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Challenged Claims

IPR2024-00697, Ex. 1001
IPR2024-00698, Ex. 1001

’767 Patent:

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Claim Construction

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Board’s Constructions from Institution Decisions

Term Boards’s Construction
Preamble (claim 1) Preamble is limiting

“driving component” Function:
drives the moveable component in each of
two opposite directions

Corresponding structure:
coils 420, 514, 626, 1202, 1204, 1302, 1304, 
1412, 1414, 1510 (also shown in Figs. 16–17); 
electromagnets shown in Figs. 10–11; and 
equivalents thereof.

“control component” Not a means-plus-function term

IPR2024-00697, ID 10–11, POR 6–9
IPR2024-00698, ID 10–11, POR 6–9

Reply did not address claim construction at all.
The Board should adopt these constructions.

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Board’s Constructions from Institution Decisions

Term Boards’s Construction
Preamble (claim 1) Preamble is limiting

“driving component” Function:
drives the moveable component in each of
two opposite directions

Corresponding structure:
coils 420, 514, 626, 1202, 1204, 1302, 1304, 
1412, 1414, 1510 (also shown in Figs. 16–17); 
electromagnets shown in Figs. 10–11; and 
equivalents thereof.

IPR2024-00697, ID 10–11, POR 7–8, Ex. 3001 at 10–11
IPR2024-00698, ID 10–11, POR 7–8, Ex. 3001 at 10–11

For both of these terms, the Board’s constructions
are based upon agreed constructions in district court.

Differences in “driving component” construction
from that in Petitions not material to this IPR.

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Board’s Constructions from Institution Decisions

Term Boards’s Construction
“control component” Not a means-plus-function term

IPR2024-00697, ID 10–11, POR 6–9
IPR2024-00698, ID 10–11, POR 6–9

Reply did not address claim construction at all.
Difference from construction in

Petitions not material to this IPR.

As the Board found in the Institution Decision:

“Given the context provided by claim 1 as a whole, a person having 
ordinary skill in the art would have understood the “control 
component” as identifying a specific structure (requiring a 
microprocessor, control program, and switch as claim 1 recites).”

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697



99Resonant Systems | IPR2024-00697, -00698 | SLIDEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

No Motivation to 
Combine (-00697,

all grounds)

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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No Motivation to Combine (-00697 IPR)

IPR2024-00697, Reply 3, Ex. 1001, 1:10–16, Sur-Reply 2

’767 patent field of endeavor, according to Apple:

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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No Motivation to Combine (-00697 IPR)

IPR2024-00697, Reply 3, Ex. 1009, ¶ [0003], Sur-Reply 3

Cosper field of endeavor, according to Apple:

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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No Motivation to Combine (-00697 IPR)

IPR2024-00697, POR 14–15, Ex. 1021, 1–2, Sur-Reply 6

Aldrich field of endeavor:

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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No Motivation to Combine (-00697 IPR)

Prof. Blake Hannaford
Pe99oner’s Expert

IPR2024-00697, Ex. 2020, Sur-Reply 5

Q: And so for a mechanical resonant system 
– saying that it has a high Q is equivalent 
to saying that it has a low bandwidth, and 
vice versa, saying it has a low Q is saying it 
has a high bandwidth?

A: Yes.

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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No Motivation to Combine (-00697 IPR)

IPR2024-00697, POR 10–11, Ex. 1004, 4:56–60, 7:41–45, Sur-Reply 4

Shahoian is directed to low-Q, high-bandwidth:

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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No Motivation to Combine (-00697 IPR)

IPR2024-00697, POR 11, Ex. 1004, 7:54–62

Shahoian is directed to low-Q, high-bandwidth:

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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No Motivation to Combine (-00697 IPR)

IPR2024-00697, POR 13, Ex. 1009, ¶ [0007], Sur-Reply 4

Cosper is directed to high-Q, low-bandwidth:

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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No Motivation to Combine (-00697 IPR)

IPR2024-00697, Ex. 1009, ¶¶ [0009], [0049], [0067], Sur-Reply 4

Cosper is directed to high-Q, low-bandwidth:

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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No Motivation to Combine (-00697 IPR)

Prof. Keith Goossen
Patent Owner’s Expert

IPR2024-00697, POR 14–15, Ex. 2009, ¶ 88, Sur-Reply 5

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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No Motivation to Combine (-00697 IPR)

Prof. Keith Goossen
Patent Owner’s Expert

IPR2024-00697, POR 14–15, Ex. 2009, ¶ 88, Sur-Reply 5

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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No Motivation to Combine (-00697 IPR)

IPR2024-00697, POR 14–15, Ex. 2009, ¶ 89, Sur-Reply 5

Prof. Keith Goossen
Patent Owner’s Expert

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to satisfy
limitation [1.5.3]

(-00698, all grounds)

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to Satisfy Limitations [1.5.3] (-00698)

Element [1.5.3]:

IPR2024-00698, Ex. 1001, claim 1, Ex. 1005, [0060], Pet. 28, POR 10

Alleged disclosure in Izumi:

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to Satisfy Limitations [1.5.3] (-00698)

Alleged “directional signal d from the 
processor” in Izumi:

IPR2024-00698, Ex. 1005, [0060], Pet. 28, POR 10-11

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697



24Resonant Systems | IPR2024-00697, -00698 | SLIDEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
24

Failure to Satisfy Limitations [1.5.3] (-00698)

Sole mention of a processor or “CPU” in Izumi: 

IPR2024-00698, Ex. 1005, [0063], POR 11

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to Satisfy Limitations [1.5.3] (-00698)

IPR2024-00697, POR 12, Ex. 2009, ¶ 98, Sur-Reply 3–4

Prof. Keith Goossen
Patent Owner’s Expert

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to Satisfy Limitations [1.5.3] (-00698)

IPR2024-00697, POR 12, Ex. 2009, ¶ 99, Sur-Reply 3–4

Prof. Keith Goossen
Patent Owner’s Expert

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to Satisfy Limitations [1.5.3] (-00698)

IPR2024-00697, Ex. 2017, POR 13, 

PWM Circuit:

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to Satisfy Limitations [1.5.3] (-00698)

IPR2024-00697, POR 13–14, Ex. 2009, ¶ 100, Sur-Reply 3–4

Prof. Keith Goossen
Patent Owner’s Expert

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to Satisfy Limitations [1.5.3] (-00698)

Reply seeks to rely on Ibuki for [1.5.3] (Grounds 1C, 1D):

IPR2024-00698, Ex. 1038, [0021], Reply 9, Sur-Reply 4

No teaching in Ibuki of a directional signal from the CPU

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to Satisfy Limitations [1.5.3] (-00698)

Aldrich teaches directional signal generated 
outside controller (Grounds 2A, 2B):

IPR2024-00698, Ex. 1021, 3, Pet. 57, Reply 10–11, Sur-Reply 4

Alleged 
processor

Outside of 
processor

Signal from 
processor

Directional 
signal

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to satisfy
limitations [2.3] and [2.4]
(both IPRs, claims 2–5)

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to Satisfy Limitations [2.3] and [2.4]

[2.3] a directional-signal splitter/inverter 
that generates two complementary 
internal signals, d and d̅, corresponding 
to directional-signal d; and
[2.4] two pairs of solid-state switches, 
a first switch of each pair controlled 
by internal signal d and a second 
switch of the pair controlled by 
internal signal d̅, . . . .

IPR2024-00697, Ex. 1001, claim 2, POR 15–16, Sur-Reply 7–8
IPR2024-00698, Ex. 1001, claim 2, POR 14–15, Sur-Reply 5–6

There must be one “internal signal dM”
controlling the second switches of the pairs

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to Satisfy Limitations [2.3] and [2.4]

IPR2024-00697, Ex. 1020, Figs. 4, 6, Sur-Reply 9–10
IPR2024-00698, Ex. 1020, Figs. 4, 6, Sur-Reply 7–8

The Rossi figures cited in the Petitions either are silent on how
signals to SW2 and SW3 generated or show two inverters

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to Satisfy Limitations [2.3] and [2.4]

IPR2024-00697, Pet. 40–41, Sur-Reply 10
IPR2024-00698, Pet. 40–41, Sur-Reply 8

PeFFons are clear that they are relying on Figure 6 structure 
of spliJng and then inverFng each split:

“As described in Rossi, the “inverter I” inverts each split of 
the driving signal IN1 to generate the complementary 
internal signals.”

The switch to Rossi’s Figure 1 embodiment 
is an impermissible new theory on reply.

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to Satisfy Limitations [2.3] and [2.4]

IPR2024-00697, Sur-Reply 10–11; IPR2024-00698, Sur-Reply 8–9

“35 U.S.C. § 312(a)(3) [requires] IPR petitions to identify ‘with 
particularity ... the evidence that supports the grounds for the challenge 
to each claim’” 

Harmonic Inc. v. Avid Tech., Inc., 815 F.3d 1356, 1363 (Fed. Cir. 
2016)

“We see no error in the Board’s rejection of Ariosa’s reliance, in its Reply 
submissions, on previously unidentified portions of a prior-art reference 
to make a meaningfully distinct contention.”

Ariosa Diagnostics v. Verinata Health, Inc., 805 F.3d 1359, 1367 
(Fed. Cir. 2015)

“[Petitioner] waited until its reply to present what in substance is an 
argument that it would have been obvious to a relevant artisan to modify 
[prior art]. This argument was a ‘meaningfully distinct contention’ . . . . 
We thus see no abuse of discretion in the Board's decision not to 
consider the new argument.”

Yita LLC v. MacNeil IP LLC, 69 F.4th 1356, 1367 (Fed. Cir. 2023)

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to satisfy
claim 3

(both IPRs)

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to Satisfy Claim 3 (both IPRs)

Element [1.6]:

Element [3.1]:

IPR2024-00697, Ex. 1001, claims 1,3, POR 17–18
IPR2024-00698, Ex. 1001, claims 1,3, POR 16–17

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to Satisfy Claim 3 (both IPRs)

IPR2024-00697, Pet. 45, POR 17–18
IPR2024-00698, Pet. 45, POR 16–17

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697



39Resonant Systems | IPR2024-00697, -00698 | SLIDEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
39

Failure to Satisfy Claim 3 (both IPRs)

Teaching in Cosper:

IPR2024-00697, Ex. 1001, claims 1,3, POR 17–18
IPR2024-00698, Ex. 1001, claims 1,3, POR 16–17

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to Satisfy Claim 3 (both IPRs)

Prof. Keith Goossen
Patent Owner’s Expert

IPR2024-00697, POR 18–19, Ex. 2009, ¶ 110
IPR2024-00698, POR 17–18, Ex. 2009, ¶ 110

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to Satisfy Claim 3 (both IPRs)

Apple’s own evidence:

IPR2024-00697, Ex. 1051, 1, 3, Sur-Reply 12
IPR2024-00698, Ex. 1051, 1, 3, Sur-Reply 10

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to Satisfy Claim 3 (both IPRs)

Apple’s own evidence:

IPR2024-00697, Ex. 1052, 1, 3, Sur-Reply 13
IPR2024-00698, Ex. 1052, 1, 3, Sur-Reply 10–11

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to Satisfy Claim 3 (both IPRs)

Prof. Blake Hannaford
Pe99oner’s Expert

Q: Now, if I wanted to measure an acceleration 
of an object, are there ways that I can 
measure the acceleration of that object 
without using a sensor that is, itself, 
experiencing that same acceleration?
. . .

A: So, for example, is it possible to measure the 
acceleration of an object by bouncing a 
beam of light off of it? And that sensor 
would not be located on the object itself. . . .

IPR2024-00697, Ex. 2020, 22:10–23:15, Sur-Reply 14
IPR2024-00698, Ex. 2020, 22:10–23:15, Sur-Reply 12

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to Satisfy Claim 3 (both IPRs)

Prof. Blake Hannaford
Pe99oner’s Expert

Q: And so using the phenomenon of Doppler shift, you 
could measure how the wavelength of light reflected 
off the object differed from the wavelength of light 
that was -- before it reflected off the object, and 
based on that difference, you could figure out the 
relative velocity of the object; correct?
. . .
And if you imagined that you measured the change in 
that wavelength shift as a function of time, would 
that tell you how the object was accelerating?

A: Again, without taking the time to form a formal 
opinion, the change in velocity can give you the 
acceleration if you -- if -- in conjunction with the time 
interval over which that change occurs.

IPR2024-00697, Ex. 2020, 23:23–24:18, Sur-Reply 14
IPR2024-00698, Ex. 2020, 23:23–24:18, Sur-Reply 12

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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Failure to Satisfy Claim 3 (both IPRs)

IPR2024-00697, Sur-Reply 14–15; IPR2024-00698, Sur-Reply 12–13

“35 U.S.C. § 312(a)(3) [requires] IPR petitions to identify ‘with 
particularity ... the evidence that supports the grounds for the challenge 
to each claim’” 

Harmonic Inc. v. Avid Tech., Inc., 815 F.3d 1356, 1363 (Fed. Cir. 
2016)

“We see no error in the Board’s rejection of Ariosa’s reliance, in its Reply 
submissions, on previously unidentified portions of a prior-art reference 
to make a meaningfully distinct contention.”

Ariosa Diagnostics v. Verinata Health, Inc., 805 F.3d 1359, 1367 
(Fed. Cir. 2015)

“[Petitioner] waited until its reply to present what in substance is an 
argument that it would have been obvious to a relevant artisan to modify 
[prior art]. This argument was a ‘meaningfully distinct contention’ . . . . 
We thus see no abuse of discretion in the Board's decision not to 
consider the new argument.”

Yita LLC v. MacNeil IP LLC, 69 F.4th 1356, 1367 (Fed. Cir. 2023)

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00697
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