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“driving component…” (’830 and ’337 patents)

Board’s construction of “driving component”
Function:
drives the moveable component to oscillate within the housing

Corresponding structure:
a coil of conductive wire 420” (Figures 4A–4G); “coil 514” (Figures 5A–5B); “coil 
626” (Figure 6); “electromagnet” (Figures 10-11); “additional coils 1202 and 1204” 
(Figure 12); “coils 1302 and 1304” (Figure 13); “driving coils 1412 and 1414” (Figure 
14); “coil 1510” (Figures 15–17); “stator coils” (Figures 24A-25)

IPR2024-00806, ID 12–13, Pet. 6–7, POR 7
IPR2024-00807, ID 12, Pet. 5–6, POR 7

Board adopted Petitioner’s proposed construction.
Patent Owner does not believe this term

requires construction to resolve either IPR.

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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“control component…” (’830 and ’337 patents)

District Court construction of “control component”
Function (’830 and ’337 patents):
controlling supply of power from the power supply to the driving component to 
cause the moveable component to oscillate at a frequency and an amplitude 
specified by specified by one or more stored values

Corresponding structure (’830 patent):
a microcontroller, a processor, a microprocessor, or a CPU that performs the 
algorithm shown in Steps 706 through 716 in Figure 7A, with reference to all steps 
shown in Figure 7B other than Step 734 and all steps shown in Figure 7C, 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.

Corresponding structure (’337 patent):
a microcontroller, a processor, a microprocessor, or a CPU that performs the 
algorithm shown in Steps 706 through 716 in Figure 7A, with reference to the steps 
shown in Figures 7B and 7C, or the algorithm described in the corresponding text, 
See, e.g. 7:10–7:24, 7:32–8:30 and/or equivalents thereof.

IPR2024-00806, ID 13
IPR2024-00807, ID 13

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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“control component…” (’830 and ’337 patents)

Board’s construction of “control component” (both patents)
“As elaborated below, our reading of the [’830/’337] patent is in accord 
with the District Court’s construction, and we adopt it for purposes of this 
Decision.”

“In summary, the corresponding structure of the ‘control component’ 
under a means plus function interpretation that relies upon a 
microprocessor (and memory) as corresponding structure further requires 
algorithmic structure at least for 1) operating a timer or its equivalent to 
flip the polarity of a control value periodically corresponding to a user-
selected frequency and input the control value to an H-bridge switch 
circuit to change the direction of the current through the coil as supplied 
by the power supply, and 2) computing an output value corresponding to 
a user-selected amplitude of oscillation and outputting the value to the 
claimed power supply so that the power supply outputs an appropriate 
current amplitude to a coil.”

IPR2024-00806, ID 13, 20
IPR2024-00807, ID 13, 20

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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“control component…” (’830 and ’337 patents)

Petition’s construction of “control component” (both patents)

This Petition treats “control component” in [challenged claims] as 
including one of the switches shown in Figures 5A-6 and described 
at [5:52-6:5, 6:9-16], and the processor (also referred to as 
microprocessor, microcontroller, or CPU) that performs the 
algorithm shown in Figures 7A-7C and described at [6:52-8:40].

IPR2024-00806, Pet. 4–5, POR 8–9, Reply 8–9
IPR2024-00807, Pet. 4, POR 8–10, Reply 16–17

Reply does not argue for a construction different
from that in the Board’s institution decision

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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“control component…” (’830 and ’337 patents)

IPR2024-00806, Ex. 1001, Figs. 7A, 7C, POR 8, 20, Sur-reply 3–4
IPR2024-00807, Ex. 1001, Figs. 7A, 7C, POR 8–9, 27, Sur-reply 3–4

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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“control component…” (’830 and ’337 patents)

Board’s construction of “control component” (both patents)
“As elaborated below, our reading of the [’830/’337] patent is in accord 
with the District Court’s construction, and we adopt it for purposes of this 
Decision.”

“In summary, the corresponding structure of the ‘control component’ 
under a means plus function interpretation that relies upon a 
microprocessor (and memory) as corresponding structure further requires 
algorithmic structure at least for 1) operating a timer or its equivalent to 
flip the polarity of a control value periodically corresponding to a user-
selected frequency and input the control value to an H-bridge switch 
circuit to change the direction of the current through the coil as supplied 
by the power supply, and 2) computing an output value corresponding to 
a user-selected amplitude of oscillation and outputting the value to the 
claimed power supply so that the power supply outputs an appropriate 
current amplitude to a coil.”

IPR2024-00806, ID 13, 20
IPR2024-00807, ID 13, 20

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00806
’830 Patent

Grounds 1A-1F

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807



12Resonant Systems | IPR2024-00806, -00807 | SLIDEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
12

IPR2024-00806, Grounds 1A-1F

• The grounds are all based upon constructions for 
“control component” that neither Petitioner nor Patent 
Owner have advanced in this proceeding.

• The Institution Decision was based upon Grounds 2A-
2C. With respect to Grounds 1A-1F, the Board stated 
“those grounds are based on assumed “plain and 
ordinary meaning” interpretations of the claims that we 
do not adopt. . . . Therefore, we do not consider those 
grounds of Petitioner’s challenge . . .”

• The Reply does not address Grounds 1A-1F at all.
• These Grounds should be rejected.

IPR2024-00806, Pet. 16–19, ID 21, Sur-Reply 2

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00806
’830 Patent

Grounds 2A-2C

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00806, Grounds 2A–2C

• Grounds 2A–C are purportedly based upon Apple’s 
construction of “control component.”

• But Petition failed to provide a full step-by-step 
mapping that included steps 708 and 762 the context 
of the full algorithm

IPR2024-00806, Sur-Reply 3–5
Ex. 2022 

Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00806, Grounds 2A–2C

IPR2024-00806, Reply 6–7, Sur-Reply 6

Reply adds a new argument, based upon Gregorio drive signal 504:

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00806, Grounds 2A–2C

IPR2024-00806, Sur-Reply 6–7

“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, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00806, Grounds 2A–2C

IPR2024-00806, Sur-Reply 7

Even if this untimely theory were considered, drive 
signal 504 is a single signal. Nowhere does Gregario 
teach separately outputting d and p signals at separate 
steps of the algorithm as required by the means-plus-
function corresponding structures proposed by Apple’s 
or the Board’s constructions.

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00806
’830 Patent
Claim 14

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00806, Claim 14

IPR2024-00806, Pet. 32, Ex. 1005, 4:34–36, Fig. 1B, POR 22

Claim 14 theories (grounds 1B, 1E, 2B) are based upon using 
aluminum as the “magnetic substance” of Wakuda’s casing:

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00806, Claim 14

IPR2024-00806, Pet. 33–34

Claim 14 theories (grounds 1B, 1E, 2B) are based upon using 
aluminum as the “magnetic substance” of Wakuda’s casing:

• “Several reasons would have motivated a POSITA to implement 
the casing of Gregorio-Wakuda’s LRA using a paramagnetic 
material (e.g., aluminum).”

• “Further, well-known paramagnetic materials (e.g., aluminum) 
were lighter than other popular magnetic materials like iron 
and steel, making it a superior choice . . . .”

• “Moreover, paramagnetic materials (e.g., aluminum) were 
well-known to be naturally resistant to rust and corrosion . . . .”

• “Additionally, paramagnetic materials (e.g., aluminum) were 
excellent conductors of electricity and heat . . . .”

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00806, Claim 14

IPR2024-00806, POR 26–27, Ex. 2009, ¶¶ 139–140

Prof. Keith Goossen
Patent Owner’s Expert

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00806, Claim 14

IPR2024-00806, POR 28, Ex. 2009, ¶ 143

Prof. Keith Goossen
Patent Owner’s Expert

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00806, Claim 14

IPR2024-00806, POR 28–29, Ex. 2009, ¶¶ 134–145

Prof. Keith Goossen
Patent Owner’s Expert

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00806, Claim 14

IPR2024-00806, Ex. 1032, POR 22

Apple’s own evidence:

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807



25Resonant Systems | IPR2024-00806, -00807 | SLIDEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
25

IPR2024-00806, Claim 14

IPR2024-00806, Ex. 1037, POR 22–23

Apple’s own evidence:

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00806, Claim 14

IPR2024-00806, Ex. 1031, POR 23–24

Apple’s own evidence:

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00807
’337 Patent

Grounds 1 and 2

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00807, Grounds 1 and 2

• Ground 1 based upon constructions for “control 
component” that neither Petitioner nor Patent Owner 
have advanced in this proceeding.

• Neither Petition nor Reply attempted to show all steps 
of Board’s “control component” construction satisfied.

• Ground 1 should be rejected.

IPR2024-00807, Pet. 17–19, Sur-Reply 4–5
Ex. 2022 

Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00807, Grounds 1 and 2

IPR2024-00807, Reply 3, 8–9, Sur-Reply 4–5, 8–10

In Reply, Petitioner identifies Wakuda “Drive Signal S1” as 
both the directional output d (to H bridge) and the output p 
(to power supply):

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00807, Grounds 1 and 2

IPR2024-00807, Ex. 1005, 6:63–67, Fig. 4, Reply 6–7, Sur-Reply 5

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00807, Grounds 1 and 2

IPR2024-00807, POR 19–22, Sur-Reply 5–6

Even assuming these drive signal S1 embodiment could
control both the H-bridge and power supply, Wakuda
does not teach separately outputting d and p signals

at separate steps of the “control component” algorithm
as required by Apple’s or the Board’s constructions.

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00807
’337 Patent

Grounds 3A–B, 4A–B

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00807, Grounds 3A–B and 4A–B

• Grounds 3A–B based upon constructions for “control 
component” that neither Petitioner nor Patent Owner 
have advanced in this proceeding.

• Neither Petition nor Reply attempted to show all steps 
of Board’s “control component” construction satisfied.

• Grounds 3A–B should be rejected.

IPR2024-00807, Pet. 62–64, Sur-Reply 7–8
Ex. 2022 

Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00807, Grounds 3A–B and 4A–B

• Grounds 4A–B are purportedly based upon Apple’s 
construction of “control component.”

• But Petition failed to provide any step-by-step mapping 
of Gregorio combination at all:

• Grounds 4A–B should be rejected.

IPR2024-00807, Pet. 75–80, Sur-Reply 7–8
Ex. 2022 

Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00807, Grounds 3A–B and 4A–B

IPR2024-00807, Reply 15, Sur-Reply 10

Reply adds a new argument, based upon Gregorio drive signal 504:

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00807, Grounds 3A–B and 4A–B

IPR2024-00807, Sur-Reply 9–10

“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, IPR2024-00807
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IPR2024-00807, Grounds 3A–B and 4A–B

IPR2024-00807, Sur-Reply 10

Even if this untimely theory were considered, drive 
signal 504 is a single signal. Nowhere does Gregario 
teach separately outputting d and p signals at separate 
steps of the algorithm as required by the means-plus-
function corresponding structures proposed by Apple’s 
or the Board’s constructions.

Ex. 2022 
Apple v. Resonant Systems, IPR2024-00807
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