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I. Introduction

Petitioner’s reply introduces unpersuasive and belated arguments and
evidence that cannot salvage the petition. Sato does not meet the “clock signal”
limitation of the claims, as properly construed, and Petitioner failed to present an
adequate motivation to combine Asano and Itoh. The Board should confirm the

patentability of claims 1-28 and 31-37.

II.  Claim Construction — “Clock Signal”
A.  Petitioner’s Criticism Of Dr. Pedram’s Testimony Is Misplaced

In his expert declaration supporting Qualcomm’s response, Dr. Pedram
provided extensive testimony showing that the term “clock signal” should be
interpreted as “a periodic signal used for synchronization.” Ex. 2001 at 53-70. The
reply argues that “Dr. Pedram’s opinion on the BRI of the term ‘clock signal’ ...
should be accorded little weight” because he has not provided testimony on the full
scope of the claims. Paper 15 at 2-3.

Petitioner’s criticism is misplaced. The reply cites no legal authority for the
proposition that an expert must consider and testify as to the full scope of claims in
order to opine on the meaning of certain claim terms. In preparing his expert
declaration, Dr. Pedram considered and testified as to a number of discrete issues:
(1) the meaning of the term “clock signal,” and (i1) whether Petitioner’s

unpatentability grounds render obvious the challenged claims. See generally
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Ex. 2001. None of these issues required consideration of the “exact scope of the
claims.”!

B. Qualcomm’s Construction Is Not Inconsistent With The
Conditional Clock Outputs Of The 002 Patent

The reply argues that because the challenged claims require a first logic and/or
conditional clock generator that applies a clock signal to a selected one of multiple
clock outputs, Qualcomm’s “interpretation of the term ‘clock signal’ is too narrow
to even encompass the clock signals carried by ‘clock outputs’ of the 002 patent
claims.” Paper 15 at 3-4.

Petitioner’s argument is based on the unfounded assumption that in
the ’002 patent, all of the clock outputs of the conditional clock generator
are always carrying a clock signal. But they are not. In fact, the specification
repeatedly makes clear that “[t]he conditional clock generator 110 receives a clock
signal via the clock input 118 and selectively applies the clock signal to a selected

one of the clock outputs 124, 126, 128 and 130” (Ex. 1001 at 3:28-31), and that

! The reply also criticizes Dr. Pedram as lacking understanding of the law of
obviousness, citing a statement in his declaration that is allegedly contrary to the
Supreme Court’s decision in KSR. Paper 15 at 27-28. Qualcomm disputes this
criticism. As Dr. Pedram made clear at deposition, his understanding of obviousness
is not limited to the legal standards recited in his declaration. See Ex. 1019 at 36:6-
15. Thus, even assuming that the declaration contains a misstatement regarding the
law of obviousness, this does not show that Dr. Pedram lacks a sufficient
understanding of the law.

DOCKET

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



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




