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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
____________ 

 
BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

____________ 
 

SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD, 
Petitioner, 

 
v. 
 

UUSI, LLC d/b/a NARTRON, 
Patent Owner. 
____________ 

 
Case IPR2016-00908 

Patent 5,796,183 
____________ 

 
 
Before THOMAS L. GIANNETTI, CARL M. DEFRANCO, and  
KAMRAN JIVANI, Administrative Patent Judges. 
 
JIVANI, Administrative Patent Judge. 

 

 
DECISION 

Request for Rehearing 
37 C.F.R. § 42.71(d) 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Petitioner Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. requests rehearing (Paper 14, 

“Reh’g Req.”) of the Decision mailed October 19, 2016 (Paper 12, 

“Decision”) denying institution of inter partes review for claims 37–39 of 

U.S. Patent No. 5,796,183 (“the ’183 patent”) (Ex. 1001), but instituting 

review of claims 41, 43, 45, 47, 48, 61–67, 69, 83–86, 88, 90, 91, 94, 96, 97, 

99, 101, and 102 of the ’ 183  patent.  In its request, Petitioner contends we 

erred in our construction of the term “supply voltage,” as recited in 

independent claim 37.  Reh’g Req. 1.   

“The burden of showing a decision should be modified lies with the 

party challenging the decision[,]” who “must specifically identify all matters 

the party believes the Board misapprehended or overlooked, and the place 

where each matter was previously addressed in a motion, an opposition, or a 

reply.”  37 C.F.R. § 42.71(d). 

For the reasons discussed below, Petitioner’s Request for Rehearing is 

denied. 

 

II. BACKGROUND 

Petitioner challenged independent claims 37, 40, 61, 83, and 94 

together with numerous dependent claims of the ’183 Patent, which expired 

on January 31, 2016.  Pet 11–12.  In so doing, Petitioner urged that we need 

not construe the terms of the challenged claims.  Pet 12.  To the extent we 

chose to construe a particular term, Petitioner urged that we adopt the 

constructions it set forth in a related district court litigation.  Id.  Petitioner, 
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however, did not seek construction of the term “supply voltage” in that 

litigation.  See Pet. 12–15.   

Patent Owner sought construction of the following limitations:  

“oscillator voltage is greater than a supply voltage,” as recited in 

independent claim 37 and “peak voltage of the signal output frequencies is 

greater than a supply voltage” as recited in each of independent claims 61, 

83, and 94 (collectively, the “supply voltage limitations”).1  Prelim. Resp. 

14–17.   

Independent claims 37 and 83 are reproduced in relevant part below 

with bracketed material and emphasis added. 

37. A capacitive responsive electronic switching circuit for a 
controlled device comprising: 

[37a] an oscillator providing a periodic output signal 
having a predefined frequency, wherein an oscillator voltage is 
greater than a supply voltage; 

[37b] a microcontroller using the periodic output signal 
from the oscillator, the microcontroller selectively providing 
signal output frequencies to a closely spaced array of input 
touch terminals of a keypad, the input touch terminals 
comprising first and second input touch terminals; 
. . . . 

83. A capacitive responsive electronic switching circuit for a 
controlled keypad device comprising: 

[83a] an oscillator providing a periodic output signal 
having a predefined frequency; 

[83b] a microcontroller using the periodic output signal 
from the oscillator, the microcontroller selectively providing 
signal output frequencies to a closely spaced array of input 
touch terminals of a keypad, the input touch terminals 
comprising first and second input touch terminals, wherein a 

                                           
1  Independent claim 40 does not recite a “supply voltage.” 
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peak voltage of the signal output frequencies is greater than a 
supply voltage; 
. . . . 

In our Decision, we determined, based on the context of the supply 

voltage limitation in claim 37, that one of ordinary skill in the art would 

understand the term “supply voltage” in this claim as referring to a supply 

voltage of the oscillator.  Decision 9.  We further determined, based on the 

context of the supply voltage limitations in claims 61, 83, and 94, that one of 

ordinary skill in the art would understand the term “supply voltage” in these 

claims as referring to a supply voltage of the microcontroller.  Id. at 10. 

 

III. ANALYSIS 

Petitioner contends that we erred in construing the term “supply 

voltage” in claim 37.  Req. Reh’g 3.  Specifically, Petitioner asserts that we 

“unreasonably narrowed the scope of ‘a supply voltage’ by reading a 

limitation from a disclosed embodiment into claim 37.”  Id. at 4.  According 

to Petitioner, “the Board overlooked the fact that both microcontroller 500 

and voltage regulator 100 also have a ‘supply voltage’ that is less than the 

oscillator output voltage.”  Id. at 5.  Petitioner contends our construction 

excluding the voltages provided to these other components “was legal error 

on part of the Board.”  Id. at 7.  Petitioner further argues our construction is 

inconsistent with claims 54 and 55 (which are not challenged in the Petition 

and do not depend from any of the challenged claims) and invites us to 

accord the supply voltage limitation in claim 37 its “plain and ordinary 

meaning” encompassing “components other than the oscillator.”  Id. at 7–8.   

We are not persuaded by Petitioner’s arguments that anything was 

overlooked or misapprehended.  As an initial matter, we observe that 
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Petitioner chose not to provide an interpretation for the supply voltage 

limitation of claim 37 (or any other claim limitation) in the Petition, and 

therefore cannot identify where in the Petition this matter was addressed.  

We could not have misapprehended or overlooked something not adequately 

explained in the Petition.  A request for rehearing is not an opportunity to 

supplement the Petition.  Regardless, we are not persuaded that our Decision 

was incorrect.   

Our construction of the supply voltage limitation in claim 37 is 

grounded in the plain language of the claim.  The basic grammar of claim 37 

indicates the supply voltage limitation refers to the claimed oscillator.  

Claim 37 employs the open-ended transition term “comprising” followed by 

a colon to indicate that a list elements follows.  Subsequently, claim 37 

employs semicolons to separate the elements of that list.  The first element 

of the list, element 37a, describes an oscillator and includes the supply 

voltage limitation preceded by a comma and the transition term “wherein.”  

Element 37a then ends with a semicolon and the claim proceeds to element 

37b, which recites a microcontroller.  The punctuation and transition term 

indicate that the supply voltage limitation refers to the oscillator of element 

37a and not the other components recited in separate elements, such as the 

microcontroller of element 37b.  Petitioner’s argument fails to address the 

grammar of claim 37, and is “is inconsistent with the punctuation [patentee] 

chose for this claim.”  In re Pelz, 379 F. App’x 975, 978 (Fed. Cir. 2010). 

In light of the plain language of claim 37, we are not persuaded by 

Petitioner’s argument that the Specification describes additional supply 

voltages meeting the claim limitation.  Req, Reh’g 5–7.  For example, 

Petitioner directs our attention to the 21V on line 301 in Figures 4 and 11 

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.


