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Overview of Proceedings

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Asserted Grounds
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet., 2.
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The ’042 Patent Overview
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

MS-1001, FIG 14 (cited by POR, 22). 
Pet., 5-6. 
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’042 Patent Claims 1 and 10
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

MS-1001, Claim 1.

MS-1001, Claim 10.
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Claim Construction Dispute

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Main Dispute - Claim Construction
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 29.

Reply, 1.
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Claim Terms in Dispute
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Proxense Proposed ConstructionMicrosoft 
Proposed 
Construction

Claim Term

Why MPF? – “None of these structures are recognized …as sufficiently definite structures for performing 
the [“enabling one or more of an application, a function and a service”] function.” POR, 7.
“…the recited structures for performing the function are nothing more than the generic abilities of  general-
purpose computers or meaningless nonce words.” POR, 7.
“But a ‘processor and transceiver amount to nothing more than a general-purpose computer.”  HTC Corp. v. 
IPCom GmbH & Co., KG, 667, F.3d 1270, 1280 (Fed. Cir. 2012) POR, 9.

MPF Construction – “RDC” performing the “enabling one or more of an application, a function and a 
service” consistent with “the algorithm of control logic 250” POR, 18-20.

RDC – “a component 
or collection of 
components capable of 
wirelessly receiving 
data in an encrypted 
format and decoding 
encrypted data for 
processing” Pet., 4-5. 

Integrated RDC 
communicating 
wirelessly with 
the at least one 
external device 
within the 
proximity zone.
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Claim Terms in Dispute
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Proxense Proposed ConstructionMicrosoft Proposed 
Construction

Claim Term

Why MPF? – “None of these structures are recognized …as sufficiently definite structures for performing the 
[“enabling one or more of an application, a function and a service”] function.” POR, 7.
“…the recited structures for performing the function are nothing more than the generic abilities of  general-
purpose computers or meaningless nonce words.” POR, 7.
“’computer-readable media or storage devices amount to nothing more than a general-purpose computer.” Rain 
Computing v. Samsung Electronics America, 989 F.3d at 1008 (Fed. Cir. 2021), POR, 9-10.

MPF Construction – an “integrated PDK” performing the “enabling one or more of an application, a function 
and a service” consistent with “the algorithm of the control logic 250” POR, 9.  

“an operably connected
collection of elements 
including an antenna 
and a transceiver for 
communicating
with a RDC and a 
controller and memory 
for storing information 
particular
to a user.” Pet., 4.

Integrated 
personal 
digital key 
(PDK) for 
storing 
information
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Claim Terms in Dispute
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Proxense Proposed ConstructionMicrosoft 
Proposed 
Construction

Claim Term

Why MPF? – “None of these structures are recognized …as sufficiently definite structures for performing the 
[“enabling one or more of an application, a function and a service”] function.” POR, 7.
“…the recited structures for performing the function are nothing more than the generic abilities of  general-
purpose computers or meaningless nonce words.” POR, 7.
“The term ‘enablement signal’ is not a structure recognized by those of ordinary skill in the art for performing the 
[“enabling function], rather, it is meaningless nonce merely reciting the function it performs.” POR, 20-21. 

MPF Construction – “generating an enablement signal” performing the “enabling one or more of an application, 
a function and a service” consistent with “the algorithm of control logic 250.” POR, 20-25.

Ordinary and 
Customary 
Meaning. Pet., 3, 
54-57.

Enablement 
signal 
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Claim Construction Dispute Roadmap
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

• Proxense’s Alleged Means Plus Function (MPF) Constructions Are Inconsistent with Constructions It 
Advanced in Co-pending Litigation

o Microsoft Litigation 
o Samsung Litigation 
o Apple Litigation
o Google Litigation
o Proxense’s assertion of consistency with litigation is not credible

• Proxense’s Alleged MPF Constructions Apply Wrong Legal Framework
• Proxense’s Alleged MPF Constructions of “Integrated PDK,” “Integrated RDC,” and “Enablement 

Signal” Claim Terms Should Be Rejected
o Proxense has not met burden to rebut the presumption against MPF treatment
o “Local secured information” term recites structure, making MPF inappropriate
o “Integrated RDC” term recites structure, making MPF inappropriate
o “Integrated PDK” term recites structure, making MPF inappropriate
o Generating “enablement signal” step recites structure/act, making MPF/SPF inappropriate
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Claim Construction Dispute

Proxense’s Alleged MPF Constructions 
Are Inconsistent with Constructions It 

Advanced in Co-pending Litigation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Microsoft Litigation – Proxense Claim Construction Inconsistency
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Reply, 4-5.  
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX-2006; (Reply, 4).

EX-2006, TOC; 
(Reply, 4). 

Microsoft Litigation – Proxense Claim Construction Inconsistency

EX-2006, 10-12; (Reply, 4). 
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Microsoft Litigation – Proxense Claim Construction Inconsistent with Markman 
Order

16

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX2012 (Reply, 4).

Court’s Final ConstructionProxense’s Proposed ConstructionMicrosoft’s Proposed 
Construction

Claim Term

A component or collection 
of components, capable of 
wirelessly receiving data in 
an encrypted format and 
decoding the encrypted data 
for processing

Adopt the construction from Proxense
v. Samsung, 6:21-cv-00210: A component or 
collection of components, capable of wirelessly
receiving data in an encrypted format and 
decoding the encrypted data for processing.

A circuit that 
wirelessly receives 
encrypted data from 
the PDK and decodes 
it

“receiver-
decoder 
circuit”

An operably connected 
collection of elements 
including an antenna and a 
transceiver for 
communicating with a RDC
and a controller and 
memory for storing 
information particular to a 
user

Adopt the construction from Proxense
v. Samsung, 6:21-cv-00210: An operably 
connected collection of elements including an 
antenna and a transceiver for communicating 
with a RDC and a controller and memory for 
storing information particular to a user.

A device that includes 
an antenna, a 
transceiver for 
communicating with 
the RDC and a 
controller and 
memory for storing 
information particular 
to a user

“personal 
digital key”
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX-2009; (Reply, 4-5). 
. 

EX-2009, TOC; 
(Reply 4-5). 

Samsung Litigation - Proxense Claim Construction Inconsistency

EX-2009, 11, 15, 21, 
26 (Reply, 4-5). 
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Samsung Litigation – Proxense Claim Construction Inconsistent with Markman 
Order

18

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX2001 (Reply, 3-6).

Court’s Final ConstructionSamsung’s Proposed ConstructionProxense’s Proposed ConstructionClaim Term

No construction needed, plain and 
ordinary meaning.

IndefiniteA device comprising an integrated personal digital 
key (PDK) and an integrated receiver decoder circuit.

“hybrid device”

An operably connected collection 
of elements including an antenna 
and a transceiver for 
communicating with a RDC and a 
controller and memory for storing 
information particular to a user

A device that includes an antenna, a 
transceiver for communicating with 
the RDC and a controller and memory 
for storing information particular to a 
user.

An operably connected collection of elements 
including an antenna and a transceiver for 
communicating with a RDC and a controller and 
memory for storing information particular to a user.

“Personal 
digital
key”

A component or collection of 
components, capable of wirelessly 
receiving data in an encrypted 
format and decoding the encrypted 
data for processing.

A device that provides a wireless 
interface to the PDK.

A component or collection of components, capable of 
wirelessly receiving data in an encrypted format and 
decoding the encrypted data for processing.

“receiver-
decoder
circuit”

No construction needed.No construction needed.A message that enables or authorizes“enablement 
signal”
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Samsung Litigation – No Endorsement by Samsung Court of MPF
Treatment

Reply 8. 
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Samsung Litigation - Proxense’s MPF interpretation Not Supported by 
Samsung Court

20

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR 26-27.POR 25-26.
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Samsung Litigation – Proxense MPF Interpretation Not Supported by 
Samsung Court

21

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Inst. Dec., 9 (Reply. 7)

EX-2002, 26 (POR 25-29).

EX-2002, 27 (POR 25-29). 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

MS-1037, 1 (Reply 5-6). 

Apple Litigation - Proxense Claim Construction Inconsistency

MS-1037, 4 (Reply 6). 
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Apple Litigation – Proxense Claim Construction Inconsistency
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX-2014, (Reply, 4-6).
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX-2004, 1 (Reply 3-4). 

Google Litigation - Proxense Claim Construction Inconsistency

EX-2004 (Reply 3-4). 
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Google Litigation – Proxense Claim Construction Inconsistent with Markman 
Order

25

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX-2004 (Reply, 3).

Court’s Final ConstructionProxense’s Proposed ConstructionGoogle’s Proposed 
Construction

Claim Term

A component or collection  
of components, capable of 
wirelessly receiving data in  
an encrypted format and 
decoding the encrypted data 
for processing

A component or collection of components, 
capable of wirelessly receiving data in an 
encrypted format and decoding the encrypted 
data for processing.

A collection of circuit 
components capable  
of wirelessly 
receiving data in an 
encrypted format and 
decoding the 
encrypted data for 
processing

“receiver-
decoder 
circuit”

An operably connected  
collection of elements  
including an antenna and a 
transceiver for 
communicating with a RDC
and a controller and  
memory for storing 
information particular to a  
user

An operably connected collection of elements 
including an antenna and a transceiver for 
communicating with a RDC and a controller and 
memory for storing information particular to a 
user.

a collection of circuit 
components that 
includes an antenna, a 
transceiver, and a 
controller and 
memory for storing 
information particular  
to a user

“personal 
digital key”

25



Proxense’s Assertion of Claim Construction Consistency Is Not Credible

POSR, 1.

POSR, Exhibit List.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

26
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POSR, Exhibit List. 

POSR, 5. 

Proxense’s Assertion of Claim Construction Consistency Is Not Credible

27
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Claim Construction Dispute

Proxense’s Alleged MPF Constructions Apply Wrong Legal 
Framework

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

28
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Patent Owner Alleges Claim Features Are MPF

29

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 4. 

POR, 4. 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Proxense’s Proposed Legal Framework Is Incorrect

POSR, 5-6. 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Case Law Identified By Proxense to Support Its Proposed 
Legal Framework

• Rain Computing v. Samsung Electronics America, 989 F.3d 1002, 1005 (Fed. Cir. 2021)
• “Once it has been determined that 112(6) is invoked, the construction of the claim term attributed for performing the function  must 

be determined, which occurs in two steps. 
• ‘The first step in construing a means‐plus‐function claim is to identify the claimed function.  After identifying the function, we 

then determine what structure, if any, disclosed in the specification corresponds to the claimed function…’” POR, 5‐6
• “When the structure disclosed for performing the function is a general‐purpose computer, as here, the second step requires 

identifying an algorithm disclosed in the specification for accomplishing the function.”  POR, 5‐6.
• “However, ‘computer‐readable media or storage devices amount to nothing more than a general‐purpose computer.” POR, 9.

• HTC Corp. v. IPCom GmbH & Co. KG, 667 F.3d 1270, 1280 (Fed. Cir. 2012)
• “But a ‘processor and transceiver amount to nothing more than a general‐purpose computer.” POR, 20, 24.

• Ergo Licensing, LLC v. CoreFusion 303, Inc., 673 F.3d 1361 (Fed. Cir. 2012)
• “Furthermore, ‘controlling access to one or more software application packages to which the user has a subscription requires more 

than merely plugging in a general purpose computer.” POR, 10.
• Aristocrat, 521 F.3d 1328 (Fed Cir. 2008)

• “The law has been consistent and clear: to claim a means for performing a specific computer‐implemented function, and then to 
disclose only a general purpose computer as the structure designed to perform that function, amounts to pure functional claiming.” 
POSR, 5.

• Aristocrat, 521, F.3d at 1333, Finisar Corp. v. DirecTV Group, Inc., 523 F.3d 1323, 1340 (Fed. Cir. 2008); WMS Gaming, Inc. v. Int’l Game Tech., 
184 F.3d 1339, 1349 (Fed. Cir. 1999); Rain Computing Inc. v. Samsung Electronics Co., 989 F.3d 1002, 1007‐1008 (Fed. Cir. 2021)

• “In this instance the structure corresponding to a 35 USC 112(f) claim limitation for a computer‐implemented function must include 
the algorithm needed to transform the general purpose computer disclosed in the specification.” POSR, 5.

**Annotations added
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Case Law Identified By Proxense to Support Its Proposed 
Legal Framework

• Rain Computing, 989 F.3d 1002, 1005 (Fed. Cir. 2021)
• “Once it has been determined that 112(6) is invoked, the construction of the claim term attributed for performing the function  must 

be determined, which occurs in two steps. 
• ‘The first step in construing a means‐plus‐function claim is to identify the claimed function.  After identifying the function, we 

then determine what structure, if any, disclosed in the specification corresponds to the claimed function…’” POR, 4‐6
• “When the structure disclosed for performing the function is a general‐purpose computer, as here, the second step requires 

identifying an algorithm disclosed in the specification for accomplishing the function.”  POR, 5‐6.
• “However, ‘computer‐readable media or storage devices amount to nothing more than a general‐purpose computer.” POR, 9.

Rain Computing, 989 F.3d 1002, 1006. 

Rain Computing, 989 F.3d 1002, 1006. 

Rain Computing, 989 F.3d 1002, 1006. 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Case Law Identified By Proxense to Support Its Proposed 
Legal Framework

• Aristocrat, 521 F.3d 1328 (Fed Cir. 2008)
• “The law has been consistent and clear: to claim a means for performing a specific computer‐implemented function, and then to 

disclose only a general purpose computer as the structure designed to perform that function, amounts to pure functional claiming.” 
POSR, 5.

Aristocrat, 521 F.3d 1331 

Aristocrat, 521 F.3d 1331 

Aristocrat, 521 F.3d 1333 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Case Law Identified By Proxense to Support Its Proposed 
Legal Framework

• MTD Products Inc., 933 F. 3d 1336, 1343‐44 (Fed. Cir. 2019).
• “One way to demonstrate that a claim limitation fails to recite sufficiently definite structure is to show that, although not employing the word 

‘means,’ the claim limitation uses a similar ‘nonce’ word that can operate as a substitute for `means' in the context of § 112, para. 6… In each case, a 
critical question is whether the claim term is used in common parlance or by persons of skill in the pertinent art to designate structure, including 
either a particular structure or a class of structures.” POR, 5.

• “other language in the claim ‘might inform the structural character of the limitation‐in‐question or otherwise impart structure.” Reply, 10‐11.

MTD Products Inc., 933 F. 3d 1336, 1341

MTD Products Inc., 933 F. 3d 1336, 1341-1342
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Case Law Identified By Proxense to Support Its Proposed 
Legal Framework

WhyMPF?Claim terms at issueCase 

Module was a “nonce” and prefix 
to nonce (“distributed learning 

control”) did not impart structure
Yes“distributed learning control module”Williamson v. Citrix

Module was a “nonce” and prefix 
to nonce (“user identification”) 

did not impart structure
Yes“user identification module”

Rain Computing Inc. v. 
Samsung Elecs. Am., 

Inc.

Recited “means for” explicitlyYes
“adjusting means” and “programmable 

control means coupled with said adjusting 
means for controlling said adjusting means”

Ergo Licensing, LLC v. 
CareFusion 303, Inc

“Nonce” without other definite 
structureYes"a mechanical control assembly ... 

configured to actuate”MTD Prods. Inc v. Iancu

Recited “means” explicitlyYes“game control means”Aristocrat Tech. v. 
Intern. Game Tech.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Case Law Identified By Proxense to Support Its Proposed 
Legal Framework

WhyMPF?Claim terms at issueCase 

A “nonce” term with 
no common meaningYes“compliance mechanism”Media Rights Techs., Inc. v. 

Capital One Fin. Corp.

Both parties agreed to 
MPF constructionYes“arrangement for reactivating”HTC Corp. v. IPCom GmbH & Co., 

KG

Recited “means” 
explicitlyYes“database editing means”Finisar Corp. v. DirecTV Group, 

Inc.

Recited “means for” 
explicitlyYes

“means for assigning a plurality of 
numbers,” “means for randomly selecting 
one of said plurality of assigned numbers,” 

“means for stopping said reel”

WMS Gaming Inc. v. International 
Game Tech.

Recited “means for” 
explicitlyYes“means for selectively receiving”

“means for receiving calls”

Katz Interactive Call Processing 
Patent Litig. v. Am. Airlines, Inc. 

(In re Katz Interactive Call 
Processing Patent Litig.)
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Board Already Rejected Proxense’s Proposed Constructions 
and Legal Framework In Related IPR

37

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Reply, 2. 

MS-1034, 11-19; Reply, 2.

MS-1034, 11-19; Reply, 2.
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Proxense’s POR Assertions Maintain Incorrect Legal Framework

38

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 1. 

38



MPF Walkthrough

39

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 4-5.

MS-1001, Claim 1.

MS-1001, Claim 10.
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MPF Walkthrough

40

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Rain Computing, POR, 7-8.

Reply, 8.

MS-1001, Claim 1.

MS-1001, Claim 10.
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MPF Walkthrough

41

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 4-5.

MS-1001, Claim 1.

MS-1001, Claim 10.
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MPF Walkthrough

42

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

MTD Prods. Inc. v. Iancu, 933 F.3d 1336, 1344 (Fed. Cir. 2019)
Reply, 10 
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MPF Walkthrough

43

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

MS-1001, Claim 1.

MS-1001, Claim 10.

Rain Computing, POR, 7-8.

Reply, 13.
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MPF Walkthrough

44

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

MS-1001, Claim 1.

MS-1001, Claim 10.Reply, 22.

Reply, 18.
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Claim Construction Dispute

Proxense’s Alleged MPF Constructions of “Integrated PDK”, 
“Integrated RDC,” and “Enablement Signal” Claim Terms 

Should Be Rejected

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

45
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Claim Construction Dispute

Proxense Has Not Met Burden to Rebut 
The Presumption Against MPF Treatment

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

46
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Proxense Bears Burden to Overcome Presumption That MPF Does Not
Apply for Non-“means-for” claims

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Raining Computing v. Samsung Electronics America, 989 F.3d 1002, 1005 (Fed. Cir. 2021) 
(citing Williamson v. Citrix, LLC, 792 1139 (Fed. Cir. 2015); POR, 5-6. 

Reply, 8. 

MTD Products Inc. v. Iancu, 933 F. 3d 1336, 1343-44 (Fed. Cir. 2019) (citing 
Williamson v. Citrix, LLC, 792 1139 (Fed. Cir. 2015); POR, 5. 

47
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Proxense Bears MPF Burden

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Reply, 1. 

48

48



Proxense MPF Burden Not Met – Did Not View Claim Terms As A Whole

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Reply, 10. 

Reply, 10.

MTD Products Inc. v. Iancu, 933 F. 3d 1336, 1343-44 (Fed. Cir. 2019) (Reply, 10).

49
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Proxense MPF Burden Not Met - No Commonly Recognized “nonce” Terms in 
the Claims, and Even if There Were, They Should Still be Viewed In Context

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Reply 10-11. 

MTD Products Inc. v. Iancu, 933 F. 3d 1336, 1343-44 (Fed. Cir. 2019) 
(Reply, 10-11, 18, 22). 50
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Proxense MPF Burden Not Met – Fails to Consider Claims as a Whole

51

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Reply, 11. 

Reply, 11. 

Reply, 9. 
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Proxense MPF Burden Not Met – Fails to Consider Claims as a Whole

52

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Reply, 11-12. 

Reply, 12. 
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Proxense MPF Burden Not Met – Provides Only Conclusory 
Expert Statements

53

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 9. 
Reply, 2. 
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Proxense’s Identified Limitations for MPF Treatment

54

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 1. 
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Claim Construction Dispute

“Integrated PDK” Claim Term Recites 
Structure, Making MPF Inappropriate

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet., 27-28. 

56

“Integrated PDK storing information”

Pet., 28. 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Reply, 14. 

“Integrated PDK storing information”

Reply, 17. 

57



Reply, 11-12. 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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“Integrated PDK storing information”

Reply, 12. 
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Reply, 16. 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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“Integrated PDK storing information”

Reply, 16. 
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“Integrated PDK storing information”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

60

POSR, 5. 
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Claim Construction Dispute

“Integrated RDC” Claim Term Recites 
Structure, Making MPF Inappropriate

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

61
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“Integrated RDC”

62

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet., 29-30. 

Pet., 48. 
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“Integrated RDC” and the “enabling” Limitation

Reply, 11-12. 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

63
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Reply, 20-21. 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

64

“Integrated RDC communicating wirelessly with [] at least one 
external device within the proximity zone”

64



POSR, 5. 

“Integrated RDC communicating wirelessly with [] at least one 
external device within the proximity zone”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

65

65



66

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POSR Statements

POSR, 8-9. 
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67

Claim Construction Dispute

“Generating an Enablement Signal” Step 
Recites Structure/Act, Making MPF/SPF 

Inappropriate

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

67

67



“Enablement signal” [claim 10] .

68

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet., 60. 

Pet., 56. 

Pet., 58-59. 
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“Enablement signal” [claim 10] is Not a Nonce Term

69

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

MS-1032, ¶22; Reply 24. 

Reply, 23. 

69



If 112(f), then Step Plus Function

70

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Reply, 26.

Reply, 25.
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Reply, 9. 

POSR - Response

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

71

MS-1001, Claim 10.

71



POSR, 10. 

POSR - Response

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

72

MS-1001, Claim 10.

72



73

Invalidity Challenge 1

Claims 1, 5-6, 8-11, and 13-14 are 
Unpatentable Over Giobbi-157 in view of 

Giobbi-139 (with or without Dua)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

73

73



74

Invalidity Challenge 1

Overview of Giobbi-157 and Giobbi-139

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

74

74



Giobbi-157:

75

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet., 7.

Pet., 7.

Pet., 9.

75



Giobbi-157:

76

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

MS-1005, FIG. 4 (Pet., 10)

MS-1005, ¶63 (Pet., 7). 

MS-1005, ¶28 (Pet., 7). 

MS-1005, ¶50 (Pet., 8). 

76



Giobbi-157:

77

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

MS-1006, FIG. 14 (Pet., 60) (Annotated for legibility)

MS-1006, ¶78 (Pet., 11). 

PDK
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Giobbi-139:

78

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet., 11.
Pet., 12.
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Invalidity Challenge 1

Overview of Dua

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

79

79



Dua:

80

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

MS-1007, FIG. 6; Pet. 22.

Pet., 23.

MS-1007, FIG. 4A; Pet., 23.
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Invalidity Challenge 2

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

81

Claims 10-11 and 13-14 are rendered obvious by 
Broadcom

81



82

Invalidity Challenge 2

Overview of Broadcom

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

82

82



Broadcom:

83

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

MS-1008, FIG. 3; Pet., 75.

Pet., 68.
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84

Invalidity Challenges

Patent Owner has not contested the disclosure of the Prior Art

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

84

84



Patent Owner has not contested the disclosure of the Prior Art

85

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 29.

Reply, 1.
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Invalidity Challenges

Backup

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

86
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Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F. 3d 1303, 3127-1328 (Fed. Cir. 2005) (en banc) 

87

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet, 3.

Pet, 3.
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