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erallir do not‘limit the clairns‘because the patentability of apparatus or composinOn claims depends

on the claimed structure, not on the use or'purpose of that structure’l Id. “Thus, preamble lan-

guage merely extolling benefits or features of the claimed invention doe's'not limit the claim scope

widmut clear reliance on those benefits Or features as paten tany significant.” lei '

I With the foregoing, the claims do not recite the preamble'_in]epson form, not do

. the limitations of the claim body rely on the disputed limitation for antecedent basis, nor does the

preamble recite imPOrtant additional structure. Furthennore, it is apparent from reade thelbody of

the that the claim is directed-roan apparatus that receives television transmissions; thus, the

‘ preamble is not necessary to give ‘l'life, meaning and vita 'ty”_ to the _Nor did Harvey and rely
on the preambles during prosecution to distinguish prior art or emphasize patentability. -In short,

the preamble simply serves "as a convenient label for the invention as a whole,” and thus should not

be cOnstru'ed as 5's: forage ITrc‘bngy, 329 F.3d at 831. Thus, construction of the term
- “television receiver system” need not be reached.

c) Recommended Construction

I view-of the foregoing, therefore, the special master recommends that the Court conclude

1 than I

The preambles of claims 8, 10, 11 and 44 are not I

IL I 'tcpmcgssoru I

,_ _ term appears in _cla.ims 1.1-, 12'and 13. Claim 11 is deemed representative'and is repro—

duced below reference, 1with the disputed in boldface: _

11. A television-receider system comprising: . -

a first processor for reteiving information of a selected television program
' transmission and detecting a specific signal in said transmission based upon a -
location or pattern ofsaid. specific in said transmission, said first -
processor being programmed with information of a varying location or tim-

ing Pattern._; - ' '

. a second processor operatide connected to said first processor for receitf- '
ing and prOcessing information of said specific signal, and for identifying
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- when and where to pass said information based upon said information, and
paging said information. '

a) The P'arties’ Proposed Constructions and Arguments

I PMClGEMSTAn’s PROPOSED CONSTR.._I .

A electronic device that processes infor- [not addressed]-
maticiil by operating on data :ic'cording to in- - ' . .

I sanctions. ' 1‘ -M The terms “first- pfOCCS- I

sof’f“second _ processor”/“processor” require
no construction. .

DEFENnms’ PROPOSED CONsrn.

Post-Hearing. [no change] .

Plain first Harvey 'V'I' Chart art-11; Joint gym”): at 65-

Defendants urge that the construction of “procesmr” should apply to that term as it appesrs

in claim 44. '

n

According to the-JCCS, the panties agree that “processor” should defined as.“a digital

electronic device that processes information by operating on data according tojnstmctions." JCCS I
I at10.- '

b)- DiscussiOn

As discussed above in connection with construction of the term "first processor means”

I called for in Harvey , a ‘fprocessor’lis' “a digital electronic deviceithat processes informatiOn by

operating on data according to instructions.” That consmicficin applies here.

(2) Recomended Construction

In View of the foregoing. therefore, the special master recommends rltat'the Court conclude. _ .
that:

A “processor” is a electronic defies that .proccsses itifonnation by Ioperst—
ing on data according to instructions. _ ' '
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ing one or more lines or a portion of a line from thevideo that contain embedded digital signals""I - '

the claim uses the word “selecting” —' not “accessing” or "choosmg" -— and Is readily understandable. '

Furthermore, the claim calls for "selecting portions of one or more lines,” not selecting “one or

_ more lines or 'a portion of a line." - _ o
. ' . ' I ' .

" As for the plaintiffs’ other contention that "changing the specific portions of said video lines '

that are selected” means that “the line receiver can be controlled or caused to change the lines or

portions of a line that it examines for digital signals,” again, that is not what the says: The

claim uses the words “receiving” and “selecting,” not “examining.” Again, the claim calls for-“por—
. . I' . . - . ' . ,,

nons of one or more-lines," not “one or more lines or a portion of a line.

' Finally, as for whether this term excludes a " full field receiver” (whatever that or not, that

is a question for the later infringement stage. I i

c) Recommended Cons truction-

IIn view of the foregoing, therefore, the special master recommends that the Court conclude
that '

In the phrase "a line receiver for receiving * ‘ * and selecting * *. *,"'a “line re-

ceiver" is a device for receiving electrical signals. The claim expressly requires

that the “line receiver” have two functions: (1) “receiving a video signal of an
analog television transmission” and (2) ‘lselecting portions of one or more lines
of said video that contain embedded signals." The claim also requires that the

“line receiver” be “capable of-changing the specific portions of said video lines
that are selected.” - ' ' -

' 23. “alter its decryption pattern or technique"

This term appears in claim 17, below (the disputed term isin- boldface):

system for controlling a decryptor, said system comprising: _

a detector for receiving at least: portion. of a television program
transmission, said program transmission comprising a pregram and a plural-_

ity of signals embedded'in said transmission, said detector detecting said sig-
nals;

476

. |PR2016-01520

Apple v. PMC
|PR2016-00754 .

Page 4

 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


IPR2016-01520 
Apple v. PMC 

IPR2016-00754 
Page 5 

 

. ' I

a decryptor operatively connected to said detector for receiving and decrypt-
ing said detected Signals; and '

U

a controller operativer connected to said decryptor for causing said de- -
cryptor to alter its decryption pattetnor technique.I - .

a) The 'Parties’ Proposed Constructions and Arguments

-l_’M§;[_ GEMsun’s Paoposfio-CONSTR.

[Tlhc controller can cause the decryptor to alter The term “alter its decryption pattern or tech-
either the decryption key (pattern) or the decryp-_ niquel‘requires a-_change in the decryption algo-
tion algorithm (technique) used to decrypt the n'thm itself or in a plan or model of which the

signal. _. decryptor ispreinformed and which determines

' g _ ' _ what bits of'a received message'are and are not
"East-Hearing: [up change] decrypted. This term shouldbe construed to

' exclude merely changing the decryption key.

'DEFENDANTS’ PROPOSED CONSTR....I _ ‘

. I _ . . Fog-Hearing; [no change]

Plaintiffs’ Harvey VI Chairt at 113; Defendants’ Harvey VI Chart at 67;]oint at 49.

The plaintiffs say thaLthe parties agree that the terms “decryption pattern or technique" and

“manner of decryption” should be interpreted consistently. The plaintiffs contend that both 'of '

those terms should include both a decryption key (pattern) and algorithm (technique), and that the
defendants exclude a decryption key. The plaintiffs urge that their proposed construction is consis-

tent special master Harmon‘s conStruction of the term “controller 'operatively connected to said

decryptex for causing said decrypter to alter its decryption pattern or technique,” and that the 1931- '_
' and 1937 specifications support their construction. In particular, the plaintiffs urge, example 4 of

the 1937 specification demonstrates that the disclosed system is capable of changing both its decryp-

tion-pattern-and technique. According to the plaintiffs, the defendants ignore the intrinsic evidence -

and rely on. obscure, non-technical definitions to conclude that the term “pattern” refets Inot'to a

decryption key, but to a “plan or mode ’l in which the receiver determines what to decrypt and what

not to decrypt. According. to the plaintiffs, the (opinion of the defendants’ expert, Mr: Arnold, is

incorrect because it ignores the-explicit support set forth in the Harvey specifications demonstrating

' that “pattern” corresponds to “key.” Plaintiffs' Opening Maphman'Brief at'80-84.

According-to thedefendants, the dispute concerns whether changing a key is "altering a_ de-

cryption.” The defendants urge that a person of ordinary skill would understand that altering the
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