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I, Joshua Phinney, Ph.D., declare: 

A.  Introduction 

1. I am making this supplemental declaration at the request of Apple Inc. 

in the matter of the Inter Partes Review IPR2022-00118 of U.S. Patent No. 

10,804,740 (the “’740 Patent”) to An et al. The terms of my engagement, my 

background and qualifications, prior testimony, and the legal standards and claim 

constructions that I am applying are set forth in my previous CV and declaration. 

See Ex.1003; Ex.1004.   

2. In the preparation of this declaration, I have studied the materials 

noted in my previous declaration, as well as the following additional materials: 

(1) Ex.1016 – Plaintiff’s Preliminary Disclosure of Asserted Claims and 

Infringement Contentions to Apple Inc. 

(2)  Ex.1017 – U.S. Patent Publication No. 2008/0164840 to Kato et al. 

(“Kato”). 

(3) Ex.1019 – The Merriam-Webster Dictionary, Merriam-Webster, Inc., 

1995. 

(4) Ex.1020 – The Wayback Machine, capture of “Separate | Define 

Separate at Dictionary.com” on February 7, 2012, 

https://web.archive.org/web/20120207103735/http://dictionary.referen
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ce.com:80/browse/separate. 

3. In forming the opinions expressed below, I have considered: 

(1)  The documents listed above, and 

(2) My own knowledge and experience, including my work experience in 

the field of wireless power, as described below. 

B. Substitute claims 21 and 22 fail to inform those skilled in the art about the 

scope of the invention with reasonable certainty.  

4. It is my opinion that substitute claims 21 and 22 in Patent Owner’s 

Motion to Amend fail to inform a person of ordinary skill in the art (“POSITA”) 

about the scope of the claimed invention with reasonable certainty. In particular, 

the new requirement of a “separate” connecting unit creates an internal 

contradiction. A POSITA would not have understood how the connecting unit is 

“separate from the coil, the first connection terminal, and the second connection 

terminal” in view of the originally claimed requirement that the “connecting unit 

comprises: a third connection terminal connected to the first connection terminal” 

and “a fourth connection terminal connected to the second connection terminal.”   

5. Substitute claims 21 and 22 recite “a discrete connecting unit separate 

from the coil, the first connection terminal, and the second connection terminal” 

(underlining denoting newly added claim language). The added requirement that 
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the connecting unit be “separate” from the first and second connection terminals 

contradicts the originally claimed requirement that the connecting unit be 

“connected” to the first and second connection terminals. For example, the 

“connecting unit comprises: a third connection terminal connected to the first 

connection terminal” and also comprises “a fourth connection terminal connected 

to the second connection terminal.” The amended claim requires the connecting 

unit to be both (i) “connected” to the first and second connection terminals (via the 

third and fourth connection terminals) and (ii) “separate” from the first and second 

connection terminals. 

6. I note that the specification of the ’740 patent does not use the term 

“separate” with respect to the connecting unit. For example, the ’740 patent does 

not recite that the connecting unit is “separate” from any other element in the 

wireless power receiver. In fact, the term “separate” does not appear at all in the 

’740 patent specification. The specification instead describes the connection 

terminals of the connecting unit as being “connected” to the other connection 

terminals by a solder. Ex.1001, 5:46-60, 6:34-39, 7:14-19,13:7-12. For example, 

Ex.1001, 5:46-60 states:  

In detail, the first connection terminal 210 of the coil unit 200 

may be connected to the first connection terminal 310 of the 

connecting unit 300 through a first solder 10 and the second 
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