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I. PATENT OWNER CORRECTLY READS AND RELIES ON 
THE ENTIRETY OF THE CLAIMS  

Petitioner’s Reply arguments are misleading and only intended to 

distract attention from the fact that the prior art, i.e., Yung or Yung in 

view of HDMI 1.3, does not teach the entirety of claims of the ’520 Patent.  

More specifically, Petitioner contends that “Patent Owner improperly 

reads in a requirement that multiple … control signals … must be 

converted and transmitted.”  Reply at 2.  Not only is this incorrect—

Patent Owner does not read the claims to require multiple control signals 

to be converted and transmitted—but is also a diversion from the fact 

that the Petition fails to show how the prior art teaches “each of the one 

or more control signals representing one of a plurality of different 

types of control signals” in combination with the rest of the claims.   

The claims of the ’520 Patent require “converting one or more 

control signals for a standard protocol to one or more data packets, each 

of the one or more control signals representing one of a plurality 

of different types of control signals” such that the “generated data 

packets” can be “transmit[ed] … from the first device to the second device 

via the first control bus,” “the first control bus being a bi-directional, 

single-line bus.”   See, e.g., EX1001, cl 1.  “Representing” is the present 
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continuous tense of the verb “represent,” which has a plain and ordinary 

meaning of “to be a sign or symbol of something,”  

https://dictionary.cambridge.org/us/dictionary/english/represent; see also 

Tehrani v. Hamilton Medical, Inc., 331 F.3d 1355, 1362 (Fed. Cir. 2003) 

(“We agree … that the ordinary meaning of ‘representing’ is broad enough 

to include ‘symbolizing’ or ‘to stand for.’”).   

Applying this plain and ordinary meaning, the claims require that 

“each control signal,” which is “convert[ed] … to a “data packet” that is 

subsequently “transmit[ed] … via the [single-line] control bus,” must 

“signify,” “symbolize” or “stand for” “one of a plurality of [i.e., two or more] 

types of control signals.”  This plain and ordinary meaning is confirmed 

by the specification of the ’520 Patent, which describes that “if there is a 

control signal to be transmitted,” “the signal is converted into a data 

packet” “as shown in FIG. 8.”  EX1001, 7:34-38.  The patent further 

illustrates how each of multiple types of HDMI control signals are 

“signified” in the resulting data packet after conversion.  See, e.g., id., 

9:23-25 (Fig, 8 illustrates “a 2-bit header 804 to indicate the type of data 

packet.”), 9:50-54 (Fig. 9 illustrates how 2-bit header represents the DDC 

type (‘00’), CEC type (‘01’), or private channel type (‘11’)).   
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Applying the plain and ordinary meaning, the Preliminary 

Response demonstrates that HDMI, as disclosed in Yung and HDMI 1.3 

with its individual control busses, e.g., CEC and DDC, does not teach that 

“each … control signal[] represent[s] one of a plurality of different 

types of control signals,” where the “control signal is converted to a 

data packet” that is “transmit[ed] via the [single line] control bus.”  See, 

e.g., POPR at 31-37.  At most, Yung and HDMI 1.3 disclose different types 

of control signals being transmitted on different control busses.  See id.   

While the Petition acknowledges that the ’520 Patent describes and 

claims a “plurality of different types of control signals,” Petition at 33-34, 

it fails to explain how “each … control signal” that is “converted … to [a] 

data packet[]” “represent[s] one of a plurality of different types of 

control signals.”  In doing so, Petitioner either ignores the claimed 

“representing” requirement, or treats it as meaningless or superfluous.  

Either way, Petitioner cannot be correct.  “It is highly disfavored to 

construe terms in a way that renders them void, meaningless, or 

superfluous.”  Intel Corp. v. Qualcomm Inc., 21 F.4th 801, 810 (Fed. Cir. 

2021).  Accordingly, the Board should deny institution on the merits. 
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II. DISCRETIONARY DENIAL IS FAVORED IN THIS CASE 

Factor 1: Petitioner’ argument that this factor is neutral or 

disfavors denial because no stay has been sought in the LGL Case is 

flawed.  The LGL Case has not been stayed, nor is there any evidence 

that a stay would be granted upon institution.  This factor favors denial. 

Factor 2: Petitioners allege that the trial date of the LGL Case is 

“speculative” but provide no evidence in support. Reply, 5.  Both the 

scheduled trial date and the date of trial based on median time-to-trial 

statistics occur months before a final written decision would be expected 

here.  In addition, the Sotera stipulations do not remove concerns 

regarding the timing of trial with respect to a final written decision.  

Factor 3: Petitioners do not dispute the substantial investment in 

resources already devoted to the LGL Case. Petitioners also cannot 

dispute that claim construction is ongoing, with opening briefs due on 

March 28, 2025, and responsive briefs due on April 11, 2025.  Petitioners’ 

Sotera stipulations do not eliminate the investments the parties have 

already made in district court. 

Factor 4: Petitioners do not dispute the substantial overlap in the 

arguments and evidence presented in the Petition and in district court. 
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Petitioners’ contention that their Sotera stipulations remove all concerns 

regarding this overlap is unsupported here.  In fact, as shown by the 

Sotera stipulations (see, e.g., EX1017 at 1 n.1) and the district court 

invalidity contentions (see, e.g., EX2004 at 129), Petitioners have 

expressly reserved the right to challenge invalidity at the district court 

based on the same references relied upon here in combination with “any 

system, product, or public knowledge or use that embodies” any of the 

identified prior art patents or printed publications.  Thus, it appears that 

Petitioners will present the same arguments in district court that they 

have presented here under the guise of a “system art” combination whose 

only purpose is to avoid their commitment under the stipulations.  

Factor 5: Petitioners’ argument ignores the Board’s express 

language in Fintiv II. In addition, Petitioners provide no support for their 

contention that this factor is neutralized when less than all parties to the 

IPR proceeding are also parties to a district court litigation involving the 

same patent.  

Factor 6: As discussed in the POPR and herein, the Petition fails to 

show how the prior art teaches the entirety of the claims of the ’520 

Patent.  All six Fintiv factors strongly favor discretionary denial. 
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