B.2 Claim Construction
2.3a SECTION 112, PARAGRAPH 6/f

[This instruction should only be given where the asserted claims include means-plus-function or
step-plus-function requirements.]

Where claims include means-plus-function requirements:

Claim [ ] uses the phrase “means for [function].” This“means for” phrase has a special meaning
in patent law. It is caled a “means-plus-function” requirement. It does not cover all of the
structures that could perform the function set forth in the claim, namely, “[function].” Instead, it
covers a structure or a set of structures that performs that function and that is either identical or
“equivalent” to [at |east one of ] the [set(s) of] structure(s) described inthe[ ] patent for performing
that function. The issue of whether two structures are identical or equivalent is for you to decide.
| will explain to you later how to determine whether two structures or two sets of structures are
“equivalent” to one another. For purposes of this case, | have identified the [set(s) of] structure(s)
described inthe [ ] patent that perform(s) the function of “[function].” [Claims

[ ] aso include similar means-plus-function requirements.] When | read you my definitions for
certain clam terms a few moments ago, | identified the structures described in the [ ] patent for
performing the relevant functions. You should apply my definition of the function and the
structures described in the [ ] patent for performing it as you would apply my definition of any
other claim term.

Where claims include step-plus-function requirements:

Claim [ ] uses the phrase “step for [function].” It does not cover al of the acts that could perform
the function set forth in the claim. Instead, it covers acts that perform that function and are either
identical or “equivalent” to [at least one of] the [set(s) of] act(s) described in the [ ] patent for
performing that function. The issue of whether two acts [or two sets of acts] are identical or
equivalent is for you to decide. | will explain to you later how to determine whether two acts or
two sets of acts are “equivalent” to one another. For purposes of this case, | have identified the
[set(s) of] act(s) described in the [ ] patent that perform(s) the function of “[function].” [Claims [
] dsoinclude similar step-plus-function requirements.] When | read you my definitionsfor certain
claim terms afew moments ago, | identified the acts described in the [ ] patent for performing the
relevant functions. Y ou should apply my definition of the function and the acts described in the
] patent for performing it as you would apply my definition of any other claim term.
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