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The ’177 Patent
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The ’177 Patent

3

Ex. 1001
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The ’177 Patent

4Ex. 1001 at Fig. 1
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Summary of Disputed Issues
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1. Ground 1

The “gate array…configured to run independent processes” limitation 

• Patent Owner argues for a narrow claim construction, but the prior art 
provides the element under any proposed construction in the case

2. Ground 4

The “power converter” limitation

• Patent Owner seeks a previously rejected claim construction

• But regardless: the prior art provides the element under either 
proposed construction in the case

Only Two Disputed Limitations

6
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1. Ground 1: “gate array … configured to run independent processes”

A. Claim construction
1. literal proposals
2. control and clocking

B. Dehkordi or Lyke provides this element under all proposals

2. Ground 4: “power converter”
A. Claim construction
B. Steele provides this element under both proposals

3. Additional Issues
A. Patent Owner uses the wrong definition of the POSITA
B. Patent Owner wrongly claims Dehkordi was “speculative”
C. Patent Owner incorrectly seeks to disregard prior art teachings
D. Patent Owner’s expert is entitled to no weight

Outline
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The Ground 1 Issue
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“gate array…configured to run independent processes”
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9Ex. 1001 at cl. 1

Claim Language

Ground 1: gate array “configured to run independent processes”
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1. Ground 1: “gate array … configured to run independent processes”

A. Claim construction
1. literal proposals
2. control and clocking

B. Dehkordi or Lyke provides this element under all proposals

2. Ground 4: “power converter”
A. Claim construction
B. Steele provides this element under all proposals

3. Additional Issues
A. Patent Owner uses the wrong definition of the POSITA
B. Patent Owner wrongly claims Dehkordi was “speculative”
C. Patent Owner incorrectly seeks to disregard prior art teachings
D. Patent Owner’s expert is entitled to no weight

Outline
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• Lyke and Dehkordi provide a “gate array … configured to run independent 
processes” if “independent process” is construed as: 

• Plain and ordinary meaning
• Patent Owner’s “without computational assistance from another”
• Patent Owner’s “independent of each other and the processor”

• Dehkordi provides the “gate array … configured to run independent 
processes” element even if an independent control or clocking requirement 
is (wrongly) grafted into the claim language
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Ground 1: gate array “configured to run independent processes”

The prior art invalidates under any proposed construction

Pet. at 7, 8, 27-29; Pet. Reply  at 4-20
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1. Ground 1: “gate array … configured to run independent processes”

A. Claim construction
1. literal proposals
2. control and clocking

B. Dehkordi or Lyke provides this element under all proposals

2. Ground 4: “power converter”
A. Claim construction
B. Steele provides this element under all proposals

3. Additional Issues
A. Patent Owner uses the wrong definition of the POSITA
B. Patent Owner wrongly claims Dehkordi was “speculative”
C. Patent Owner incorrectly seeks to disregard prior art teachings
D. Patent Owner’s expert is entitled to no weight

Outline
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13

Claim Construction: “process”

Petitioner
Xilinx

Patent Owner
Sentient

“process”

Plain and Ordinary Meaning:
Includes “a segment of code that may be 
run independently” and “[a] program or 
part of a program; a coherent sequence of 
steps undertaken by a program”

Reply, 5-6; Petition, 8

“‘a computational process 
programmed into the FPGA gates.’  
Excludes initialization and power up 
sequences.”

POR, 26

• Petitioner proposes plain and ordinary meaning

• Dr. Shanfield (Petitioner’s expert) provides many examples of 
a POSITA’s understanding of “process”

• Patent Owner urges an artificially limited self-referential definition

Ground 1: gate array “configured to run independent processes”

Pet. at 7-8; Pet. Reply at 4-20; POR at 26; Ex. 1002 (Shanfield Decl.) at 14-15 Ex. 1050 (Shanfield Suppl. Decl.) at 16-69
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14

Intrinsic/extrinsic evidence of plain meaning of “process”

Ground 1: gate array “configured to run independent processes”

Ex. 3004 at 530 (cited by Ex. 1050 ¶¶ 47-59 & Pet. Reply at 5)

Ex. 3002 at 423 (cited by Ex. 1050 ¶¶ 47-59 & Pet. Reply at 5)

Ex. 1066 at 37:60-63 (cited by Ex. 1050 ¶¶ 47-59 & Pet. Reply at 5)

Ex. 1001 at 4:45-49 (cited by Ex. 1050 ¶¶ 47-59 & Pet. Reply at 5)
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15

Claim Construction: “independent processes”

Petitioner
Xilinx

Patent Owner
Sentient

“independent 
processes”

Plain and Ordinary Meaning: 
“‘independent process’ is ‘a process that 
runs separately from another process.’ 
(Independent processes is the plural 
form.)”  

Reply, 4, 6-8; Petition 8

“Plain and Ordinary Meaning: 
‘without computational assistance 
from another.’ Independent processes 
are independent of each other and the 
processor.”

POR, 26

Ground 1: gate array “configured to run independent processes”

• Petitioner proposes plain and ordinary meaning

• Dr. Shanfield explains why the intrinsic evidence (prosecution history, 
specification) supports plain meaning

• Patent Owner urges a “plain meaning” that embeds hidden limitations

Pet. at 7-8; Pet. Reply at 4, 6-8; POR at 26; Ex. 1002 (Shanfield Decl.) at 14-15; Ex. 1050 (Shanfield Suppl. Decl.) at 16-69
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16

Intrinsic evidence of plain meaning of “independent process”

Ground 1: gate array “configured to run independent processes”

• The patent’s affirmative example of independent processes are processes 
that run separately from each other

• “independent configurations of a subset of gates within the FPGA”

Pet. Reply, 6-7 (citing Ex. 1001, 8:16-32 & Fig. 2)
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Ground 1: gate array “configured to run independent processes”

17

Extrinsic evidence of “independent” process in FPGA context

Ex. 1058 at 2 (cited by Ex. 1050 ¶¶ 96-104 & Pet. Reply at 13 et seq.)

Ex. 1060 at 3 (cited by Ex. 1050 ¶¶ 96-104 & Pet. Reply at 13 et seq.)

Ex. 1061 at 301 (cited by Ex. 1050 ¶¶ 96-104 & Pet. Reply at 13 et seq.)
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18

In contrast, Patent Owner’s constructions are ipse dixit

Ground 1: gate array “configured to run independent processes”

…

POR PO’s Expert Decl.

…

POR at 28; Ex. 2020 (Peck Decl.) at 24-25
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1. Ground 1: “gate array … configured to run independent processes”

A. Claim construction
1. literal proposals
2. control and clocking

B. Dehkordi or Lyke provides this element under all proposals

2. Ground 4: “power converter”
A. Claim construction
B. Steele provides this element under all proposals

3. Additional Issues
A. Patent Owner uses the wrong definition of the POSITA
B. Patent Owner wrongly claims Dehkordi was “speculative”
C. Patent Owner incorrectly seeks to disregard prior art teachings
D. Patent Owner’s expert is entitled to no weight

Outline

19



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

20

Patent Owner’s argument is not correct.  The ’177 patent…
• …omits Lyke’s FPGA teachings
• …focuses on Lyke’s “resistive ASIC”
• …does not claim independent clocking or control
• …undercuts Patent Owner’s arguments (slides 21-24)

Further, the prior art provides independent clocking and control (slides 28-29)

Ground 1: gate array “configured to run independent processes”

What about PO’s argument re: “control and clocking”?

Pet. Reply 9-12;  Ex. 1050 (Shanfield Suppl. Decl.) at ¶¶ 115-136; see also id., 78-93. Ex. 1001, 2:9-17

…
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Ground 1: gate array “configured to run independent processes”

21

POR at 41-42

Patent Owner’s argument about “control” is wrong
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Ground 1: gate array “configured to run independent processes”

22

‘177 Patent (Fig. 1 extract) Ex. 1065 (Sentient’s expert)

…

The ‘177 patent undermines PO’s “control” argument

Pet. Reply at 10; Ex. 1065 18:16--19:1 (excerpted)



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1: gate array “configured to run independent processes”
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Patent Owner’s argument about “clocking” is wrong

POR at 38-39
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Ground 1: gate array “configured to run independent processes”

24

The ‘177 patent undermines PO’s “clocking” argument

Pet. Reply at 10-11 (citing Ex. 1050 ¶¶ 88-92); Ex. 1001, Fig 2; Ex. 1001, 4:49-52 & 8:20-29
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1. Ground 1: “gate array … configured to run independent processes”

A. Claim construction
1. literal proposals
2. control and clocking

B. Dehkordi or Lyke provides this element under all proposals

2. Ground 4: “power converter”
A. Claim construction
B. Steele provides this element under all proposals

3. Additional Issues
A. Patent Owner uses the wrong definition of the POSITA
B. Patent Owner wrongly claims Dehkordi was “speculative”
C. Patent Owner incorrectly seeks to disregard prior art teachings
D. Patent Owner’s expert is entitled to no weight

Outline
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26

Dehkordi is a MCM with processor, FPGA, ADC, 
volatile/non-volatile memory, etc.

Dehkordi:

Ground 1: gate array “configured to run independent processes”

Ex.  1004  at 1, 3
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27

Dehkordi provides either side’s literal constructions

Dehkordi:

Ground 1: gate array “configured to run independent processes”

Independent processes as:

plain meaning: run separately from 
other processes

“without computational assistance 
from another”

“independent of each other and the 
processor”

Pet. at 27-29 (citing Ex. 1002 (Shanfield Decl.) at ¶¶ 80-84 & Ex. 1036 & Ex. 1045) ; Pet. Reply at 12-20; Ex. 1050 (Shanfield Rep. Decl.) at 19-65; Ex. 1004 at 1-3
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Ground 1: gate array “configured to run independent processes”

28

D2 
(Ex. 2019 at 

171-172):

Dehkordi:

Dehkordi also provides independent control

Pet. Reply at 16-20; 1050 at 58-64; Ex. 1004 at 1; Ex. 2019 at 171-172
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Ground 1: gate array “configured to run independent processes”

29

D2 (Ex. 2019, 172):

Dehkordi:

Dehkordi also provides independent clocking

Xilinx 4010 FPGA Manual (Ex. 1014, 23-24):

Pet. Reply at 16-20; Ex. 1050 at 55-58; Ex. 1014 at 23-24; Ex. 2019 at 172; Ex. 1004 at 1
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30

Lyke is a MCM instrument controller with processor, 
FPGA, ADC, volatile/non-volatile memory, etc.

Lyke:

Ground 1: gate array “configured to run independent processes”

30

Dr. Shanfield showed the ’177 Patent’s overlap with Lyke

Pet. at 4-6; Ex. 1003, Fig. 1; Ex. 1002 (Shanfield Decl.) ¶ 29 (p. 20-25); ¶¶ 35-39 (p. 27-32)
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Ground 1: gate array “configured to run independent processes”

31

Lyke:

FPGA

Ex. 1003 Fig. 1 (modified to add “FPGA” and 
arrows described in Lyke’s specification, that were 

omitted in the ’177 patent description of Lyke)

Lyke provides either side’s literal proposals

Pet. at 27-29; Pet. Reply at 14-16, Ex. 1003, Fig. 1 & 8:50-59; Ex. 1002 (Shanfield Decl.) at ¶¶ 80-84;  Ex. 1050 (Shanfield Reply Decl.) ¶¶ 105-116
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Ground 1: gate array “configured to run independent processes”

32

Dr. Shanfield:

POSITA would have read Lyke knowing about FPGAs

EX1050, ¶105

Pet. at 27-29 (citing Ex. 1002 (Shanfield Decl.) at ¶¶ 80-84, Ex. 1025, Ex. 1036); Pet. Reply at 14-15 (citing Ex. 1050 ¶¶ 105-109 (citing EX1058, 2; EX1060, 9; EX1061, 301)
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• The prior art combination (through Dehkordi or Lyke) provide a 
“gate array … configured to run independent processes” …

• … under the plain and ordinary meaning of this term

• … under Patent Owner’s construction that “‘independent 
processes’ [means] ‘without computational assistance from 
another.’” 

• … under Patent Owner’s construction “‘independent processe’ are 
independent of each other and the processor.’”

• … under Patent Owner’s clocking and/or control arguments.

• The Board should adopt Petitioner’s unchallenged rationale regarding 
combination of prior art references and the expectation of success in 
making that combination.  Pet., 12-18 (citing EX1002 ¶¶ 50-66).

33

Ground 1: Summary
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The Ground 4 Issue

34 34

“power converter”
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1. Ground 1: “gate array … configured to run independent processes”

A. Claim construction
1. literal proposals
2. control and clocking

B. Dehkordi or Lyke provides this element under all proposals

2. Ground 4: “power converter”
A. Claim construction
B. Steele provides this element under all proposals

3. Additional Issues
A. Patent Owner uses the wrong definition of the POSITA
B. Patent Owner wrongly claims Dehkordi was “speculative”
C. Patent Owner incorrectly seeks to disregard prior art teachings
D. Patent Owner’s expert is entitled to no weight

Outline

35



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• The Board correctly already analyzed this element in the POPR; 
Patent Owner largely repeats its original arguments.

• Patent Owner advocates a claim construction that was rejected by a prior 
district court judge in an unrelated matter.

• Patent Owner doesn’t support its limited construction and there is no 
lexicographic definition or limitation in the patent.

36

The prior art invalidates under any proposed construction

Ground 4: “power converter”

Pet. at 46-49; Pet. Reply at 21-23.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

37
Ex. 1001 at cl. 5.

Claim Language

Ground 4: “power converter”
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Ground 4: “power converter”

38

Claim Construction: Proposals of Record

Petitioner
Xilinx

Patent Owner
Sentient

“power 
converter”

Plain and Ordinary Meaning:

(same as construction issued by a
Federal District Court judge from
Sentient’s unrelated prior litigation)

“plain and ordinary meaning, specifically, a 
power converter converts power”

Reply, 21; Petition, 8

(same as construction rejected by a 
Federal District Court judge from
Sentient’s unrelated prior litigation)

“a converter which changes a voltage 
level to another voltage level.”

POR, 26

Pet. at 8, 46-49; Pet. Reply at 21-23; POR at 26
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Steele provides a “power converter”

39Pet. at 46-49; Pet. Reply at 21-23; Ex. 1009, 2:40-42, 4:49-51, 4:23-27, 4:28-42

Steele:

’177 Claim:
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• The prior art combination (through Steele) provides the 
“power converter” element …

• … under the plain and ordinary meaning of this term

• … under Patent Owner’s (previously rejected) construction that a 
“power converter” is “a converter which changes a voltage level to 
another voltage level”

• The Board should adopt Petitioner’s unchallenged rationale regarding 
combination of the prior art references and the expectation of success in 
making that combination.  Pet., 22 (citing EX1002 ¶¶ 115-118).

• Sentient’s argument that Steele is “superfluous” and “hindsight” is 
incorrect. Petitioner’s expert showed (with extrinsic evidence) the 
POSITA would have sought the space/cost savings and reliability 
advantages.  See Petition at 46-47; Pet. Reply at 22-23.

40

Ground 4: Summary

Pet. at 8, 46-49; Pet. Reply at 21-23; POR at 26
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Additional Issues

41 41
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1. Ground 1: “gate array … configured to run independent processes”

A. Claim construction
1. literal proposals
2. control and clocking

B. Dehkordi or Lyke provides this element under all proposals

2. Ground 4: “power converter”
A. Claim construction
B. Steele provides this element under all proposals

3. Additional Issues
A. Patent Owner uses the wrong definition of the POSITA
B. Patent Owner wrongly claims Dehkordi was “speculative”
C. Patent Owner incorrectly seeks to disregard prior art teachings
D. Patent Owner’s expert is entitled to no weight

Outline
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Additional Issue #1:  PO uses the wrong POSITA

43

Petitioner
Xilinx

A person with a Bachelor’s degree in Electrical Engineering or 
Computer Engineering, or a related field, and … two years of experience 
related to the design or development of multi-chip modules operating 
as instrument controllers.”  

  Pet., 7 (citing Ex. 1002 ¶¶ 24-26); Reply, 1-4 (citing Ex. 1050 ¶¶ 9-19

Patent Owner
Sentient

A person with a Bachelor’s degree in Electrical or Computer 
Engineering or an equivalent degree with at least four years of 
experience in FPGA and processor systems design including but not 
limited to system on a chip ‘SoC’ and electronic vehicle sensor  
systems or related technologies.

  POR, 24-25; Ex. 2020 ¶ 22.

But the prior art invalidates under either POSITA

Pet. at 7 (citing Ex. 1002 ¶¶ 24-26); Pet. Reply at 1-4 (citing Ex. 1050 ¶¶ 9-19); POR at 24-25; 

EX1001, 1:44-50, 2:34-44; 3:26-30

Exemplary intrinsic evidence re: POSITA
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Additional Issue #2:  Dehkordi is not “speculative”

44Pet. at 9-10; Pet. Reply at 23-24; Ex. 1050 at ¶ 146; Ex. 1004 at 1, 3; Ex. 1065 (Peck Depo. Tr.) at 26:17-19

PO’s expert at deposition:
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Additional Issue #3:  Prior art informs the POSITA

45Pet. Reply at 25-26 (citing Ex. 1025, 1036, 1050); Ex. 1050 at ¶¶ 147-152

Ex. 1036, Kostranov:Ex. 1025, Halverson:



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR

Additional Issue #4:  PO’s expert is entitled to no weight

46

Pet. Reply, 27; Ex. 1065 (Peck Depo Tr.) at 

11:4-8 & 11:22-12:1

POPR POR PO’s Expert Declaration
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