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I. U.S. PATENT NO. 7,183,835 

This action concerns a single patent: U.S. Patent No. 7,183,835 (the “’835 Patent”). The 

’835 Patent discloses a “semiconductor device which realizes a short-circuit protection function” 

for an insulated gate transistor. ’835 Patent at 1:49-50. The invention provides a novel approach 

to detecting and protecting against a short-circuit state.  

One way in which the invention accomplishes this goal is by monitoring a control output 

signal that a driver outputs. ’835 Patent at 11:41. To identify a short-circuit condition, the invention 

compares “a detecting voltage of said control output signal” to a “predetermined reference 

voltage.” Id. at 11:44-48, 11:55-60. If the detecting voltage exceeds the reference voltage within a 

predetermined period, a short-circuit protection circuit controls and forces the “driver to stop said 

control output signal.” Id. at 11:43-48. 

The ’835 Patent provides some examples of such operation. As shown in Figure 2 below, 

which describes an exemplary embodiment, the claimed semiconductor device contains a driver 

(in orange) that supplies a control output signal (S3, in red) to an insulated gate transistor (12, in 

blue). A detecting voltage of the control output signal is inputted to a comparator (2, in green) in 

the short-circuit protection circuit (SP, in purple), which performs a comparison with a reference 

voltage (V1). If the detecting voltage of the control output signal exceeds the reference voltage 

within a certain amount of time after the insulated gate transistor first starts to conduct, the driver 

is turned off and stops producing the control output signal. 
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“district court erred in determining that it had to construe the entire preamble if it construed a 

portion of it”). 

Applying these principles here makes clear that the first portion of the preamble—the 

phrase, “A semiconductor device controlling a drive of”—is non-limiting.  

First, this phrase is non-limiting because it only states an intended use for the invention 

disclosed in Claim 1. “[P]reambles describing the use of an invention generally do not limit the 

claims because the patentability of apparatus or composition claims depends on the claimed 

structure, not on the use or purpose of that structure.” Catalina Mktg. Int'l, Inc. v. Coolsavings.com, 

Inc., 289 F.3d 801, 809 (Fed. Cir. 2002). Here, the claim language following the preamble recites 

a structurally complete invention, consisting of a driver outputting a control output signal and a 

short-circuit protection circuit, the structural elements of which are specified in detail. The first 

phrase of the preamble does not include any structural elements, but rather makes clear that the 

invention recited in the claim is intended to be used for “controlling a drive of” an insulated gate 

transistor. ’835 Patent at 11:38-39. This statement of intended use is not limiting.  

Second, the first preamble phrase does not provide antecedent basis for any claim language 

that follows. It is only subsequent portions of the preamble, as shown below, that recite structural 

elements that provide antecedent basis for ensuing claim terms.  
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While these subsequent (underlined) portions of the preamble (i.e., “insulated gate transistor,” 

“control output signal,” and “control input signal”) may be limiting, that does not alter the 

presumptively non-limiting status of the first preamble phrase. The Federal Circuit has made this 

clear. In TomTom, for example, the Federal Circuit emphasized that the first portion of a preamble, 

which stated an intended use for the disclosed invention, was not limiting even though subsequent 

preamble language provided antecedent bases for claim terms. 790 F.3d at 1323 (“That the phrase 

in the preamble ‘destination tracking system of at least one mobile unit’ provides a necessary 

structure for claim 1 does not necessarily convert the entire preamble into a limitation, particularly 

one that only states the intended use of the invention.”).  

Third, the patentee did not rely on the preamble during prosecution to distinguish any prior 

art. “Without such reliance, . . . a preamble generally is not limiting when the claim body describes 

a structurally complete invention such that deletion of the preamble phrase does not affect the 

structure or steps of the claimed invention.” Catalina Mktg., 289 F.3d at 809. Such is the case here. 

Claim 1 is structurally complete standing alone. It discloses a driver outputting a control output 

signal and a short circuit protection circuit. ’835 Patent at 11:41-65. The structural elements of 
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2001) (holding that claims required “a central device, such as an ICM, but the device need not be 

restricted to an ICM” because, “[w]hile this device takes the form of an ICM in the preferred 

embodiment, there is nothing in the specification that would suggest to a person skilled in the art 

that [the invention] would only work with the particular ICM defined in the specification”). 

Indeed, the intrinsic record makes clear that the claim term “insulated gate transistor” is 

not limited to IGBTs. The specification explicitly describes IGBTs as one kind of insulated gate 

transistor, making clear that the term “insulated gate transistor” is broader than just IGBTs. For 

example, the specification discloses “a short-circuit protection function of an insulated gate-type 

switching device such as an IGBT (Insulated Gate Bipolar Transistor) and so on.” ’835 Patent at 

1:14-15; see also id. at 1:17-19 (“A semiconductor device in which the insulated gate type 

switching device such as the IGBT and so on . . . .”).1   

Given these disclosures, there is no basis for Respondents’ limitation. The Federal Circuit 

has repeatedly “cautioned against limiting the claimed invention to preferred embodiments or 

specific examples in the specification.” Teleflex, Inc. v. Ficosa N. Am. Corp., 299 F.3d 1313, 1328 

(Fed. Cir. 2002). Here, the specification’s reference to IGBTs as one example of an insulated gate-

type switching device cannot be read into the claims as limiting the invention. Constant v. 

Advanced Micro–Devices Inc., 848 F.2d 1560, 1571 (Fed. Cir. 1988) (“Although the specification 

may aid the court in interpreting the meaning of disputed language in the claims, particular 

embodiments and examples appearing in the specification will not generally be read into the 

claims.”); see also Hill-Rom, 755 F.3d at 1372-73 (“The specification gives one example of 

periodic polling, but does not suggest that the inventor intended this embodiment to limit the 

invention claimed.”). 

 
1 Unless otherwise noted, all emphasis is added. 
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construed to have its plain and ordinary meaning as Complainant proposes or be given the 

construction Respondents and Staff advance. 

As discussed above, the preamble phrase “controlling a drive of an insulated gate 

transistor” is non-limiting. Given that the construction of the term “insulated gate transistor” 

(discussed above) is itself disputed, the language that Respondents actually seek to construe here 

is “controlling a drive of an.” This phrase appears only in the preamble and provides no antecedent 

basis for anything in the claim language. Instead, it represents a statement of intended use for the 

invention specified in the claim. Such language is understood to be non-limiting. Bicon, Inc. v. 

Straumann Co., 441 F.3d 945, 952 (Fed. Cir. 2006) (“Preamble language that merely states the 

purpose or intended use of an invention is generally not treated as limiting the scope of the claim.”).  

There is no reason to depart from this rule here. The intended use for the driver outputting 

a control output signal and the short-circuit protection circuit disclosed in claim 1 is to “control[] 

a drive of an insulated gate transistor” in a manner that protects the transistor from a short-circuit 

condition. ’835 Patent at 1:53-54. As a statement of intended use that provides no antecedent basis 

for subsequent claim language, this portion of the preamble is non-limiting.  

Should the ALJ determine that this preamble phrase is limiting, however, she should reject 

the construction advanced by Respondents and Staff and construe the term as having its plain and 

ordinary meaning. “The specification and prosecution history compel departure from the plain 

meaning in only two instances: lexicography and disavowal.” Pacing Techs., LLC v. Garmin Int’l, 

Inc., 778 F.3d 1021, 1024 (Fed. Cir. 2015). Neither exists here. Nothing in the ’835 Patent’s 

specification or prosecution history expressly defines “controlling a drive of an insulated gate 

transistor” as something other than its plain and ordinary meaning, nor is there any disavowal of 

the plain and ordinary meaning in the intrinsic record. There is also no reason to depart from the 
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plain and ordinary meaning because the phase “controlling a drive of an insulated gate transistor” 

is not ambiguous and would reasonably have been understood by a skilled artisan at the time of 

invention.  

In contrast, Respondents’ and Staff’s proposed construction adds unnecessary limitations 

that improperly restrict the plain and ordinary meaning of “controlling a drive of an insulated gate 

transistor.” First, there is no reason to add the limitation “to switch the transistor between ON and 

OFF states.” To do so would add unnecessary language to the preamble. The phrase “controlling 

a drive of an insulated gate transistor” properly concludes with the term “insulated gate transistor” 

as that is the circuit element whose drive is being controlled. There is no basis for appending an 

additional limiting phrase after the term “insulated gate transistor.”  

Moreover, the phrase “to switch the transistor between ON and OFF states” does not appear 

in the specification. While the specification indicates that the insulated gate transistor can exist in 

an ON state or an OFF state, e.g., ’835 Patent at 6:5, 7:18, 7:43, it nowhere suggests that those are 

the only two possible states. Respondents’ and Staff’s proposed construction would mean that 

“controlling a drive of an insulated gate transistor” narrowly entails switching a transistor from 

ON to OFF, or OFF to ON, rather than controlling it in a manner that maintains a single state or 

multiple states. The specification makes clear that controlling a drive of a transistor can consist of 

maintaining an ON condition in appropriate circumstances. See, e.g., ’835 Patent at 6:47-49 

(“Accordingly, the control output signal S3 is maintained, too, and the ON state in the transistor 

12 is maintained.”). Because “controlling” can consist of switching a transistor between states or 

maintaining a state, it should not be construed in a manner that would limit “controlling” to only 

mean switching a transistor between ON and OFF states. Respondents’ and Staff’s additional 
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language imposes a limitation that does not exist in the claims, is unsupported in the intrinsic 

record, and should be rejected. 

Second, there is no reason to construe the term “a drive of” in this preamble phrase as 

meaning “the voltage supplied to the gate of.” This aspect of Respondents’ and Staff’s construction 

again imposes limitations that do not exist in Claim 1. Notably, Respondents’ and Staff’s 

construction includes the word “voltage” even though the specification teaches that a “control 

output signal” is applied to an insulated gate transistor. For example, in many cases in integrated 

circuit design, a current can be a controlling signal. The specification repeatedly indicates that a 

signal is applied. See, e.g., ’835 Patent at 3:3-5 (“control output signal is supplied to respective 

gate electrodes of the transistors 11, 21 and 31”); id. at 4:28-33 (“an output signal of a gate driver 

GD . . . is supplied as a control output signal S3 to the gate electrode of the transistor 12”). A signal 

is not necessarily a voltage, yet Respondents’ and Staff’s construction would limit it as such.  

Inserting the word “voltage” into the preamble also conflicts with the claim language that 

follows, where the patentee specifically used the word “voltage” in various places. That the 

patentee used the word “voltage” in the claim language makes clear that its exclusion from the 

preamble was no accident. It is improper to add it now. The same is true of Respondents’ and 

Staff’s addition of the limitation “to the gate of.” No such limitation is found in the claim language 

and to import it from the specification is improper. Hill-Rom, 755 F.3d at 1372-73. The invention 

is not so limited. 

The ALJ should find that this preamble phrase is non-limiting because it merely states an 

intended use for the invention in Claim 1. However, should the ALJ find that it is limiting, the ALJ 

should reject Respondents’ and Staff’s narrow construction and give this term its plain and 

ordinary meaning. 
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Specification Quotation Interpretation 

Here, the one-shot pulse generation circuit 1 outputs the 
pulse signal S2 which comes to be in the significant 
condition according to the building up of the control input 
signal S1, and a period t1 in the significant condition, in 
the “H” state in this case, is set to be almost equal to a 
period when the control output signal S3 is clamped to a 
certain voltage. (col. 6:35-40) 

Pulse signal S2 is “significant” for 
“a period t1” after S1 goes high (a 
better translation of Japanese 

 is “rising” rather than 
“building,” see col. 7:4-5, which 
translates same Japanese word as 
“rising”) (#2 in below annotated 
FIG. 5) 

Accordingly, when the transistor 12 normally operates, the 
pulse signal S2 and the comparison result signal S4 
outputted by the comparator 2 do not come to be in the 
significant condition synchronously, thus the signal S5 
supplied to the setting input of the RS flip-flop circuit 3 
maintains the low potential (“L”) state, and the Q output 
of the RS flip-flop circuit 3 maintains the “L” state, too. 
Accordingly, the control output signal S3 is maintained, 
too, and the ON state in the transistor 12 is maintained. 
(col. 6:41-49) 

In normal mode, S2 and S4 are not 
both “significant” at the same time 
(compare #1 to #2 in below 
annotated FIG. 5). 

As shown in FIG. 5, when the transistor 12 is short-
circuited, the voltage of the control output signal S3 rises 
rapidly and exceeds the reference voltage V1 of the 
comparator 2, and the comparison result signal S4 
outputted from the comparator 2 comes to be in the 
significant condition. (col. 6:65 to 7:3) 

When the transistor is short-
circuited, comparator output S4 
becomes “significant” when S3 > 
V1 (#3 in below annotated FIG. 5) 

In this time, the pulse signal S2 is outputted from the one-
shot pulse generation circuit 1 according to the rising of 
the control input signal S1, and the comparison result 
signal S4 also comes to be in the significant condition 
during the period when the pulse signal S2 is in the 
significant condition, thus a period when the pulse signal 
S2 and the comparison result signal S4 are in the 
significant condition synchronously exists, and the signal 
S5 supplied to the setting input of the RS flip-flop circuit 
3 comes to be in the “H” state during that period. (col. 7:4-
13) 

S2 and S4 are both “significant” at 
the same time (compare #3 to #4 
below annotated FIG. 5), triggering 
S5 (#5 in below annotated FIG. 5) to 
be high. 
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a short-circuit protection circuit detecting said control output signal and 
controlling and forcing said driver to stop said control output signal when a 
detecting voltage of said control output signal exceeds a predetermined 
reference voltage before a predetermined period passes after said control output 
signal indicates a conduction of said insulated gate transistor . . . 

* * * 

a comparator receiving the detecting voltage of said control output signal, 
performing a comparison with said reference voltage and outputting a second 
pulse signal being significant during a period when the detecting voltage of said 
control output signal exceeds said reference voltage . . . 

a logical circuit receiving said first and second pulse signals and outputting a 
stop signal forcing said driver to stop said control output signal when said 
second pulse signal becomes significant during a period when said first pulse 
signal is significant. 

 
From these passages, the “control output signal” has the following qualities: 

 it is generated on the basis of a control input signal; 

 it is outputted by a driver; 

 it is detected by a short-circuit protection circuit; 

 it may be stopped by the driver under certain conditions; and 

 it has a detecting voltage. 

Nothing more is needed to define the “control output signal.”   

The Respondents’ and Staff’s constructions (which are the same) add terminology that is 

not found anywhere in the claims.  Such terminology includes “to switch the transistor between 

ON and OFF states.”  Adding this phrase unduly complicates the claim and introduces two terms 

(“ON state” and “OFF state”) that need further defining. See Biedermann Techs. GmbH & Co. KG 

v. K2M, Inc., No. 2:18CV585, 2020 WL 1933918, at *13 (E.D. Va. Apr. 22, 2020) (determining 

no construction is needed and rejecting defendant’s “proposed additional language” that fails to 

clarify). 
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a logical circuit receiving said first and second pulse signals and outputting a 
stop signal forcing said driver to stop said control output signal when said second 
pulse signal becomes significant during a period when said first pulse signal is 
significant. 

’835 Patent, Claim 1 (emphases added). 

Thus, the “short-circuit protection circuit” performs the following functions: 

 detecting a control output signal; and 

 controlling and forcing a driver to stop the control output signal. 

Further, it includes the following components: 

 a pulse generation circuit; 

 a comparator; and 

 a logical circuit. 

As for the functions, the claim further defines the “controlling and forcing” function of the 

short-circuit protection circuit to operate “when a detecting voltage of said control output signal 

exceeds a predetermined reference voltage before a predetermined period passes after said control 

output signal indicates a conduction of said insulated gate transistor.” 

As for the components, the claim further defines the “pulse generation circuit” of the short-

circuit protection circuit to “receiv[e] said control input signal and output[] a first pulse signal 

being significant only in said predetermined period according to a timing when said control input 

signal indicates the conduction of said insulated gate transistor.”  The claim further defines the 

“comparator” of the short-circuit protection circuit to “receiv[e] the detecting voltage of said 

control output signal, perform[] a comparison with said reference voltage and output[] a second 

pulse signal being significant during a period when the detecting voltage of said control output 

signal exceeds said reference voltage.”  Finally, the claim further defines the logical circuit of the 

short-circuit protection circuit to “receiv[e] said first and second pulse signals and output[] a stop 
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signal forcing said driver to stop said control output signal when said second pulse signal becomes 

significant during a period when said first pulse signal is significant.” 

Nothing more is needed to define “short-circuit protection circuit.” 

The Respondents’ and Staff’s constructions would import the words “without a shunt 

resistor” from the title, which is not appropriate.  Over a strong dissent by Judge Newman, the 

Federal Circuit recently reiterated that if it is improper to “‘read limitations into the claims from 

the specification that are not found in the claims themselves, then [it is improper to] read 

limitations into the claims from the patent title.’”  Ethanol Boosting Sys., LLC v. Ford Motor Co., 

No. 2021-1949, 2022 WL 2798395, at *3 (Fed. Cir. July 18, 2022) (non-precedential) (quoting 

Pitney Bowes, Inc. v. Hewlett-Packard Co., 182 F.3d 1298, 1312 (Fed. Cir. 1999)). 

While using a shunt resistor may be disfavored because it would make the module larger, 

see, e.g., ’835 Patent at 7:34-35, a shunt resistor can still be used.  The specification calls a shunt 

resistor “not necessary,” id. at 7:33, but the specification does not say that a shunt resistor is 

“prohibited” or eliminated.  And the Examiner did not refer to the absence of a shunt resistor in 

allowing the claims.  See Diehl Decl., Ex. 3 (Non-Final Rejection); id., Ex. 4 (Notice of 

Allowance).  Thus there was no “clear and unmistakable disavowal of” a circuit with a shunt 

resistor and “the title[’s] reference to [‘without a shunt resistor’] is not” one either.  Ethanol 

Boosting, 2022 WL 2798395, at *3; GE Lighting Solutions, LLC v. AgiLight, Inc., 750 F.3d 1304, 

1309 (Fed. Cir. 2014) (“[D]isavowal requires that ‘the specification [or prosecution history] 

make[] clear that the invention does not include a particular feature.’”). 

Complainant thus requests that the ALJ not construe this term or else adopt its construction 

as “circuit that performs function of short-circuit protection.” 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons explained above, Complainant respectfully asks the ALJ to adopt each of 

the Complainant’s proposed constructions. 
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 
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DECLARATION OF KEMPER P. DIEHL 

 
I, Kemper P. Diehl, hereby declare as follows: 

 
1. I am an attorney in the law firm of Susman Godfrey, LLP. I am counsel for 

Complainant Arigna Technology Limited (“Arigna”) in the above-referenced Investigation. I have 

personal knowledge of the matters set forth herein. If called as a witness, I could and would testify 

competently thereto. 

2. I submit this declaration in support of Arigna’s Opening Claim Construction Brief. 

3. Attached as Exhibit 1 is a true and correct copy of excerpts of the Authoritative 

Dictionary of IEEE Standards Terms, Seventh Edition (2000). 

4. Attached as Exhibit 2 is a true and correct copy of excerpts of the Modern 

Dictionary of Electronics, Sixth Edition (1997). 

5. Attached as Exhibit 3 is a true and correct copy of an excerpt from the prosecution 

history for U.S. Patent 7,183,835, produced by Arigna in this Investigation at Bates range 

ARIGNA-1308_00000203 to ARIGNA-1308_00000213. 

6. Attached as Exhibit 4 is a true and correct copy of an excerpt from the prosecution 

history for U.S. Patent 7,183,835, produced by Arigna in this Investigation at Bates range 

ARIGNA-1308_00000245 to ARIGNA-1308_00000252. 
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Signed this 5th day of August, 2022, at Seattle, Washington. 

        /s/ Kemper P. Diehl   
             Kemper P. Diehl 

Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 29 of 62



EXHIBIT 1

Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 30 of 62









EXHIBIT

Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 34 of 62









EXHIBIT

Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 38 of 62



Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 39 of 62



Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 40 of 62



Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 41 of 62



Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 42 of 62



Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 43 of 62



Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 44 of 62



Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 45 of 62



Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 46 of 62



Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 47 of 62



Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 48 of 62



Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 49 of 62



EXHIBIT

Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 50 of 62



Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 51 of 62



Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 52 of 62



Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 53 of 62



Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 54 of 62



Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 55 of 62



Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 56 of 62



Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 57 of 62



Arigna Exhibit 2002 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 58 of 62



25 

UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION 
Washington, D.C. 

Before the Honorable Monica Bhattacharyya 
Administrative Law Judge 

In the Matter of 

CERTAIN POWER SEMICONDUCTORS, 
AND MOBILE DEVICES AND 
COMPUTERS CONTAINING SAME 

Inv. No. 337-TA-1308 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing has been served on August 5, 2022, as 

indicated, on the following: 

The Honorable Lisa R. Barton 
Secretary to the Commission 
U.S. International Trade Commission 
500 E. Street, S.W., Room 112 
Washington, D.C. 20436 

 First Class Mail
 Hand Delivery
 Overnight Delivery
 EDIS
 Email

The Honorable Monica Bhattacharyya 
Administrative Law Judge 
U.S. International Trade Commission 
500 E Street, S.W., Room 317 
Washington, D.C. 20436 

 First Class Mail
 Hand Delivery
 Overnight Delivery
 EDIS
 Email Bhattacharyya337@usitc.gov

Edward.jou@usitc.gov  
Michael.maas@usitc.gov  

Claire K. Comfort 
Investigative Attorney 
Office of Unfair Import Investigations 
U.S. International Trade Commission 
500 E Street S.W., Suite 401 
Washington, D.C. 20436 

 First Class Mail
 Hand Delivery
 Overnight Delivery
 EDIS
 Email Claire.Comfort@usitc.gov

Counsel for Respondent Google LLC  

Gregory F. Corbett  
Charles T. Steenburg  
Hunter D. Keeton  
Anant K. Saraswat  
Claire E. Schuster  

 First Class Mail
 Hand Delivery
 Overnight Delivery
 EDIS
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Alexandra K. Kim  
Wolf, Greenfield & Sacks, P.C.  
600 Atlantic Avenue  
Boston, MA 02210  
(617).646.8000  
 
D. Sean Trainor 
O’Melveny & Meyers LLP 
1625 Eye Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20006 
(202) 383-5300 
 
Darin Snyder 
Mark Liang 
O’Melveny & Meyers LLP 
Two Embarcadero Center, 28th Fl 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
(415) 984-8700 
 
Nancy Lynn Schroeder 
O’Melveny & Meyers LLP 
400 South Hope Street, 18th Fl 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
(213) 430-6000 
 
Hana Oh 
O’Melveny & Meyers LLP 
610 Newport Center Drive, 17th Fl 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 
(949) 823-6900 

 Email WGS-
ArignavGoogleITC@WolfGreenfield.com  

omm1308itc@omm.com 

Counsel for Respondents Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. and Samsung Electronics America, 
Inc.:  
S. Alex Lasher 
Marissa R. Ducca 
Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan, LLP 
1300 I Street NW, Ste. 900 
Washington, DC 20005 
(202) 538-8000 
 
Kevin P.B. Johnson 
Victoria F. Maroulis 
Ray R. Zado 
Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan, LLP 
555 Twin Dolphin Drive 
Redwood Shores, CA 94065 
(650) 801-5000 

 First Class Mail 
 Hand Delivery 
 Overnight Delivery 
 EDIS 
 Email alexlasher@quinnemanuel.com 

qe-samsung-arigna@quinnemanuel.com   
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Sean S. Pak  
Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan, LLP 
50 California Street, 22nd Floor  
San Francisco, CA 94111  
(415) 875.6600  
 
Lance L. Yang  
Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan, LLP 
865 S. Figueroa Street, 10th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA 90017  
(213) 443.3000  

Counsel for Respondents Apple, Lenovo Group Ltd, Lenovo (United States) Inc., Microsoft 
Corporation and Motorola Mobility LLC:  

Sean Cunningham 
DLA Piper LLP (US) 
401 B Street, Ste. 1700 
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
Helena Kiepura  
DLA Piper LLP (US)  
500 Eighth Street, NW  
Washington, DC 20004  
(202) 799.4000  
 
Erik Fuehrer  
DLA Piper LLP (US)  
2000 University Avenue  
East Palo Alto, CA 94303-2214  
(650) 833.2000  
 
Michael Jay  
Nandan Padmanabhan  
DLA Piper LLP (US)  
2000 Avenue of the Stars  
Suite 400 North Tower  
Los Angeles, CA 90067-4704  
(310) 595.3000  
 
Erin McLaughlin  
Stephanie Piper  
DLA Piper LLP (US)  
1251 Avenue of the Americas, 27th Floor  
New York, NY 10020-1104   
 
 

 First Class Mail 
 Hand Delivery 
 Overnight Delivery 
 EDIS 
 Email DLA-Arigna-1308-ITC@us.dlapiper.com  
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Hannah Cannom  
Bethany Stevens  
Walker Stevens Cannom LLP 
500 Molino Street, Suite 118  
Los Angeles, CA 90013  
Tel: 213.712.9145  
Fax: 213.403.4906 

Counsel for Respondents TCL Electronics Holdings Limited, TCL Communication Limited, 
TTE Technology, Inc., and TCT Mobile (US) Inc. 

Russell E. Levine, P.C.  
Kirkland & Ellis LLP 
300 North LaSalle Chicago, IL 60654  
(312) 862-2000  
 
Kat Li  
Kirkland & Ellis LL 
401 Congress Avenue  
Austin, TX 78701  
(512) 678.9100  
 
Ryan Jin  
Kirkland & Ellis LL 
601 Lexington Avenue  
New York, NY 10022  
(212) 446.4800  

 First Class Mail 
 Hand Delivery 
 Overnight Delivery 
 EDIS 
 Email:  TCL-ITC-1308@kirkland.com  

Counsel for Respondents OnePlus Technology (Shenzhen) Co., Ltd. 

Theodore J. Angelis 
K&L Gates LLP  
925 Fourth Avenue, Ste. 2900  
Seattle, WA 98104   
 
Jiang Wu  
Ewa A. Wojciechowska  
K&L Gates LLP  
70 W. Madison Street, Suite 3100  
Chicago, IL 60602  
(312) 372.1121  
 
Darlene F. Ghavimi  
K&L Gates LLP  
2801 Via Fortuna, Suite 650  
Austin, TX 78746  
(512) 482.6800  

 First Class Mail 
 Hand Delivery 
 Overnight Delivery 
 EDIS 
 Email: OnePlus1308@klgates.com   

 

/s/ Amy Hall   
Amy Hall 
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