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and transferred to a load to form a down-converted signal”

• Petitioner — Does not require that energy is transferred to a load
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Figure 173 Relates to Charge Accumulation
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Figure 175A Shows How Load Affects Discharge
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Does Not Render Claim 14 Obvious
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Razavi Does Not Disclose Sampling an Input (RF) 
Signal at an Aliasing Rate
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Integrated and Transferred to a Load to Form a Down-
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Claim 14 Should be Analyzed Based on Conventional Current
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Petitioner’s Technical References:



Petitioner’s Reply Violates 37 C.F.R. § 42.6(a)(3) and C.F.R § 
42.22(a)(2).
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