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Exhibit G3 
 

1  

Invalidity of U.S. Patent No. 6,329,794 
by 

U.S. Patent No. 5,870,685 to Flynn (“Flynn”) 
 
The excerpts cited herein are exemplary. For any claim limitation, Defendant may rely on excerpts cited for any other limitation and/or 
additional excerpts not set forth fully herein to the extent necessary to provide a more comprehensive explanation for a reference’s 
disclosure of a limitation. Where an excerpt refers to or discusses a figure or figure items, that figure and any additional descriptions of 
that figure should be understood to be incorporated by reference as if set forth fully therein. 
 
Except where specifically noted otherwise, this chart applies the apparent constructions of claim terms as used by Plaintiff in its 
infringement contentions; such use, however, does not imply that Defendant adopts or agrees with Plaintiff’s constructions in any way. 
 
U.S. Patent No. 6,329,794 (“the ’794 Patent”) claims priority to Japanese Application No. 12-154358, filed May 22, 2000. For purposes 
of these invalidity contentions, Defendant applies the May 22, 2000, priority date for the ’794 Patent. However, Defendant reserves the 
right to contest Plaintiff’s reliance on the May 22, 2000, priority date, should the priority date become an issue in this proceeding.  
 
U.S. Patent No. 5,870,685 to Flynn (“Flynn”) issued on February 9, 1999. Flynn qualifies as prior art with regard to the ’794 Patent at 
least under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102(a) and (b) (pre-AIA).  
 
Flynn identifies the Duracell-Intel Smart Battery Data Specification, Rev. 1.0, (“Duracell Smart Battery Specification”) as part of 
specifying Duracell smart batteries for particular embodiments. See Flynn at 9:38-42. On information and belief the Duracell Smart 
Battery Specification was publicly available at least as early as February 15, 1995. The Duracell Smart Battery Specification  therefore 
qualifies as prior art with regard to the ’794 Patent at least under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) (pre-AIA). 
 
U.S. Patent No. 6,031,999 to Ogawa (“Ogawa”) was filed July 25, 1997, and issued February 29, 2000. Ogawa qualifies as prior art 
with regard to the ’794 Patent at least under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102(a) and (e) (pre-AIA). 
 
U.S. Patent No. 6,501,968 to Ichimura (“Ichimura”) was filed April 17, 1998, and issued December 31, 2002. Ichimura qualifies as 
prior art with regard to the ’794 Patent at least under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) (pre-AIA). 
 
U.S. Patent No. 6,363,266 to Nonogaki (“Nonogaki”) was filed on March 1, 2000, and issued on March 26, 2002. Nonogaki qualifies 
as prior art with regard to the ’794 Patent at least under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) (pre-AIA). 
 

Case 5:19-cv-00036-RWS   Document 348-8   Filed 06/18/20   Page 2 of 58 PageID #:  12334

f  

F
in

d
 a

u
th

e
n
tic

a
te

d
 c

o
u
rt d

o
c
u
m

e
n
ts

 w
ith

o
u
t w

a
te

rm
a
rk

s
 a

t d
o
c
k
e
ta

la
rm

.c
o
m

. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Defendant’s Invalidity Contentions 
Exhibit G3 
 

2  

U.S. Patent No. 6,609,072 to Yamagata (“Yamagata”) was filed on December 2, 1998, and issued on August 19, 2003. Yamagata 
qualifies as prior art with regard to the ’794 Patent at least under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) (pre-AIA).  
 
Japanese Unexamined Patent Application Publication JP H7-281798 to Tanaka (“Tanaka”) published October 27, 1995. Tanaka 
qualifies as prior art with regard to the ’794 Patent at least under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102(a) and (b) (pre-AIA). 
 
U.S. Patent No. 5,886,954 to Asami et al. (“Asami”) issued March 23, 1999. Asami therefore qualifies as prior art with regard to the 
’794 Patent at least under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102(a) and (b) (pre-AIA). 
 
Flynn anticipates or otherwise renders obvious claims 1-3, 8-10, and 14 under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102 and 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Duracell Smart Battery Specification renders claims 1-3, 8-10, and 14 obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Ichimura renders claims 1-3, 8-10, and 14 obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Ogawa renders claims 1-3, 8-10, and 14 obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Duracell Smart Battery Specification and further in view of Ogawa renders claims 1-3, 8-10, and 14 
obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Ichimura and further in view of Ogawa renders claims 1-3, 8-10, and 14 obvious under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Nonogaki renders claims 3, 5, and 11 obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Duracell Smart Battery Specification and further in view of Nonogaki renders claims 3, 5, and 11 obvious 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Ichimura and further in view of Nonogaki renders claims 3, 5, and 11 obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a).  
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Ogawa and further in view of Nonogaki renders claims 3, 5, 6, 11, and 12 obvious under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a).  
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Alternatively, Flynn in view of Duracell Smart Battery Specification and further in view of Ogawa and Nonogaki renders claims 3, 5, 
6, 11, and 12 obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a).  
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Ichimura and further in view of Ogawa and Nonogaki renders claims 3, 5, 6, 11, and 12 obvious under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a).  
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Yamagata renders claim 3 obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Duracell Smart Battery Specification and further in view of Yamagata renders claim 3 obvious under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Ichimura and further in view of Yamagata renders claim 3 obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Ogawa and further in view of Yamagata renders claim 3 obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Duracell Smart Battery Specification and further in view of Ogawa and Yamagata renders claim 3 
obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Ichimura and further in view of Ogawa and Yamagata renders claim 3 obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Asami renders claims 7 and 13 obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Duracell Smart Battery Specification and further in view of Asami renders claims 7 and 13 obvious 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Ichimura and further in view of Asami renders claims 7 and 13 obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Ogawa and further in view of Asami renders claims 7 and 13 obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Duracell Smart Battery Specification and further in view of Ogawa and Asami renders claims 7 and 13 
obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
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Alternatively, Flynn in view of Ichimura and further in view of Ogawa and Asami renders claims 7 and 13 obvious under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Tanaka renders claims 5, 7, 11, and 13 obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Duracell Smart Battery Specification and further in view of Tanaka renders claims 5, 7, 11, and 13 
obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Ichimura and further in view of Tanaka renders claims 5, 7, 11, and 13 obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
 
Alternatively, Flynn in view of Ogawa and further in view of Tanaka renders claims 5, 7, 11, and 13 obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
 

U.S. Patent 
No. 6,329,794 Flynn 

Claim 1 
[1(pre)] An 
information 
processing 
device 
comprising: 

To the extent the preamble is limiting, Flynn discloses an information processing device, such as battery-powered 
mobile station 100. 
 

The present invention provides a method and apparatus for controlling the operations of a battery-
powered mobile station based on the capacity of its battery. In accordance with the present 
invention, the mobile station monitors the capacity of its battery to determine whether it has fallen 
below any one of a plurality of threshold capacity values. When the capacity of the battery falls 
below the highest of these threshold values, the mobile station sends a registration cancellation 
message to the serving system and then disables the transmit operation in order to conserve power. 
Other operations of the mobile station are systematically disabled if the battery capacity falls 
below one or more lower threshold values. 

 
Flynn at Abstract. 
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