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1. A signal router comprising;

a matrix of cross-point switches comprising an array
of source channels and an array of destination channels
forming cross-points, and cross-point switches at said
cross-points selectively connecting selected source channels
to selected destination channels when closed;

a display device displaying a pictorial

representation of said matrix of cross-point switches;

input means through which cross-point

switches in said matrix of cross-point switches are

selected from said pictorial representation on said
display device; and

a digital computer programmed to generate in
response to selection of cross-point switches in said
matrix of cross-point switches made from said
pictorial representation through said input means,
control signals closing the selected cross-point
switches to connect the selected source channels to

the selected destination channels. | 19
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7 See30 F. App’ x 947,949, 949 n.1. 'EL9 [ £% 1 In re Dance,
160 F.3d 1339, 1340 n.2, 48 U.S.P.Q.2D (BNA) 1635, 1636 n.2
(Fed. Cir. 1998)(noting that dependent claims not argued
separately on the merits rise or fall with the independent claim
to which they relate).

¥ See30 F. App’ x 947, 948.

Y See30F. App’ x 947, 948.

* See30F. App’ x 947, 948-49.
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U.S.P.Q.2D (BNA) 1453, 1455 (Fed. Cir. 1998).

2 JRUF 2R ¢ Dickinson v. Zurko, 527 U.S. 150, 164-65, 50
U.S.P.Q.2D (BNA) 1930, 1936, 144 L. Ed. 2d 143, 119 S. Ct.
1816 (1999); In re Gartside, 203 F.3d 1305, 1316, 53
U.S.P.Q.2D (BNA) 1769, 1775 (Fed. Cir. 2000).

® See30F. App’ x 947, 948. 'Rl [Z £% : Consolidated Edison
Co v. Nat'l Labor Relations Bd., 305 U.S. 197, 229, 83 L. Ed.
126, 59 S. Ct. 206 (1938).

* See30F. App’ x 947, 948.

# JELF =% ¢ Wright Med. Tech., Inc. v. Osteonics Corp., 122
F.3d 1440, 1445, 43 U.S.P.Q.2D (BNA) 1837, 1481 (Fed. Cir.
1997) ("We must not interpret an independent claim in a way
that is inconsistent with a claim which depends fromit....").
* See30F. App’ x 947, 949.
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7 See Mark A. Lemley, 7he Limits of Claim Differentiation, 22
Berkeley Tech. L.J. 1389, 1389 (2007).

* See David L. Schwartz, Practice Makes Perfect? An Empirical
Study of Claim Construction Reversal Rates in Patent Cases,
107 Mich. L. Rev. 223, 231 (.2008)( “In construing the broader
term, the doctrine of claim differentiation urges that the broader
term not be construed to mean the same as the narrower
term.” ).

* Kraft Foods, Inc. v. International Trading Co., 203 F.3d 1362,
1368 (Cir. Fed. 2000).

* See Arnold B. Silverman, “Claim Interpretation under the
Doctrine of Claim Differentiation,” JOM, Vol. 53, No. 2, 64
(February 2001), at
http://www.springerlink.com/content/1r76027120754g91/.

* Tandon Corp. v. U.S. Intern. Trade Com’ n, 831 F.2d 1017,
1023 (Fed. Cir. 1987).

* Tandon Corp. v. U.S. Intern. Trade Com’ n, 831 F.2d 1017,
1023.
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* Tandon Corp. v. U.S. Intern. Trade Com’ n, 831 F.2d 1017,
1023.

* Kraft Foods, Inc. v. International Trading Co., 203 F.3d 1362,
1368.

* Corp. v. U.S. Intern. Trade Com’ n, 831 F.2d 1017, 1023
( “To the extent that the absence of such difference in meaning
and scope would make a claim superfluous, the doctrine of
claim differentiation states the presumption that the difference
between claims is significant.” ).

* Kraft Foods, Inc. v. International Trading Co., 203 F.3d 1362,
1368.

" Multiform Desiccants, Inc. v. Medzam, Ltd., 133 F.3d 1473,
1480 (Cir. Fed. 1998).

* Kraft Foods, Inc. v. International Trading Co., 203 F.3d 1362,
1368.

¥ Kraft Foods, Inc. v. International Trading Co., 203 F.3d 1362,
1368.
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IR == %0
= BT F%FIF[E J%T‘ ANG37
YIRS TR O
( means-plus-function claim) > &&= H%“‘j\ Fifi Jrﬁi
I e rﬁﬂ*?ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ BRI - ﬁiﬁ
FSI F'LJF%T‘TE'F@[E'%% ’ &ﬁiﬁ%ﬁ*« -l HTE\}J‘:
{12; M= A SRR RS *'”ﬁ J F“”J?Wé?{tiﬂ °
Tzij%i%;[glﬁlﬂjlﬂﬁi Y1125 5T fFﬁlif,J"—L > I‘JﬁJFZ{
T R o A (shall) RUEERPIR,
[ FE e ﬁ@fi@ﬁ‘ii‘eﬁ% FHRIRS = £ (structure
material, or acts) F‘)LF“E HpuEEP (equivalent)
B FIOPE ZF ] " a means for computing (—
™ EE R 20D o [y AT where the means
for computing comprises a central processing unit (CPU) ---
(H H[rﬁ“ FEER R S E ‘[J?Ff FHHGETETHIR ) | o
= ?}’LF'FJ?'H[@?”ILEFFTW EYRE E“"ﬁf] CIJ}” P FHAGE BT
> FII F%T‘«?Eﬁfgﬁ{] U 7 A= fpl R
HIFU FH| FA“’FETU_' Ay \élj}‘ﬁ THIGEETHIR | o
B TSR ETHIR | AL TRRE RO 8 o M

“ See Manisha Singh Nair (August 07, 2007), “Resolving
Indefiniteness and  Construing Patent  Claims,” at
http://www.cafezine.com/depts/article.asp?id=15669&deptid=7
(latest visited 05/06/2009).

" See Pillsbury  Winthrop  Shaw  Pittman  LLP,
“Means-Plus-Function ~ Claims and the Doctrine of
Equivalents,” at

http://library.findlaw.com/1995/Sep/1/131103.html (latest visited
10/02/2008.)

“ See Charles E. Van Horn (April 20, 1994), “Means Or Step
Plus Function Limitation under 35 U.S.C. 112, 6th Paragraph,”

at  http://www.uspto.gov/go/og/con/files/cons089.htm  (latest
visited 05/09/2009).
“ 35 US.C. § 112, q 6, at

http://www.uspto.gov/web/offices/pac/mpep/documents/appxl_3
5_U_S_C_112.htm (latest visited 05/09/2009).

“  See Pillsbury  Winthrop  Shaw  Pittman  LLP,
“Means-Plus-Function ~ Claims and the Doctrine of
Equivalents,” at

http://library.findlaw.com/1995/Sep/1/131103.html.
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