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I. INTRODUCTION 

Arigna’s initial brief proposes several broadened and changed constructions not disclosed 

before filing.  The reason is clear—Arigna wants to keep the disputed claim terms as malleable 

as possible.  That is not the purpose of claim construction, however.  The purpose of claim 

construction is to determine the meaning and scope of claims asserted to be infringed, and claim 

constructions should resolve the parties’ disputes over claim scope.   

Arigna’s constructions do not achieve that purpose.  On the contrary, Arigna’s initial 

brief backtracks from many of its original “plain and ordinary meaning, e.g.” proposals, which 

themselves were improperly open-ended, to even-broader proposals with no “e.g.” descriptions 

at all.  For example, in the G.R. 6.1 Joint Disclosure of Disputed Claim Term Constructions filed 

on July 15, 2022, Arigna proposed that “controlling a drive of an insulated gate transistor” be 

defined as “plain and ordinary meaning, e.g., controlling the signal applied to the gate of an 

insulated gate transistor” if the preamble were limiting.  Arigna now argues “plain and ordinary 

meaning” without more, presumably so it might wrongly point to a signal applied to any portion 

of a transistor.  As the Staff correctly argues, Arigna’s original proposal “is entirely at odds with 

the device described and claimed by the ’835 Patent” and “would be a tremendous distortion of 

the invention described and claimed.” SIB at 21-22.  Arigna’s new proposal is even worse. 

Arigna also backtracks from its original, overbroad construction of “short-circuit 

protection circuit” to argue “[n]o construction necessary.”  Arigna then continues to wrongly 

argue that its alleged invention of a “short-circuit protection function without shunt resistor” 

should cover use of a shunt resistor, when the ’835 patent consistently disparages and 

distinguishes use of shunt resistors in prior art systems.  As the Staff correctly observes, “[t]he 
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erroneous and vacating finding of infringement).2  The only support Arigna finds for severing the 

preamble in this way is TomTom, Inc. v. Adolph, 790 F.3d 1315 (Fed. Cir. 2015), but Arigna’s 

reliance on TomTom is misplaced.  TomTom is inapplicable and has subsequently been 

distinguished by the Federal Circuit.  In TomTom, the district court erred because its sole basis 

for construing an entire preamble as limiting was that one portion of the preamble contained an 

antecedent basis term.  TomTom, 790 F.3d at 1323 (“the court erred in determining that it had to 

construe the entire preamble if it construed a portion of it”); see TomTom, Inc. v. AOT Sys. 

GmbH, No. 12-cv-528, Dkt. 198 (Markman Order) at 16-17 (E.D. Va. Feb. 25, 2014).  TomTom 

is inapplicable here because Respondents do not rely solely on antecedent basis.  RIB at 13-21.   

The Federal Circuit’s discussion of TomTom in recent cases further distinguishes it from 

the facts here.  In TomTom, “[t]he two-part preamble of the asserted claim recited: ‘[1] [a] 

method for generating and updating data [2] for use in a destination tracking system of at least 

one mobile unit comprising,’” and the first part of the preamble “did not recite essential structure 

or steps, or give necessary life, meaning, and vitality to the claim.”  Bio-Rad, 967 F.3d at 1371.  

In a later case, the Federal Circuit clarified that TomTom does not apply to cases where the 

preamble “cannot be neatly packaged into two separate portions.”  Id.  Having distinguished 

TomTom, the Federal Circuit found in Bio-Rad that the claimed preamble for “[a] method for 

conducting a reaction in plugs in a microfluidic system, comprising the steps of” was limiting 

because two terms with antecedent basis, “reaction” and “microfluidic systems,” were 

“intertwined with the rest of the preamble” and were “a strong indication that the preamble acts 

‘as a necessary component of the claimed invention.’”  Id. 

 
2 All internal citations and footnotes throughout the brief are omitted unless otherwise indicated. 
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Just as in Bio-Rad, claim 1’s preamble “cannot be neatly packaged into two separate 

portions” and its antecedent basis terms (“an insulated gate transistor,” “a control output signal,” 

and “a control input signal”) are “intertwined with the rest of the preamble.”  Id.  The preamble 

links each item together through a series of prepositional phrases showing their interrelation: “[a] 

semiconductor device controlling a drive of an insulated gate transistor by generating a control 

output signal on a basis of a control input signal.”  Without the first phrase (“controlling a drive 

of”) the next phrase—“an insulated gate transistor by generating a control output”—makes no 

sense.  The phrases are linked, and Arigna’s strained proposal to splice them into two separate 

portions fails.  Pitney Bowes, Inc. v. Hewlett-Packard Co., 182 F.3d 1298, 1306 (Fed. Cir. 1999) 

(finding preamble limiting where it “is intimately meshed with the ensuing language in the 

claim”); Certain Power Inverters & Converters, Vehicles Containing the Same, & Components 

Thereof, Inv. No. 337-TA-1267, Order No. 30 at 34 (Jan. 18, 2022) (finding entire preamble 

limiting where portions are “intertwined with [a] phrase that forms an antecedent basis for the 

body of the claim.”).  Moreover, the fact that the patentee used the preamble to provide 

antecedent basis for some terms “is a strong indication that the [entire] preamble acts as a 

necessary component of the claimed invention.”  Bio-Rad, 967 F.3d at 1370-72 (quoting Eaton 

Corp. v. Rockwell Int’l Corp., 323 F.3d 1332, 1339 (Fed. Cir. 2003). 

Second, Arigna incorrectly argues that the phrase “a semiconductor device controlling a 

drive of” merely states an intended use and “does not include any structural elements.”  CIB at 4.  

In truth, the preamble is the only place in the claim that recites a “drive of” the insulated gate 

transistor, which is an essential structural part of the alleged invention.  RIB at 17-19.  As 

explained further below, this portion of the preamble informs a person of skill in the art that the 

“control output signal” must be connected to the gate of the transistor to “control[] [the] drive of” 
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gate type switching device” in the specification refers to a broader category of devices that have 

an insulated gate.  The specification uses this term four times, and all of them refer to an 

“insulated gate type switching device such as the IGBT and so on.”  ’835 patent at 1:14-15, 1:17-

18, 2:50-51, 6:6-7.  These “such as” and “so on” phrases make clear that the patentee intended 

this term to refer to IGBTs as well as other insulated gate type switching devices.  Arigna and 

Staff focus exclusively on these disclosures.  CIB at 6-7; SIB at 18-19. 

But the patentee did not seek or receive claims directed to an “insulated gate type 

switching device”—the patentee claimed an “insulated gate transistor.”  See Sage Prods., Inc. v. 

Devon Indus., Inc., 126 F.3d 1420, 1425 (Fed. Cir. 1997) (“[A]s between the patentee who had a 

clear opportunity to negotiate broader claims but did not do so, and the public at large, it is the 

patentee who must bear the cost of its failure . . . .”).  In contrast to the disclosures above, every 

use of the term “insulated gate transistor” in the specification refers exclusively to an IGBT.  The 

specification does not use “such as” or “so on” phrases or otherwise imply that an insulated gate 

transistor can be anything other than an IGBT.  Instead, it defines “the insulated gate transistor” 

as “transistor 12” (’835 patent at 4:14-26), and “transistors 11, 12, 21, 22, 31 and 32,” which are 

all undisputedly IGBTs.  Id. at 11:28-30.  Arigna and Staff ignore these disclosures. 

Respondents cite nine sources of extrinsic evidence that confirm the plain meaning of 

“insulated gate transistor” is an IGBT.  See RIB at 21-23, Exs. 1-9.  Arigna and Staff have not 

identified any contrary extrinsic evidence.  Instead, Arigna’s and Staff’s extrinsic evidence 

supports Respondents’ construction because it demonstrates that other switching devices with 

insulated gates (MOSFETs) are not referred to as “insulated gate transistors,” but are instead 

distinguished by the fact that they are FET devices.  CIB, Ex. 1 (defining “insulated-gate field-
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effect transistor (IGFET)”); SIB, Ex. 9 (“The Insulated-Gate Field-Effect Transistor (IGFET), 

also known as the Metal Oxide Field Effect Transistor (MOSFET)”).  

The fundamental design concept of the insulated gate transistor is that it is a hybrid 

device that is an “integration of a MOSFET and a wide base Bipolar Junction Transistor (BJT).”  

RIB, Ex. 3, 274 (“The IGT is modeled as a Bipolar Junction Transistor (BJT) driven by a 

MOSFET.”); Ex. 1, 1 (The “IGBT” or “IGT” is a “cross between the Bipolar junction Transistor 

(BJT) and Metal Oxide Semiconductor Field-effect Transistor (MOSFET)”); Ex. 8, 2 (“Since 

IGBT is the combination of MOSFET and BJT they are also called by different names. The 

different names of IGBT are Insulated Gate Transistor (IGT). . . .”); see Exs. 2, 7.  This “three-

terminal power device, called the insulated gate transistor (IGT), [combines] the best features of 

the existing families of bipolar devices and power MOSFET’s . . . to achieve optimal device 

characteristics.”  RIB, Ex. 4, 821.  The name “insulated gate transistor” thus distinguishes the 

IGT device from the devices that came before it: BJTs and MOSFETs (IGFETs).3  Id.  While the 

IGT includes design features from both, the IGT, by definition, is a distinct and different device.  

The cases Arigna cites are inapposite.  Respondents do not seek to import limitations 

from the specification into the claims.  Respondents’ proposed construction provides the plain 

 
3 The extrinsic evidence is replete with examples.  An application note from Fairchild 
Semiconductor analyzes characteristics of the insulated gate transistor and discloses that the 
“insulated gate transistor (IGT) combines the high input impedance, voltage controlled turn 
on/turn off capabilities of power MOSFETs and the low on-state conduction losses of bipolar 
transistors, making it an ideal device for many power electronics switching control applications.”  
Ex. 20, Parallel Operation Of Semiconductor Switches, FAIRCHILD SEMICONDUCTOR CORP., 
Application Note AN-7513 Rev. A1, at 3 (2002). Similarly, Elbuluk and Kankam studied certain 
power devices, explaining that “the IGT is a hybrid MOS-gated turn on/off bipolar junction 
transistor (BJT) that combines the attributes of a MOSFET and a BJT.”  Ex. 21, Motor Drive 
Technologies for the Power-By-Wire (PBW) Program, IEEE AES SYSTEMS MAGAZINE, at 31 
(1995); see Ex. 22, Brand & Selberherr, Electrothermal Analysis of Latch-Up in an Insulated 
Gate Transistor (IGT), IEICE TRANS. ELECTRON., Vol. E77-C, NO. 2 (1994).   
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new “plain and ordinary meaning” construction will not resolve the parties’ dispute over claim 

scope, and Arigna’s criticisms of Respondents’ and Staff’s construction lack merit. 

1. The ALJ should reject Arigna’s new “plain and ordinary” 
construction. 

When filing the G.R. 6.1 Joint Disclosure, Arigna included an example of what it 

considered the “plain and ordinary” meaning of the disputed term, “e.g., controlling the signal 

applied to the gate of an insulated gate transistor.”  See Ex. 23 (G.R. 6.1 Joint Disclosure), Ex. A.  

Though superficially similar to Respondents’ and Staff’s construction, important differences 

exist.  RIB at 26.  Unbeknownst to Respondents and Staff4, however, Arigna backtracked in its 

initial brief by omitting this example.  Arigna instead advocates for simply “plain and ordinary 

meaning,” if the preamble is found to be limiting.  Compare CIB at 8, with Ex. 23.   

Arigna does not attempt to explain away its earlier example, but rather ignores it entirely.  

Regardless, the ALJ should reject Arigna’s new broader construction because it fails to resolve 

the parties’ dispute over how to articulate the term’s plain and ordinary meaning.  See O2 Micro 

Int'l Ltd. v. Beyond Innovation Tech. Co. Ltd., 521 F.3d 1351, 1361 (Fed. Cir. 2008) (“A 

determination that a claim term … has the ‘plain and ordinary meaning’ may be inadequate when 

a term has more than one ‘ordinary’ meaning or when reliance on a term's ‘ordinary’ meaning 

does not resolve the parties’ dispute.”).  Arigna argues the term “is not ambiguous and would 

reasonably have been understood by a skilled artisan at the time of invention” (CIB at 10), but 

then does not explain Arigna’s purported understanding of the term.  Arigna cannot now 

advocate for an ambiguous “plain and ordinary meaning” construction that it is unwilling to 

 
4 Arigna did not provide notice to Respondents or Staff of its shifting positions prior to filing 
initial briefs, which is why Respondents and Staff did not have the benefit of addressing Arigna’s 
belated revision in their initial briefs.   
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elaborate upon, especially given that Arigna disputes Respondents’ and Staff’s articulation of the 

claim term’s plain and ordinary meaning. 

2. The intrinsic record contradicts Arigna’s arguments against 
Respondents’ and Staff’s construction. 

Respondents’ and Staff’s construction appropriately explains the meaning of “controlling 

a drive of an insulated gate transistor” in the context of the intrinsic record.  The ’835 patent 

teaches three critical aspects to “controlling a drive of an insulated gate transistor”: (1) that a 

signal is applied to the gate of the transistor; (2) that the signal must switch the transistor to its 

ON (or OFF) state; and (3) that the voltage of the signal “control[s]” the gate of the transistor by 

exceeding (or falling below) the transistor’s threshold voltage.  RIB at 26-29; SIB at 19-22.  

Respondents’ and Staff’s construction properly reflects these key intrinsic disclosures, and each 

of Arigna’s arguments contradict these teachings. 

a. The ’835 patent teaches that a signal is applied to the gate of 
the insulated gate transistor. 

Arigna argues that the preamble is not limiting (CIB at 3-6, 9), but this conflicts with the 

’835 patent’s teaching that a signal is applied to the gate of the insulated gate transistor.  As 

discussed above, the entire preamble—including the phrase “[a] semiconductor device 

controlling a drive of”—is limiting.  See Section II.A., supra.  The phrase “controlling a drive of 

an insulated gate transistor” is not merely “[t]he intended use for the driver outputting a control 

output signal,” as Arigna contends (CIB at 9), but rather, it discloses structure for the claim.  

Specifically, the phrase provides structure because it informs a person of skill in the art that the 

“control output signal” must be connected to the gate of the transistor to “control[] [the] drive of” 

the transistor, as opposed to being used as a power supply.  See RIB at 27-29; SIB at 19-22; see 

also, e.g., ’835 patent at 4:14-15 (“[a]s shown in FIG. 2, the control output signal is supplied to 

the gate electrode of the transistor 12”), 5:62-65 (“when a voltage of the control output signal S3 
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exceeds a threshold value of the transistor 12, the transistor 12 comes to be in ON state.”).  The 

’835 patent never discloses that the “control output signal” can be supplied to anything other 

than the gate of a transistor.  See RIB 27-29; SIB at 21-22.  The preamble of claim 1 imparts this 

disclosed structure, i.e., that the claimed semiconductor device is connected to the gate of an 

insulated gate transistor to control it.  The remainder of claim 1 is not “structurally complete,” as 

Arigna insists (CIB at 5), because the rest of the claim does not expressly describe how the 

“control output signal” connects to the “insulated gate transistor.”   

For the same reason, Arigna’s assertion that “[n]o such limitation [‘to the gate of’] is 

found in the claim language” (CIB at 11) is wrong—the phrase “controlling a drive of an 

insulated gate transistor” reflects the express disclosures of the patent that the “control output 

signal” is connected to the transistor’s gate to control it.  And even though Arigna now tries to 

distance itself from the example it provided in the G.R. 6.1 Joint Disclosure, it is telling that 

Arigna had considered the plain meaning of the construction to require “controlling the signal 

applied to the gate of an insulated gate transistor.”  See Ex. 23 (emphasis added).  The phrase 

“controlling a drive of an insulated gate transistor” imparts essential structure to the claim: 

controlling the voltage supplied to the gate of an insulated gate transistor. 

b. The ’835 patent teaches that the signal applied to the transistor 
must switch the transistor to its ON (or OFF) state. 

Arigna further contends that “there is no reason to add the limitation ‘to switch the 

transistor between ON and OFF states’” to the construction.  CIB at 10.  But the phrase “to 

switch the transistor between ON and OFF states” is not a limitation—it explains what 

“controlling a drive of” a transistor means in the context of the ’835 patent.  ’835 patent at 5:62-

65.  The disputed term must be construed in the context of the invention described in the 

specification.  See Netword, LLC v. Centraal Corp., 242 F.3d 1347, 1352 (Fed. Cir. 2001) (“The 
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claims are directed to the invention that is described in the specification; they do not have 

meaning removed from the context from which they arose.”); Toro Co. v. White Consol. Indus., 

Inc., 199 F.3d 1295, 1299 (Fed. Cir. 1999) (“Determining the limits of a patent claim requires 

understanding its terms in the context in which they were used by the inventor, considered by the 

examiner, and understood in the field of the invention.”). 

The patent teaches that the voltage supplied to the gate must “exceed[] a threshold value 

of the transistor 12” so that “the transistor 12 comes to be in the ON state.”  RIB at 28; ’835 

patent at 5:62-6:5.  When “[the voltage of the control output signal S3] falls according to a 

trailing edge of the control input signal S1,” then it “makes the transistor 12 be OFF.”  Id.  

Furthermore, so long as “the control output signal S3 is maintained,” then “the ON state in the 

transistor 12 is maintained.”  ’835 patent at 6:47-53.  If the voltage supplied is below the 

transistor’s threshold value, the transistor remains in the OFF state.  Each of these disclosures 

confirms that “controlling a drive” requires switching the transistor between ON and OFF states. 

Arigna wrongly argues that “[b]ecause ‘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.”  CIB at 10.  

Arigna ignores the disclosures of the ’835 patent discussed immediately above—once the 

transistor switches to the ON state, so long as that voltage is maintained, the transistor will 

maintain the ON state; similarly, once the transistor switches to the OFF state, so long as the 

voltage is below the transistor’s threshold voltage, the transistor will maintain the OFF state.  

’835 patent at 6:47-53.  Arigna’s argument ignores that to maintain a state, the transistor must 

first switch into that state.  Specifically, maintaining an ON state first requires applying a voltage 
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to the gate of the transistor above the threshold voltage, switching the transistor ON.  After that, 

the transistor maintains the ON state for as long as the voltage remains above the threshold.   

c. The ’835 patent teaches that the voltage of the signal 
“control[s]” the gate of the transistor by exceeding (or falling 
below) said transistor’s threshold voltage. 

Arigna also wrongly argues that “controlling a drive of an insulated gate transistor” 

should not be limited to a voltage.  CIB at 11.  This, too, directly contradicts the specification’s 

disclosure that the voltage of the signal “control[s]” the gate of the transistor by exceeding (or 

falling below) the transistor’s threshold voltage.  RIB at 28; ’835 patent at 5:62-6:5.  There is no 

dispute that the ’835 patent teaches that the “control output signal” is supplied to the gate of the 

claimed “insulated gate transistor.”  See, e.g., ’835 patent at 3:3-5.  And the specification is very 

clear that the voltage of the “control output signal” controls the “insulated gate transistor,” as 

detailed by Respondents and Staff in their initial briefs.  See RIB at 27-28; SIB at 21-22.  Arigna 

postulates about theoretical current-controlled circuits, but is off-base.  CIB at 11.  The patent is 

abundantly clear that the voltage of the “control output signal,” not the current, is supplied to the 

“insulated gate transistor” to control its drive.  Id.  Arigna improperly ignores these disclosures. 

3. Arigna cannot improperly expand the scope of asserted claims. 

In sum, Arigna attempts through claim construction to eradicate the preamble’s structural 

requirement that the claimed “control output signal” be supplied to the gate of the “insulated gate 

transistor.”  Arigna improperly seeks to expand the scope of its asserted claims beyond switching 

transistors to cover power supply/amplifier circuits.  Arigna’s broader construction would render 

the claim invalid for lack of written description and/or failure to enable the full scope of the 

claims since the ’835 patent fails to disclose the use of the claimed invention in power supply or 

amplifier circuits.  Phillips, 415 F.3d at 1327; see also Trustees of Bos. Univ. v. Everlight Elecs. 

Co. Ltd., 896 F.3d 1357, 1365 (Fed. Cir. 2018) (“[I]f BU wanted to exclude others from what it 
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permitted to label nearly any signal output as ‘significant’ or ‘active’”—which would be contrary 

to the claims and specification.  SIB at 28.  As the Staff correctly argues, “the ‘significant’ signal 

limitations were a central part of the patent examiner’s stated reasons for allowance of the 

asserted patent claims.  See Staff Ex. 12 (10/19/2006 Notice of Allowance).  It is thus important 

to get this construction as precise as possible.”  SIB at 14-25; Staff Ex. 12 at 4 (referring to 

independent claim 2, which issued after amendment as asserted claim 1). 

Respondents’ proposed construction is precise and supported by the intrinsic and 

extrinsic evidence.  RIB at 33, collecting dictionary definitions attached as Resp. Exs. 11, 12, 13, 

21.  Respondents’ construction does not exclude a LOW potential state.  Respondents included 

the phrase “e.g.” in “e.g., a HIGH potential state” in order for their construction to encompass 

that a LOW potential state could potentially also be considered significant.  RIB at 34 

(“Respondents’ proposed construction is not limited to a “high” or “H” potential state.  For 

example, if the baseline of the signals … was high/ON …, then the “low” or “L” OFF state could 

potentially be considered significant.”).  Therefore, Respondents’ would not object to a 

construction reading: “Plain meaning, i.e. large or important enough to have a meaningful effect, 

e.g. a HIGH potential state or a LOW potential state.” 

Respondents agree with much of Staff’s construction, but remain concerned that it may 

leave open some potential for Arigna to twist Staff’s construction in an unintended way.  For 

example, Arigna could attempt to point to a HIGH state and a LOW state in the same pulse 

signal, and then wrongly claim both signal states are “significant” because HIGH indicates an 

“ON” condition and LOW indicates an “OFF” condition.  But Respondents’ and Staff’s briefs 

both explain at length why the “significant” condition is HIGH if the baseline is LOW, and LOW 

if the baseline is HIGH—the baseline state is not the claimed “significant” condition.  SIB at 26 
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signals generally—clamped constantly means more in the context of the claim.  See Atlas IP, 

LLC v. Medtronic, Inc., 809 F.3d 599, 605 (Fed. Cir. 2005) (“although ‘establish’ might mean 

‘initiate’ in some contexts, it must mean more in this context”). 

Claim 2 recites that the “predetermined period” of claim 1 is set based on a period of time 

when the claimed “control output signal” behaves in the claimed way during normal operation of 

the insulated gate transistor.  Thus, contrary to Arigna’s argument (CIB at 17), the Applicants did 

“recite in the claims how or why S3 is…‘clamped constantly’ ‘to a certain voltage… .’”  As 

Arigna admits, “FIG. 5 shows what ‘clamped constantly’ means” (CIB at 16)—and it shows the 

impact of the Miller effect on the voltage of claimed control output signal S3 during the “normal 

state” of operation of transistor 12.  The portion of control output signal S3 that is “clamped to a 

certain voltage for a determined period by a [Miller] effect” is reflected below, annotated in gold: 

 

’835 patent at Fig. 5 (annotation added as described in text above).   

The disputed term “clamped constantly” must be construed in the context of the invention 

described in the specification and as understood in the field of electrical engineering.  See 

Netword, 242 F.3d at 1352 (“The claims are directed to the invention that is described in the 

specification; they do not have meaning removed from the context from which they arose.”); 

Toro Co., 199 F.3d at 1299 (“Determining the limits of a patent claim requires understanding its 

terms in the context in which they were used by the inventor, considered by the examiner, and 

understood in the field of the invention.”). 

As described in Respondents’ and Staff’s initial briefs, the purported invention of the 

’835 patent relies on differences in the voltage of the claimed control output signal between 
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normal operation and a short-circuit state in order to detect whether there has been a short-circuit 

without use of a shunt resistor.  RIB at 8; SIB at 9-10 (“The short circuit protection mechanism 

of the ’835 Patent is based on recognition by the patent inventors that, in the event of a short 

circuit condition, ‘the control output signal’ that is supplied to the gate of the switching transistor 

in their semiconductor device module will also be transformed.”).  The difference that the patent 

relies upon is whether the voltage of the control output signal supplied to the gate of an insulated 

gate transistor is clamped constantly for a predetermined period—which is caused by the Miller 

effect in normal operation of the insulated gate transistor—or whether the voltage spikes rapidly 

instead, indicating a short-circuit.  ’835 patent at 5:62-6:3, 6:54-67.  Claim 2 recites: 

2. The semiconductor device according to claim 1, wherein said predetermined period 
when said first pulse signal is significant is set on a basis of a period when a voltage 
of said control output signal is clamped constantly when said insulated gate transistor 
normally operates. 

’835 patent, claim 2. 

The specification only discloses one way to clamp constantly the claimed “voltage of said 

control output signal [S3 or S13]” “when said insulated gate transistor normally operates” that is 

consistent with claim 2.  This clamping for a period in normal operation, as shown in Figure 5, is 

due to the well-known electrical engineering phenomenon called “a mirror [sic: Miller] effect.”  

’835 patent at 5:62-6:3 (“a voltage of the control output signal S3 is clamped to a certain voltage 

for a determined period by a mirror [sic:  Miller] effect”); Ex. 15 (attaching 122-year-old Miller 

effect paper); Exs. 16-17 (translations of original Japanese applications) at [050].  When 

transistor 12 “normally operates,” “the transistor 12 which is the insulated gate type switching 

device such as the IGBT and so on has a characteristic that its control output signal S3 is 

clamped to a certain voltage for the determined period after its rising.”).  ’835 patent at 6:6-10.   
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e.g., output signal that is controlling 
an insulated gate transistor 

transistor between ON 
and OFF states 

transistor between ON 
and OFF states 

Arigna argues that no construction is necessary for the term “control output signal” but 

proposes a “plain and ordinary meaning” that differs from Respondents’ and Staff’s construction.  

CIB at 18.  The parties’ dispute as to the “plain and ordinary meaning” of the term necessitates a 

construction.  O2 Micro, 521 F.3d at 1361.  Arigna mischaracterizes any teaching from the 

specification reflected in Respondents’ and Staff’s construction as “import[ing] limitations from 

the specification.”  CIB at 18.  But “[t]he ordinary meaning of a claim term is not ‘the meaning 

of the term in the abstract.’ Instead, ‘the ‘ordinary meaning’ of a claim term is its meaning to the 

ordinary artisan after reading the entire patent.’”  Eon Corp. IP Holdings v. Silver Spring 

Networks, 815 F.3d 1314, 1320 (Fed. Cir 2016) (quoting Phillips, 415 F.3d at 1321).  “The 

claims are directed to the invention that is described in the specification; they do not have 

meaning removed from the context from which they arose.”  Netword, 242 F.3d at 1352. 

Arigna suggests that “it is instructive to read [the term] in the context of the claims, 

where the term ‘control output signal’ appears nine times in Claim 1.”  CIB at 18.  Arigna then 

lists purported “qualities” of the “control output signal,” concluding “[n]othing more is needed to 

define the ‘control output signal.’”  CIB at 19.  Arigna ignores a critical aspect of the “control 

output signal”—what it is supposed to do in the context of the claimed invention.  As discussed 

above in Sections II.A. and II.C., the preamble provides the important structural detail that the 

“control output signal” must be connected to the gate of the transistor to “control[] [the] drive of” 

the transistor.  See also RIB at 39-41; SIB at 31-34; ’835 patent at 4:14-15, 5:62-65.  Arigna 

ignores these critical disclosures, focuses only on the express recitation of the phrase “control 

output signal” in the claim, and fails to identify the function performed by the “control output 

signal.”  CIB at 19.  Arigna’s argument is puzzling in view of its own proposal for the term 
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(“output signal that is controlling an insulated gate transistor”), which finds no support in 

Arigna’s list.  Id. at 18.  By contrast, Respondents’ and Staff’s construction correctly reflects that 

the “control output signal” is the “signal supplied to the gate of an insulated gate transistor to 

switch the transistor between ON and OFF states.”  RIB at 39-41; SIB at 31-34. 

Arigna’s other criticism of Respondents’ and Staff’s construction is that the use of the 

phrase “to switch the transistor between ON and OFF states” will supposedly “complicate[] the 

claim and introduce[] two terms (‘ON state’ and ‘OFF state’) that need further defining.”  CIB at 

19.  As discussed above in the context of the “indicates a conduction of said insulated gate 

transistor” term, there is no ambiguity that the claimed “insulated gate transistor” has an “ON 

state” and an “OFF state,” nor is there any confusion as to what constitutes the “ON state” of the 

transistor.  The ’835 patent explains that “when a voltage of the control output signal S3 exceeds 

a threshold value of the transistor 12, the transistor 12 comes to be in ON state.”  ’835 patent at 

5:62-6:5.  If the voltage of the control output signal is below the transistor’s threshold voltage, 

the transistor remains in the “OFF state.”  RIB at 40-41; SIB at 32-33.   

Furthermore, it is Arigna’s construction that “unduly complicates the claim” and needs 

further defining.  As explained in Respondents’ and Staff’s initial briefs, Arigna’s construction is 

simply a rearrangement of the term “control output signal,” and provides no clarity regarding 

how it is supposed to “control[] an insulated gate transistor.”  RIB at 40-41; SIB at 32-33.  By 

contrast, Respondent’s and Staff’s construction reflects the ’835 patent’s teachings that (1) the 

“control output signal” is supplied to the gate of the “insulated gate transistor” (’835 patent at 

3:3-7; 3:36-40; 4:14-20; 4:32-33; 7:57-59; RIB at 40); and (2) that the voltage of the “control 

output signal” causes the “insulated gate transistor” to switch from its OFF state to ON state, or 

vice-versa (’835 patent at 5:62-6:5; RIB at 41).  Arigna’s vague construction is yet another 
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as this argument would render superfluous the claim language “short-circuit protection.”  If the 

functions and components recited in the claims fully defined the circuit, then the phrase “short-

circuit protection circuit” could simply be replaced with “circuit,” and the claims would have the 

same scope.  See, e.g., Intel Corp. v. Qualcomm Inc., 21 F.4th 801, 809–10 (Fed. Cir. 2021) (“It 

is highly disfavored to construe terms in a way that renders them void, meaningless, or 

superfluous.”); Becton, Dickinson & Co. v. Tyco Healthcare Grp., LP, 616 F.3d 1249, 1257 

(Fed. Cir. 2010) (“Claims must be ‘interpreted with an eye toward giving effect to all terms in 

the claim.’”) (quoting Bicon, Inc. v. Straumann Co., 441 F.3d 945, 950 (Fed. Cir. 2006)); See 

also Elekta Instrument S.A. v. O.U.R. Scientific Int'l, Inc., 214 F.3d 1302, 1305–07 (Fed. Cir. 

2000) (refusing to adopt a claim construction which would render claim language superfluous); 

Cat Tech LLC v. TubeMaster, Inc., 528 F.3d 871, 885 (Fed. Cir. 2008) (same). 

Arigna also levies two incorrect criticisms of Respondents’ and Staff’s construction.  

First, Arigna wrongly contends that the construction imports a limitation from the title.  CIB at 

22.  The title supports Respondents’ and Staff’s understanding that the invention is directed to a 

circuit that “realizes a short-circuit protection function without shunt resistor” (’853 patent at 

Title), particularly given that this phrase was added during prosecution to be “indicative of the 

invention to which the claims are directed.”  RIB at 43 n.5; SIB at 35.  However, Respondents 

and Staff do not argue that the title, standing alone, operates as a disclaimer.  The specification 

also clearly and unambiguously distinguishes use of a shunt resistor from the claimed invention 

and its benefits.  RIB at 41-46; SIB at 35-36. 

Second, Arigna wrongly contends that there is no disclaimer of the use of shunt resistors 

in the specification because (1) the “specification does not say that a shunt resistor is ‘prohibited’ 

or eliminated,” and (2) that “the Examiner did not refer to the absence of a shunt resistor in 
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allowing the claims.”  CIB at 22.  However, Arigna’s cited authority fails to support that 

disclaimer applies only in these circumstances.  On the contrary, in GE Lighting, the Federal 

Circuit found that disclaimer can arise where, as here, “the patent repeatedly disparaged an 

embodiment … and then detailed the ‘deficiencies [that] make it difficult’ to use.”  GE Lighting 

Sols., LLC v. AgiLight, Inc., 750 F.3d 1304, 1309 (Fed. Cir. 2014); see also RIB at 42-43 (citing 

cases in accord).  Arigna’s reliance on Ethanol Boosting is similarly misplaced.  There, the 

Federal Circuit found no disavowal of single-fuel systems in the specification at issue, in part 

because the specification disclosed embodiments with single-fuel systems.  Ethanol Boosting 

Sys., LLC v. Ford Motor Co., No. 2021-1949, 2022 WL 2798395, at *2 (Fed. Cir. July 18, 2022).  

Unlike the patent at issue in Ethanol Boosting, the ’853 patent (1) repeatedly and unambiguously 

disparages the use of shunt resistors in prior art systems, (2) discloses only embodiments which 

operate without the use of a shunt resistor, and (3) touts the benefits of the invention arising from 

performing short-circuit protection without a shunt resistor.   

Therefore, the ’835 patent clearly and unambiguously disclaims the use of shunt resistors.  

RIB at 41-46.  Because Respondents’ and Staff’s construction adheres to the clear and 

unambiguous teachings of the patent specification, the ALJ should adopt it. 

III. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Respondents request that the ALJ adopt their proposed 

constructions. 
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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

JOINT DISCLOSURE OF DISPUTED CLAIM TERM CONSTRUCTIONS

Pursuant to Ground Rule 6.1 and the Procedural Schedule (Order No. 8), Complainant 

Arigna Technology Limited (“Complainant”), Respondents Apple Inc., TCL Electronics Holdings 

Limited, TCL Communication Limited, TTE Technology, Inc. and TCT Mobile (US) Inc. 

(“Respondents”), and the Commission Investigative Staff (“Staff”) (collectively, “the Parties”) 

respectfully submit the claim chart attached as Exhibit A identifying agreed and disputed claim 

constructions for terms in the asserted claims of United States Patent No. 7,183,835 identified by 

one or more of the Parties for construction.  The Parties have met and conferred in an attempt to 

limit their dispute. At this time, the Parties do not agree upon constructions for any term, however, 

the Parties are continuing to meet and confer in an effort to narrow or simplify the disputes.

Dated:  July 15, 2022

By: /s/ Matthew R. Berry
Matthew R. Berry
Andres Healy
John Schiltz
Kemper Diehl
SUSMAN GODFREY LLP
401 Union Street, Suite 3000
Seattle, WA  98101
Telephone: (206) 516-3880
Facsimile: (206) 516-3883

Respectfully Submitted,

By: /s/ Erin P. Gibson
Erin P. Gibson 
Rob Williams
DLA PIPER LLP (US)
401 B Street, Suite 1700
San Diego, CA 92101-4297
Telephone: (619) 699-2700
Facsimile: (619) 699-2701
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Bryce T. Barcelo
Amy V. Hall
SUSMAN GODREY LLP
1000 Louisiana, Suite 5100
Houston, TX  77002
Telephone: (713) 651-9366
Facsimile:  (713) 654-6666

Reza Mirzaie
RUSS AUGUST & KABAT
12424 Wilshire Boulevard, 12th Floor
Los Angeles, CA  90025
Telephone:  (310) 826-7474

Matthew D. Aichele
RUSS AUGUST & KABAT
800 Maine Ave SW, Suite 200
Washington, DC  20024
Telephone:  (202) 664-0623

Counsel for Arigna Technology Limited

By: /s/ Russell E. Levine, P.C.
Russell E. Levine, P.C.
Jay Emerick 
Jake Rambeau
KIRKLAND & ELLIS LLP
300 North LaSalle
Chicago, IL  60654
Telephone: (312) 862-2000
Facsimile: (312) 862-2200

Hyunjong Ryan Jin
KIRKLAND & ELLIS LLP
601 Lexington Avenue
New York, NY  10022
Telephone  (212) 446-4800
Facsimile:  (212) 446-4900

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

Helena Kiepura
DLA PIPER LLP (US)
500 Eighth Street, NW
Washington, DC  20004
Telephone: (202) 799-4000
Facsimile: (202) 799-5000

Erik Fuehrer
DLA PIPER LLP (US)
2000 University Avenue
East Palo Alto, CA 94303-2250
Telephone: (650) 833-2000
Facsimile: (650) 833-2001

Nandan Padmanabhan
DLA Piper LLP (US)
2000 Avenue of the Stars
Suite 400 North Tower
Los Angeles, CA 90067-4735
Telephone: (310) 595-3000
Facsimile: (310) 595-3300

Erin McLaughlin
Stephanie Piper
DLA Piper LLP (US)
1251 Avenue of the Americas
New York, NY  10020-1104
Telephone: (212) 335-4500
Facsimile: (212) 335-4501

Counsel for Respondent Apple Inc.

/s/ Claire K. Comfort
Margaret D. Macdonald, Director
Anne Goalwin, Supervisory Attorney
Claire K. Comfort, Investigative Attorney
OFFICE OF UNFAIR IMPORT 
INVESTIGATIONS
U.S. International Trade Commission
500 E Street SW, Suite 401
Washington, DC 20436
202-205-2160
202-205-2158 (facsimile)

Counsel for Commission Investigative Staff
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing has been served on July 15, 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 
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

First Class Mail
Hand Delivery
Overnight Delivery
EDIS
Email WGS-

ArignavGoogleITC@WolfGreenfield.com
omm1308itc@omm.com
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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

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

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 

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

qe-samsung-arigna@quinnemanuel.com
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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  

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

First Class Mail
Hand Delivery
Overnight Delivery
EDIS
Email DLA-Arigna-1308-ITC@us.dlapiper.com

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 

First Class Mail
Hand Delivery
Overnight Delivery
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(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 

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
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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 
  
 
 

 
I, Debby Brady, hereby certify that on August 19, 2022, a copy of Respondents’ Rebuttal Claim 
Construction Brief served on the following as indicated:   

The Honorable Lisa R. Barton 
Secretary 
U.S. International Trade Commission 
500 E Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC  20436 

  Via EDIS 
  Via Hand Delivery  
  Via Overnight Courier 

 

  
The Honorable Monica Bhattacharyya 
U.S. International Trade Commission 
500 E Street, SW, Room 317 
Washington, DC 20436 
Email:  edward.jou@usitc.gov 
             michael.maas@usitc.gov 
             Bhattacharyya337@usitc.gov 

   Via First Class Mail 
   Via Hand Delivery 
  Via Overnight Courier  
   Via Facsimile 
  Via Email 

  
Claire Comfort 
Office of Unfair Import Investigations 
U.S. International Trade Commission 
500 E Street, SW, Suite 401 
Washington, DC  20436 
Email:  claire.comfort@usitc.gov 
 

   Via First Class Mail 
   Via Hand Delivery 
  Via Overnight Courier  
   Via Facsimile 
  Via Email 

For Complainant Arigna Technology Limited 
 
Matthew R. Berry 
Andres Healy 
John Schilitz 
Kemper Diehl 
Susman Godfrey LLP 

 
 
 

  Via First Class Mail 
   Via Hand Delivery 
  Via Overnight Courier  
   Via Facsimile 

Arigna Exhibit 2004 
Apple Inc. v. Arigna Technology Ltd

IPR2023-00453 
Page 66 of 72



 

  
 
WEST\298100991.1 

2

401 Union Street, Suite 3000 
Seattle, WA  98101 
Ph: 206.516.3880 
Fax:  206.516.3883 
 
Bryce T. Barcelo 
Amy V. Hall 
Susman Godfrey LLP 
1000 Louisiana, Suite 5100 
Houston, TX  77002 
Ph:  713.651.9366 
Fax:  713.654.6666 
 
Reza Mirzaie 
Russ August & Kabat 
12424 Wilshire Boulevard, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA  90025 
Ph:  310.826.7474 
 
Matthew D. Aichele 
Russ August & Kabat 
800 Main Avenue SW, Suite 200 
Washington, DC  20024 
Ph:  310.202.664.0623 
 
Email:  Arigna-1308-TT@Lists.SusmanGodfrey.com 
 

  Via Email 
 
 
 
 

For Respondents Microsoft Corporation, Lenovo 
Group (United States), Inc., and Motorola Mobility 
LLC 
 
Sean C. Cunningham 
Erin P. Gibson 
Rob Williams 
DLA Piper LLP (US) 
401 B Street, Suite 1700 
San Diego, CA  92101 
Ph: 619.699.2700 
Fax: 619.699.2701 
 
Helena Kiepura 
DLA Piper LLP (US) 
500 Eighth Street, NW 
Washington, DC  20004 
Tel:  202.799.4000 
Fax:  202.799.5000 

 
 
 
 

  Via First Class Mail 
   Via Hand Delivery 
  Via Overnight Courier  
   Via Facsimile 
  Via Email 
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Erik Fuehrer 
DLA Piper LLP (US) 
2000 University Avenue 
East Palo Alto, CA  94303-2214 
Ph: 650.833.2000 
Fax: 650.833.2001 
 
Michael Jay 
Nandan Padmanabhan 
DLA Piper LLP (US) 
2000 Avenue of the Stars 
Suite 400 North Tower 
Los Angeles, CA  90067-4704 
Tel:  310.595.3000 
Fax:  310.595.3300 
 
Erin McLaughlin 
Stephanie Piper 
DLA Piper LLP (US) 
1251 Avenue of the Americas 
27th Floor 
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