IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS

AUSTIN DIVISION
VERVAIN, LLC, )
)
Plaintiff, )
)
V. ) C.A. No. 1:24-cv-00259-ADA
)
PHISON ELECTRONICS CORPORATION, )
) Jury Trial Demanded
Defendant. )
)
)

PHISON’S PRELIMINARY INVALIDITY CONTENTIONS

Defendant Phison Electronics Corporation (“Phison”) discloses its preliminary invalidity
contentions to Plaintiff Vervain, LLC (“Vervain”). Phison contends that each of the asserted
claims listed on page 2 of Vervain’s Preliminary Infringement Contentions served on June 21,
2024, is invalid under 35 U.S.C. §101, § 103, and/or § 112. These contentions are based on
Phison’s good faith evaluation of information known to Phison at this time. Phison reserves the
right to amend or supplement these contentions in view of information obtained later in the case,
for example, through discovery, amendments to Vervain’s contentions, the Court’s claim
construction ruling, applicable case law and authorities, and/or any other reasons permitted by
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, the Local Rules of the Western District of Texas, or an
order of the Court.

I GROUNDS OF INVALIDITY UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 103

Phison sets forth the following grounds of invalidity under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on the

identified prior art references and/or applicant admitted prior art. Phison contends that each
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asserted claim is invalid under 35 U.S.C. § 103. Pursuant to the Court’s Standing Order
Governing Proceedings (OGP) 4.4—Patent Cases § 2, attached are claim charts setting forth
where in the prior art references each element of the asserted claims is found. All citations in the
claim charts are to the primary reference unless indicated otherwise. The citations in the claim
charts are provided as examples and are not meant to exhaustively cite every portion of a
reference with the same or similar disclosure. A citation to a figure should be considered a
citation to the corresponding description as well, and a citation to a description of a figure should
be considered a citation to the figure as well.

A. U.S. Patent No. 8,891,298

As shown in Exhibit Al:

e Claims 1 and 3-5 of the *298 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
U.S. Pat. No. 8,634,240 (“Gavens”).

e Claim 11 of the *298 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of U.S. Pat. Appl. Pub. No. 2008/0140918 (“Sutardja”).

e Claim 11 of the *298 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of U.S. Pat. No. 8,612,804 (“Kang”).

e Claims 1, 3-5, and 11 of the *298 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based
on Gavens in view of Sutardja.

e Claims 1 and 3-5 of the 298 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Gavens in view of U.S. Pat. Appl. Pub. No. 2009/0327591 (“Moshayedi”).

e Claim 11 of the *298 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of Moshayedi and Sutardja.

e Claim 11 of the *298 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of Moshayedi and Kang.

e Claims 1 and 3-5 of the 298 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Gavens in view of Duann, Nelson, “SLC & MLC Hybrid,” Silicon Motion Flash
Memory Summit, Santa Clara, CA, Aug. 12, 2008, available at
https://files.futurememorystorage.com/proceedings/2008/20080812 F2A Duann.
pdf (last visited July 26, 2024) (“Duann”).
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e Claim 11 of the *298 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of Duann and Sutardja.

e Claim 11 of the *298 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of Duann and Kang.

e Claims 1 and 3-5 of the *298 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Gavens in view of U.S. Pat. 8,078,794 (“Lee 794”).

e Claim 11 of the *298 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of Lee ‘794 and Sutardja.

e Claim 11 of the *298 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of Lee ‘794 and Kang.

As shown in Exhibit A2:

e Claims 1, 3-5, and 11 of the *298 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based
on Sutardja.

e Claims 1, 3-5, and 11 of the *298 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based
on Sutardja in view of Gavens.

As shown in Exhibit A3:

e Claims 1 and 3-5 of the 298 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Moshayedi.

e Claim 11 of the *298 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Moshayedi in view of Sutardja.

e Claim 11 of the *298 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Moshayedi in view of Kang.

e Claims 1 and 3-5 of the 298 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Moshayedi in view of Gavens.

e Claim 11 of the *298 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Moshayedi in view of Gavens and Sutardja.

e Claim 11 of the *298 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Moshayedi in view of Gavens and Kang.

As shown in Exhibit A4:

e Claims 1, 3-5, and 11 of the *298 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based
on Duann in view of Gavens.
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B.

Claim 11 of the *298 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Duann in
view of Gavens and Sutardja.

Claim 11 of the *298 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Duann in
view of Gavens and Kang.

U.S. Patent No. 9,196,385

As shown in Exhibit B1:

Claims 1, 3-5, and 12-13 of the *385 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103
based on Gavens.

Claims 1, 3-5, and 11-13 of the *385 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103
based on Gavens in view of Sutardja.

Claims 1, 3-5, and 12-13 of the *385 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103
based on Gavens in view of Moshayedi.

Claim 11 of the *385 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of Moshayedi and Sutardja.

Claim 11 of the *385 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of Moshayedi and Kang.

Claims 1, 3-5, and 12-13 of the *385 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103
based on Gavens in view of Duann.

Claim 11 of the *385 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of Duann and Sutardja.

Claim 11 of the *385 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of Duann and Kang.

As shown in Exhibit B2:

Claims 1, 3-5, and 11-13 of the *385 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103
based on Sutardja.

Claims 1, 3-5, and 11-13 of the *385 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103
based on Sutardja in view of Gavens.

As shown in Exhibit B3:

Claims 1, 3-5, and 12-13 of the *385 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103
based on Moshayedi.
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Claim 11 of the 385 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Moshayedi in view of Sutardja.

Claim 11 of the 385 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Moshayedi in view of Kang.

Claims 1, 3-5, and 12-13 of the *385 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103
based on Moshayedi and Gavens.

Claim 11 of the 385 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Moshayedi in view of Gavens and Sutardja.

Claim 11 of the 385 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Moshayedi in view of Gavens and Kang.

As shown in Exhibit B4:

C.

Claims 1, 3-5, and 11-13 of the *385 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103
based on Duann in view of Gavens.

Claim 11 of the *385 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Duann in
view of Gavens and Sutardja.

Claim 11 of the *385 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Duann in
view of Gavens and Kang.

U.S. Patent No. 9,997,240

As shown in Exhibit C1:

Claims 1-2 and 6-7 of the ’240 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Gavens.

Claims 1-2 and 6-7 of the ’240 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Gavens in view of Sutardja.

Claims 1-2 and 6-7 of the ’240 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Gavens in view of Moshayedi.

Claims 1-2 and 6-7 of the ’240 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Gavens in view of Duann.

As shown in Exhibit C2:

Claims 1-2 and 6-7 of the *240 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Sutardja.

Claims 1-2 and 6-7 of the ’240 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
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Sutardja in view of Gavens.

As shown in Exhibit C3:

Claims 1-2 and 6-7 of the *240 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Moshayedi.

Claims 1-2 and 6-7 of the *240 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Moshayedi in view of Gavens.

As shown in Exhibit C4:

D.

Claims 1-2 and 6-7 of the *240 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Duann in view of Gavens.

U.S. Patent No. 10,950,300

As shown in Exhibit D:

E.

Claims 1-4, 7-9, and 11-12 of the 300 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103
based on Gavens.

Claim 5 of the *300 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of Moshayedi.

Claim 5 of the *300 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of Duann.

Claim 10 of the *300 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of Sutardja.

Claim 10 of the *300 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of Moshayedi and Sutardja.

Claim 10 of the *300 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of Moshayedi and Kang.

Claim 10 of the *300 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of Duann and Sutardja.

Claim 10 of the *300 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of Duann and Kang.

U.S. Patent No. 11,830,546

As shown in Exhibit E:

Claims 1-4 and 6 of the *546 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
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F.

Gavens.

Claim 5 of the *546 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of Moshayedi.

Claims 5-6 of the 546 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens
in view of Duann.

U.S. Patent No. 11,854,612

As shown in Exhibit F:

G.

Claims 1-4 and 6 of the *612 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Gavens.

Claim 5 of the *612 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of Moshayedi.

Claims 5-6 of the 612 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens
in view of Duann.

U.S. Patent No. 11,967,369

As shown in Exhibit G:

H.

Claims 1-4, 6, and 9-10 of the *369 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103
based on Gavens.

Claim 5 of the *369 patent is obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens in
view of Moshayedi.

Claims 5-6 of the *369 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Gavens
in view of Duann.

U.S. Patent No. 11,967,370

As shown in Exhibit H:

Claims 1, 3-5, and 16-18 of the *370 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103
based on Gavens.

Claims 14-15 of the *370 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Gavens in view of Sutardja.

Claims 14-15 of the *370 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Gavens in view of Moshayedi.

Claims 14-15 of the *370 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
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Gavens in view of Duann.

e Claims 14-15 of the 370 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Gavens in view of U.S. Pat. No. 8,886,990 (“Meir”’) and Sutardja.

e Claims 14-15 of the 370 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Gavens in view of Meir and Moshayedi.

e Claims 14-15 of the 370 patent are obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on
Gavens in view of Meir and Duann.

1. Reasons to Combine

It would have been obvious to combine the cited references for one or more of the
following rationales. The cited references are analogous art within the same field of endeavor,
such as flash memory technology. Therefore, a person of ordinary skill in the art (POSITA)
would have known about these references. The cited references disclose solutions that address
the same or similar problems, such as data integrity failure, wear leveling, bad block
management, and balancing the advantages and disadvantages associated with single-level cell
(SLC) and multi-level cell (MLC) NAND flash memory. A POSITA would have been motivated
to combine the teachings of the cited references to solve the problem or improve the described
technology. The proposed combinations would have yielded predictable results with a reasonable
expectation of success, because the proposed combinations combine known elements or known
techniques in known ways.

I1. GROUNDS OF INVALIDITY UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 112 (AND RELATED NON-
SUBJECT MATTER ELIGIBILITY UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 101)

Phison sets forth the following grounds of invalidity under 35 U.S.C. § 112. Each
asserted claim is invalid under § 112 for one or more of the grounds explained below, which also
include non-subject matter eligibility challenges under § 101, namely lack of utility
(inoperativeness) and improper mix of patent classification in hybrid product/process claims.

Citations to the common specification are made in reference to the first asserted patent, the 298
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patent.

A. “Memory Element” Is Unsupported, Indefinite and Inoperative

Claim 1-5 and 7-12 of the *300 patent, claims 1-6 of the *546 patent, claims 1-6 of the
‘612 patent, claims 1-6 and 9-10 of the ‘369 patent, and claims 1, 3-5, 11, and 14-18 of the *370
patent are invalid under 35 U.S.C. §§ 101, 112(a) and 112(b) due to its use in the following
contexts:

e “memory element(s)” (claims 1, 3-4, 7-8, and 12 of the *300 patent, claims 1 and 3-6

of the 546 patent, claims 1 and 3-6 of the 612 patent, claims 1 and 3-6 of the 369
patent, and claims 1, 4-5, 11, and 14-18 of the 370 patent)

The term “memory element” is unsupported and indefinite in context. The specification
nowhere mentions the term “element” except in a boilerplate reservation of elements in claim
drafting. Specifically, the specification never uses the term “element” to describe a physical unit
of memory. Because the word “element” has a very broad meaning, a POSITA would not
understand to what unit (or grouping) of memory the term “memory element” in the claims
refers in any memory context, let alone the NAND flash technology disclosed. Furthermore,
“memory element,” in the recited contexts fails to supply the physical read/write/erase
capabilities required for the NAND flash operation disclosed in the specification to provide a
useful system as claimed. Thus, the claims’ use of the indefinite term “memory element” fails
under 35 U.S.C. § 101 (utility), § 102(b) (definiteness), and § 102(a) (enablement and
possession).

B. “Memory Space” Is Unsupported, Indefinite and Inoperative

Claims 1-12 of the ‘300 patent, claims 1-7 of the ‘546 patent, claims 1-7 of the ‘612
patent, and claims 1-10 of the ‘369 patent are invalid under 35 U.S.C. §§ 112(a) and 112(b) due
to the following claim language:

e “memory space containing volatile memory space and nonvolatile memory space,
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wherein the nonvolatile memory space includes both multi-level cell (MLC) space
and single level cell (SLC) space” (claim 1 of the ‘300 patent, claim 1 of the ‘546
patent,)

e “memory space containing logical and physical volatile memory space and nonvolatile
memory space, wherein the logical and physical nonvolatile memory space includes

both multi-level cell (MLC) logical and physical memory space and single level cell
(SLC) logical and physical memory space;” (claim 1 of the ‘369 patent)

e “memory space containing volatile memory” (claim 1 of the ‘612 patent).

The word “space” appears in the specification only in the context of the market space for
hard disk drives, “HDD space.” A POSITA would understand “memory space” to be a storage
capacity property of a memory. To the extent that “memory space” is an abstraction of the
disclosed system physical components of an MLC flash module and a distinct SLC flash module,
that use is unsupported by the specification, unenabled for non-NAND flash memory and
different physical organizations of NAND flash memory that a POSITA understands include the
input/output circuity required for NAND flash operation. As written in the ‘300 and ‘546 patents,
the term is also ambiguous as to whether the term refers to an abstract quantity of memory or
physical structure. As to the ‘612 patent, a POSITA would understand the term “volatile
memory” to be a physical thing; it is nonsensical for a property (memory space) to contain a
physical thing (volatile memory). Furthermore, “memory element,” in the recited contexts fails
to supply the physical read/write/erase capabilities required for the NAND flash operation
disclosed in the specification to provide a useful system as claimed. Thus, the claims’ use of the
indefinite term “memory space” fails under 35 U.S.C. § 101 (utility), § 102(b) (definiteness), and
§ 102(a) (enablement and possession).

C. “Controller” as Recited Is Indefinite.

Claims 1, 3-5, and 11 of the 298 patent, claims 1, 3-5, and 11-13 of the ’385 patent,

claims 1-2 and 6-7 of the 240 patent, claim 1-5 and 7-12 of the *300 patent, claims 1-6 of the

10
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’546 patent, claims 1-6 and 9-10 of the 369 patent, and claims 1, 3-5, 11, and 14-18 of the *370
patent, are invalid under 35 U.S.C. § 112(b) due to lack of disclosure of structure (physical or
algorithmic) for the abstract “controller” defined only by function in the claims:

e “controller” (claims 1 and 11 of the 298 patent, claim 1 of the 385 patent, claims 1

and 6 of the "240 patent, claims 1 and 12 of the 300 patent, claim 1 of the 546
patent, claim 1 of the *369 patent, and claims 1, 11, and 16-17 of the *370 patent)

The “system(s) for storing data” of the ‘298, ‘385 and ‘240 patents are recited only as
three components. Two are physical, an MLC NAND flash module and an SLC flash module,
each with “individually erasable blocks” characteristic of and defining NAND flash operation
and understood by a POSITA to include the physical circuitry for organizing, reading, writing
and erase them. The third is an abstract “controller,” not limited to any physical hardware
module (NAND flash or otherwise) or software module, and other than being abstractly
“coupled” to the two, understood physical modules, limited only as performing recited functions.

Thirty-five U.S. C. § 112(f) has been applied through § 112(b) to find indefinite a
functionally claimed limitation of a general term (“nonce” word) which is not supported in the
specification by adequate disclosure of structure (physical or algorithmic). “Controller” is such a
nonce word, and the specification does not adequately disclose structure for its claimed
functions. In the independent claims of the 298, ‘385 and ‘240 patents, which share recitation
of functions a)-d) labeled in ‘298 claim 1, at least functions c) and d) are inadequately disclosed
in the specification’s vague description (6:24-35) of “allocating,” counting “access” to, and
transferring “contents” of “blocks.” These terms are ambiguous at different parts of the
description as to their reference to the physical blocks that define NAND flash or to the “logical
blocks” visible to the host (user) as data, which are mapped and written to different physical
blocks upon each update in NAND flash operation (see sections II(F) and II(G)). Claim 11 of

the ‘298 patent and claims 1 and 6 of the 240 patent recite a “periodic basis” applied vaguely in

11
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the same description (section II(F)). At least the above vagueness renders the ‘298, ‘385 and
‘240 patents indefinite.

The indefiniteness of “controller” is exacerbated in ‘300 patent’s and the following four
patents’ claims to systems or methods for storing data by replacing the well-understood physical
MLC and SLC modules with the abstract and unsupported terms “memory spaces” (see section
II(B)) and “memory elements” (see section II(A)), such that there is no understood physical
circuitry to define the claimed systems. See section II(O).

In the ‘300 patent, the functions of the “controller” are “to operate memory elements and
associated memory space,” to “maintain an address table [that “maps logical and physical
addresses adaptable to the system”], and “control[] access” of memory elements “for storage of
data therein.” The claims also call for the controller to be “operable” to store data in the newly
formulated MLC element and a newly recited random access volatile memory. None of this is
disclosed in the specification. The claims further call for the controller “performing a data
integrity test . . . after at least a Write access operation . . . by comparing the stored data to the
retained data” where failure “results in a remapping . . . to achieve enhanced endurance.” There
is no disclosure of how often and how long after a write operation (assumed for NAND flash
operation) an integrity test is performed and how this function “achieves enhanced endurance.”
Finally, because the controller is responsible for maintaining the address table that does the
mapping, its mapping function “is performed as necessitated by the system to maximize
lifetime.” That function is abstract, indefinite and nowhere disclosed, much less enabled in the
specification. (Section II(D).).

The 546 controller is limited to similar functions and thus suffers from lack of structural

support in the specification. Additionally, the controller operates “Read access” where there is

12
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no disclosure in the specification of “Read access” other than assumed for NAND flash reading
(confused in the specification’s often imprecise usage of “reading into” instead of “writing”).

The ‘369 controller is limited to functions similar to those noted above regarding the ‘300
patent and thus suffers from lack of structural support in the specification.

The 370 controller is also limited to similar functions to those described above and thus
suffers from lack of structural support in the specification. Claim 16 requires that “operations of
the controller enhance a lifetime of the at least one MLC non-volatile memory element and the at
least one SLC non-volatile memory element.” There is no algorithm for this operation disclosed
in the specification much less how any operation can enhance the lifetimes of both elements
where the disclosed preferential writing decreases the expected lifetime of one element, leaving
the expected lifetime of the other unaffected.

Accordingly, each of the patents in suit is invalid for indefiniteness of the recited
“controller” for which no structure is provided by the claims or in the specification.

D. The Limitation that “the mapping ... performed as necessitated by the
system to maximize lifetime” Is Unsupported, Indefinite and Inoperative.

Claims 1-12 of the ‘300 patent, claims 1-7 of the ‘546 patent, claims 1-7 of the ‘612
patent, and claims 1-10 of the ‘369 patent are invalid under 35 U.S.C. §§ 112(a) and 112(b) and
§ 101 due at least to the following claim language:

e “the mapping is performed as necessitated by the system to maximize lifetime” (claim
1 of the ‘300 patent, claim 1 of the ‘546 patent, and claim 1 of the ‘612 patent)

e “the mapping is performed as necessitated by the memory system to maximize
lifetime” (claim 1 of the ‘369 patent)

These claims fail under 35 U.S.C. § 112(a) because the specification does not disclose a
mapping technique that maximizes lifetime even for NAND flash memory; as the identified

patents expand their reach to “memory elements” other than NAND flash technology for which
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logical to physical address mapping may be different and remapping of physical addresses for
updates to data at a logical address are not required (e.g., PCM). The specification itself makes
no claim to maximize lifetime, but only to “boost the lifetime” or “provide long lifetime” for a
NAND flash storage system, and even then, without providing any explanation of how
preferential mapping into an SLC module (under the imperfectly disclosed circumstances of
write-fail and “hot blocks”) achieves any of those goals or results. The claim to “maximize
lifetime” is not enabled (and such an invention not shown to be “possessed’) because there is no
evidence in the specification that either of the disclosed NAND flash mapping schemes does in
fact maximize lifetime of the claimed system or component. The limitation is indefinite in failing
to provide notice to a POSITA of what mapping is referenced, what is “necessitated” by what
system, and what it means to “maximize lifetime” of what — multiple axes of uncertainty.

There is no connection described or disclosed between the recited “mapping” and any
physical action such as writing or any effect on the lifetime of anything. Even a hypothetical
(and impermissible) rewriting of the claim to include “writing,” would be unsupported, as
nothing in the specification discloses what writing, and when it might occur. Each update in
NAND flash operation requires remapping to a new physical location, and writing to that
location decreases expected lifetime of that physical component (which the passing of time also
does); preferential writing to some memory lowers the expected lifetime of that component while
leaving the unpreferred memory in the same state of expected lifetime. Thus, for NAND flash
operation, this limitation is inoperative. The mapping to maximize lifetime limitation is
unenabled/unpossessed under 35 U.S.C. § 112(a), indefinite under § 112(b), and inoperative
under § 101 as failing to define a useful system for storing data since every mapping (and

assumed write) does not extend the lifetime of anything, much less “maximize” it.

14
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E. The Limitations Placing “the retained data in the random access volatile
memory” Are Unsupported and Indefinite.

Claims 1-5 and 7-12 of the 300 patent, claims 1-6 of the *546 patent, claims 1-6 of the
’612 patent, and claims 1-6 and 9-10 of the ’369 patent are invalid under 35 U.S.C. § 112(a) due
to the following claim language:

e “the retained data in the random access volatile memory” (claims 1 and 12 of the *300
patent)

e “retain such received data in the random access volatile memory as retained data”
(claim 1 of the *546 patent)

e “comparing the stored data in the controller memory in the given one of the MLC
nonvolatile memory elements to the retained data that was associated with the stored
data in the random access volatile memory by the controller (claim 1 of the *546
patent, claim 1 of the ‘612 patent, and claim 1 of the ‘369 patent)

e “the retained data that was associated with the stored data in the random access
volatile memory” (claim 1 of the *546 patent, claim 1 of the *612 patent, and claim 1
of the ’369 patent)

e “retaining the received data in the random access volatile memory as retained data”
(claim 1 of the 612 patent)

e “retain such received data in the random access volatile physical memory element as
retained data associated with the stored data” (claim 1 of the *369 patent)

There is no written description support for the above-quoted claim recitations. The
specification explains that the retained data is stored in the controller memory, not the random
access volatile memory. The claim limitation that the retained data is stored in the random
access volatile memory was new matter added by a claim amendment during the prosecution of
the *300 patent just after Vervain took over prosecution from Greenthread, LLC. See Prosecution
History of U.S. Pat. Appl. No. 16/006,299, Amendment at 2 (U.S.P.T.O. Oct. 8, 2020). During
the prosecution of the 546 patent, the applicant argued that the controller memory and the
random access volatile memory are two distinct data stores. See Prosecution History of U.S. Pat.
Appl. No. 17/203,385, Amendment at 11-17 (U.S.P.T.O. Sept. 22, 2023). The inconsistency is
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99 CCs

further exacerbated by the grammatically confused reference to “stored data” “in the controller
memory in the given one of the MLC nonvolatile memory elements.” Thus, the limitations are
unsupported under 35 U.S.C. § 112(a) and indefinite under § 112(b).

F. The Object and Count of “Access” Cannot Be Determined and Are
Unsupported and Indefinite.

Claims 1, 3-5, and 11 of the 298 patent, claims 1, 3-5, and 11-13 of the ’385 patent, and
claims 1-5 and 6-7 of the *240 patent are invalid under 35 U.S.C. §§ 112(a) and 112(b) due to the
following claim language:

e “accessed most frequently” (claim 1 of the 298 patent, claim 1 of the *385 patent,
and claims 1 and 6 of the *240 patent)

e “acount of the number of times each one of the blocks is accessed” (claim 1 of the
’298 patent and claims 1 and 12 of the *385 patent)

e “accessed less frequently” (claim 12 of the *385 patent)

e “acount value of those blocks that are accessed most frequently” (claim 6 of the *240
patent)

The claim recitations divide a confusing two sentences of the specification (6:24-35) that
appear to describe wear leveling. The first sentence describes “allocating” into the SLC NAND
module “hot” blocks that “receive frequent writes,” which are understood by the POSITA to be
“hot” data in the wear-leveling of the time, tracked by logical blocks mapped and remapped to
the physical blocks that are a basis of NAND flash systems, and, in known schemes with SLC
and MLC memory (discussed in Section I), are written into an SLC NAND module. However,
the second sentence confusingly recites “maintain[ing] a count of those blocks that are accessed
(written) most frequently,” reciting a “periodic basis” of numbers of writes and a “count of those

blocks that are accessed . . . most frequently” — not the count of access (writes) to those blocks —

and at such intervals, the contents of those blocks are transferred into the SLC NAND module.

This doesn’t make sense if the referenced block were the logical block, as any “content” of that
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block is in the mapped physical block, which would be transferred to a physical block in the SLC
NAND module, and at the next period, transferred again. The claims attempt to rationalize this
by separating the import of the first wear-leveling sentence (frequently written data, logical
blocks) in controller function c) of the ‘298 patent and a restatement in controller function d) of
transfer of content, carried over in claim 1 of the ‘385 patent and claim 6 of the ‘240 patent.
However, in claim 1 of the ‘240 patent, the “counted block” is a physical block in the MLC
module and transfer is “of the contents of the counted blocks in the MLC non-volatile memory
module determined to have received frequent writes after reaching the predetermined count
value” (‘240 7:67-8:3, introducing a “threshold” reading of the described periodicity). This is
unsupported by the specification. The remaining claims recited above remain ambiguous as in
the specification whether access is counted for physical or logical blocks (which determines how
those counts are tracked).

G. The Claimed “transfer [of] the contents of the counted blocks” Is
Unsupported, Indefinite, and Inoperative.

Claim 1 of the *298 patent, claim 1 of the *385 patent, and claims 1 and 6 of the *240
patent are invalid under 35 U.S.C. §§ 101, 112(a) and 112(b) due to the following claim
language:

e “allocate those blocks by transferring” (claim 1 of the *298 patent, claims 1 and 12 of
the *385 patent)

e “transfer the contents of the counted blocks” (claim 1 of ‘240 patent)

e “transfer the contents of those counted blocks” (claim 6 of ‘240 patent)

As explained in Section II(F) above, the specification’s two sentence description of what
appears to be wear leveling (6:24-35) left open not only accesses to which (logical or physical)
blocks are counted, but accordingly whether data is transferred from a physical block that
reaches a threshold write count (that defines the end of a period) or from physical block mapped
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to a logical block that has been accessed to above the threshold count. As explained in the
previous section, it is pointless to transfer data already known to be “hot” each time the data-
writing counted for the logical block reaches the next period. On the other hand, if the count is
for writes to a physical block and the count reaches a write threshold (reflecting wear on the
block) for writing of “cold” data, transfer of that data to SLC wastes its usefulness of SLC that is
intended for more frequent writes. In either case, the transfer is inoperative to enhance the
lifetime of the system, the expressed purpose of the claimed inventions. Accordingly, the recited
limitations fail under §§ 101, 112(a) and 112(b).

H. The Timing of Testing, Remapping and Transfer Is Indefinite.

Claims 1 and 12 of the 300 patent, claim 1 of the ‘546 patent, claim 1 of the ‘612 patent,
claim 1 of the ‘369 patent, and claim 18 of the ‘370 patent are invalid under 35 U.S.C. § 112(b)
due to the following claim language:

e “performing a data integrity test . . . after at least a Write operation” (claims 1 and 12
of the *300 patent, and claim 1 of the ‘612 patent)

e “performing a data integrity test . . . after the at least a Write operation” (claim 1 of
the *546 patent and claim 1 of the ‘369 patent)

e “determining . . . if a range of addresses fails a data integrity test” (claim 18 of the
‘370 patent)

e “failure of the data integrity test . . . results in a remapping” (claims 1 and 12 of the
‘300 patent, claim 1 of the ‘546 patent, and claim 1 of the ‘369 patent)

e ‘“‘remapping, responsive to a failure of the data integrity test” (claim 1 of the ‘612
patent)

e “in an event of such a failure, remapping” (claim 18 of the ‘370 patent)

e “failure of the data integrity test . . . results in . . . transfer” (claim 12 of the ‘300
patent, claim 1 of the ‘612 patent

o “transferring” (claim 1 of the ‘612 patent)

e “in an event of such a failure . . . transferring” (claim 18 of the ‘370 patent)
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The above language directly limits the claimed systems or methods but fails to specify
when the functions/steps are performed. The specification is ambiguous, stating in one place that
a data integrity test in the disclosed system is performed “after every write” (4:55-56) and in
another that it is performed after “each write to an address within a particular address range . . .
as time permits” (5:34-36). The latter formulation is indefinite because it doesn’t specify what
particular logical or physical address provides the condition. A POSITA, manufacturer or user is
faced with the question whether the claimed, resource-heavy bit-by-bit matching of “stored data”
with “retained data” and transferring into SLC of the latter upon failure (unlike common ECC
schemes tolerating some error in the stored data) are required (for infringement) with “every
write” or “as time permits” and for the continuous lifetime of the system or otherwise. Phison
reserves the possibility of showing that the approach of the claims as construed is practically
inoperative. Nonetheless, the recited limitations remain indefinite under 35 U.S.C. § 112(b).

I The Recited Transfer of Failed Data Is Unsupported and Inoperative.

Claim 12 of the *300 patent and claims 1, 3-5, 11, and 14-18 of the *370 patent are
invalid under 35 U.S.C. §§ 101 and 112(a) due to the following claim language:

e “transfer of data corresponding to the stored data to those remapped physical
addresses from those determined to have failed the data integrity test” (claim 12 of
the *300 patent)

e “the stored data is transferred from the at least one MLC non-volatile memory
element to the at least one SLC non-volatile memory element” (claim 1 of the 370
patent)

e “transferring the stored data from the at least one MLC non-volatile memory element
to the at least one SLC non-volatile memory element” (claim 18 of the 370 patent)

There is no written description support for transferring data that failed the data integrity
check, so that the limitation is unsupported. However, the new matter in the claims is

nonsensical: it calls for the “stored data” that was found to fail the recited data integrity test to be
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transferred into SLC NAND flash memory, thereby propagating incorrect data. This does not
define a useful system. The limitations thus fail under 35 U.S.C. §§ 101 and 112(a).

J. The Limitation “determine if a range of addresses listed by an entry . . . fails
a data integrity test” Is Unsupported and Inoperative.

Claim 1 of the *298 patent, claim 1 of the *385 patent, claims 1 and 6 of the *240 patent,
and claim 1 of the *370 patent are invalid under 35 U.S.C. §§ 101 and 112(b) due to the
following claim language:

e “determine if a range of addresses listed by an entry and mapped to a similar range of

physical addresses . . . fails a data integrity test” (claim 1 of the *298 patent, claim 1
of the ‘385 patent, claims 1 and 6 of the ‘240 patent, and claim 1 of the *300 patent)

Fig. 3B (114) shows the step, “Compare Data Written to NAND FLASH Physical Address
Range to Data Read from NAND Flash Physical Address Range,” not a range of logical
addresses listed by an entry and mapped to physical addresses (of the MLC module) where the
data is written before it is tested (compared against “retained data”). The specification stated

incorrectly that in step 114: “the NAND flash physical address that was read into device

controller memory is compared . . ..” The claim limitations do not reflect the correct disclosure
and thus are not enabled under 35 U.S.C. § 112(a). The listed claims also are manifestly
inoperative under § 101 because they nonsensically compare an address to data.

K. The Limitations of Random Access Memory Embedded in the Controllers
Are Unsupported.

Claim 3 of the *300 patent, claim 3 of the *546 patent, claim 3 of the *612 patent, and
claim 3 of the *369 patent are invalid under at least 35 U.S.C. § 112(a) due to the following claim
language:

e “at least one of the random access volatile memory or the MLC and SLC nonvolatile
memory elements are embedded in the at least one controller” (claim 3 of the *300
patent and claim 3 of the *546 patent)

e “embedding at least one of the random access volatile memory or the MLC and SLC
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nonvolatile memory elements in the at least one controller” (claim 3 of the *612
patent)

e “at least one of the random access volatile physical memory element or the MLC and

SLC nonvolatile memory elements are embedded in the at least one controller”
(claim 3 of the *369 patent)

There is no description of the random access volatile memory, the MLC nonvolatile
memory, or the SLC nonvolatile memory that is embedded inside the controller. For example,
Figure 1 illustrates the DRAM 20, the MLC flash (module) 26, and the SLC flash (module) 28
outside of the device controller 14. As stated in Section II(C), there is no disclosure of any
physical structure of the controller, except that, in explanation of Fig. 3A, there is introduced
“memory within the device controller.” However, the applicant distinguished this controller
memory from the random access volatile memory during prosecution. See Prosecution History of
U.S. Pat. Appl. No. 17/203,385, Amendment at 11-17 (U.S.P.T.O. Sept. 22, 2023). Thus, these
limitations fail under 35 U.S.C. § 112(a).

Further, the “embedding” step of claim 3 of the ‘612 patent is inoperative and thus
invalid under 35 U.S.C. § 101, because it is not and cannot be any part of a “method for storing
data,” but is instead part of a method for constructing a memory system. It could not possibly be
implemented along with the actual data storing steps such as maintaining, mapping, storing,
performing a data integrity test, etc., that appear in the base claim. A user of the method of
storing data (i.e., a user of the accused devices) would not undertake to manufacture a memory
device while using that memory device. The embedding step of claim 3 is thus nonsensical and
invalid as noted.

L. The Limitation, “the controller is a software module[] or a firmware
module” Is Unsupported.

Claim 2 of the *612 patent is invalid under 35 U.S.C. § 112(a) due to the following claim

language:
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e “the controller is a software module, or a firmware module containing software
updates” (claim 2 of the *612 patent)

As explained in Section II(C), there is no physical structure recited in the specification of
the claims for the abstract “controller.” The applicant did not describe or claim the controller as
any “module,” much less a NAND flash controller module that would have incorporated
understood structure as the disclosed and recited SLC and MLC modules structure. Thus, this
limitation fails under 35 U.S.C. § 112(a).

M. Limitations of Temporary Transfer Are Unsupported and Indefinite.

Claim 14 of the *370 patent is invalid under 35 U.S.C. §§ 112(a) and 112 (b) due to the
following claim language:

e “transfer of stored data . . . is temporary” (claim 14 of the *370 patent)

There is no written description support for this claim term. As explained in section II(H),
the timing of the transfer is indefinite. As explained in section II(I), this particular transfer is
incorrectly recited as transfer of data that is determined to be incorrect. The limitation fails
§§ 112(a) and 112 (b).

Claim 15 of the *370 patent is also invalid under 35 U.S.C. §§ 112(a) and 112 (b) due to
the following claim language:

e “temporary until an MLC non-volatile memory element is available” (claim 15 of the
’370 patent)

As for claim 14, there is no written description support for this limitation. Moreover,
there is no claim or specification explanation of what the availability of MLC memory has to do
with the data transferred to SLC, and particularly the incorrect data recited in the independent
claim 1. There is no claim recitation that the data transferred to SLC would be transferred to
newly available MLC, which would be contrary to the import of the disclosed and claimed

preferential transfer into an SLC module. Thus, the limitation fails §§ 112(a) and 112 (b).
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N. Improper Mixing of Product and Process Limitations Under 35 U.S.C. §§ 101
and 112(b)

All the asserted patents are based on known NAND flash memory systems with
variations of three functions following the method steps of Fig. 3A and 3B and the imprecise and
apparently ambiguous description of “allocation” and “transfer” relative to frequently written
logical or physical blocks. In essence, these are claims to a method of operation of a system.
However, stated as system clams reciting the functional steps of the controller (also addressed in
section II(C)) the claims are invalid for impermissibly mixing product and process claims across
different § 101 classifications, found to be indefinite under § 112(b). IPXL Holdings, LLC v.
Amazon.com, Inc., 430 F.3d 1377, 1384 (Fed. Cir. 2005); Manual of Patent Examining
Procedure (“MPEP”) § 2173.05(p)(II). Reserving assertion against other claims or based other
process steps:

Claims 1 and 12 of the 300 patent, and all their dependent claims, are invalid under 35
U.S.C. §§ 101 and 112(b) due to the following claim language:

e “the controller controlling access of the MLC and SLC ...” (claims 1 and 12 of the
’300 patent)

The “controlling” method step is impermissibly recited within the system claim.

Claims 1 of the *300 and ‘546 patents are also invalid under 35 U.S.C. §§ 101 and 112(b)
for indefiniteness where the “controller performing a data integrity test.” These are method steps
within the system claims, which render the claims invalid under /PXL and MPEP §
2173.05(p)(1D).

Claim 7 of the *300 patent is also invalid under 35 U.S.C. §§ 101 and 112(b) for
indefiniteness where the “controller . . . remaps the data.” This is a method step within the
system claim, which renders the claim invalid under /PXL and MPEP § 2173.05(p)(1I).

Claim 11 of the 298 patent and claim 11 of the ‘285 patent are also invalid under 35
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U.S.C. §§ 101 and 112(b) for indefiniteness where the “controller (or FTL) . . . causes the
transfer of content.” These are method steps within the system claims, which render the claims
invalid under /PXL and MPEP § 2173.05(p)(1I).

0. System Claims Not Incorporating the Disclosed SLC NAND Flash Module and
MLC NAND Flash Module Structures Are Unsupported and Inoperative.

Claims 1 and 12 of the 300 patent, claim 1 of the ‘370 patent and all their dependent
claims, are invalid under 35 U.S.C. §§ 101 and 112(a) due to the following claim language:

e “A system for storing data comprising: memory space . . .; at least one controller . . .;
at least one MLC nonvolatile memory element . . .; at least one SLC nonvolatile
memory element . . .; at least one random access volatile memory . . .; an FTL flash
translation layer . . ..” (claim 1 of the *300 patent)

e “A system for storing data comprising: memory space . . .; at least one controller . . .;
at least one MLC nonvolatile memory element . . .; at least one SLC nonvolatile
memory element . . .; at least one random access volatile memory . . ..” (claim 12 of
the *300 patent)

e “A system for storing data comprising: an MLC non-volatile memory space . . .; an
SLC non-volatile memory space . . .; and a controller . . ..” (claim 1 of the ‘370
patent)

Specifically disclosed in the common specification and recited in the 298, ‘385, and ‘240
patents are (1) SLC NAND flash memory modules including individually erasable blocks and (2)
MLC NAND flash memory modules including individually erasable blocks and circuitry. These
are understood by the POSITA to include circuity for physically reading/writing/erasing those
blocks of cells of individually writable pages, with substantial differences between SLC and
MLC modules (e.g., decoding physical addresses to different page/pass writes). Without the
incorporation of the POSITA-understood physical reading/writing/erasing circuitry of the SLC
and MLC modules, a system recited with only the controller functions (directing module action)
is unsupported under 35 U.S.C. § 112(a) and completely inoperative, failing as a useful system

under 35 U.S.C. § 101. The “memory spaces” and “memory elements” recited in claims 1 (even
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with the FTL) and 12 of the ‘300 patent and claim 1 of the ‘370 patent do not provide the
required bridge of physical action from a controller to NAND flash modules. As explained in
Sections II(A) and II(B), “memory spaces” and “memory elements” are themselves unsupported,
indefinite and inoperative. Their substitution for understood NAND flash modules with
understood read/write/erase circuitry in the recited claims is unsupported under 35 U.S.C. §
112(a) and renders the claimed systems inoperative under 35 U.S.C. § 101.

P. System Claims Not Incorporating a Minimum Useful Amount of SLC and
MLC Memory Are Unsupported and Inoperative.

Claims 1 and 12 of the 300 patent, claim 1 of the ‘546 patent, claim 1 of the ‘369 patent,
and claim 1 of the ‘370 patent, and all their dependent claims, are invalid under 35 U.S.C. §§ 101
and 112(a) due to the following claim language:

e “A system for storing data comprising: memory space . . .; at least one MLC

nonvolatile memory element . . .; at least one SLC nonvolatile memory element . . .”
(claim 1 of the *300 patent)

e “A system for storing data comprising: memory space . . .; at least one controller . . .;
at least one MLC nonvolatile memory element . . .; at least one SLC nonvolatile
memory element . . ..” (claim 12 of the *300 patent)

e “A system for storing data comprising: memory space . . .; a bank of nonvolatile

memory, including: a plurality of MLC memory modules, each including at least one
MLC nonvolatile memory element; and at least one SLC memory module including
at least one SLC nonvolatile memory element . . ..” (claim 1 of the *546 patent)

e “A memory system for storing data comprising: memory space . . .; a bank of
physical nonvolatile memory, including: a plurality of physical MLC memory
modules, each including at least one physical MLC nonvolatile memory element . . .;
and at least one SLC memory module including at least one physical SLC nonvolatile
memory element . . ..” (claim 1 of the *369 patent)

e “A system for storing data comprising: an MLC non-volatile memory space including

at least one MLC non-volatile memory element . . .; an SLC non-volatile memory
space including at least one SLC non-volatile memory element . . ..” (claim 1 of the
‘370 patent)

The specification discloses two two-bank embodiments that purport to avail of the
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superior endurance of SLC. There is suggested a beneficial mix is “SLC NAND flash equal to
12.5% or 25% of MLC NAND flash” (5:10-11), which is consistent with Fig. 4 showing two
banks each of 2+ SLC modules compared to 8+ MLC modules (which with MLCs storing twice
SLCs, meeting the suggested 12.5% ratio). Figs. 6a and 6b of incorporated U.S. Patent 8,195,452
show a Samsung NAND flash chip K9F108XOA with a “1024M + 32M BIT NAND FLASH
ARRAY,” clearly a “module” of 1-bit cells, i.e., SLCs. The context thus is one SLC module of
1,024 blocks of 64 pages each. Contrasting with this context, each of the “system(s) for storing
data” recited in the claims of the ‘300, ‘546, ‘369, and ‘370 patents is met with just one SLC
memory element and one MLC memory element (for the ‘546 and ‘369 a plurality of MLC
memory elements, one each in a plurality of MLC modules). As explained in sections II(A) and
II(B), “memory spaces” and “memory elements” are themselves unsupported, indefinite and
inoperative, although it is recited in claims 1 and 12 of the ‘300 patent and claim 1 of the ‘546
patent that their systems’ mapping is of “blocks, pages, or bytes of data.” If a single block
satisfies the requirements of the systems recited in the claims of the ‘300, ‘546, ‘369, and ‘370
patents, as literally it would (even allowing mapping of two blocks in claims 1 and 12 of the 300
patent and claim 1 of the ‘546 patent), that system would not be a useful one. It would be much
less than the system disclosed by the specification as having multiple SLC and MLC modules
each of a thousand blocks, useful for the disclosed and claimed preferential writing to an SLC
module. In a minimal, single-blocks system as claimed, there could be no multiple writes to
count given the NAND flash requirement of writing each update to another physical address,
much less to enhance or maximize lifetime of the block or the system. And there is nothing in
the specification describing the sufficient number of blocks or “memory elements” needed for

the claimed inventions to enhance or maximize lifetime, or any way to determine a sufficient
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number. For at least these reasons, claims 1 and 12 of the *300 patent, claim 1 of the ‘546 patent,
claim 1 of the ‘369 patent, and claim 1 of the ‘370 patent, and all their dependent claims, are
invalid under 35 U.S.C. §§ 101 and 112(a).

III. GROUNDS OF INVALIDITY UNDER 35 U.S.C. §101

Phison sets forth the following grounds of invalidity under 35 U.S.C. § 101. Each
asserted claim is invalid under § 101 for one or more of the grounds explained below. Citations
to the common specification are made in reference to the first asserted patent, the 298 patent.
Other § 101 challenges are presented in Section II above.

A. “memory space”

Claims 1-12 of the ‘300 patent, claims 1-7 of the ‘546 patent, claims 1-7 of the ‘612
patent, claims 1-10 of the ‘369 patent, and claims 1-18 of the ‘370 patent are invalid under 35
U.S.C. § 101 because they are directed to or recite the abstract idea of “memory space(s).”

As discussed in section II(B), a POSITA would understand “memory space” to be a
storage capacity property of a memory. The unqualified claiming of a property is an abstract
idea or “disembodied concept” at the heart of what the Supreme Court’s 35 U.S.C. § 101
jurisprudence regards as unpatentable subject matter. The claims fail to integrate the claimed
“memory space” into a practical application, and they do not provide an inventive concept to
counterweigh (provide “significantly more than’) the unqualified claiming of the property of
“memory space”. Particularly, the remaining limitations of these claims simply recite “well-
understood, routine, and/or conventional” elements in a conventional arrangement and fail to
recite an inventive concept. This is further illustrated in the analysis of these claims presented in
the §§ 102/103 prior art contentions in section I. Thus, the claims fail the Alice/Mayo test and
are ineligible subject matter under 35 U.S.C. § 101.

The same conclusion may be reached for the unqualified nature of the claiming of
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“memory space,” which extends to subject matter well established to be outside of the scope of
the patent statute. For example, the claim does not require that the “memory space” property be
other than some transitory “signal” (information); it thus is ineligible as a “signal per se”.

B. “flash translation layer (FTL)... adapted to... maintain an address
[map/table]”

The claims of the ‘385, ‘300, ‘546 and ‘369 patents each claim as a component a “flash
translation layer” or FTL. The specification makes clear, and a POSITA would understand, that
FTL is a type of software. As such, the FTL is an abstract idea, a process that could readily be
performed in the human mind or with the aid of pen and paper. For example, claim 1 of the ‘385
patent recites “a flash translation layer... adapted to: a) maintain an address map of at least one
of the MLC and SLC non-volatile memory modules, the address map comprising a list of logical
address ranges accessible by a computer system, the list of logical address ranges having a
minimum quanta of addresses, wherein each entry in the list of logical address ranges maps to a
similar range of physical addresses within either the at least one SLC non-volatile memory
module or within the at least one MLC non-volatile memory module.” Such a mapping could
readily be performed in the human mind. Similarly, claim 1 of the ‘300 546, and ‘369 patent
recites an “FTL... maintain(s) an address table...” (It is noted that the ‘300 patent requires that
the “FTL... maintain an address table in one or more of the memory elements and random access
volatile memory” and the ‘369 patent requires that the “FTL... maintain an address table in one
or more of the physical memory elements”, but this amounts to nothing more than specifying the
type of “pen and paper” that must be used for record keeping and does not preclude the FTL be
performed as a mental process.) The additional limitations of these claims are “well-understood,
routine, and/or conventional,” are in a conventional arrangement, and do not meet the eligibility

exceptions for claims reciting or directed to an abstract idea. This is further illustrated in the
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analysis of these claims presented in the §§ 102/103 prior art contentions in section I. Thus, the
claims are ineligible subject matter under 35 U.S.C. § 101.

Additionally, the claims of the ‘385, ‘300, ‘546 and ‘369 patents place no restriction on
where the FTL exists. Thus, these claims do not limit the FTL to a non-transitory signal, and all
claims of the ‘385, ‘300, ‘546 and ‘369 patents are thus ineligible as claiming a “signal per se.”

IV.  DOCUMENT PRODUCTION

Phison produces all prior art references relied upon in the invalidity contentions.

Dated: August 16, 2024 /s/ Stephen Y. Chow
Douglas E. Chin
Hsuanyeh Chang, PhD
Stephen Y. Chow
Zachary Thomas
Edward Runyan
Peter C. Yi
HSUANYEH LAW GROUP, PC
11 Beacon Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02108
Tel: (617) 886-9088
Attorneys for Phison Electronics Corp.
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I, Yanwei Jiang, hereby certify that on August 16, 2024, a copy of the foregoing Phison’s
Preliminary Invalidity Contentions was served on all counsel of record for Plaintiff Vervain, LLC
via electronic mail.

/s/ Yanwei Jiang
Yanwei Jiang
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