
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

TEXARKANA DIVISION 

 

MAXELL LTD., 

 

  Plaintiff, 

 

v.  

 

APPLE INC, 

 

  Defendant. 
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CIVIL ACTION NO.  5:19-CV-00036-RWS 

 

 

 

   
CLAIM CONSTRUCTION MEMORANDUM AND ORDER 

On January 8, 2020, the Court held an oral hearing to construe the disputed claim terms of 

the patents-in-suit.  Having considered the parties’ claim-construction briefing and based on the 

intrinsic and extrinsic evidence, the Court construes the disputed terms in this Memorandum and 

Order as detailed below.  See Teva Pharm. USA, Inc. v. Sandoz, Inc., 574 U.S. 318 (2015); Phillips 

v. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d 1303, 1314 (Fed. Cir. 2005). 
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BACKGROUND 

Plaintiff Maxell brings suit alleging that Apple infringes the following ten patents: U.S. 

Patent Nos. 6,748,317 (the “ ’317 patent); 6,580,999 (the “ ’999 patent”); 6,430,498 (the “ ’498 

patent”); 8,339,493 (the “ ’493 patent”); 6,329,794 (the “ ’794 patent”); 6,408,193 (the “ ’193 

patent”); 6,928,306 (the “ ’306 patent”); 10,084,991 (the “ ’991 patent”); 7,116,438 (the “ ’438 

patent”); and 10,212,586 (the “ ’586 patent).  Eight of the asserted patents contain disputed terms. 

Maxell previously asserted five of the patents (the ’438 patent, the ’317 patent, the ’493 

patent, the ’193 patent and the ’794 patent) against other defendants in prior litigation––Maxell 

Ltd. v. Huawei Device USA, Inc., 297 F. Supp. 3d 668 (E.D. Tex. 2018).  However, the Court has 

not construed any of the presently disputed terms.   

APPLICABLE LAW 

“It is a ‘bedrock principle’ of patent law that ‘the claims of a patent define the invention to 

which the patentee is entitled the right to exclude.’ ” Phillips, 415 F.3d 1303 at 1312 (en banc) 

(quoting Innova/Pure Water Inc. v. Safari Water Filtration Sys., Inc., 381 F.3d 1111, 1115 (Fed. 

Cir. 2004)).  The Court first examines a patent’s intrinsic evidence to define the patented 

invention’s scope.  Id. at 1313–14; Bell Atl. Network Servs., Inc. v. Covad Commc’ns Group, Inc., 

262 F.3d 1258, 1267 (Fed. Cir. 2001).  Intrinsic evidence includes the claims themselves, the 

specification and the prosecution history.  Phillips, 415 F.3d at 1312–13; C.R. Bard, Inc. v. U.S. 

Surgical Corp., 388 F.3d 858, 861 (Fed. Cir. 2004).  .  The general rule—subject to certain specific 

exceptions discussed infra—is that each claim term is construed according to its ordinary and 

accustomed meaning as understood by one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 

in the context of the patent.  Phillips, 415 F.3d at 1312–13; Alloc, Inc. v. Int’l Trade Comm’n, 342 

F.3d 1361, 1368 (Fed. Cir. 2003); see also Azure Networks, LLC v. CSR PLC, 771 F.3d 1336, 1347 
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(Fed. Cir. 2014) (“There is a heavy presumption that claim terms carry their accustomed meaning 

in the relevant community at the relevant time.”).  

“The claim construction inquiry . . . begins and ends in all cases with the actual words of 

the claim.”  Renishaw PLC v. Marposs Societa’ per Azioni, 158 F.3d 1243, 1248 (Fed. Cir. 1998).  

“[I]n all aspects of claim construction, ‘the name of the game is the claim.’ ”  Apple Inc. v. 

Motorola, Inc., 757 F.3d 1286, 1298 (Fed. Cir. 2014) (quoting In re Hiniker Co., 150 F.3d 1362, 

1369 (Fed. Cir. 1998)).  First, a term’s context in the asserted claim can be instructive.  Phillips, 

415 F.3d at 1314.  Other asserted or unasserted claims can also aid in determining the claim’s 

meaning, because claim terms are typically used consistently throughout the patent.  Id.  

Differences among the claim terms can also assist in understanding a term’s meaning.  Id.  For 

example, when a dependent claim adds a limitation to an independent claim, it is presumed that 

the independent claim does not include the limitation.  Id. at 1314–15.  

“[C]laims ‘must be read in view of the specification, of which they are a part.’ ”  Id. 

(quoting Markman v. Westview Instruments, Inc., 52 F.3d 967, 979 (Fed. Cir. 1995)).  “[T]he 

specification ‘is always highly relevant to the claim construction analysis.  Usually, it is 

dispositive; it is the single best guide to the meaning of a disputed term.’ ”  Id. (quoting Vitronics 

Corp. v. Conceptronic, Inc., 90 F.3d 1576, 1582 (Fed. Cir. 1996)); Teleflex, Inc. v. Ficosa N. Am. 

Corp., 299 F.3d 1313, 1325 (Fed. Cir. 2002).  In the specification, a patentee may define his own 

terms, give a claim term a different meaning than it would otherwise possess, or disclaim or 

disavow some claim scope.  Phillips, 415 F.3d at 1316.  Although the Court generally presumes 

terms possess their ordinary meaning, this presumption can be overcome by statements of clear 

disclaimer.  See SciMed Life Sys., Inc. v. Advanced Cardiovascular Sys., Inc., 242 F.3d 1337, 

1343–44 (Fed. Cir. 2001).  This presumption does not arise when the patentee acts as his own 
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lexicographer.  See Irdeto Access, Inc. v. EchoStar Satellite Corp., 383 F.3d 1295, 1301 (Fed. Cir. 

2004).  

“Although the specification may aid the court in interpreting the meaning of disputed claim 

language, particular embodiments and examples appearing in the specification will not generally 

be read into the claims.”  Comark Commc’ns, Inc. v. Harris Corp., 156 F.3d 1182, 1187 (Fed. Cir. 

1998) (quoting Constant v. Advanced Micro-Devices, Inc., 848 F.2d 1560, 1571 (Fed. Cir. 1988)); 

see also Phillips, 415 F.3d at 1323.  “[I]t is improper to read limitations from a preferred 

embodiment described in the specification—even if it is the only embodiment—into the claims 

absent a clear indication in the intrinsic record that the patentee intended the claims to be so 

limited.”  Liebel-Flarsheim Co. v. Medrad, Inc., 358 F.3d 898, 913 (Fed. Cir. 2004). 

The prosecution history is another tool to supply the proper context for claim construction 

because, like the specification, the prosecution history provides evidence of how the U.S. Patent 

and Trademark Office (“PTO”) and the inventor understood the patent.   Phillips, 415 F.3d at 1317.  

However, “because the prosecution history represents an ongoing negotiation between the PTO 

and the applicant, rather than the final product of that negotiation, it often lacks the clarity of the 

specification and thus is less useful for claim construction purposes.”  Id. at 1318; see also Athletic 

Alternatives, Inc. v. Prince Mfg., 73 F.3d 1573, 1580 (Fed. Cir. 1996) (ambiguous prosecution 

history may be “unhelpful as an interpretive resource”). 

Although extrinsic evidence is useful, it is “less significant than the intrinsic record in 

determining the legally operative meaning of claim language.”  Phillips, 415 F.3d at 1317 (quoting 

C.R. Bard, Inc., 388 F.3d at 862) (internal quotation marks omitted).  Technical dictionaries and 

treatises may help a court understand the underlying technology and the manner in which one 

skilled in the art might use claim terms, but technical dictionaries and treatises may provide 
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definitions that are too broad or may not be indicative of how the term is used in the patent.  Id. at 

1318.  Similarly, expert testimony may aid a court in understanding the underlying technology and 

determining the particular meaning of a term in the pertinent field, but an expert’s conclusory, 

unsupported assertions as to a term’s definition are not useful.  Id.  Generally, extrinsic evidence 

is “less reliable than the patent and its prosecution history in determining how to read claim terms.”  

Id. 

A. Functional Claiming and 35 U.S.C. § 112, ¶ 6(pre-AIA)/ § 112(f) (AIA) 

A patent claim may be expressed using functional language.  See 35 U.S.C. § 112 ¶ 6; 

Williamson v. Citrix Online, LLC, 792 F.3d 1339, 1347–49 & n.3 (Fed. Cir. 2015) (en banc in 

relevant portion).  Section 112, Paragraph 6, provides that a structure may be claimed as a “means 

. . . for performing a specified function” and that an act may be claimed as a “step for performing 

a specified function.”  Masco Corp. v. United States, 303 F.3d 1316, 1326 (Fed. Cir. 2002). 

But § 112 ¶ 6 does not apply to all functional claim language.  There is a rebuttable 

presumption that § 112 ¶ 6 applies when the claim language includes “means” or “step for” terms 

and that it does not apply in the absence of those terms.  Masco Corp., 303 F.3d at 1326; 

Williamson, 792 F.3d at 1348.  The presumption stands or falls according to whether one of 

ordinary skill in the art would understand the claim with the functional language, in the context of 

the entire specification, to denote sufficiently definite structure or acts for performing the function.  

See Media Rights Techs., Inc. v. Capital One Fin. Corp., 800 F.3d 1366, 1372 (Fed. Cir. 2015) 

(Section 112, ¶ 6 does not apply when “the claim language, read in light of the specification, recites 

sufficiently definite structure” (internal quotation marks omitted) (citing Williamson, 792 F.3d at 

1349; Robert Bosch, LLC v. Snap-On Inc., 769 F.3d 1094, 1099 (Fed. Cir. 2014))); Personalized 

Media Communications, L.L.C. v. Int’l Trade Commission, 161 F.3d 696, 704 (Fed. Cir. 1998) 
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