguous is the
memory addresses, not the physicalation of the memory cellsld( at 30). Defendants assert
that not construing the terms runs the risk ofjting applying the usage of such terms from other
contexts - contexts that are ragpropriate for memory addresses.

In reply, PUMA asserts that the substitutmfi‘adjacent” for “contiguous” runs the very
risk that Defendants complain of: that the jumll utilize the term in the manner of other
contexts that are not appropridte memory addresses. PUMAsgrts that Defendants’ usage of
entirely different words as opposed to thaiml language would compound the risk of jury

misunderstanding. (Dkt. No. 88 at 10).
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Analysis

At the oral hearing, it was clethat the parties did not hadéferent understandings with
respect to the meaning thfe terms. In addition, the parties didt dispute that one skilled in the
art would readily understand the meaning of the $erfime parties sought to identify the best
approach to conveying the well-understood meawihthe terms to the jury because the jury
might accidentally consider therte in a “geographic” sense.

From the perspective of one skilled in the #re parties have not identified any potential
confusion, particularly in light of the speciftaan. Further, Defendants have not identified any
possible differing interpretationsahone skilled in the art calilhave, such that construction
would be needed. Ultimately, an expert coelakily explain the meaning in the context of
addresses, such as addresses 105, 106, andslopposed to the gaaghic common borders
example described by Defendants.

The Court finds that “contiguous” and “noncontiguous” have their plain and

ordinary meaning and no further construction is necessary.

11.Coupled Terms

“coupled” (‘789 Patent claims 1, 5, 15; '368atent claims 1, 7, 13, 19, 20; '045 Patent
claims 1, 4, 5, 12; '753 Patent claims T, ‘315 Patent claim1, 14, 15 and '164 Patent
claims 1, 8, 9, 11; and '464 clais 1, 8, 10, 12, 13, 17, 19-21, 23, 33-35)

“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)
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PUMA's Construction Defendants’ Construction

a. “directly or indirectly connected” Plain and ordinary meaning. No constructign
necessary.
b. “directly or indrectly connectable”

c. “directly or indrectly connecting”

Defendants did not brief the term “coupled” ahd parties did not prvide oral argument
as to this term. However, the pasd still list the term as disputéd the parties’ final joint claim
construction chart. (Kt. No. 90-2 at 4).

PUMA cites to three Eastern District ofXBs cases which haverstrued “coupled” to
mean directly or indirectlyconnected. (Dkt. No. 78 at 14RUMA also asserts that the
specifications utilize “coupled” teeference elements that are indirectly connected. For example,
PUMA cites to '789 Patent Figure 1b whichosls a memory interface liat connects 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 memory aderé8, and the memory interface 48 is, in turn,
connected to memory 50. PUMA notes that $pecification states that “decoder/encoder 45 is
coupled to the memory 50 thugh devices, typically a bus 70d. 6:29-30. PUMA notes that
the '459 Patent has similar passages. (Dki. ®RB at 16 (citing '459 Patent 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 firstvitee is coupled to the biter 54 of the memory
interface 48.” '789 Patent 6:15-17.

PUMA asserts that Defendants do not appealispute that theerm “coupled” includes

both direct and indirect conrigmns. (Dkt. No. 78 at 16). ThoughedlDefendants assert that no
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construction is necessary, PUMA notes thatRaethenon Idefendants disagreedth the plain
and ordinary meaning. Thus, PUMA explicitly propdsts construction dfdirect and indirect”
in Parthenon | PUMA requests that the Court expligitonstrue the term “coupled” in both
cases.
Analysis

It is unclear as to whether the Defendaagsert that the plaimd ordinary meaning of
the term includes direct and indirect connectiofisus, it is unclear wéther a dispute really
exists even though the term waggented in the final claim chawithout agreement. (Dkt. No.
90-2 at 4). Because the intrinsic evidence shows that “coupled” includes both direct and indirect
connections, the Court rejects asmgument that states that t@eurt’'s construction of coupled
requires a “direct” connean. The Court’s analysis iParthenon Isupports this finding.
Parthenon IOrder at 30-34.

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.”

CONCLUSION

The Court adopts the above constructionse pharties are ordered that they may not
refer, directly or indirectlyto each other’s claim constructigositions in the presence of the
jury. Likewise, the parties are ordered to aefrfrom mentioning anyortion of this opinion,
other than the actual definitioaslopted by the Court, in the peese of the jury. Any reference

to claim construction proceedingslimited to informing the juryof the definitions adopted by
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the Court.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

SIGNED this 24th day of January, 2016.

%SQM_L_

ROY S. PAYNE
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE
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