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I. INTRODUCTION 

Patent Owner Global Touch Solutions, LLC’s opposition is noteworthy for 

what it does not say.  Global Touch and its expert witness do not dispute that all 

the basic technical elements of its alleged invention were known and used by those 

skilled in the field of portable, battery-powered devices in the late 1990s:  batteries, 

switches, microchips, touch sensors.  Global Touch and its expert also nowhere 

dispute that there was ample motivation among those in the field to combine 

references with complementary disclosures to solve the familiar problem of how to 

readily determine and indicate to a user the remaining battery power in a portable 

device.  Rather, Global Touch tries to save the claims of its patent from being 

found invalid by adopting a familiar but flawed legal tactic:  advocating an 

improperly narrow construction of a central claim term to avoid the prior art by 

improperly importing embodiments from the specification.  This is improper under 

the Phillips claim construction standard and the Broadest Reasonable Interpretation 

standard governing in this proceeding. 

Global Touch seeks to construe the simple term “energy consuming load,” 

which appears in every claim, to require not just a load that consumes energy, but 

also that a microchip controls the flow of power to the load.  This proposed 

construction, with its extraneous new limitation, finds no basis in the plain English 

words of the claim, is flatly contradicted by the claims of Global Touch’s own 
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related patents, and epitomizes a “cardinal sin” of patent law:  reading a limitation 

from an embodiment of the specification into the claims.  Further, Global Touch 

distorts the word “function” in an attempt to avoid the prior art, relying on a 

tortured reading of the claims that is factually and legally unsound.  These flawed 

arguments should be rejected and the Board should invalidate all of the challenged 

claims of the ’952 patent. 

II. THE PRIOR ART DISCLOSES THE CLAIMED “ENERGY 
CONSUMING LOAD.” 

A. Global Touch’s Proposed Construction Should Be Rejected. 

The Board previously determined that the term “energy consuming load” 

does not require construction.  (Paper No. 8, “Inst. Dec.” at 4-5.)  Global Touch 

now asks the Board to reverse itself and construe the term, not by explaining or 

clarifying any of those three words, but by adding a new limitation:  “an energy-

consuming component that receives power from the power source under the 

control of the microchip.”1  (Paper No. 14, “Response” at 20.)  This construction is 

not supported by the claims or specification, and is contradicted by the claims of 

related patents.  It should be rejected. 

                                           
1 All emphasis added, unless otherwise noted. 
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1. The Claim Language Does Not Support Global Touch’s 
Construction. 

Nothing in the claims supports Global Touch’s new requirement.  First, the 

claims do not include any language requiring that the microchip controls power to 

the load.  Claim 1, for example, is reproduced below: 

1. A method for implementing a user interface of a product, the 

product comprising a power source, or a connection for a power 

source and at least one energy consuming load, said method including 

the step of using an electronic module comprising an electronic circuit 

including a microchip and a touch sensor forming part of the user 

interface, said microchip at least partially implementing the touch 

sensor functions and said method including the step of activating a 

visible indication in response to an activation signal received from the 

user interface, wherein the visible indication provides information to a 

user on at least one item from the following group:  

a state or condition of the product,  

location of the user interface,  

a battery power level indication. 

(Ex. 1001, “’952 patent” at 12:27-41.)  The claim states that the electronic circuit 

includes a microchip, the microchip “at least partially implementing the touch 

sensor functions . . . .”  The claim does not require, or even suggest, that the 

microchip controls power to the load—a fact confirmed by Global Touch’s expert 

during deposition.  (Ex. 1033, “Morley Tr.” at 99:17-22.) 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
	� Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

	� Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
	� With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

	� Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
	� Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

	� Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


