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Part 1. Errors in Defendants’ Assertions 
 

1. Introduction 
 

In their Response, Defendants state, “…because Plaintiff’s specification itself of the ALM configuration 

based on Plaintiff Exhibit 25 is in error, in this Response, Defendants will make admissions and denials to 

Plaintiff’s assertions in the Complaint only to the extent necessary. In order to keep the points of dispute 

from getting too scattered, regarding sufficiency in accordance with the configuration specified by 

Defendants based on Plaintiff Exhibit No. 25 (ALM Configuration) and sufficiency concerning the 

accused products, Defendants will make admissions and denials in response to Plaintiff’s 

counterarguments concerning the ALM Configuration asserted by Defendants” (page 10, 7th line from the 

bottom to the final line). Defendants thus avoid the making of admissions and denials. 

 

However, the interpretation of the Invention asserted by Defendants contains many errors, and thus the 

foregoing assertion has no grounds. The errors are explained below. 

 

2. The Errors in the Assertions in Defendants’ Response IV, Part 1, 1(1)  
 
(1) Defendants’ Assertions  
 

In their Response IV, Part 1, 1 (page 30 to page 36), Defendants assert the interpretation that the “plurality 

of LUT units” of the Invention are “units configured so that, at least, all M number of input signals inputted 

into the ‘M-input N-output lookup table’ are directly inputted or can be inputted via an input signal selection 

selector provided at an input” (page 36, lines 4-7), and as such grounds, Defendants in their Response IV, 

Part 1, 1 (1) (page 30 to page 32), attempt an assertion based on the language of the patent claims. However, 

the grounds for such assertion are based on an incomprehensible theory and such assertion cannot possibly 

be employed. Below, the assertions in Defendants’ Response, page 31, line 9 to 5th line from the bottom are 

cited, with each sentence being assigned a reference number. 

 

(i) Next, claim element 1G of claim 1 is stipulated as, “The input signal selection selector and the output 

signal selection selector are controlled according to data stored in said memory and said input signal”. 

 

(ii) As regards the “said input signal” of this configuration, because this refers back to “an input signal 

selection selector that is provided at an input of at least one said LUT unit and that selects an input signal” 

of claim element 1F-1, this means that the meaning of the “input signal selection selector” and “output 

signal selection selector” of claim element 1G being controlled according to “said input signal” is that the 

“input signal selection selector” and “output signal selection selector” are controlled according to an “input 

signal” inputted to an “input signal selection selector” that is provided at an input of “at least one said LUT 

unit” stipulated by claim element 1F-1. 
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(iii) Such being the case, then there exists no input signal for controlling an “input signal selection selector” 

and “output signal selection selector” that is not inputted in an “input signal selection selector” provided at 

an input of “at least one said LUT unit”. 

 

Sentence (i) was copied as-is from claim element 1G, but sentence (ii) and sentence (iii) are assertions 

without any grounds, and this is explained below. 

 

(2) Sentence (ii) and sentence (iii) have no logical relationship, and sentence (iii) does not stand 
 

As discussed in (3) below, the assertions of sentence (ii) are erroneous, but even aside from this, the logic 

by which the conclusion of sentence (iii) can be drawn from sentence (ii) is unclear. There is no explanation 

whatsoever of the reasons why, if it is assumed that an “input signal selection selector” and “output signal 

selection selector” are controlled according to an “input signal” inputted at an “input signal selection 

selector”, there exists no input signal for controlling an “input signal selection selector” and “output signal 

selection selector” that is not inputted into an “input signal selection selector” provided at an input of “at 

least one said LUT unit”. In other words, even if it were supposed that an “input signal selection selector” 

and “output signal selection selector” are controlled according to an input signal inputted at an “input signal 

selection selector”, there remains no inevitable logical relationship between this assumption and the 

conclusion that there exists no input signal that is not inputted at an “input signal selection selector” (the 

existence of an input signal that is not inputted into an “input signal selection selector” is not denied); 

despite this, no explanation has been made that logically ties such assumption and such conclusion, so there 

is a leap of logic here. Accordingly, the assertions that follow this (Response, page 31, 4th line from the 

bottom to page 32, 8th line from the bottom) also exhibit leaps of logic, and their meaning is unclear. 

 

As discussed above, the Defendants’ logic is broken, and this point alone is sufficient to conclude that the 

assertions in Response IV, Part 1, 1 (pages 30-36) have no grounds. 

 

(3) The Errors of Sentence (ii)  

Defendants appear to be making the assertions of sentence (ii) on the basis of an interpretation where 

“said input signal” is limited to an “input signal” inputted into an “input signal selection selector”; 

however, there are no grounds whatsoever for this interpretation. In order to give an explanation of an 

“input signal” it is necessary to explain a “lookup table” and a “LUT unit”; these are explained in order 

below. 

 

A. “LUT unit” 

 

(a) Meaning of “LUT unit” 

 

The term “unit” (yunitto) is used with its general meaning, which can be explained as “a unit (tan’i); a constitutional 
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unit (kousei tan’i)” (Plaintiff Exhibit No. 29) or “a unit for forming a whole” (Plaintiff Exhibit No. 30), and thus 

means a unit for constituting a whole. Because it is a “unit (tan’i)”, it contains the meaning of being unable to be 

divided into smaller units. Therefore, a “LUT unit” of Invention 1 means a unit for constituting the overall lookup 

table, such unit being a LUT that cannot be divided into LUTs of smaller units. 

 

(b) Relationship between “LUT unit” and “lookup table” 

 

Invention 1 is an “M-input N-output lookup table” that uses a “plurality of LUT units” (claim element 1B) to control 

“selectors that select input and output signals of said plurality of LUT units” (claim element 1D-1) by means of 

“selector control means for controlling selectors to define the configuration of said plurality of LUT units” (claim 

element 1D-2) (the foregoing overall, claim element 1F-1 to claim element 1G), thereby enabling a variety of internal 

configuration modes to be realized. 

 

A “lookup table” is something that can be the main constitutional element of, for example, a programmable logic 

circuit device (e.g., FPGA) and can implement any logic circuit (Specification, Paragraph [0002]). Therefore, the 

simple use of the term “lookup table” does not limit a lookup table to one implemented on a programmable logic 

circuit device, but means any logic circuit that produces an N-output to an M-input; its meaning is not limited to a 

specific logic circuit configuration or device configuration. A device that produces a fixed number of outputs to a 

fixed number of inputs is called a “LUT unit” in the Invention and this term is used to make a distinction with “lookup 

table”, which has a broader meaning. 

 

B. Meaning of “input signal” 

 

Claim 1 of the Invention has the following descriptions regarding “input” and “input signal”. 

 

1A: An M-input N-output lookup table 

1D-1: A plurality of selectors that select input and output signals of said plurality of LUT units 

1F-1: An input signal selection selector that is provided at an input of at least one said LUT unit and that selects an 

input signal 

1G: The input signal selection selector and the output signal selection selector are controlled according to data stored 

in said memory and said input signal 

 

(a) The meaning of “M-input” 

 

As discussed in Section A above, Invention 1 is an “M-input N-output lookup table” (claim element 1A), and a 

“lookup table” means any logic circuit that generates N outputs from M inputs. Therefore, all inputs inputted into such 

logic circuit are an “M-input” “input”. 

 

(b) The meaning of “input and output signals of said plurality of LUT units” 
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Claim element 1D-1 stipulates the configuration relating to “input and output signals of said plurality of LUT units”. 

Concerning this “input and output signals of said plurality of LUT units” (in other words, input signals and output 

signals of said plurality of LUT units), throughout the entire claims, there is no language stipulating that “input … 

signals of said plurality of LUT units” must match the “M inputs” inputted into the “lookup table” as a whole. 

Therefore, it is fine if all M inputs are the “input … signals of said plurality of LUT units” of the “input and output 

signals of said plurality of LUT units”, and it is also fine if they are not. 

 

(c) The meaning of “input”, “input signal”, and “input signal selection selector” 

 

In claim element 1F, the “selector” of claim element 1D-1 is referred to as “said selector”. Claim element 1F-1 

stipulates that in regards to “at least one said LUT unit”, that is, at least one of the “plurality of LUT units” in claim 

element 1B, an “input signal selection selector”, which is a “selector”, is provided. Concerning the “input signal 

selection selector that selects the input signal” of claim element 1F-1, there is no language limiting the “input signal” 

that is the subject of selection. Therefore, “input signal” can mean any “M input”. Of course, the input signals that are 

the subject of selection by an input signal selection selector are input signals connected to the input signal selection 

selector (that is, input signals that, as Defendants say, “can be inputted via an input signal selection selector provided 

at an input”), but there are no grounds for an interpretation that limits the meaning of “input signal” to this. 

 

(d) The meaning of “said input signal” (claim element 1G) 

 

The “said input signal” of claim element 1G, as indicated by the “said”, refers back to the “input signal” of claim 

element 1F-1. This claim element simply indicates “makes selection of input signal” and has no limitation meaning an 

input signal “inputted into an input signal selection selector” and there are no grounds for such an interpretation. Thus, 

in the same manner as the “input signal” of claim element 1F-1, there are no limitations on “said input signal” of claim 

element 1G. Therefore, in the same manner as the “input signal” discussed in (c) above, “said input signal” can be any 

“M input”. 

 

C. The Error of Sentence (ii) 

 

As discussed above, “said input signal” can be an “M input” inputted into a lookup table, and is not limited to input 

signals inputted into an input signal selection selector. Therefore, Sentence (ii) is erroneous in stating that 

 

… [T]his means that the meaning of the “input signal selection selector” and “output signal selection 

selector” of claim element 1G being controlled according to “said input signal” is that the “input 

signal selection selector” and “output signal selection selector” are controlled according to an input 

signal inputted to an “input signal selection selector” provided at an input of “at least one said LUT 

unit” stipulated by claim element 1F-1. 

 

(4) Conclusion 
 

As discussed above, the assertions in Defendants’ Response IV, Part 1, 1(1) are erroneous; accordingly, the 
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interpretation that the “plurality of LUT units” of the Invention are “units configured so that all M number of input 

signals inputted into the ‘M-input N-output lookup table’ are directly inputted or can be inputted via an input signal 

selection selector provided at an input (page 36, lines 4-7) cannot be employed. 

3. The Errors in Defendants’ Assertions in Response IV, Part 1, 1 (2)

(1) Defendants’ Assertions

In their Response IV, Part 1, 1(2), Defendants assert in relation to the Specification and the figures that FIG. 6 and 

FIG. 9 “do not constitute embodiments showing configurations of the Invention because the input signal selection 

selector is not controlled according to input signals” (page 33, lines 7-9 and 9-11), and they state that the reasons for 

this as regards FIG. 6 are as follows, and that the same reasons apply in regards to FIG. 9. 

In the example shown in FIG. 6, at input signal selection selectors 721 and 722, selection of input signals is carried out 

using selection signal F0; selection signal F0 is defined by “data X, Y and Z” stored in mode change memory 71 and 

is not defined by “input signals A through F”. Similarly, at input signal selection selectors 723 through 725, selection 

of input signals is carried out using selection signal F1; selection signal F1 is defined by “data X, Y and Z” stored in 

mode change memory 71, and is not defined by input signals A through F” (page 32, bottom line to page 33, line 7). 

(2) FIG. 6 and FIG. 9 are embodiments showing configurations of the Invention

Defendants make assertions on the assumption that the meaning of “controlled according to said input signal” as used 

in “the input signal selection selector and the output signal selection selector are controlled according to data stored in 

said memory and said input signal” of claim element 1G is that “said input signal” must control “the input signal 

selection selector and the output signal selection selector” as “selection signal F0” or “selection signal F1”. However, 

there are no grounds for an interpretation limiting “controlled according to said input signal” to this. 

In the first place, in the Invention, the input signal selection selectors and output signal selection selectors are provided 

so as to configure any operational mode, and their control is based on input signals (in the example of FIG. 6, signals 

A through F) and memory data (in the example of FIG. 6, X, Y and Z). Which, specifically, of these input signals and 

memory data will be used in what manner for the control of input signal selection selectors and output signal selection 

selectors is not something that is stipulated in the patent claims; rather, this is something that should be set as is 

appropriate according to the design of the specific lookup table. 

Further, if we consider the language of the claims, namely “are controlled according to the input signal”, the words “to 

be  according to” [in Japanese, ozuru] has such meanings as “to answer; to respond”; “to accept suggestions from an 

external source; to comply” (Plaintiff Exhibit No. 31); “to respond to suggestions from another and take action”; “to 

match external circumstances and changes” (Plaintiff Exhibit No. 32). Accordingly, the language “controlled 

according to the input signal” is understood to mean to respond to the suggestions of the input signals and be 

controlled. In the configurations of FIG. 6 and FIG. 9, the selectors are controlled in response to the suggestions of the 

signals of A through F, that is, the suggestions of “said input signal” and the output signal is determined. Therefore, 
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selectors are “controlled according to said input signal”. 

 

For example, if we refer to the input signal selection selector 721 shown in FIG. 6 of the Specification and the 

explanations in paragraphs [0021] to [0032], the input signal selection selector 721 is configured so that, according to 

input signals A, C given to the topmost input of LUT unit 733 and the XYZ function output value (0, 1), it selects A 

for allocation to the LUT unit 733 when the XYZ function gives 0 and selects C for allocation to the LUT unit 733 

when the XYZ function gives 1. Therefore, the input signal selection selector 721 is controlled according to the input 

signals A, C and memory data XYZ. 

 

Of course, as regards control by the operational values outputted by F0, F1 and F2 of FIG. 6, because selectors are 

controlled and output signals are decided in response to the suggestions of their respective parameters, a selector 

subject to control by F0, F1 and F2 is controlled according to the parameters of F0, F1 and F2. Therefore, F2 is a 

signal that controls the selector 726 according to input signals D, E and F. 

 

Further, the Specification indicates that in the example of the internal configuration shown in FIG. 9, the same control 

as that described above is carried out (see paragraph [0035]). 

 

Thus, the configurations of FIG. 6 and FIG. 9 fall under the category of embodiments showing one example of the 

Invention, as control is being carried out according to input signals. 

 

Defendants’ assertions in their Response, page 33, lines 12 to page 35 are erroneous because they were developed on 

the basis of an erroneous meaning of “controlled according to said input signal”. 

 

(3) Conclusion 
 

As discussed above, because Defendants’ assertions in their Response IV, Part 1, 1(2) are erroneous, the interpretation 

that the “plurality of LUT units” of the Invention “are units configured so that, at least, all M number of input signals 

inputted into ‘the M-input N-output lookup table’ are directly inputted or can be inputted via input signal selection 

selectors provided at an input” (page 36, lines 4-7) cannot be employed. 

 

4. The Errors in the Assertions of Defendants Response III, Part 1, 4 
 

(1) Defendants’ Assertions 
 
Defendants refer to a case where Plaintiff Exhibit No. 25, FIG. 6 is seen as “a single 6-input, 1-output ALUT”, to a 

case where this is seen as “two 4-input, 1-output ALUTs”, and to a case where this is seen as a “single 5-input, 1-

output ALUT and a single 3-input, 1-output ALUT”, and assert that “because there is only one output signal” of these 

ALUTs, the “output signal selection selector” of the Invention does not exist (Response III, Part 1, 4 (pages 16-24). 

 

(2) Plaintiff’s Counterargument 
 
Defendants’ assertion, in short, likens the “ALUT” of the accused products to the “LUT unit” of the Invention, and 
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then in regards to its output signal, argues about the existence of the output signal selection selector. 

However, the “LUT unit”, as discussed in 2(3)A above, means “a unit for constituting the overall lookup table, a LUT 

that cannot be divided into LUTs of smaller units”; within the “ALUT” of the accused product there exists a LUT 

group that corresponds to a “plurality of LUT units” (two 4 LUTs and four 3 LUTs, for a total of six LUTs) (in 

Plaintiff Exhibit No. 25, the drawing on page 7 clearly indicates “4-Input LUT”, “3-Input LUT”); accordingly, the 

ALUT is not a “LUT unit”. Because the ALUTs of the accused products correspond to the LUTs realized through the 

internal configuration modes of FIG. 3 (a) to (f) of the Invention and are realized by setting an internal configuration 

consisting of a plurality of LUT units, it is clear that the ALUTs are not LUT units. 

A LUT group (two 4 LUTs and four 3 LUTs) is a unit for constituting the overall ALM, which is a lookup table, and 

is a LUT that cannot be divided into smaller unit LUTs; accordingly, it corresponds to the “LUT unit” of the 

Invention. The plurality of multiplexers (MUX) that exist at the output side of LUT group are controlled by input 

signals inputted via the two selectors circled in green in the figures of pages 50-53 of the Complaint and memory data, 

and these multiplexers select the LUT group output. Accordingly, these multiplexers (MUX) correspond to the “output 

signal selection selectors” of the Invention.. 

Further, as discussed already in Section 3 above, Defendants’ assertion that the “plurality of LUT units” of the 

Invention “are units configured so that, at least, all M number of input signals inputted into the ‘M-input N-output 

lookup table’ are directly inputted or can be inputted via an input signal selection selector provided at an input” cannot 

be accepted. Accordingly, Defendants’ assertion, based on this assumption, that the specification by Plaintiff of the 

ALM configuration and ALM configuration method based on Plaintiff Exhibit No. 25 is erroneous is also in error. 

(3) Conclusion

Defendants’ assertions are mistaken in likening the ALUT, which contains internally a plurality of LUT units, to the 

“LUT unit” and therefore have no grounds. The components of the accused products that correspond to the “LUT 

unit” are the two 4 LUTs and the four 3 LUTs—a total of six LUTs. Accordingly, the multiplexers (MUX) that select 

the outputs of the total of six LUTs constituted by the two 4 LUTs and the four 3 LUTs of the accused products 

correspond to the “output signal selection selectors” of the Invention; therefore, the accused products are equipped 

with “output signal selection selectors”. 

5. Defendants should make admissions and denials based on the accused products and accused methods asserted by
Plaintiff

As discussed in Sections 1 through 4 above, the interpretation asserted by Defendants regarding “plurality of LUT 

units” is erroneous, and Defendants’ assertions, based on such interpretation, that Plaintiff’s specification of the ALM 

configuration and ALM configuration method based on Plaintiff Exhibit No. 25 is erroneous, are also erroneous. 

Therefore, there is no reason to withhold the making of admissions and denials relating to sufficiency concerning the 

accused products and accused methods asserted by Plaintiff, and Defendants should make such admissions and denials 
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promptly. 

Part 2 Response to Request for Clarification 

1. Defendants’ Request for Clarification

On page 38 of the Response, Defendants make the following request for clarification. 

In claim element 6D, it is stipulated that “selection control” of “the signal outputted by the LUT unit” is carried out 

outside of LUT units (in other words, is carried out by output signal selection selectors); is this understanding correct? 

2. Response to Request for Clarification

Claim element 6D stipulates that “signals outputted by the LUT unit” “are controlled by data stored in the relevant 

lookup table and predetermined functions of input signals”, but no limitations are made concerning whether “selection 

control” is carried out within a LUT unit or outside a LUT unit. 

End 
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