
0DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Aptiv Services US LLC v. Microchip Technology Inc.

IPR2024-00646 
U.S. Patent No. 9,471,074

June 27, 2025

Petitioner’s Demonstratives
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Instituted Grounds

Claims Challenged 35 U.S.C. § References

1-18 103(a) Al-Shyoukh, Ivanov, Stanescu

1-18 103(a) Rincon-Mora, Rincon-Mora Paper,

Al-Shyoukh, Ivanov, Stanescu
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▪ Claim 1[b]: a “gm enhanced” current buffer driver

▪ Claim 1[c]: “biasing ratio”

▪ Claim 1[d]: motivation to add “enable/disable”

Roadmap



3DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The ’074 Patent

EX1001, Fig. 2

EX1001, Claim 1

Petition (Paper 1), 4-7
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Claim 1[b]
a “gm enhanced” current buffer driver
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Claim 1

Petition (Paper 1),

16-21, 58-62EX1001, Claim 1

1[b]

1[c]
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Petition: “gm boost” → “gm enhanced”

Petition (Paper 1), 16, 58
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“gm” in the ’074 Patent

Reply (Paper 25), 5-6

EX1001, 2:1-9

EX1001, 4:14-20

EX1001, 5:3-7
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’074 Patent: “gm-boost”

Reply (Paper 25), 3

EX1001, 5:8-10

EX1001, Fig. 3B
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Patent Owner: “gm-boost” + “gm-enhancement”

Reply (Paper 25), 2-3POR (Paper 19), 18

POR (Paper 19), 18
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’074 Patent: Current Feedback to 368/370

Petition (Paper 1), 6-7, 17-19, 59-60

Reply (Paper 25), 4-5EX1001, Fig. 3B

EX1001, 5:15-24
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Patent Owner: No Current Feedback to 368/370

Reply (Paper 25), 4POR (Paper 19), 18

POR (Paper 19), 18
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’074 Patent: 368/370 Provide “Sufficient Amount of Current” to 384

Reply (Paper 25), 4

EX1001, 5:15-24

EX1001, Fig. 3B
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Patent Owner: 368/370 “Redirect” or “Allocate” Current from 384

Reply (Paper 25), 4POR (Paper 19), 22 (annotated)

POR (Paper 19), 22-23
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’074 Patent: gm of current buffer driver = gm of 384

Reply (Paper 25), 5

EX1001, 5:15-20

EX1001, Fig. 3B



15DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner: gm of current buffer driver = gm of 384 + gm of 370

Reply (Paper 25), 5

POR (Paper 19), 22-23

POR (Paper 19), 22 

(purple/yellow highlights 

added by Petitioner)

POR (Paper 19), 22-23
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The ’074 Patent Does Not Describe “Allocation” of Current

Reply (Paper 25), 3 Sur-Reply (Paper 29), 5-6

Reply Sur-Reply
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Patent Owner Does Not Rely on Rincon-Mora for “Gm-Enhanced”

POR (Paper 19), 21
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Patent Owner’s Expert Identifies No Support in the ’074 Patent’s
Written Description for Alleged “Gm Enhancement”

Reply (Paper 25), 3
EX2021 ¶ 79
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Patent Owner’s Expert Analysis Depends on Increase in Vgs 

EX2021 ¶ 79
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Petitioner’s Expert Dr. Chen: Increase in Vgs Is Negligible

Reply (Paper 25), 7-8

EX1028 ¶ 7
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Patent Owner’s Expert Fails to Account for Current Feedback to 368/370

EX2021 ¶ 76 Reply (Paper 25), 8

EX1001, 5:15-24
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Presumption Rebutted

Reply (Paper 25), 6

“Appellant seeks to turn the general presumption that different 
phrases have different meanings into a bright line rule that saves the 
patent from unpatentability.  We have rejected such an inflexible rule 
before, and we continue to do so here.”

Uniloc 2017 LLC. v. Netflix, Inc., No. 2021-2085, 2022 WL 17688150, at *6 (Fed. Cir. Dec. 15, 2022)

“Dr. Baran argues that the use of different terms implies that they 
have different meanings . . . but that implication is overcome where, 
as here, the evidence indicates that the patentee used the two terms 
interchangeably.”

Baran v. Med. Device Techs., Inc., 616 F.3d 1309, 1316 (Fed. Cir. 2010)
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Petitioner’s Interpretation

Consistent with plain and ordinary meaning 

of claim language (providing a “gm-boost” 

makes the buffer driver “gm enhanced”).

Consistent with ’074 specification, which 

does not describe any separate mechanism 

for increasing gm.

Consistent with relevant caselaw.

Reply (Paper 25), 4-6
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Patent Owner’s Interpretation

No description in ’074 patent of a separate 

“gm-enhanced” mechanism.

Proposed construction is narrow and 

unsupported.

Overreliance on rebuttable presumption that 

different terms have different meanings.

Reply (Paper 25), 4-8
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Al-Shyoukh Discloses Patent Owner’s Alleged Mechanism

Reply (Paper 25), 9-11

EX1028 ¶¶ 12-15 EX1004, Fig. 8 (annotated)
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Al-Shyoukh Discloses Patent Owner’s Alleged Mechanism

Reply (Paper 25), 9-11

EX1028 ¶¶ 12-15 

EX1004, 1734

EX2021 ¶ 79
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Patent Owner Proposes a Narrow Definition for “Enhanced”

Sur-Reply (Paper 29), 10
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Petitioner’s Alternative Argument Is Proper

Opp. to PO’s Motion to Strike (Paper 31), 2

“[W]here a patent owner in an IPR first proposes a claim construction 
in a patent owner response, a petitioner must be given the opportunity 
in its reply to argue and present evidence of anticipation or 
obviousness under the new construction, at least where it relies on the 
same embodiments for each invalidity ground as were relied on in the 
petition.”

Axonics, Inc. v. Medtronic, Inc., 75 F.4th 1374, 1384 (Fed. Cir. 2023)
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Petitioner’s Alternative Argument Is Proper

Opp. to PO’s Motion to Strike (Paper 31), 2-3

“[T]he regulation that governs the content of a petition . . . does not 
direct a petitioner to raise, address, and apply alternative possible 
constructions, but instead requires a petitioner affirmatively to state 
how the challenged claim is to be construed.”

Axonics, Inc. v. Medtronic, Inc., 75 F.4th 1374, 1383 n.10 (Fed. Cir. 2023) (cleaned up)

Petition (Paper 1), 16
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Claim 1[c]
“biasing ratio”
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“biasing circuit coupled to the current buffer driver to set a biasing ratio”

EX1001, Claim 1EX1001, Claim 1

1[c]
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’074 Patent

Petition (Paper 1), 6-7, 17-19, 59-60

Reply (Paper 25), 4-5, 14-15EX1001, Fig. 3B

EX1001, 5:15-24
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’074 Patent & Al-Shyoukh

Petition (Paper 1), 17-19

EX1002 ¶¶ 56-58EX1001, Fig. 3B

EX1004, Fig. 8
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’074 Patent & Al-Shyoukh

Petition (Paper 1), 17-19

EX1002 ¶¶ 56-58EX1001, Fig. 3B EX1004, Fig. 8
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’074 Patent & Rincon-Mora

Petition (Paper 1), 59-61

EX1002 ¶¶ 145-148EX1001, Fig. 3B

EX1013, Fig. 3
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’074 Patent & Rincon-Mora

Petition (Paper 1), 59-61

EX1002 ¶¶ 145-148EX1001, Fig. 3B EX1013, Fig. 3
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Decision on Institution

DI (Paper 11), 23
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Patent Owner’s Construction

POR (Paper 19), 46
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Patent Owner’s Expert’s Construction Excludes Bias Current

Reply (Paper 25), 12-13

EX1004, Fig. 8

EX2021 ¶ 118
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’074 Patent: Biasing Circuit = Circuit 208

Reply (Paper 25), 13-14

EX1001, Fig. 2

EX1001, 3:62-65



41DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’074 Patent: Biasing Circuit = Circuit 208

Reply (Paper 25), 13-14

EX1001, 4:43-54

EX1001, Fig. 3
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Patent Owner: Biasing Circuit = Transistors 378, 380, 394, 402

Sur-Reply (Paper 29), 13-14

EX1001, Fig. 3B
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Al-Shyoukh’s Biasing Circuit Sets a Ratio of Current from DC Relative to Feedback

Petition (Paper 1), 20-21

EX1004, Fig. 8
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Rincon-Mora’s Biasing Circuit Sets a Ratio of Current from DC Relative to Feedback

Petition (Paper 1), 61-62

EX1013, Fig. 3
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Petitioner’s Mapping Is Consistent with the ’074 Patent

EX1001, Claim 1

Reply (Paper 25), 15-16

1[c]

1[d]
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Claim 1[d]
motivation to add “enable/disable”
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’074 Patent

EX1002 ¶¶ 69, 160

EX1001, 4:43-54

EX1001, Fig. 3
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Enable/Disable Was Well-Known and Conventional

Reply (Paper 25), 17

EX1002 ¶¶ 70, 161

EX2007, 50

Dr. Chen

Patent Owner’s Expert
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Known Technique

Reply (Paper 25), 17-18

“And if there’s a known technique to address a known problem using 
prior art elements according to their established functions, then there 
is a motivation to combine.  And we specify address a known problem 
because it’s not necessary to show that a combination is the best 
option, only that it be a suitable option.”

Intel Corp. v. PACT XPP Schweiz AG, 61 F.4th 1373, 1380 (Fed. Cir. 2023) (cleaned up)
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Patent Owner Misparses Rincon-Mora

Reply (Paper 25), 19-20

EX1013, 1:12-17, 2:4-7

POR (Paper 19), 27, 59-60

Rincon-Mora

Patent Owner
[. . .]
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Rincon-Mora Does Not Equate Its Quiescent Current to Zero

Reply (Paper 25), 20

EX1013, 4:41-48

EX1014, 37

0 μA ≠ 23 μA 
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Rincon-Mora Does Not Criticize, Discredit, or Discourage Enable/Disable

Reply (Paper 25), 18, 20-21

EX1013, 1:25-30

Meiresonne v. Google, Inc., 849 F.3d 1379, 1382 (Fed. Cir. 2017) (cleaned up)

“A reference that merely expresses a general preference for an 
alternative invention but does not criticize, discredit, or otherwise 
discourage investigation into the claimed invention does not teach 
away.”
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Sufficiency Does Not Demotivate Modification

Reply (Paper 25), 21

“Reviewing Runte, we conclude that substantial evidence supports the 
Board’s fact finding that Runte does not teach away from substituting 
its CRT with an LCD.  While Runte does disclose that its table top 
gaming device already provides comfortable seating for its players, it 
does not discourage the provision of additional legroom that an LCD 
or plasma display may provide.”

Cole Kepro Int’l, LLC v. VSR Indus., Inc., 695 F. App’x 566, 570 (Fed. Cir. 2017) (cleaned up)
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Petitioner Relies on Prior Art Circuit Topologies, Not Specific Test Chips

Reply (Paper 25), 21-22

EX1004, 1738 EX1014, 43

Al-Shyoukh Rincon-Mora
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Full-Load Performance Is Not Relevant to Enable/Disable

Reply (Paper 25), 22EX1004, 1741
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Patent Owner’s Expert Compares Different “Quiescent Current” Metrics

Reply (Paper 25), 22

EX2021 ¶ 136

Q. And can you tell from this what quiescent current means?

A. Can I tell what it means? No. I can tell what they think it is.

Q. I'm not sure I understand the nuance there that you're 

articulating.

A. What it means, I interpret it to mean, what does the two-word 

-- what do the two words "quiescent current" mean. That is not 

specified here. What I can see here is what are they promising 

the quiescent current to be.

Q. I see. So -- so you do understand that they’re reporting the 

quiescent current to be 6 milliamps?

A. I do understand that to be a maximum of 6 –

Q. A maximum.

A. -- milliamps.

Q. But you're not sure exactly they mean by quiescent current 

when they're saying it’s 6 --

A. Some people do have different definitions. As we saw on the 

earlier three-pin regulator, their definition of quiescent current 

was simply everything that's left over. In other places, quiescent 

current means there is no output, it is quiescent.

EX1029, 79:9-80:9
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Patent Owner’s Expert Compares Different “Quiescent Current” Metrics

Reply (Paper 25), 22

EX2021 ¶ 136

Q. What does supply current mean?

A. So I would interpret supply current to mean the current that 

this particular -- that the regulator consumes from the supply, not 

to be confused with the current that the regulator supplies to its 

own load.

Q. And how is that different from quiescent current?

A. The word "quiescent" means quiet. So in some usages of 

quiescent current, quiescent would mean what is the power 

drawn by the regulator when there's no load. In the usage we saw 

in the 2990, quiescent current had nothing to do with it being 

quiescent, but was simply the power -- the current dissipated in 

the regulator. And so this use of supply current is consistent with 

the 2990 quiescent current. It's not consistent with the usage of 

quiescent current in Rincon-Mora and Al-Shyoukh.

EX1029, 86:18-87:9
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Ivanov Presents No Start-up Time Issues

Reply (Paper 25), 23-24

EX1005, 6:28-37; EX2021 ¶ 101
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USB Timing Requirements Do Not Demotivate

Reply (Paper 25), 23-24

EX2022, 162
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The Prior Art Does Not Prioritize Speed

Reply (Paper 25), 23-24

EX1004, 1732; EX2021 ¶¶ 57-61
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Ivanov’s Enable/Disable Would Reduce Quiescent Current

Reply (Paper 25), 24EX1005, 5:39-58

0.1 μA + 1 μA = 1.1 μA  < 20 or 23 μA 

2 μA + 5 μA = 7 μA  < 20 or 23 μA 
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MIC3385 Datasheet

Reply (Paper 25), 24-25

EX1030, 3
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AP7331 Datasheet

Reply (Paper 25), 24-25

EX1031, 151
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General Tradeoffs Do Not Discourage a Combination

Reply (Paper 25), 23

“In Valencell’s view, transmittal-type PPGs are not faced with the 
same short-circuit issue and thus can pursue other tradeoffs such as 
improving robustness at the expense of unfocused light. . . .  But we 
agree with the Board’s finding that a generalized statement discussing 
tradeoffs in design does not rise to the level of discouraging the 
combination[.]”

Valencell, Inc. v. Fitbit, Inc., 786 F. App’x 247, 250 (Fed. Cir. 2019)
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Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply Argument on 2013 Manufacturing Technology Is New

Pet. Motion to Strike (Paper 33), 1-3

Sur-Reply (Paper 29), 27-28

EX2021 ¶ 95
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APPENDIX
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Dependent Claims

EX1001, Claims 2-5
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Dependent Claims

EX1001, Claims 6-9
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Dependent Claims

EX1001, Claims 10-13



70DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dependent Claims

EX1001, Claims 14-18
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