
 
 

Filed on behalf of: Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP 
By: Thomas Engellenner 
 Pepper Hamilton LLP 
 125 High Street 
 19th Floor, High Street Tower 
 Boston, MA 02110 
 (617) 204-5100 (telephone) 
 (617) 204-5150 (facsimile) 
 
 

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
___________________ 

 
BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

___________________ 
 

SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.;  
SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, INC.;  

SAMSUNG TELECOMMUNICATIONS AMERICA, LLC; and  
SAMSUNG AUSTIN SEMICONDUCTOR, LLC; 

Petitioner 
 

v. 
 

REMBRANDT WIRELESS TECHNOLOGIES, LP  
Patent Owner 

___________________ 
 

Case No. IPR2014-00514 
Patent 8,023,580 

___________________ 
 

 
DISTRICT COURT CLAIM CONSTRUCTION

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


 
- 1 - 

 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

MARSHALL DIVISION 
 
REMBRANDT WIRELESS 
TECHNOLOGIES, LP, 
 
v. 
 
SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD., 
et al. 
 

§
§
§
§
§
§
§
  

 
 
 
     CASE NO. 2:13-CV-213-JRG-RSP 
 
 

CLAIM CONSTRUCTION 
MEMORANDUM AND ORDER 

 
 On May 30, 2014, the Court held a hearing to determine the proper construction of the 

disputed claim terms in United States Patents No. 8,023,580 and 8,457,228.  After considering 

the arguments made by the parties at the hearing and in the parties’ claim construction briefing 

(Dkt. Nos. 97, 102, and 103),1 the Court issues this Claim Construction Memorandum and Order.

                                                 
1 Citations to documents (such as the parties’ briefs and exhibits) in this Claim Construction 
Memorandum and Order refer to the page numbers of the original documents rather than the 
page numbers assigned by the Court’s electronic docket unless otherwise indicated.  Defendants 
are Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd., Samsung Electronics America, Inc., Samsung 
Telecommunications America, LLC, Samsung Austin Semiconductor, LLC (collectively referred 
to as “Samsung”), Blackberry Corp., and Blackberry Ltd. (collectively referred to as 
“Blackberry”; formerly known as Research In Motion Corp. and Research In Motion Ltd., 
respectively) (all collectively referred to as “Defendants”). 
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BACKGROUND 

 Plaintiff brings suit alleging infringement of United States Patents No. 8,023,580 (“the 

‘580 Patent”) and 8,457,228 (“the ‘228 Patent”) (collectively, the “patents-in-suit”). 

 The patents-in-suit are both titled “System and Method of Communication Using At 

Least Two Modulation Methods.”  The ‘580 Patent issued on September 20, 2011, and bears a 

filing date of August 19, 2009.  The ‘228 Patent issued on June 4, 2013, and bears a filing date of 

August 4, 2011.  The ‘228 Patent is a continuation of the ‘580 Patent.  Both patents-in-suit bear 

an earliest priority date of December 5, 1997. 

 In general, the patents-in-suit relate to modulation methods for communications.  Plaintiff 

argues that the patents-in-suit relate to the well-known “Bluetooth” wireless communication 

standards.  See Dkt. No. 97 at 1.  The Abstract of the ‘580 Patent is representative and states: 

A device may be capable of communicating using at least two type types [sic] of 
modulation methods.  The device may include a transceiver capable of acting as a 
master according to a master/slave relationship in which communication from a 
slave to a master occurs in response to communication from the master to the 
slave.  The master transceiver may send transmissions discrete transmissions [sic] 
structured with a first portion and a payload portion.  Information in the first 
portion may be modulated according to a first modulation method and indicate an 
impending change to a second modulation method, which is used for transmitting 
the payload portion.  The discrete transmissions may be addressed for an intended 
destination of the payload portion. 
   

LEGAL PRINCIPLES 

 “It is a ‘bedrock principle’ of patent law that ‘the claims of a patent define the invention 

to which the patentee is entitled the right to exclude.’”  Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d 1303, 

1312 (Fed. Cir. 2005) (en banc) (quoting Innova/Pure Water Inc. v. Safari Water Filtration Sys., 

Inc., 381 F.3d 1111, 1115 (Fed. Cir. 2004)).  To determine the meaning of the claims, courts start 

by considering the intrinsic evidence.  See id. at 1313; see also C.R. Bard, Inc. v. U.S. Surgical 

Corp., 388 F.3d 858, 861 (Fed. Cir. 2004); Bell Atl. Network Servs., Inc. v. Covad Commc’ns 
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Group, Inc., 262 F.3d 1258, 1267 (Fed. Cir. 2001).  The intrinsic evidence includes the claims 

themselves, the specification, and the prosecution history.  See Phillips, 415 F.3d at 1314; C.R. 

Bard, 388 F.3d at 861.  Courts give claim terms their ordinary and accustomed meaning as 

understood by one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention in the context of the 

entire patent.  Phillips, 415 F.3d at 1312-13; accord Alloc, Inc. v. Int’l Trade Comm’n, 342 F.3d 

1361, 1368 (Fed. Cir. 2003). 

 The claims themselves provide substantial guidance in determining the meaning of 

particular claim terms.  Phillips, 415 F.3d at 1314.  First, a term’s context in the asserted claim 

can be very instructive.  Id.  Other asserted or unasserted claims can aid in determining the 

claim’s meaning because claim terms are typically used consistently throughout the patent.  Id.  

Differences among the claim terms can also assist in understanding a term’s meaning.  Id.  For 

example, when a dependent claim adds a limitation to an independent claim, it is presumed that 

the independent claim does not include the limitation.  Id. at 1314-15. 

 “[C]laims ‘must be read in view of the specification, of which they are a part.’”  Id. 

at 1315 (quoting Markman v. Westview Instruments, Inc., 52 F.3d 967, 979 (Fed. Cir. 1995) 

(en banc)).  “[T]he specification ‘is always highly relevant to the claim construction analysis.  

Usually, it is dispositive; it is the single best guide to the meaning of a disputed term.’”  Phillips, 

415 F.3d at 1315 (quoting Vitronics Corp. v. Conceptronic, Inc., 90 F.3d 1576, 1582 (Fed. Cir. 

1996)); accord Teleflex, Inc. v. Ficosa N. Am. Corp., 299 F.3d 1313, 1325 (Fed. Cir. 2002).  This 

is true because a patentee may define his own terms, give a claim term a different meaning than 

the term would otherwise possess, or disclaim or disavow claim scope.  Phillips, 415 F.3d 

at 1316.  In these situations, the inventor’s lexicography governs.  Id.  The specification may also 

resolve the meaning of ambiguous claim terms “where the ordinary and accustomed meaning of 
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