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construction shot € reiecte .

[(>)] “confidence level of detection” (Claim 18

Claim 18 recites that the first quality score “comprises a confidence level of detection of the
voice mput.” JX-1, cl 18. Sonos argues that this term should be construed to mean “a likelihood or
probability of the quality or closeness of the match between a voice model (e.g., a model that
represents voice existing in sensed sound) and the voice mput percerved by the device.” SPreHB 67-
68; Tr. (Johnson) 898:6-899:8. A POSITA would not mterpret “confidence level of detection of the
voice input” to be so limited.

The specification describes the “confidence level of detection using language that is broader
than what Sonos proposes: “In some implementations, the quality score includes a confidence level
of detection of the voice input; the quality score is a confidence level value for the voice input sample.”
JX-1, 30:44-46. In contrast, the portion of the specification upon which Sonos relies does not even
match the claim language. Claim 18 recites a “confidence level of detection of the voice input” JX-
1, cl 18. The portion of the specification Sonos cites explains that, “[ijn some implementations, the
user identification module 560 also determines a confidence level or some other similar measure of
the quality or closeness of the match between a voice model and the voice mput, and identifies a match
only if the match is the best and the confidence level is above a predefined threshold.” Id. 24:42-48.
Sonos asserts that the language of claim 18 should be restricted to this single embodiment simply

because it uses the term “confidence level,” without more. Contrary to the description in column 30,

'* Sonos also relies on the references to “recognition” in the ’311 patent specification, including
references “hotword recognition,” to assert that a POSITA would not understand recognition and
detection to be distinct processes. SPreHB 62-63. But a POSITA would understand that hotwords
can be identified by detection or by performing speech recognition (e.g., in legacy systems), and when
the specification refers to “hotword recognition” or another form of “recognition” it is referring to
those prior approaches, rather than the more modern hotword “detection” approaches that are
described in the patent and would fall within the scope of the “detecting a voice input” as recited in
the °311 claims. Tr. (Mahon) 1149:22-1150:18, 1178:3-1179:13.

69
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the description 1n column 24 that Sonos cites does not explicitly state that the “confidence level” 1s a
“confidence level of detection of the voice input” Id.

Moreover, Sonos relies on a “Multi-User Personalization” embodiment that is unrelated to the
asserted claims. Specifically, this section describes that a device can compare a voice input to “a set of
voice models associated with a plurality of users associated with the electronic device.” JX-1, 24:23-
26. A “user identification module” identifies a voice model that “best matches” the voice mput to
identify the user speaking to the device. Id. 24:35-42. The specification then describes that the user
identification module can determine a confidence level and only identify a “match” between the user
and a voice model if the confidence level is above a threshold. Id. 24:42-48. The specification does not
state that this confidence level 1s even used as a quality score for device leadership negotiation, which
1s the subject of claim 18. Thus, Sonos’s attempt to limit claim 18 to this unrelated disclosure is
musplaced. _Arthrex, Inc. v. Smith & Nephew, Inc., 935 F.3d 1319, 1330 (Fed. Cir. 2019) (“[O]ur case law
counsels against incorporating a feature of a preferred embodiment into the claims, particularly where,
as here, the feature at issue 1s mentioned only tangentially.”).

Sonos’s proposed construction should be rejected, and “confidence level of detection” should
be given its plain and ordinary meaning, which 1s a measure of the likelihood that an audio signal
mncludes speech, and indicates a level of confidence that a voice mput was detected. Tr. (Mahon)
1166:4-12.

© “signal-to-noise rating” (Claim 19)

Claim 19 recites “wheremn the first quality score comprises a signal-to-noise rating....” JX-1
[311] cl. 19. A POSITA would understand the phrase “signal-to-noise rating” to refer to a rating that
quantifies a ratio or relationship between the level of signal and the level of noise in an application or
environment. Tr. (Mahon) 205:9-206:20. This is consistent with the specification’s descrption that

“[1]n some implementations, the quality score includes a signal-to-noise rating of detection of the voice
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VIII. CONCLUSION

Google respectfully submits that Sonos violated Section 337.

Dated: July 10, 2023
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