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Claim Construction
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Challenged Claims 1 and 11
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EX1001 at claim 1; id. at claim 11



Patent Owner’s Construction of “timed alarm signal”
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POR at 24-27; Sur-Reply at 7

EX1001 at 6:5-10

EX1001 at 8:18-26



Petitioner’s Construction of “timed alarm signal”
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“a signal in an alarm system for initiating a 
timer associated with the security panel”

Reply at 4-5



Challenged Claims 6 and 16
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EX1001 at claim 6; id. at claim 16



Patent Owner’s Construction of “first alarm signal”
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POR at 18-24; Sur-Reply at 4-7 EX1001 at FIG. 10 (annotated)

EX1001 at 11:33-40



Petitioner’s Construction of “first alarm signal”
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Reply at 9; id. at 1, 7-8

“raw input of a barrier alarm device indicative of 
a barrier being opened”



Challenged Claims 2 and 12
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EX1001 at claim 2; id. at claim 12



Undisputed: plain meaning of “immediate alarm signal”
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POR at 28-30; Sur-Reply at 7-8; 
Reply at 4-9



Petitioner’s Invalidity Grounds
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Invalidity Grounds
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Petition at 9



Summary of Parties’ Disputes
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Sur-Reply at 13-24

o Lamb in view of Williams fails to disclose, teach, or suggest a “timed alarm signal”

o Lamb in view of Williams fails to disclose, teach, or suggest a “first alarm signal”

o Lamb in view of Williams fails to disclose, teach, or suggest “determine whether the elapsed 
time has exceeded a predetermined time”

o Lamb in view of Williams fails to disclose, teach, or suggest an “immediate alarm signal”

o No motivation to modify Lamb in view of Williams

o Whether Petitioner can prove that Lamb is prior art to the ‘340 patent

o Sharma, alone, fails to disclose, teach, or suggest a “timed alarm signal”



Dispute #1: Lamb in view of Williams fails to 
disclose, teach, or suggest a “timed alarm signal” 

[claims 1 and 11]
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Petitioner’s Theory: Lamb’s “bypass signal” starts a timer
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Petition at 17, 39 Reply at 14-15



Dispute #2: Lamb in view of Williams fails to 
disclose, teach, or suggest a “first alarm signal” 

[claims 6 and 16]
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Petitioner’s Theory: Lamb transmits a “barrier status signal”
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Petition at 46-47



Lamb’s Disclosure Regarding “barrier status signal”
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EX1009 at [0043]; see also 
id. at claim 19; POR at 36



Dispute #3: Lamb in view of Williams fails to 
disclose, teach, or suggest “determine whether the 
elapsed time has exceeded a predetermined time”

[claim 6]
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Claim 6 vs. Claim 16
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EX1001 at claim 6

Claim 6 Claim 16

EX1001 at claim 16



The Petition’s Analysis for Claims 6 and 16
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Petition at 51

Petition at 55

Claim 6 Claim 16



Dispute #4: Lamb in view of Williams fails to disclose, 
teach, or suggest an “immediate alarm signal” 

[claims 2 and 12]
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The Petition’s Analysis of “immediate alarm signal”
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Petition at 42-44

“immediate alarm signal” = “an alarm signal that instructs the 
security panel to initiate a security response immediately” 

(POR at 28-30; Reply at 4-9; Sur-Reply at 7-8)



Dispute #5: No motivation to modify 
Lamb in view of Williams
[All Challenged Claims]
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Motivation to Combine/Modify Law
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POR at 41-42



Motivation to Combine/Modify Law (cont.)
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POR at 42



Petitioner’s Proposed Modifications to Lamb
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• Modifying Lamb’s security panel to initialize a countdown timer.  
(Petition at 28, 49, 51-53; Reply at 14-15.)



Petitioner’s Sole Reason for Combining Lamb with Williams
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• To “enhance security” by verifying that a potential alarm is indeed 
caused by an authorized person, and not an unauthorized person.  
(Petition at 17-18, 28, 41, 49 (citing EX1010 at 2:35-38).)



Drawbacks Far Outweigh Any Alleged Benefit
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SIGNIFICANT DRAWBACKS

• User must carry around personal device when inside premises while 
system is armed, which is highly inconvenient.  (EX2003, ¶ 134.)

• False alarms if personal device is broken, malfunctioning, or 
forgotten; security risk if personal device is stolen.  (Id., ¶¶ 135-136.)

• Severe technical and practical deficiencies irrespective of the 
technical solution used for the personal device.  (Id., ¶¶ 138-146.)



Drawbacks Far Outweigh Any Alleged Benefit (cont.)
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NO EVIDENCE OF ANY BENEFIT

• No evidence regarding how much the proposed modifications would 
allegedly “enhance security” in Lamb, if at all.  (Petition at 18.)

• Williams does not purport to improve Lamb-type systems.  (EX2003, 
¶ 129; EX1010 at 1:13-53; EX1009 at Abstract.)

• Both Lamb and Williams are making assumptions; no explanation 
why Lamb’s assumption is unreasonable.  (EX2003, ¶¶ 130-132.)



Petitioner’s Attorney-Only Reply Argument
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Reply at 19 (Petitioner failing to cite 
to the testimony of a POSITA)

• Williams does not disclose a remote control.  (See generally 
EX1010; see also Sur-Reply at 20.)

• Lamb’s system already eliminates the need for users to walk to the 
control panel to disarm the system.  (POR at 10; Sur-Reply at 21.)



Undisputed: POSITA would have eliminated human detection device if 
Lamb and Williams were combined
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POR at 44-47; see also EX2003, ¶¶ 
113-118; Reply at 17-19



Undisputed: No explanation why goal of “enhancing security” would 
have specifically led to “initiating a countdown timer”
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POR at 47-49; see also Reply at 20; 
Sur-Reply at 18-19



Undisputed: Proposed modifications would change Lamb’s basic 
principle of operation
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POR at 56-58; see also EX2003, ¶¶ 
159-164; Reply at 21



Undisputed: Proposed modifications would frustrate 
Lamb’s intended purpose
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POR at 58-59; see also EX2003, ¶¶ 
166-167; Reply at 21



Undisputed: Lamb and Williams have significant, fundamental 
differences that are unaccounted for
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POR at 59-60; Sur-Reply at 22; 
Reply at 18



Dispute #6: Lamb is Not Prior Art to Claims 1, 2, 
11, and 12 if the Board Adopts Petitioner’s 

Proposed Construction of “timed alarm signal”
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Law Regarding Prior Art Status
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• In an IPR, the burden is on the petitioner to prove prior art status.  
See, e.g., Dynamic Drinkware, LLC v. Nat’l Graphics, Inc., 800 F.3d
1375, 1378 (Fed. Cir. 2015); Tech. Licensing Corp. v. Videotek, Inc., 
545 F.3d 1316, 1326 (Fed. Cir. 2008)

• Functional claim language does not have patentable weight.  See, 
e.g., In re Schreiber, 128 F.3d 1473, 1477 (Fed. Cir. 1997); In re 
Simpson, 102 Fed. Appx. 675, 678-79 (Fed. Cir. 2004); MPEP §
2114; Bristol-Myers Squibb Co. v. Ben Venue Labs, Inc., 246 F.3d
1368, 1374-77 (Fed. Cir. 2001).



Petitioner’s Proposed Modification To Lamb
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• Modifying Lamb’s security panel to initialize a countdown timer.  
(Petition at 28, 49, 51-53; Reply at 14-15.)

• The ground does not propose a modification to Lamb’s sensor



Petitioner’s Proposed Construction of “timed alarm signal”
(with functional language removed)
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“a signal in an alarm system for initiating a timer 
associated with the security panel” (Reply at 4-5)

• No dispute that all patents/applications in the ‘340 patent’s chain of 
priority disclose “a signal in an alarm system.”  (See, e.g., Petition at 
6-7 (Petitioner asserting that the ‘340 patent’s parent applications 
are only missing disclosure related to timers).)



Dispute #7: Sharma, alone, fails to disclose, 
teach, or suggest a “timed alarm signal”

[claims 1 and 11]
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Petitioner’s Theory: Sharma’s signal to enter “Timed Exit Mode”
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Petition at 67-68, 76; 
EX1011 at 8:11-21
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