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I. INTRODUCTION 

Patent Owner’s Response (Paper 17, “Response”) turns on two primary issues. 

First, Patent Owner argues Sakamoto does not teach “a schedule of repeating events 

or any updating of such schedule,” a requirement Patent Owner contends is 

“implicitly required by” limitations [1(e)] and [8(c)] of the claims of the ’774 Patent. 

Patent Owner’s Motion to Amend (Paper 16, “Motion to Amend”) at 21; see also 

Response at 9,12. Second, Patent Owner argues that “a multitude in the context of 

the ’774 Patent is necessarily more than two” and that Sakamoto’s two thresholds 

are therefore insufficient to form a multitude. Response at 14. As discussed below, 

the Board rejected these arguments at the institution stage, and Patent Owner offers 

nothing new compelling a different result in a final written decision.  

II. CLAIM CONSTRUCTION 

A. “Multitude” 

In its Preliminary Response (Paper 8, “POPR”) Patent Owner argued that 

Sakamoto’s disclosure of two thresholds was insufficient to teach the claimed 

“multitude of threshold values.” POPR at 15–17. Responsive to this argument, the 

Board interpreted “multitude” to be synonymous with “plurality” based on 

substantially identical dictionary definitions for the two terms and one dictionary 

that defined “plurality” as “multitude.” Paper 9 (“Institution Decision”) at 11–12. As 

best understood, Patent Owner’s proposed interpretation for the claim term 
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“multitude” is “necessarily more than two.” Response at 14, 16. Such an 

interpretation lacks any support in the intrinsic or extrinsic evidence, and the Board 

should maintain the interpretation of “multitude” as being synonymous with 

“plurality.”  

1. Prosecution History Disclaimer Must Be “Clear and 
Unequivocal” 

In support of its proposed interpretation of “multitude,” Patent Owner argues 

that prosecution history disclaimer should apply. Response at 14–16. In particular, 

Patent Owner argues the original applicant for the ’774 Patent (“Applicant”) 

disclaimed a system with only two threshold values for intermittently activating or 

deactivating the location tracking circuitry. Id. In support of this argument, Patent 

Owner relies upon Applicant’s amendment to incorporate as-filed claim 17, which 

recited “the power level compris[ing] a multitude of threshold values determined by 

a user or system administrator to intermittently activate or deactivate the location 

tracking circuitry to conserve power of the charging unit in response to the estimated 

charge level of the charging unit.” Id. Patent Owner argues that, by incorporating 

this limitation into rejected claim 8 to overcome the 35 U.S.C. § 102 rejection thereof 

as anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 7,826,968 to Huang et al. (Ex. 2011, Huang), 

Applicant limited the scope of the claim term “multitude” to “necessarily greater 

than two.” Response at 14–16. Per Patent Owner, Huang discloses two thresholds. 

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.


