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THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
MARSHALL DIVISION

FUNDAMENTAL INNOVATION
SYSTEMS INTERNATIONALLLC,
V. CASE NO.2:16v-1425-JRGRSP

LG ELECTRONICSINC., etal.

w W W W W W W

CLAIM CONSTRUCTION
MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER

OnMarch 26 2018, the Court held a hearing to determine the proper construction of
disputed claim terms in Ui@d States Patents N6239,111, 7,791,319, 7,834,586, 7,893,655,
7,999,514, 8,232,766, and 8,624,5%{aving reviewedhe arguments made by the partéshe
hearing andn their claim construction briefing (DkiNos. 123, 12&. 130),! having considered
the intrinsic evidence, and having made subsidiary factual findings abouttinsiexvidence,
the Court hereby issues this Claim Construction Memoranduretet. See Phillips v. AWH
Corp, 415 F.3d 1303, 1314 (Fed. Cir. 200&gg alsareva Pharm. USA, Inc. v. Sandoz, Inc.

135 S. Ct. 831, 841 (2015

! Citations to documents (such as the parties’ briefs and exhibttg} Claim Construction
Memorandum and Ordeefer tothe page numbers of the original documeatker than the
page numbers assigned by the Court’s electronic dockess otherwise indicated
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|. BACKGROUND

Plaintiff Fundamental Innovation Systems International LLC (“Plaintiff’ or
“Fundamental” or “FISI”) has alleged infringement of United StatesrRaitNo. 7,239,111 ftie
111 Patent”), 7,791,319 tie’319 Patent”), 7,834,586 itie’'586 Patent”), 7,893,655 {tie’'655
Patent”),7,999,514 (the’'514 Patent”), 8,232,766 {fie’766 Patent”), and 8,624,550tkfe’'550
Patent”) (collectively, the “patentm-suit”) by Defendantd.G Electronics, Inc., LG Electronics
U.S.A,, Inc., LG Electronics Mobilecomm U.S.A. Inc., LG Electronics Mobgsdarch U.S.A.
LLC, LG Electronics Alabama, Inc., Huawei Investment & Holding Co., Ltd., Huawei
Technologies Co., Ltd., Huawei Device USA, Inc., and Futurewei Technologies, Inc.
(collectively, “Defendants”).Plaintiff submitsthat the patents-suit relate to “battery charging
and power management.” Dkt. No. 1&31.

The 111 Patent, titled Universal Serial Bus Adapter for a Mobile Device,” issued on
July 3, 2007 and bears an earliest priority dateMdrch 1, 2001.The’'586 Patent, '766 Patent,
and '550 Patent are continuations of the 'PHtent, and these patents share the same
specification SeeDkt. No. 103 at 1 n.1The Abstracof the '111Patent states:

An adapter for providing a source of power to a mobile device through an

industry standard port is provideth accordance with one aspect of the

invention, the adapter comprises a plug unit, a power converter, a primary

connector, and an identification subsystem. The plug unit is operative to couple

the adapter to a power socket and operative to receive energy from the power
socket. The power converter is electrically coupled to the plug unit and is

operable to regulate theaeived energy from the power socket and to output a

power requirement to the mobile deviCEhe primary connector is electrically

coupled to the power converter and is operative to couple to the mobile device
and to deliver the outputted power requirement to the mobile deVice.

identification subsystem is electrically coupled to the primary connectasand

operative to provide an identification signal.

The '319 Patent, titled “Circuit and Method of Operation for an Electrical Power

Supply,” issued on September 7, 2010, and bears a filing date of February 21, 2003. The '514
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Patenis a continuation of the '319 Pateand these patents share the same specificchiea
Dkt. No. 103 at 1 n.2The Abstract of the '319 Patent states:

A battery chaging circuit comprising: a semiconductor switch having an output
connected to a rechargeable battery; a battery charge controller for receiving
power from an external source, and supplying output power to a portable device
and the input of the semiconductor switch, the current output of the battery charge
controller being controllable; and a voltage sensing circuit for: measuring the
voltage drop across the battery charge controller; and responding to the voltage
drop across the battery charge controllemmdulating the semiconductor switch

to reduce the quantity of current supplied to the rechargeable battery when the
voltage drop is too great; whereby the total power dissipated by the lmditege
controller is controlled, the portable device receiving the power it needs to operate
and the rechargeable battery receiving any additional available power.

The '655 Patent, titled “Charging and Power Supply for Mobile Devices,”dssnie
February 22, 201,Jand bears an earliest priority dateDecember 13, 2005. The Abstract of the
'655 Patent states:

Charging and power supply for mobile devices is discloged SB-compliant
charging and power supply circuit includes switohee battery charging

circuitry for receiving power from an external power sowd for supplying
output power through an output node to an electronic system of an electronic
communication device and a batteBattery isolation circuitry includes a
semiconductor switch connecting the output node to the baftéwey battery
isolation circuitry senses voltage at the output node and variably restricts current
to the battery when the voltage is below a minimum voltage value by
operationally controlling the semiconductor switch as current passes through it.
During variable current resttion the electronic system is supplied required
power with said battery being supplied any additional available power.

Plaintiff hasreferred tahesethree groupings of theatentsin-suitas “the Fischer
Patents,™the '319 Patent Family,” and “th®55 Paten{’ respectively.The’319 Patent Family
and the '655 Patent, together, have sometimes been referredhe &&5elic Patents.”

The Court has previously construeims in the patenig-suit in Fundamental
Innovation Systems International LLC v. Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd,,MbaR:17CV-145,

Dkt. No. 140 (E.D. Tex. Jan. 31, 20i8pamsung.



Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with preliminary constructions with the aim of focusing the parties’ argunagit$acilitating
discussion. Those preliminary constructions are noted below within the discussiachfor e
term.

[I. LEGAL PRINCIPLES

“It is a ‘bedrock principle’ of patent law that ‘the claims of a pateningetie invention
to which the patentee entitled the right to excludé.’Phillips, 415 F.3dcat 1312 (quoting
Innova/Pure Water Inc. v. Safari Water Filtration Sys.,,|1881 F.3d 1111, 1115 (Fe@ir.
2004)). Claim construction is clearly an issue of law for the court to deleldekman v.
Westview Instruments, In&2 F.3d 967, 970-71 (Fed. Cir. 1995) (en baaity, 517 U.S. 370
(1996). “In some cases, however, the district court will need to look bélyernmhtens
intrinsic evidence and to consult extrinsic evidence in order to understand, for exaumple
background science or the meaning of a term in the relevant art during thetrélaegperiod.”
Teva 135 S. Ctat841 (citation omitted). Ih cases where those subsidiary facts are in dispute,
courts will need to make subsidiary factual findings about that extrinsic evidéhese are the
‘evidentiary underpinnings’ of claim construction that we discusséthitkman and this
subsidiary factinding must be reviewed for clear error on appeh. (citing 517 U.S. 370).

To determine the meaning of the claims, courts start by considering the intrinsic
evidence.SeePhillips, 415 F.3d at 1313ee alscC.R. Bard, Inc. v. U.S. Surgical Cor388
F.3d 858, 861 (FedCir. 2004);Bell Atl. Network Servs., Inc. v. Covad Cornmaé&roup, Inc,
262 F.3d 1258, 1267 (Fe@ir. 2001). The intrinsic evidence includes the claims themselves, the
specification, and the prosecution histo8ee Phillips415 F.3d at 1314;.R. Bard 388 F.3d

at861. Courts give claim terms their ordinary and accustomed meaning as understoodfby one



ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention in the context of the entire p&teititps,
415 F.3d at 1312-13&ccordAlloc, Inc. v. Int'l Trade Comm’r342 F.3d 1361, 1368 (Fedir.
2003).

The claims themselves provide substantial guidance in determining the meaning of
particular claim termsPhillips, 415 F.3d at 1314First, a term$ context in the assertethim
can be very instructiveld. Other asserted or unasserted claims camaiétermining the
claim’s meaning because claim terms are typically used consistently throughouetitelga
Differences among the claim terms can assist in undetanding a terns meaning.ld. For
example, when a dependent claim adds a limitation to an independent claim, it iseorésaim
the independent claim does not include the limitatiohat 1314-15.

“[C]laims ‘must be read in view of the specifiaati of which they are a part.’Id.
at 1315 (quotingMarkman 52 F.3dat 979 (enbanc)). “[T]he specification ‘is always highly
relevant to the claim construction analydissually, it is dispositive; it is the single best guide to
the meaning of a disgeed term.” Phillips, 415 F.3d at 1315 (quotingtronics Corp. v.
Conceptronic, Ing.90 F.3d 1576, 1582 (Fe@ir. 1996));accordTeleflex, Inc. v. Ficosa N. Am.
Corp., 299 F.3d 1313, 1325 (Fedir. 2002). This is true because a patentee may defimiewn
terms, give a claim term a different meaning than the term would otherwissgasseisclaim
or disavow the claim scop&hillips, 415 F.3d at 1316ln these situations, the inventsr’
lexicography governsld. The specification may algesolve the meaning of ambiguous claim
terms “where the ordinary and accustomed meaning of the words used in thdad&ims
sufficient clarity to permit the scope of the claim to be ascertained fromadius alone.”
Teleflex 299 F.3d at 1325. Butfd]ithough the specification may aid the court in interpreting

the meaning of disputed claim language, particular embodiments and exapmaasrgy in the



specification will not generally be read into the claim€dmark Commc'ns, Inc. v. Harris
Corp., 156 F.3d 1182, 1187 (Fe@ir. 1998) (quotingConstant v. Advanced Micevices, Inc.
848 F.2d 1560, 1571 (Fe@ir. 1988));accordPhillips, 415 F.3d at 1323.

The prosecution history is another tool to supply the proper context for claim
construction beasgse a patent applicant may also define a term in prosecuting the pébemd.
Diagnostics, Inc., v. Lifescan, In@81 F.3d 1352, 1356 (Fedir. 2004) (“As in the case of the
specification, a patent applicant may define a term in prosecuting a patgtHe prosecution
history (or file wrapper) limits the interpretation of claims so as to exclude tarpiatation that
may have been disclaimed or disavowed during prosecution in order to obtaialtiaance.”
Standard Oil Co. v. Am. Cyanamid C@74 F.2d 448, 452 (Fed. Cir. 1985).

Although extrinsic evidence can be usefulsitless significant than the intrinsic record
in determining the legally operaé meaning of claim languagePhillips, 415 F.3d at 1317
(citations and internal quotation marks omitted@igchnical dictionaries and treatises may help a
court understand the underlying technology and the manner in which one skilled in tighart m
use claim terms, but technical dictionaries and treatises may provide definitibasettao
broad or may not be indicative of how the term is used in the patertt 1318. Similarly,
expert testimony may aid a court in understanding the underlying technologgtanaiding
the particular meaning of a term in thertinent field, bt an expers conclusory, unsupported
assertions as to a term’s definition argirely unhelpful to a courtid. Generally, extrinsic
evidence is “less reliable than the patent and its prosecution history in deterhom to read
claim terms.” Id.

The Supreme Court of the United States has “read [35 U.S.C.] § 112, | 2 to require that a

patent’s claims, viewed in light of the specification and prosecution history, itfmse skilled



in the art about the scope of the invention with reasonablerdgrtaNautilus, Inc. v. Biosig
Instruments, In¢.134 S. Ct. 2120, 2129 (2014)A determination of claim indefiniteness is a
legal conclusion that is drawn from the court’s performance of its duty as theueomdtpatent
claims.” Datamize, LLC v. Plumtree Software, |n€17 F.3d 1342, 1347 (Fed. Cir. 2005)
(citations and internal quotation marks omitted);ogated on other grounds by Nautild84
S.Ct. 2120.

In general, prior claim construction proceedings involving the same paiesug-are
“entitled toreasoned deference under the broad principadtaocé decisieand the goals
articulated by the Supreme Courthtarkman even thouglstare decisisnay not be applicable
per s€’ Maurice Mitchell Innovations, LP v. Intel CorfNo. 2:04€V-450, 2006 WL 1751779,
at *4 (E.D. Tex. June 21, 2006) (Davis, 39eTQP Development, LLC v. Intuit In&No. 2:12-
CV-180, 2014 WL 2810016, at *6 (E.D. Tex. June 20, 2014) (Bryspsitting by designation
(“[P]revious claim constructianin cases involving the same patent are entitled to substantial
weight, and the Court has determined that it will not depart from those constratisem a
strong reason for doing so.9ee also Tevd 35 S. Ct. at 83%#0 (“prior cases will sometimdze
binding because of issue preclusion and sometimes will serve as persuasiveyguititation
omitted);Finisar Corp. v. DirecTV Grp., Inc523 F.3d 1323, 1329 (Fed. Cir. 2008pting ‘the
importance of uniformity irthe treatment of a given pat&nfquotingMarkman v. Westview
Instruments, In¢.517 U.S. 370, 390 (1996)).

Il . THE PARTIES’ STIPULATED TERMS

In their December 29, 2017 Joint 4-3 Claim Constructod Prehearing Statemettte
partiessubmitedthat “[t]he parties have met and conferred regarding their proposed terms and

constructions, but have not agreed on constructions or partial constructions ateHiskt.



No. 103 at 2. In their March 9, 2018 Joint Claim Construction Chart Pursuant to Rd}. the
parties agreed that “USB enumeration” has itslgip]meaning in light of the Court’s
construction of USB.”” Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at 2 Additional agreements are set fonhthe
discussion of particular terms herein.

IV. CONSTRUCTION OF DISPUTED TERMS IN THE FISCHER PATENTS?

Defendants have presented “USEs a distinct termSeeDkt. No. 127 at 1-5 Plaintiff's
opening brief addresses terms that include “USB,” but Plaintiff has not sspaddressed
“USB” as a distinct termSeeDkt. No. 123. BecauséPlaintiff has grouped itarguments as to
“USB” terms 6ee idat 3-13), becausBamsungonstrued “USB” as a distinct terrsefe
Samsun@t 1120 & 22),and because the parties here have agreed 8athsungonstruction

for “USB” as noted below, the Court begins by addressing the term “€/SB.”

2 In its opening claim construction brief, Plaintiff subsnitFor the terms USB port, USB
interface, and USB cédy Fundamental has adopted the Court’s construction fro®amsung

case that these terms be given[#ig their] plain meaning. Because Defendants have asserted
that these terms need not be construed (Dkt.518819-20, 22), Fundamental is not adsgsing
them further in this brief.” Dkt. No. 123 at 4 n.4. In the parties’ March 9, 2018 Joint Claim
Construction Chart Pursuant to P.R5(#@H, the parties submitted agreement as to “USB cable,”
“Universal Serial Bus interface,” and “USB interfacePldin meaning in light of the Court’s
construction of USB.” Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at 2. As to “USB port” in Claims 1 and 18 of the
111 Patent, Defendants stated in the Joint Claim Construction Chart: ‘hgnaisi part of
preamble.” Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at 2. Defendants also stated this position at the March 26,
2018 hearing, although no such argument appears in Defendants’ responsedaididt.

No. 127 at 9. Instead, Defendants asserted in their brief merelydithae“extent that FISI
attempts to backtracknd argues to limit the construction to[iheurported plain meaning

without reference toUSB, that is improper and contrary to the CourBaimsunpruling, and

thus should be rejectédld. In short, Defendants have not adequately supported any assertion
that the term “USB port” is limiting inhie preambles of Claims 1 and 18 of the '111 Patent. The
Court therefore hereby expressly rejects Defendants’ assertion iedhad r

3 Defendants’ response brief also includes a global assertion that “[clalllesépppel prevents

FISI from rearguing psitions that were rejectgoh Samsunfy and the Court should maintain

those constructions here.” Dkt. No. 127 at 1. Defendants’ brief does not set forth any argument
to support this assertiorbeeDkt. No. 127. Defendants have not demonstrated thaestoppel
applies.
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A. “UsSB”

Plaintiff’'s Proposed Construction

Defendants’ Proposed Construction

“USB should only be construed as part of tf
term in which it appears; a Universal Serial
Bus is a type of seriddus. A serial bus is a

communication channel across which data,
transmitted, is transmitted one bit at a time

“USB is an abbreviation for ‘Universal Serig
Bus,” which is a computer standard
technology described in Universal Serial By
iSpecificationRevision 2.0 and other version
of this standard promulgated at the time of

IS
S
the

claimed invention.”

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at 84d., Ex. B1 at 1 The partiesidmit that this term appeairs

Claims1-3, 6-8, 12, and 14-18 of the '111 Patent, Claims 8, 9, 11, and 12 of the '586 Patent,

Claims 7, 9-15, 17-20, and 24 of the '766 Patent, and Claims 1, 3-5, 10, and 12-14 of the

'550 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B1 atske id, Ex. A1 at 82“passim”) Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al

atl.

In Samsungthe Court construed this term to méaimiversal Serial Bus as described in

Universal Serial Bus Specification Revision 2.0 and related versions of thisrgtahtze time

of the claimed invention."Samsungt 22.

In the parties’ March 9, 2018 Joi@taim Construction Chart, the parties submit that they

have agreed tthe Samsungonstruction. Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A1 at Shortly before the start of

the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties with a preliminary construction

identical tothe Samsungonstruction. At the hearing, no party objected to this construction.

The Court therefore hereby constrtg$B” to mear‘Universal Serial Bus as

described in Universal Serial Bus Specification Revision 2.0 and related verss of this

standard at the time of the claimed invention.”

-11 -



B. “USB adapter” and “Universal Serial Bus (‘USB’) adapter”

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’Proposed Construction

Not limiting; alternatively,'power supply Limiting as part of preamble.

configured to supply power from a power

source to a USB devicg” No construction necessary outside of “USB”

Alternatively:
“adapter specified in USB[] specification

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B1 at 15 & 17; Dkt. No. 123 at 4; Dkt. No. 127 at 9; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at 3.
The parties sbmit that this term appears in ClaimslZ, and 18 of the '111 Patent and
dependent claimsDkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at;3eeDkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at 27 & 36d., Ex. B1
at17(*111:1, 2, 3,6, 7, 8, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17)1®kt. No. 227 at 9 (“'111: all claims”)

In Samsungthe Court found thatJniversal Serial Bus (‘USB’) adaptémwhich appears
only in the preambles of Claims 1 and 18 of the '111 Pateas not limiting. See Samsung
at23-26. As to the term “USB adapteifi Clam 17 of the '111 Paten§amsungonstrued this
term to meangower supply configured to supply power from a power source to a USB device.”
Samsungt 26.

Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with thefollowing preliminary constructions: “Universal Serial Bus (‘(USBdapter” ('111 Pat.,
Cls. 1, 18): “Not limiting”; “USB adapter” (111 Pat., Cl. 17): “power supply confeglito
supply power from a power source to a USB device.”

(1) The Parties’ Posdns

Plaintiff argues that this term is not limiting where it app&ammly the preamble of a

claim. Dkt. No. 123 at 4. Alternatively, Plaintiff proposes $aensungonstruction.Id. at 5.

4 Plaintiff previously proposed: “power adapter with a USB connector.” Dkt. No. 103,IEx. A
at27& 36.
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Defendants respond that this term is limiting because it recites essential stamctus
described in the specification as being the invention. Dkt. No. 127 at 9. Asmedméng of
the term, Defendants argue that “the departures from the USB standardeatedefl other
claim limitations, and the patemt@ever acted as a lexicographer to redefine the term ‘USB
adapter’ itself.” Id. at 10.

Plaintiff replies that “Defendants do not identify any ‘essential structigeified by the
term that is not set forth in the body of the claimBkt. No. 130 at 2 Alternatively, Plaintiff
proposes th&amsungonstruction.id.

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties presented oral arguments as to this term

(2) Analysis

As to Claims 1 and 18 of the 111 Patent, the teumiversal Serial Bus (‘USB’)
adapter’appears only in the preambles, &amsundound that this term imerely descriptive
of the limitations expessly recited in the body of eaclaim. Samsungt 25. Defendants’
argument that “[w]ithout these components being part of a USB adapter, doéyegsentially
be a meaningless group of circuits scattered on a table” (Dkt. No. 127iauhPgrsuasive.

Claim 1 of the '550 Patent recites an “adapter” rather than a “USB adapter,” and
Defendants cite this distinction as demonstrating‘{fiagdhen the patentee did not want to use a
standard ‘USB adapter’ as described in USB 2.0, it claimed an ‘adapter’ withestdindJSB
features” (d.), but Defendants have not shown how this use of a different term in a claim of a
different (albeit related) patent is necessarily relevamsum, Defendants have nostified
departing from th&amsungnalysis.

As to Claim 17 of the '111 Patent, the term “USB adapter” appears only in the pgeambl

but is recited in relation to, for example, a “USB gector” that provides antecedent basis for

-13 -



limitations set forth in the body of the claim, as discuss&hmsung See Samsurag 24-25.
This term in Claim 17 of the '111 Patent is therefore limiting.
As to the proper constructiai this term in thiglaim, Samsundound that construing
“USB adapter” to mean an “adapter specified in USRS’ Defendants have essentigipposed
in the present cases wel) would be inconsistent with the context in which the term “USB
adapter” isused in theclaim and in thespecification See idat 25-26. For example, the
specification disclosethat power can be drawn from the USB adapter “without regard to the
USB specificatioft
The USB adapter 100 contributes to a system wherein a device 10 thasfililow
USB specification when coupled to a typical USB host via its USB port can be
informed that the USB adapter 100 has been coupled to the device 10 and that the
device 10 can now draw poweithout regard to the USB specification and the
USB specificatbn imposed limits
111 Patent at 8:17-22 (emphasis adgség id.at 8:23—-42see alsdkt. No. 127, Ex. 11-1,
Universal Serial Bus Specification Revision 2.0 at § 7.2.1.2.1 (“Owaent Protection”§
Defendants have not justified departing from $faensungonstructionthe recited
adapter is a “USB” adapteot in terms of any definition set forth in a USB specification but
rather because, for examppmwer is provided through a USB connectBe€111 Patentt
Cl. 17.

The Court therefore hereby construes#disputed termas set forth in the following

chart;

> Samsunglso noted how the term is usactlaims ofrelatedUnited States Patent No.
6,936,934 the '936 Patent”) SeeSamsun@t 26. The '111 Patent resulted from a continuation
of the 936 Patent.
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Term

Construction

“Universal Serial Bus (‘USB’) adapter”
(111 Patent, Claims 118)

Not limiting

“USB adapter”
(111 Patent, Claim 17)

“power supply configured to supply power
from a power source to dJSB devic€

C. “USB controller”

Plaintiff’'s Proposed Construction

Defendants’ Proposed Construction

“a controller operable to communicate an
identification signdl®

Defendants adopt the Court’s construction
from theSamsungjtigation. 2:17cv-00145
(D.1. 140).

No construction necessary outside of “USB

Dkt. No. 123 at 6; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at Defendantsubmit that this term appears in

Claim 8 of the '111 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Btl18; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at 1.

In Samsungthe Court construetthis term to have its plain meaning apart from the

Court’s construction of “USB."Samsungt 31.

Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties

with the following preliminary construction: “Plain meaning apart from the oconstruction

of ‘USB.”

(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues thatthe USB controller is unique to the Fischer Patents and is not

specified in the USB specificatiofisDkt. No. 123 at 6.

® Plaintiff previously proposed: “an apparatus responsible for controlling cornatiams across
USB data lines or power delivery across USB power lines.” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at 80.

" Defendants previously alternatively proposed: “controller specified in USRt? N®. 103,

Ex. B1 at 18.
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Defendants respond that Plaintiff’'s proposal is an attempt to “completayout the
term ‘USB.” Dkt. No. 127 at 9.

Plaintiff replies by reiterating that “iist as the claimed USB adars provide
functionality that differs from a USB 2.0 hub or host (or other USB device), the ti@Botier
within the claimed adapter is distinct from the hub and host controllers specified@ig.0'S
Dkt. No. 130 at 3.Plaintiff further submits thd{t] he hub and host controllers in USB 2.0, by
contrast, cannot generate an identification signal and cannot enable drawingvibmetr
regard to USB 2.0 limits; rather, those controllers manage the same enomgmatess that is
not required of thelaimed USB controllet. 1d.

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties presented oral argumenthliaseion. In
particular, Plaintiff alternatively proposed that “USB controller” could drestrued to mean “a
controller operable to communicateidantification signato a USB devicé

(2) Analysis

Samsun@ddressed substantially the same arguments that Plaintiff has presented here
See, e.gDkt. No. 123, Ex. 10, Feb. 7, 2018 Fernald Datf 24 (“Because the claimed USB
adapter is not described anywhere in USB 2.0, and is capable of providing power wighoait re
to power limits imposed by the USB specification, a POS(parson of ordinary skill in the
art)] would have understood that the claimed USB controller also need not comply with the USB
specification.”) For example, Plaintiff urged at the March 26, 2018 hearing that the “USB
controller” is not like the “hub controller” or “host controller” set forth in the USB 2.0
specification beause the “USB controller” need not have the functionality of such a “hub
controller” or “host controller.” Plaintiff's argument merely presergibposed conclusion in

the guise of a supporting rationale. In other words, Plaintiff merelytesdtaepremise that is in
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dispute, namelas towhether the term “USB” limits the nature of tlwntroller” to being in
accordance with the USB 2.0 specification.

The Court reaches the same conclusiereas inSamsundor the same reasosst forth
in Samsung See Samsurag 31(“the written description is consistent with understanding the
recited’'USB controller’as a controller that accords with the USB standard but that is utilized in
a purportedly inventive manrig¢r Unlike for the term “USB adapter;tontroller” is a term that
is used in the USB 2.0 specification, and Plaintiff has not demonstrated that theepagedtéhe
term “USB controlle” in a mannercontrary to the USB 2.§pecification.

The Court therefore hereby constrtidSB controller” to have itgplain meaningapart
from the Court’s construction of “USB.”

D. “USB connectot

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

“a component for electrically coupling to a | Defendants addghe Court’s construction
USB device, hub, host or adapter” from theSamsungjtigation. 2:17€v-00145
(D.1. 140).

No construction necessary outside of “USB

Dkt. No. 123 at 7; Dkt. No. 127 at 5; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al.afThe parties submit that this term
appears irClaims 17 of the '111 Patent and Claims 9 and 12 of the '586 Patent. Dkt. No. 103,
Ex. Al at 1 & 36seeid., Ex. B1 at 16 (*111: 1-3, 6-8, 12, 14, 16-17"; “’586: 9 and 12&e

alsoDkt. No. 127 at 5 (*'111: 1, 6, 7, 8, 12, 14, 17, '586: 9))12

8 Plaintiff previously proposed: “a component that includes pins for Vbus and Gnd power, and
D+ and D communications and that connects to a USB device, hub, host or adapter.” Dkt.
No. 103, Ex.Al at 1& 36.

® Defendants previously alternatively proposed: “connector specified in USB.” Dk1L(8,
Ex. Bl at 16.
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In Samsungthe Court construetthis term to have its plain meaning in light of the
Court’s construction of “USB."Samsungt 22.

Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with the following preliminary construction: “Plain mu@ng apart from the Court’s construction
of ‘USB.”

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties presented oral arguments as to this term

(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues: As with USB controller, USB 2.0 does not describe a USB connector
for use with a USB adaptefhe reason is obvious — there is no USB adapter described in the
USB 2.0 specification.” Dkt. No. 123 at Plaintiff also submits thatUSB specifications
expressly allow a device to have a nonstandard USB conrietdoat 9.

Defendants resportiat “[t]he claims use the term ‘USB connector’ in its ordinary sense
with no special meaning suggested.” Dkt. No. 127 db&fendantairge that Plaintiff’s
proposals should be rejected because “[tlhe word ‘connector’ itself, and the contbidhntws
used in the claims, connotes physical (not just electrical) connectivityat 6. Defendants also
argue that Plaintiff's reliance upon-salled “captive cable assemblies” and “vendpecific”
connectors is unavailing because “[tjhe USB standard nowhere defines ‘USBtoortnec
encompass these vendgpecific {.e., non-USB) connectors.Id. at 8.

Plaintiff replies that[a]lthough USB 2.0 specifies connectors for devices, hosts, and
hubs, it does not specify a corha for a USB adapter (because it does not specify a USB
adapter). Dkt. No. 130 at 3.Plaintiff urges that no specific form factor is required and that

“[alny component that can electrically couple the USB adapter to the Vbus, Gnd, D+, and D-
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pins of a USB device (for supplying power and transmitting an identification signal
sufficient” 1d. at 4.

(2) Analysis

Samsun@ddressed substantially the same arguments that Plaintiff has presented here.
SeeDkt. No. 123at 8(“The intrinsic record, however, references no physical requirements for
the USB connector other than the need for Vbus, Gnd, D+ and D- pins to enable power and
identification signals to be carriéjlt. see also idat 3-10 (“compatibility of the USB interface is
not about form factor, it is about common communication protocols”).

The Courtaccordinglyreaches the same conclusdere as irbamsungdor the same
reasons set forth iBamsung SeeSamsungt 20-22 (“the written description uses this term to
refer to a physical connectoryee also idat 14-20 (discussing case law); '111 Patent at 6:15—
17 (“Coupled to the USB port 18 is a USB connector 54. The USB connector 54 is the physical
component that couples the USB port to the outside Wprl&or example Plaintiff has not
demonstrated than interpretation of “USB adaptettiat is notdefinedby USB specifications
necessarily imparts a broader meaning to the “USB connector.” As anothglexalthough a
cable might at one end have a connector definéde USB 2.0 standard and at the other end
have a “vendor-specific’ connector, Plaintiff has not shown that such “vespaacific”
connectors would necessarily then be referred to as “USB” conne&eesSamsure 21.

The Court therefore hereby constridSB connector” to have itglain meaningapart

from the Court’s construction of “USB.”
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E. “USB communication path

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

Not limiting as part of preamble USB communication path is limitint.

“path over which signalacross USB data Defendants adopt the Court’s construction
pins can be received or transmitted from theSamsungjtigation. 2:17<v-00145
(D.1. 140).

No construction necessary outside of “U%B

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at 48 & 59-644., Ex. B1 at 15Dkt. No. 123 at 10; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al
at 1-2. The parties submit that this term appeaGSlaams 1, 4, 9, 12, 17, 19, 20, and 24 of the
'766 Patent and Claims 1, 4, 5, 10, 13, and 14 of the '550 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Bdeat 6;
Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Alat 1-2; seealsoDkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at 48"766 all claims; [']550 all
claims”) & 59-60 (*’766, claim 177).

In Samsungthe Court construetthis term to have its plain meaning apart from the
Court’s construction of “USB."Samsungt 31.

Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with the following preliminary construction: “Plain meaning apeoin the Court’s construction

of ‘USB.”

10 pefendants have asserted: “USB communication path’ as recited in claintHe’ 366

patent is limitedsic, limiting] because it provides an antecedent basis for the term ‘the path’.”
Dkt. No. 127 at 8 n.5Plaintiff's briefing does not address tlissue. SeeDkt. No. 123 at 10;

see alsdkt. No. 130 at 3.To whatever extent Plaintiff is maintaining that the term “USB
communication path” is not a limitation in Claim 17 of the '766 Patent, the Court hereby
expressly rejects Plaintiff's position asaupported.

11 pefendants previously alternatively proposed: “communication path specifiediri [D%t.
No. 103, Ex. B1 at 6.
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(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues that this term is not limited by the USB specification becaude€fiivgn
the adapter side, the USB communication path need not participate in enumeration, need not
perform any normal USB communication and may transmit only abnormal USB data
conditions.” Dkt. No. 123 at 10.

Defendants respond that Plaintiff’'s proposal is an attempt to “completayout the
term ‘USB.” Dkt. No. 127 at 9.

Plaintiff replies that “tle adapteside USB communication path merely provides a path
for transmitting or receiving signals (such as an abnormal USB dataioohditross USB data
pins. The USB communication path in the adapter need not provide a path for normal USB
communicatios or enumeration, and thus deviates from the communication path specified in
USB 2.0.” Dkt. No. 130 at 3.

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties presented oral arguments as to this term

(2) Analysis

Samsun@ddressed substantially the same amgnuisthaPlaintiff has presented here.

See, e.gDkt. No. 123, Ex. 10, Feb. 7, 2018 Fernald Datf 24 (‘{T]he specification teaches

... that a USB adapter may be one incapable of undergoing enumeration, and hencedAa POSIT
would have understood that the claimed USB communication path need not be required to have
the full data exchange capacity as specified generally in a USB specification.”).

The Court reaches the same conclusion here Sanrsundor the same reasons set forth
in Samsung SeeSamsun@t 30—31 ([A] ny question as to whether an instrumentality accused of
being a claimedadapter has aUSB communication path’ is a question of fact for the finder of

fact to evaluate in light of the relevant USB standdyrdsee alsdkt. No. 127, Ex. 5, U.S.
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Provisional Application No. 60/273,021 at 7 (FISI00019360) (“The traditional communications
mode of operation of a USB peripheral is described in great detail in the curi@stésard
and is not discussed presently as it is obvious to a person skilled in theRigifi}iff has not
demonstrated that an interpretation of “USB adapter” that idefotedby USB specifications
necessarily imparts a broader meaning td'tH&B communication path.'Unlike for the term
“USB adapter,” Plaintiff has not demonstrated that the patentee used the term “USB
communication pathin a manner contrary to the USB0 specification.

The Court therefore hereby constrigSB communication path” to have itglain
meaningapart from the Court’s construction of “USB.”

F. “abnormal USB data condition” and “abnormal USB data line condition”

“abnormal USB data condition [detected at said USB communication path]
(766 Patent, Cls. 1-23)

“abnormal data condition on said USB communication path”
(550Patent, &. 4, 13, andlependent claims)

Plaintiff's Proposed Defendants’ Proposed Construction

Construction

“condition on the USB “abnormal data condition” and “abnormal USB data
communication path that is not | condition”:

defined as a valid USB data “an invalid or illegal data condition specified in
condition™? usB”

“abnormal data condition on said USB communication
path”:

“an invalid or illegal data condition on said USB
communication path specified WiSB”

12 plaintiff previously proposed: “condition detected at the USB communication paih tiwit
defined as a valid (or legal) data condition by the USB specification.” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al
at71& 74.
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“abnormal USB data line condition on said D+ line and said Oine”
('766 Patent, Cls. 5, 13)

“abnormal data line condition on said D+ line and said Bline”
('550 Patent, Cls. 6, 15

Plaintiff's Proposed Defendants’ Proposed Construction

Construction

“condition on the D+ line and D- | “abnormal data line conditiorédnd “abnormal USB datg
line that is not defined as a valid | line condition”:
USB data conditiont* “an invalid or illegal data line condition specified in
USB”

“abnormal data line condition on said D+ line and said
D- line”:

“an invalid or illegal data line condition on said D+
line and D-ine specified inJSB”

Dkt. No. 102, Ex. Al at 71 & 74d., Ex. B1 at 8-9Dkt. No. 123 at 10; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al
at4.

In Samsungthe Court construebnormal USB data condition [detected at said USB
communication path]” and “abnormal data condition on said USB communication path” to mean
“condition on the USB communication path that is not defered valid USB data condition’h(

light of the Court’s construction of “USB.” Samsungt 33.

131n the parties’ December 29, 2017 Joint 4-3 Claim Construction and Prehearinge8tatem
Plaintiff also presented “abnormal signal [on the USB communication path]” aputeti term
in Claim 19 of the '766 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at 74 (squar&éaPlaintiff’s).
Defendants similarly presented the term “abnormal sigridl,”"Ex. B1 at 8. Because the term
“abnormal signal” is not addressed in the parties’ briefing, the Court doesramt benstrue
that term. SeeDkt. Nos. 123, 127 & 130.

14 Plaintiff previously proposed: “condition detected at the D+ line and D-linestmait idefined
as a valid (or legal) data condition by the USB specification.” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at 74-75.
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Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with the following preliminary construction for each the two above-charted gafugisputed
terms, respectively: “conditioon the USB communication path that is not defined as a valid
USB data condition”; and “condition on the D+ line and D- line that is not defined as a valid
USB data condition.”

(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues that[b] ecause the signal distinguishes a normal USB hub/host from an
alternate power source, the signal need not be defined as illegal or invalid by USBraiy0, i
needs to be one that #i¢, is] not expected from a USB hub/hast,, that the USB specificain
does not define as valid or legal.” Dkt. No. 123 at 11.

Defendants respond that their proposal “is consistent with the claim langdage, for
example, recites an affirmative limitation that the data line condition be an ‘abnormalais

line candition.” Dkt. No. 127 at 11-12. Defendants also cite prosecution history in which “the
patentees amended their claims to add the ‘abnormal’ limitation instead of ‘igdidifisignal,’
arguing that the new claims were different from the related pateldtsat 12.

Plaintiff replies that Defendants’ proposed construction improperly limits the claims to
an exemplary embodiment.” Dkt. No. 130 at 5. Plaintiff also arguesDed¢ridants’
prosecution history argument similarly fails becausetientees did not rely on the ‘abnormal’
limitation to overcome a rejection.id.

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties did not present any oral argument as to these

terms.
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(2) Analysis

Samsun@ddressed substantially the same arguments that Defendants have presented
here. See, e.gDkt. No. 127 at 124rguing that[b] ecause the ‘abnormal’ signaling is the
essence of the inventignit should be limited to the “objective boundar[ies]” set forth in the
written description and in the USB Zpecification. The Court reaches the same conclusion
here as irBamsundor the same reasons set forttSamsung See Samsuraf 33.

The authorities cited by Defeandts do not compel otherwis&eeDkt. No. 127 at 12
(citing Edwards Lifesciences LLZ Cook Inc.582 F.3d 1322, 1329-30 (Fed. Cir. 2009);
SafeTCare Mfg., Inc. v. Tele-Made, |97 F.3d 1262, 1269-70 (Fed. Cir. 2007Mh¢
inventor makes clear that this attribute of the invention is important in distinguisi@ng
invention over the por art””); Honeywell Int’l, Inc. v. ITT Indus., Inc452 F.3d 1312, 1318
(Fed. Cir. 2006)).

Further, the '766 Patent prosecution history cited by Defendants did not invokly mer
replacing “identification signal” with an “abnormal” condition, as Defamtd appear to imply.
SeeDkt. No. 127 at 12see also id.Ex. 21, Feb. 13, 2012 Amendment dtdplacing all but
four words of application claim 1id., Ex. 18, Mar. 28, 2012 Notice of Allowance, Reasons for
Allowanceat 2. The prosecution history thus does not set forth any disclaimer or otherwise
provide any context that would warrant imposing the narrow interpretation proposed here b
Defendants.See Omega Eng’g, Inc. v. Raytek Cp834 F.3d 1314, 1324 (Fed. Cir. 2003) (“As
a basic principle foclaim interpretation, prosecution disclaimer promotes the public notice
function of the intrinsic evidence and protects the public’s relianckebnitivestatements made

during prosecution.”) (emphasis added).
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Finally, to whatever extent Defendante anaintaining that thEBamsungonstruction

renders the claims indefinite, Defendants have not met their burden of demogstrati

indefiniteness.See e.g.,Sonix Tech. Co. v. Publ'ns Int’l, Li844 F.3d 1370, 1377 (Fed. Cir.

2017) (“Indefiniteness must be proven by clear and convincing evidence.”) (citatitited)mi

The Court therefore hereby construes these disputed terms as set foetfollowing

chart;

Term

Construction

“abnormal USB data condition [detected at
said USB communication path]”

“abnormal data condition on said USB
communication path”

“condition on the USB communication
path that is not defined as a valid USB data
condition”

1

“abnormal USB data line condition on said
D+ line and said D line”

“abnormal data line condition on sad D+
line and said B line”

“condition on the D+ line and D line that
is not defined as a valid USB data
condition”
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G. “"USB specificatiorf

“[configured to supply current on the VBUS line without regard to] at least me
associated condition specifieth a USB specification® ('550Patent Cl. 1 and dependent
claimg

“[configured to supply current on the VBUS line without regard to] at least oné&JSB
Specification imposed limit ¢ ( 550PatentCl. 10 and dependent claims)

“[a charging subsystem enabld to draw current/power unrestricted by] at least one
predetermined USB Specification limit 1’ ( 766 PatentCls. 1 and 9 and dependent claims)

“[drawing current in excess of] at least one USB Specification defined limit® ( 766
Patent Cl. 17 and dependent claims

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

FISI adopts the Court’s construction from th Indefinite
Samsundjtigation. 2:17-¢v-00145 (D.l.
140).

Plain and ordinary meaning; no constructio
necessary

=)

15 plaintiff previously proposed thaatleast oneassociate¢onditionspecified ina USB
specificatiori be construed to mean: “at least one condition associategwptilying current in
a Universal Serial Bus specification; the remaining term requires no adbdarsruction at
this time (.e,, plain and ordinary meaning in light of the intrinsic evidence).” Dkt. No. 103,
Ex. Al at 37.

16 plaintiff previously proposed thaatleast ondJSB Specification imposetimit” be construed
to mean: “at least one Universal Serial Bus 2.0 Specification currenyduppj the remaining
term requires no additional construction at this time (i.e., plain and ordinary me&ahgig of
the intrinsic evidence).” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at 46.

17 plaintiff previously proposed thaat leasionepredetermined USBpecificdion limit” be
construed to mean: “At least one limit related to current/power draw defined binthersal
Serial Bus 2.0 Specification that is determined beforehand.” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at 47.

18 plaintiff previously proposed thaat' least on&JSB Specification definedimit” be construed
to mean: “At least onkmit related tocurrent draw defined byniversal SeriaBus 2.0
Specification.” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at 47.
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Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at 37 & 46-41{., Ex. B1 at 10-12 23-25 Dkt. No. 123 at 11; Dkt.
No. 135, Ex. Al at 3.

In Samsungthe Court rejected an indefiniteness challenge as to these terms and
construed them to have theiain meaning Samsungt 38.

Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with the following preliminary construction: “Plain meaning (Not indefinite).”

(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff submits thatthe patent makes clear that the val& limits are what is allotted
to a specific device as power flows to it. .” Dkt. No. 123 at 11 (citing '111 Patent at 8:11-16).
Defendants respond that “these terms are defined by disregarding ‘ainle’asSB 2.0

current limit,” “[b]ut the USB2.0 standard itself already requires that, so the terms make no
sense.” Dkt. No. 127 at 11.

Plaintiff replies that “[if would be clear to a POSA [(person of ordinary skill in the art)]
that the corresponding claim limitations permit disregarding or violating the applitait
governing the amount of current or power a USB device may draw in a partwothtian or
state” Dkt. No. 130 at 4. Plaintiffubmitsthat Defendants’ argument should be rejected
because “[alimit cannot bedisregardedwhen it is not applicable . .”. Id. at 4-5. Finally,
Plaintiff argues:

The fact that subsequent revisions of the USB specification may exceed USB 2.0

power limitsdoes not establish indefinitenessg-merely demonstrates that others

recognized the benif of the claimed invention and incorporated it into the
specification.If a device may draw powavithout regard to USB 2.0 limits, this
limitation is met—even if the device implementssabsequent revision of the

specification that permits higher povwdraw.

Id. at 5.
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At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties did not present any oral argument as to these
terms.

(2) Analysis

Samsun@ddressed substantially the same arguments that Defendants have presented
here. See Samsurag 36-38. The Counteaches the same conclusdrere as irSamsundor
substantialljthe same reasons set fortfSamsung See id.

The Court therefore hereby expressly rejects Defendants’ indefinitengessemts and
hereby construes these terms to have filain meaning.

H. “without USB enumeration’

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

Plain and ordinary meaning; no constructio| “without the occurrence of any of the steps
necessary USB enumeration”

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B1 at & 21; Dkt. No. 123 at 12; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at $he parties
submit that this term appears in Clai®sl1, and 24 of the '766 Patent and Claims 3 and 12 of
the '550 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at 76, Ex. B1 at 7; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at 5.

This term was not presented as a disputed terS8aimsung

Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with the following preliminary construction: “without the occurrence of all ofstieps of USB

enumeration.”

19 plaintiff previously proposed as follows regarding “[said enabling of the icigpsgbsystem
occurs without] USB enumeration” and “[said current is supplied without] USB eation€:

USB enumeration: identification and assignment of unique addresses to attached
USB devices. The remaining term requires no construction at thisimel@in
and ordinary meaning in light of the intrinsic evidence).

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at 76 (square brackets Plaintiff’s).
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(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues that “[aPOSAwould have understood that ‘without USB enumeration’
means that nall steps of enumeration are perfornie®kt. No. 123 at 12 (emphasis added).
Likewise, Plaintiff urges thatrfo embodiment in #hpatent requires thesic] device to draw
power withoutinitiating enumeration, as Defendants’ construction would reduick.at 13.

Defendants respond that “[t]he specification repeatedly states that tHe nmbce
foregoegarticipation in the enumeration steps in their entirety after the detectaon of
identification signal. Dkt. No. 127 at 14citing '550 Patent at 2:8.5, 9:16-19, 9:44-46, 9:65—
10:4 & Fig. 3). Defendants also argue that “FISI does i@&cause it ganot — point to any
disclosure where the identification signal is sent/received after some etiomsteps.” Dkt.

No. 127 at 14.

Plaintiff replies that “[t]he plain meaning of ‘without USB enumeratim@ans that the
procesof USB enumeration is not performed,” and “[i]f any step of the enumeration process is
not performed, then there has been no enumeration.” Dkt. No. 83(Pdintiff emphasizes
that “Defendants cite no disclosure that prohibits the invention from performniyngteps of
enumeraobn.” 1d.

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties did not present any oral argumentss to th
term.

(2) Analysis

Claims 1 and 3 of the '766 Patent, for example, recite (emphasis added):

1. A mobile device, comprising:

a USB communication patand
a charging subsystem enabled to draw current unrestricted by at least one

predetermined USB Specification limit, said enablement being responsive to an
abnormal USB data condition detected at said USB communication path.
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3. The device of clmn 1, wherein said enabling of the charging subsystem occurs
without USB enumeration

The parties appear to agree that USB enumeration involves multiple stépadddes’
proposal, that “without USB enumeration” should be construed as precthdipgformance of
anystep that is involved in USB enumeration, is contrary to the open-ended structure of these
claims. See, e.g., Genentech, Inc. v. Chiron Catf2 F.3d 495, 501 (Fed. Cir. 1997)
(“*Comprising’ is a term of art used in claim language whuokans that the named elements are
essential, but other elements may be added and still form a construct withiopgbetthe
claim.”). Indeed, it seems sedivident, or least reasonably plain, that performance of less than
all of the steps of “USB enumeration” would not be “USB enumeration.” A usefulgnalo
this regard is that a methodclaim recited “USB enumeration” as a limitation, and an accused
instrumentality performed less than all of gtepsof “USB enumeration,” then the accused
instrumentality would not infringé&® Cf. Ericsson, Inc. v. D-Link Sys., Ing73 F.3d 1201, 1219
(Fed. Cir. 2014)“A method claim is directly infringed when someone practices every stee of th
patented methog..

Turning to the specification, the partievaaiteddisclosures regarding operations that
can be carried out “without waiting for enumeration”:

When a USB adapter 100 is connected to a mobile device 10, the identification

subsystem 108 of the USB adapter 100 preferably provides an identification

signal to the mobile device 10 to notify the mobile device 10 that the device 10 is

connected to a power source that is not subject to the power limits imposed by the

USB specification.Preferably, the mobile device 10 is programmed to recognize

the identification signal and therefore recognizes that an identificatiorl bigma
been transmitted by the USB adapter 18&er recognizing a valid identification

20 For purposes of this analogy, the Cdwete uses the word “infringe” to refer to direct, literal
infringement(rather thanoint infringement or infringement under the doctrine of equivalents).
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signal, the mobile device 10 draws power through the USB adaptevithoit
waiting for enumeratior charge negotiation.

111 Patent at 9:3—-14 (emphasis addedg id.at 9:39-42. Defendants have also cited
disclosures in the specification regarding power sources “that are notecapgahlticipating in
enumeration” as well as mobile devices tltain forego the enumeration process and charge
negotiation process and immediately draw energy from the USB power ada(ptaraldesired
rate.” Id. at 1:59-67 & 9:60-65.

On balance, Defendants have not identified any disclosure in the specificatinsehat
to the level of a lexicography or disclaimer that would warrant precludingrperfiganystep of
USB enumerationSeg e.g.,GE Lighting Solutions, LLC v. AgiLightc., 750 F.3d 1304, 1310
(Fed. Cir. 2014)“This is simply not a case where the patentee has disavowed the plain meaning
of the term. . ..); id. at 130920 (collecting casesp)penwave Sys., Inc. v. Apple Ir®08 F.3d
509, 513 (Fed. Cir. 2015) T find disavowal of claim scope through disparagement of a
particular feature, we ask whethibe specification goes well beyond expragdhe patentee’s
preference . . [such that] its repeated derogatory statements about [a particular embodiment]
reasonaly may be viewed as a disavowal.”) (citations and internal quotation marks omitted)
id. at 517 (“There is no doubt a high bar to finding disavowal of claim scope through
disparagement of the prior art in the specification.”)

The Court therefore herebgrstrueswithout USB enumeration” to mearfwithout

the occurrence ofall of the steps of USB enumeration.”
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l. “identification signal”

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

FISI adopts the Court’s construction from th “signal that informs the mobile device that
Samsundjtigation. 2:17cv-00145 (D.I. USB adapter is not limited by thmwer
140). limits imposed by the USB specification”

“signal that identifies a power source type”

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B1 at 3)kt. No. 123 at 13; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at 5. The parties suthrat
this term appears in Claims 1, 6, 17, and 18 of the '111 P&tlanmtys 8-13 of the '586 Patent,
and Claims 17 and 19 of the '766 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. BlsaeBkt. No. 135, ExAl
at5; seealso id, Ex. Al at 85; Dkt. No. 127 at 13 (*’111, '586: all claims; '766: 17 and 19”).
In Samsungthe Court construetthis termto mean “signal that identifies a power source
type.” Samsungt 41.
Shortly before the start of the Mar2B, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with the following preliminary construction: “signal that identifies a powers®type.”

(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues thatDefendants’ construction focuses on a single intended use of th
identification signal and renders other claim limitations reduntdkt. No. 123 at 13.
Plaintiff also argues claim differentiation as@taims51, 55, and 70 of thearent'936 Patent??

Id. at 13-14.

21 plaintiff previously proposed: “an electrical signal that provides informagigarding an
adapter power type or a power source type.” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at 85.

22 The '111 Patent is a continuation of United States Patent No. 6,936,936 (“the '936 Patent”).
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Defendants respond that their proposed coatstmuis “[t]he sol€ identification
contemplated in the specification for this sigraaid is “the essence of the invention.” DKkt.
No. 127 at 14.

Plaintiff replies that Defendants’ proposal improperly limits the term to a singtéidan
because “[t]hé-ischer patents expressly contemplate thaidietification signal may perform
other functions, such as differentiating between types of power sources.” Dkt. No5380 at
Further, Plaintifurgesthat “Defendants’ argumerhat FISI's construction would ‘capture USB
enumeration{DBr. [(Dkt. No. 127) at]14) fails because enumeration is a process that entails
more than merely identifying a power source typekt. No. 130 at 6.

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties presented oral arguasémthis term.In
particular, Defendants urged that the “identification signal” must conveyniaet current is
safe to draw. Defendants concluded that it is not enough to convey merely some iaformati
about a power source, such as whether it usesaiieg current (AC) or direct current (DC).

(2) Analysis

Samsun@ddressed substantially the same arguments that Defendants have presented
here. See Samsurag 3-41 The Court reaches the same conclusion hereSamsundor the
same reasons set forth$amsung See id. The absence @&n assertion of the '936 Patent in the
present casanoted here by Defendants, doessighificantly affect the applicability dhe
Samsung@nalysis in the present case.

The Court therefore hereby constrtigentification signal” to mear'signal that

identifies a power source type.”
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J. “a mobile device”

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

Not limiting?® The preambles are limiting.

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B1 at 15; Dkt. No. 123 at 14; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A1 &I&intiff submitsthat
this term appears i@laims 1, 9, and 24 of the '766 Patent and dependent claims. Dkt. No. 103,
Ex. Al at 82.

In Samsungthe Court found as to Claims 1, 9, and 24 of the '766 Patent that the
preamble term “a mobile device” is not limitinGamsungt 42 & 44.

Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with the following preliminary construction: “The preambles of @&il, 9, and 24 of the '766
Patent are not limiting.”

(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff submits that the term “mobile device” provides no antecedent basigpivas
relied upon during prosecution, andies not affect the claim structure becauseldien body
provides a complete invention composed of at least a USB communication and a charging
subsystem of prescribed featufeBkt. No. 123 at 14.

Defendants’ response brief does not appear to address theseSeeD&t. No. 127.

At the March 262018 hearing, the parties did not present any oral argument as to this

term.

23 pPlaintiff previously proposed: “Not a limit, but if deemed a limit, no additional cortstruat
this time (.e,, plain and ordinary meaning in light of the intrinsic evidence).” Dkt. No. 103,
Ex. Al at 82-83.
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(2) Analysis

Particularly in light of the apparent absence of any argutmebefendantss tothis
term, the Court reaches the same conclusion here Sanmsundor the same reasons set forth in
Samsung SeeSamsun@t 41-44 see also Symantec Corp. v. Computer Assocs. Int’],382.
F.3d 1279, 1288-89 (Fed. Cir. 2008) (discussing legal principles regarding preambles).
The Court therefore hereby finds thatmobile device”in the preambles of Claims 1, 9,
and 24 of the '766 Patergnot limiting .

K. “microprocessor

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

No construction necessary. If construed, “Il “a CPU on a single chip”
with capability to interpreand execute coded
instructions.”

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at 9Qd., Ex. B1 at 5; Dkt. No. 123 at 14; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at 5. The
parties submit that this term appears in Claim 11 of the '586 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at 90
id., Ex. B1 at 5; Dkt. No. 127 at 13; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at 5.

In Samsungthe Court construed this term to mean “a CPU on a single c8Bgmisung
at47.

Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with thefollowing preliminary construction: “a CPU on a single chip.”

(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues that “Defendants seek to improperly limit the claims to preferred
embodiments and fail to acknowledge that a microprocessor may be located on Vaitthat
not be considered a CPU but that can interpret and execute programmed/coddwimstruc

Dkt. No. 123 at 14.
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Defendants respond that they agree withShmsungonstruction, which Defendants
submit is consistent with the specification, edic evidence, and case lawkt. No. 127 at 13.

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties did not present any oral argument as to this
term.

(2) Analysis

Samsun@ddressed substantially the same argument®thettiff haspresented here.
SeeSamsun@t 45-47. The Court reaches the same conclusion hereSasmesundor the same
reasons set forth iBamsung See id.

The Court therefore hereby constrtiegcroprocessor” to mearta CPU on a single
chip.”

L. “generaté and “generating”

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

Plain and ordinary meaning; no constructio| “to produce” / “producing”
necessary

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at 106¢l., Ex. B1 at 4; Dkt. No. 123 at 15; Dkt. No. 135, BL at5 The
paries submit that this term appears in Claiinand 17 of the '111 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al
at 106id., Ex. B1 at 4; Dkt. No. 127 at 15; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at 5-6.

These terms were not presented as disputed ter§ansung

Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with the following preliminary constructions: “provide” and “providing.”

(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues thatlfy Defendants’ own admission, the substitution of the claimge
with their alleged synonym alters the scope of the claims, which is imprdplet.. No. 123

at15.
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Defendants respond that “FISI argues for plain meaning to distort and broademthe
read out the inherent requirement of this term.” Dkt. No. 127 at 15.

Plaintiff replies that whereas the term “generate” is unambiguous and easily
understandable, Defendants’ proposal relies on a dictionary definition that has ndioartnec
the intrinsic record. Dkt. No. 130 at 6 (citation omitted). Pldiatgo argues that “[ggn if
exemplary embodiments use an active mechanism for generating an idenifsigiial, the
claims cannot be so limited absent a clear disclainldr.at 6-7.

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties presented oral artgiaseto these terms.
Plaintiff had no objection to the Court’s preliminary constructions of these smeaning
“provide” and “providing.”

(2) Analysis

Claims 1 and 17 of the '111 Patent recite that a power output is generated frondreceive
energ or received powefemphasis added):

1. A Universal Serial Bus (“USB’adapter for providing power to a mobile
devicethrough a USB port, comprising:

a plug unit configured to reiv® energy from a power socket;

a power converter coupled to the plugtutme power converter being
configured to regulate the received energy from the powé&estmgeneratea
power output;

an identification subsystem configuredgeneratean identification signal,
wherein the identification signal is configured to cate to the mobile device that
the power socket is not a USB host or hub; and

a USB connector coupled to the power converter and the identification
subsystem, the USB connector being configured to couple the power output and
the identification signal tdhe mobile device.

* % %

17. A method for providing energy to a mobile device using a USB adapter that
includes a USB connector for coupling the USB adapter to the mobile device,
comprising:

receiving a pwer input from a power socket;

generatinga regulated DC power output from the power input;
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generatingan identification signal that is configured to indicate to the
mobile device that the poweocket is not a USB host or hub;

providing the identification signal on one or more data pins of the USB
connector; and

providing the power output on one or more power pins of the USB
connector.

Although Claim 17uses the terrfproviding” in addition to “generating,the limitations
are distinguishable from one another based on otherdgegather than any apparent difference
in meaning between “generating” and “providing.” Instead, the spe@icases the words
“provides” and “generates” interchangeably

The identification subsystem 1@8ovidesan identification signal to the mobile
device 10 that the power source is not a USB limited sodrce.identification

signal could be the communication of a single voltage on one or more of the USB
data lines, different voltages on the two data lines, a series of pulses or voltage
level changes, or other types of electrical signdise identification subsystem
108that generateshe identification signal could have multiple types of
configurations. In one embodiment, the identification subsystem 108 comprises a
hardwired connection of a single voltage level to both data lines. In another
embodiment, the identification subsystem 108 comprises a USB controller that is
operable to communicate an identification signal to the mobile dexidditional
embodiments are contemplatetihe identification subsystem 108 may optionally
be configured to have the capability of electrically connecting or discongecti

the power output from the power converter 104 from the USB connector 102
and/or to connect or disconnect any data inputs from the USB adapter 100 to the
USB connector 102.

111 Patent at 8:23-42 (emphasis adgség id.at 9:21-39. Any presumption of a difference in
meaning between “generating” and “providing” is thus rebuttee CAE Screenplates Inc. v.
Heinrich Fiedler GmbH & Co. KG224 F.3d 1308, 1317 (Fed. Cir. 2000n(the absence of
any evidence to the contranwe must presume that the use of these different terms in the claims
connotes different meanings.”) (emphasis added).

The specification thus demonstrates that thenpe¢eused the term “generate” to mean
“provide.” The dictionary definitionsubmittedoy Defendants do not compel otherwiSze

Dkt. No. 127, Ex. 22\Webster's New World Dictionary and Thesau2é® (2d ed. 2002)
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(“1[.] to produce (offspring); beget”; “2[.] to bring into being9ee also id.Ex. 23,0xford
Paperback Dictionary, Thesaurus, and Wordpower G@id& (2001)“1[.] cause to arise or

come about. 2[.] produce (energy).Likewise, Defendants have not adequately supported their
suggestion of requiring an “active mechanism” (Dkt. No. 127 at 15) and, whatever meaning of
that phrase is intended by Defendants, the breadth of the above-reproduced discigbsre we
againsimposingany“active mechanism” requirement.

Finally, as to Plaintiff’'s proposal of a plain meaning construction |ibernational
Rectifiercase cited by Plaintiff is inapplicabl&eelnt’l Rectifier Corp. v. IXYS Corp361 F.3d
1363, 1374 (Fed. Cir. 2004) (finding error where district court used a dictionary definition of a
synonym of the disputed term rather than a definition of the disputed term itestfad, “some
construction of the disputed claim language will assist the jury to understaridithe”’c TQP
Dev., LLC v. Merrill Lynch & Co., IngNo. 2:08CV-471, 2012 WL 1940849, at *2 (E.DeX.

May 29, 2012) (Bryson, J., sitting by designation).

The Court theref@ hereby construes the disputedns as set forth in the following

chart:
Term Construction
“generate” “provide”
“generating” “providing”
M. “adapter”
Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction
Not limiting as part of preamble; Adapter is limiting
alternatively, plain and ordinary meaning; no
construction necessary “power adapter”
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Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B1 at 1&kt. No. 123 at 15; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at$eeDkt. No. 103,

Ex. Al at 84. The parties subintihat this term appears in Clairhs3, 6-8, 12, and 14-18 of the
111 Patent and Claims 1, 3-8, 10, and 12-17 of the '550 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Bdeat 18;
Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at Sseealsoid., Ex. Al at 84’550, all claims”), Dkt. No. 127 at 12
("211/550: all claims™).

In Samsungthis term was not presented as a distinct disputed term.

Shortly before the starf the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with the following preliminary constructions: “Plain meaning (As to the '111 Rdtea term
appears as part of the larger terms ‘USB adapter’ and ‘Universal Serial BsB"}‘Bdapter,’
which are addressed above.) (As to the '550 Patent, this term appears in the bodiesiohishe
and is limiting.).”

(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues: Defendants’ proposed construction is no construction at all as it
incorporates the very term be construed into the construction. Defendants therefore ingdirectl
concede that the meaning for ‘adaptsrtlear and no further interpretation is required.” Dkt.
No. 123 at 15.

Defendants respond that “[l]ike ‘USB adapter,’ the term ‘adapter’ is honibecause
(i) it provides an essential structural element and ‘the framework of the inve feiody;

(i) provides an antecedent basis in the claims.” Dkt. No. 127 at 13 (citations omitted).

Defendants argue that “[a]dapter’ is used within the Higations to refer to a particular adapter

— a ‘power adapter,” and Defendants submit that Plaintiff's previous profossalSB
adapter”(“power adapter with USB connector”) is consistent with Defendants’ proposal as

“adapter.” Id. (citing Dkt. No.103, Ex. Al at 27).
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Plaintiff replies that “[t]he term ‘adaptein the '550 preambles . . . [iapt limiting for
the same reasons” & the above-discussed “USB adapter” term in the 111 Patent. DKkt.
No. 130 at 2 n.1. Plaintiff also argues that “Defendants’ construction for ‘adapterther
improperbecause it merely restates the claim term with additional unrecited limitatichs.
at2.

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties did not present any oral argument as to this
term.

(2) Analysis

As to the '111 Patent, this terappears as part of the larger teftdSB adapter” and
“Universal Serial Bus (‘USB’) adaptenihich areaddressedbove. See Samsuraj 22-26.

The independent claims of the '550 Patent recite (emphasis added):

1. An adaptercomprising:

a USB VBUS lire and a USB communication path,

saidadapterconfigured to supply current on the VBUS line without
regard to at least one associated condition specified in a USB specification.

* % %

10. An adaptercomprising:
aUSB VBUS lire and a USB communication path,
saidadapterconfigured to supply current on the VBUS line without
regard to at least oneSB Specification imposed limit.
Because the term “adapter” appears in the bodies of these claims, the term “adapter” is
limitation of these claims.
As to the proper construction, Defendatigie citedntroductory statements in the
Background section of theritten description See’550 Patent at 1:46—48 (“This invention

relates generally to power adapters. Morgi@aarly, the invention relates to power adapters

for use with mobile devices.”)On balance, Defendants’ reliance on these statements is
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unavailing. Defendants’ proposal of “power adapter” would tend to confuse ratherahgn cl
the scope of these claims, which already redted' adapter configured to supply current on the
VBUS line”

The Court therefore hereby expressly rejects Defendants’ proposed ciimisiriNo
further construction is necessary, particularly in light of the context provigedrbounding
claim language as to how the adapter is “configur&keel.S. Surgical Corp. v. Ethicon, Inc.
103 F.3d 1554, 1568 (Fed. Cir. 1997Clgim construction is a matter of resolution of disputed
meanings and technical scope, to clarify and wiesressary to explain what the patentee
covered by the claims, for use in the determination of infringeniergt.not an obligatory
exercise in redundangy, see alsd2 MicroInt’l Ltd. v. Beyond Innovation Tech. €621 F.3d
1351, 1362 (Fed. Cir. 2008) (“[D]Jistrict courts are not (and should not be) required to construe
everylimitation present in a patestasserted claims.”Finjan, Inc. v. Secure Computing Carp.
626 F.3d 1197, 1207 (Fed. Cir. 2010) (“Unli®2 Micro, where the court failed to resolve the
parties’ quarrel, the district court rejected Defendants’ constructidkctiveVideo Networks,
Inc. v. Verizon Commcn’s, In694 F.3d 1312, 1326 (Fed. Cir. 2018mmit 6, LLC v.
Samsung Elecs. Co., L®02 F.3d 1283, 1291 (Fed. Cir. 301

The Court accordingly hereby constriadapter” to have itgplain meaning.
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N. “means for receiving energy from a power sockét

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

FISI adopts the Court’s construction from thf Function:

Samsundjtigation. 2:17-¢v-00145 (D.l. “receiving energy from a power socket”
140).

Structure:
Function: “plug unit 106 and 306, and plug adapters

“receiving energy from a power socket”| 114 and 314"

Structure:

“a plug unit and/or plug adapter
compatible with a North American power
socket, a UK power socket, a European power
socket, or a car power socket; and
equvalents”

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at 93d., Ex. B1 at 13; Dkt. No. 123 at 16; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at 6. The
parties subntithat thisterm appears in Claim 18 of the '111 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. AL at 93
id., Ex. B1 at 13; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at 6.

Plaintiff proposes the construction that the parties agreed u@amsung Samsung
at48. Defendants’ response brief does not axddifeis term.SeeDkt. No. 127. Shortly before
the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties with a prgliminar
construction identical to the construction agreed up@amsung At the March 26, 2018
hearing, Defendants confiied that they are in agreement

The Court accordingly hereby finds tHateans for receiving energy from a power
socket” is a meanglus-function term, the function fgeceiving energy from a power
socket,” and the corresponding structuréasplug unit and/or plug adapter compatible with
a North American power socket, a UK power socket, a European power socket, or aca

power socket; and equivalents.”
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O. “means for regulating the received energy from the power socket to generate a power
output”

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

Function: Function:
“regulating the received energy from th¢  “regulating the received energy from thg¢
power socket to generate a power output” | power socket to generate a powetput”

\1%4

Structure: Structure:

“power converter 104/304, including at “power converter 104 or 304”
least one of a switching converter, a
transformera DC source, a voltage regulatg
a linear regulator, or rectifier; and
equivalents”

=

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at 96d., Ex. B1 at 13; Dkt. No. 123 at 16; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at 6. The
parties submit that this term appear€laim 18 of the '111 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at 96
id., Ex. B1 at 13; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at 6.

Plaintiff proposes the construction that the parties agreed u@amsung Samsung
at10. Defendants’ response brief does not address this &zedkt. No. 127. Shortly before
the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the paitiethe following
preliminary construction: “Function: ‘regulating the received energy frapbwer socket to
generate a power output™; and “Corresponding Structure: ‘power converter 104/304 inauding
least one of a switching converter, a transformer, a DC source, a voltageoreguliaear
regulator, or rectifier; and equivalents thereof.” At the March 26, 2018 lp@afendants
confirmed that they are in agreement

The Court accordingly hereby finds tHateans for regulating the received energy
from the power socket to generate a power outputis a meangplus-function term, the
claimed function isregulating the received energy from the power socket to generate a

power output,” and the corresponding structurépswer converter 104/304 irtluding at
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least one of a switching converter, a transformer, a DC source, a voltage regulator, adar
regulator, or rectifier ; and equivalents thereof.”

P. “means for generating an identification signal that indicates to the mola device that
the power socket is not a USB hub or host”

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

FISI adopts the Court’s construction from tl Function:

Samsundjtigation. 2:17-¢v-00145 (D.l. “generating an identification signal that

140). indicates to the mobile device that

the power sockeas not a USB hub or host”

Function:
“generating an identification signal that | Structure:

indicates to the mobile device that the power Indefinite

socket is not a USB hub or host”

Structure:
“an identification subsystem 108 and
equivalents therebf*

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B1 at 14; Dkt. No. 123 at 16; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at 6. The parties submit
that this term appears @aim 18 of the 111 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at 98+@9Ex. B1
at 14 Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at 6-7.

In Samsungthe Court found that “the claimed functiongeherating an identification
signal thaindicates to the mobile device that the powsket is not a USB hub or host,’ ati
corresponding structure iglentificaion subsystem 108, and equivalents theredd&@msung
at50-51.

Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties

with a preliminary construction identical to tSBamsungonstruction.

24 Plaintiff previously proposed: “an identification subsystem such as one that melude
hardwired connection or a USB controller, or one that can electrically connestonmuiect

power or data lines from the USB connector; and the equivalents thereof.” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A
at 98-99.
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(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues:
The patents teach that a USB adapter provides an identification signattiend
to a mobile device that it is connected to an “alternate power source” such as an
AC outlet or DC car socket as opposed to a normal USB host or hub. ... ‘111,
1:59-67, 8:23-25, 9:3-8, 9:26-42, 9:60-65; Ex. 10, {The patent expressly
describes the structures that provide this signal. ‘111, 8:29-42, Ex. 22, original
claims 810; Ex. 10, 1 74See als€CC Orderf{(Samsuny at 49-51.

Dkt. No. 123 at 16.
Defendants respond:
The specification nowhere describes structure that indicates whetlpavibe
socketis or is not a USB hub or host and is therefore indefiriit&. identifies
structure for indicating to the mobile device thatdapteris conrected to the
mobile device, but that indicates nothing about whethepakaeer socketin
which the adapter plugs) is a hub or host. Ex. 12 | 155-156.

Dkt. No. 127 at 15.
Plaintiff replies:
The specification expressly teaches that the identificayistes indicates to the
mobile device that it is connected to an alternative power source or socket, rather
than a USB hub or host. '111 at 8:17—4%fendants’ distinction between a

power source and power socket is immatergde idat 1:54—67seealsoSSCC
[(Samsunpat] 50.

Dkt. No. 130 at 7.
At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties did not present any oral argument as to this

term.

(2) Analysis

Samsun@ddressed the same arguments that Defendants have present&kbere.
Samsun@t 8. The Court reaches the same conclusion here &anrsundor the same reasons

set forth inSamsung See idat 48-51.

-47 -



The Court accordingly herebiynd that“means for generating an identification signal
that indicates to the mobile device that the powesocket is not a USB hub or hostis a
meansplus-function term, the claimed function“generating an identification signal that
indicates to the mobile device that the power socket is not a USB hub or hostyid the
corresponding structure ‘iglentification subsystem 108, and equivalents thereof.”

Q. “means for coupling the power output and identification signal to the mobile des#’

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction
Function: Defendants adopt the Court’s construction
“coupling the power output and from theSamsungjtigation. 2:17cv-00145
identification signal to the mobile device (D.I. 140).
Structure: Function:
“USB connector 102 and/or USB “coupling the power output and
connector 54; and equivalents theréaf” identification signal to the mobile device
Structure:

“USB connector 102 and USB connectd
54; and equivalents thered”

=

Dkt. No. 123 at 16; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. Al at The parties submit that this term appears in
Claim 18 of the '111 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Al at2id3 Ex. B1 at 13; Dkt. No. 135,
Ex.Al at7
In Samsungthe Court found that “the claimed function is ‘coupling the power output and
identification signal to the mobile device,” and the corresponding structure is ‘USBaonn

102 and USB connector 54; and equivalents there&&amsungt 53.

25 pPlaintiff previously proposed: “a USB connector; and the equivalents thereof.” Dkt. No. 103,
Ex. Al at 103.

26 Defendants previously proposed: “USB connector 102 and 302 and USB connector 54 as
shown in Figures 2 and 4.” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B1 at 15.
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Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with a preliminary construction identical to tSBamsungonstruction.

(1) The Parties’ Pasons

Plaintiff argues:

The Court previously found that the corresponding structure includes both USB

connector 102 and USB connector %2C Order{(Samsuny at 52-53.

Respectfully, although USB connector 54 can be part of the structure for

coupling,it is not necessaryRather, connector 102 on its own providesliier

recited function.E.g][], Ex. 10, 11 76-77; ‘111, Fig. 2, claim 20.

Dkt. No. 123 at 16-17.

Defendants respond:

The Court found that the structure requires both “USB connector 102 and USB

connector 54.” $amsunpat 52-53. Defendants agree. Ex. 12 1 158-159. FISI

claims that the USB connector 54 is not necessarily required. Brief 16—17. The

Court has rejectethat position. $amsunpat 52-53.

Dkt. No. 127 at 15.

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties presented oral arguments as to thisiterm
particular, Plaintiff cited disclosures in the specification regarthngrimary USB connector.”
See'l11 Patent at 2:134.

(2) Analysis

Samsun@ddressed substantially the same arguments that Plaintiff has presented here.
See Samsurgf 51-53. The Court reaches the same conclusion hereSasmeundor the same
reasons set forth iBamsung Seed. The disclosures cited by Plaintiff regarding “a primary
USB connector” do not compel otherwisgee'111 Patent at 2:184. In particular, Plaintiff
has not demonstrated thahé specification . .clearly links or associatethat structure to the

function recited in the claim.Med. Instrumentation & Diagnostics Corp. v. Elekta, 8B4

F.3d 1205, 1219 (Fed. Cir. 2003) (emphasis added; citation and internal quotation marks
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omitted) Instead, the corresponding structure includes both the “USB connector 102” and the
“USB connector 54.”See Samsuray 52-53;seg e.g.,’111 Patent at 6:18.7 (“The USB
connector 54 is the physical component that couples the USB port to the outside world.”)

The Court therefore hereby finds thateans for coupling the power output and
identification signal to the mobile device”is a meanplus-function term, the claimed function
is “coupling the power output and identification signal to the mobile device,and the
corresponding structure 1§SB connector 102 and USR:onnector 54; and equivalents
thereof.”

V. CONSTRUCTION OF DISPUTED TERMS IN THE '319 PATENT FAMILY 27

R. “USB”

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

USB should only be construed as part of th) “USB is an abbreviation for ‘Universal Serig
term in which it appears Bus,” which is a computer standard

technology described in Universal Serial Bus
Specification Revision 2.0 and other versions
of this standard promulgated at the time of the
claimed invention.”

27 In its opening claim construction brief, Plaintiff submits: “For the ter88 (gort and non-

USB source, Fundamental has adopted the Court’s construction fr@arisingase that these
terms be given thisic, their] plain mening. Because Defendants have asserted that these terms
need not be construed (Dkt. 103-6 at 14-15), Fundamental is not addressing them further in this
brief.” Dkt. No. 123 at 17 n.7. Defendants responded: “Defendants, however, seek
constructiongor dl ‘USB' terms, have sought plain and ordinary meaning for the rest of the
terms, and have sought back up constructions for these specific terms.” Dkt. No. 127at 28. |
the parties’ March 9, 2018 Joint Claim Construction Chart Pursuant to P.R. 4B(darties

agreed that “notdSB source” should be construed as followdain meaning in light of the

Court’s construction ofUSB.” Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at 5. As to “USB port” in claims of the

'319 Patent, Defendants stated in the Joint Claim Congtru€hart: “Limiting as part of
preamble.”ld. at4. Atthe March 26, 2018 hearing, Defendants urged that the term “USB port”
is limiting in the preambles of Claims 1 and 18 of the '111 Patent (addressed above), but
Defendants did not present any such statement as to the '319 Patent Family.,, frouheh
argument appears in Defendants’ response b8e&Dkt. No. 127 at 2&9. Defendants thus

have not adequately supported any assertion that the term “USB port” is limitireg in
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Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A2 at 19d., Ex. B2 at 1. The parties submit that this term appears
Claims1, 2, and 13-20 of the '3atentand Claim 7 of the '514 Patent. Dkt. No. 183, B2
at 1;seeid., Ex. A2 at 19 (“various”).

In Samsungthe Court construed this term to mébmiversal Serial Bus as described in
Universal Serial Bus Specification Revision 2.0 and related versions of thisrgtantize time
of the claimed invention.’Samsungt 81.

In the parties’ March 9, 2018 Joint Claim Construction Chart, the parties subintitetra
have agreed upon applying tBamsungonstruction. Dkt. Nol35, Ex. A2at 4. Shortly before
the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided theguaith a preliminary
construction identical to th@amsungonstruction. At the hearing, no party objected to this
construction.

The Court accordingly hereby constrideg$SB” to meartUniversal Serial Bus as
described in Universal Serial Bus Specificatio Revision 2.0 and related versions of this
standard at the time of the claimed invention.”

S. “battery charge controller”

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

FISI adopts the Court’s construction from tf “a standard battery charge controller that

Samsundjtigation. 2:17ev-00145 (D.l. manages charging of the battery, including
140). regulating the voltage and current levels to|the
battery”

“controller that manages charging of a
battery

preambles of angf the claims of the '319 Patent Family. The Court therefore hereby expressly
rejects Defendants’ assertion in that regard.
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Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A2 at 1id., Ex. B2at 3;Dkt. No. 123 at 17; Dkt. No. 127 at 16; Dkt. No. 135,
Ex. A2 at 1 The parties submit that this term appeaGlaims 1, 14, and 19 of the 319 Patent
and Claims 1, 18, and 20 of the '514 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. BZaeBkt. No. 135, Ex. A2
at 1;seealso id, Ex. A2 at 1 (*’319, '514, all claims”); Dkt. No. 127 at 16 (same).

In Samsungthe Court construed this term to meanritroller that manages charging of a
battery.” Samsungt 56.

Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with a preliminary construction identical to tSamsungonstruction.

(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues that “[t}e claims . .make clear that the battery charge controller is part
of a larger circuitry,” and “[t]he specification likewise teaches that a batteryecbargroller
need not be the entire battery charfC, but one functional unit ‘employ[ed}y the IC” Dkt.
No. 123 at 18 (quoting '31Bakent at 1:22—24)Plaintiff also argues that “[bFause the plain
language of the claims is not limited to standard battery charge contrivleosild be improper
to limit the claims to only those embodiments that use a standard battery chargiecdnbDkt.
No. 123 at 18.

Defendants respond that “the construction of the term battery charge costrolidat not
only require an actual ‘controller,” but should ensure that the controller isndasth controller
with all the corresponding featuresdainnctions.” Dkt. No. 127 at 16.

Plaintiff replies that “[w]hile the intrinsic evidence explains that the claimed inventio
may have certain advantages when used with a standard battery charge cantfote not
disclaim the use of non-standard trofiers” Dkt. No. 130 at 7. Plaintiff also argues that lg]

second portion of Defendants’ construction should be rejected because it importsraoastra
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limitation based on exemplary functionality in the specificatidd. (citing ‘319 Patent at:22—
28).

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties presented oral arguments as to thla term
particular, Defendants urged that their proposal of requiring a “standatdtybetharge
controller is supported by multiple disclosures in the specificas to using “standard” or “off
the shelf’ battery charge controllerSee’319 Patent at 4:3, 5:30-33, 6:9-16, 7:56-58 &
9:65-67; see also idat 3:5158 (“New, dedicated battery charge controllers could be developed
which are designed to operatetlw#@ USB power supply and a portable device 18, but that would
be an expensive and complicated solution.”).

(2) Analysis

The Summary of the Invention, for example, states:

It is therefore an object of the invention to provide a novel method and apparatus

which allowsstandardbattery charge controllers to be supplied from standard

computer data ports and other power sources, which obviates or mitigates at least
one of the disadvantages of the prior art.
'319 Patent at 4:3—7 (emphasis addef)e speciftation further discloses:

The total power consumed may therefore be modulated to stay within the limits of

the power available from the USB port 12, and within the range of power that the

battery charge controller 20 is able to dissipdtkis allows battry charge

controllers 20 to be used “off the shelfather than having to design new and

larger battery charge controllers 20 which can dissipate enough power to supply

both the portable device 18 and battery R4lso allows the battery charge

contrdler 20 or external driving element to be kept physically small.

Id. at 6:9-17 (emphasis addedee id.at 5:30-33 (“a battery charging circuit built around a
standard battery charge controller 20”).
Defendants have not demonstrated, however, that anything in the claims or the

specification attributes special significance to using a “standard” battarge controllerSee

id. at 3:59—-4:7.Instead, this is an exemplary objective or a specific feature of particular
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preferred embodiments that should not be imported into the cl@eesLiebeFlarsheim Co. v.
Medrad, Inc, 358 F.3d 898, 908 (Fed. Cir. 2004) (“The fact that a patent asserts that an
invention achieves several objectives does not rethateesach of the claims be construed as
limited to structures that are capable of achieving all of the objectivese)alsacComark
Commc’ns 156 F.3cat 1187;Phillips, 415 F.3d at 1323. As Plaintiff has pointed out, the
specification sometimes uségtterm “battery charge controller” without using the word
“standard.” See, e.g’319 Patent a13:27-29.

Defendants have also cited prosecution history in which the patentee Staisdillfows
battery charge controllers 20 to be used ‘off the shelf’, rather than havingign dew and
larger battery charge controllers 20 which can dissipate ermmwér to supply both the
portable device 18 and battery 24Dkt. No. 127, Ex. 27, Nov. 2, 2007 Response to Office
Action Dated August 3, 2007 at 11-12. This does not, however, amount to a definitive statement
that the term “battery charge controller” is limited to being “off the sh&8k& Omega Eng'g
334 F.3d at 1324 (“As a basic principle of claim interpretation, prosecution disclaiomeotes
the public notice function of the intrinsic evidence and protects the public’s relianietiitive
statements made during prosecution.”) (emphasis adselglsd._iebetFlarsheim 358 F.3dat
908 (quoted above).

As to the remainder of Defendanpsoposal, the Background of the Invention discloses
functionality of battery charge controllers as follows:

The battery chargers of these portable devices also generally employ a “battery

charge controllerto manage the charging of the batteBuch battery charge

controllers offer functionality such as:
regulating the voltage and current levels to the rechargeable battery
providing status signals to the main processor of the portable device, or
operating one or more statuEDs (light emitting diodes);

providing protection circuits such as overcurrent, undervoltage, reverse
polarity and overtemperatel protection; and
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shutting themselves off when the charging source has been removed, to
minimize battery drain.

'319 Patent at 1:22—-35 (emphasis added).

First, this list of functionality is introduced by the phrase “such as,” whitilcates that
this list is exemplary rather than definitional. Certainly, Defendants hawenwnstrated that
this disclosure amounts to a lexicograpl®eeRenishaw PLC v. Marposs Societa’ per Azioni
158 F.3d 1243, 1249 (Fed. Cir. 1998){e patentee’s lexicography must, of course, appear with
reasonable clarity, deliberateness, and precision before it can affect thé)ckemalsaCCS
Fitness, Inc. v. Brunswick Cor®288 F.3d 1359, 1366 (Fed. Cir. 2002) (“the claim term will not
receive its ordinary meaning if the patentee acted as his own lexicograpluézaatyset forth a
definition of the disputed claim term in either the specification or prosecutionyfijstor
(emphasis addedJhorner v. Sony Computer Entm’t Am. L1869 F.3d 1362, 1365 (Fed. Cir.
2012) (“To act as its own lexicographer, a patentee oeigtly set forth a definition of the
disputed claim term other than its plain and ordinary meanirgniplais added; citation and
internal quotation marks omitted).

Second,he claims here at issadready provideontext as to the functionality of the
“battery charge controller.’Claim 1 of the '319 Patent, for example, recites (emphasis added):

1. A battery charging circuit, comprigin

a semiconductor switch having an output connected to a rechargeable
battery and configurable to isolate the rechargeable battery from a portable
device;

abattery charge controlleconfiguredto receive power from an external
universal serial bus (USB) port, and supply output power to the portable device
having at least one function unrelated tolth&tery charge controlleand to the
rechargehle battery through the switch;

thebattery charge controller being further configuredlimit the output

power such that the portable device and the rechargeable battery may not draw

more than a preetermined maximum current available from the USB port; and

a voltage sensing circuit configured to measure a voltage drop agoss th
battery charge controllerand respond to the voltage drop across the battery
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charge controller by modulating the switch to control an amount of current

supplied to the rechargeable battery such that the portable device receives a

predetermined amount of power needed to operate and the rechargeable battery

receives a remainder of the power available fronmb#teery charge controller

Thus, Defendants have not demonstrated that the above-reproduced disclosureggregardin
particular exemplary features shaie imported into the term “battery charge controllértie
Trading Technologiesase cited by Defendants does not compel otherwissding Techs. Intl,
Inc. v. eSpeed, Inc595 F.3d 1340, 1354 (Fed. Cir. 2010) (rejecting interpretation that would
“defy the inventions goal).

The Court therefore hereby constrtleattery charge controller” to meari‘controller

that manages charging of a battery.”

T. “voltage drop across [a/the] battery charge controller”

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

“voltage difference between two terminals ¢ Defendants adopt the Court’s construction
(a/the) battery charge controller from theSamsungjtigation. 2:17<cv-00145
(D.l. 140).

“voltage drop between a power inmita
batterycharge controller and@ower output
of the battery chargeontroller?®

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A2 at 5; Dkt. No. 123 at 18; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 atlie parties submit that
this term appears iGlaims 1, 14, and 19 of the '319 Patent and Claims 1, 18, and 20 of the '514
Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B2 atseeDkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at Iseealsoid., Ex. A2 at 5 (319

and '514, all claims”); Dkt. No. 127 at 18 (same).

28 Defendants previously proposed: “difference in voltage measured at the pputearid
battery charging output of the battery charge controller.” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B2 at 3; Dkt.
No. 127 at 18.
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In Samsungthe Court construeithese terms to meandltage drop between a power
input of a battery charge controller and a power output of the battery chargelenhtrol
Samsungt 59.

Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with a preliminary construction identical to tSamsungonstruction.

(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues thatvhereas “[ohe way to measure voltage drop compares the voltage at
the input and output of the battery charge controller, another way to measure compares the
output of the battery cinge controller with a reference voltagekt. No. 123 at 19.

Defendants respond th@amsungcorrectly found that . . Figurg] 6 was not an
embodiment of claim 1 of the '319 patent.” Dkt. No. 127 atBfendants also argue that
“FISI's . . . proposed construction of ‘terminals’ would also cover comparisons between
terminals that have no relationship to the voltage drop across a batteryadrargier and has
no support in the intrinsic recordld. at 20.

Plaintiff replies:“FISI's construction does not remove the worasross the battery
charge controllér—the measurement or response must be tied to a voltage drop across the
controller’ Dkt. No. 130 at 7-8.

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties presented oral artgiageto this term.

(2) Analysis

Samsun@ddressed substantially the sas®ies that have bepresented hereSee
Samsun@t 56-59. The Court reaches the same conclusion hereSasnisundor the same
reasons set forth iBamsung See id.see als id. at 58 (“the construction should clarify that the

voltage difference is between a power input and a power isjgub[itput]”); see, e.g., PPC
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Broadband, Inc. v. Corning Optical Comaims RF, LLC 815 F.3d 747, 755 (Fed. Cir. 2016l (*
is notnecessary that each claim read on every embodiméeitd)ion and internal quotation
marks omitted).

Also, Plaintiff’'s arguments as tdependent Claim 4 of the '319 Patent and dependent
Claim 4 of the '514 Patent are unpersuasive in light ofghigal thereinof not just a reference
voltagesignalbut also an “operational amplifier” for comparing with a reference vokayel
and responding by reducing current. Alternatively and in addition, the word “across” in the
limitation here at issue shoul@ lgiven effect in the construction even if some of the dependent
claims might be interpreted as inconsistent with that limitat®@e Enzo Biochem Inc. v.
Applera Corp, 780 F.3d 1149 (Fed. Cir. 2016)D] ependentlaims cannot broaden an
independent claim from which they depénd.

Finally, to whatever extent Defendants are maintaining their original edpo
construction, Defendants have not justified departing frons#msungonstruction, in
particular as to Defendantstiginal proposal of fneasurd.”

The Courthereforehereby construéwoltage drop across [a/the] battery charge
controller” to meart'voltage drop between a power input of a battery charge controller and

a power output of the battery charge controller.”
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U. “power”

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

FISI adopts the Court’s construction from tl “product of voltage and current”
Samsundjtigation. 2:17-¢v-00145 (D.l.
140).

n 29

“electricity

Dkt. No. 103,Ex. B2at 5;Dkt. No. 123 at 21; Dkt. No. 127 at 22; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at 2.
The parties submit that this term appear€lamms 1, 14-16, 19, and 20 of the '319 Patent and
Claims 1, 6, 17, 18, and 20 of the '514 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. BZaéebkt. No. 135,
Ex. A2 at 3;see alsad., Ex. A2 at 30 (“’319, '514, all termsic, claims]”); see alsdkt.
No.127 at 22 (“all claims”)

In Samsungthe Court construed this term to mean “electricitgadmsungat 61.

Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Courtiptbthe parties
with the following preliminary construction: “electricity.”

(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues thdta] s the Court noted [iBamsun]j the patents use power in an
informal sense.” Dkt. No. 123 at 21 (citiSgmsungt 60).

Defendants respond that “Defendants’ proposed construction will help the jury to
understand the claims of the Veselic Patents, which discuss the relationship gfohage,
and current.” Dkt. No. 127 at 2Defendand argue that the language of Clainof the 319
Patent, for example, “confirms that the term power has voltage and current cormponent

consistent with Defendants’ construction and the fundamental formula PiVlat 23. Finally,

29 pPlaintiff previously proposed: “No additional construction necessary at thésjtem plain
and ordinary meaning in light of the intrinsic evidence) or ‘electrical ersrgylied from a
source.” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A2 at 30.
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Defendantsargue that “[i]f the court agrees with FISI's expert that the term powerecan b
interpreted to mean different things for different claims, the Court should findrthe t
indefinite.” Id. at 24.

Plaintiff replies that [a]s the Court has recognized, the Veselic patents use ‘pawer’
refer, in a colloquial sense, to electrieyot to signify the formal physics relationship of power
= current * voltage.” Dkt. No. 130 at 9. Plaintiff also argues tbeféndants’ newly raised
indefiniteness argument (DBr. [(Dkt. Nb27) at]24) lacks merit because power is used
consistently across claims, even if the power being referenced nmagaseiredn different
ways’ Dkt. No. 130 at 9.

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties presented oral arguments as to thisorerm
example Defendants highlighted that in one instance the specification refers to “2.55 \bfatts]
power.” ‘319 Patent at 8:445.

(2) Analysis

Samsun@ddressed substantially the same arguments that Defendants have presented
here. See Samsurag 53-61. The Court reaches the same conclusion here @arnsundor the
same reasons set forth$amsung SeeSamsungt60-61; see alsdkt. No. 123, Feb. 7, 2018
Fernald Decl. af1105-09'319 Patent at 1:19-21convert the ACGpowerinto a low DC
voltagefor recharging a battery”) (emphasis addethe case law cited by Defendants as to a
different, unrelated patent is unpersuasi8ee Symbol Techs., Inc. v. Janam Techs, BDEF.
Supp. 2d 618, 621-22 (D. Del. 2009 usage of ‘power’ and ‘voltagthroughout the patent
supports the conclusion that the patentees intended these terms to have differentetatmagh r
meanings”)see alse.Digital Corp. v. Futurewei Techs., In@.72 F.3d 723, 727 (Fed. Cir.

2014) goting ‘the wellunderstood nodin that claims of unrelated patemust be construed
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separately” and thda claim of an unrelated patent ‘sheds no light on’ the claims of the patent in
suit”) (citations omitted).The opinions of Defendants’ expert are likewise unpersuaSige.
Dkt. No. 127, Ex. 12, Feb. 21, 2018 Dezmelyk Decf|fg81-88.
The Court therefore hereby constriigswer” to meart‘electricity.”
V. “such that ... the rechargeable battery receives a remainder of [the] power available

from the battery charge controller’ and “such that ... the rechargeable battery receives a
remainder of the received power

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

“[such that . . the rechargeable battery Defendants adu the Court’s construction
receivesh portionof the power available from theSamsungjtigation. 2:17cv-00145
from the battery charge controller that is not(D.l. 140).

used by the portable device
“the remaining power available from the
“[such that . . . the rechargeable battery battery charge controller”

receivesp portionof the power received
from the USB port that is not used by portapféhe remaining received powe¥’
device”

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A2 at 3@Dkt. No. 123 at 21 (emphasis Plaintiff's); Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at 3.
The parties subrhthat these terms appearGtaims 1, 14, 19, and 20 of the '319 Patent and
Claim 20 of the '514 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B2 as&eDkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at 3ee also
id., Ex. A2 at 36 (319, '514, all claims”).

In Samsungthe Court construet remainder ofthe] power available from the battery
charge controllerand “a remainder of the received power'mean “the remaining power
available from the battery charge controllarid ‘the remaining received power,” respectively.

Samsungt 65.

30 Defendants previously proposed: “such that . . . the [rechargeable] battergsemyv
additional available power from the battery charge controller“anch that . . . the
rechargeable battery receives anyitholigial available power received.” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B2
at7.
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Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with the following preliminary constructions for the two disputed terms pretbete,
respectively: “suchhat .. . the rechargeable battery receives the remaining power available from
the battery charge controller”; and “such thatthe rechargeable battery receives the remaining
received power.”

(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues thatthe claims and specification indicate that the indefinite article ‘&’
should not be limited tahe.” Dkt. No. 123 at 22. Plaintiff urges that “if any portion of the
available power is provided to the battery, the claim is satisfied, even iffsaien g@s
elsewhere.”ld.

Defendants respond that Plaintiff’'s argument was rejected by the C&atnisung Dkt.
No. 127 at 2425. Defendants also argue that “FISI's argument is implausible” because it
“would allow any portion of the available power to be routed to the rechargeableg batter
regardless of the available poweltd. at 25.

Plaintiff replies that “[b]y reciting that ‘a remaindef the available power is provided to
the battery, the claims contemplate that another portion of the remainder mairibatdd
elsewheré. Dkt. No. 130 at 9. Plaintiff submits that this interpretatiencbnsistent with
disclosed embodiments where power that is not provided to the system may be sujyolied to
the battery andhigh-power consuming componerits.ld. (citing ‘319 Patent at 9:1820).

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties presented oral arguments as to this term

(2) Analyss

Plaintiff appears to proposeterpreting these terms to encompass any “portion,”

however small. Plaintiff has not justified departing from the findinGamsunghat “the most
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reasonable readir@f the claim language is tha remaindg refers to vihatever power remains
that is not otherwismcidentallylost or consumed, such as by otredatedcomponents or by
connections betweartomponents. Samsungt 64(emphasis added)This finding inSamsung
wasbased on the Court’s interpretation of therm language, “remainderdnd is adopted here
notwithstanding Plaintiff's interpretation of the disclosure in the speddicaegarding “high-
power consuming components” that may be connected “to the battery side (€319
Patent at 9:1:620. ‘it is not necessary that each claim read on every embodinfeRC’
Broadband 815 F.3d at 755 (citation and internal quotation marks omitted).

Defendants have also presented prosecution history that is consistent \Biimisieng
finding. SeeDkt. No. 127, Ex. 42, Oct. 22, 2009 Appeal Brief at 18 (regarding déiguage
reciting “a remainder,” referring tarfodulating a switch to arrange for a gegerminedoower to
reach the mobile device, withe remaindeof the power reaching the rechargedidétery)
(emphasis added)At the March 26, 2018 hearing, Plaintiff argued that the “Matstefatence
at issue in this prosecution history wasrelydistinguistableas being “all or nothing,” as
Plaintiff put it, becaus¢he patentee stated th#he cited portion of Matsuda only discloses
switching power on and off to thmattery.” Id. Plaintiff has failed to demonstrateowever,
why the statements made by the patentee should not be taken into consid&8estidach.
Props. Ltd. LLC v. Huawei Techs. Co., L.®49 F.3d 1349, 1359 (Fed. Cir. 20{%ye hold
patentees to the actual arguments made, not the arguments that could have bgen made

The Court thuseaches the same conclusion here &amsundor substantially the
same reasanset forth ifSamsung SeeSamsun@t 61-65.

The Courtaccordinglyhereby construes the disputed terms as set forth in the following

chart;
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Term Construction
“such that . . . the rechargeable battery “such that .. . the rechargeable battery
receives a remainder of [the] power receives theremaining power available
available from the battery charge from the battery charge controller’
controller”
“such that . . . the rechargeable battery “such that .. . the rechargeable battery
receives a remainder of the received receives the remaining received power”
power”

W. “reference voltagé and “reference voltage signdl

“reference voltage”

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

“a voltage against which a voltage of intere| “a constant voltage used for comparison
is comparetf? purposes”

“reference voltage signdl

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ ProposedConstruction
“signal related to a reference voltatfe “a constant voltage used for comparison
purposes”

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. BZat 8;Dkt. No. 123 at 22 The parties submit thitese terms appear in
Claims 4, 5, and 10 of the '319 Patent and Claims 4, 5, 8, and 19 of the '514 Patent. Dkt.

No. 103, Ex. A2 at 39id., Ex. B2 at 8.

31 plaintiff previously proposed: “a voltadgvel against which a voltage of interest is
compared.” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A2 at 39.

32 plaintiff previously proposed: “a voltadgvel against whicha voltage of interest is
compared.” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A2 at 39.
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In Samsungthe Court construetthese terms to meda voltage against which a voltage
of interest is comparedind“signal related to a reference voltage,” respectivedamsungt 68.
In their March 9, 2018 Joint Claim Construction Chart, the parties submit that they have
agreed to th&amsungonstructions. Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at 3-8hortly before the start of
the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided thegsawtith preliminary constructions
identical to theSamsungonstructions. At the hearing, no party objected to these constructions.

The Court therefore hereby construes the disputed terms as set forthoiiothie g

chart:
Term Construction
“reference voltage” “a voltage against which a voltage of
interest is compared”
“reference voltage signal “signal related to a reference voltage”

X. “aswitch’ and “a semiconductor switch”

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ ProposedConstruction
Plain meaning’ “a switch”:
“single switch”

“a semiconductor switch”:
“single semiconductor switéh

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Bat 4;Dkt. No. 123 at 23 The parties submit that this term appears in
Claims 1 14, and 19 of the '319 Patent and Claims 1, 2, 4, 15, 16, 18, and 20 of the '514 Patent.

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B2 at 4d., Ex. A2 at 26 (“'319, '514, all claims”).

33 Plaintiff previously proposed: “Switch: one or more devices or circuits thatotontr
conductance between two nodes and that are capable of operating in on, off tradgient
linear modes”; and “Semiconductor switch: switch as defined above that sempri
semiconductor material.” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A2 at 26.
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In Samsungthe Court construed these terms to have their plain meaBargsungt 71.

In their March 9, 2018 Joint &iim Construction Chart, the parties submit that they have
agreedupon the following construction: “Plain and ordinary meaning; no construction
necessary Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at 4.

Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with the following preliminary construction: “Plain and ordinary meaning; no aoctgin
necessary.” At the March 26, 2018 hearing, no party objected to this construction.

The Courthereforenerebyconstruesa switch” and“a semiconductor switch” as
follows: “Plain and ordinary meaning; no construction necessary.”

Y. “voltage sensing circuit”

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

Plain and ordinary meaning; no constructio| “circuit thatmeasures the voltage drop acro
necessary the battery charge controller aresponds to
the voltage drop across the battery charge
controller by controlling theurrent flow
through the swvich to the rechargeable
battery

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A2 at 80d., Ex. B2 at 10; Dkt. No. 123 at 24; Dkt. No. 127 at 21; Dkt.
No. 135, Ex. A2 at 1 The parties submit that this term appears in Clain3s-3, 14, and 16f
the '319 Patent and Claims 1, 3-5, 8, and 9 of the '514 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Bgest 10;
Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at Iseealso id, Ex. A2 at 80 (*’319, claims 1, 14, and 197; “514,
claim1”); see alsdkt. No. 127 at 21 (319, '514: all clairf)s

In Samsungthe Court found thahe term‘the voltage sensing circuith Claims 7, 8
and 15-17 of the related 983 Patkuked antecedent basibus rendering those claims

indefinite. SeeSamsungt 7175. The Court did not otherwise construe this teBee id.
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Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court providpdrttes
with the following preliminary construction: “Plain meaning.”

(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues thatDefendants seek to add functions to the claimed voltage sensing
circuit beyond those recited by the claimBkt. No. 123 at 24.Further, Plaintiff submits that
“Defendants’ construction would improperly reintroduce a limitation to the cldiaighe
applicants expressly removeduring prosecution.d.

Defendants respond thiiey “seek to construe the term ‘voltage sensing circuit’ so that it
is consistent with the construction of the . . . ‘battery charge controller’ and ‘voltagecross
the battery charge controller terms.” Dkt. No. 127 at 21.

Plaintiff replies: For example, '319 claim 1 requires the voltage senshtgitito
measurendrespond to a voltage drop, while '514 claim 1 only requires the circuit to respond to
a voltage drop.” Dkt. No. 130 at 8.

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties presented oral arguments as to this term

(2) Analysis

As to the '319 Patent, Defendants’ proposed construction appears to be entirely
redundant of other claim language. For example, Claim 1 of the '3&8tPwacites, in relevant
part:

1. A battery charging circuit, comprising:

;al.v.oltage sensingrciuit configured to measure a voltage drop across the

battery charge controller, and respond to the voltage drop across the battery

charge controller by modulating the switch to control an amount of current

supplied to the rechargeable battery such tleapthrtable device receives a

predetermined amount of power needed to operate and the rechargeable battery
receives a remainder of the power available from the battery charge controller.
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Theclaims of the514 Patent, by contrast, recite “respfind] to a voltage drop” but do
not recite measuring a voltageop. For example, Claim 1 of the '514 Patent recites (emphasis
added):

1. A battery charging circuit comprising:

a switch having an output connected to a rechargeable battery and
configurable tasolate the rechargeable battery from a portable device;

a battery charge controller configured to receive power from an external
power source and supply output power to the portable device; and

avoltage sensing circuitonfigured to:

respond to a voltage drop across the battery charge controller by

modulating the switch to control a quantity of current supplied to the

rechargeable batterguch that the portable device receives a predetermined

amount of power to operate and the rechargeable batteiyes@ reminder of

the power available from the battery charge controller.

The effect of Defendants’ proposed construction, then, would be to impormé#astres
the voltage drop across the battery charge contrdltaitation into the claims of th&14
Patent. Given thateach clainof these patents already expressly reditew the “voltage sensing
circuit” is configured, Defendants’ proposal of construing this term accordingadiewpar
configuration is unwarranted.

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, Defendants highlightecCthart’'sfinding in Samsung
that “voltage sensing circuit 30” was corresponding structure for mean$dplkisan terms that
including both “measuring” and “responding” functions. Defendants have not shown how this
corresponihg structurdinding as to the particular disclosed “voltage sensing circuit 30”
necessarily implies that therm*“voltage sensing circuit” must have particular functionality. In
other words, Defendants have not shown why the term “voltage sensing circuit” should be
limited to the particular “voltage sensing circuit 30” disclosed in the specificaliba cited

prosecution history statements as to “voltage sensing circuit 30” are grait@ersuasiveSee

Dkt. No. 127, Ex. 27, Nov. 2, 2007 Response to Office Action Dated August 3, 2007 at 11.
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Finally, Defendants have argued th#tére is no support ithe specification for a
‘voltage sensing circuithat measures the voltage drop across the battemge controller, but
does not respond to the asgirement, and vice versaDkt. No. 127 at 21. Defendants’ expert
has opined that: “A voltage sensing circuit, as defined by the '319 patent, mustertbas
voltage drop across the battery charge controller and also respond to such mesasufée
invention as claimed is otherwise inoperable.” Dkt. No. 127, Ex. 12, Feb. 21, 2018 Dezmelyk
Decl. at] 180. As a general mattéfa] construction that renders the claimed invention inoperable
should be viewed with extreme skepticistATA Eng’g Ltd. v. Magotteaux Int'l S/&57 F.3d 1264,
1278 (Fed. Cir. 2011) (quotintalbert Fuel Sys. Patents Co. v. Unocal CpRy5 F.3d 1371, 1376
(Fed. Cir. 2002)yacated and remanded on other grourai37 U.S. 802 (2002)). Here, however,
Defendants have not adequately or persuasively exglamw the claims of the '514 Patent would
be inoperable if not construed so as to require measulihgest,Defendants’ argumemhay
perhaps bear upon issues of written description or enablement, but Defendants have not
demastrated that any claim construction is warranted in this regard.

The Court therefore hereby expressly rejects Defendants’ proposed cimstriNo
further construction is necessary, particularly in light of the context provigedriounding
claim language as to how the voltage sensing circuit is “configur8deU.S. Surgical Corp.
103 F.3d at 156&ee alsd2 Micro, 521 F.3d at 136ZEinjan, 626 F.3d at 120ActiveVideo
694 F.3d at 13268ummit 6802 F.3d at 1291.

The Court therefore hereby constrtiesitage sensing circuit” to have it9lain

meaning
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Z. “wherein the supply current passes through the external driving semiconductor taer
than through the battery chargecontroller” and “whereby load current passeghrough the
external driving semiconductor instead otthe battery charge controller’

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

“external driving semiconductor”: Defendants adopt the Court’s construction
“a semiconductor circuit element that is| from theSamsundjtigation. 2:17-cv-00145
outside the circuitryesponsible for managing(D.l. 140).
battery charging and through which current
passes under the control of the circuitry Indefinite
responsible for managing battery charging”
the remainder of the term requires no
additional construction necessary at this time
(i.e., plain and ordinary meaning in light of
theintrinsic evidence)”

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A2 at 42d., Ex. B2at 9;Dkt. No. 123 at 78; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at 1-2.
The parties submit th#tese terms appear in Claim 2 of the 319 Patent and Claim 2 of the '514
Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A2 at 41-4@., Ex. B2 at 9-10; Dkt. No. 127 at 21; Dkt. No. 135,
Ex. A2 at 1-3.

In Samsungthe Court foundhat these terms rendiiieseclaims indefinite. See
Samsun@t 75-78.

Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with the following preliminary construction: “Indefinite.”

(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues thatwhen the specification teaches receiving power from an external
power source and supplying the received power, electrons are not required tg fitevall
through the battery charge controller. Rather, they may flow through an extevived element

controlled by the battery charge controlleDkt. No. 123 at 25.
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Defendants resporitiat they agree with the Court’s analysisSamsung Dkt. No. 127
at 22. Defendants submit tHiaintiff heremakes the same arguments that the Court rejected in
SamsungId.

Plaintiff replies that “[the '514 patent expressly discloses embodiments,Figure 6),
in which power passes through an external driving element.” Dkt. No. 130 at 8.

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties presented oral arguaseotshese terms.

(2) Analysis

Samsun@ddressed substantially the same arguments that Plaintiff has presented here.
See Samsurgj 75-78. The Court reaches the same conclusion hereSasnsundor the same
reasons set forth iBamsung See id.

The Court thus finds that the terfgherein the supply current passes through the
external driving semiconductor rather than through the battery charge controler” and
“whereby load current passes through the external driving semiconductor instebof the
battery charge controller” render Claim 2 of the '319 Patent and Claim 2 of the '514 Patent
indefinite.

AA. Preambles

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

Preambles of Claims-19 of the '319 Btent | The preambles are limiting.
and Claims 217 and 20 of the '514&®entare
not limiting.

Dkt. No. 123 at 25seeDkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at 8.
This dispute does not appear to have aris&amsung
Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court providedrties p

with the following preliminary construction: “Not limiting.”
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(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues:

Defendants argue that all preambles are limitifgis is incorrect.For example,

claims 119 of the '319 patent and claims 1-17 and 2@ '514 patent are

directed to a “battery charging circuit” or a “power supply circuitiese

preambles are not referenced in the body of the claim or relied on during

prosecution.They are not limiting.Symantec522 F.3d at 1288—89.
Dkt. No. 123 at 25.

Defendants respond that the patentee relied on preamble language duriogtiorosé
the '319 Patent. Dkt. No. 127 at 27.

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties did not present any oral arguments as to thes
terms.

(2) Analysis

The terms'battery charging circuit” and “power supply circuit” do not appear in the
bodies of theeclaims, so the preambles do not provide any antecedent lisibalancethese
preambls “merely give[]a name” to the claimed structurBeere & Co. v. Bush Hod.LC, 703
F.3d 1349, 1358 (Fed. Cir. 2012) (citation and internal quotation marks onsgetitS Tech.,
Inc. v. Haas Automation, Inc206 F.3d 1422, 1434 (Fed. Cir. 2000).

Defendants have cited prosecution history in which the patentee refettieel ¢orcuit of
the invention.” Dkt. No. 127, Ex. 27, Response to Office Action Dated August 3, 2007 at 13.
Defendants have not demonstrated that the patentee relied upon the complete piteage “ba
charging circuit” ('319 Patent, Claims-19; '514 Patet, Claims +17) or “power supply ccuit”

(514 Patent, Claim 20). No disclaimer or reliance upon the preamble terms heteas is

apparent.See Omega Eng'@34 F.3d at 1324 (“As a basic principle of claim interpretation,
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prosecution disclaimer promotes the public notice function of the intrinsic evidenceotexigpr
the public’s reliance odefinitivestatements made during prosecution.”) (emphasis added).

The Court therefore hereby finds thia¢ preambles of Claims £19 of the '319 Patent
and Claims 17 and 20 of the '514 Patent are not limiting

BB. “means for receiving power from the USB poft

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction
Function: Function:
“receiving power from the USB port” “receiving power from the USB port”
Structure: Structure:
“battery chargeontroller 20; and “NCP1800 battery charge controller and
equivalents thereof* its associated external driviegement, or the
Texas Instruments bg24020 Lithium lon
battery charge controller”

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B2 at 11; Dkt. No. 123 at. 2bhe parties submit that this term appears in
Claim 20 of the '319 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A2 atid7 Ex. B2 at 11; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2
ath

Plaintiff hasproposed the construction that the Court reach&hmsung Samsung
at83.

In their March 9, 2018 Joint Claim Construction Chart, the parties submit that they have
agreed to th&amsungonstruction. Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at 5. Shortly before the start of the
March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties with a preliminary constructioocadenti

to theSamsungonstruction. At the hearing, no party objected to this construction.

34 Plaintiff previously proposed: “battery charge controller; and the equivalesresof.” Dkt.
No. 103, Ex. A2 at 47.
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The Court therefore hereby finds that

is a meanplusfunction term, the claimed function‘igeceiving power from the USB port,

eans for receiving power from the USB port”

and the corresponding structuréhattery charge controller 20, and equivalents thereof.”

CC. “"means for supplying he received power to the rechargeable battery and to the

portable device, wherein the supplied power
and the portable device may not draw more
current available from the USB port”

is limited such that the rechargeabbattery
than a preletermined maximum amount of

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction

Defendants’ Proposed Construction

Function:

“supplying the received power to the
rechargeable battery and to the portable
device, wherein the supplied power is limite
such that the rechargeable battery and the
portable device may not draw more than a
pre-determined maximum amount of curren

Function:

“supplying the received power to the
rechargeable battery and teetportable
dlevice, wherein the supplied power is limite

such that the rechargeable battery tred
portable device may not draw more than a
tpre-determined maximum amount adrrent

d

available from the USB pdrt available from the USB pdrt
Structure:

“NCP1800 battery charge contredlor
Texas Instruments bq24020 Lithidon
battery charge controller in coordination with
resistors R2, R3, and R4 betwd8i&L and
ground”

Structure:
“battery charge controller 20; and
equivalents thereof®

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B2 at 12; Dkt. No. 123 at. 26he parties submit that this term appears in
Claim 20 of the '319 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A2 at 51462Ex. B2 at 12; Dkt. No. 135,

Ex. A2 at 5-6.

35 Plaintiff previously proposed: “a battery charge controller in coordination wittwiaae such
as a resistor to ground, a battery charge controller receiving progtaimourrent limits,
programmable devices such as digital signal processors (DSPs)canmtroller (including
microcontroller with an DAC that can control battehaoge controller current output), field
programmable gate arrays (FPGAS), application specific integrated<if8&ICs) and the like
with programmed instructions that control current output level of battery chamgelter
embodied as sets of executable machine code stored as object or source code, widgthted
code of other programs, implemented as subroutines, by external prograan etiliss; and
equivalents thereof.” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A2 at 51-53.
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Plaintiff hasproposed the construction that the Court reach&hmsung Samsung
at85.

In their March 9, 2018 Joint Claim Construction Chart, the parties submit that they have
agreed to th&amsungonstruction. Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at 5-6. Shortly before the start of the
March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties with a preliminary constructiooadenti
to theSamsungonstruction. At the hearing, no party objected to this construction.

The Court therefore hereby finds thateans for supplying the received power to the
rechargeable battery and to the portable device, wheneithe supplied power is limited such
that the rechargeable battery and the portable device may not draw more than ag
determined maximum amount of current available from the USB port”is a meanplus-
function term, the claimed function‘isupplying the received power to the rechargeable
battery and to the portable device, wherein the supplied power is limited such théte
rechargeable battery and the portable device may not draw more than a preetermined
maximum amount of current available from the USB port,” and the corresponding structure

is “battery charge controller 20, and equivalents thereof.”
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DD. “means for both isolating the rechargeable battery from the portable device and
controlling an amount of current supplied to the rechargeable batterygch that the

portable device receives a preletermined amount of the received power needed to operate
and the rechargeable battery receives a remainder of the received power

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction
Function: Function:
“isolating the rechargeable battery from “both isolating the rechargeable battery

the portable device and controlling an amouiffom the portable device amdntrolling an
of current supplied to the rechargeable batteaynount of current supplied to the

such that the portable device receives a pré rechargeable battery such that gogtable
determined amount of the received power | devicereceives a preetermined amount of

needed to operate and the rechargeabl the received power neededdperate and the
battery receives a remainder of the receivedrechargeable battery receives a remainder |of
power” the received power”

Structure: Structure:

“switch Q1 and voltage sensing circuit 30  Indefinite
or micro-controllers with integral analog to
digital converters; or switch Q3 and a sensing
circuit consisting of op amp 52, resistors Rb
and R6 and capacitor C1; or switch Q908 and
comparator U905, and equivalents therédf”

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B2 at 12; Dkt. No. 123 at 26; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at 6—7. Thegsubmit
that this term appears @laim 20 of the 319 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A2 at 57+68Ex. B2
at 12-13; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at 6—7.

In Samsungthe Court found that “the claimed functionl®th isolating the rechargeable
battery fromthe portable device and controlling an amount of current supplied to the

rechargeable battery such that the portable device receivesiatprenined amount of the

36 Plaintiff previously proposed: “a switch under control of a voltage sensing airbigh may
include an op amp or a comparator; a programmable device such as a DSP, an FPGA, a
microcontroller with integral ADCs or an ASCI that has programmed instructiahsah

measure voltage drop across battery charge controller and respond to such drop bymgodulati
semiconductor switch to reduce current to rechargeable battery when voltage tdmpgreat,
where the programmable instructions are embodied as sets of executable maehstereddas
object or source code, integrated with the code of other programs, implemented ash&shrout
by external program calls or HDLs; and equivalents thereof.” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A2 at 58-59.
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received power needed to operate and the rechargeable battery receives a remamder of t
received power,and the corresponding structure is ‘switch Q1 and voltage sensing circuit 30;
and equivalents thereof."Samsungt 89.

Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with a preliminary construction identical to tSBamsungonstruction.

(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues:

Defendants assert that the limitation is indefinite, but the structure assodidted w

this claim is expressly described B9 patent at Figres 4-8, 5:34-6:8, 7:20-31,

7:53-55, 8:13-36, 10:18-24, 12:52-13:5, 13:15-22, 13:41-67; Ex. 23 at

originally filed claims 1, 34, 5 & 10; Tutorial Slides #37-38, 44, 62—64, 66—68;

Ex. 10, 11 137-138 (ensuring the portable of a minimum system voltage also

assures it of a predeteined amount of received power needed to operate),

11139-140 (explaining “a remainder”).
Dkt. No. 123 at 26.

Defendants respond that there is no corresponding structure beltpheséd19 discloses
the opposite, namely that power for operating théapbe device is dynamically adjusted, not
‘predetermined.’”” Dkt. No. 127 at 29 (citing '319 Patent at 9)8-+Further, Defendants argue
that “[e]ven if a predetermined amount of power needed to operate was disclosed, the patents
provide no structure fdrow to achieve a result whereby the portable device receives such an
amount of power.”ld. at 29-30.

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties did not present any oral arguments as to this
term.

(2) Analysis

Defendants have not sufficiently justified departing fromShesungnalysisor

otherwise shown indefinitenesSee Samsurat 86-89. Likewise, Plaintiff has ngpersuasively
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demonstrated that the corresponding structure should be exganged Switch QI and
“voltage sensing circuit 30.See idat 87-89; see alsdVed. Instrumentation344 F.3cat 1219
(“[S]tructure disclosed in the specification is ‘corresponding’ structure only ipdg@fication
or prosecution historglearly links or associasthat structure to the function recited in the
claim.”) (emphasis addedjtation and internal quotation marks omitted)

The Court therefore hereby finds thateans for both isolating the rechargeable
battery from the portable device and controlling anamount of current supplied to the
rechargeable battery such that the portable device receives a pdetermined amount of the
received power needed to operate and the rechargeable battery receives a remainder of the
received power”is a meanglus-function term, the claimed function“isth isolating the
rechargeable battery from the portable device and controlling an amount of cvent
supplied to the rechargeable battery such that the portable device receives a pre
determined amount of the received power needed to operate and the rechargeable bgtte
receives a remainder of the received powergdnd the corresponding structuré ssvitch Q1

and voltage sensing circuit 30; and equivalents theredf.
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EE. “means for measuring a voltagelrop across a battery charge controller providing
power to a portable device and an input of a switch in parallel”

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction
Function: Defendants adopt the Court’s construction

“measuring a voltage drop across a battdrgm the Samsung litigation2:17-cv-00145
charge controlleproviding power to a (D.1. 140).
portable device and an input of a switch in
parallel Function:

“measuring a voltage drop across a battery

Structure: charge controller providing power to a

“voltage sensing circuit 30; or a sensing portable device and an input of a switch in
circuit consisting of op amp 52, resistors R5 paraller
and R6 and capacitor C1; comparator U905;
or micro-controllers with integral analog to | Structure:
digital converters, and equivalents theréb6f” “voltage sensing circuit 30, and
equivalents thereof®

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B2 at 13; Dkt. No. 123 at 27; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at 7. The parties submit
that this term appears @laim 20 of the 319 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A2 atifi4 Ex. B2
at13; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at 7.

In Samsungthe Court found that “the claimed function is ‘measuring a voltage drop
across a battery charge controller providing power to a portable device and avf anputitch
in parallel,’and the corresponding structure is ‘voltage sensing circuit 30, and equivalents

thereof” Samsungt 92.

37 Plaintiff previously proposed: “a voltage sensing circuit that may include an ppaan
voltage divider or a programmable device such as an FGPG, an ASIC, a DSP and a
microcontroller with integral ADCs that has programmed instructions that can rmeatiage
drop across battery charge controller, where the programmable instracgogmbodied as sets
of executable machine code stored as object or source code, integrated with tHeotizete o
programs, implemented as subroutines, by external program calls or HDLs; andesdsiival
thereof.” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A2 at 64—65.

38 Defendants previously proposed that the corresponding structure is “Fig. 4: '319 at 5:55-60;
'319 at 13:43-44.” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B2 at 13.
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Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with a preliminary construction identl to theSamsungonstruction.

(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues: Defendants ignore the express structure recited in Figs. 6, 7 and 8.

Ex. 10, 11 141-143; Ex. 5['319], 5:33-42, 5:55-64, 8:13-28, 10:18-24, 12:52-13:5, 13:15-22,
13:41-45 (microcontrollers with integral ADCs can measure voltage drop), 13:60-14:5; Ex. 23,
claims 1, 3, 4,5 & 10.” Dkt. No. 123 at 27.

Defendants’ response brief does not address this t8eeDkt. No. 127.

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties didpresent any oral arguments as to this
term.

(2) Analysis

Defendants have not presented arguments as to this terRialmtiff has not sufficiently
justified departing from the analysis and conclusions reachgdnrsung See Samsurag 96-

92; seealsoMed. Instrumentation344 F.3dat 1219 (‘{S]tructure disclosed in the specification
is ‘corresponding’ structure only if the specification or prosecution histegyly links or
associateshat structure to the function recited in the clajppemphais added; citation and
internal quotation marks omitted)

The Court therefore hereby finds thateans for measuring a voltage drop across a
battery charge controller providing power to a portable device and an input of awitch in
parallel” is a meanglus-function term, the claimed function“measuring a voltage drop
across a battery charge controller providing power to a portable device and an inpof a
switch in parallel,” and the corresponding structurévsltage sensing circuit 30, and

equivalents thereof.”
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FF. “means for responding to the voltage drop across the battery charge controller by
modulating the switch to control a quantity of current supplied to a rechargeald battery
such that the portable device receives a predetermined amount of power to operatedahe
rechargeable battery receives a remainder of power available from the battery chaeg
controller”

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

Function: Function:

“[ responding to the] voltage drop across  “responding to the voltage drop across the
the battery charge controller by modulating| battery charge controller byiodulating the
the switch to control a quantity of current | switch to control a quantity of current
supplied to a rechargeable battery such thatsupplied to a rechargealilattery such that
the portable device receives a predeterminethe portable device ceives a predetermined
amount of power to operate and the amount of power to operate and the
rechargeable battery receives a remainder |ofechargeable battery receives a remainder |of
power available from the battery charge power available from thkattery charge
controller” controller”

Structure: Structure:
“voltage sensing circuit 30; or a sensing Indefinite
circuit consisting of op amp 52, resistors R
and R6 and capacitor C1; comparator U90!
or micro-controllers with integral anag) to
digital converters, and equivalents therédf”

o101

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B2 at 13-14; Dkt. No. 123 at 27; Dkt. No. 135/2xat 7~8. The parties
submit that this term appears@taim 20 of the 319 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A2 at 724d.3
Ex. B2 at 13-14; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at 7-8.
In Samsungthe Court found that “the claimed function is ‘responding to the voltage drop

across the battery charge controller by modulating the switch to control a gurttitrrent

39 Plaintiff previously proposed: “a voltage sensing circuit that includes an op aap or
comparator or a programmable device such as a DSP, an FPGA, an ADC, or a maltecontr
programmed instructions that can respond to a voltage drop across the battery chalier contr
by modulating semiconductor switch to redeoerent torechargeable batterwyhen voltage drop
is too great, where the programmaioistructions arembodied as sets ekecutable machine
code stored as objeat source codentegrated wih the code of othgrogramsjmplemented as
subroutines, bexternal progransalls or HDLs; anaquivalents theredf Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A2

at 73-74.
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supplied to a rechargeable battery such that the portable device receives ampireek@mnount
of power to operate and the rechargeable battery receives a remainder of power avaiable fr
the battery charge controlleghd the corresponding structure is ‘voltage sensing circuit 30, and
equivalents theredf. Samsungt 94-95.

Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court providpdrttes
with a preliminary construction identical to tSBamsungonstruction.

(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues: The structure associated with this claim is expressly describ8d9n ’
patent at Figure4-8, 5:34-6:8, 7:20-31, 7:53-55, 8:13-36, 10:18-24, 12:52-13:5, 13:15-22,
13:41-67, and originally filed claims 1, 3, 4, 5 & 1®ee alsdx. 10, 11 137-138, 144.” Dkt.

No. 123 at 27.

Defendants argue this term together with the “means for both isolatihtgerm, which
is addressed abev SeeDkt. No. 127 at 29-30.

Plaintiff replies that the Court previously found that a POSA would understand that a
‘pre-determined’amount of power is definite and refers to the amount ‘needed for proper
operation.” Dkt. No. 130 at 10 (citinamsungt 89).

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties did not present any oral arguments as to this
term.

(2) Analysis

Defendants have not sufficiently justified departing fromShmsungnalysis or
otherwise shown indefinitenesSee Samsurat 93-95. Likewise, Plaintiff has not sufficiently
justified expanding the corresponding structure beyond “voltage sensing circuB&8.id.

at 95; see alsdMed. Instrumentatior344 F.3dcat 1219 ({S]tructure disclosed in the
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specification is ‘corresponding’ structure only if the specification or prdg historyclearly
links or associatethat structure to the function recited in the clajnjgmphasis added; citation
and internal quotation marks omitted).

The Court accordingly hereby finds tHateans for responding to the voltage drop
across the battery charge controller by modulating the switch to control a qudity of
current supplied to a rechargeable battery such that the portable device receives a
predetermined amount of power to operate and theechargeable battery receives a
remainder of power available from the battery charge controller’is a meanglus-function
term, the claimed function fsesponding to the voltage drop across the battery charge
controller by modulating the switch to contrd a quantity of current supplied to a
rechargeable battery such that the portable device receives a predetermined amoufit o
power to operate and the rechargeable battery receives a remainder of power availab
from the battery charge controller,” and the orresponding structure f8oltage sensing
circuit 30, and equivalents thereof’

VI. CONSTRUCTION OF DISPUTED TERMS IN THE '655 PATENT

GG. “USB”

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

[No separate proposal as to the '6%&ent] | “USB is an abbreviation for ‘Universal Serig
Bus,” which is a computer standard

technology described in Universal Serial Bus
Specification Revision 2.0 and other versions
of this standard promulgated at the time of the
claimed invention.”

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B2 at 1Defendantsubmit that this term appears in Claims 3, 5, and 6 of the

'655 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B2 at 1.
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In Samsungthe Court construed this term to méaimiversal Serial Bus as described in
Universal Serial Bus SpecificatidRevision 2.0 and related versions of this standard at the time
of the claimed invention."Samsungt 96.

In the parties’ March 9, 2018 Joint Claim Construction Chart, the parties subintiitetha
have agreed upon applying tBamsungonstruction. Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at 4. Shortly before
the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties with a prgliminar
construction identical to tf@amsungonstruction. At the hearing, no party objected to this
construction.

The Court accordingly hereby constrd&$SB” to meari‘'Universal Serial Bus as
described in Universal Serial Bus Specification Revision 2.0 and related verss of this
standard at the time of the claimed invention.”

HH. “USB-compliant charging and power sipply circuit”

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

Not a limit; but if a limit, and if a constructio] The preambles are limiting.
is necessary, “USBompliant” means
“permitting the electronic system to talk over
USB”

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A3 at;lid., Ex. B2 at 15.Plaintiff submits that this term appears in Claim 3
of the 655 Patent and dependent claims. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A3 at 1.

In Samsungthe Court found that this preamble term is not limitiSgmsungt 98.

Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with the following preliminary construction: “Not limiting.”

(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues that “USBompliant’is a statement of intended purpose that was not

relied on during prosecution and is not referenced back in the body of the '655 claims,” and
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“[t] he body of the claims define a structurally complete invention such that deletion of the
preamble phrase does not affect the structure of the clanwexdtion.” Dkt. No. 123t 2728.

Defendants respond that “[i]n the '655 background, the patentee made it clearrthat the
were reasons to choose USB ports, to supply charging power to mobile devices rathsiniipa
an AC charger and that USB can oplpvide limited power.” Dkt. No. 127 at 28 (citing ‘655
Patent at 1:1726).

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties did not present any oral arguments as to this
term.

(2) Analysis

Samsun@ddressed substantially the same arguments that Defehdastpresented
here. See Samsurag 96-98 The Court reaches the same conclusion hereSamsundor the
same reasons set forth®amsung See id. see alsd655 Patent at 2:334 (“in one
embodiment”) & 6:2224 (“example circuit”)

The Court acordingly hereby finds thalhe term “USB-compliant charging and
power supply circuit” is not limiting.

. “power”

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

FISI adopts the Court’s construction from tl “product of voltage and current”
Samsundjtigation. 2:17-¢v-00145 (D.l.
140).

“electricity”4°

40 plaintiff previously proposed: “No additional construction necessary at thégjtem plain
and ordinary meaning in light of the intrinsic evidence).” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A3 at 6.
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Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Bat 5;Dkt. No. 123 at 28; Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at Befendantsubmt
that this term appears @laims 3, 5, 6, and 8 of the '655 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B2s#eb;
Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at Seealsoid., Ex. A3 at 6 (’655, all claims”).

In Samsungthe Court construed this term to mean “electricitgdmsunat 99.

Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court providpdrttes
with the following preliminary construction: “electricity.”

(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues:

The '319 patent family and the '655 patent have different specifications, differe

inventive groups and different priority datd3espitethis, Defendarjs]

recapitulatfl the same idiosyncratic construction of “power” as meaning voltage

times current.This makes no sense. As the Court previously found, power

simply means “electricity.”[Samsunpat 99;see alsd&x. 10, T 157-158.

Dkt. No. 123 at 28.

Defendants respond as to this term together with the same term in the ‘840 Baé
Dkt. No. 127 at 22-24.

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties did not present any oral arguments as to this
term in the '655 Patent apart from the parties’ arguments as to the same termboviére
discussed '319 Patent Family.

(2) Analysis

Samsun@ddressed substantially the same arguments that Defendants have presented
here. See Samsurag 59-61 & 99 The Court reaches the same conclusion here@ansung
for the same reasons set fortfSamsung See id. Also, Defendants have not shown that the

'655 Patent containsny“product of voltage drop and current” disclosures comparable to

disclosureselied upon by Defendants as the term “powerthe above-discussed '319 Patent
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Family. Instead, Defendants have discussed the deposition testimony of Plaingéis. ex

CompareDkt. No. 127 at 24vith id. at 23. Defendants’ argument as to purporteefiniteness

arising from Plaintiff's expert’s deposition testimony is unpersuasde=id. at 24;see also id.

Ex. 17, Jan. 23, 2018 Fernald dep. at 139:1-16, 142:15-23, 144:8-24 & 145:18-24.
The Court therefore hereby constréipswer” to meart‘electricity.”

JJ. “reference voltagé

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

FISI adopts the Court’s construction from th “a voltage against which a voltage of intere
Samsundjtigation. 2:17€v-00145 (D.I. is compared*?
140).

“a voltage level against which a voltage of
interest iscompared®!

Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at 4. Defendants submit that this term appears in Claims 3 and 8 of the
'655 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. B2 ati8;, Ex. A3 at 10 (*’655, all claims?)seeDkt. No. 127
at25 (“655: 1, 3, 8").

In Samsungthe Court construed this term to méarvoltage level based on which a
voltage of interest is determinedSamsungt 101.

Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court providedtibs pa

with a preliminary construction identical to tSBamsungonstruction.

41 plaintiff previously proposed: “a voltage level based on which a voltage of inerest
determined.” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A3 at 10; Dkt. No. 123 at 28.

42 Defendants previously proposed: “a constant voltage used for comparison purposes.” Dkt.
No. 103, Ex. B2 at 8.
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(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff argues: “In the319 patent family . , a reference voltage is used to compare
against a voltageln the 655[Patent] the referenceoltage is used taletermine a minimum
voltage véue needed at [an] output node.” '6FFtent] Claim 1. There is no requirement that
the determination be done through a comparison.” Dkt. No. 123 at 28. Plaintiff further argues
that “the 655 patentnakes clear that the reference voltage received from an electronic system
could be information related to a voltage leveb( a representation of the voltage level as
digital data)’ Id. at 29.

Defendantsespond as tthis term together with thierms “reference voltage” and
“reference voltage signal” in the '319 Patent Family, and Defendants urge thgainsunp
construction [as to the '319 Patent Family] should apply equally to the '655 patent.” DKkt.

No. 127 at 25see idat 25-27. Defendantargue that “[t]he determining element in the claims
is entirely consistent with the reference voltage being an analog voltahat 27.

Plaintiff replies:

Defendants appear to have abandoned the argument that a reference voltage must

be aconstantvoltage, but insist that the '655 claims require an analog voltage,

rather than a voltage value or voltage leeefj( a digital representation of a

voltage). Defendants ignore the numerous examples in the intrinsic evidence,

cited in FISI's opening brief, demonstrating that the reference voltage @36

patent may be a representation of a voltage, rather teaoltage itself.

Dkt. No. 130 at 10 (citations omitted).

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, the parties presented oral arguments as to this term

(2) Analysis

Samsun@ddressed substantially the same arguments that Defendants have presented

here. See Samsurag 106-01. The Court reaches the same conclusion hereSasmnaundor

the same reasons set fortfSamsung See id. see also idat 101(“the context of this
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surrounding claim language demonstrates ttediefence voltagen the claims of the '655
Patent can be a voltage level, as Plaintiff has proposed, rather than nigcassatual
electrical voltag®. The recitals of “voltag value” in Claim 1 of the ‘655 Patent, cited by
Defendants, as well as the disclosures in the specification cited by Defexdamts compel
otherwise. Dkt. No. 127 at 25-2&ee’655 Patent at 6:47-53 & 7:50-57.

Likewise, Defendants’ reliance upon Plaintiff's expert’s testimoggpming
microprocessor voltage outputs is unpersuas8eeDkt. No. 127, Ex. 17, Jan. 23, 2018 Fernald
dep. at 178:12-179:4, 179:19-180:7 & 181:19-18¢'dlPmicroprocessors are digital”;

“[s]ome have analog capability added to them”)

At the March 26, 2018 hearing, Defendants urged tha&@ainesungonstruction renders
the “determine” step in these claims superfluous. Defendagisment, however, appears to
assume that the determined “minimum voltage value” is set the same as the “refer@ages vol
value. No such limitation isecitedin the claims, and Defendants have not demonstrated,
through disclaimer or otherwise, why this must necessarily be so. Defendguoiseat is tha
unavailing.

Finally, to whatever extent Defendants maintain that these terms should baexbast
requiring a “constant” voltagéseeDkt. No. 103, Ex. B2 at 8), Defendants have not justified any
such limitation.

The Court therefore hereby constrtieference voltage” in the ‘655 Patent to mean

“a voltage level based on which a voltage of interest is determined.”
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KK . “a switch’ and “a semiconductor switch”

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction
“a switch™: “a switch™:
Plain meaninty “single switch”

“a semiconductor switch”:
“single semiconductor switth

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. Bat 4;Dkt. No. 123 at 30 The parties submit thitese terms appear in
Claims 3-11 of the 655 Patent. Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A3 as@e id, Ex. B2 at 4 (“'655: 3, 6, 8,
10, 11).

In Samsungthe Court construed these terms to have fhiain meaning Samsung
at102.

In their March 9, 2018 Joint Claim Construction Chart, the parties submit that they have
agreed upon the following construction: “Plain and ordinary meaning; no construction
necessary Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at 4. Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing,
the Court provided the parties with the following preliminary construction:riRlad ordinary
meaning; no consiction necessary.’At the March 26, 2018 hearing, no party objected to this
construction.

The Courthereforenerebyconstruesa switch” and“a semiconductor switch” as

follows: “Plain and ordinary meaning; no construction necessary.”

43 Plaintiff previously proposed:a switch’: one or more devices or circuits that control
conductance between two nodes and that are capable of operating in on, off tradgient
linear modes;” antt semiconductoswitch’: switch aglefined above that comprises a
semiconductomaterial.” Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A3 at 2-3.
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LL. “adjust”

Plaintiff's Proposed Construction Defendants’ Proposed Construction

Plain and ordinary meaning; no constructio| “change”
necessary

Dkt. No. 103, Ex. A3 at 9d., Ex. B2at 6;Dkt. No. 123 at 30; Dkt. No. 127 at 30; Dkt. No. 135,
Ex. A2 at 8. Theparties subntithat this term appears in Claim 5 of the '655 Pat@&rkt.
No. 103, Ex. A3 at 9id., Ex. B2 at 6 Dkt. No. 135, Ex. A2 at 8.

This term was not presented as a disputed te®amsung

Shortly before the start of the March 26, 2018 hearing, the Court provided the parties
with the following preliminary construction: “change.”

(1) The Parties’ Positions

Plaintiff submits that[i] f the voltage at the output deviates slightly from the desired
output voltage, the IC senses this throughféeelback and makes the appropriate adjustments to
return tre voltage to the desired value.” Dkt. No. 123 at 30. Plaintiff argues that “[titeus,
claim does not require that the output voltage be chahdedd.

Defendants respond th&tISI's reasonng does not support its conclusion and would
render the limitation superfluous.” Dkt. No. 127 at 30.

Plaintiff replies that Defendants do not explain why a jury could not understand this
term from its plain meaning, and their construction finds no stigpthe intrinsic evidencé.

Dkt. No. 130 at 10.
(2) Analysis
This disputed term appears in Claim 5 of the '655 Patent, which depends from Claim 3.

Claims 3 and 5 of the '655 Patent recite (emphasis added):
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3. A USB-compliant charging andogversupply circuit comprising:
switchhrmode battergharging circuitry adapted to:
receive external power from an external power source; and
supply output power, through an output node, to:
an electronic system of an electronic
communication deve; and
a battery, via a switch;
said switchmode battery charging circuitry having an integrated circuit
and an inductor, said integrated circuit arranged to cooperate with said inductor to
supply said output power with a current of greater magnitudectiraent of said
external power;
batteryisolation circuitry adapted to:
receive a reference vogja from said electronic system;
determine, based on said reference voltage, a minimum
voltage véue needed at said output node;
sense that voltage at said output node belowsaid
minimum voltage value; and
control, responsive to said sensing, said switch to restrict
current of said output power to said battery, thereby
increasing a power allocated to said electronic system.

* % %

5. The USBcompliant charging and peer supply circuit of claim 3 wherein said

voltage at said output node is fed back to said integrated circuih agsponse,

said integrated circuit is arranged to adjust said voltage value at said output

node

Plaintiff appears to argue that “adjustj{” the voltage value can encompass maintaining
a desired voltage value. Yet, as Defendants have argued, Plaintiff's soig@éstnak[ing]the
appropriate adjustments to return the voltage to the desired value” (Dkt. No. 123 atWgBsinc
the concepbf “changing” that Defendants have proposed. That is, “return[ing] the voltage to
the desired value” involves changing the voltage from an undesired value to tbd dahie.
This comports with the common meaning of “adjust” as involving a cha®eePhillips 415

F.3d at 1314 (“In some cases, the ordinary meaning of claim language as underst@aadmn

of skill in the art may be readily apparent even to lay judges, and claim caiostincsuch
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cases involves little more than the applicatiothef widely accepted meaning of commonly
understood words)”
The Court therefore hereby constrtiadjust” to meart‘change.”

VII. CONCLUSION

The Court adopts the constructions set forth in this opinion for the didputesl of the
patentsin-suit.

As set forth above, the Court finds that “wherein the supply current passes through the
external driving semiconductor rather than thiotige battery charge controlleahd“whereby
load current passes through the external driving semiconductor in$téadbattery charge
controller’rerder Claim 2 of the '319 Patent and Claim 2 of the '514 Patent indefinite.

The parties are ordered to not refer to each other’s claim constructioomqssitthe
presence of the jurylLikewise, in the presence of the jury, the parties are ordered to refrain from
mentioning any portion of this opinion, other than the actual definitions adopted by the Court.
The Court’s reasoning in this order binds the testimony of any witnesseayaneference to
the claim construction proceedings is limited to informing the jury of ¢i@ilons adopted by
the Court.

SIGNED this 2nd day of April, 2018.

%SQMJL_

ROY S. PAYNE
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE
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