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Citing the claim construction order (EX-2002) in parallel litigation, Patent
Owner (PO) argues that the Petition fails to show a particular structural element
(“step 762” of FIG. 7C) of the term “control component” according to the means-
plus-function (MPF) interpretation. POPR, 7-20. This argument ignores the
straightforward analysis of the Petition that fully addresses the district court’s MPF
interpretation of this element (i.e., Ground 2). Pet., 54-76. PO wrongly focuses
solely on ground (Ground 1A) that was offered under an alternative plain-and-
ordinary meaning (PAOM) construction. POPR, 15-18.

I. THE PETITION ADDRESSES THE “CONTROL COMPONENT”
ACCORDING TO THE DISTRICT COURT’S CONSTRUCTION

After the Petition was filed, the district court issued a claim construction
order, providing a MPF construction of “control component.” EX-2002. As PO

29 ¢¢

correctly observed, with respect to “control component,” “the court has adopted a
claim construction that is similar to Apple’s IPR (and district court) construction”
except for minor differences. POPR, 8. Petitioner’s proposed construction in the
Petition and the court’s construction for claims 1 and 19 are shown in the table

below. EX-2002, 6-9; POPR, 8-9; Pet., 4-6. The same term in claim 20 is similarly

construed. /d.

Petitioner’s Proposed Court’s Construction
Construction in IPR
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“control one of the switches shown in a microcontroller, a processor, a
component” | Figures 5A—6 and described at | microprocessor, or a CPU
in claims 1 | 5:52-6:5, 6:9-16 and the

and 19 processor (also referred to as that performs the algorithm
microprocessor, shown in Steps 706 through 716
microcontroller, or CPU) that in Figure 7A, with reference to

performs the algorithm shown | all steps shown in Figure 7B

in Figures 7A—C and described | other than Step 734 and all steps
at 6:52-8:40; and equivalents shown in Figure 7C,

thereof
or the algorithm described in the
corresponding text, See, e.g.,
7:20-7:34, 7:42-7:52, 7:60-8:40,
and equivalents thereof.

Petitioner’s proposed construction of the “control component” in this IPR
fully addresses the district court’s construction. As shown in the table above,
Petitioner’s construction is more thorough than the court’s construction because it
did not omit steps and descriptions of Figures 7A-7B and the “corresponding text.”
EX-2002, 7-8. Moreover, even under the court’s construction, the Petition’s
analysis demonstrates obviousness of the challenged claims.

The Petition provides fulsome analysis that addresses both the court’s
construction and the more thorough construction in the Petition. Pet., 54-76
(Grounds 2A-2C). Indeed, the Petition offers arguments under two alternative
constructions—(1) Ground 1 under PAOM (in case 112(f) does not apply), and (2)
Ground 2 under the MPF construction—and the Petition’s MPF construction

identifies, as corresponding structures, substantially all of the steps in FIGS. 7A-
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7C of the *830 patent. Pet., 4-6. The particular step—*“step 762” (“compute output
p to power supply; output p to power supply”) of FIG. 7C—that PO alleges is
missing is expressly discussed in the Petition. Pet., 71-72 (citing APPLE-1003
(Expert Decl.), [259]-[261]). Moreover, the Petition explains that “the software
executing on the microprocessor outputs a corresponding control signal to the
power supply in accordance with the user [iJnput.” Pet., 72. This analysis is
explained by Dr. Hannaford. APPLE-1003 at [259]-[261] (describing the combined
system computes and outputs a control signal to the power supply according to
“user input adjusting the magnitude (e.g., height, frequency, etc.).”)

II. PATENT OWNER MISCHARACTERIZES THE PETITION’S
ANALYSIS OF THE “CONTROL COMPONENT”

PO’s sole substantive argument—that the Petition fails to address “step 762”
of FIG. 7C—ignores Grounds 2A-2C that address Petitioner’s claim construction
(which covers the district court’s construction). Pet., 54-76. PO improperly focuses
only on Ground 1A. POPR, 15-18. As to Grounds 2A-2C, PO simply references
back to its discussion of Ground 1A, ignoring Ground 2A-2C’s additional analysis
and mischaracterizing the Petition as “rel[ying] on the same disclosures as for the
power supply of limitation [1c] and the processor and algorithm of the control
component of limitation [1f] in Ground 1A.” POPR, 19-20. Based on this faulty

analysis, PO’s argument fails and should be rejected.
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