
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

AUSTIN DIVISION 
 

NEODRON LTD., 
 
   Plaintiff, 
 
  v. 
 
DELL TECHNOLOGIES INC., 
 
   Defendant. 
 

 
Case No. 1:19-cv-00819-ADA 
 

NEODRON LTD., 
 
   Plaintiff, 

  v. 

HP, INC., 
 
   Defendant. 

  

Case No.  1:19-cv-00873-ADA 

 

 

NEODRON LTD., 
 
   Plaintiff, 

  v. 

MICROSOFT CORPORATION, 
 
   Defendant. 

  

Case No.  1:19-cv-00874-ADA 

 

 

NEODRON LTD., 
 
   Plaintiff, 

  v. 

AMAZON.COM, INC., 
 
   Defendant. 

  

Case No.  1:19-cv-00898-ADA 
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NEODRON LTD., 
 
   Plaintiff, 

  v. 

SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD. and 
SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, INC., 
 
   Defendant. 

  

Case No.  1:19-cv-00903-ADA 

 

 

 

DEFENDANTS’ REPLY CLAIM CONSTRUCTION BRIEF ON  
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1 

Defendants respectfully submit their reply claim construction brief for the disputed terms 

of U.S. Patent Nos. 8,102,286 and 10,365,747 (collectively the “touch processing patents”).1  

The agreed constructions for these patents are set out in the Joint Claim Construction Statement.   

I. THE DISPUTED TERM OF U.S. PATENT NO. 8,102,286 

A. “sensor value” (’286 Patent, claims 1, 3-5, 8-10, 13, 15-17, 20-21, 24) 

Claim Term(s) Defendants’ Construction Neodron’s 
Construction 

“sensor value”  
(claims 1, 3-5, 8-10, 13, 15-
17, 20-21, 24) 

Plain and ordinary meaning: “value 
indicating the strength of the sensor 
signal” 

Plain and ordinary 
meaning, which is 
“sensor signal value” 

 
Neodron’s opening and responsive briefs do not include a single intrinsic evidence cite in 

support of its construction.  Nor does Neodron offer any evidence that one of ordinary skill in the 

art would understand “sensor value” to mean “sensor signal value,” or even explain what it 

contends “sensor signal value” means.  Neodron also fails to explain how the specification and 

claims could support any construction other than the one offered by Defendants; namely, “value 

indicating the strength of the sensor signal.”  Instead, Neodron wrongly asserts that Defendants’ 

construction imports limitations from the specification.  In fact, Defendants’ construction reflects 

the plain meaning of “sensor value” in view of the intrinsic record, as the Federal Circuit has 

consistently required.  The Federal Circuit recently confirmed its longstanding guidance: 

The proper claim construction is based “not only in the context of the particular 
claim in which the disputed term appears, but in the context of the entire patent, 
including the specification.”  Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d 1303, 1313–16 (Fed. 
Cir. 2005); see Ruckus Wireless, Inc. v. Innovative Wireless Solutions, LLC, 824 
F.3d 999, 1003 (Fed. Cir. 2018) (“Ultimately,‘[t]he only meaning that matters in 

                                                 
1  The “touch processing patents” also include U.S. Patent No. 8,451,237, for which there are no 
disputed terms.  Defendants are filing a separate reply claim construction brief to cover the 
disputed terms of the touch sensor patents, which include U.S. Patent Nos. 8,946,574; 9,086,770; 
9,823,784; 10,088,960; and 7,821,502. 

Case 1:19-cv-00819-ADA   Document 71   Filed 06/05/20   Page 5 of 23

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.


