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

PAPST LICENSING GMBH & CO., K.G.
CIVIL ACTION NO. 6:15-CV-01095-RWS

Plaintiff,
(LEAD CASE)
V.
JURY TRIAL DEMANDED
APPLE INC.,
Defendant.

DEFENDANTS’ RESPONSIVE CLAIM CONSTRUCTION BRIEF

Papst Licensing GmbH & Co., KG.
Petitioner — Huawei. .G and ZTE
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In accordance with the Court’s Second Amended Docket Control Order (Dkt. No. 154),
Defendants Apple Inc., Lenovo (United States) Inc. (“Lenovo’); Motorola Mobility LLC
(“Motorola”); LG Electronics, Inc. LG Electronics U.S.A., Inc., and LG Electronics
MobileComm U.S.A., Inc., (“LG”); Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd. and Huawei Technologies
USA, Inc. (“Huawei”); Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. and Samsung Electronics America, Inc.
(“Samsung”); and ZTE (USA) Inc. (“ZTE”) (collectively “Defendants”) file this Responsive
Claim Construction Brief. Defendants’ proposals, as set forth below, are consistent with the
claim language and intrinsic evidence, and the Federal Circuit’s decision relating to two of the
five asserted patents. Defendants’ proposals account for the numerous representations that the
patentee made to the Patent Office during the prosecution of the asserted patents.

I. ARGUMENT
A. The Means-Plus-Function Claims'?
1. Relevant Law

Although a presumption exists that § 112(6) does not apply to terms lacking the word
“means,” that “presumption can be overcome and § 112, para. 6 will apply if the challenger
demonstrates that the claim term fails to recite sufficiently definite structure or else recites
function without reciting sufficient structure for performing that function.” Williamson v. Citrix
Online, LLC, 792 F.3d 1339, 1349 (internal quotes and citations omitted). Therefore, the first
step in analyzing a claim term lacking the word “means,” is whether the term “fails to recite
sufficiently definite structure” or recites function in the absence of structure for performing that

function. Id. The Williamson court explained that certain “[g]eneric terms such as ‘mechanism,’

! The five asserted patents share a common specification (hereinafter, the “specification™).

? For purposes of this section, none of the Defendants agree that Papst’s proposed construction is
correct. Only Defendants Samsung, Lenovo, and Motorola affirmatively argue that § 112(6) is
applicable. The other Defendants abstain from the § 112(6) argument but, contrary to Papst’s
assertions, do not agree that Papst’s proposal is “unopposed.”
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‘element,” ‘device,” and other nonce words that reflect nothing more than verbal constructs may
be used in a claim in a manner that is tantamount to using the word ‘means’ because they
‘typically do not connote sufficiently definite structure’ and therefore may invoke § 112, para.
6.” Id. at 1350. Furthermore, adding a modifier to one of these nonce words, without more, does
not connote identifiable structure. See Media Rights Techs., Inc. v. Capital One Finan. Corp., 800
F.3d 1366, 1373 (Fed. Cir. 2015); see also Tracbeam, LLC v. T-Mobile US, Inc., 6:14-CV-678-
RWS, 2016 WL 3751624, at *6 (E.D. Tex. July 14, 2016) (finding § 112(6) applicable where
the plaintiff’s proposed construction “implicitly admits the[] terms are purely functional”).

The Court may also consider “whether the intrinsic record redefined or disclaimed the
plain meaning of [the term] in a way that impart[s] sufficient structure.” See Core Wireless
Licensing v. LG Elec., Inc., et al., 2015 WL 6746910 at *§ (E.D. Tex., Nov. 04, 2015).

However, a patentee may not avoid § 112(6) treatment “by arguing that the specification recites
sufficient structure” or describes how the claimed feature “is connected to and interacts with the
other components of the system, what processes the [feature in issue] performs, and what
structural subcomponents might comprise [feature in issue].” Media Rights, 800 F.3d at 1373
(2015). If the term at issue, read in light of the intrinsic record, fails to connote sufficient
structure, §112(6) applies; the inquiry then turns to “whether the specification discloses
sufficient structure that corresponds to the claimed function.” Williamson, 792 F.3d at 1351. In
the event that the patent fails to disclose structure corresponding to the claimed function, then the
claim is invalid for indefiniteness under 35 U.S.C. §112(2). See id. at 1354.

2. The Connecting Device Terms

Term Dispute Plaintiff’s Construction Defendants Samsung, Lenovo,

and Motorola Construction
“a first connecting device for | “a component or group of | Subjectto §112(6)

interfacing the host device with | components for interfacing the
the interface device via the multi- | interface device with the host

DOCKET

A R M Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com.

Function: [Agreed] interfacing the host
device with the interface device via the



https://www.docketalarm.com/

Nsights

Real-Time Litigation Alerts

g 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
O 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,

/ . o
Py ,0‘ opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

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

-xplore Litigation

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more
informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of

knowing you're on top of things.

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.

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




