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. INTRODUCTION

Papst respectfully opposes Casio’s motion to dismiss Papst’s counterclaims and to enter a
default judgment against Papst on Casio’s declaratory judgment claims (or in the alternative, to
dismiss Casio’s declaratory judgment claims).

Casio’s motion concentrates on conduct which the Court already has considered and
ruled on, or for which the Court already has awarded sanctions. See, e.g., Dkt. No. 117, Court’s
order of June 4, 2008 (noting that the “2007 motions can be safely laid to rest” and that Papst
“has been precluded from advancing additional formal discovery on Casio . . .. Such sanctions
are severe enough.”). Rehashing matters that the Court already has resolved with substantial
sanctions is inappropriate and unproductive. Unfortunately, Casio seems determined to make
discovery disputes—and not patent infringement—the focus of this litigation. Papst fears that
Casio will continue to generate discovery disputes as long as it perceives that it can derail
preparations for trial of a patent infringement action. For example, Casio’s extensive quoting of
Papst’s May 9, 2008 supplement of its answer to Casio’s Interrogatory No. 1 (Casio’s Ex. D) to
argue noncompliance is misleading because that answer was further supplemented by Papst on
May 28, 2008 (Casio’s Ex. V) prior to Casio filing its motion.

On April 8, 2008, this Court lifted the stay of discovery that had existed since before the
joinder of this action in multi-district litigation proceedings, and this Court ordered Papst to file
its asserted claims and infringement contentions by May 28, 2008. (Dkt. No. 36, 111 and 17).
On April 24, 2008, this Court ordered Papst to further supplement certain ones of its
interrogatory answers. (Dkt. No. 77, {{ 6k-0).

Papst has complied with this Court’s orders and responded to Casio’s discovery requests.

The discussion below demonstrates that Papst has been working diligently to produce responsive
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documents and to answer interrogatories as quickly as responses can be prepared, with priority
given to meeting existing deadlines. There is no legitimate basis for Casio’s representations to
the contrary, for the extreme sanction that Casio seeks, or for any further sanction whatsoever.

Casio falls far short of meeting its burden to demonstrate by clear and convincing
evidence that (1) Papst has not made a good faith effort to comply with this Court’s orders of
April 8, 2008 and April 24, 2008 and (2) nothing short of dismissal is appropriate as a sanction.
Shepherd v. American Broadcasting Companies, 62 F.3d 1469, 1472 (D.C. Cir. 1995) (“we hold
that a district court may use its inherent power to enter a default judgment only if it finds, first,
by clear and convincing evidence-a preponderance is not sufficient-that the abusive behavior
occurred; and second, that a lesser sanction would not sufficiently punish and deter the abusive
conduct while allowing a full and fair trial on the merits.”).
1. FACTS PERTINENT TO COMPLIANCE WITH COURT ORDERS

A. CHRONOLOGY

The following actions in the last few months are pertinent to Papst’s compliance with the

Court’s Orders:

e April 8- The Court lifted the stay of discovery and set May 28 as the deadline for filing
infringement contentions. (Dkt. No. 36, 817 (“Papst shall file its asserted claims and
infringement contentions no later than May 28, 2008.”)).

e April 11 — Papst answered Casio’s outstanding Interrogatory Nos. 7-10. The answer to
Interrogatory No. 7 included claim interpretations of the elements that Casio had
identified as infringement defenses. (Ex. 1). Even though Casio’s Interrogatory No. 7
does not expressly require “claim interpretation,” applicable claim interpretation was
provided on the claim language that Casio had identified as infringement defenses. (See
e.g. Ex. 1: 7:11-12, 10:25 - 11:3, 11:15-19, 13:5-7).

e April 18 — Without any Court involvement, Papst supplemented its answer to Casio’s
Interrogatory No. 7 to provide interpretation of additional claim language, within a few
days of Casio pointing out that it had supplemented its identification of claim elements on
which it relied for infringement defenses. (EX. 2).
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The answer to Interrogatory No. 7 was prepared with respect to the defenses that Casio
identified in its written discovery responses served on May 21, 2007. However, shortly
after the April 11, 2008 service of Papst’s interrogatory answers, Casio advised Papst that
Casio had supplemented those May 21, 2007 responses. Within a week, on April 18,
2008, Papst supplemented its answers to Casio’s Interrogatory No. 7. (Ex. 2). This
supplementary answer included interpretation of additional claim language based on
Casio’s supplemental identification of that additional claim language as infringement
defenses. (Ex. 2). In other words, prior to the April 24, 2008 Order, Papst already had
responded promptly, and without any Court intervention, to a request from Casio’s
counsel for supplementation.

April 24 — The Court ordered supplementation of previous Papst answers to Interrogatory
Nos. 1 and 3-6. (Dkt. No. 77, 11 6k-0).

May 7 — Papst completely and timely served on the Camera Manufacturers (including
Casio) Papst’s answers to the Camera Manufacturers’ Interrogatory Nos. 1-10. (Ex. 3).
The answer to the Camera Manufacturers’ Interrogatory No. 1 included an identification
of Casio’s camera models and 38 pages of detailed claim charts applying the claim
language to the devices made by Casio and the other Camera Manufacturers. Camera
Manufacturers’ Interrogatory No. 1 did not expressly require “claim interpretation.”
Nevertheless, Papst provided numerous pages of claim analysis and application in
addition to the detailed claim charts. This response fully and completely answered the
interrogatory to the best of Papst’s abilities. (EX. 3).

May 9 — Two days later on May 9, 2008, Papst formally supplemented its answers to
Casio’s Interrogatory Nos. 1 and 3-6, and provided the additional information contained
in Papst’s answers to the Camera Manufacturers’ Interrogatory Nos. 1-10. Papst
specifically informed Casio that Papst reserved its right to present its asserted claims and
infringement contentions by May 28, 2008, the deadline set by the Court. (Casio’s EX.
D).

May 14 — Papst supplemented its answer to Casio’s Interrogatory No. 5 as soon as that
information was available. (Ex. 4).

May 28 — On May 28, 2008, Papst timely filed (and served on Casio and the other
Camera Manufacturers) Papst's asserted claims and infringement contentions (Dkt. No.
110). That same day, Papst supplemented its answer to Casio’s Interrogatory No. 1,
providing additional claim interpretation in view of the work on the filed contentions.
(Casio’s Ex. V).

May 29 — Casio filed the motion presently before the Court. In the motion, Casio
complains about the claim interpretation in the May 9, 2008 supplement, and ignores the
claim interpretation Papst provided on April 11, 2008 and supplemented on April 18,
2008. Casio’s motion also ignores the cooperation of Papst’s counsel when promptly
providing supplemental responses. Casio’s May 29, 2008 motion also ignores Papst’s
extensive supplementation regarding claim interpretation on May 28, 2008, even though
Casio includes that supplement as an exhibit to its motion.
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B. THE SPECIFIC ISSUES RAISED BY CASIO
1. Papst Has Provided Proper Interrogatory Answers

To the extent that Casio is complaining about what occurred in 2007 before discovery
was stayed in this action, the Court already has resolved those matters and has imposed sanctions
against Papst. With respect to the last few months since the stay was lifted, Papst has answered
interrogatories as quickly as responses can be prepared, without waiting until all the interrogatory
answers were available before providing answers that were available. As discussed above, the
Court lifted the stay on April 8, 2008, and Papst answered Casio’s outstanding Interrogatory
Nos. 7-10 on April 11, 2008, and supplemented the answer to Interrogatory No. 7 on April 18,
2008. On April 24, 2008, the Court ordered supplementation of previously answered
Interrogatory Nos. 1 and 3-6, and Papst complied on May 9, 14, and 28. Substituting
supplemental answers for original answers, Papst’s answers to Casio’s interrogatories now total
115 pages.

2. Papst Has Provided Proper Claim Interpretation

The Casio motion fails to consider Papst’s May 28, 2008 supplement to its answer of
Casio Interrogatory No. 1 regarding claim interpretation (Casio’s Ex. V). On pages 7-9 of its
brief, Casio criticizes Papst’s claim interpretation and quotes extensively from the May 9, 2008
supplement (Casio’s Ex. D). However, Casio fails to address the additional claim interpretation
that Papst has provided, in the answer to Interrogatory No. 7 and especially in the very extensive
May 28, 2008 supplement of the answer to Interrogatory No. 1 (Casio’s EX. V).

In a footnote, Casio acknowledges the May 28, 2008 supplement, but fails to inform the
Court that the supplement addressed the very matters that Casio is complaining about in its brief.
For example, Casio quotes from the May 9, 2008 supplement (Casio’s Ex. D) regarding the

interpretations of seven specific claim terms, and ignores the Papst interpretations of those same
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seven claim terms in Papst’s later May 28, 2008 supplement. In particular, Casio’s complaint
that some claim interpretations did not contain the word “means” was addressed in Papst’s May
28, 2008 supplement. The following are applicable excerpts from the May 28, 2008 supplement:

e “The phrase ‘an input/output device customary in a host device’ means a device
which inputs or outputs data with respect to a host device, and is a device which
sufficiently common such that software drivers for communicating with the
input/output device are typically provided with the host device as it is purchased.”
(Casio’s Ex. V, 67:6-9).

e “[T]he term *host device’ means host systems, such as Personal Computers
(“PCs”) and other host devices as described in the patent written descriptions.
(Casio’s Ex. V, 66:25 - 67:2).

e “[T]he term ‘data transmit/receive device’ means a device that senses some
physical property external to the sensor, and converts it into an electrical signal.
The term *data transmit/receive device’ should be construed to cover an entire
spectrum of sensors.” (Casio’s Ex. V, 68:16-19).

e “The term “first connecting device’ means the circuitry used to interface the
interface device to the host PC.” (Casio’s Ex. V, 69:19-20).

e “The term “second connecting device’ as it is used in the ‘399 patent means the
structure actually recited in claim 1, i.e., ‘a sampling circuit for sampling the
analog data provided by the data transmit/receive device’ and ‘an analog-to-
digital converter for converting the data sampled by the sampling circuit into
digital data.”” (Casio’s Ex. V, 70:4-7).

e The phrase “configured by” should be given its plain and ordinary meaning. See,

Casio’s Ex. V, 65:22-23 (“Unless specifically discussed below, all claim terms
should be given their plain and ordinary meaning.”).

e “Virtual files means files which appear to be present on a simulated disk drive,
yet which are not on rotating media.” (Casio’s Ex. V, 79:7-8).

3. Papst Has Provided the Prior Art
Casio next complains about a failure to identify prior art in a 2007 interrogatory answer.
However, the only documents that Casio asserts that Papst failed to identify are documents that
Casio states that Papst has recently produced. While Papst produced well over 20,000 pages of

documents by the time that discovery was stayed in 2007, Papst should be entitled to make
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supplementations in accordance with Rule 26(e). So Casio’s complaint is that the documents
were not produced fast enough, for which Papst already has been sanctioned. This is part of an
old and resolved issue. In addition, it was only after the stay was imposed that Papst acquired
many documents due to its own continuing investigation and to prior art being identified by
third-parties with whom Papst was negotiating.

Furthermore, there are always an unlimited number of earlier documents. Judgment has
to be exercised with respect to whether the alleged prior art is material or merely cumulative of
other documents that have already been identified. With respect to the specific documents that
Casio asserts that Papst failed to identify, Casio has not met its burden to demonstrate the
materiality of the documents. Casio does not even attempt to explain the significance of the
patent documents that it mentions. (Casio’s Ex. R). Regarding the inventor Tasler’s thesis
(Casio’s Ex. S), Casio quotes some general language from the thesis and compares it to general
language in one of the patents in issue, but not to patent claim language. ldentifying a problem
in which the inventor was interested is not the same as disclosing a solution that ultimately
constituted a claimed invention. Casio has not met its burden to demonstrate the materiality of
the thesis to a claimed invention.

4, Papst Provided the Best Information It Has At This Time Regarding
Conception of Invention

Casio argues that Papst identified a range of time ending in October 1996 during which
the inventor’s conception of invention may have occurred. To the extent that conception will
make any difference in this lawsuit, it would be Papst’s burden to establish that date. In any
event, Papst has provided the best information that it has at this time regarding conception.
Without justification, Casio erroneously argues that the “inventor surely knows when he

conceived the alleged inventions.” The claimed inventions are what ultimately ends up being
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claimed in an issued patent. There is not necessarily any reason why the inventor would recall
today the specific date in 1996 when he conceived what ultimately would become a claimed
invention. The best a patentee can do is to present evidence he can find. Casio asserts that Papst
has not identified anything “that could possibly support a conception any earlier than October of
1996.” Be that as it may, if Papst finds additional evidence, it will supplement its discovery
responses.

5. Papst Has Been Diligently Processing and Producing a Voluminous

Number of Documents, Many of Which Papst Did Not Possess Until
After the Stay Was Imposed in 2007

Papst did not initiate this lawsuit. It has been pursuing its investigation, and reviewing
voluminous electronic records and other materials it can find regarding the patents and the scores
of different products made by the Camera Manufacturers. It has been producing the documents
in stages as soon as they are reviewed. Casio concedes that Papst produced over 150,000 pages
of documents, as of the time of Casio’s motion. Again, Casio’s complaint is that the documents
were not produced fast enough, for which Papst already has been sanctioned. Again, this is part
of an old and resolved issue. In effect, Casio now offers the fact that Papst has been
supplementing its production of documents as a ground for additional sanctions.

After discovery was stayed in this action in 2007, Papst continued to investigate its
infringement contentions against Casio and other Camera Manufacturers. In the course of its
investigation, Papst acquired a very large amount of publicly available documents regarding
potentially infringing cameras and related issues. In addition, third-parties identified additional
alleged prior art during negotiations with Papst. Naturally, Papst could not produce those
documents before it even acquired them.

Papst has diligently processed additional documents for production, including documents

that were confidential to third-parties and for which Papst was first required to provide the third-
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parties with an opportunity to object to the production of their confidential communications. As
noted above, Papst had become aware of many documents during the last year due to its
continuing investigation. On June 2, 2008, Casio and Papst filed their joint discovery plan.
(Dkt. No. 116). At that time, Papst did not believe that the Court had set a deadline by which all
documents must be produced. In an abundance of caution, and to the extent that there was
disagreement about whether there was a deadline, Papst respectfully requested an extension until
June 13, 2008 to complete its document production with respect to those documents that are not
potentially privileged and/or protected by work product. On May 21, 2008, counsel for Papst
and Casio conferred on this issue at which time Casio’s counsel represented that Papst’s plan for
production of Papst documents by June 13, 2008 was reasonable given the large amount of
documents that Papst still had to produce. As to those documents that are potentially privileged
and/or protected by work product, Papst also requested an extension to complete its document
production of those documents to within 30 days of the Court’s ruling on Papst’s motion for
clarification concerning the scope of waiver. (Dkt. No. 101). At the hearing on June 5, 2008,
Papst’s counsel explained that the presentation targeted for June 13, 2008 would be substantially
complete, but not 100% complete due to “clean-up.” Casio did not object. On June 10, 2008,
the Court set due dates for completing Papst production to Casio (Dkt. No. 125), and Papst
produced an additional 145,000 pages of documents on June 13, 2008.

6. Papst’s Discovery Requests to Casio Already Have Been Limited

Casio complains that Papst’s discovery requests to Casio were too broad. It complains
about Papst’s initial discovery requests, but the Court already struck those requests. (Dkt. No.
77). 1t complains about its second set of discovery requests, but admits that Papst replaced those
with a third set after counsel conferred. While denying Papst’s request for formal discovery, the

Court did state that reasonable discovery should still proceed. In its Order dated June 10, 2008,
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the Court clarified the scope of Casio’s document production obligations, and this is a resolved
issue. Casio mischaracterizes Papst’s latest requests as unreasonable. However, the Court
agreed that various Papst document requests were sufficiently specific, and agreed with Papst’s
position that Casio had to apply an objective standard—rather than its own subjective beliefs—in
responding to those document requests. (Dkt. No. 125, 11 1.1-3).

I1.  CASIO’S MOTION SHOULD BE DENIED

Most of Casio’s brief dwells on the matters on which the Court already has ruled and for
which Papst already has been sanctioned. Casio’s presentation regarding any new matters fails
to demonstrate violation of any order. With respect to Papst’s discovery from Casio, counsel
conferred and tried to work out the scope of reasonable discovery, and the Court has issued an
order resolving the issue. With respect to document production by Papst, it has conscientiously
been reviewing and producing a voluminous number of documents as quickly as it can.
Including the June 13, 2008 production, Papst has produced almost 300,000 pages of documents.
The interrogatory answers are current. With respect to conception of invention (Casio
Interrogatory No. 6), Papst has provided the best information that it has at this time. With
respect to claim interpretation, Casio quotes from the May 9, 2008 supplement and ignores the
earlier answers in April and the more comprehensive May 28, 2008 supplement. In short, Papst
has been working very diligently to comply with its discovery responsibilities. There have not
been any violations of any orders that have not already been considered and resolved by the
Court. There is no basis for any new sanction.

The fact that Papst has not engaged in any misconduct for which it has not already been
sanctioned should end the matter. Nevertheless, it also should be noted that Casio has failed to
demonstrate that it has incurred any substantial prejudice from any alleged misconduct by Papst.

See, e.g., Federal Deposit Insurance Corp. v. Conner, 20 F.3d 1376, 1380 (5th Cir. 1994) (“[W]e
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have articulated several factors that must be present before a district court may dismiss a case as
a sanction for violating a discovery order . . .. [T]he violating party’s misconduct ‘must
substantially prejudice the opposing party.’”); Webb v. District of Columbia, 189 F.R.D. 180,
186 (D.D.C. 1999) (holding that misconduct that severely prejudices the opposing party’s case
might support a default judgment). Casio is receiving all discovery that it is entitled, and its own
obligations have been limited in scope.

There is no legitimate basis for Casio’s present motion, let alone clear and convincing
evidence to support the dismissal that Casio seeks. Shepherd, 62 F.3d at 1472.

IV. CONCLUSION

The sanctions already imposed on Papst are substantial. Papst is making a good faith
effort to comply with the Court’s orders and to move forward to a full and fair trial on the merits.
That should be the goal of all parties.

For the foregoing reasons, Papst requests the Court to Deny Casio’s motion.

Respectfully submitted,

Dated: June 16, 2008 /s/ Robert F. Muse
Robert F. Muse
Kerrie C. Dent
STEIN MITCHELL & MEZINES, LLP
1100 Connecticut Ave, NW
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 737-7777

Jerold B. Schnayer

James P. White

Walter J. Kawula, Jr.

Joseph E. Cwik

WELSH & KATZ, LTD.

120 South Riverside Plaza e 22nd Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60606

(312) 655-1500

Attorneys for Defendant/Counter-Plaintiff Papst
Licensing GmbH & Co. KG

10
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The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing PAPST’S OPPOSITION
TO CASIO’S MOTION TO DISMISS_ was served on this 16" day of June, 2008 upon the
attorneys for the Camera Manufacturers as follows:
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Ikrawczyk@morganlewis.com

J. Kevin Fee

Morgan Lewis & Bockius LLP
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Washington, D.C. 20004
jkfee@morganlewis.com

Scott D. Stimpson

The Law Office of Scott D. Stimpson
Suite 1102

445 Hamilton Avenue
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stimpsonlaw@gmail.com

For The Samsung Parties (via e-mail):
Patrick J. Kelleher

Drinker Biddle Gardner Carton

191 North Wacker Drive

Suite 3700
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Phone: (312) 569-1375

Fax: (312) 569-3375
Patrick.kelleher@dbr.com

Camera Manufacturers’ Administrative Counsel and
For The Fujifilm Parties (via e-mail):

Steven J. Routh

Hogan & Hartson, LLP

555 Thirteenth Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20004

Phone: (202) 637-5600

Fax: (202) 637-5910
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Phone: (310) 785-4694
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rdebodo@hhlaw.com
rmcapoccia@hhlaw.com
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555 13th Street, NW
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aklevin@hhlaw.com
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EXHIBIT 1
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
IN RE PAPST LICENSING GMBH & CO.
KG LITIGATION Misc. Action No. 07-493 (RMC)
This Document Relates To: MDL Docket No. 1880
ALL CASES

PAPST’S OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS TO PLAINTIFF CASIO INC.’S
SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 7-10)

Pursuant to Rule 33 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Defendant Papst
Licensing GmbH & Co. KG ("Papst"), objects to and answers Casio Inc.’s Second Set of

Interrogatories as follows:

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

1. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s Interrogatories to the extent that they call for
information protected by any applicable privilege or doctrine, including without
limitation the attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine and/or information
pertaining to Papst counsel’s mental impressions and/or trial preparation materials, any
jointly shared privilege, and other protections afforded by Rule 26(b)(4)(B). Papst
hereby asserts all such applicable privileges. Papst further objects to identifying such

documents created after the commencement of this lawsuit.

2. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s Interrogatories to the extent that they call for
information disclosing confidential or proprietary information, and/or trade secrets of
Papst, or information restricted from dissemination because of confidentiality
commitments with other entities or pursuant to court order, statute, or regulation.

Without waiving its objections, Papst will produce such information that is reasonably
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EXHIBIT 1
responsive and non-privileged upon the entry of a protective order governing such
confidential information, and only after the relevant third-parties are notified of the

potential disclosure and provided an opportunity to object to the potential disclosure.

3. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s Interrogatories to the extent that they call for
the disclosure of any information that is not reasonably related to the subject matter of
this action, that is not relevant to the claims or defenses asserted in this action, that is not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, and/or to the extent
that the interrogatories seek to impose discovery obligations beyond those imposed by or

permitted under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.

4. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s Interrogatories as unduly and unnecessarily
burdensome to the extent the requests seek information already in Casio Inc.’s

possession, custody, or control.

5. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s Interrogatories to the extent the requests,
instructions, and/or definitions are unreasonably broad, vague and ambiguous, and/or

unduly burdensome.

6. Papst has not completed its investigation of the facts relating to this action.
Accordingly, with respect to all of the Interrogatories, Papst Licensing reserves the right
to amend and/or supplement its responses, if necessary, with additional information based
upon further investigation and discovery, and to rely upon such information in the course

of this action and at trial.

1
€

7. In those instances where the responses to Casio Inc.’s interrogatories can

be derived from the business records of Papst or from an examination, audit or inspection
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of such business records, and the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer is
substantially the same for Casio Inc. and Papst, Papst will specify the records from
which an answer may be ascertained and afford Casio Inc.’s counsel a reasonable
opportunity to audit, inspect and copy such records or provide categorized copies of such
records in accordance with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 33(d), after entry of a suitable

protective order.

8. Papst objects to any and all interrogatories to the extent that they are
repetitive, overlapping or duplicative. Moreover, Papst may attempt to designate for
production relevant documents in response to Casio Inc.’s interrogatories. However, by
so designating documents, Papst does not represent that the identified documents are the
only relevant documents, nor does Papst represent that the identified documents are
necessarily the most relevant documents. In addition, the designation of documents is not
necessarily exhaustive and other relevant documents may or may not exist. However,
Papst will make a good faith effort to identify relevant documents and/or categories of

documents as provided in Rules 33 and 34, Fed.R.Civ.P.

9. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s interrogatories to the extent that they request
Papst to provide the names of persons with knowledge of certain facts and a summary of
each person’s knowledge. If known, Papst will identify those persons, or documents
from which the identity of those persons may be ascertained, believed to be generally

most knowledgeable regarding the requested subjects.

GENERAL OBJECTIONS TO INSTRUCTIONS AND DEFINITIONS

L. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s Instructions and Definitions to the extent they

seek to impose obligations beyond those set forth in Rules 26 and 33 of the Federal Rules
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of Civil Procedure and any applicable local rules. Papst will respond to Casio Inc.’s
Interrogatories in the manner required by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and
applicable local rules.

2. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s Instruction D as overly broad and unduly
burdensome to the extent that it does not permit Papst to produce a copy of the document in
lieu of providing the requested details.

3. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s Instruction E as overly broad, unduly
burdensome, and as calling for irrelevant information not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence. Papst responds that it will identify the title of a
proceeding when identifying a proceeding.

4. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s Instruction F as overly broad, unduly
burdensome, and as calling for irrelevant information not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence.

5. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s Instruction H as overly broad, unduly
burdensome, and as calling for irrelevant information not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence. Specifically, Papst objects to being required to
supplement information “within 30 days after acquiring such knowledge or advise Casio
in writing as to why such additional information cannot be provided within the specified

period” as it imposes obligations beyond those required by Fed.R.Civ.P. 33 and 26.

SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY NO. 7
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Provide, in full and complete detail, Papst’s bases for refuting Casio’s defenses of
non-infringement and invalidity/unenforceability.

ANSWER:

Papst objects that Casio’s Interrogatory is unclear as to what is meant by
“refuting Casio’s defenses of non-infringement and invalidity/unenforceability.” Papst
understands this interrogatory to mean the defenses articulated by Casio in Casio Inc.’s

Objections And Responses To Papst Licensing GmbH & Co. KG’s First Set of

Interrogatories To Casio, Inc., served May 21, 2007 (“Casio’s Interrogatory Responses™).

The present response refutes the defenses articulated in Casio’s Interrogatory Responses.
Papst objects to the extent that Casio construes this interrogatory to require any refutation
of any defense not articulated in Casio’s Interrogatory Responses.

To the extent that this interrogatory seeks information and responses inconsistent

with the dates set in the Second Practice and Procedure Order, Docket No. 36 (April 8,

2008) (“Order”), Papst objects that this interrogatory is premature. In the Order, at
Paragraph 17, the Court orders that: “Papst shall file its asserted claims and infringement
contentions no later than May 28, 2008.” Papst reserves the right to present its asserted
claims and infringement contentions at the time set by the Order. Also, Papst reserves
the right to amend or supplement the present response as the parties comply with the
disclosure, briefing, and hearing schedule concerning claim construction as set forth in
the Order.

Papst also objects that this interrogatory is premature in that Casio has not fully
responded to the discovery requests that Papst has served on Casio. For example, at the
time of this response, Casio has not provided any design documentation, nor any detailed

product specifications, nor any software code, for its digital cameras. Papst reserves the
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right to amend or supplement the present responses after it receives and evaluates any
further substantive responses from Casio.

Without waiving any of the above objections, Papst responds to Interrogatory No.
7 as follows. Pages 6-14 of Casio’s Interrogatory Responses, have the following
captioned sections concerning infringement of the Patents-in-Suit: “Interface Device”
(p.7), “Data transmit/receive device” (p. 9), “Communication between” (p. 10),
“Configured by the processor and memory” (p. 12), “Input/output device customary in a
host device, regardless of the device attached” (p. 13) and “Virtual file system” (p. 14).
Casio’s purported defenses are without merit.

Papst provided claim language analysis and application to Casio’s digital cameras
relevant to refuting Casio’s defenses in Defendant Papst Licensing GmbH & Co. KG’s
First Supplemental Answers to Plaintiff Casio Inc.’s First Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 1-
6) (“Papst’s Responses to Nos. 1-6”), served June 11, 2007. Those responses are
incorporated herein by reference. Based on currently available information, additional
responses individually addressing each of the portions of Casio’s Interrogatory Responses
are provided below. Papst reserves the right to amend or supplement this response after it
receives and evaluates any additional information as may become known as discovery
progresses in this case.

“Interface Device”

Casio’s contention in Casio’s Interrogatory response, for example, that its digital
cameras supposedly lack an “interface device” improperly imports limitations from the
specification into the claims. There is no recitation in the claims themselves for the

limitations that Casio seeks to impose on the patents. The language of Claim 1 of the
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‘399 patent, for example, recites that the “interface device” includes the following parts:
a processor, a memory, a first connecting device, and a second connecting device. In one
portion of claim 1 of the ‘399 patent, for example, relating to how the data
transmit/receive device relates to the interface device, is silent as to whether the data
transmit receive device is separable from the interface device:
a second connecting device for interfacing the interface device with the
data transmit/receive device, the second connecting device including a
sampling circuit for sampling the analog data provided by the data
transmit/receive device and an analog-to-digital converter for converting
data sampled by the sampling circuit into digital data,
The word “interfacing” does not require, nor does it prohibit, a permanent interface with
a permanently attached data transmit/receive device. Moreover, Casio’s digital camera’s
have “a sampling circuit for sampling the analog data” provided by an image sensor
(typically by way of a charge-coupled device, or “CCD”), and Casio does not deny the
same. Also, Casio’s digital cameras include an “analog-to-digital converter for
converting data sampled by the sampling circuit into digital data,” and Casio does not
deny the same. It is generally improper to look to the specification, for example, in an
attempt to add limitations that are not recited in the claim. Because the claim language
does not recite any limitation as to whether the data transmit/receive device is separable
from the interface device, and because Casio’s digital cameras have the structure that is
recited for the second connecting device, Casio’s digital cameras literally include “a
second connecting device” as that element is defined in claim 1 of the ‘399 patent.
Additional support that the “second connecting device” is not necessarily limited

to any particular embodiment found in the specification is found in the varying ways that

a “second connecting device” is recited in the independent claims. For example,



Case 1:07-mc-00493-RMC  Document 133-2  Filed 06/16/2008 Page 8 of 23
EXHIBIT 1

independent claim 11 of the ‘399 patent recites the same language with respect to the
second connecting device. Independent claim 17 of the ‘399 patent recites the step of
interfacing a data transmit/receive device with a second connecting device, which
happens to be about the same in scope as the second connecting device as recited in
claims 1 and 11. These claim elements read on the Casio digital cameras for the same
reasons as set forth above with respect to claim 1. However, in another example,
independent claims 1 and 17 of the ‘449 patent recite a “second connecting device for
interfacing the interface device with the data transmit/receive device,” which is broader
than the language in the ‘399 patent, because it does not recite the sampling circuit or the
analog-to-digital converter. Independent claim 18 of the ‘449 patent recites the step of
interfacing a data transmit/receive device with a broadly recited second connecting
device, which does not require any particular sampling circuit or analog-to-digital
converter. Thus, the way that the claims are drafted also indicates that the recitation of
“second connecting device” in the independent claims is not limited to one particular
embodiment.

Casio’s Interrogatory Response also takes issue with the word “attached.” That
word appears in the following phrase of claim 1 of the ‘399 patent: “regardless of the
type of the data transmit/receive device attached to the second connecting device of the
interface device.” The word “attached,” for example, is broad enough to cover
removably attached and permanently attached. The same is true in the other claims
reciting the word “attached.”

In summary, the independent claims are silent as to whether the data

transmit/receive device may be separable or may be part of the interface device.
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Therefore, whether the image sensors on the Casio digital cameras are separable from the
interface device is irrelevant to the issue of infringement. Casio’s digital cameras include
a second connecting device as that term is variously defined in the independent claims.
Casio presented no substantive defense on the issue of doctrine of equivalents
with respect to the second connecting device, and therefore no refutation is necessary or

even possible.

“Data transmit/receive device”

Casio’s Interrogatory Responses next argue that the claims require a data
transmit/receive device. The claims neither expressly require, nor prohibit, a
permanently attached data transmit/receive device. Instead, the inquiry should be
directed to whether the interface portion of a device meets the limitations in the claims
for the interface device.

For example, Casio’s Interrogatory Responses state, incorrectly, “No Casio
Digital Camera has the required limitation of a ‘data transmit/receive device’ (‘T/R
device’) as that term is properly construed.” There are several things wrong with Casio’s
argument. For example, there is no limitation in any of the independent claims for a data
transmit/receive device. Also, since the data transmit/receive device is not positively
recited as a limitation, it need not be “properly construed.” Additionally, the Casio
digital cameras include a lens and an image sensor that satisfies any plausible
interpretation of a “data transmit/receive device.” The data transmit/receive device is
recited in the preamble:

An interface device for communication between a host device, which

comprises drivers for input/output devices customary in a host device and
a multi-purpose interface, and a data transmit/receive device, the data
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transmit/receive device being arranged for providing analog data,
comprising:

In construing patent claims, structure recited in the preamble of a claim is generally not
considered a limitation of the claim. One generally should look to the body of the claims,
which define the structure of the interface device.

Casio’s Interrogatory Response further incorrectly argues: “A T/R device would
be understood by a person of ordinary skill in the art to mean a device that transmits and
receives information in the same form.” Casio provides no support for this incorrect
statement. Moreover, Casio’s argument is directly contrary to examples given in the
patents-in-suit. For example, the data transmit/receive devices are described as covering
an entire spectrum of sensors, and give as the first example an image-acquisition
system, which is a diagnostic radiology system:

The devices from which data is to be acquired cover the entire electrical

engineering spectrum. In a typical case, it is assumed that a customer who

operates, for example, a diagnostic radiology system in a medical

engineering environment reports a fault.

In this example, the data transmit/receive device does not receive and transmit
information in the same form. The image sensors in Casio’s digital cameras satisfy any
plausible construction of a “data transmit/receive device.”

The attempt by Casio to impose improper limitations on the data transmit/receive
devices is further refuted by the way that the data transmit/receive devices are recited in
different claims. For example, in claim 1 of the ‘399 patent, the data transmit/receive
device is recited as “being arranged for providing analog data.” (Casio’s image sensors

provide analog data). However, in claim 1 of the 449 patent, there is no recitation that

the data transmit receive device be arranged to provide analog data. The data

10
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transmit/receive devices of the ‘449 patent therefore should, for example, be construed
more broadly than the data transmit/receive devices of the ‘399 patent, and should be
construed that there is no limitation on the form of the data transmitted by such devices.
The various independent claims of the patents in suit have different preambles.
However, Casio does not address each claim independently, and therefore a refutation
concerning each independent claim is not called for by the present Interrogatory No. 7.
Also, Casio presented no substantive defense on the issue of doctrine of equivalents with
respect to the data transmit/receive device, and therefore no refutation is necessary or

even possible.

“Communication between”

In Casio’s Interrogatory Response concerning “communication between,” Casio
improperly states: “The ‘communication between’ limitation is part of every claim of the
'399 and '449 patents. When properly construed, the T/R device and host must have two-
way communication, not just data transfer from one to the other.” Casio is wrong for
several reasons. For example, the “communications between” language is in the
preamble to provide context, and is not a limitation of the claims. For this reason, it need
not be construed. Also, even if it were a limitation and were construed, it should be
construed to require only those communications expressly recited in the body of the
claim. Additionally, Casio’s digital cameras perform the “communications” that are
expressly claimed in the independent claims of the patents-in-suit.

Regarding the body of claim 1 of the ‘399 patent, for example, one form of
communication is recited from the host device (e.g., PC) to the interface device (not the

data transmit/receive device):

11
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whereupon the host device communicates with the interface device by
means of the driver for the input/output device customary in a host device,
and
The body of claim 1 of the ‘449 patent , for example, also recites communication
between the host device and the interface device, but by way of a driver for a storage

device:

whereupon the host device communicates with the interface device by
means of the driver for the storage device customary in a host device, and

Host devices, such as a PC are believed to communicate with the interface device of a
Casio digital c‘amera as recited above. For example, a PC operating Windows XP is
believed to communicate with a Casio Exilim Z75 digital camera in USB Mass Storage
Mode by means of Microsoft standard software drivers, such as usbstor.sys, disk.sys and
PartMgr.sys (disk.sys and PartMgr.sys drivers are also used to communicate with I/O
storage devices, such as actual hard disk drives, and usbstor.sys is used to communicate
with hard disk drives attached to a USB port). In another example, a PC operating
Windows XP is believed to communicate with a Casio Exilim Z75 digital camera in PTP
Mode by means of Microsoft standard software drivers, such as usbscan.sys (the
usbscan.sys driver is also used to communicate with imaging devices, such as scanners).
Another aspect of “communication” recited in the body of claim 1 of the ‘399

patent includes the “second command interpreter” responding to a data request command:

wherein the second command interpreter is configured to interpret a data

request command from the host device to the type of input/output device

signaled by the first command interpreter as a data transfer command for

initiating a transfer of the digital data to the host device.

The “interface device” was previously recited in claim 1 of the ‘399 patent to include a

“second command interpreter.” Also, the transfer of “the digital data” refers to the data

12
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that was digitized in the analog-to-digital converter of the “second connecting device,”
which is also part of the “interface device.” None of this claim language requires or
precludes two-way communication between the data transmit/receive device and the host
PC. Instead, claim 3, for example, requires a buffer to buffer data to be transferred from
the transmit receive device to the host PC. Thus, claim 1 of the ‘399 patent should be, for
example, broad enough to cover this situation, where the host PC does not communicate
directly with the data transmit/receive device.

Independent Claim 1 of the ‘449 patent, for example, does not recite all of the
communications that are recited in the independent claims of the 399 patent. For
example, instead of reciting the configuration of a second command interpreter, claim 1
of the ‘449 patent recites a virtual file system:

wherein the interface device is arranged for simulating a virtual file system to
the host, the virtual file system including a directory structure.

This claim language does not require communication directly between a data
transmit/receive device and the host PC.

Casio presented no substantive defense on the issue of doctrine of equivalents
with respect to the “communication between” issue, and therefore no refutation is
necessary or even possible. Also, Casio is believed to hold information relevant to this
response, which is the subject of pending discovery requests. Papst reserves the right to
amend or supplement this response as discovery progresses in this case.

“Configured by the processor and memory”

Casio argues that the command interpreters are “software,” and that: “This

software is simply loaded into memory. The Casio processor has nothing to do with that

operation.” However, Casio, to date, has not provided documents regarding the software

13
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and its use, which is believed to refute Casio’s contentions. For these reasons, Papst
objects to responding to this interrogatory as premature, and reserves the right to
supplement this response after Casio provides the requested discovery and Papst has
reviewed and analyzed the documents.

Notwithstanding the above objection due to Casio’s failure to make discovery,
Papst states that Casio’s cameras appear to be configured to include at least first and
second command processors. First, Casio’s cameras appear to interpret and respond to
USB commands, SCSI commands, and PTP commands. Further discovery from Casio is
likely to provide evidence that the portions of the software that interpret USB commands,
SCSI commands, and PTP commands are distinct software modules, routines, or objects.

Even if the above command processors comprise “software,” as argued by Casio
in its Interrogatory Response, such software 1) would have to be stored somewhere when
the camera is shut off (e.g., non-volatile memory, ROM, or a programmable ROM),
2) would have to be loaded into working memory when the camera is operating, and
3) would have to be executed on a processor. Casio admits that the command interpreters
reside in software. Software residing on memory, however, without more, generally does
not function. It is believed that a processor within the camera executes the software for
the first and second command interpreters. In this respect, for example, the memory
(which holds the software) and the processor (which executes the software) configure the
interface device to include a first command interpreter and a second command interpreter
as claimed.

Casio presented no substantive defense on the issue of doctrine of equivalents

with respect to the “configured by the processor and memory” issue, and therefore no

14
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refutation is necessary or even possible. Also, Casio is believed to hold information
relevant to this response, which is the subject of pending discovery requests. Papst
reserves the right to amend or supplement this response as discovery progresses in this

case.

“Input/output device customary in a host device, regardless of the device attached”

Casio incorrectly contends, for example: “The Casio camera signals that it is a
Casio camera, not a device ‘customary in a host device,” and it does not provide this
information ‘regardless’ of ‘the device attached.”” Casio further incorrectly contends:
“As above, Casio cameras never lie to the host computer. Rather, the Casio cameras
identify themselves as Casio cameras.” These statements are incorrect because, for
example, the claim does not recite “a lie,” moreover, the Casio cameras, when configured
in USB Mass Storage Mode, for example, identify themselves as hard disk drives, and
when in PTP mode, for example, identify themselves as imaging devices.

For example, a Casio Exilim Z75 Digital Camera is believed to respond to a
"Get_Descriptor” USB command from a host PC by returning the requested descriptor(s).
For example, the Casio Exilim Z75 Digital Camera, when in USB Mass Storage mode, is
believed to return an Interface Descriptor which identifies the Casio Exilim Z75 Digital
Camera as having a bInterfaceClass = 0x08, a bInterfaceProtocol = 0x50, and having a
blnterfaceSubClass = 0x05. An Interface Descriptor having the above information does
not identify the attached device as a camera having an image sensor. Instead, the
Interface Descriptor information given above is believed to signal to the host PC that the
Casio Exilim Z75 device is an ATAPI removable rewriteable media device compatible

with a SFF-8070i command set. It is further believed that a host PC receiving the above
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Interface Descriptor information would recognize the Exilim Z75 digital camera as a disk
drive. In this regard, the Interface Descriptor believed to be returned by the Casio Exilim
Z75 Digital Camera may be said to be a “lie” to the host PC because it signals the host
PC that it is a disk drive when the Casio Exilim Z75 Digital Camera is a digital camera.
The host PC is believed to accept this “lie,” because it loads and communicates with the
interface device of the camera by means of Microsoft standard software drivers, such as
usbstor.sys, disk.sys and PartMgr.sys. The host PC also uses the disk.sys and
PartMgr.sys drivers to communicate with actual hard disk drives.

In another example, in USB Mass Storage mode, the Casio Exilim Z75 Digital
Camera is believed to respond to a SCSI INQUIRY command. The response includes a
“peripheral device type” of 0x00. Such a response signals to the host PC that the Casio
Exilim Z75 Digital Camera is a “Direct-access device (e.g., magnetic disk).” The
response to the INQUIRY command does not identify the Casio device as a digital
camera. In this example, the Casio Exilim Z75 Digital Camera could be said to “lie” to
the host PC by indicating that it is a magnetic disk, when it is in fact a digital camera.

In another example, in PTP mode, a Casio Exilim Z75 Digital Camera is believed
to respond to a "Get_Descriptor" USB command from a host PC by returning the
requested descriptor(s). For example, the Casio Exilim Z75 Digital Camera, when in
PTP mode, is believed to return an Interface Descriptor which identifies the Casio Exilim
Z75 Digital Camera as having a bInterfaceClass = 0x06. An Interface Descriptor having
bInterfaceClass = 0x06 is believed to signal to the host PC that the Casio Exilim Z75 is
an I/O imaging device such as a scanner. The host PC, in response to this Interface

Descriptor, loads and communicates with the interface device of the camera by means of
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Microsoft standard software drivers, such as usbscan.sys. The host PC believed to use
the usbscan.sys driver to communicate with imaging devices such as scanners.

While the above examples are given with respect to one camera, Papst has served
an interrogatory on Casio requesting that Casio provide the Interface Descriptor
information returned by all of its cameras in this lawsuit. Papst objects to this
interrogatory as premature until Casio provides the requested discovery, and Papst has
adequately reviewed and analyzed the information.

Casio presented no substantive defense on the issue of doctrine of equivalents
with respect to the “input/output device customary in a host device, regardless of the
device attached” issue, and therefore no refutation is necessary or even possible. Also,
Casio’s Interrogatory Response does not provide any evidence or information as to why it
contends that its cameras identify themselves as cameras. For example, Casio does not
identify what inquiries are made by the host PC, nor does Casio describe precisely what
responses are made by any particular digital camera which would indicate that the
attached device is a digital camera. If and when Casio amends this response or provides
such information or contentions, Papst reserves the right to amend or supplement this

response with further rebuttal.

“Virtual file system”

Casio incorrectly contends in Casio’s Interrogatory Responses that “In the Casio
cameras, the computer directly accesses a real file system. The system is not ‘virtual’ in
any sense of the word.” Casio is wrong, for example, because the Casio Exilim Z75
Digital Camera, and its file system, simulates the existence of sectors, read/write heads

(also known as tracks), and cylinders, even though flash memory cards do not have any
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physical “sectors,” “heads,” or “cylinders.” This is an example of virtualization of the
file system. Also, CHS addressing (Cylinder, Head, Sector) is a form of addressing that
was used in the earliest IDE hard disk drives. The fact that the Casio digital cameras
provide such addressing information indicates a virtualization of the old CHS addressing
scheme. This is another example of how the file system used in the Casio cameras is
virtual.

Casio also is wrong because, in another example, the Casio Exilim Z75 Digital
Camera is believed to accommodate long file names (i.e., file names in excess of the 8
and 3 character convention). When the FAT file system was modified to accommodate
long file names, it was known as VFAT, which stands for “virtual FAT.” The so-called
“real” file system believed to be used by the Casio camera is known as a virtual file
system.

At pages 15-16, Casio’s Interrogatory Responses respond to Papst’s interrogatory
seeking Casio’s invalidity defenses. However, Casio responded only by making
objections, and did not provide any substantive invalidity defenses. Accordingly, there is
nothing for Papst to refute with respect to Casio’s purported defenses concerning the
validity of the patents-in-suit. Papst reserves the right to amend or supplement this
response in the event that Casio articulates defenses concerning the validity and/or
enforceability of the patents-in-suit. Papst also states that 35 U.S.C. §282 provides a
presumption that the patents-in-suit are valid, and that the burden for establishing

invalidity rests on the party asserting invalidity.

INTERROGATORY NO. 8
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Identify each person who was involved with the decision to file and the
prosecution of the applications that matured into the patents-in-suit, and separately for
each person identified, state the nature of such person’s involvement and identify all
documents and things relating to that involvement.

ANSWER:

In addition to all of its general objections incorporated herein, Papst specifically
objects to Interrogatory No. 8 to the extent that it seeks, or may be construed to seek,
information immune from discovery by reason of the attorney-client privilege, the work
product doctrine, and/or the protections afforded by Rule 26(b)(4)(B). Papst further
objects because it was not involved with the decision to file and the prosecution of the
applications that matured into the patents-in-suit.

Subject to all of its objections above which are incorporated herein, Papst states
that Michael Tasler was involved in the decision to file and the prosecution of the
applications that matured into the patents-in-suit. Papst further states that non-privileged
prosecution file history documents have been provided under Rule 33(d) which disclose
the identity of people who may have been involved, and the nature of their involvement,
in the decision to file and the prosecution of the applications that matured into the

patents-in-suit to the extent Papst is aware of it. Papst will later provide a letter

identifying responsive documents by Bates number.

INTERROGATORY NO. 9

Describe, in detail, all damages that Papst contends it may be entitled to receive as
a result of any alleged infringement by Casio of the patents-in-suit, and identify all facts
that support or refute that contention.

ANSWER:
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In addition to all of its general objections incorporated herein, Papst specifically
objects to Interrogatory No. 9 to the extent that it seeks, or may be construed to seek,
information immune from discovery by reason of the attorney-client privilege, the work
product doctrine, and/or the protections afforded by Rule 26(b)(4)(B). Nothing
contained in this response is intended to be, nor should be considered, a waiver of any
attorney-client privilege, work product immunity, Rule 26(b)(4)(B) protection, the right
of privacy, or any other applicable privilege or doctrine. Papst further objects to the
Interrogatory to the extent it calls for a legal conclusion or any other information for
which discovery is still ongoing or for which discovery is otherwise premature at this
point in the litigation, including expert discovery. Papst further objects to the
Interrogatory to the extent it calls for premature contention answers. Papst also objects
on the ground that it has not received the necessary discovery materials requested from
Casio Inc. and Casio Computer Co., Ltd. on this issue. Papst further objects on the basis
that this request seeks only information relating to damages which has been stayed by the

Court’s order dated April 8, 2008.

INTERROGATORY NO. 10

Describe, in detail, the bases for Papst’s claims of willfulness and exceptional
case, including all facts that support or refute those allegations.

ANSWER:

In addition to all of its general objections incorporated herein, Papst specifically
objects to Interrogatory No. 10 to the extent that it seeks, or may be construed to seek,
information immune from discovery by reason of the attorney-client privilege, the work

product doctrine, and/or the protections afforded by Rule 26(b)(4)(B). Nothing
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contained in this response is intended to be, nor should be considered, a waiver of any
attorney-client privilege, work product immunity, Rule 26(b)(4)(B) protection, the right
of privacy, or any other applicable privilege or doctrine. Papst further objects to the
Interrogatory to the extent it calls for a legal conclusion or any other information for
which discovery is still ongoing or for which discovery is otherwise premature at this
point in the litigation, including expert discovery. Papst further objects to the
Interrogatory to the extent it calls for premature contention answers. Papst also objects
on the ground that it has not received the necessary discovery materials requested from
Casio Inc. and Casio Computer Co., Ltd. on this issue. Papst further objects on the basis
that this request seeks only information relating to willful infringement which has been
stayed by the Court’s order dated April 8, 2008.

AS TO OBJECTIONS:
Dated: April 11, 2008 /s/ Joseph E. Cwik

James P. White

Jerold B. Schnayer

Joseph E. Cwik

WELSH & KATZ, LTD.

120 South Riverside Plaza e 22nd Floor

Chicago, Illinois 60606
(312) 655-1500

Robert F. Muse

Joshua A. Levy

Kerry C. Dent

STEIN MITCHELL & MEZINES, LLP
1100 Connecticut Ave, NW

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 737-7777

Attorneys for Defendant/Counter-
Plaintiff Papst Licensing GmbH & Co.
KG
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing PAPST’S
OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS TO PLAINTIFF CASIO INC.’S SECOND SET OF
INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 7-10) was served on this the 11™ day of April, 2008 upon
the attorneys for the Camera Manufacturers as follows:

For The Casio Parties (via e-mail):
Laura Krawczyk

Morgan Lewis & Bockius

101 Park Avenue

New York, NY 10178-0060

Phone: (212) 309-6000

Fax: (212) 309-6001
lkrawczyk(@morganlewis.com

J. Kevin Fee

MORGAN, LEWIS & BOCKIUS LLP
1111 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20004
jkfee@morganlewis.com

Scott D. Stimpson

The Law Office of Scott Stimpson
Suite 1102

445 Hamilton Avenue

White Plains, NY 10601
stimpsonlaw(@gmail.com

For The Samsung Parties (via e-mail):
Patrick J. Kelleher

Drinker Biddle Gardner Carton

191 North Wacker Drive

Suite 3700

Chicago, IL 60606-1698

Phone: (312) 569-1375

Fax: (312) 569-3375
Patrick.kelleher@abr.com

For The Fujifilm Parties (via e-mail):
Steven J. Routh

Hogan & Hartson, LLP

555 Thirteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20004

Phone: (202) 637-5600
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Fax: (202) 637-5910
sjrouth@hhlaw.com

For the Olympus Parties (via e-mail):
Richard de Bodo

Rachel M. Capoccia
Hogan & Hartson, LLP
1999 Avenue of the Stars
Suite 1400

Los Angeles, CA 90067
Phone: (310) 785-4694
Fax: (310) 785-4601
rdebodo@hhlaw.com
rmcapoccia@hhlaw.com

For The Matsushita and Victory Company of Japan Parties (via e-mail):

Richard de Bodo

Rachel M. Capoccia
Hogan & Hartson, LLP
1999 Avenue of the Stars
Suite 1400

Los Angeles, CA 90067
Phone: (310) 785-4694
Fax: (310) 785-4601
rdebodo@hhlaw.com
rmcapoccia@hhlaw.com

Filed 06/16/2008

/s/ Joseph E, Cwik

Page 23 of 23
EXHIBIT 1

Attorney for Papst Licensing GmbH & Co.

KG
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EXHIBIT 2
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
IN RE PAPST LICENSING GMBH & CO.
KG LITIGATION Misc. Action No. 07-493 (RMC)
This Document Relates To: MDL Docket No. 1880
ALL CASES

PAPST’S OBJECTIONS AND SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWERS TO CASIO INC.’S
INTERROGATORY NO. 7

Pursuant to Rules 33 and 26(e) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Defendant
Papst Licensing GmbH & Co. KG ("Papst"), objects to and supplements its answers

Casio Inc.’s Interrogatory No. 7 as follows:

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

1. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s Interrogatories to the extent that they call for
information protected by any applicable privilege or doctrine, including without
limitation the attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine and/or information
pertaining to Papst counsel’s mental impressions and/or trial preparation materials, any
Jointly shared privilege, and other protections afforded by Rule 26(b)(4)(B). Papst
hereby asserts all such applicable privileges. Papst further objects to identifying such

documents created after the commencement of this lawsuit.

2. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s Interrogatories to the extent that they call for
information disclosing confidential or proprietary information, and/or trade secrets of
Papst, or information restricted from dissemination because of confidentiality
commitments with other entities or pursuant to court order, statute, or regulation.

Without waiving its objections, Papst will produce such information that is reasonably
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responsive and non-privileged upon the entry of a protective order governing such
confidential information, and only after the relevant third-parties are notified of the

potential disclosure and provided an opportunity to object to the potential disclosure.

3. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s Interrogatories to the extent that they call for
the disclosure of any information that is not reasonably related to the subject matter of
this action, that is not relevant to the claims or defenses asserted in this action, that is not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, and/or to the extent
that the interrogatories seek to impose discovery obligations beyond those imposed by or

permitted under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.

4. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s Interrogatories as unduly and unnecessarily
burdensome to the extent the requests seek information already in Casio Inc.’s

possession, custody, or control.

5. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s Interrogatories to the extent the requests,
instructions, and/or definitions are unreasonably broad, vague and ambiguous, and/or

unduly burdensome.

6. Papst has not completed its investigation of the facts relating to this action.
Accordingly, with respect to all of the Interrogatories, Papst Licensing reserves the right
to amend and/or supplement its responses, if necessary, with additional information based
upon further investigation and discovery, and to rely upon such information in the course

of this action and at trial.

7. In those instances where the responses to Casio Inc.’s interrogatories can

be derived from the business records of Papst or from an examination, audit or inspection
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of such business records, and the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer is
substantially the same for Casio Inc. and Papst, Papst will specify the records from
which an answer may be ascertained and afford Casio Inc.’s counsel a reasonable
opportunity to audit, inspect and copy such records or provide categorized copies of sﬁch
records in accordance with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 33(d), after entry of a suitable

protective order.

8. Papst objects to any and all interrogatories to the extent that they are
repetitive, overlapping or duplicative. Moreover, Papst may attempt to designate for
production relevant documents in response to Casio Inc.’s interrogatories. However, by
so designating documents, Papst does not represent that the identified documents are the
only relevant documents, nor does Papst represent that the identified documents are
necessarily the most relevant documents. In addition, the designation of documents is not
necessarily exhaustive and other relevant documents may or may not exist. However,
Papst will make a good faith effort to identify relevant documents and/or categories of

documents as provided in Rules 33 and 34, Fed.R.Civ.P.

9. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s interrogatories to the extent that they request
Papst to provide the names of persons with knowledge of certain facts and a summary of
each person’s knowledge. If known, Papst will identify those persons, or documents
from which the identity of those persons may be ascertained, believed to be generally

most knowledgeable regarding the requested subjects.

GENERAL OBJECTIONS TO INSTRUCTIONS AND DEFINITIONS
1. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s Instructions and Definitions to the extent they

seek to impose obligations beyond those set forth in Rules 26 and 33 of the Federal Rules
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of Civil Procedure and any applicable local rules. Papst will respond to Casio Inc.’s
Interrogatories in the manner required by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and
applicable local rules.

2. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s Instruction D as overly broad and unduly
burdensome to the extent that it does not permit Papst to produce a copy of the document in
lieu of providing the requested details.

3. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s Instruction E as overly broad, unduly
burdensome, and as calling for irrelevant information not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence. Papst responds that it will identify the title of a
proceeding when identifying a proceeding.

4. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s Instruction F as overly broad, unduly
burdensome, and as calling for irrelevant information not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence.

5. Papst objects to Casio Inc.’s Instruction H as overly broad, unduly
burdensome, and as calling for irrelevant information not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence. Specifically, Papst objects to being required to
supplement information “within 30 days after acquiring such knowledge or advise Casio
in writing as to why such additional information cannot be provided within the specified

period” as it imposes obligations beyond those required by Fed.R.Civ.P. 33 and 26.

SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS AND SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWERS TO
INTERROGATORY NO. 7

INTERROGATORY NO. 7
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Provide, in full and complete detail, Papst’s bases for refuting Casio’s defenses of
non-infringement and invalidity/unenforceability.

ANSWER:

Papst objects that Casio’s Interrogatory is unclear as to what is meant by “refuting
Casio’s defenses of non-infringement and invalidity/unenforceability.” Papst
understands this interrogatory to mean the defenses articulated by Casio in Casio Inc.’s

Obijections And Responses To Papst Licensing GmbH & Co. KG’s First Set of

Interrogatories To Casio, Inc., served May 21, 2007 (“Casio’s Interrogatory Responses”)

and Casio Inc.’s Supplemental Objections And Responses To Papst Licensing GmbH &

Co. KG’s First Set of Interrogatories To Casio, Inc., served June 22, 2007 (“Casio’s

Supplemental Interrogatory Responses™). The present response refutes the defenses
articulated in Casio’s Interrogatory Responses and Casio’s Supplemental Interrogatory
Responses. Papst objects to the extent that Casio construes this interrogatory to require
any refutation of any defense not articulated in such responses.

To the extent that this interrogatory seeks information and responses inconsistent

with the dates set in the Second Practice and Procedure Order, Docket No. 36 (April 8,

2008) (“Order”), Papst objects that this interrogatory is premature. In the Order, at
Paragraph 17, the Court orders that: “Papst shall file its asserted claims and infringement
contentions no later than May 28, 2008.” Papst reserves the right to present its asserted
claims and infringement contentions at the time set by the Order. Also, Papst reserves
the right to amend or supplement the present response as the parties comply with the
disclosure, briefing, and hearing schedule concerning claim construction as set forth in

the Order.
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Papst also objects that this interrogatory is premature in that Casio has not fully
responded to the discovery requests that Papst has served on Casio. For example, at the
time of this response, Casio has not provided any design documentation, nor any detailed
product specifications, nor any software code, for its digital cameras. Papst reserves the
right to amend or supplement the present responses after it receives and evaluates any
further substantive responses from Casio.

Without waiving any of the above objections, Papst responds to Interrogatory No.
7 as follows. Pages 6-14 of Casio’s Interrogatory Responses, have the following
captioned sections concerning infringement of the Patents-in-Suit: “Interface Device”
(p.7), “Data transmit/receive device” (p. 9), “Communication between” (p. 10),
“Configured by the processor and memory” (p. 12), “Input/output device customary in a
host device, regardless of the device attached” (p. 13) and “Virtual file system” (p. 14).
Casio’s purported defenses are without merit.

Papst provided claim language analysis and application to Casio’s digital cameras
relevant to refuting Casio’s defenses in Defendant Papst Licensing GmbH & Co. KG’s
First Supplemental Answers to Plaintiff Casio Inc.’s First Set of Interrogatories (Nos. 1-
6) (“Papst’s Responses to Nos. 1-6”), served June 11, 2007. Those responses are
incorporated herein by reference. Based on currently available information, additional
responses individually addressing each of the portions of Casio’s Interrogatory Responses
are provided below. Papst reserves the right to amend or supplement this response after it
receives and evaluates any additional information as may become known as discovery
progresses in this case.

“Interface Device”
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Casio’s contention in Casio’s Interrogatory response, for example, that its digital
cameras supposedly lack an “interface device” improperly imports limitations from the
specification into the claims. There is no recitation in the claims themselves for the
limitations that Casio seeks to impose on the patents. The language of Claim 1 of the
‘399 patent, for example, recites that the “interface device” includes the following parts:
a processor, a memory, a first connecting device, and a second connecting device. In one
portion of claim 1 of the ‘399 patent, for example, relating to how the data
transmit/receive device relates to the interface device, is silent as to whether the data
transmit receive device is separable from the interface device:

a second connecting device for interfacing the interface device with the

data transmit/receive device, the second connecting device including a

sampling circuit for sampling the analog data provided by the data

transmit/receive device and an analog-to-digital converter for converting

data sampled by the sampling circuit into digital data,

The word “interfacing” does not require, nor does it prohibit, a permanent interface with
a permanently attached data transmit/receive device. Moreover, Casio’s digital cameras
have “a sampling circuit for sampling the analog data” provided by an image sensor
(typically by way of a charge-coupled device, or “CCD”), and Casio does not deny the
same. Also, Casio’s digital cameras include an “analog-to-digital converter for
converting data sampled by the sampling circuit into digital data,” and Casio does not
deny the same. It is generally improper to look to the specification, for example, in an
attempt to add limitations that are not recited in the claim. Because the claim language

does not recite any limitation as to whether the data transmit/receive device is separable

from the interface device, and because Casio’s digital cameras have the structure that is
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recited for the second connecting device, Casio’s digital cameras literally include “a
second connecting device” as that element is defined in claim 1 of the ‘399 patent.

Additional support that the “second connecting device” is not necessarily limited
to any particular embodiment found in the specification is found in the varying ways that
a “second connecting device” is recited in the independent claims. For example,
independent claim 11 of the ‘399 patent recites the same language with respect to the
second connecting device. Independent claim 17 of the ‘399 patent recites the step of
interfacing a data transmit/receive device with a second connecting device, which is
about the same in scope as the second connecting device as recited in claims 1 and 11.
These claim elements read on the Casio digital cameras for the same reasons as set forth
above with respect to claim 1. However, in another example, independent claims 1 and
17 of the ‘449 patent recite a “second connecting device for interfacing the interface
device with the data transmit/receive device,” which is broader than the language in the
399 patent, because it does not recite the sampling circuit or the analog-to-digital
converter. Independent claim 18 of the ‘449 patent recites the step of interfacing a data
transmit/receive device with a broadly recited second connecting device, which does not
require any particular sampling circuit or analog-to-digital converter. Thus, the way that
the claims are drafted also indicates that the recitation of “second connecting device” in
the independent claims is not limited to one particular embodiment.

Casio’s Interrogatory Response also takes issue with the word “attached.” That
word appears in the following phrase of claim 1 of the ‘399 patent: “regardless of the
type of the data transmit/receive device attached to the second connecting device of the

interface device.” The word “attached,” for example, is broad enough to cover
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removably attached and permanently attached. The same is true in the other claims
reciting the word “attached.”

In summary, the independent claims are silent as to whether the data
transmit/receive device may be separable or may be part of the interface device.
Therefore, whether the image sensors on the Casio digital cameras are separable from the
interface device is irrelevant to the issue of infringement. Casio’s digital cameras include
a second connecting device as that term is variously defined in the independent claims.

Casio presented no substantive defense on the issue of doctrine of equivalents
with respect to the second connecting device, and therefore no refutation is necessary or

even possible.

“Data transmit/receive device”

Casio’s Interrogatory Responses next argue that the claims require a data
transmit/receive device. The claims neither expressly require, nor prohibit, a
permanently attached data transmit/receive device. Instead, the inquiry should be
directed to whether the interface portion of a device meets the limitations in the claims
for the interface device.

For example, Casio’s Interrogatory Responses state, incorrectly, “No Casio
Digital Camera has the required limitation of a ‘data transmit/receive device’ (‘T/R
device’) as that term is properly construed.” There are several things wrong with Casio’s
argument. For example, there is no limitation in any of the independent claims for a data
transmit/receive device. Also, since the data transmit/receive device is not positively
recited as a limitation, it need not be “properly construed.” Additionally, the Casio

digital cameras include a lens and an image sensor that satisfies any plausible
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interpretation of a “data transmit/receive device.” The data transmit/receive device is
recited in the preamble:

An interface device for communication between a host device, which

comprises drivers for input/output devices customary in a host device and

a multi-purpose interface, and a data transmit/receive device, the data

transmit/receive device being arranged for providing analog data,

comprising:

In construing patent claims, structure recited in the preamble of a claim is generally not
considered a limitation of the claim. One generally should look to the body of the claims,
which define the structure of the interface device.

Casio’s Interrogatory Response further incorrectly argues: “A T/R device would
be understood by a person of ordinary skill in the art to mean a device that transmits and
receives information in the same form.” Casio provides no support for this incorrect
statement. Moreover, Casio’s argument is directly contrary to examples given in the
patents-in-suit. For example, the data transmit/receive devices are described as covering
an entire spectrum of sensors, and give as the first example an image-acquisition
system, which is a diagnostic radiology system:

The devices from which data is to be acquired cover the entire electrical

engineering spectrum. In a typical case, it is assumed that a customer who

operates, for example, a diagnostic radiology system in a medical

engineering environment reports a fault.

In this example, the data transmit/receive device does not receive and transmit
information in the same form. The image sensors in Casio’s digital cameras satisfy any
plausible construction of a “data transmit/receive device.”

The attempt by Casio to impose improper limitations on the data transmit/receive

devices is further refuted by the way that the data transmit/receive devices are recited in

different claims. For example, in claim 1 of the ‘399 patent, the data transmit/receive

10
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device 1s recited as “being arranged for providing analog data.” (Casio’s image sensors
provide analog data). However, in claim 1 of the 449 patent, there is no recitation that
the data transmit receive device be arranged to provide analog data. The data
transmit/receive devices of the ‘449 patent therefore should, for example, be construed
more broadly than the data transmit/receive devices of the ‘399 patent, and should be
construed that there is no limitation on the form of the data transmitted by such devices.
The various independent claims of the patents in suit have different preambles.
However, Casio does not address each claim independently, and therefore a refutation
concerning each independent claim is not called for by the present Interrogatory No. 7.
Also, Casio presented no substantive defense on the issue of doctrine of equivalents with
respect to the data transmit/receive device, and therefore no refutation is necessary or

even possible.

“Communication between”

In Casio’s Interrogatory Response concerning “communication between,” Casio
improperly states: “The ‘communication between’ limitation is part of every claim of the
'399 and '449 patents. When properly construed, the T/R device and host must have two-
way communication, not just data transfer from one to the other.” Casio is wrong for
several reasons. For example, the “communications between” language is in the
preamble to provide context, and is not a limitation of the claims. For this reason, it need
not be construed. Also, even if it were a limitation and were construed, it should be
construed to require only those communications expressly recited in the body of the
claim. Additionally, Casio’s digital cameras perform the “communications” that are

expressly claimed in the independent claims of the patents-in-suit.

11
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Regarding the body of claim 1 of the ‘399 patent, for example, one form of
communication is recited from the host device (e.g., PC) to the interface device (not the
data transmit/receive device):

whereupon the host device communicates with the interface device by

means of the driver for the input/output device customary in a host device,

and
The body of claim 1 of the ‘449 patent , for example, also recites communication
between the host device and the interface device, but by way of a driver for a storage

device:

whereupon the host device communicates with the interface device by
means of the driver for the storage device customary in a host device, and

Host devices, such as a PC are believed to communicate with the interface device of a
Casio digital camera as recited above. For example, a PC operating Windows XP is
believed to communicate with a Casio Exilim Z75 digital camera in USB Mass Storage
Mode by means of Microsoft standard software drivers, such as usbstor.sys, disk.sys and
PartMgr.sys (disk.sys and PartMgr.sys drivers are also used to communicate with I/O
storage devices, such as hard disk drives, and usbstor.sys is used to communicate with
hard disk drives attached to a USB port). In another example, a PC operating Windows
XP is believed to communicate with a Casio Exilim Z75 digital camera in PTP Mode by
means of Microsoft standard software drivers, such as usbscan.sys (the usbscan.sys driver
is also used to communicate with imaging devices, such as scanners).

Another aspect of “communication” recited in the body of claim 1 of the ‘399
patent includes the “second command interpreter” responding to a data request command:

wherein the second command interpreter is configured to interpret a data
request command from the host device to the type of input/output device

12



Case 1:07-mc-00493-RMC  Document 133-3  Filed 06/16/2008 Page 13 of 29
EXHIBIT 2

signaled by the first command interpreter as a data transfer command for
initiating a transfer of the digital data to the host device.

The “interface device” was previously recited in claim 1 of the ‘399 patent to include a
“second command interpreter.” Also, the transfer of “the digital data” refers to the data
that was digitized in the analog-to-digital converter of the “second connecting device,”
which is also part of the “interface device.” None of this claim language requires or
precludes two-way communication between the data transmit/receive device and the host
PC. Instead, claim 3, for example, requires a buffer to buffer data to be transferred from
the transmit receive device to the host PC. Thus, claim 1 of the ‘399 patent should be, for
example, broad enough to cover this situation, where the host PC does not communicate
directly with the data transmit/receive device.

Independent Claim 1 of the ‘449 patent, for example, does not recite all of the
communications that are recited in the independent claims of the ‘399 patent. For
example, instead of reciting the configuration of a second command interpreter, claim 1
of the ‘449 patent recites a virtual file system:

wherein the interface device is arranged for simulating a virtual file system to
the host, the virtual file system including a directory structure.

This claim language does not require communication directly between a data
transmit/receive device and the host PC.

Casio presented no substantive defense on the issue of doctrine of equivalents
with respect to the “communication between” issue, and therefore no refutation is
necessary or even possible. Also, Casio is believed to hold information relevant to this
response, which is the subject of pending discovery requests. Papst reserves the right to

amend or supplement this response as discovery progresses in this case.

13
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“Configured by the processor and memory”

Casio argues that the command interpreters are “software,” and that: “This
software is simply loaded into memory. The Casio processor has nothing to do with that
operation.” However, Casio, to date, has not provided documents regarding the software
and its use, which is believed to refute Casio’s contentions. For these reasons, Papst
objects to responding to this interrogatory as premature, and reserves the right to
supplement this response after Casio provides the requested discovery and Papst has
reviewed and analyzed the documents.

Notwithstanding the above objection due to Casio’s failure to make discovery,'
Papst states that Casio’s cameras appear to be configured to include at least first and
second command processors. First, Casio’s cameras appear to interpret and respond to
USB commands, SCSI commands, and PTP commands. Further discovery from Casio is
likely to provide evidence that the portions of the software that interpret USB commands,
SCSI commands, and PTP commands are distinct software modules, routines, or objects.

Even if the above command processors comprise “software,” as argued by Casio
in its Interrogatory Response, such software 1) would have to be stored somewhere when
the camera is shut off (e.g., non-volatile memory, ROM, or a programmable ROM),

2) would have to be loaded into working memory when the camera is operating, and

3) would have to be executed on a processor. Casio admits that the command interpreters
reside in software. Software residing on memory, however, without more, generally does
not function. It is believed that a processor within the camera executes the software for
the first and second command interpreters. In this respect, for example, the memory

(which holds the software) and the processor (which executes the software) configure the

14
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interface device to include a first command interpreter and a second command interpreter
as claimed.

Casio presented no substantive defense on the issue of doctrine of equivalents
with respect to the “configured by the processor and memory” issue, and therefore no
refutation is necessary or even possible. Also, Casio is believed to hold information
relevant to this response, which is the subject of pending discovery requests. Papst
reserves the right to amend or supplement this response as discovery progresses in this

casc.

“Input/output device customary in a host device, regardless of the device attached”

Casio incorrectly contends, for example:“‘The Casio camera signals that itis a
Casio camera, not a device ‘customary in a host device,” and it does not provide this
information ‘regardless’ of ‘the device attached.””” Casio further incorrectly contends:
“As above, Casio cameras never lie to the host computer. Rather, the Casio cameras
identify themselves as Casio cameras.” These statements are incorrect because, for
example, the claim does not recite “a lie,” moreover, the Casio cameras, when configured
in USB Mass Storage Mode, for example, identify themselves as hard disk drives, and
when in PTP mode, for example, identify themselves as imaging devices.

For example, a Casio Exilim Z75 Digital Camera is believed to respond to a
"Get_Descriptor" USB command from a host PC by returning the requested descriptor(s).
For example, the Casio Exilim Z75 Digital Camera, when in USB Mass Storage mode, is
believed to return an Interface Descriptor which identifies the Casio Exilim Z75 Digital
Camera as having a bInterfaceClass = 0x08, a bInterfaceProtocol = 0x50, and having a

bInterfaceSubClass = 0x05. An Interface Descriptor having the above information does
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not identify the attached device as a camera having an image sensor. Instead, the
Interface Descriptor information given above is believed to signal to the host PC that the
Casio Exilim Z75 device is an ATAPI removable rewriteable media device compatible
with a SFF-8070i command set. It is further believed that a host PC receiving the above
Interface Descriptor information would recognize the Exilim Z75 digital camera as a disk
drive. In this regard, the Interface Descriptor believed to be returned by the Casio Exilim
Z75 Digital Camera may be said to be a “lie” to the host PC because it signals the host
PC that it is a disk drive when the Casio Exilim Z75 Digital Camera is a digital camera.
The host PC is believed to accept this “lie,” because it loads and communicates with the
interface device of the camera by means of Microsoft standard software drivers, such as
usbstor.sys, disk.sys and PartMgr.sys. The host PC also uses the disk.sys and
PartMgr.sys drivers to communicate with hard disk drives.

In another example, in USB Mass Storage mode, the Casio Exilim Z75 Digital
Camera is believed to respond to a SCSI INQUIRY command. The response includes a
“peripheral device type” of 0x00. Such a response signals to the host PC that the Casio
Exilim Z75 Digital Camera is a “Direct-access device (e.g., magnetic disk).” In this
example, the Casio Exilim Z75 Digital Camera could be said to “lie” to the host PC by
indicating that it is a magnetic disk, when it is not.

In another example, in PTP mode, a Casio Exilim Z75 Digital Camera is believed
to respond to a "Get_Descriptor" USB command from a host PC by returning the
requested descriptor(s). For example, the Casio Exilim Z75 Digital Camera, when in
PTP mode, is believed to return an Interface Descriptor which identifies the Casio Exilim

7775 Digital Camera as having a blnterfaceClass = 0x06. An Interface Descriptor having
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bInterfaceClass = 0x06 is believed to signal to the host PC that the Casio Exilim Z75 is
an I/0 imaging device such as a scanner. The host PC, in response to this Interface
Descriptor, loads and communicates with the interface device of the camera by means of
Microsoft standard software drivers, such as usbscan.sys. The host PC believed to use
the usbscan.sys driver to communicate with imaging devices such as scanners.

While the above examples are given with respect to one camera, Papst has served
an interrogatory on Casio requesting that Casio provide the Interface Descriptor
information returned by all of its cameras in this lawsuit. Papst objects to this
interrogatory as premature until Casio provides the requested discovery, and Papst has
adequately reviewed and analyzed the information.

Casio presented no substantive defense on the issue of doctrine of equivalents
with respect to the “input/output device customary in a host device, regardless of the
device attached” issue, and therefore no refutation is necessary or even possible. Also,
Casio’s Interrogatory Response does not provide any evidence or information as to why it
contends that its cameras identify themselves as cameras. For example, Casio does not
identify what inquiries are made by the host PC, nor does Casio describe precisely what
responses are made by any particular digital camera which would indicate that the
attached device is a digital camera. If and when Casio amends this response or provides
such information or contentions, Papst reserves the right to amend or supplement this

response with further rebuttal.

“Virtual file system”

Casio incorrectly contends in Casio’s Interrogatory Responses that “In the Casio

cameras, the computer directly accesses a real file system. The system is not ‘virtual’ in
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any sense of the word.” Casio is wrong, for example, because the Casio Exilim Z75
Digital Camera, and its file system, simulates the existence of sectors, read/write heads
(also known as tracks), and cylinders, even though flash memory cards do not have any
physical “sectors,” “heads,” or “cylinders.” This is an example of virtualization of the
file system. Also, CHS addressing (Cylinder, Head, Sector) is a form of addressing that
was used in the earliest IDE hard disk drives. The fact that the Casio digital cameras
provide such addressing information indicates a virtualization of the old CHS addressing
scheme. This is another example of how the file system used in the Casio cameras is
virtual.

At pages 15-16, Casio’s Interrogatory Responses respond to Papst’s interrogatory
seeking Casio’s invalidity defenses. However, Casio responded only by making
objections, and did not provide any substantive invalidity defenses. Accordingly, there is
nothing for Papst to refute with respect to Casio’s purported defenses concerning the
validity of the patents-in-suit. Papst reserves the right to amend or supplement this
response in the event that Casio articulates defenses concerning the validity and/or
enforceability of the patents-in-suit. Papst also states that 35 U.S.C. §282 provides a
presumption that the patents-in-suit are valid, and that the burden for establishing
invalidity rests on the party asserting invalidity.

Casio makes certain non-infringement arguments in Casio’s Supplemental
Interrogatory Responses. Papst incorporates by reference the above refutation of Casio’s
arguments concerning “Interface Device,” “Data transmit/receive device,”

“Communication between,” “Configured by the processor and memory,” “Input/output
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device customary in a host device, regardless of the device attached,” and “Virtual file
system.” Papst provides additional rebuttal below.

On page 10 of Casio’s Supplemental Interrogatory Responses, Casio mistakenly
argues that its cameras “have nothing to do with any ‘customary’ drivers for hard disks . .
.’ Also, on page 15, Casio misconstrues the claim language “by means of the driver for
the input output device customary in a host device.” The claims do not recite “customary
drivers.” Instead, it is the input/output device that is customary in a host device (e.g.,
claim 1 of the ‘399 patent), or a storage device that is customary in a host device (e.g.
claim 1 of the ‘449 patent).

Casio’s digital cameras signal to a host PC that the cameras are input/output
devices customary in a host device, and/or are storage devices customary in a host device.
For example, a Casio Exilim Z75 Digital Camera is believed to respond to a
"Get_Descriptor" USB command from a host PC by returning the requested descriptor(s).
For example, the Casio Exilim Z75 Digital Camera, when in USB Mass Storage mode, is
believed to return an Interface Descriptor which identifies the Casio Exilim Z75 Digital
Camera as having a bInterfaceClass = 0x08, a bInterfaceProtocol = 0x50, and having a
bInterfaceSubClass = 0x05. The Interface Descriptor information given above is
believed to signal to the host PC that the Casio Exilim Z75 device is an ATAPI
removable rewriteable media device compatible with a SFF-8070i command set. It is
further believed that a host PC receiving the above Interface Descriptor information
would recognize the Exilim Z75 digital camera as a disk drive, which is an input/output
device customary in a host device, and which is a storage device customary in a host

device. The host PC loads and communicates with the interface device of the camera by
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means of Microsoft standard software drivers, such as usbstor.sys, disk.sys and
PartMgr.sys. The host PC also uses the disk.sys and PartMgr.sys drivers to communicate
with hard disk drives. That is, disk.sys and PartMgr.sys are drivers for input/output
devices customary in host devices and storage devices customary in a host devices.

On pages 15-16, Casio’s Supplemental Interrogatory Responses make an
argument concerning the “second command interpreter” and “receiving a data request
command” from a host computer. In USB Mass Storage mode, the Casio Exilim Z75
Digital Camera is believed to respond to, for example, a SCSI READ(10) command by
transferring one or more requested sectors as specified by the READ(10) command. It is
further believed that the Casio Exilim Z75 Digital Camera will transfer to a host
computer digital data representing images acquired by an image sensor and associated
components in response to the READ(10) command. The READ(10) command is, for
example, a standard data request command that a host PC may send to a hard disk drive.

In another example, in USB Mass Storage mode, the Casio Exilim Z75 Digital
Camera is believed to respond to a SCSI INQUIRY command. The response includes a
“peripheral device type” of 0x00. Such a response signals to the host PC that the Casio
Exilim Z75 Digital Camera is a “Direct-access device (e.g., magnetic disk).” The
response to the INQUIRY command signals to a host PC that the camera is a magnetic
disk, which is a storage device customary in a host device.

On page 13-14, Casio’s Supplementary Interrogatory Responses make an
argument concerning “‘a distinct first command interpreter and a distinct second

command interpreter.” Casio’s use of the word “distinct” is vague and ambiguous, in that
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it is unknown what Casio means by inserting this word into the claim language. Papst

responds, for example, that the claims do not use the word “distinct.”

Section 112 and “customary”

Casio’s Supplemental Interrogatory Responses erroneously argues for the
invalidity of the claims reciting the term “customary.” Casio does not identify what
paragraph of Section 112 Casio purportedly relies upon for its argument.

Referring to claim 1 of the ‘399 patent, the meaning of the phrase “an
input/output device customary in a host device” may be understood, for example, by
referring to the ‘399 patent, for example, at column 4, lines 23-39, column 4, line 60 to
column 5, line 32, column 8§, lines 43-67, and column 12, lines 23-40. Input/output
devices customary in a host device include, for example, hard disk drives (e.g. column 8,
lines 1-11), floppy disk drives, CD —ROM drives, or tape drives (e.g., column 4, lines 23-
39) or printers (e.g., column 9, lines 38-48). Similar disclosures may be referred to for an
understanding of the phrase “a storage device customary in a host device,” as that phrase

1s used in the claims of the ‘449 patent.

U.S. Patent No. 6,088,532

Casio’s Supplemental Interrogatory Responses erroneously contends that the ‘399
patent and the ‘449 patent are invalid as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,088,532.
Casio’s Supplemental Interrogatory Responses, however, only provide contentions with

regard to claim 1 of each patent. Papst objects to providing any response regarding
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claims not specifically addressed in Casio’s Supplemental Interrogatory Responses,
because no “defense” was articulated by Casio regarding those claims.
Claim 1 of the ‘399 patent recites, in part,

wherein the interface device is configured by the processor and the
memory to include a first command interpreter and a second command
interpreter,

wherein the first command interpreter is configured in such a way that the
command interpreter, when receiving an inquiry from the host device as to
a type of a device attached to the multi-purpose interface of the host
device, sends a signal, regardless of the type of the data transmit/receive
device attached to the second connecting device of the interface device, to
the host device which signals to the host device that it is an input/output
device customary in a host device,

* * *

wherein the second command interpreter is configured to interpret a data
request command from the host device to the type of input/output device
signaled by the first command interpreter as a data transfer command for
initiating a transfer of the digital data to the host device.

There is no disclosure, for example, of such first and second command interpreters in the

‘532 patent, nor is there any disclosure that the interface is configured by the processor

and the memory to include a first command interpreter and a second command

interpreter. Additionally, contrary to Casio’s erroneous contentions, there is no
disclosure in the ‘532 patent that a ““send command interpreter’ is adapted to cause the
microprocessor to interpret a data request from command from a PC.”

Casio’s Interrogatory Response incorrectly asserts that an “instruction set is
programmed” into an “on-chip memory.” However, there is no mention of an
“instruction set,” nor any mention of any instructions being programmed into an on-chip
memory, in the ‘532 patent. Casio’s contentions regarding any “data stored in the on-

chip memory” or “instruction set stored in the on-chip memory” are not supported by the
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‘532 patent. The “defenses” articulated in Casio’s Supplemental Interrogatory Responses
with respect to both the ‘399 and ‘449 patents, are deficient for this additional reason.
Claim 1 of the ‘449 patent recites, in part, “wherein the interface device is
arranged for simulating a virtual file system to the host, the virtual file system including a
directory structure.” There is no disclosure in the ‘532 patent corresponding to this claim
element. For example, there is no explanation or description of any file system or
directory structure discussed in the ‘532 patent. Also, as set forth above, there is no
mention of an “instruction set,” nor any mention of any instructions being programmed
into an on-chip memory, in the ‘532 patent, so Casio’s contentions regarding a virtual file

system are unsupported.

Casio’s QV-10 camera

Casio’s Supplemental Interrogatory Responses erroneously contends that the <399
patent and the ‘449 patent are invalid as being anticipated by Casio’s QV-10 camera.
Casio’s Supplemental Interrogatory Responses, however, only provide contentions with
regard to claim 1 of each patent. Papst objects to providing any response regarding
claims not specifically addressed in Casio’s Supplemental Interrogatory Responses,
because no “defense” was articulated by Casio regarding those claims.

Papst further objects that while Casio purportedly bases this defense on a QV-10
camera, Casio has not yet provided such a camera in discovery in this case, and Papst has
not had an opportunity to inspect or test such a device. Papst reserves the right to amend
or supplement this interrogatory response until such time as it has completed its

investigation and analysis of an actual QV-10 camera. Also, Papst objects that Casio’s
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Supplemental Interrogatory Response cites to pages of a “QV-LINK Owner’s manual,”
yet Casio does not provide any reference to any production numbers where such a
document may be found. Papst bases the current response on the user manual provided
by Casio at CAP-010511 — CAP-010533, the pages produced by Casio and identified in
Casio’s Supplemental Interrogatory Response.

The claims of the ‘399 and ‘449 patents are not invalidated by the Casio QV-10
because, for example, there is no support in the documents provided by Casio in
discovery to support Casio’s contentions that “An instruction set is programmed into the
memory of the QV-10 camera,” or that “a portion of the instruction set forms a ‘first
command interpreter’ and a ‘second command interpreter.”” Also, there is nothing in the
user manual for the Casio QV-10 which would indicate that it would to satisfy the
limitation that a first command interpreter signals to the host device that it is an
input/output device customary in a host device, or that it is a storage device customary in
a host device. Instead, the manual for the QV-10 (and Casio’s description of the QV-
LINK software) indicates that the QV-10 does not signal that it is an input/output device,
or a storage device, customary in a host device. Additionally, there is nothing in the user
manual for the Casio QV-10 which would indicate that a host PC would communicate
with any part of the QV-10 by means of a driver for an input/output device customary in
a host device, or by means of a driver for a storage device customary in a host device.
Instead, according to Casio’s description, it would appear that “QV-LINK driver
software” is necessary for a host PC to be able to communicate with the QV-10 camera.
Also, there is no description in the user manual for the QV-10 camera concerning any file

system, virtual or otherwise.
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Kodak DCS 200 camera

Casio’s Supplemental Interrogatory Responses erroneously contends that the ‘399
patent and the ‘449 patent are invalid as being anticipated by a Kodak DCS 200 camera.
Casio’s Supplemental Interrogatory Responses, however, only provide contentions with
regard to claim 1 of each patent. Papst objects to providing any response regarding
claims not specifically addressed in Casio’s Supplemental Interrogatory Responses,
because no “defense” was articulated by Casio regarding those claims.

Papst further objects that while Casio purportedly bases this defense on a DCS-
200 camera, Casio has not yet provided such a camera in discovery in this case, and Papst
has not had an opportunity to inspect or test such a device. Papst reserves the right to
amend or supplement this interrogatory response until such time as it has completed its
investigation and analysis of an actual DCS-200 camera. Papst bases the current
response on the pages identified in Casio’s Supplemental Interrogatory Response, i.e.,
CAP-22804-05.

The claims of the ‘399 and ‘449 patents are not invalidated by the Kodak DCS-
200 camera because, for example, there is no support in the documents provided by Casio
in discovery to support Casio’s contentions that “An instruction set is inherently
programmed into the on-chip memory of the DCS200 camera,” or that “a portion of the
instruction set forms a ‘first command interpreter’ and a ‘second command interpreter.’”
Also, there is nothing in documents for the Kodak DSC-200 camera provided by Casio in
discovery which would indicate that it would to satisfy the limitation that a first
command interpreter signals to the host device that it is an input/output device customary

in a host device, or that it is a storage device customary in a host device. Instead, Casio’s
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description of the Kodak DCS-200 camera indicates that it does not signal that it is an
input/output device, or a storage device, customary in a host device. Additionally,
according to Casio’s description, a host PC would not communicate with any part of the
Kodak DCS-200 by means of a driver for an input/output device customary in a host
device, or by means of a driver for a storage device customary in a host device. Instead,
according to Casio’s description, the DCS-200 “needs a software driver to retrieve

images stored in the camera’s memory.”

AS TO OBJECTIONS:

Dated: April 18, 2008 /s/ Joseph E. Cwik
James P. White
Jerold B. Schnayer
Joseph E. Cwik
WELSH & KATZ, LTD.
120 South Riverside Plaza ¢ 22nd Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60606
(312) 655-1500

Robert F. Muse

Joshua A. Levy

Kerry C. Dent

STEIN MITCHELL & MEZINES, LLP
1100 Connecticut Ave, NW

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 737-7777

Attorneys for Defendant/Counter-
Plaintiff Papst Licensing GmbH & Co.
KG
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing PAPST’S
OBJECTIONS AND SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWERS TO CASIO INC.’S
INTERROGATORY NO. 7 was served on this the 18" day of April, 2008 upon the
attorneys for the Defendants as follows:

For The Casio Parties (via e-mail):
Laura Krawczyk

Kevin He

Morgan Lewis & Bockius

101 Park Avenue

New York, NY 10178-0060

Phone: (212) 309-6000

Fax: (212) 309-6001
Ikrawczyk@morganlewis.com
khe@morganlewis.com

J. Kevin Fee

MORGAN, LEWIS & BOCKIUS LLP
1111 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20004
jkfee@morganlewis.com

Scott D. Stimpson

The Law Office of Scott Stimpson
Suite 1102

445 Hamilton Avenue

White Plains, NY 10601
stimpsonlaw(@gmail.com

For The Samsung Parties (via e-mail):
Patrick J. Kelleher

Drinker Biddle Gardner Carton

191 North Wacker Drive

Suite 3700

Chicago, IL 60606-1698

Phone: (312) 569-1375

Fax: (312) 569-3375
Patrick.kelleher@abr.com

For The Fujifilm Parties (via e-mail):
Steven J. Routh
Hogan & Hartson, LLP
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555 Thirteenth Street, N.'W.
Washington, DC 20004
Phone: (202) 637-5600
Fax: (202) 637-5910
sjrouth@hhlaw.com

For the Olympus Parties (via e-mail):
Richard de Bodo

Rachel M. Capoccia
Hogan & Hartson, LLP
1999 Avenue of the Stars
Suite 1400

Los Angeles, CA 90067
Phone: (310) 785-4694
Fax: (310) 785-4601
rdebodo@hhlaw.com
rmcapoccia@hhlaw.com

For The Matsushita and Victory Company of Japan Parties (via e-mail):

Filed 06/16/2008

Richard de Bodo

Rachel M. Capoccia
Hogan & Hartson, LLP
1999 Avenue of the Stars
Suite 1400

Los Angeles, CA 90067
Phone: (310) 785-4694
Fax: (310) 785-4601
rdebodo@hhlaw.com
rmcapoccia@hhlaw.com

For the Ricoh Parties (via e-mail):
Paul Devinsky

MCDERMOTT, WILL & EMERY
600 13th Street, NW

Washington, DC 20005-3096
(202) 756-8369

Fax: (202) 756-8087

Email: pdevinsky@mwe.com

For Hewlett-Packard Company (via email):
Charlene M. Morrow

Heather N. Mewes

Fenwick & West LLP
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555 California Street, Suite 1200
San Francisco, CA 94104
Phone: (415) 875-2300

Fax: (415)281-1350
cmorrow@fenwick.com
hmewes@fenwick.com

/s/ Joseph E. Cwik
Attorney for Papst Licensing GmbH & Co.

KG
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

IN RE PAPST LICENSING GMBH & CO. KG

LITIGATION Misc. Action No. 07-493 (RMC)
This Document Relates To: MDL Docket No. 1880 @
ALL CASES Q

*%% CONTAINS HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL — OUTSIDE COUNSEL % /4<
INFORMATION UNDER THE PROTECTIVE ORDER *** ’&
PAPST’S OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS TO CAMERA MANUFACTURERS’ FIRST
SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 1-10)
Pursuant to Rule 33 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Defendant Papst Licensing
GmbH & Co. KG ("Papst"), objects to and answers the Camera Manufacturers’ (the

“Defendants’ ) First Set of Interrogatories as follows:

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

1. Papst objects to Defendants’ Interrogatories to the extent that they call for
information protected by any applicable privilege or doctrine, including without limitation the
attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine and/or information pertaining to Papst
counsel’s mental impressions and/or trial preparation materials, any jointly shared privilege, and
other protections afforded by Rule 26(b)(4)(B). Papst hereby asserts all such applicable privileges.
Papst further objects to identifying such documents created after the commencement of the earliest

Casio lawsuit.

2. Papst objects to Defendants’ Interrogatories to the extent that they call for
information disclosing confidential or proprietary information, and/or trade secrets of Papst, or

information restricted from dissemination because of confidentiality commitments with other
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entities or pursuant to court order, statute, or regulation. Without waiving its objections, Papst will
produce such information that is reasonably responsive and non-privileged upon the entry of a
protective order governing such confidential information, and only after the relevant third-parties
are notified of the potential disclosure and provided an opportunity to object to the potential

disclosure.

3. Papst objects to Defendants’ Interrogatories to the extent that they call for the
disclosure of any information that is not reasonably related to the subject matter of this action, that
is not relevant to the claims or defenses asserted in this action, that is not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, and/or to the extent that the interrogatories seek to
impose discovery obligations beyond those imposed by or permitted under the Federal Rules of

Civil Procedure.

4. Papst objects to Defendants’ Interrogatories as unduly and unnecessarily
burdensome to the extent the requests seek information already in Defendants’ possession,

custody, or control.

5. Papst objects to Defendants’ Interrogatories to the extent the requests, instructions,

and/or definitions are unreasonably broad, vague and ambiguous, and/or unduly burdensome.

6. Papst has not completed its investigation of the facts relating to this action.
Accordingly, with respect to all of the Interrogatories, Papst reserves the right to amend and/or
supplement its responses, if necessary, with additional information based upon further
investigation and discovery, and to rely upon such information in the course of this action and at

trial.

7. In those instances where the responses to Defendants’ interrogatories can be
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derived from the business records of Papst or from an examination, audit or inspection of such
business records, and the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer is substantially the same
for Defendants and Papst, Papst will specify the records from which an answer may be ascertained
and afford Defendants’ counsel a reasonable opportunity to audit, inspect and copy such records or
provide categorized copies of such records in accordance with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure

33(d), in accordance with the Court’s protective order.

8. Papst objects to any and all interrogatories to the extent that they are repetitive,
overlapping or duplicative. Moreover, Papst may attempt to designate for production relevant
documents in response to Defendants’ interrogatories. However, by so designating documents,
Papst does not represent that the identified documents are the only relevant documents, nor does
Papst represent that the identified documents are necessarily the most relevant documents. In
addition, the designation of documents is not necessarily exhaustive and other relevant documents
may or may not exist. However, Papst will make a good faith effort to identify relevant documents

and/or categories of documents as provided in Rules 33 and 34, Fed.R.Civ.P.

9. Papst objects to Defendants’ interrogatories to the extent that they request Papst to
provide the names of persons with knowledge of certain facts and a summary of each person’s
knowledge. If known, Papst will identify those persons, or documents from which the identity of
those persons may be ascertained, believed to be generally most knowledgeable regarding the

requested subjects.

GENERAL OBJECTIONS TO INSTRUCTIONS AND DEFINITIONS

1. Papst objects to Defendants’ Instructions and Definitions to the extent they seek to
impose obligations beyond those set forth in Rules 26 and 33 of the Federal Rules of Civil

Procedure and any applicable local rules. Papst will respond to Defendants’ Interrogatories in the
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manner required by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and applicable local rules.

2. Papst objects to Definition B as overly broad, unduly burdensome, and as calling
for irrelevant information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. Papst further objects to Defendants’ Definition B on the ground that the phrase “patent
applications that (i) relate to or claim priority to or from any of the applications that led to the
Patent-In-Suit or (ii) relate to or claim in whole or in part any of the subject matter disclosed or
claimed in the Patents-In-Suit” in the context of this definition is vague and ambiguous.

3. Papst objects to Defendants’ Definition C as overly broad, unduly burdensome, and
as calling for irrelevant information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Papst further objects to Defendants’ Definition C on the ground that the
phrase “patents, other than the Patents-In-Suit, associated with or granted by the United States or
any other jurisdiction that (i) relate to or claim priority to or from any of the applications that led to
the Patent-In-Suit or (ii) relate to or claim in whole or in part any of the subject matter disclosed or
claimed in the Patents-In-Suit” in the context of this instruction is vague and ambiguous.

4. Papst objects to Defendants’ Definition E as overly broad, unduly burdensome, and
as calling for irrelevant information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissiblevevidence.

5. Papst objects to Defendants’ Definition F as overly broad, unduly burdensome, and
as calling for irrelevant information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence.

6. Papst objects to Defendants’ Definition G as overly broad, unduly burdensome, and
as calling for irrelevant information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence.
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7. Papst objects to Defendants’ Definition H as overly broad, unduly burdensome, and
as calling for irrelevant information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence.

8. Papst objects to Defendants’ Definition I as overly broad, unduly burdensome, and
as calling for irrelevant information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence in the context of Defendants’ interrogatories.

9. Papst objects to Defendants’ Instruction F to the extent it seeks to impose
obligations beyond those set forth in the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and any applicable local
rules. Papst will respond to Defendants’ Interrogatories in the manner required by the Federal

Rules of Civil Procedure and applicable local rules.

SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

State in full the basis for your contention that each Camera Manufacturer has infringed the
Patents-in-Suit, including without limitation, an identification of each claim you contend has been
infringed by each Camera Manufacturer (the “asserted claims”), an identification of the products
you contend infringe each asserted claim, a claim chart describing where each element of each
asserted claim is found in each accused product, and an identification of each document or thing
that refers or relates to such alleged infringement.

ANSWER:
Papst objects that Interrogatory No. 1 is premature to the extent that this interrogatory

seeks information and responses inconsistent with the dates set in the Second Practice and

Procedure Order, Docket No. 36 (April 8, 2008) (“Order”). In the Order, at Paragraph 17, the

Court orders that: “Papst shall file its asserted claims and infringement contentions no later than

May 28, 2008.” Papst reserves the right to present its asserted claims and infringement contentions
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at the time specified by the Order. Also, Papst reserves the right to amend or supplement the
present response as the parties comply with the disclosure, briefing, and hearing schedule
concerning claim construction as set forth in the Order. Papst further reserves the right to amend
or supplement the present response after such time as the Court provides any rulings concerning
the scope of the claims of the patents-in-suit.

Papst also objects that this interrogatory is premature in that Papst served Papst Licensing

GmbH & Co. KG’s First Joint Set Of Interrogatories To Defendants on the Camera Manufacturers

on April 9, 2008. These interrogatories seek, among other things, information concerning USB
descriptors and information regarding which SCSI Block Commands and which PTP Commands
are supported by each device. Such information is relevant to the present responses. Papst does
not expect responses from Camera Manufacturers, however, until after service of this
interrogatory response. Also, at the time of this response, the Camera Manufacturers have not
provided design documentation, nor any detailed product specifications, nor software code, for
their digital cameras (Papst received a letter indicating that it would receive tens of thousands of
documents on the day that these responses are due, but Papst has not had an opportunity to review
those documents yet). Nevertheless, and without waiving any of the objections stated herein,
Papst provides its responses below based on currently available information. Papst reserves the
right to amend or supplement this response after it receives and evaluates any additional
information as may become known as discovery progresses in this case.

Concerning the request to identify “the products you contend infringe each asserted claim,”
Papst objects that, at the time of service of this response, Papst has not had an opportunity to
receive discovery from the Camera Manufacturers concerning the individual models each Camera

Manufacturer has made and/or sold, or the geographical locations of such manufacturing and sales.
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Nevertheless, and without waiving the above objections, and subject to further discovery in this
case, according to Papst’s best understanding at this time, devices which are believed to be

configurable to operate as USB Mass Storage mode (“Mass Storage Class Digital Cameras,” or
“MSC Digital Cameras”) and digital cameras configured to operate in PTP mode (“PTP Digital

Cameras’) include at least the following:

. Camera Brand Device Model
Casio EXILIM EX-V7
EXILIM EX-Z110
EXILIM EX-Z60
EXILIM EX-Z1050
EXILIM EX-Z75
EXILIM EX-S600

EXILIM EX-Z700

EXILIM EX-Z1000

EXILIM Pro EX-P700
EXILIM EX-Z600
EXILIM EX-S500
EXILIM EX-S770

Fujifilm FINE PIX F10

FINE PIX F650
FINEPIX S9100

FINE PIX A700

FINE PIX S5600
FINE PIX E900

FINE PIX V10

HP PHOTOSMART R827

PHOTOSMART R817
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Camera Brand

Device Model

PHOTOSMART M425

PHOTOSMART M527

PHOTOSMART E427

PHOTOSMART R927

PHOTOSMART R725

PHOTOSMART M627

JVC

GZ-MG67E

GZ-MGS505E

GZ-MG20E

Olympus

STYLUS 760

STYLUS 730

EVOLT E-410

FE-250

SP-510UZ

Stylus 1000

FE-190

E-500

STYLUS 710

FE 120

SP-500UZ

mju Digital 600

Stylus 720 SW

Panasonic

DMC-LZ5 EG

DMC-LX1

DMC-L1K

PV-GS320

HDC-SD1

Page 8 of 43
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Camera Brand

Device Model

VDR-D230

DMC-FX07

DMC-FX01

DMC-FX8 EG

DMC-TZ1 EG

DMC-FZ7 EG

DMC-LZ3

Samsung

Digimax L55W
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Subject to the above objections and subject to further discovery in this case, according to

Papst’s best understanding at this time, devices which are believed to be configurable to operate at

least as MSC Digital Cameras include:

Camera Brand

Model

JVC

GZ-MG155U

Olympus

FE110

Camedia C 4000

Camedia C 370

FE-170

Samsung

SGH-D900i1

SGH-D820

Digimax V700

Digimax IS5

Digimax A55W

Digimax A40

NV10

Digimax S800
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Model

Digimax L85

PROS815
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Subject to the above objections and subject to further discovery in this case, according to

Papst’s best understanding at this time, devices which are believed to be configurable to operate at

least as PTP Digital Cameras include:

Camera Brand

Model

Fujifilm

FINEPIX A800

FINEPIX F40FD

FINEPIX Z5FD

FINEPIX S700

FINEPIX S5 PRO

FINE PIX F31FD

FINE PIX S6000FD

FINE PIX F20

Subject to the above objections and subject to further discovery in this case, according to

Papst’s best understanding at this time, devices identified in the following table are likely to be

found to be configurable as a MSC Digital Camera, as a PTP Digital Camera, or both, after

additional discovery or investigation:

Camera Brand Model

Casio EXILIM EX-Z80
EXILIM EX-Z1200
EXILIM EX-Z120
EXILIM EX-Z50

10
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Camera Brand

Model

EXILIM EX-S100

QV-R62

EXILIM EX-P505

EXILIM EX-Z750

EXILIM EX-Z57

EXILIM EX-Z55

EXILIM EX-Z500

EXILIM EX-Z200

EXILIM EX-Z850

EXILIM EX-Z1080

EXILIM EX-V8

EXILIM EX-Z100

EXILIM EX-Z9

QV-R4

QV-R52

QV-5700

QV-R3

EXILIM EX-S10

QV-R61

GV-20

EXILIM EX-S2

EXILIM EX-M2

EXILIM EX-Z3

EXILIM EX-S3

EXILIM EX-Z40

EXILIM EX-Z4/EX-Z4U

EXILIM EX-S20U

11
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Camera Brand

Model

EXILIM EX-M20U

EXILIM EX-P600

QV-R40

Exilim EX-Z30

QV-R51

EXILIM EX-Z70

Fujifilm

FINEPIX E 550

FINEPIX J10

FinePix F30 ZOOM

FinePix A600 ZOOM

FinePix F470 ZOOM

FinePix A500 ZOOM

FinePix A400 ZOOM

FinePix F460

FinePix A345 ZOOM

FinePix S9500/39000

FinePix Z1

FinePix A350 ZOOM

FinePix Z3

FinePix F100fd

FinePix S3100

FinePix F11 ZOOM

FinePix A610

FinePix A900

FinePix A920

FinePix F480

FinePix F501d

12
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Camera Brand

Model

FinePix S5800

FinePix Z10fd

FinePix J50

FinePix S10001fd

FinePix S8100fd

FinePix Z20fd

FinePix F455 ZOOM

FinePix A820

FinePix S8000fd

FinePix S602Z PRO

FinePix S5500 ZOOM / $5100

FinePix S5700

FinePix F401 ZOOM

FinePix A202/A200

FinePix A203

FinePix A204/FinePix 2650

FinePix A303

FinePix S304/FinePix 3800

FinePix M603

FinePix F410 ZOOM

FinePix F700

FinePix A310 ZOOM

FinePix A210 ZOOM

FinePix F450 ZOOM

FinePix F810 ZOOM

FinePix E510 ZOOM

FinePix F402

13
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Camera Brand

Model

FinePix E500 ZOOM

FinePix A205 ZOOM / A205S

FinePix F440 ZOOM

FinePix S3 PRO

FinePix S20 PRO

FinePix A330

FinePix A120

FinePix S3000 Z

FinePix S7000 Z

FinePix A340

FinePix S5000 Z

FINEPIX S100fs

PHOTOSMART R717

PHOTOSMART M517

PHOTOSMART M23

PHOTOSMART M525

PHOTOSMART R507

PHOTOSMART
R607/R607V/R607XI

PHOTOSMART M22

PHOTOSMART R837

PHOTOSMART R&818

PHOTOSMART M415

PHOTOSMART R967

PHOTOSMART E327/E327V

PHOTOSMART R727

PHOTOSMART M417

14
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Camera Brand

Model

PHOTOSMART
M407/M407V/MA407X1

PHOTOSMART
E317/E317V/E317X1

PHOTOSMART 620

PHOTOSMART M307

PHOTOSMART E217

PHOTOSMART 320

PHOTOSMART 720

PHOTOSMART 850

PHOTOSMART 733

PHOTOSMART 735

PHOTOSMART 935

PHOTOSMART 435

PHOTOSMART 635

PHOTOSMART 945

PHOTOSMART R707

PHOTOSMART 120

PHOTOSMART R937

JVC

GZ-HD5

XA-F57P

XA-F107A

GC-A50

GC-A55

GC-A70

XA-C210

Olympus

LS-10

WS-110

15
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Camera Brand

Model

SP-570UZ

STYLUS 1200

p Mini S/Stylus Verve Mini S

p Mini Digital/Stylus Verve
Digital

C-765 UZ

C-770 UZ

C-160/D-395

C-360 Zoom/D-575 Zoom

C-60 ZOOM

C-725 02

C-70 Zoom/C-7000 ZOOM

E-300/EVOLT E-300

C-470 Zoom/D-590 Zoom

i 500/Stylus 500

C-170/D-425

C-460 Zoom/D-580 Zoom

C-7070 WideZoom

C-740 UZ

C-480 ZOOM/D-545 ZOOM

C-500 Zoom/D-595 Zoom

C55/C-5500 SPORT ZOOM

1 400/Stylus 400

IR-300

C-120/D-380

C-220 Zoom/D-520 Zoom

C-300 Zoom/D-550 Zoom

16
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Camera Brand

Model

C-720 UZ

C-5050 ZOOM

C-50 ZOOM

C-450 Zoom

p 300/Stylus 300

C-310 Zoom/D-540 Zoom

C-150/D-390

C-350 Zoom/D-560 Zoom

C-750 UZ

E-1

C-5000 ZOOM

C-5060 ZOOM

n 410/Stylus 410

C-730 UZ

i 1010/Stylus 1010

i 780/Stylus 780

E-510

FE-210

p 790 SW/Stylus 790 SW

u 820/Stylus 820

u 830/Stylus 830

FE-270

FE-280

SP-550 UZ

E-3

FE-290

i 1020/Stylus 1020

17
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Camera Brand

Model

n 1030 SW/Stylus 1030 SW

n 840/Stylus 840

p 850 SW/Stylus 850 SW

FE-340

FE-350

E-420

C-8080 WideZoom

FE-5500/D-630 Zoom

FE-300

u 700/Stylus 700

IR-500

SP-560 UZ

FE-240

C-180/D-435

FE-100

SP-310

SP-700

p 800/Stylus 800

u 810/Stylus 810

E-330/Evolt E-330

FE-180

FE-230

n 770/Stylus 770

SP-350

FE-200

FE-115

p 750/Stylus 750

18
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Camera Brand

Model

p 740/Stylus 740

SP-320

FE-140

FE-130

DS-20

FE-310

Panasonic

EB-VS3/VS3

DMC-FX100

Lumix DMC-TZ3

Lumix DMC-FZ50

Lumix DMC-FX12

Lumix DMC-FX30

Lumix DMC-FZ8

Lumix DMC-LS75

Lumix DMC-LZ6

Lumix DMC-LZ7

Lumix DMC-LX2

Lumix DMC-FX10

Lumix DMC-TZ5

Lumix DMC-FX55

Lumix DMC-L10K

Lumix DMC-FS20

Lumix DMC-FS3

Lumix DMC-FS5

Lumix DMC-FX35

Lumix DMC-LZ10

Lumix DMC-TZ4

19

Page 19 of 43



Case 1:07-mc-00493-RMC Document 133-4

Filed 06/16/2008

Camera Brand

Model

Lumix DMC-FX50

Lumix DMC-FX33

Lumix DMC-LZ8

Lumix DMC-LC43

Lumix DMC-FX3

Lumix DMC-FZ18

Lumix DMC-FZ1

Lumix DMC-LC33

Lumix DMC-FX5

Lumix DMC-FZ10

Lumix DMC-LC50

Lumix DMC-LC70

Lumix DMC-LC1

Lumix DMC-FX7

Lumix DMC-LZ2

Lumix DMC-FZ30

Lumix DMC-F1

Lumix DMC-LS2

Lumix DMC-FZ20

Lumix DMC-FX9

Lumix DMC-LZ1

Lumix DMC-FZ5

Lumix DMC-FZ4

Lumix DMC-FZ15

Lumix DMC-LC80

Lumix DMC-FZ3

DMC-LS80

20
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Camera Brand

Model

HDC-SD9

VDR-D50

SDR-H18

EXLIM CARD EX-F1

Ricoh

Caplio GR

GR Digital

Caplio RR120

Caplio R5

Caplio GX100

Caplio R7

Caplio GR Digital II

Caplio R8

Caplio RR630

Samsung

SC-HMX10C

L73

Digimax S600

Digimax D53

GX-10

Digimax S700

Digimax S1000

L700

NV7 OPS

NV3

Digimax A503

GX-1L

Digimax S500

GX-1S

21
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Camera Brand

Model

L74 wide

L100

Digimax L60

S85

i8

S860

NV40

NV4

NV30

Digimax V6

Digimax i85

Digimax 16 PMP

NV11

L1830

L730

Digimax L77

S850

S630

S1050

S730

NV15

Digimax 240

Digimax A6

Digimax 301

Digimax 202

Digimax (Cyber) 530

Digimax U-CA 3

22
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Camera Brand

Model

Digimax 420

Digimax 401

Digimax V4

Digimax 430

Digimax 201

Digimax 340

Digimax 410

Digimax 350SE

Digimax 230

NV24 HD

Digimax 360

Digimax A5

Digimax V800

Digimax U-CA 5

Digimax A50

Digimax A402

Digimax A7

Digimax A4

Digimax 370

Digimax U-CA 505

Digimax L50

Digimax A400

Digimax U-CA 4

Digmax 250

Digimax V50

Digimax V5

Digimax U-CA 401

23
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Camera Brand Model

Digimax V70

NV20

Papst reserves the right to amend, add to, or otherwise revise the above lists of devices as
its investigation proceeds and as discovery in this case proceeds.

Papst objects to the extent that Interrogatory No.1 could be read to call for a claim chart for
each and every potentially infringing device. Such a requirement would be unduly burdensome, as
each set of claim charts would be several pages long, and there are hundreds of digital cameras at
issue in this case. Also, as set forth above, Papst has served discovery requests on the Camera
Manufacturers, the responses to which are expected to be highly relevant to the preparation of
claim charts, but are not available at the time of service of this response. Nevertheless, and without
waiving any of the objections stated herein, in the present response, Papst provides claim charts for
two representative devices: 1) digital cameras which are configurable to operate as MSC Digital
Cameras; and 2) digital cameras which are configurable to operate in PTP mode.

The claim charts below provide the infringement analysis with respect to the MSC Digital

Cameras identified above:

1. An interface device for communication between | Generally, a preamble is not limiting. This

a host device, which comprises drivers for claim covers an interface device as
input/output devices customary in a host device and | defined in the body of the claim below,
a multi-purpose interface, and a data and does not expressly require or exclude

transmit/receive device, the data transmit/receive | a host device or a data/transmit receive

24
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device being arranged for providing analog data,

device. See the Claim Preamble section

comprising: below for additional information.

a processor; The interface portion of MSC Digital
Cameras typically has a processor, such as
a microprocessor or microcontroller.

a memory; The interface portion of MSC Digital

Cameras typically includes memory. Also,
a socket is typically provided for adding a

memory card.

a first connecting device for interfacing the host
device with the interface device via the

multi-purpose interface of the host device; and

The MSC Digital Cameras include a first
connecting device comprising a Universal
Serial Bus (USB) circuit for interfacing
the interface device with a multipurpose

USB interface on a host PC.

a second connecting device for interfacing the
interface device with the data transmit/receive
device, the second connecting device including a
sampling circuit for sampling the analog data
provided by the data transmit/receive device and an
analog-to-digital converter for converting data

sampled by the sampling circuit into digital data,

The MSC Digital Cameras include a
second connecting device comprising a
sampling circuit and an analog to digital
converter. This circuitry interfaces analog
data typically provided by a data transmit
receive device (typically including a CCD

image sensor) with the interface device.

25
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For example some MSC Digital Cameras

use a Correlated Double Sampler (CDS).

wherein the interface device is configured by the
processor and the memory to include a first
command interpreter and a second command

interpreter,

The interface device of MSC Digital
Cameras is configured to include first and
second command interpreters as set forth

more fully below.

wherein the first command interpreter is configured
in such a way that the command interpreter, when
receiving an inquiry from the host device as to a
type of a device attached to the multi-purpose
interface of the host device, sends a signal,
regardless of the type of the data transmit/receive
device attached to the second connecting device of
the interface device, to the host device which
signals to the host device that it is an input/output

device customary in a host device,

The first command interpreter may
comprise, for example, a USB command
interpretér. When a MSC Digital Camera
is plugged in to a USB port on a host PC,
the camera may receive a
"Get_Descriptor" USB command. The
"Get_Descriptor" USB command is an
inquiry from the host PC. The first
command interpreter of the MSC Digital
Camera interprets the "Get_Descriptor"
USB command and returns the requested
descriptor(s). MSC Digital Cameras are
believed, for example, to send a signal to
the Host PC, regardless of the image

sensor, microphone, or other data

26
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transmit/receive device which may be

attached to the interface device, that the
MSC Digital Camera is a mass storage
class device, such as a disk drive, which is
an I/O device customary in a host PC. See
"First Command Interpreter” and "Signals
to the Host Device and Customary in a
Host Device" sections below for

additional information.

whereupon the host device communicates with the |[Upon receiving the information signaling
interface device by means of the driver for the the host computer that the MSC Digital
input/output device customary in a host device, and [ Camera is a mass storage device, the host
PC automatically communicates with the
interface device of the MSC Digital
Camera by means of one or more software
drivers for disk drives customary in the
host PC. The interface device is
configured to respond to communications
from one or more of these drivers. For
example, when the host PC is configured
with the Windows XP operating system,

the host PC is believed to communicate
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with the interface device by means of

disk.sys, PartMgr.sys and usbstor.sys.
Digital camera-specific drivers are not
necessary. The host PC also uses the
disk.sys and PartMgr.sys drivers to
communicate with hard disk drives, which
are input/output devices customary in the
host PC. The host PC also uses usbstor.sys
to communicate with hard disk drives

attached to the USB port.

wherein the second command interpreter is As set forth above, the first command
configured to interpret a data request command interpreter signals to the host PC that the
from the host device to the type of input/output MSC Digital Camera is a mass storage
device signaled by the first command interpreter as | device, such as a disk drive. The second
a data transfer command for initiating a transfer of |command interpreter is configured to

the digital data to the host device. interpret data request commands for such
disk drives. For example, the second
command interpreter may be configured
to interpret SCSI Block Commands (SBC)
and/or ATAPI commands. This second
command interpreter, for example, is

believed to interpret the READ(10)
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command (Operation code 28h). MSC

Digital Cameras are believed to interpret
this data request command and provide
the requested sectors of information,
including data representing images
acquired by, for example, a CCD sensor
and digitized by the second connecting

device.

2. An interface device according to claim 1,wherein | Windows XP drivers disk.sys and

the drivers for input/output drivers customary in a |[PartMgr.sys are the same drivers that
host device comprise a hard disk driver, and the would be used to communicate with a hard
signal indicates to the host device that the host disk. The Interface Descriptor signals sent
device is communicating with a hard disk. by the MSC Digital Camera indicating a
SCSI command set indicate to the host PC
that the MSC Digital Cémera is a hard

disk.

3. An interface device according to claim 1, MSC Digital Cameras include internal
wherein the memory means comprises a buffer to | memory and structure for receiving a
buffer data to be transferred between the data memory card. The internal memory and/or
transmit/receive device and the host device. memory card comprise a buffer to buffer

data acquired by the transmit/receive
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device until it is transferred to the host PC.

The MSC Digital Cameras may also
comprise a memory buffer used during
processing of images acquired by the

image sensor.

5. An interface device according to claim 1,

wherein the processor is a digital signal processor.

MSC Digital Cameras may further

comprise a digital signal processor.

7. An interface device according to claim 2, which
further comprises a root directory and virtual files
which are present on the signaled hard disk drive

and which can be accessed from the host device.

The MSC Digital Cameras are believed to
comply with, for example, the Design
Rule for Camera File System (DCF). The
DCEF requires a root directory, and for files
of images to be placed in certain locations
in the directory tree. The files can be

accessed from the host device.

11. An interface device for communication between
a host device, which comprises a multi-purpose
interface and a specific driver for this interface, and
a data transmit/receive device, the data
transmit/receive device being arranged for

providing analog data, comprising:

Generally, a preamble is not limiting. This
claim covers an interface device, and does
not expressly require or exclude a host
device or a data/transmit receive device.
See the Claim Preambles section below

for additional information.

a processor;

The interface portion of MSC Digital
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Cameras typically has a processor, such as

a microprocessor or microcontroller.

a memory; The interface portion of a MSC Digital
Camera typically includes memory. Also,
a socket is typically provided for adding a

memory card.

a first connecting device for interfacing the host | The MSC Digital Cameras include a first
device with the interface device via the connecting device comprising a Universal
multi-purpose interface of the host device; and Serial Bus (USB) circuit for interfacing

the interface device with a multipurpose

USB interface on a host PC.
a second connecting device for interfacing the The MSC Digital Cameras include a
interface device with the data transmit/receive second connecting device comprising a

device, the second connecting device including a || sampling circuit and an analog to digital
sampling circuit for sampling the analog data converter. This circuitry interfaces analog
provided by the data transmit/receive device and an | data typically provided by a data transmit
analog-to-digital converter for converting data receive device (typically including a CCD
sampled by the sampling circuit into digital data, |image sensor) with the interface device.
For example some MSC Digital Cameras

use a Correlated Double Sampler (CDS).

where the interface device is configured using the | The interface device of MSC Digital
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processor and the memory to include a first Cameras is configured to include first and
command interpreter and a second command second command interpreters as set forth
interpreter, more fully below.

wherein the first command interpreter is configured | The first command interpreter may

in such a way that the interface device, when comprise, for example, a USB command
receiving an inquiry from the host device as to the |interpreter. When a MSC Digital Camera
type of a device attached at the multi-purpose is plugged in to a USB port on a host PC,
interface of the host device, sends a signal, the camera may receive a

regardless of the type of the data transmit/receive ||"Get_Descriptor" USB command. The
device attached to the second connecting device of || "Get_Descriptor" USB command is a type
the interface device, to the host device which of inquiry from the host PC. The first
signals to the host device that it is an input/output | command interpreter of the MSC Digital
device customary in a host device, Camera interprets the "Get Descriptor"
USB command and returns the requested
descriptor(s). MSC Digital Cameras are
believed, for example, to send a signal to
the Host PC, regardless of the image
sensor, microphone, or other data
transmit/receive device which may be
attached to the interface device, that the
MSC Digital Camera is a mass storage

class device, such as a disk drive, which is
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an I/O device customary in a host PC. See

"First Command Interpreter”" and "Signals
to the Host Device and Customary in a
Host Device" sections below for

additional information.

whereupon the host device communicates with the | Upon receiving the information signaling
interface device by means of the specific driver for | the host computer that the MSC Digital
the multi-purpose interface, and Camera is a mass storage device, the host
PC automatically communicates with the
interface device of the MSC Digital
Camera by means of one or more software
drivers specifically adapted for the
multipurpose USB interface. For example,
when the host PC is configured with the
Windows XP operating system, the host
PC is believed to communicate with the
interface device by means of usbd.sys,
which is a specific driver for the
multipurpose USB interface. Digital

camera-specific drivers are not necessary.

wherein the second command interpreter is As set forth above, the first command
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configured to interpret a data request command interpreter signals to the host PC that the

from the host device to the type of input/output MSC Digital Camera is a mass storage
device signaled by the first command interpreter as | device, such as a disk drive. The second
a data transfer command for initiating a transfer of command interpreter is configured to

the digital data to the host device. interpret data request commands for such
disk drives. For example, the second
command interpreter may be configured
to interpret SCSI Block Commands (SBC)
and/or ATAPI commands. This second
command interpreter, for example, is
believed to interpret the READ(10)
command (Operation code 28h). MSC
Digital Cameras are believed to interpret
this data request command and provide
the requested sectors of information,
including data representing images
acquired by, for example, a CCD sensor
and digitized by the second connecting

device.

14. A method of communication between a host | This claim covers a method of
device, which comprises drivers for input/output | communicating between a host device

devices customary in a host device and a interface device and a data
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multi-purpose interface, and a data transmit/receive

device, the data transmit/receive device being
arranged for providing analog data, via an interface

device, comprising:

transmit/receive device via an interface
device. See the Claim Preambles section
below for additional information
concerning the host device and the

data/transmit receive device

interfacing of the host device with a first connecting
device of the interface device via the multi-purpose

interface of the host device;

User manuals for the various MSC Digital
Cameras instruct users, including users of
cameras destined for the U.S., to interface
a first connecting device of the MSC
Digital Camera with a multipurpose
interface of a host PC by connecting the
MSC Digital Camera to the USB port on

the host PC.

interfacing of the data transmit/receive device with
a second connecting device of the interface device,
the second connecting device including a sampling
circuit for sampling the analog data provided by the
data/transmit/receive device and an
analog-to-digital converter for converting data

sampled by the sampling circuit into digital data;

The MSC Digital Cameras include a
second connecting device comprising a
sampling circuit and an analog to digital
converter. This circuitry interfaces analog
data typically provided by a data transmit
receive device (typically including a CCD

image sensor) with the interface device.

inquiring by the host device at the interface device

When a MSC Digital Camera is plugged
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as to the type of device to which the multi-purpose

interface of the host device is attached;

in to a USB port on a host PC, the host PC

may inquire the interface device as to the
type of device it is by sending a

"Get_Descriptor" USB command.

regardless of the type of the data transmit/receive
data attached to the second connecting device of the
interface device, responding to the inquiry from the
host device by the interface device in such a way
that it is an input/output device customary in a host
device, whereupon the host deyice communicates
with the interface device by means of the usual

driver for the input/output device, and

A MSC Digital Camera responds to the
“Get_Descriptor” inquiry in such a way
that it is an input/output device customary
in a host device. MSC Digital Cameras
are believed, for example, to send a signal
to the Host PC, regardless of the image
sensor, microphone, or other data
transmit/receive device which may be
attached to the interface device, that the
MSC Digital Camera is a mass storage
class device, such as a disk drive, which is
an I/O device customary in a host PC. See
"First Command Interpreter” and "Signals
to the Host Device and Customary in a
Host Device" sections below for
additional information. Upon receiving
the information signaling the host

computer that the MSC Digital Camera is
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a mass storage device, the host PC

automatically communicates with the
interface device of the MSC Digital
Camera by means of one or more of the
usual software drivers for disk drives
customary in the host PC. For example,
when the host PC is configured with the
Windows XP operating system, the host
PC is believed to communicate with the
interface device by means of disk.sys,
PartMgr.sys and usbstor.sys. Digital
camera-specific drivers are not necessary.
The host PC also uses the disk.sys and
PartMgr.sys drivers to communicate with
hard disk drives, which are input/output
devices customary in the host PC. The
host PC also uses usbstor.sys to
communicate with hard disk drives

attached to the USB port.

interpreting a data request command from the host | A MSC Digital Camera is believed to
device to the type of input/output device customary | interpret SCSI Block Commands (SBC)

in the host device as a data transfer command for |and/or ATAPI commands. For example,
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device.

initiating a transfer of the digital data to the host

the MSC Digital Camera is believed to

interpret the READ(10) command
(Operation code 28h). MSC Digital
Cameras are believed to interpret this data
request command and provide the
requested sectors of information,
including data representing images
acquired by, for example, a CCD sensor
and digitized by the second connecting

device.

particular for a hard disk drive.

15. A method according to claim 14, wherein the
drivers for input/output devices customary in a host

device comprise a driver for a storage device and in

Windows XP drivers disk.sys and
PartMgr.sys are the same drivers that
would be used to communicate with a

storage device comprising a hard disk.

1. An interface device for communication
between a host device, which comprises
drivers for input/output devices customary in
a host device and a multi-purpose interface,
and a data transmit/receive device comprising

the following features:

Generally, a preamble is not limiting. This

claim covers an interface device, and does not
expressly require or exclude a host device or a
data/transmit receive device. See the Claim
Preambles section below for additional

information.
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a processor;,

The interface portion of MSC Digital Cameras

Filed 06/16/2008

typically has a processor, such as a

microprocessor or microcontroller.

a memory;

The interface portion of a MSC Digital
Camera typically includes memory. Also, a
socket is typically provided for adding a

memory card.

a first connecting device for interfacing the
host device with the interface device via the

multi-purpose interface of the host device; and

The MSC Digital Cameras include a first
connecting device comprising a Universal
Serial Bus (USB) circuit for interfacing the
interface device with a multipurpose USB

interface on a host PC.

a second connecting device for interfacing the
interface device with the data transmit/receive

device,

The MSC Digital Cameras include a second
connecting device comprising a sampling
circuit and an analog to digital converter. This
circuitry interfaces analog data typically
provided by a data transmit receive device
(typically including a CCD image sensor) with

the interface device.

wherein the interface device is configured by

the processor and the memory in such a way

The interface device is believed to be

configured by the processor and a program
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that the interface device, when receiving an
inquiry from the host device as to the type of a
device attached to the multi-purpose interface
of the host device, sends a signal, regardless
of the type of the data transmit/receive device
attached to the second connecting device of
the interface device, to the host device which
signals to the host device that it is a storage

device customary in a host device,

33-4
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stored in the memogf, for example, in such a
way that when the MSC Digital Camera
receives a "Get_Descriptor" USB command,
the MSC Digital Camera sends the requested
descriptor(s). The "Get_Descriptor" USB
command is a type of inquiry from the host
PC. MSC Digital Cameras are believed, for
example, to send a signal to the Host PC,
regardless of the image sensor, microphone, or
other data transmit/receive device which may
be attached to the interface device, that the
MSC Digital Camera is a mass storage class
device, such as a disk drive, which is a storage

device customary in a host PC.

whereupon the host device communicates
with the interface device by means of the
driver for the storage device customary in a

host device, and

Upon receiving the information signaling the
host computer that the MSC Digital Camera is
a mass storage device, the host PC
automatically communicates with the interface
device of the MSC Digital Camera by means
of one or more software drivers for disk drives
customary in the host PC. The interface device

is configured to respond to communications
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from one or more of these drivers, as set forth

below. For example, when the host PC is
configured with the Windows XP operating
system, the host PC is believed to
communicate with the interface device by
means of disk.sys, PartMgr.sys and
usbstor.sys. Digital camera-specific drivers are
not necessary. The host PC also uses the
disk.sys and PartMgr.sys drivers to
communicate with hard disk drives, which are
input/output devices customary in the host PC.
The host PC also uses usbstor.sys to
communicate with hard disk drives attached to

the USB port.

wherein the interface device is arranged for
simulating a virtual file system to the host, the
virtual file system including a directory

structure.

The interface portion of the MSC Digital
Camera is believed to simulate a virtual file
system, including, for example, simulating a
master boot record, a boot sector and a
sequence of sectors comprising at least one file
allocation table, at least one directory, and
files, as would be found on a disk drive having

rotating media.
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2. An interface device in accordance with
claim 1, in which the directory structure has a
configuration file for setting and controlling
functions of the interface device or an
executable or a batch file for conducting a
routine stored in the memory or a data file
used for transferring data from the data
transmit/receive device to the host device or a
help file for giving help on handling the

interface device.
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MSC Digital Cameras may include
configuration files and files used for
transferring data from the data

transmit/receive device to the host device.

6. An interface device in accordance with
claim 1 wherein, in response to a request from
the host to read a boot sequence, the processor
is arranged to send a virtual boot sequence to

the host.

In response to a request from the host PC to
read the first sector on the simulated disk drive
(a typical location for a master boot record),
the processor of the MSC Digital Camera is
arranged to send a virtual boot sequence to the
host. For example, in response to the request
for the first sector, the MSC Digital Cameras is
believed to provide 512 bytes of data which
contain the information typically found in a
master boot record (MBR), including

information for at least one partition.

42

Page 42 of 43




Case 1:07-mc-00493-RMC Document 133-4

claim 6 wherein the virtual boot sequence
includes a starting position and a length of a
file allocation table, an indication of a type of
the storage device or a number of sectors of

the storage device.
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The MSC Digital CAnléras are‘“‘t‘)elie;/vécyié(v) —
provide a boot sequence including a master
boot record and a boot sector, which typically
include a starting location and a length of a

File Allocation Table.

8. An interface device in accordance with
claim 7 wherein, in response to a request from
the host to display a directory of the storage
device, a processor is arranged for transferring
the file allocation table and the directory

structure to the host.

The MSC Digital Camera is configured such
that, in response to a request from the host PC
to display a directory of the MSC Digital
Camera (which appears to the host PC to be a
storage device), the processor is arranged for
transferring the file allocation table and the

directory structure to the host PC.

9. An interface device in accordance with
claim 1 wherein the file allocation table and
the directory structure is transferred to the
host in response to a request from the host to
read data from or store data to the storage

device.

The MSC Digital Camera is configured such
that, in response to a request from the host PC
to read data from or store data to the MSC
Digital Camera (which appears to the host PC
to be a storage device), the processor is
arranged for transferring the file allocation

table and the directory structure to the host PC.

12. An interface device in accordance with

In FAT file systems believed to be used in the
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cla1ni 1 wherem £1>1e ﬁle; allocation table
includes information on numbers of blocks
occupied by the data file wherein the interface
device is arranged for receiving block
numbers or a block number range from the
host when the host wants to read the data file,
and wherein the interface device is arranged to
start a data transfer to the host, when the block
numbers or the block number range is

received from the host.

MSC Digital Cameras, the number of the first
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cluster of a file is in the directory. READ(10)
command supports reading a single logical
block address comprising a single 512 byte
sector, or a starting logical block address plus a
transfer length comprising a range of blocks of

data.

13. An interface device in accordance with
claim 12 wherein the processor is arranged for
formatting the data acquired by the second
connecting device into blocks having a
predetermined size, the predetermined size

being suited for the storage device.

It is believed that the processor is arranged for
formatting the data acquired by the second
connecting device into 512 byte blocks, which

is a size being suited for a storage device.

15. An interface device in accordance with
claim 1 wherein the storage device is a hard

disk.

The Interface Descriptor sent by the MSC
Digital Camera indicating a SCSI command
set is the same as an Interface Descriptor as
would be sent by a hard disk. Thus, the

Interface Descriptor signals the host PC that
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the storage device is a hard disk.

16. An interface device in accordance with
claim 1 wherein the memory has a data buffer
for permitting independence in terms of time
of the data transmit/receive device attachable
to the second connecting device from the host
device attachable to the first connecting

device.

Images are typically stored in a data buffer,
permitting time independence from when a
photograph is captured and when it is

transferred to the host PC.

17. An interface device for communication
between a host device, which comprises a
multi-purpose interface and a specific driver
for thié interface, and a data transmit/receive

device comprising the following features:

Generally, a preamble is not limiting. This
claim covers an interface device, and does not
expressly require or exclude a host device or a
data/transmit receive device. Sée the Claim
Preambles section below for additional

information.

a processor; The interface portion of MSC Digital Cameras
typically has a processor, such as a
microprocessor or microcontroller.

a memory; The interface portion of a MSC Digital

Camera typically includes memory. Also, a
socket is typically provided for adding a

memory card.
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a first connecting device for interfacing the

host device with the interface device via the

multi-purpose interface of the host device; and

The MSC Digital Cameras include a Universal
Serial Bus (USB) circuit. A USB interface
present on a host PC is a multipurpose

interface.

a second connecting device for interfacing the
interface device with the data transmit/receive

device,

The MSC Digital Cameras include a second
connecting device comprising a sampling
circuit and an analog to digital converter. This
circuitry interfaces analog data typically
provided by a data transmit receive device
(typically including a CCD image sensor) with
the interface device. For example some MSC
Digital Cameras use a Correlated Double

Sampler (CDS).

where the interface device is configured using
the processor and the memory in such a way
that the interface device, when receiving an
inquiry from the host device as to the type of a
device attached at the multi-purpose interface
of the host device, sends a signal, regardless
of the type of the data transmit/receive device

attached to the second connecting device of

The interface device is believed to be
configured by the processor and a program
stored in the memory, for example, in such a
way that when the MSC Digital Camera
receives a "Get_Descriptor" USB command,
the MSC Digital Camera sends the requested
descriptor(s). MSC Digital Cameras are

believed, for example, to send a signal to the
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the interface device, to the host device which

signals to the host device that it is a storage

device customary in a host device,

Host PC, regardless of the image sensor,
microphone, or other data transmit/receive
device which may be attached, that the MSC
Digital Camera is a mass storage class device,
such as a disk drive, which is a storage device

customary in a host PC.

whereupon the host device communicates
with the interface device by means of the
specific driver for the multi-purpose interface,

and

Upon receiving the information signaling the
host computer that the MSC Digital Camera is
a mass storage device, the host PC
automatically communicates with the interface
device of the MSC Digital Camera by means
of one or more software drivers for disk drives
customary in the host PC. The interface device
is configured to respond to communications
from one or more of these drivers, as set forth
below. For example, when the host PC is
configured with the Windows XP operating
system, the host PC is believed to
communicate with the interface device by
means of usbd.sys. Digital camera-specific
drivers are not necessary. The host PC also

uses the usbd.sys driver to communicate with
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hard disk drives connected to the USB

interface, and hard disk drives are input/output

devices customary in the host PC.

wherein the interface device is arranged for
simulating a virtual file system to the host, the
virtual file system including a file allocation

table and a directory structure.

The interface portion of the MSC Digital
Camera is believed to simulate a virtual file
system, including, for example, simulating a
master boot record, a boot sector and a
sequence of sectors comprising at least one file
allocation table, at least one directory, and
files, as would be found on a disk drive having

rotating media.

18. A method of communication between a
‘| host device, which comprises drivers for
input/output devices customary in a host
device and a multi-purpose interface, and a
data transmit/receive device via an interface

device comprising the following steps:

Generally, a preamble is not limiting. This
claim covers a method of communicating
between a host device interface device and a
data transmit/receive device via an interface
device. See the Claim Preambles section
below for additional information concerning
the host device and the data/transmit receive

device

interfacing of the host device with a first

connecting device of the interface device via

User manuals for the various MSC Digital

Cameras instruct users, including users of
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the multi-purpose interface of the host device;

cameras destined for the U.S., to interface the a
first connecting device of the MSC Digital
Camera with a multipurpose interface of a host
PC by connecting the MSC Digital Camera to

the USB port on the host PC.

interfacing of the data transmit/receive device
with a second connecting device of the

interface device;

The MSC Digital Cameras include a second
connecting device comprising a sampling
circuit and an analog to digital converter. This
circuitry interfaces analog data typically
provided by a data transmit receive device
(typically including a CCD image sensor) with

the mterface device.

inquiring by the host device at the interface
device as to the type of device to which the
multi-purpose interface of the host device is

attached;

When a MSC Digital Camera is plugged into a
USB port on a host PC, the host PC may
inquire the interface device as to the type of
device it is by sending a "Get_Descriptor"

USB command.

regardless of the type of the data
transmit/receive device attached to the second
connecting device of the interface device,

responding to the inquiry from the host device

A MSC Digital Camera responds to the
“Get_Descriptor” inquiry in such a way that it
is an input/output device customary in a host

device. MSC Digital Cameras are believed,
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by the interface device in such a way that it is

a storage device customary in a host device,
whereupon the host device communicates
with the interface device by means of the

usual driver for the storage device, and
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for example, to send a signal to the Host PC,
regardless of the image sensor, microphone, or
other data transmit/receive device which may
be attached to the interface device, that the
MSC Digital Camera is a mass storage class
device, such as a disk drive, which is an
storage device customary in a host PC. See
"First Command Interpreter" and "Signals to
the Host Device and Customary in a Host
Device" sections below for additional
information. Upon receiving the information
signaling the host computer that the MSC
Digital Camera is a mass storage device, the
host PC automatically communicates with the
interface device of the MSC Digital Camera by
means of one or more of the usual software
drivers for disk drives customary in the host
PC. For example, when the host PC is
configured with the Windows XP operating
system, the host PC is believed to
communicate with the interface device by

means of disk.sys, PartMgr.sys and
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usbstor.sys. Digital camera-specific drivers are

not necessary. The host PC also uses the
disk.sys and PartMgr.sys drivers to
communicate with hard disk drives, which are
storage devices customary in the host PC. The
host PC also uses usbstor.sys to communicate

with hard disk drives attached to the USB port.

wherein the interface device is arranged for
simulating a virtual file system to the host, the
virtual file system including a file allocation

table and a directory structure.

The interface portion of the MSC Digital
Camera is believed to simulate a virtual file
system, including, for example, simulating a
master boot record, a boot sector and a
sequence of sectors comprising at least one file
allocation table, at least one directory, and
files, as would be found on a disk drive having

rotating media.

The claim chart below provides the infringement analysis with respect to the PTP Digital

Cameras identified above:

between a host device, which comprises

1. An interface device for communication |Generally, a preamble is not limiting. This claim

covers an interface device as defined in the body
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drivers for input/output devices customary

in a host device and a multi-purpose
interface, and a data transmit/receive
device, the data transmit/receive device

being arranged for providing analog data,

of the claim below, and does not expressly
require or exclude a host device or a data/transmit
receive device. See the Claim Preamble section

below for additional information.

comprising:

a processor; The interface portion of PTP Digital Cameras
typically has a processor, such as a
microprocessor or microcontroller.

a memory; The interface portion of PTP Digital Cameras

typically includes memory. Also, a socket is

typically provided for adding a memory card.

a first connecting device for interfacing the
host device with the interface device via
the multi-purpose interface of the host

device; and

The PTP Digital Cameras include first
connecting device comprising a Universal Serial
Bus (USB) circuit for interfacing the interface
device with a multipurpose USB interface on a

host PC.

a second connecting device for interfacing
the interface device with the data

transmit/receive device, the second

The PTP Digital Cameras include a second
connecting device comprising a sampling circuit

and an analog to digital converter. This circuitry
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connecting device including a sampling

circuit for sampling the analog data
provided by the data transmit/receive
device and an analog-to-digital converter
for converting data sampled by the

sampling circuit into digital data,

interfaces analog data typically provided by a
data transmit receive device (typically including
a CCD image sensor) with the interface device.
For example some PTP Digital Cameras use a

Correlated Double Sampler (CDS).

wherein the interface device is configured
by the processor and the memory to
include a first command interpreter and a

second command interpreter,

The interface device of PTP Digital Cameras is
configured to include first and second command

interpreters as set forth more fully below.

wherein the first command interpreter is
configured in such a way that the
command interpreter, when receiving an
inquiry from the host device as to a type of
a device attached to the multi-purpose
interface of the host device, sends a signal,
regardless of the type of the data
transmit/receive device attached to the
second connecting device of the interface
device, to the host device which signals to

the host device that it is an input/output

The first command interpreter may comprise, for
example, a USB command interpreter. When a
PTP Digital Camera is plugged in to a USB port
on a host PC, the camera may receive a
"Get_Descriptor" USB command. The
"Get_Descriptor” USB command is a type of
inquiry from the host PC. The first command
interpreter of the PTP Digital Camera interprets
the "Get_Descriptor" command and returns the
requested descriptor(s). PTP Digital Cameras are

believed, for example, to send a signal to the Host
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device customary in a host device, PC, regardless of the image sensor, microphone,

or other data transmit/receive device which may
be attached to the interface device, that the PTP
Digital Camera is an imaging device, such as a
scanner, which is believed to be an I/O device
customary in a host PC. See "First Command
Interpreter” and "Signals to the Host Device and
Customary in a Host Device" sections below for

additional information.

whereupon the host device communicates | Upon receiving the information signaling the
with the interface device by means of the |host computer that the PTP Digital Camera is an
driver for the input/output device imaging device, the host PC automatically
customary in a host device, and communicates with the interface device of the
PTP Digital Camera by means of one or more
software drivers for imaging devices customary
in the host PC. For example, when the host PC is
configured with the Windows XP operating
system, the host PC is believed to communicate
with the interface device by means of at least
usbscan.sys. The host PC also uses usbscan.sys

drivers to communicate with scanners which are
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customary on the host PC.

wherein the second command interpreter is
configured to interpret a data request
command from the host device to the type
of input/output device signaled by the first
command interpreter as a data transfer
command for initiating a transfer of the

digital data to the host device.

The second command interpreter may be
configured to interpret, for exaﬁple, interpret
certain operation codes specified in PIMA 15740
(the PTP specification). For example, PTP
Digital Cameras are believed to interpret and
respond to the operation code for the GetObject
command (PIMA 15740, 10.4.9). PTP Digital
Cameras are believed to interpret this data
request command and provide the requested
object, including data representing images
acquired by, for example, a CCD sensor and

digitized by the second connecting device.

3. An interface device according to claim
1, wherein the memory means comprises a
buffer to buffer data to be transferred
between the data transmit/receive device

and the host device.

PTP Digital Cameras include internal memory
and structure for receiving a memory card. The
internal memory and/or memory card comprise a
buffer to buffer data acquired by the
transmit/receive device until it is transferred to
the host PC. The PTP Digital Cameras may also
comprise a memory buffer used during

processing of images acquired by the image
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sensor.

5. An interface device according to claim
1, wherein the processor is a digital signal

Processor.

PTP Digital Cameras may further comprise a

digital signal processor.

11. An interface device for communication
between a host device, which comprises a
multi-purpose interface and a specific
driver for this interface, and a data
transmit/receive device, the data
transmit/receive device being arranged for

providing analog data, comprising:

Generally, a preamble is not limiting. This claim
covers an interface device, and does not
expressly require or exclude a host device or a
data/transmit receive device. See the Claim
Preambles section below for additional

information.

a processor; The interface portion of a PTP Digital Camera
typically has a processor, such as a
microprocessor.

a memory, The interface portion of a PTP Digital Camera

typically includes memory. Also, a socket is

typically provided for adding a memory card.

a first connecting device for interfacing the
host device with the interface device via

the multi-purpose interface of the host

The PTP Digital Cameras include first
connecting device comprising a Universal Serial

Bus (USB) circuit for interfacing the interface
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device with a multipurpose USB interface on a

host PC.

a second connecting dévice for interfacing
the interface device with the data
transmit/receive device, the second
connecting device including a sampling
circuit for sampling the analog data
provided by the data transmit/receive
device and an analog-to-digital converter
for converting data sampled by the

sampling circuit into digital data,

The PTP Digital Cameras include a second
connecting device comprising a sampling circuit
and an analog to digital converter. This circuitry
interfaces analog data typically provided by a
data transmit receive device (typically including
a CCD image sensor) with the interface device.
For example some PTP Digital Cameras use a

Correlated Double Sampler (CDS).

where the interface device is configured
using the processor and the memory to
include a first command interpreter and a

second command interpreter,

The interface device of PTP Digital Cameras is
configured to include first and second command

interpreters as set forth more fully below.

wherein the first command interpreter is
configured in such a way that the interface
device, when receiving an inquiry from the
host device as to the type of a device
attached at the multi-purpose interface of

the host device, sends a signal, regardless

The first command interpreter may comprise, for
example, a USB command interpreter. When a
PTP Digital Camera is plugged in to a USB port
on a host PC, the camera may receive a
"Get_Descriptor" USB command. The

"Get_Descriptor" USB command is a type of
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of the type of the data transmit/receive inquiry from the host PC. The first command

device attached to the second connecting | interpreter of the PTP Digital Camera interprets
device of the interface device, to the host |the "Get_Descriptor" command and returns the
device which signals to the host device that| requested descriptor(s). PTP Digital Cameras are
it is an input/output device customary in a | believed, for example, to send a signal to the Host
host device, | PC, regardless of the image sensor, microphone,
or other data transmit/receive device which may
be attached to the interface device, that the PTP
Digital Camera is an imaging device, such as a
scanner, which is believed to be an I/O device
customary in a host PC. See "First Command
Interpreter" and "Signals to the Host Device and
Customary in a Host Device" sections below for

additional information.

whereupon the host device communicates | Upon receiving the information signaling the
with the interface device by means of the |host computer that the PTP Digital Camera is a
specific driver for the multi-purpose mass storage device, the host PC automatically
interface, and communicates with the interface device of the
PTP Digital Camera by means of one or more
software drivers specifically adapted for the

multipurpose USB interface. For example, when
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the host PC is configured with the Windows XP

operating system, the host PC is believed to
communicate with the interface device by means
of usbd.sys, which is a specific driver for the

multipurpose USB interface.

wherein the second command interpreter is
configured to interpret a data request
command from the host device to the type
of input/output device signaled by the first
command interpreter as a data transfer
command for initiating a transfer of the

digital data to the host device.

The second command interpreter may be
configured to interpret, for example, interpret
certain operation codes specified in PIMA 15740
(the PTP specification). For example, PTP
Digital Cameras are believed to interpret and
respond to the operation code for the GetObject
command (PIMA 15740, 10.4.9). PTP Digital
Cameras are believed to interpret this data
request command and provide the requested
objeét, ihcluding data representing rmages
acquired by, for example, a CCD sensor and

digitized by the second connecting device.

14. A method of communication between a
host device, which comprises drivers for
input/output devices customary in a host

device and a multi-purpose interface, and a

This claim covers a method of communicating
between a host device interface device and a data
transmit/receive device via an interface device.

See the Claim Preambles section below for
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data transmit/receive device, the data additional information conceming the host

transmit/receive device being arranged for | device and the data/transmit receive device
providing analog data, via an interface

device, comprising:

interfacing of the host device with a first | User manuals for the various PTP Digital
connecting device of the interface device |Cameras instruct users, including users of

via the multi-purpose interface of the host | cameras destined for the U.S., to interface a first
device; connecting device of the PTP Digital Camera
with a multipurpose interface of a host PC by
connecting the PTP Digital Camera to the USB

port on the host PC.

interfacing of the data transmit/receive The PTP Digital Cameras include a second
device with a second connecting device of | connecting device comprising a sampling circuit
the interface device, the second connecting | and an analog to digital converter. This circuitry
device including a sampling circuit for interfaces analog data typically provided by a
sampling the analog data provided by the |data transmit receive device (typically including
data/transmit/receive device and an a CCD image sensor) with the interface device.
analog-to-digital converter for converting
data sampled by the sampling circuit into

digital data;

inquiring by the host device at the interface| When a PTP Digital Camera is plugged in to a
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device as to the type of device to which the

multi-purpose interface of the host device

is attached;

USB port on a host PC, the host PC may inquire
the interface device as to the type of device it is

by sending a "Get_Descriptor" USB command.

regardless of the type of the data
transmit/receive data attached to the
second connecting device of the interface
device, responding to the inquiry from the
host device by the interface device in such
a way that it is an input/output device
customary in a host device, whereupon the
host device communicates with the
interface device by means of the usual

driver for the input/output device, and

PTP Digital Cameras are believed, for example,
to send a signal to the Host PC, regardless of the
image sensor, microphone, or other data
transmit/receive device which may be attached to
the interface device, that the PTP Digital Camera
is an imaging class device, such as a scanner,
which is believed to be an I/O device customary
in a host PC. See "First Command Interpreter”
and "Signals to the Host Device and Customary
in a Host Device" sections below for additional
information. Upon receiving the information
signaling the host computer that the PTP Digital
Camera is imaging class device, the host PC
automatically communicates with the interface
device of the PTP Digital Camera by means of
one or more software drivers for imaging devices
customary in the host PC. The interface device is

configured to respond to communications from
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one or more of these drivers, as set forth below.

For example, when the host PC is configured
with the Windows XP operating system, the host
PC is believed to communicate with the interface
device by means of usbscan.sys. The host PC also
uses the usbscan.sys driver to communicate with
scanners, which are input/output devices

customary in the host PC.

interpreting a data request command from | The second command interpreter may be
the host device to the type of input/output | configured to interpret, for example, interpret

device customary in the host device as a | certain operation codes specified in PIMA 15740

data transfer command for initiating a (the PTP specification). For example, PTP
transfer of the digital data to the host Digital Cameras are believed to interpret and
device. respond to the operation code for the GetObject

command (PIMA 15740, 10.4.9). PTP Digital
Cameras are believed to interpret this data
request command and provide the requested
object, including data representing images
acquired by, for example, a CCD sensor and

digitized by the second connecting device.
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Papst reserves the right to amend or to supplement the identification of devices in this response to
provide additional designations of devices as being MSC Digital Cameras, PTP Digital Cameras,

or both, as discovery progresses in this case and additional information becomes available.

1. Claim Preambles

In construing patenf claims, structure recited in the preamble of a claim is generally not
considered a limitation of the claim. One generally should look to the body of the claims, which
define the structure of the interface device. In one example, claim 1 of the ‘399 patent recites the
following preamble:

An interface device for communication between a host device, which comprises

drivers for input/output devices customary in a host device and a multi-purpose

interface, and a data transmit/receive device, the data transmit/receive device being

arranged for providing analog data, comprising:
In this claim, the preamble states that the claim is for an “interface device.” Other independent
apparatus claims of the ‘399 patent and the ‘449 patent similarly recite an “interface device.” The
“interface device” (which is defined later in the body of each claim) is for communicating between
a “host device” and a “data transmit/receive device.” The claims neither expressly require, nor
prohibit, a permanently attached data transmit/receive device. Also, the apparatus claims neither
expressly require, nor prohibit, a host device. Instead, the inquiry should be directed to whether
the interface portion of a digital camera meets the limitations in the claims for the interface device.

To provide context for the remaining portions of a claim, the term "host device" may be
understood to include Personal Computers (“PCs™) and other host devices as described in the
patent written description. Such host devices typically have or are connectable to input/output
devices and have software drivers to operate those input/output devices.

The phrase “an input/output device customary in a host device” may be understood, for

example, by referring to the ‘399 patent, for example, at column 4, lines 23-39, column 4, line 60
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to column 5, line 32, column 8, lines 43-67, and column 12, lines 23-40. Input/output devices
customary in a host device include, for exémple, hard disk drives (e.g. column 8, lines 1-11),
floppy disk drives, CD —ROM drives, or tape drives (e.g., column 4, lines 23-39) or printers (e.g.,
column 9, lines 38-48). Similar disclosures may be referred to for an understanding of the phrase
“a storage device customary in a host device,” as that phrase is used in the claims of the ‘449
patent.

To provide context for the remaining portions of a claim, the term data transmit/receive
devices may be understood to cover an entire spectrum of sensors. The written description of the
‘399 patent, for example, gives as an example an image-acquisition system, which is a diagnostic
radiology system. In this regard, the term “data transmit/receive device” reads on a CCD image
sensor typically found in a digital camera. Also, the term “data transmit/receive device” would
read on a microphone.

Additionally, the term data transmit/receive device is recited differently in the two
patents-in-suit. For example, in claim 1 of the ‘399 patent, the data transmit/receive device is
recited as “being arranged for providing analog data.” (CCD image sensors provide analog data).
However, in claim 1 of the 449 patent, there is no recitation that the data transmit receive device be
arranged to provide analog data. If there is any interpretation of the term data transmit/receive
device, that term in the ‘449 patent therefore should, for example, be construed more broadly than

the data transmit/receive devices of the ‘399 patent.

2. First Connecting Device

An example of a "first connecting device" that is described in the ‘399 patent and the ‘449

patent includes an interface circuit. The Digital Cameras in suit all include a first connecting
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device because they include a Universal Serial Bus (USB) circuit. The USB interface circuit is for

interfacing the interface device with a multipurpose USB interface on a host PC.

3. Second Connecting Device

The claim language “second connecting device” as recited in claim 1 of the ‘399 patent
covers circuitry in a digital camera-in-suit that serves as the interface between the CCD image
sensor (part of the data transmit/receive device) and the processor (part of the interface device):

a second connecting device for interfacing the interface device with the data

transmit/receive device, the second connecting device including a sampling circuit

for sampling the analog data provided by the data transmit/receive device and an

analog-to-digital converter for converting data sampled by the sampling circuit into

~ digital data,
Digital cameras-in-suit typically include a sample-and-hold circuit and an analog to digital
converter as part of the circuitry that interfaces the data transmit/receive device to the processor of
the interface device. The word “interfacing” does not require, nor does it prohibit, a permanent
interface with a permanently attached data transmit/receive device.

In another example, independent claims 1 and 17 of the ‘449 patent recite a “second
connecting device for interfacing the interface device with the data transmit/receive device,”
which is broader than the language in the ‘399 patent, because it does not recite the sampling
circuit or the analog-to-digital converter. Independent claim 18 of the ‘449 patent recites the step

of interfacing a data transmit/receive device with a broadly recited second connecting device,

which does not require any particular sampling circuit or analog-to-digital converter.

4. First Command Interpreter

The independent claims of the ‘399 patent recite that the interface device be configured by
the processor and the memory to include a first command interpreter and a second command

interpreter.
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In the claims of the ‘399 patent, the first command interpreter interprets USB commands,
including those USB commands relating to the device enumeration process. The ‘449 patent is not
limited to a “first command interpreter” because, for example, claim 1 of the ‘449 patent recites
that the interface device is configured to provide certain signals in response to a received inquiry
from a host PC. The host PC is believed to send several “Get_Descriptor” USB commands to the
devices-in-suit. The digital cameras are believed to send responses to the “Get_Descriptor”
comﬁand which may depend on whether the device is configured as a MSC Digital Camera; ora

PTP Digital Camera. Such responses are described in further detail below.

5. “Signals” to the Host Device and “Customary” in a Host Device

Claim 1 of the ‘399 patent recites, in part, that the “the first command interpreter” (which is
part of the interface device) sends a signal to the host device “which signals to the host device that
it is an input/output device customary in a host device.” Claim 1 of the ‘449 patent recites, in part,
that the “interface device” (not necessarily limited to a “command interpreter) sends a signal to
the host device “which signals to the host device that it is a storage device customary in a host
device.”

The phrase “an input/output device customary in a host device” may be understood, for
example, by referring to the ‘399 patent, for example, at column 4, lines 23-39, column 4, line 60
to column 5, line 32, column 8, lines 43-67, and column 12, lines 23-40. Input/output devices
customary in a host device include, for example, hard disk drives (e.g. column 8§, lines 1-11),
floppy disk drives, CD -ROM drives, or tape drives (e.g., column 4, lines 23-39) or printers (e.g.,
column 9, lines 38-48). Similar disclosures may be referred to for an understanding of the phrase
“a storage device customary in a host device,” as that phrase is used in the claims of the ‘449

patent.
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The “signals” may be found in the responses to the “Get_Descriptor” USB commands. For
example, a Casio Exilim Z75 Digital Camera is believed to respond to a "Get_Descriptor" USB
command from a host PC by returning the requested descriptor(s). For example, the Casio Exilim
Z75 Digital Camera, when in USB Mass Storage mode, is believed to return an Interface
Descriptor which identifies the Casio Exilim Z75 Digital Camera as having a bInterfaceClass =
0x08, a bInterfaceSubClass = 0x05, and a bInterfaceProtocol = 0x50. An Interface Descriptor
having the above information does not identify the attached device as a camera having an image
sensor. Instead, the Interface Descriptor information given above is believed to signal to the host
PC that the Casio Exilim Z75 device is an ATAPI removable rewriteable media device compatible
with a SFF-8070i command set. It is further believed that a host PC receiving the above Interface
Descriptor information would recognize the Exilim Z75 digital camera as an ATAPI disk drive.
The host PC automatically loads standard software drivers, such as usbstor.sys, disk.sys and
PartMgr.sys, and the host PC communicates with the interface device of the camera by means of
such drivers. The host PC also uses the disk.sys and PartMgr.sys drivers to communicate with
hard disk drives.

In another example, a Panasonic DMC-LX1 Digital Camera, when in USB Mass Storage
mode, is believed to return an Interface Descriptor which identifies the Panasonic DMC-LX1
Digital Camera as having a bInterfaceClass = 0x08, a bInterfaceSubClass = 0x06, and a
blnterfaceProtocol = 0x50. An Interface Descriptor having the above information does not
ideﬁtify the attached device aé a camera having an image sensor. Instead, the Interface Descriptor
information given above is believed to signal to the host PC that the Panasonic DMC-LX1 Digital
Camera is a disk drive compatible with a SCSI command set. It is further believed that a host PC

receiving the above Interface Descriptor information would recognize the DMC-LX1 Digital
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Camera as a SCSI disk drive. The host PC automatically loads standard software drivers, such as
usbstor.sys, disk.sys and PartMgr.sys, and the host PC communicates with the interface device of
the camera by means of such drivers. The host PC also uses the disk.sys and PartMgr.sys drivers
to communicate with hard disk drives.

In another example, an Olympus E-500 Digital Camera, when in USB Mass Storage mode,
is believed to return an Interface Descriptor which identifies the Olympus E-500 Digital Camera as
having a bInterfaceClass = 0x08, a bInterfaceSubClass = 0x06, and a bInterfaceProtocol = 0x50.
An Interface Descriptor having the above information does not identify the attached device as a
camera having an image sensor. Instead, the Interface Descriptor information given above is
believed to signal to the host PC that the Olympus E-500 Digital Camera is a disk compatible with
a SCSI command set. It is further believed that a host PC receiving the above Interface Descriptor
information would recognize the Olympus E-500 Digital Camera as a SCSI disk drive. The host
PC automatically loads standard software drivers, such as usbstor.sys, disk.sys and PartMgr.sys,
and the host PC communicates with the interface device of the camera by means of such drivers.
The host PC also uses the disk.sys and PartMgr.sys drivers to communicate with hard disk drives.

In another example, in PTP mode, a PTP Digital Camera is believed to respond to a
"Get_Descriptor" USB command from a host PC by returning the requested descriptor(s). For
example, the PTP Digital Camera is believed to return an Interface Descriptor which identifies the
PTP Digital Camera as having a bInterfaceClass = 0x06. An Interface Descriptor having
bInterfaceClass = 0x06 is believed to signal to the host PC that the PTP Digital Camera is an I/O
imaging device such as a scanner. The host PC, in response to this Interface Descriptor, loads and

communicates with the interface device of the camera by means of Microsoft standard software
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drivers, such as usbscan.sys. The host PC believed to use the usbscan.sys driver to communicate

with imaging devices such as scanners.

6. Host Device Communicates with the Interface Device

Claim 1 of the ‘399 patent, for example, recites communication from the host device to the
interface device to be by way of a driver for an input/output device customary in a host device:

whereupon the host device communicates with the interface device by means of the
driver for the input/output device customary in a host device, and

The body of claim 1 of the ‘449 patent, for example, also recites communication between the host
device and the interface device, but by way of a driver for a storage device:

whereupon the host device communicates with the interface device by means of the
driver for the storage device customary in a host device, and

Host devices, such as a PC are believed to communicate with the interface device of a Digital
Camera-in-suit as recited above. For example, a PC operating Windows XP is believed to
communicate with a Casio Exilim Z75 digital camera in USB Mass Storage Mode by means of
Microsoft standard software drivers, such as usbstor.sys, disk.sys and PartMgr.sys (disk.sys and
PartMgr.sys drivers are also used to communicate with I/O storage devices, such as hard disk
drives, and usbstor.sys is used to communicate with hard disk drives attached to a USB port). In
another example, a PC operating Windows XP is believed to communicate with a Casio Exilim
Z75 digital camera in PTP Mode by means of Microsoft standard software drivers, such as
usbscan.sys (the usbscan.sys driver is also used to communicate with imaging devices, such as
scanners).

Claim 11 of the ‘399 patent and claim 17 of the ‘449 patent, for example, recite
communication from the host device to the interface device to be by way of a driver for an

input/output device customary in a host device:
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whereupon the host device communicates with the interface device by means of the
specific driver for multipurpose interface, and

Host devices, such as a PC are believed to communicate with the interface device of a Casio digital
camera as recited above. For example, a PC operating Windows XP is believed to communicate
with a MSC Digital Camera by means of a specific software drivers for the multipurpose USB
interface, such as usbstor.sys. In another example, a PC operating Windows XP is believed to
communicate with a PTP Digital Camera by means of a specific software driver for the

multipurpose USB bus, such as usbscan.sys.

7. Second Command Interpreter
The “second command interpreter” of claim 1 of the ‘399 patent is a command interpreter
that interprets a data request command:
wherein the second command interpreter is configured to interpret a data request
command from the host device to the type of input/output device signaled by the first
command interpreter as a data transfer command for initiating a transfer of the digital
data to the host device.
The set of USB commands that are interpreted by the first command interpreter, e.g., the
“Get_Descriptor” commands and commands like those, do not have a data request command for
retrieving, for example, digital data corresponding to images acquired by a Digital Camera-in-suit.
Instead, data request commands are specified in different command sets. For example, the SCSI
Block Command (“SBC”) set includes READ commands. In another example, the ATAPI
command set includes many of the SBC commands. MSC Digital Cameras are believed to
interpret and respond to the SBC READ command. In USB Mass Storage mode, the Casio Exilim
Z75 Digital Camera is believed to respond to, for example, a SCSI READ(10) command by

transferring one or more requested sectors as specified by the READ(10) command. It is further

believed that the Casio Exilim Z75 Digital Camera will transfer to a host computer digital data
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representing images acquired by a CCD image sensor and associated components in response to
the READ(10) command. The READ(10) command is, for example, a standard data request
command that a host PC may send to a hard disk drive.

Also, the PIMA 15470:2000 specification specifies commands such as “GetObject”
(PIMA Commands). PTP Digital Cameras are believed to interpret this data request command and
provide the requested “object,” including data representing images acquired by the CCD sensor
and digitized by the second connecting device.

The interpretation of the SBC, ATAPI, and/or PIMA commands is believed to occur in a
command interpreter other than the command interpreter that interprets the USB device

enumeration commands.

8. Virtual File System

The Digital Cameras in suit are believed to represent to a host PC a file system which
simulates the existence of addressable sectors, even though flash memory cards do not have any
physical “sectors.” This is an example of virtualization of the file system. The term “file system”

generally implies the use of rotating media, which is not present in the Digital Cameras-in-suit.

9. Virtual Boot Sequence

The Digital Cameras in suit are believed to send a virtual boot sequence to the host PC in
response to a request from the host PC. For example the written descriptions of the patents-in-suit
explain that when the host device receives the response that indicates that a drive is present, it then
sends a request to the interface device to read the boot sequence. The written description also
explains that on actual hard disks, the boot sequence normally resides on the first sectors of the

disk. It is believed that, upon identifying the MSC Digital Camera as a disk drive, the host PC
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sends a read request to the MSC Digital Camera to read the first sector of the disk drive (which is a
virtual disk drive).

In response to the request to read the first sector of the hard disk, the MSC Digital Camera
is believed to send a 512 byte sector of information to the host PC. This 512 byte sector appears to
contain the information of a master boot record (MBR), including partition information, which
indicates the location of, for example, a boot sector. The MBR and the boot sector of the MSC
Digital Camera, like the example given in the written description, are believed to include the drive
type, the starting position and the length of the file allocation table (FAT), the number of sectors,
etc

Documents and things that relate to infringement as pointed out above include, but are not
limited to, the patents-in-suit and their respective file histories, the devices made by the Camera
Manufacturers that are configurable to operate as a MSC Digital Camera and/or as a PTP Digital
Camera, including the devices specifically identified in this response, Universal Serial Bus
Specification, Revision 2.0, Universal Serial Bus Common Class Specification, Revision 1.0,
Universal Serial Bus Mass Storage Class Specification Overview, Revision 1.2, Universal Serial
Bus Mass Storage Class Bulk-Only Transport, Revision 1.0, USB Still Image Capture Device
Definition, Revision 1.0, SCSI Block Commands-2 (SBC-2) (T10/1417-D) and/ or SCSI Block
Commands - 3 (SBC-3) (T10/1799-D), PIMA 15740:2000, Picture Transfer Protocol (PTP) for
Digital Still Photography Devices, and/or ISO 15740:2005, Picture Transfer Protocol (PTP) for
Digital Still Photography Devices.

Additional documents that may relate'or refer to the infringement of the patents in suit by
products manufactured and/or sold by the parties in suit include documents which may be found in

the following ranges: PAP0000377-PAP0000509, PAP0018972-PAP0019046,
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PAP0000920-PAP0001021, PAP 0019082-PAP0019155, PAP0000042-PAP0000106,
PAP0019239-PAP0019285, PAP0010286-PAP0019313, PAP0001918-PAP0002010,
PAP0021190-PAP0021244, PAP0001622-PAP0001688, PAP0021128-PAP0021182,

PAP0000107-PAP0000184, PAP0019314-PAP0019367.

INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

For each asserted claim of the Patents-in-Suit, if you assert infringement under the doctrine
of equivalents, state in full the basis for your contention that each accused product performs
substantially the same function in substantially the same way to obtain the same result as the
subject matter claimed in the patent, describe the range of equivalents to which you contend the
claimed invention is entitled, and state in full the basis for your contention that the claimed
invention is entitled to such range of equivalents.

ANSWER:

Papst objects that Interrogatory No. 2 is premature to the extent that this interrogatory

secks information and responses inconsistent with the dates set in the Second Practice and

Procedure Order, Docket No. 36 (April 8, 2008) (“Order”). In the Order, at Paragraph 17, the

Court orders that: “Papst shall file its asserted claims and infringement contentions no later than
May 28, 2008.” Papst reserves the right to present its asserted claims and infringement contentions
at the time specified by the Order. Also, Papst reserves the right to amend or supplement the
present response as the parties comply with the disclosure, briefing, and hearing schedule
concerning claim construction as set forth in the Order. Papst further reserves the right to amend
or supplement the present response after such time as the Court provides any rulings concerning
the scope of the claims of the patents-in-suit.

Papst also objects that this interrogatory is premature in that Papst served Papst Licensing

GmbH & Co. KG’s First Joint Set Of Interrogatories To Defendants on the Camera Manufacturers

on April 9, 2008. These interrogatories seek, among other things, information concerning USB

descriptors and information regarding which SCSI Block Commands and which PTP Commands
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are supported by each device. Such information is relevant to the present responses. Papst does
not expect responses from Camera Manufacturers, however, until after service of this
interrogatory response. Also, at the time of this response, the Camera Manufacturers have not
provided design documentation, nor any detailed product specifications, nor software code, for
their digital cameras (Papst received a letter indicating that it would receive tens of thousands of
documents on the day that these responses are due, but Papst has not had an opportunity to review
those documents yet). Nevertheless, and without waiving any of the objections stated herein,
Papst provides its responses below based on currently available information. Papst reserves the
right to amend or supplement this response after it receives and evaluates any additional
information as may become known as discovery progresses in this case.

Based on information currently known to Papst, Papst contends that the asserted claims are
literally infringed. However, at this point, the Camera Manufacturers have not provided their
claim interpretation contentions or Markman briefs. Papst reserves the right to supplement or
otherwise amend this response as discovery in this case progresses, and as the claim construction

process in this case progresses.

INTERROGATORY NO. 3

If you contend that the Camera Manufacturers have infringed the Patents-in-Suit indirectly,
state in full the basis for that contention by, without limitation, describing each act performed by
each Camera Manufacturer which you contend induced or contributed to infringement, the direct
infringement allegedly induced or contributed to by each such act, including the identity of the
person committing the direct infringement, and how each such act of inducement or contribution
resulted in such direct infringement.

ANSWER:
Papst objects that Interrogatory No. 3 is premature to the extent that this interrogatory

seeks information and responses inconsistent with the dates set in the Second Practice and

Procedure Order, Docket No. 36 (April 8, 2008) (“Order”). In the Order, at Paragraph 17, the
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Court orders that: “Papst shall file its asserted claims and infringement contentions no later than
May 28, 2008.” Papst reserves the right to present its asserted claims and infringement contentions
at the time specified by the Order. Also, Papst reserves the right to amend or supplement the
present response as the parties comply with the disclosure, briefing, and hearing schedule
concerning claim construction as set forth in the Order. Papst further reserves the right to amend
or supplement the present response after such time as the Court provides any rulings concerning
the scope of the claims of the patents-in-suit.

Papst also objects that this interrogatory is premature in that Papst served Papst Licensing

GmbH & Co. KG’s First Joint Set Of Interrogatories To Defendants on the Camera Manufacturers

on April 9, 2008. These interrogatories seek, among other things, information concerning USB
descriptors and information regarding which SCSI Block Commands and which PTP Commands
are supported by each device. Such information is relevant to the present responses. Papst does
not expect responses from Camera Manufacturers, however, until after service of this
interrogatory response. Also, at the time of this response, the Camera Manufacturers have not
provided design documentation, nor any detailed product specifications, nor software code, for
their digital cameras (Papst received a letter indicating that it would receive tens of thousands of
documents on the day that these responses are due, but Papst has not had an opportunity to review
those documents yet). Nevertheless, and without waiving any of the objections stated herein,
Papst provides its responses below based on currently available information. Papst reserves the
right to amend or supplement this response after it receives and evaluates any additional
information as may become known as discovery progresses in this case. |

Papst objects to the extent that Interrogatory No.3 could be read to call for a claim chart for
each and every potentially infringing device. Such a requirement would be unduly burdensome, as
each set of claim charts would be several pages long, and there are hundreds of digital cameras at
issue in this case. Also, as set forth above, Papst has served discovery requests on the Camera
Manufacturers, the responses to which are expected to be highly relevant to the preparation of

claim charts, but are not available at the time of service of this response. Nevertheless, and without
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waiving any of the objections stated herein, in the present response, Papst provides claim charts for
two representative devices: 1) digital cameras configured to operate in USB Mass Storage mode
(“Mass Storage Class Digital Cameras,” or “MSC Digital Cameras™); and 2) digital cameras
configured to operate in PTP mode (“PTP Digital Cameras’). Papst believes that discovery to be
provided by the Camera Manufacturers will confirm that most, if not all, of the digital
cameras-in-suit may be configured to operate as MSC Digital Cameras and as PTP Digital

Cameras.
Papst incorporates the response to Interrogatory No. 1, above, by reference as if fully

restated herein. Papst asserts that the apparatus claims are directly infringed by the Digital
Cameras-in-suit. However, at this point, the Camera Manufacturers have not provided their claim
interpretation contentions or Markman briefs. Papst reserves the right to supplement or otherwise
amend this response as discovery in this case progresses, and as the claim construction process in
this case progresses.

Additionally, a reasonable opportunity for discovery is likely to yield evidence relating to
whether the Camera Manufacturers had or have the requisite intent to induce the infringement of
method claims 14 and 15 of the ‘399 patent, and method claim 18 of the ‘449 patent. The Digital
Cameras-in-suit, on their own, do not perform the step of: “interfacing of the host device with a
first connecting device of the interface device via the multi-purpose interface of the host device;”
as recited in claim 14 of the ‘399 patent and claim 18 of the ‘449 patent. Also, the Digital
Cameras-in-suit, on their own, do not perform the step of: “inquiring by the host device at the
interface device as to the type of device to which the multi-purpose interface of the host device is
attached;” as recited in claim 14 of the ‘399 patent and claim 18 of the ‘449 patent. However, the
owners manuals and other documentation provided by the Camera Manufacturers instruct the end

users of the Digital Cameras-in-suit to connect the cameras to host PCs in such a way that the steps
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identified above will be performed. Based on this evidence, the Camera Manufacturers intended
to cause in the U.S. the actual steps that constitute direct infringement.

In addition, Papst gave notice to each of the Camera Manufacturers that the Digital
Cameras-in-suit, when used in as directed in the user manuals provided with those devices,
infringe the patents-in-suit. The notice provided by Papst is relevant to each Camera
Manufacturer’s state of mind. However, the Camera Manufacturers have not, to date, provided

discovery regarding their state of mind regarding their actions vis-a-vis the patents-in-suit.

INTERROGATORY NO. 4

State what Papst contends to be the proper construction of each claim of the Patents-in-Suit
and state in full the basis for each such contention by, without limitation, stating the substance of
the proposed construction, identifying any special or uncommon meanings of words or phrases in
the claim, and identifying all intrinsic and extrinsic evidence you contend supports your proposed
construction. :

ANSWER:

Papst objects that Interrogatory No. 4 is premature to the extent that this interrogatory

seeks information and responses inconsistent with the dates set in the Second Practice and

Procedure Order, Docket No. 36 (April 8, 2008) (“Order”). In the Order, at Paragraph 17, the

Court orders that: “Papst shall file its asserted claims and infringement contentions no later than
May 28, 2008.”- At Paragraph 20, the Court orders that: “Papst shall file its Markman hearing brief
no later than July 9, 2008,” and “Papst may reply no later than July 30, 2008.” Papst reserves the
right to present its asserted claims, infringement contentions, and proposed claim construction at
the times specified by the Order. Also, Papst reserves the right to amend or supplemeﬁt the present
response as the parties comply with the disclosure, briefing, and hearing schedule concerning

claim construction as set forth in the Order. Papst further reserves the right to amend or
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supplement the present response after such time as the Court provides any rulings conceming the
scope of the claims of the patents-in-suit. Nevertheless, and without waiving any of the objections
stated herein, Papst provides its response based on currently available information.

The response to Interrogatory No. 1, above, is incorporated herein by reference. The

remarks concerning the interpretation of claim terms stated in that response are adopted herein.

INTERROGATORY NO. 5

Identify the specific dates of concepﬁon and actual reduction to practice for each claim of
the Patents-in-Suit (both within the United States and outside of the United States if earlier) and
state in full the basis for each such contention, including an identification of each person
witnessing and/or participating in the acts of conception and reduction to practice, an identification
of any other corroborating evidence, and a statement as to where the alleged acts of conception and
reduction to practice occurred.
ANSWER:

Papst objects to this interrogatory as overly broad, unduly burdensome, and as calling for

irrelevant information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Papst further objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it calls for a legal conclusion.

Subject to the general objections and the specific objections above which are incorporated

herein, and without waiving any of the above objections, Papst answers as follows.

78



Case 1:07-mc-00493-RMC  Document 133-6  Filed 06/16/2008 Page 2 of 34
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Papst will be providing documents and things that corroborate Mr. Tasler’s work to
develop his interface device, and will identify those documents that concern the subject matter of
this interrogatory.

Papst plans to later amend and/or supplement its responses, if necessary, with additional
infbrmation based upon further investigation and discovery, and to rely upon such information in

the course of this action and at trial.

INTERROGATORY NO. 6

Describe all transfers of ownership, interest or assignment of each of the Patents-in-Suit by
identifying the date of the transfer, the consideration for the transfer, the persons or entities
involved, and all documents reflecting or relating to the transfer.

ANSWER:

Subject to the general objections above which are incorporated herein and without Waiving
any of the above objections, Papst answers as follows. On June 15, 2001, Michael Tasler, in
consideration of one dollar “and other good and valuable consideration” assigned to Labortechnik
Tasler GmbH, the entire right, title and interest in all U.S. patent applications and the
corrésponding Patents issued for the invention described as “Flexible Interface” at that time. The
specific patent applications thereby assigned include Application No. 09/331,002 which issued as
U.S. Patent No. 6,470,399, and Application10/219,105 which issued as U.S. Patent No. 6,895,
449. This assignment document was recorded at the United States Patent Office on July 23, 2001

and has a corresponding reel/frame number of 012023/0515.
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On February 28, 2006, LTT Labortechnik Tasler GmbH entered into a contract with Papst
Licensing GmbH & Co. KG whereby LTT Labortechnik Tasler GmbH agreed to assign its rights
to U.S. Patent No. 6,470,399 and U.S. Patent No. 6,895,449, among other patents and patent
applications, in exchange for certain compensation. The details of the compensation are found in
the contract that Mr. Tasler signed on February 28, 2006 which Papst will designate under Rule
33(d) after the document is produced. Papst further states that a previous draft of this contract was
previously produced to Casio at PAP0013103-PAP0013115.

On March 8, 2006, LTT Labortechnik Tasler GmbH sold, assigned and transferred to Papst
Licensing GmbH & Co. KG its entire right, title and interest in and to: United States Patent No.
6,470,399 B1, United States Patent No. 6,895,449 B2, and United States Patent Application No.
11/078,778. This assignment document was recorded at the United States Patent Office on

March 15, 2006.

INTERROGATORY NO. 7

For each Patent-in-Suit, describe in detail where, when, how, and by whom the subject
matter described in each of its claims was publicly used, publicly disclosed, offered for sale, or
sold prior to the filing date of the Patent-in-Suit, along with the factual basis for such dates and all
facts and circumstances relating thereto, including, but not limited to, by or to whom such subject
matter was first used, first disclosed, first offered for sale, or first sold, and identify each such
person involved in such acts (and state each person’s role) and identify each document or thing
which refers or relates to such acts.

ANSWER:

Papst objects on the ground that the phrase “the subject matter described in each of its
claims” and “filing date of the Patent-in-Suit” is vague and ambiguous in the context of this
interrogatory. Papst objects to this interrogatory as overly broad, unduly burdensome, and as
calling for irrelevant information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. Papst further objects to the extent that this interrogatory calls for a legal conclusion.
Subject to the general and specific objections above which are incorporated herein, and without

watving any of the above objections, Papst answers as follows. Papst is unaware of any public use,
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public disclosure, offer for sale or sale of a Tasler product covered by the Patents-In-Suit before

the earliest priority filing date of the Patents-In-Suit of March 4, 1997.

MATERIA,

incorporated by reference herein

If further information become available that is responsive to this interrogatory, Papst plans
to amend and/or supplement its responses, if necessary, with additional information based upon
further investigation and discovery, and to rely upon such information in the course of this action

and at trial.

INTERROGATORY NO. 8

State in detail Papst’s contentions, and the factual basis for such contentions, as to any
“objective evidence” or “secondary considerations” of any alleged non-obviousness of any of the
claims of each Patent-in-Suit in accordance with, for example, Graham v. John Deer Co., 383 U.S.
1, 17 (1966), identify each person with knowledge of such prior art or facts, and identify each
document or thing which refers or relates to such prior art or such facts.

ANSWER:

Papst objects that this interrogatory is premature in that Defendants have not fully
responded to the discovery requests that Papst has served on Defendants. For example, at the time
of this response, Defendants have not provided any evidence of their research and development
documents which will likely demonstrate a long felt need for the solution addressed by the
invention and the failure of others to solve the need addressed by the invention. Papst further
objects on the ground that the phrases “identify each person with knowledge of such prior art” and
“identify each document or thing which refers or relates to such prior art” is vague and ambiguous

in the context of this interrogatory. Papst reserves the right to amend or supplement the present

responses after it receives and evaluates any further substantive responses from Defendants.
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Subject to the general and specific objections above which are incorporated herein and

without waiving any of the above objections, Papst responds as follows

other interface devices to personal computers. These prior art devices did not operate in
accordance with the invention, but typically required, for example, the loading of a specific
software driver on the PC. Camera manufacturers continued to sell cameras having a similar
design until approximately early 2000 when it is believed that they switched their camera designs
so that from then on, they are covered by the patents in suit. It is believed that when they adopted
the new designs covered by the claimed invention, the cameras experienced exceptional
commercial success. Based, for example, on this set of facts, it is also believed likely that
documents from the defendants will show the following secondary indices of nonobviousness,
such as, (1) long felt need for the invention’s commercial success of the claimed invention, (2) the
attempt and failure of others to make the claimed inventions, (3) skepticism of the claimed

inventions by experts, (4) praise by others of the claimed inventions, (5) teaching away of the
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claimed inventions by others, (6) copying of the claimed inventions by others, (7) experts or
persons of ordinary skill in the field of the inventions expressing surprise at the making of the
claimed inventions, (8) the inventor proceeded contrary to accepted wisdom, and (9) the claimed

inventions achieved unexpected results..

gt m g e mme e e e o o e

~ -

Papst has accused many other Casio models and many other models from the other Defendants,
but Papst has not yet received the corresponding U.S. or worldwide sales numbers for those

models. Papst incorporates by reference herein its answers to Interrogatory Nos. 1, 3 and 4 above.

INTERROGATORY NO. 9

State in detail each argument, claim, or contention that has ever been asserted by any entity
that any claim of the Patents-in-Suit is invalid, unenforceable, or not infringed, identify the party
making such argument, claim or contention, identify all prior art asserted in each such argument,
claim, or contention, identify each person having knowledge of facts relating to each argument,
claim, or contention, and identify each document or thing which relates to such facts.

ANSWER:

Papst objects to this interrogatory as overly broad, unduly burdensome, and as calling for
irrelevant information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Papsf further objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it calls for information protected by any
applicable privilege or doctrine, including without limitation the attorney-client privilege, the
work product doctrine and/or information pertaining to Papst counsel’s mental impressions and/or

trial preparation materials, any jointly shared privilege, and other protections afforded by Rule

26(b)(4)(B). Subject to all the general and specific objections above which are incorporated herein
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and without waiving any of the above objections, non-privileged documents that identify the
arguments, claims and contentions by specific third-parties that certain claims of the
Patents-In-Suit are invalid, unenforceable, or not infringed have been provided to one of the
Camera Manufactures in this action, Casio, and further documents will be produced in response to
defendants’ production requests. Pursuant to Rule 33(d), Papst previously identified such
documents to Casio. See, Ex. A attached. Papst further states that it soon will be producing
additional such documents responsive to this interrogatory, and also will identify those documents
under Rule 33(d). Papst asserts that all such documents are protected in accordance with Rule 802
of the Federal Rules of Evidence. Papst further states that Casio’s original and supplemental
answers to interrogatories served on Papst in United States District Court for the District of
Columbia, Docket No. 06-cv-1751, have further identified its arguments, claims and contentions
that the claims of the Patents-in-Suit are invalid, unenforceable and/or not infringed. Papst
assumes that Casio has already shared its original and supplemental answers to interrogatories
with all of the Camera Manufacturers by this time given the Court’s orders requiring cooperation
between the Defendarilts. If not, Papst will produce Casio’s interrogatory answers to the Camera
Manufacturers upon written request. Papst incorporates by reference herein its answers to

Interrogatory Nos. 1, 3 and 4 above.

INTERROGATORY NO. 10

Separately for each asserted claim, state the date on which Papst first became aware that
each Camera Manufacturer was allegedly infringing each such claim and the circumstances
surrounding Papst’s acquisition of such knowledge, identify each person who became aware that
each Camera Manufacturer was allegedly or might be infringing the Patents-in-Suit, identify each
document or thing which refers or relates to such facts, and explain all of the reasons for any delay
between the date on which Papst first became aware of the alleged infringement and the date Papst
filed suit against each Camera Manufacturer.
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ANSWER:

Papst objects to this interrogatory as overly broad, unduly burdensome, and as calling for
irrelevant information not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Papst further objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it calls for information protected by any
applicable privilege or doctrine, including without limitation the attorney-client privilege, the
work product doctrine and/or information pertaining to Papst counsel’s mental impressions and/or
trial preparation materials, any jointly shared privilege, and other protections afforded by Rule
26(b)(4)(B). Papst further objects on the basis that the phrases “the date on which Papst first
became aware” and “each person who became aware that each Camera Manufacturer was
allegedly or might be infringing the Patents-In-Suit” are vague and ambiguous in the context of
this interrogatory. Papst further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the requested
imformation concerns the doctrine of laches which is irrelevant in this case because Papst did not
leam of the patents-in-suit until some unknown time in 2004 at the earliest and because Papst was
not assigned the rights to enforce the Patents-In-Suit until 2006. See, e.g., A.C. Aukerman Co. v.
R.L. Chaides Constr. Co., 960 F.2d 1020, 1032 (Fed. Cir. 1992) (en banc)(A presumption of laches
only arises "upon proof that the patentee delayed filing suit for more than six years after actual or

constructive knowledge of the defendant's alleged infringing activity.").

Subject to all the general and specific objections above which are incorporated herein and
without waiving any of the above objections, Papst does not know when it specifically first
became aware that each Camera Manufacturer was allegedly infringing each claim, but it would
have been sometime between 2004 and the time each Camera Manufacturer was provided with its
written notice of infringement by Papst’s attorneys, Welsh & Katz, Ltd. Papst’s attorneys
provided Casio Inc., the Hewlett-Packard Company, the Olympus Corporation, and the Samsung

Corporation with written notice of infringement of its products on March 14, 2006. Papst’s
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attorneys provided Fuji Photo Film USA, Inc. with written notice of infringement of its products
on March 31, 2006. Papst’s attorneys provided Panasonic Corporation of North America and
Matsushita Electric Ind. Co., Ltd. with written notice of infringement of its products on April 26,
2006. Papst’s attorneys provided Ricoh Company Ltd. with written notice of infringement of its
products on April 28, 2006.

AS TO OBJECTIONS:

Dated: May 7, 2008 /s/ Jerold B. Schnayer
James P. White
Jerold B. Schnayer
Joseph E. Cwik
WELSH & KATZ, LTD.
120 South Riverside Plaza e 22nd Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60606
(312) 655-1500

Robert F. Muse

Joshua A. Levy

Kerry C. Dent

STEIN MITCHELL & MEZINES, LLP

1100 Connecticut Ave, NW

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 737-7777

Attorneys for Papst Licensing GmbH & Co. KG
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing PAPST’S OBJECTIONS AND
ANSWERS TO CAMERA MANUFACTURERS’ FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS.
1-10) was caused to be served on this the 7th day of May, 2008 upon the attorneys for the Camera
Manufacturers via e-mail in .pdf format as follows:

For The Casio Parties:

Laura Krawczyk

Morgan Lewis & Bockius

101 Park Avenue

New York, NY 10178-0060
Phone: (212) 309-6000

Fax: (212) 309-6001
Ikrawczyk@morganlewis.com

J. Kevin Fee

MORGAN, LEWIS & BOCKIUS LLP
1111 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20004
jkfee@morganlewis.com

Scott D. Stimpson

The Law Office of Scott Stimpson
Suite 1102

445 Hamilton Avenue

White Plains, NY 10601
stimpsonlaw(@gmail.com

For The Samsung Parties:
Patrick J. Kelleher

Drinker Biddle Gardner Carton
191 North Wacker Drive

Suite 3700

Chicago, IL 60606-1698
Phone: (312) 569-1375

Fax: (312) 569-3375

Patrick kelleher@dbr.com
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For The Fujifilm Parties:
Steven J. Routh

Sten A. Jensen

John R. Inge

Robert Wolinsky

Hogan & Hartson, LLP

555 Thirteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20004
Phone: (202) 637-5600
Fax: (202) 637-5910
sjrouth@hhlaw.com
sajensen@hhlaw.com
JRInge@HHLAW.com
RBWolinsky@HHLAW.com

For the Olympus Parties:
Richard de Bodo

Rachel M. Cappoccia
Hogan & Hartson, LLP
1999 Avenue of the Stars
Suite 1400

Los Angeles, CA 90067
Phone: (310) 785-4694
Fax: (310) 785-4601
rdebodo@hhlaw.com
rmcapoccia@hhlaw.com

Filed 06/16/2008

For The Matsushita and Victory Company of Japan Parties:

Richard de Bodo

Rachel M. Capoccia
Hogan & Hartson, LLP
1999 Avenue of the Stars
Suite 1400

Los Angeles, CA 90067
Phone: (310) 785-4694
Fax: (310) 785-4601
rdebodo@hhlaw.com
rmcapoccia@hhlaw.com
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For the Ricoh Patrties:

Paul Devinsky

MCDERMOTT, WILL & EMERY
600 13th Street, NW

Washington, DC 20005-3096

(202) 756-8369

Fax: (202) 756-8087

Email: pdevinsky@mwe.com

For Hewlett-Packard:
Heather N. Mewes

Fenwick & West, LLP

555 California St., 12™ Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104
(415) 875-2300
hmewes@fenwick.com

Filed 06/16/2008

/s/ Jerold B. Schnayer

Page 12 of 34

Attorney for Papst Licensing GmbH & Co. KG

89



Case 1:07-mc-00493-RMC  Document 133-6

~solr XHIBIT A

RICHARD L. WOOD"
JEROLD B. SCHNAYER
JOSEPH R. MARCUS
GERALD S. SCHUR
GERALD T. SHEKLETON
JAMES A. SCHEER
DANIEL R. CHERRY
ROBERT B. BREISBLATT
JAMES P. WHITE

R. MARK HALLIGAN
HARTWELL P. MORSE. Il
EDWARD P. GAMSON, Pu.D.
KATHLEEN A. RHEINTGEN
THOMAS W. TOLPIN"®
RICHARD W. McLAREN. JR.
ELLIOTT C. BANKENDORF
ERIC D. COHEN

JOHN L. AMBROGI

JULIE A. KATZ

JON P. CHRISTENSEN
WALTER J. KAWULA. JR.
LEONARD FRIEDMAN
STEVEN E. FELDMAN
JEFFREY W. SALMON
LOUISE T. WALSH

PAUL M. VARGO. Pu.D.
JOSEPH E. CWIK

VIA E-MAIL
Jeffrey Gold, Esq.

WeELsH & KATZ, LTD.

J%&»m(gﬂa/a%w

120 SouTH RIVERSIDE PrLAza + 22ND FLOOR

CHiIcAGO, ILLINOIS 60606-3912

TELEPHONE (312) 655-1500
FACSIMILE (3i2) 655-1501

www.welshkatz.com

June 29, 2007

Morgan Lewis & Bockius, LLP

101 Park Avenue

New York, New York 10178

Re:  Casio Inc. v. Papst Licensing, Case No. 1:06 CV 011751 (GK)

Dear Jeffrey:

Filed 06/16/2008
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J. ARON CARNAHAN
ERIK B. FLOM. Pu.D.
JAMES B. RADEN
RICHARD J. GURAK
DANIEL M. GURFINKEL
MICHELE S. KATZ*
BRIAN J. SODIKOFF
BRETT M. TOLPIN
GEORGE S. PAVLIK
MICHAEL A. KROL. Pu.D.
SHERRY L. ROLLO
CRAIG M, KUCHII
STEPHEN P. BENSON
GREGORY J. SKONY

OF COUNSEL

LAURIE A. HAYNIE
JAMES J. MYRICK
THOMAS R. VIGIL

PHILIP D. SEGREST. JR.**
WALLACE L. OLIVER. Pn.D.
LAURA A. LABEOTS. Pu.D.

DONALD L. WELSH 119825-1998)

* ALSO ADMITTED IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

** ALSO ADMITTED IN ALABAMA

In response to Casio Inc. Interrogatory No. 2, Papst hereby identifies the following
documents pursuant to Rule 33(d):

Beginning End

Bates No. Bates No.

For Each For Each
Document Document
PAP0Q001093 PAP0O001355
PAP0002914 PAP0002914
PAPQ0029515 PAP0O0O02919
PAPO002520 PAP0002923
PAP0002924 PAP0(002929
PAP0O002930 PAP0002934
PAP0O002935 PAP0O002935
PAP0002936 PAP0002941
PAP00023842 PAP00029%960
PAP0002961 PAP0003352
PAP0003353 PAP0003353
PAP0003354 PAP0003367
PAP00Q03368 PAP0003474
PAP0003475 PAP0003525
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Case 1:07-mc-00493-RMC  Document 133-6

EXHIBIT A

Jeffrey Gold

PAP0003526
PAP000O3668
PAP0003670
PAP0003671
PAP0003677
PAP0003724
PAP0003725
PAP00040S2
PAP0004095
PAP0004099
PAP0004103
PAP0004106
PAP0004109
PAP0004111
PAP0004114
PAP0004115
PAP000O4118
PAP0004121
PAP0004125
PAP000O4128
PAP0004130
PAP0004132
PAP0004135
PAP0004137
PAP00O05150
PAP0005160
PAP0005199
PAP0005210
PAP0005236
PAP0005243
PAP0005264
PAP0005276
PAP0005289
PAP0005297
PAP0005428
PAPO0O5530
PAP00OO0O5538
PAP0O005561
PAP0005595
PAP0005622
PAP0005634
PAP0005642
PAP000O5666
PAP00056591
PAPQG005707
PAP0O0O05719
PAPOOOS5731
PAP0005745
PAP0005759
PAP0005773
PAP00O5781
PAP0C005805
PAP0005828

PAP00O0O3667
PAP0003669
PAP0003670
PAP0003676
PAPQ003723
PAP0003724
PAP0004091
PAP0004034
PAP0004098
PAP0004102
PAP0004105
PAP0004108
PAP0004110
PAP0004113
PAP0004114
PAP0004117
PAP0004120
PAP0004124
PAP0004127
PAP0004129
PAP0004131
PAPO004134
PAP0004136
PAP0004142
PAP00O05159

PAP0005198

PAP0005209
PAP0005235
PAP0005242
PAP0005263
PAP0005275
PAP0005288
PAP0005296
PAP0005427
PAP0005529
PAP0005537
PAP00O5560
PAP0005594
PAP00QO0O5621
PAP0005633
PAP0005641
PAPO005665
PAPQO005690
PAPO005706
PAP0005718
PAP0005730
PAP00O05744
PAP0005758
PAP0005772
PAP0005780
PAP0005804
PAP0005827
PAP0O005836
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Case 1:07-mc-00493-RMC  Document 133-6

EXHIBIT A

Jeffrey Gold

PAPQ0OO05837
PAPO00OS5847
PAP0005860
PAP0O0O05883
PAP00058329
PAP0005927
PAP0005943
PAP0005954
PAP0O005963
PAP0O005989
PAP000599%6
PAP0006009
PAP0006037
PAP0006047
PAP0006107
PAPOQO6116
PAP0006134
PAP0006152
PAP0006165
PAP0006182
PAP0006210
PAP0006220
PAP0006254
PAP0006262
PAP0006275
PAP0O0O06329
PAP0006449
PAP0006460
PAP000O6487
PAP00OO6606
PAP0006622
PAP0006635
PAP0O006675
PAP0008&725
PAP000C6822
PAP0006839
PAP0CO6856
PAP0006863
PAP0006874
PAP0006886
PAP0006502

PAP0007000.

PAP0O007032
PAP0OO7066
PAP0007863
PAP00O08131
PAP0013821
PAP0013823
PAP0013825
PAP0013827
PAP0013825
PAP0013831
PAP0013833

PAP0005846
PAP0005859
PAP0005882
PAP0005898
PAP0005926
PAP0005942
PAP00OO053953
BAP0O0O05962
PAP0005988
PAP0005995
PAP0006008
PAP0006036
PAP0006046
PAP0006106
PAP0006115
PAP0006133
PAP0006151
PAP0006164
PAPQ0O06181
PAP0006209
PAP0006219
PAP0006253
PAP0006261
PAP0006274
PAP000O6328
PAPQ006448
PAP0006459
PAP0006486
PAP0006605
PAP000O6621
PAP0006634
PAP0006674
PAPQ006724
PAP0006821
PAP0006838
PAP0006855
PAP0006862
PAP0006873
PAP0OO06885
PAP0006901
PAP0006999
PAP0007021
PAPG0O7055
PAP0OOO0O7087
PAP0008130
PAP0008393
PAP0013822
PAP0013824
PAP0013826
PAP0013828
PAP0013830
PAP0013832
PAP0013834
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Case 1:07-mc-00493-RMC  Document 133-6

EXHIBIT A

Jeffrey Gold

PAP0013835
PAP0013839
PAP0013844
PAP0013848
PAP0013851
PAP0O013856

PAP0013838
PAP0013843
PAP0013847
PAP0013850
PAP0013855
PAP0013873

Filed 06/16/2008

Page 16 of 34

June 29, 2007
Page 4

In response to Casio Inc. Interrogatory No. 4, Papst hereby identifies the following

documents pursuant to Rule 33(d):

Beginning End

Bates No. Bates No.

For Each For Each
Document Document
PAP0O00O0O001 PAP0O00000SE
PAPOOQ0O007 PAPO000O0OO7
PAPOOOO0O08 PAP0O0000OS
PAP0O00000S PAPOOOOOOS
PAP0O0O0010 PAP0O0000O10
PAP0O0Q00011 PAPO0OC0011
PAPOO0O0012 PAP0OQOOO18
PAP0C00001S PAP0000025
PAP0O000026 PAP0000027
PAP0O000028 - PAPQOOOOR29
PAP0O000030 PAP0O00O0031
PAP0O00O0032 PAPQ0O0033
PAP0000034 PAPO00O0041
PAPO000042 PAPO0QO0042
PAP0O0O00043 PAP0000043
PAP0O000044 PAPO0OO0OO046
PAP0000047 PAPO0O0O0O049
PAP0O000050 PAP0O000O0O54
PAPQO000O55 PAP0000071
PAP000Q0072 PAPOCOO0O73
PAP0O000074 PAPO0O0O0O75
PAP0O000076 PAPO0O0O00O76
PAPOOO0077 PAPO0OO0O0O78
PAPOQQO0079 PAPQO0O0081
PAPOQ00082 PAP0000084
PAP0Q000085 PAP0O0Q0008S
PAP0O000086 PAPO000087
PAP0O0Q0088 PAP0O00O0O0O8S
PAPOO0O00S0 PAPO0O0O0SS
PAP0000096 PAP0O0O000S9S8
PAPO0OO0Q0SS PAPO000106
PAP0000107 PAP0O0O00107
PAP0OOC0108 PAPOOCOO0117
PAP0000118 ©PAP0000119
PAPO0O00120 PAP0O00O0121
PAP0O000122 PAP0000124




Case 1:07-mc-00493-RMC  Document 133-6

EXHIBIT A

Jeffrey Gold

PAP0O00O0125
PAP0000127
PAP0000128
PAP0O000130
PAP0000132
PAPO000133
PAP0O000138
PAP0O000143
PAP0000156
PAPOO00158
PAP0000159
PAP0000161
PAP0000173
PAP0000175
PAP0O0O00176
PAP0O000177
PAP0000185
PAP000019S0
PAP0000191
PAP0000193
PAP0000198
PAP0000200
PAP0000202
PAP0000204
PAP0000206
PAP0000208
PAP0000217
PAP0000219
PAP0000223
PAP0000225
PAP0O000227
PAP0000232
PAP0000233
PAP0000235
PAP0000237
PAP0000239
PAP0000242
PAP0000247
PAP0O000253
PAP0000254
PAP0000256
PAP0000258
PAP0000260
PAP0000266
PAP0000270
PAP0000271
PAP0000277
PAP0000279
PAP0000280
PAP0000288
PAP0000289
PAP0000292
PAP0000293

PAP0000126
PAP0OOCL27
PAP0000129
PAP0000131
PAP0000132
PAPO0O00137
PAP0000142
PAPO000155
PAP0Q000157
PAP000O158
PAP0000160
PAP0000172
PAP0000174
PAP00O00175
PAPO0OO176
PAP0000184
PAP0000189
PAP00001SO
PAP0000192
PAP0000197
PAP000O199
PAP0000201
PAP0000203
PAP0000205
PAP0000207
PAP0000216
PAP(000218
PAP0000222
PAP0000224
PAP0000226
PAP0000231
PAP0000232
PAP0000234
PAP0000236
PAP0000238
PAP0000241
PAP0000246
PAP0000252
PAP0000253
PAP0000255
PAP0000257
PAP0000259
PAP0000265
PAP000026S
PAP0000270
PAP0000276
PAP0000278
PAP0000279
PAP0000287
PAP00Q00O288
PAP00002351
PAP0000292
PAP0O0002%54

Filed 06/16/2008
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EXHIBIT A
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PAP0000295
PAP0O000301
PAPC000303
PAP0000305
PAPO00O0306
PAP0O000308
PAP0O0O00310
PAP0000312
PAP0000314
PAPO000319
PAP0000326
PAP000O0331
PAP0000336
PAPQ000338
PAP0000340
PAP0000345
PAP0000350
PAP0O0O0O355
PAP0000O361
PAP0000366
PAP0000367
PAP0000369
PAP0000377
PAP0000380
PAP0000383
PAP0000387
PAP0000401
PAP0000411
PAP0000413
PAP0000417
PAP0000420
PAP0000426
PAP0000428
PAP0000430
PAP0000431
PAP0O000437
PAP0000441
PAP0000444
PAP0000447
PAP0000450
PAP0000453
PAP0000457
PAP0000459
PAP0000460
PAP0O000466
PAP0000467
PAP0000469
PAP0O000472
PAP0000474
PAP0O000475
PAP0000477
PAP0000478
PAP0000480

PAP000G300
PAP0000302
PAP0000304
PAP0000305
PAP0Q000307
PAP0O000309
PAP0000O311
PAP0000313
PAP0000318
PAP0000325
PAP0000330
PAPO0O0O335
PAP0000337
PAP0000339
PAP0000344
PAP0000349
PAP0000354
PAP0000360
PAP0000365
PAP0O000366
PAP000O0368
PAP0000376
PAP0OOCO0379
PAP0000382
PAP000O386
PAP0000400
PAP000O410
PAP0O000412
PAP0000O416
PAP0000419
PAP0000425
PAP0000427
PAP0000429
PAP0000430
PAP0000436
PAP0000440
PAP0000443
PAP0000446
PAP00004459
PAP0000452
PAP0000456
PAP0000458
PAP0000459
PAP0000465
PAP0000O466
PAP0000468
PAP0000471
PAP0000473
PAP0000474
PAP0000476
PAP0000477
PAP0000479
PAP0000485

Filed 06/16/2008

Page 18 of 34
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EXHIBIT A

Jeffrey Gold

PAP0000486
PAP0000452
PAP0000454
PAP0000496
PAP0000499
PAPCO0O501
PAP0000502
PAP00OO0O510
PAP0000512
PAP0000513
PAP0O00OO516
PAP0000519
PAP0000527
PAP0O000528
PAP0000532
PAPO000533
PAP0O000538
PAP0000542
PAP0000544
PAP0000547
PAP0000564
PAP0000566
PAP0C000568
PAP0C000587
PAP0000532
PAP0000594
PAP0000597
PAP0000598
PAP0000600
PAP0000606
PAP0000608
PAP0C000609
PAP0000611
PAP0O000613
PAP000O615
PAP000O0O616
PAP0000O619
PAP0000625
PAP0O000627
PAP0000628
PAPO000630
PAP0000640
PAP0000648
PAP0000650
PAPQ000652
PAP0C00O6G6S
PAPC000666
PAP0000669
PAPQ000670
PAP0000671
PAP0000673
PAP0O00O0O677
PAP0O0O0O0678

PAP0000491
PAP0000493
PAP0000495
PAP0000498
PAP0000500
PAP0000501
PAP0000509
PAP0000511
PAP0000512
PAP0O0QOO515
PAP000OS1S8
PAPQ000526
PAP0000527
PAP0O000531
PAP000O532
PAP0000537
PAP0000541
PAP0000543
PAP0000546
PAPQO00O563
PAPO000565
PAP0000567
PAP000O586
PAPQ0005S91
PAP0000533
PAPQ000596
PAP0000537
PAP0000599
PAP0C00605
PAP0000607
PAP0000608
PAP0O000610
PAP0000O612
PAP0000O614
PAP0O000615
PAP0O0O0O618
PAP0000624
PAP0000626
PAP0000627
PAP0000629
PAP0000639
PAPQO000647
PAP0000649
PAP0000651
PAP0000664
PAPOODO665S
PAP0000O668
PAP0000669
PAP0000670
PAP0000672
PAP0000676
PAP0O000677
PAP0000678

Filed 06/16/2008

Page 19 of 34

June 29, 2007
Page 7




Case 1:07-mc-00493-RMC  Document 133-6

EXHIBIT A

Jeffrey Gold

PAPOOO00679
PAP000OO681
PAP000O682
PAP0O00O0OE8B3
PAP0000685
PAP0O000694
PAP0000696
PAP000069S
PAP0000703
PAP0000705
PAPO00O707
PAP000O710
PAP0000718
PAP0000720
PAP0000722
PAPO000725
PAPO00QC728
PAP0000729
PAP0000734
PAPO00O732
PAP0O000745
PAP000O0O746
PAP0000752
PAP0O00OO0O754
PAP0O000756
PAP0000762
PAP0OO0O00763
PAP0000765
PAP0000O771
PAP0O00Q777
PAP0000779
PAP0000780
PAP0000781
PAP0000782
PAP0000788
PAP0000790
PAP0000791
PAP0000793
PAP0O0O0OBOL
PAP0000804
PAP0000807
PAP00008BOS
PAP0000812
PAP0O000815
PAP0O000817
PAP0000O81S
PAP0000822
PAP0000823
PAP0000825
PAP0000831
PAP0000836
PAP0000851
PAP0000853

PAP0000680
PAP0000681
PAP0000682
PAP000O6E84
PAPQO0O0693
PAP0QOO06S95
PAP0000698
PAP0000702
PAPO0O00704
PAP0Q0O00706
PAP0000709
PAPOO0OO717
PAP0O0OO71S
PAP0O000721
PAP0000724
PAP0000727
PAP0O000728
PAP0000733
PAP0000738
PAP0OQO0O0744
PAP0000745
PAP0OOOO751
PAP0000753
PAP0000755
PAP0O00OO761
PAP0000762
PAP0000764
PAPO00O0770
PAP0000776
PAP0000778
PAP0000779
PAP000OO780
PAP0000781
PAP0000787
PAP00Q0O7892
PAP0000O790
PAP000OC792
PAP0OOO080O
PAP000O0O803
PAP00C08B06
PAP0000SOS
PAP000OO811
PAP0000814
PAP0000O8B16
PAP0OOOOSBLSB
PAP0000821
PAP0000B22
PAP0000824
PAPQ000B30
PAP00OO0O0B35
PAP0000B50
PAP0000852
PAPO00OB54

Filed 06/16/2008
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Case 1:07-mc-00493-RMC  Document 133-6

EXHIBIT A
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PAP0000855
PAP0O00O0O857
PAP0000858
PAP0O000859
PAP0OO0O8BS1
PAP0O000867
PAP0O000869
PAP0000872
PAP0O00O0OB78
PAP0000884
PAP0000886
PAP0000887
PAP000088S
PAP0000895
PAP0000911
PAP0000920
PAP0000923
PAP0000924
PAP0000926
PAP0000929
PAP0000S30
PAP000O0S31
PAP0000934
PAP0000943
PAP00005945
PAP0000S53
PAP0000962
PAP0000S63
PAP0000S65
PAP0000967
PAP0000S70
PAP0Q000S88
PAP0000SS0
PAP0000S93
PAP0000995
PAP0001000
PAP0001002
PAP0001004
PAP0001010
PAP00O1012
PAP0001013
PAP0001022
PAP0001024
PAP0001027
PAP0001030
PAP0001032
PAP0001034
PAP0001036
PAP0001038
PAP0001040
PAP0001041
PAP0001043
PAP0001044

PAPGO00856
PAP0OO00857
PAP00008S58
PAP000O0860
PAPQ0O00OBE6
PAP0000S868
PAPQ000871
PAP0000877
PAP0000883
PAP000O088S
PAP0O0OOOBS8E
PAP0000888
PAP000O0894
PAP0000910
PAP0000919
PAP0CGO0OS22
PAPO000923
PAP00G0925
PAP0000S28
PAP00O00S29
PAP0CO0O00S930
PAP0000933
PAP0000942
PAP0000S44
PAP0O0O00S52
PAP00O0O961
PAP0000OSE2
PAP0000964
PAP0000966
PAP0OQOOSES
PAP00O00987
PAP0000S89
PAP00009S2
PAP0000998
PAP00009S99
PAP0001001
PAP0001003
PAP0001009
PAP0001011
PAP000O1012
PAP0001021
PAP0001023
PAP0001026
PAP0001029
PAP0001031
PAP0001033
PAP00C1035
PAP0001037
PAP0001033
PAP0001040
PAP0001042
PAP0001043
PAP0001045

Filed 06/16/2008

Page 21 of 34
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PAP0001046
PAP00010459
PAP0001054
PAP0001056
PAP0001058
PAP0001063
PAP0O001065
PAP0001067
PAP0001073
PAP0001084
PAP0001356
PAP0001359
PAP0001362
PAP0001366
PAP0001367
PAP0O001370
PAP0001372
PAP0001375
PAP0001382
PAP0001384
PAP0OOOL1386
PAP0001389
PAP0001391
PAP0001393
PAP000135S6
PAP0001402
PAP0001407
PAP000140S
PAP0001410
PAP0001411
PAP0001419
PAP0001430
PAP0001432
PAP0001434
PAP0001445
PAP0001447
PAP0001448
PAP0001459
PAP0001460
PAP0001461
PAP0001462
PAP0001465
PAP0001467
PAP0001469
PAP0001472
PAP0001477
PAP0001479
PAP0001481
PAP0001483
PAP0001485
PAP0001487
PAP0001493
PAP0001495

PAP0001048
PAP0001053
PAP0001055
PAP0001057
PAP0001062
PAP0001064
PAP0001066
PAP0001072
PAP0001083
PAP0001092
PAP0001358
PAP0001361
PAP0001365
PAP0001366
PAP(001369
PAP0001371
PAP0001374
PAP0001381
PAP0001383
PAP0001385
PAP0001388
PAP0001390
PAP0001392
PAP0001395
PAP0001401
PAP0001406
PAP0001408
PAP0001409
PAP0001410
PAP0001418
PAP0001429
PAP0001431
PAP0001433
PAP0001444
PAP0001446
PAP0001447
PAP0001458
PAP0001459
PAP00C1460
PAP0001461
PAP0001464
PAP0001466
PAP0001468
PAP0001471
PAP0001476
PAP0001478
PAP0O001480
PAP0001482
PAP0001484
PAP0001486
PAP00014S2
PAP0001494
PAP0001497

Filed 06/16/2008

Page 22 of 34

June 29, 2007
Page 10




Case 1:07-mc-00493-RMC  Document 133-6

EXHIBIT A

Jeffrey Gold

PAP0001498
PAPQ0001503
PAP0001507
PAP0001508
PAP0001510
PAP0001513
PAP0001515
PAP0001517
PAP0001522
PAP0001525
PAP0001527
PAP0001528
PAP0001530
PAP0O001536
PAP0001538
PAP0001541
PAP0001554
PAP0001622
PAP0001623
PAP0001626
PAP0001627
PAP0001630
PAP0001633
PAP0001638
PAP0001643
PAP0001645
PAP0001650
PAP0001652
PAP0001653
PAP0001658
PAP0001660
PAP0001661
PAP0001666
PAP0001672
PAP0001677
PAP0001685
PAP0001686
PAP0001689
PAP0001694
PAP0001695
PAP00O01696
PAP0001700
PAP0001711
PAP0001717
PAP0001719
PAP0001723
PAP0001729
PAP0O001730
PAP0001736
PAP0Q001739
PAPO001741
PAP0001763
PAPO001775

PAP0001502
PAP0001506
PAP0001507
PAP00C01509
PAP0OO0O1512
PAP0001514
PAP0001516
PAP0001521
PAP0001524
PAP0O00O1526
PAP0001527
PAP0001529
PAP0QO1535
PAP00OQ1537
PAP0001540
PAP0001553
PAP0001621
PAP0001622
PAP0001625
PAP0001626
PAP00016283
PAP0001632
PAP0001637
PAP0001642
PAP0001644
PAP0001649
PAP0001651
PAP0001652
PAP0001657
PAPQ0O01659
PAP0001660
PAP0001665
PAP0001671
PAP0001676
PAPG001684
PAP0O001685
PAP0001688
PAP0001693
PAP0001694
PAP0001695
PAP0001699
PAP0001710
PAP0O0O0O1716
PAP0001718
PAP0OCO1722
PAP0001728
PAP0001729
PAP0001735
PAP0001738
PAP0001740
PAP0001762
PAP0001774
PAP0001776

Filed 06/16/2008
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PAP0001777
PAP0O001779
PAPO0C1789
PAP0001801
PAP0001804
PAP000180S
PAP0001810
PAPO0OO1811
PAP0001815
PAP0001812
PAP0001820
PAP0001821
PAP0001825
PAP0001826
PAP0001827
PAP0001841
PAP0001843
PAP0001844
PAP00018459
PAP0001850
PAP0001852
PAP0001854
PAP0001856
PAP0001858
PAP0001865
PAP0001867
PAP0O001869
PAP0001878
PAP0001880
PAP0001882
PAP0001884
PAP0001886
PAP0001894
PAP0001896
PAP0001898
PAP00019505
PAP0001906
PAP0001908
PAP0001918
PAP0001519
PAP0001922
PAP00O01926
PAP0001S23
PAP0001930
PAP0001934
PAP0001940
PAP0001942
PAP0001943
PAP00012945
PAP0001947
PAP0001949
PAPOOO1S51
PAP0O001960

PAPQ0001778
PAP0O0Q1788
PAP0001800
PAPQ0O01803
PAP(O0O180O8
PAP0001809
PAP0001810
PAP0001814
PAP0CO01818
PAPQ001819
PAP0001820
PAP0001824
PAP0001825
PAP0001826
PAP0001840
PAP0001842
PAP0001843
PAP0001848
PAP0001849
PAP0001851
PAP0O0018B53
PAP0001855
PAP0001857
PAP0001864
PAP0001866
PAPQ001868
PAP0001877
PAP0001879
PAP0001881
PAP0001883
PAP0001885
PAP0001893
PAP0001895
PAP0001897
PAP0001504
PAP0001305
PAP0C001907
PAP0001917
PAP0001918
PAP00O01921
PAP0001925
PAP0001928
PAP0001929
PAP0001933
PAP0OO01939
PAP0001941
PAP0001942
PAP0001S44
PAP0001946
PAP00019438
PAP0001950
PAP0001959
PAP0001961

Filed 06/16/2008
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PAP0001962
PAP0001963
PAP0001970
PAP0001977
PAP0001988
PAP0001990
PAP0001991
PAP0002001
PAP0002014
PAP0002016
PAP0002017
PAP0002037
PAP0002045
PAP0002047
PAP0002049
PAP0002052
PAP0002063
PAP0002065
PAP0002066
PAP0002072
PAP0002084

PAP0002085 -

PAP0002090
PAP0002095
PAP0002096
PAP0002099
PAP0002104
PAP0002106
PAP0002108
PAP0002119
PAP0002121
PAP0002122
PAP0002128
PAP0002129
PAP0002130
PAP0O002131
PAP0002135
PAP0002142
PAP0002144
PAP0002145
PAP0002146
PAP0002152
PAP0002153
PAP0002154
PAP0002163
PAP0002176
PAP0002182
PAP0002184
PAP0002185
PAP0002187
PAP00021S5
PAP0002207
PAP0002219

PAP0001962
PAP0001969
PAP0001976
PAP0001987
PAP0001989
PAP0001990
PAP0002000
PAP0002010
PAP0002015
PAP0002016
PAP0002036
PAP0002044
PAP0002046
PAP0002048
PAP0002051
PAP0002062
PAP0002064
PAP0002065
PAP0002071
PAP0002083
PAP0002084
PAP0002083
PAP00020594
PAP0002095
PAP0002098
PAP0002103
PAP0002105
PAP0002107
PAP0002118
PAP0002120
PAP0002121
PAP0002127
PAP0002128
PAP0002129
PAPQ002130
PAPO002134
PAP0002141
PAP0002143
PAP0002144
PAP0002145
PAP0002151
PAP0002152
PAP0002153
PAP0002162
PAP0002175
PAP0002181
PAP0002183
PAP0002184
PAP0002186
PAP0002194
PAP0002206
PAP0002218
PAP0002220
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PAP0002221
PAP0002222
PAP0002224
PAP0002225
PAP0002238
PAP0002240
PAP0002241
PAP0002250
PAP0002261
PAP0002264
PAP0002265
PAP0002274
PAP0002276
PAP0002280
PAP0002282
PAP0002294
PAP0002285
PAP0002297
PAP0002298
PAP0002303
PAP0002305
PAP0002315
PAP0002316
PAP0002319
PAP0002322
PAP0002323
PAP0002325
PAP0002327
PAP0002335
PAP0002338
PAP0002339
PAP0002340
PAP0002343
PAP0002346
PAP0002342
PAP0O002354
PAPO002355
PAP0O002357
PAP0002358
PAP0002366
PAP0002369
PAP0002370
PAP0002371
PAP0002373
PAP0018684
PAP0018691
PAP00186S5
PAP0018701
PAP0018702
PAP0018704
PAP0018706
PAP0018737
PAP0O018746

PAP0002221
PAP0002223
PAP0002224
PAP0002237
PAP0002239
PAP0002240
PAP0002249
PAP0002260
PAP0002263
PAP0002264
PAPQ002273
PAP0002275
PAP0002279
PAP0002281
PAP0002293
PAP0002294
PAP0002296
PAP0002297
PAP0002302
PAP0002304
PAP0002314
PAP0002315
PAP0002318
PAP0002321
PAP0002322
PAP0002324
PAP0002326
PAP0002334
PAP0002337
PAP0002338
PAP0002339
PAP0002342
PAP0002345
PAP0002348
PAP0002353
PAP0002354
PAP0002356
PAP0002357
PAP0002365
PAP0002368
PAP0O002369
PAP0002370
PAP0002372
PAP0002378
PAP0018650
PAP0018654
PAP0018700
PAP0018701
PAP0018703
PAP0018705
PAP0018736
PAP0018745
PAP0018749
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PAP0018752
PAP0018754
PAP0018758
PAP(0018761
PAP0018762
PAP0O0O18766
PAP0018774
PAP0OQ18776
PAP0018777
PAP0018781
PAP0018782
PAP0018787
PAP0018790
PAP0018797
PAP0018801
PAP0018805
PAP0018810
PAP0018812
PAP0018826
PAP0018828
PAP0018830
PAP0018832
PAP0018836
PAP0018842
PAP0018865
PAP0018867
PAP0018870
PAP0018873
PAP0018876
PAP0018878
PAP0018885
PAP0018887
PAP0018890
PAP0018892
PAP0018900
PAP0018906
PAP0018911
PAP0018914
PAP0018919
PAP0018522
PAP0018926
PAP0018930
PAP0018934
PAP0018937
PAP00189%541
PAP0018944
PAP0018949
PAP0018952
PAP0018955
PAP0018957
PAP0018958
PAP0018960
PAP0018561

PAP0018753
PAP0018757
PAP0018760
PAP0018761
PAP0018765
PAP0018769
PAP0018775
PAP0018776
PAP0018780
PAP(Q018781
PAP0C018786
PAP0018789
PAP0018796
PAP0018800
PAP0018804
PAP001880S
PAP0018811
PAP0018825
PAP0018827
PAP0018829
PAP0018831
PAP0018835
PAP0018839
PAP0018864
PAP0018866
PAP0018869
PAP0018872
PAP0O018875
PAP0018877
PAP0018884
PAP0018886
PAP0018889
PAP0018891
PAP0018899
PAP0018905
PAP0018910
PAP0018913
PAP0018918
PAP0018921
PAP0018925
PAP0018929
PAP0018933
PAP0018936
PAP0018940
PAP0018943
PAP0018948
PAP0018951
PAP0018554
PAP0OQ18956
PAP0018957
PAP0018959
PAP0018960
PAP0018S62
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PAP0018963
PAP0018965
PAP0018966
PAP0018972
PAP0018974
PAP0018978
PAP0018981
PAP0018983
PAP0018985
PAP0018989
PAP0018991
PAP0018994
PAP0018999
PAP0019002
PAP0019014
PAP00139020
PAP0019024
PAP0019026
PAP0013027
PAP0015032
PAP0019034
PAP0019036
PAP0019038
PAP0015040
PAP0019042
PAP0019044
PAP0018072
PAP0019075
PAP0015082
PAP0019084
PAP0019089
PAP0015091
PAP0015093
PAP0015096
PAP0019098
PAP0019100
PAP00195102
PAP0019104
PAP001S106
PAP0019110
PAP001S117
PAP001S9125
PAP001S130
PAP0019132
PAP0019146
PAP0019148
PAP0019149
PAP00195156
PAP0019159
PAP0019168
. PAP0019172
PAP0019201
PAP0019209

PAP0018964
PAP0018965
PAP0018370
PAPQ018973
PAP0018977
PAP0018980
PAP0018982
PAP0018984
PAP0018988
PAP0018990
PAP0O018993
PAP0018998
PAP0O019001
PAP0015013
PAP0019019
PAP0019023
PAP0019025
PAP0019026
PAP0019031
PAP0019033
PAP0019035
PAP001S037
PAP0019039
PAP00195041
PAP0015043
PAP0015046
PAP0019074
PAP001S077
PAP0015083
PAP0012088
PAP0019050
PAP0019092
PAP00190S5
PAPG019097
PAP0015099
PAP0012101
PAP0019103
PAP0019105
PAP0019109
PAP0019116
PAP0019124
PAPQ0191283
PAP0019131
PAP0019145
PAP0019147
PAP0019148
PAP0019155
PAP0019158
PAP0019162
PAP0019171
PAP0019200
PAP0019208
PAP0019210
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PAP0019211
PAP0019213
PAP0019217
PAP0019220
PAP001S221
PAP0019223
PAP0019226
PAP0019230
PAP001S237
PAP0019239
PAP0019246
PAP001S259
PAP0019261
PAP0019273
PAP0019275
PAP001S277
PAP0019281
PAP0019286
PAP0019314
PAP0O019316
PAP0019318
PAP0019331
PAP0019340
PAP0019342
PAP0019344
PAP0019347
PAP0019356
PAP0019358
PAP0019363
PAP0019368
PAPC019370
PAP0019374
PAP0019376
PAP0019380
PAP0019382
PAP0019385
PAP0019390
PAP0019392
PAP0019394
PAP0019396
PAP0019398
PAP0019402
PAP0019419
PAP0019427
PAP0019430
PAP0019433
PAP0019439
PAP0019442
PAP0019445
PAP0019447
PAP0019450
PAP0019454
PAP0019467

PAP0015212
PAP0019216
PAP0015219
PAP0019220
PAP0019222
PAP0019225
PAP0019229
PAP0019236
PAP0019238
PAP0015245
PAP0019258
PAP0015260
PAP0019272
PAP0019274
PAP0019276
PAP0019280
PAP0019285
PAP0019313
PAP0019315
PAP0019317
PAP0019330
PAP0019339
PAP0012341
PAP0019343
PAP0019346
PAP0019355
PAP0019357
PAP0019362
PAP0019367
PAP0015369
PAP0019373
PAP0015375
PAP0019373
PAP0019381
PAP0019384
PAP0019389
PAP0019391
PAP0019393
PAP0019395
PAP0019397
PAP00139401
PAP0015405
PAP0019426
PAPQ019429
PAP0019432
PAP0019436
PAP00195441
PAP0019444
PAP0019446
PAP00194459
PAP0019453
PAP0019466
PAP0019467
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PAP0019468
PAP0012470
PAP0019477
PAP0019478
PAP0019481
PAP0013483
PAP0019488
PAP0019494
PAP0019503
PAP0019509
PAP0019512
PAP0019516
PAP0019520
PAP0019522
PAP0019523
PAP0019525
PAP001S9528
PAP0019532
PAPO0O19535
PAP0019540
PAP0019542
PAP0O019543
PAP0019549
PAP0019563
PAP0013570
PAP0019576
PAP0019578
PAP0019579
PAP001S585
PAP0019588
PAP0019592
PAP0020532
PAP0020535
PAP0020538
PAP0020540
PAP0020543
PAP0020545
PAP0020547
PAP0020557
PAP0020567
PAP0020571
PAP0020576
PAP0020587
PAP0020590
PAP0020592
PAP00205983
PAP0020596
PAP0020600
PAP0020603
PAP0020607
PAP0020609
PAP00O20616
PAP0020622

PAP0019469
PAP0019476
PAP00195477
PAP0019480
PAP0015482
PAP00159487
PAP0019493
PAP0015502
PAP00139508
PAP0019511
PAP0019515
PAP0019519
PAP0O19521
PAP0019522
PAP0019524
PAP0019527
PAP0019531
PAP0015534
PAP0019539
PAP0019541
PAP0019542
PAP0019548
PAP0O01S562
PAP0019569
PAP0019573
PAP00O19577
PAP0019578
PAP00139584
PAP0019587
PAP001S591
PAP00195395
PAP0020534
PAP0020537
PAP0020539
PAP0020542
PAP0020544
PAP0020546
PAP0020556
PAPQ020566
PAP0020570
PAP0020575
PAP0020586
PAP0020589
PAP0020591
PAP0020552
PAP0020595
PAP0020599
PAP0020602
PAP002060€
PAP0020608
PAP0020615
PAP0020621
PAP0020624
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PAP0020625
PAP0020628
PAP0020630
PAP0020632
PAP0020635
PAP0020641
PAP0020643
PAP0020644
PAP0020655
PAP0020657
PAP0020659
PAP0020661
PAP0020663
PAP0020664
PAP0020673
PAP0020675
PAP0020682
PAP0020689
PAP00206954
PAP0020701
PAP0020710
PAP0020712
PAP0020716
PAP0020718
PAP0020727
PAP0020729
PAP0020735
PAP0020738
PAP0020747
PAP0020749
PAP0020751
PAP0020753
PAP0020762
PAP0020767
PAP0020795
PAP0020798
PAP0020800
PAP0020803
PAP0020805
PAP0020807
PAP0020836
PAP0020848
PAP0020850
PAP0020851
PAP0020853
PAP0020854
PAP0020856
PAP0020863
PAP0020866
PAP0020868
PAP0020872
PAP0020874
PAP0020876

PAP0020627

PAP0020629
PAP0020631
PAP0020634
PAP0020638
PAP0020642
PAP0020643
PAP(0020654
PAP0020656
PAP0020658
PAP0020660
PAP0020662
PAP0020663
PAP0020672
PAP0020674
PAP0020681
PAP0020688
PAP0020693
PAP0020700
PAP0020709
PAP0O020711
PAPQO020715
PAP0020718
PAP0020726
PAP0020728
PAP0020732
PAP0020737
PAP0020746
PAP0020748
PAP0020750
PAP0020752
PAP0020756
PAP0020766
PAP0020794
PAP0020797
PAP0020795
PAP0020801
PAP0020804
PAP0020806
PAP0020835
PAP0020847
PAP0020849
PAP0020850
PAP0020852
PAP0020853
PAP0020855
PAP0020862
PAP0020865
PAP0020867
PAP0020871
PAP0020873
PAP0020875
PAP0020876
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PAPG020877
PAP0020882
PAP0020883
PAP0020885
PAP0020887
PAP0020889
PAPQ020891
PAP0020852
PAP0020894
PAP0020895
PAP0020900
PAP0020908
PAP00203917
PAP0020522
PAP0020927
PAP0020928
PAP0020933
PAP00209534
PAP0020936
PAP0020938
PAP0020939
PAP0020941
PAP0020943
PAP0020945
PAP0020547
PAP0020950
PAP0O020552
PAP0020959
PAP0020975
PAP0021003
PAP0021004
PAP0021007
PAP0021012
PAP0021013
PAP0021015
PAP0021017
PAP0021019
PAP0021032
PAP0021033
PAP0021035
PAP0021048
PAP0021051
PAP0021053
PAP0021054
PAP0021056
PAP0021058
PAP0021059
PAP0021065
PAP0021069
PAP0021074
PAP0021078
PAP0021081
PAP0021082

PAP0020881
PAP0020882
PAP0020884
PAP0020886
PAP0020888
PAP0020890
PAP0020891
PAP0020893
PAP0020894
PAP0020899
PAP0020507
PAP0020916
PAP0020521
PAP0020926
PAP0020927
PAP0020932
PAP0020933
PAP0020935
PAP0020937
PAP00209538
PAP0020540
PAP0020542
PAP00209544
PAP0020946
PAP0020949
PAP0020951
PAP0020S58
PAP0020974
PAP0021002
PAP0021003
PAP0021006
PAP0021011
PAP0021012
PAP0021014
PAP0021016
PAP0021018
PAP0021031
PAP0021032
PAP0021034
PAP0021047
PAP0021050
PAP0021052
PAP0021053
PAP0021055
PAP0021057
PAP0021058
PAP0021064
PAP0021068
PAP0021073
PAP0021075
PAP0021080
PAP0021081
PAP0021083
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PAP0021084
PAP0021088
PAP00210S3
PAP0021102
PAP0021103
PAPG021105
PAP0021107
PAP0021109
PAP0021113
PAP0021115
PAP0021128
PAP0021131
PAP0021134
PAP0021162
PAP0021164
PAP0021168
PAP0021174
PAP0021176
PAP0O021177
PAP0021190
PAP0O021152
PAP0021196
PAP0021201
PAP0021203
PAP0021209
PAP0021211
PAP0021212
PAP0021216
PAP0021217
PAP0021219
PAP0021223
PAP0021224
PAP0021226
PAP0021229
PAP0021233
PAP0021240
PAP0021241
PAP0021246
PAP0021248
PAP0021251
PAP0021254
PAP0021256
PAP0021263
PAP0021270
PAP0021338
PAP0021348
PAP0021349
PAP0021351
PAP0021353
PAP0021354
PAP0021357
PAP0021358
PAP0021359

PAP0021087
PAP0021092
PAP0021101
PAP0021102
PAP0021104
PAP0021106
PAP0021108
PAP0021112
PAP0021114
PAP0021119
PAP0021130
PAP0021133
PAP0021161
PAP0021163
PAP0021167
PAP0021173
PAP0021175
PAP0021176
PAP0021180
PAP0021191
PAP0021195
PAP0021200
PAP0021202
PAP0021208
PAP0021210
PAP0021211
PAP0021215
PAP0021216
PAP0021218
PAP0021222
PAP0021223
PAP0021225
PAP0021228
PAP0021232
PAP0021239
PAP0021240
PAP0021244
PAP0021247
PAP0021250
PAP0021252
PAP0021255
PAPO021262
PAP0021269
PAP0021337
PAP0021347
PAP0021348
PAP0021350
PAP0021352
PAP0021353
PAP0021356
PAP(G021357
PAP0021358
PAP0021360
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PAP0021361 PAP0021362
PAP0021363 PAP0021368

JEC/pm
cc: Jerold B. Schnayer
Campbell Killefer
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EXHIBIT 4
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
IN RE PAPST LICENSING GMBH & CO.
KG LITIGATION Misc. Action No. 07-493 (RMC)

This Document Relates To: MDL Docket No. 1880
Casio v. Papst, No. 06-cv-1751

PAPST LICENSING GMBH & CO. KG’S THIRD SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWERS TO
CASIO INC.’S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NO. 5)

Pursuant to Rule 33 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Papst Licensing
GmbH & Co. KG ("Papst"), supplements its answers to Casio Inc.’s (“Defendant” or
“Camera Manufacturer”) First Set of Interrogatories as follows:

PRELIMINARY STATEMENTS AND GENERAL OBJECTION

1 These answers are a supplement to Papst’s Answers to Casio Inc.’s First
Set of Interrogatories served on May 30, 2007, and Papst Licensing’s Supplemental
Answers to Casio’s First Set of Interrogatories served on June 11, 2007, and Papst’s
Second Supplemental Answers to Casio’s First Set of Interrogatories served on May 9,

2008.

2. Papst has not completed its investigation of the facts relating to this action.
Accordingly, with respect to all of the Interrogatories, Papst reserves the right to amend
and/or supplement its responses, if necessary, with additional information based upon
further investigation and discovery, and to rely upon such information in the course of

this action and at trial.

3. In those instances where the responses to Casio Inc.’s interrogatories can

be derived from the business records of Papst or from an examination, audit or inspection
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of such business records, and the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer is
substantially the same for Casio Inc. and Papst, Papst will specify the records from
which an answer may be ascertained and afford Casio Inc.’s counsel a reasonable
opportunity to audit, inspect and copy such records or provide categorized copies of such

records in accordance with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 33(d).

4. In accordance with Judge Collyer’s Order dated May 6, 2008, Papst
objects to these interrogatories to the extent that they seek information not relevant to this
action, or not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY NO. 5

State the art area and level of ordinary skill in the art pertaining to the patents-in-
suit and state in detail all bases for each such contention.
ANSWER:

Subject to the Preliminary Statements and General Objection above which are
incorporated herein, Papst states that the art area relates to the transfer of data and in
particular to interface devices for communications between a computer or host device and
a data transmit/receive device from which data is to be acquired or with which two-way
communication is to take place. See, United States Patent No. 6,470,399, Col. 1, In. 9-14;
United States Patent No. 6,895,449, Col. 1, In. 12-17.

A person having ordinary skill in this field would have practical experience
sufficient to provide an understanding of communications protocols between computers
and computer peripheral devices, and the ability to read and understand specifications

relating to such communications and protocols. A person having ordinary skill in this
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field would also have basic computer programming skills. A typical educational

background would include an undergraduate degree in electrical engineering and/or

computer sciences. However, as evidenced by Mr. Tasler's educational background

(including degrees in physics), an undergraduate degree in electrical engineering and/or

computer sciences is not absolutely necessary, as long as there is sufficient practical

experience.

Papst reserves its right to later amend and/or supplement this response, if

necessary, with additional information based upon further investigation and discovery,

and to rely upon such information in the course of this action and at trial.

Dated: May 14, 2008

AS TO PRELIMINARY STATEMENTS
AND GENERAL OBJECTION:

/s/ Joseph E. Cwik

James P. White

Jerold B. Schnayer

Joseph E. Cwik

WELSH & KATZ, LTD.

120 South Riverside Plaza ¢ 22nd Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60606

(312) 655-1500

Attorneys Papst Licensing GmbH & Co.
KG




Case 1:07-mc-00493-RMC  Document 133-7  Filed 06/16/2008 Page 4 of 6
EXHIBIT 4

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing PAPST’S THIRD
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWERS TO CASIO INC’S FIRST SET OF
INTERROGATORIES was caused to be served on this the 14th day of May, 2008 upon
the attorneys for the Camera Manufacturers via .pdf format as follows:

For The Casio Parties:

Laura Krawczyk

Morgan Lewis & Bockius

101 Park Avenue

New York, NY 10178-0060
Phone: (212) 309-6000

Fax: (212) 309-6001
lkrawczyk@morganlewis.com

J. Kevin Fee
MORGAN, LEWIS & BOCKIUS LLP
1111 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20004

~ Jkfee@morganlewis.com

Scott D. Stimpson

The Law Office of Scott Stimpson
Suite 1102

445 Hamilton Avenue

White Plains, NY 10601
stimpsonlaw(@gmail.com

For The Samsung Parties:
Patrick J. Kelleher

Drinker Biddle Gardner Carton
191 North Wacker Drive

Suite 3700

Chicago, IL 60606-1698
Phone: (312) 569-1375

Fax: (312) 569-3375

Patrick kelleher@dbr.com
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For The Fujifilm Parties:

Steven J. Routh

Sten A. Jensen

John R. Inge

Robert Wolinsky

Hogan & Hartson, LLP

555 Thirteenth Street, N.-W.
Washington, DC 20004
Phone: (202) 637-5600
Fax: (202) 637-5910
sjrouth@hhlaw.com
sajensen@hhlaw.com
JRInge@HHLAW .com
RBWolinsky@HHLAW.com

For the Olympus Parties:
Richard de Bodo

Rachel M. Cappoccia
Hogan & Hartson, LLP
1999 Avenue of the Stars
Suite 1400

Los Angeles, CA 90067
Phone: (310) 785-4694
Fax: (310) 785-4601
rdebodo@hhlaw.com
rmcapoccia@hhlaw.com

For The Matsushita and Victory Company of Japan Parties:
Richard de Bodo

Rachel M. Capoccia
Hogan & Hartson, LLP
1999 Avenue of the Stars
Suite 1400

Los Angeles, CA 90067
Phone: (310) 785-4694
Fax: (310) 785-4601
rdebodo@hhlaw.com
rmcapoccia@hhlaw.com
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For the Ricoh Parties:

Paul Devinsky

MCDERMOTT, WILL & EMERY
600 13th Street, NW

Washington, DC 20005-3096
(202) 756-8369

Fax: (202) 756-8087

Email: pdevinsky@mwe.com

For Hewlett-Packard:
Heather N. Mewes

Fenwick & West, LLP

555 California St., 12™ Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104
(415) 875-2300
hmewes@fenwick.com

/s/ Joseph E. Cwik
Attorney for Papst Licensing GmbH & Co. KG




