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Slide 2 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Instituted Grounds



• Evidence of Publication Prior to March 17, 2004 is overwhelming
1. Dutt Declaration (Ex-1012)

• Personally attended DATE 04 Conference in February 2004 and presented papers there.
• Testified that “[a] copy of the proceedings for DATE 04 was provided to conference participants upon 

registrations at the start of the conference”

2. MacPherson Declaration (Ex-1018)
• IEEE custodian confirmed DATE 04 proceedings were distributed at DATE 04 Conference in February 2004 

and posted to IEEE Xplore on March 8, 2004

3. Conventional indicia of publication

4. Goossens Website (Ex-1062)
• Website of co-author identifying Radulescu2004 as published at DATE in February, 2004
• Goossens is retained by PO in the related district court litigation (Ex-1034)

5. Second Hall-Ellis Declaration (Ex-1068)
• Professor of Library Science attaching various Library of Congress documents, including copy of DATE 04 

proceedings with Radulescu2004 and a received stamp of February 26, 2004

Slide 3 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Radulescu2004 is Prior Art

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 2-3; Paper 48, 2-7.



Slide 4 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Radulescu2004 is Prior Art

Ex-1066 
-00343 IPR: Paper 48, 6-7.



• Radulescu2004 was available to POSAs via both DATE 04 Conference and 
IEEE Xplore

1. Dutt Reply Declaration (Ex-1038)
• DATE Conferences advertised to POSAs (¶¶ 6-7)
• IEEE Xplore well-known and used by POSAs (¶¶ 12-16)

2. Second Hall-Ellis Declaration (Ex-1068)
• IEEE Xplore is a well-known public source for technical publications and proceedings (¶¶ 11-18)

3. Goossens Website (Ex-1062)
• Inventors submitted multiple NoC publications to DATE

4. DATE Website (Exs-1031, -1033, -1036)
• Discussing focus on SoC

• No contrary evidence from PO

Slide 5 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Radulescu2004 is Prior Art

-00343 IPR: Paper 48, 2-7.



• Both the ‘052 Patent and Radulescu2004 identify OCP as an existing 
protocol

PO’s Expert:  “It says Release 2.0.  I think Release 
2.0 came after Release 1.0.”

Slide 6 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

OCP 1.0 is Prior Art

‘052 Patent, col. 6:30-39, 8:41-46

Radulescu2004 (Ex-1005), pp. 1, 6

Ex-1050 (Bagherzadeh Dep.), p. 161:1-2

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 3; Paper 48, 7-8.



Slide 7 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

OCP 1.0 is Prior Art

Ex-1006 
-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 3; Paper 48, 7-8.



• Other Evidence of Publication Prior to March 17, 2004
1. Conventional indicia of publication

2. First Frank-White Declaration (Ex-1013)
• Internet Archive custodian showing copy of OCP Specification 1.0 available on professor’s website in 2003

3. Second Frank-White Declaration (Ex-1019)
• Showing OCP Specification 1.0 was available from OCP website in 2003 via click-through license

4. Goossens Textbook Chapter (Ex-1009)
• Another paper authored by inventor citing “Open core protocol specification, 2001”

5. Dutt Reply Declaration (Ex-1038)
• Confirming public availability of OCP Specification 1.0 prior to 2004

• No contrary evidence from PO

Slide 8 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

OCP 1.0 is Prior Art

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 3; Paper 48, 7-8.



IPR2024-00343
(’052 Patent IPR)

Ground 1: Anticipation by 
Radulescu2004

(Claims 1-2 and 5-7)



Slide 10 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Radulescu2004 (Ex-1005)

• System-on-Chip (SoC) that 
includes:

• Processing Modules

• Network

• Network Interfaces (NIs)

• Adapter Units in NIs

• Shells in NIs

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 20-30;  Ex-1003, ¶¶ 122-143.



Slide 11 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Radulescu2004

Ex-1005, p. 1

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 27-28;  Ex-1003, ¶¶ 131-133.



Slide 12 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Radulescu2004

Radulescu2004 ‘052 Patent

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 12-13;  Ex-1003, ¶¶ 134-136.



Slide 13 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Radulescu2004

Ex-1005, FIGS. 1, 5 (annotated by PO)
Ex-1005, p. 5

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 35-36; Paper 55, 9;  
Ex-1003, ¶ 103.



Slide 14 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Radulescu2004

Ex-1005, FIGS. 1, 3 (annotated by PO)

Ex-1005, p. 4

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 16-17; Paper 55, 
10;  Ex-1003, ¶¶ 100-101.



Slide 15 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Radulescu2004

Ex-1005, FIGS. 3, 2 (annotations added)

Ex-1005, p. 3

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 16; Paper 48, 12; 
Ex-1003, ¶ 97, Ex-1030, ¶ 30.



-00343 IPR: Paper 1, 84 Slide 16 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 6



-00343 IPR: Paper 1, 22-24, 30-31; Paper 48, 8-13;  
Ex-1003, ¶¶ 124-127, 138-143; Ex-1030, ¶¶ 22- 37.

Slide 17 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Disputed claim language (limitations 6.pre.2 and 6.d)

“6.  A method of communications service mapping… 
wherein at least one first of said processing modules (M) requests at least one 
communication service to at least one second processing module (S) based on 

[1] specific communication properties and [2] at least one communication 
service identification, 

wherein said at least one communication service identification 
comprises [a] at least one communication thread or [b] at least one 
address range,

mapping the requested at least one communication service based on said specific 
communication properties to a connection based on a set of connection 
properties according to said at least one communication service identification.

* * * *



-00343 IPR: Paper 48, 11;  Ex-1030, ¶ 26. Slide 18 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Service request “based on” on address range in the ‘052 patent

• Dr. Hassoun’s conclusion

Ex-1030 (Hassoun Reply Dec.), ¶26



-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 24; Paper 48, 9-10;  
Ex-1003, ¶ 124; Ex-1030, ¶ 25.

Slide 19 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Service request “based on” on address range in the ‘052 patent

‘052 Patent

Ex-2070 (Bagherzadeh Dec.), ¶ 156



-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 5; Paper 48, 9-11; 
Ex-1003, ¶ 66; Ex-1030, ¶ 25-26.

Slide 20 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Service request “based on” on address range in the ‘052 patent

‘052 Patent, col. 4:15-21

‘052 Patent, col. 5:53-6:3



Slide 21 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Service request “based on” on address range in the ‘052 patent

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 5-6; Paper 48, 10-11; 
Ex-1003, ¶¶ 64-65; Ex-1030, ¶ 26.

‘052 Patent, col. 8:7-20



-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 8-9;  Ex-1003, ¶¶71-73. Slide 22 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Prosecution History 

Ex-1002, pp. 138-141

* * * *

“thread or address range” added 
to gain allowance Argument made with amendment



-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 30-32; Ex-1003, ¶¶ 138-143. Slide 23 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Limitation 6.d (mapping step)

• PO’s description:

Paper 38, p. 43



-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 31;  Paper 48, 13-14; 
Ex-1003, ¶ 141; Ex-1030, ¶¶ 35-35. Slide 24 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Limitation 6.d (mapping step)

Ex-1002 (Prosecution History), p.142



Slide 25 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Limitation 6.d (mapping step)

• Radulescu2004 teaches mapping “to a connection based on a set of connection 
properties according to said at least one communication service identification”

Ex-1005, p. 3

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 16-17, 30-31; 
Ex-1003, ¶¶ 140, 143; Ex-1030, ¶ 27.



Slide 26 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Limitation 6.d (mapping step)

• Radulescu2004 teaches mapping “to a connection based on a set of connection 
properties according to said at least one communication service identification”

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 16-17, 30-31; 
Ex-1003, ¶¶ 140, 143; Ex-1030, ¶ 27.

Ex-1005, FIGS. 3, 2 (annotations added)

Ex-1005, p. 3



IPR2024-00343
(’052 Patent IPR)

Ground 2: Obviousness 
Radulescu2004 in view of OCP

(Claims 1-7)



Slide 28 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Open Core Protocol v. 1 (Ex-1006)

Ex-1006, p. 14
-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 17-18; Ex-1003, ¶¶ 104-108.



Slide 29 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Open Core Protocol (OCP)

• OCP signals include:
• MAddrSpace – Address Range
• MThreadID – Thread

Ex. 1006, 26

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 18; Ex-1003, ¶¶ 108, 172.



Slide 30 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Open Core Protocol (OCP)

• OCP signals include:
• MAddrSpace – Address Range
• MThreadID – Thread

Ex. 1006, 27-28

* * * *

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 18; Ex-1003, ¶¶ 108, 158.



Slide 31 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Motivation to Combine – MAddrSpace

Ex-1005 (Radulescu2004), Abstract

Ex. 1006 (OCP Specification), p. 26

* * * *

Ex. 1030 (Hassoun Reply Dec., ¶ 39

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 37-42; Paper 48, 14-15; 
Ex-1003, ¶¶ 154-156, 172; Ex-1030, ¶¶ 38-40.



Slide 32 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Motivation to Combine – MAddrSpace

Ex-1005 (Radulescu2004), p. 4

Ex. 1006 (OCP Specification), p. 26

* * * *

Ex. 1030 (Hassoun Reply Dec., ¶ 40

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 43-44; Paper 48, 14-15; 
Ex-1003, ¶¶ 174-175; Ex-1030, ¶¶ 38-40.



Slide 33 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Motivation to Combine – MThreadID

Ex-1003 (Hassoun Dec.) ¶ 157 Ex-1006 (OCP Specification), p. 46

* * * *

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 37-42; Paper 48, 15-17; 
Ex-1003, ¶¶ 154-157; Ex-1030, ¶¶ 41-46.



Slide 34 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Motivation to Combine – MThreadID

Ex-1006 (OCP Specification), p. 181

Ex-1003 (Hassoun Dec.) ¶ 157

* * * *

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 37-42; Paper 48, 15-17; 
Ex-1003, ¶¶ 154-157; Ex-1030, ¶¶ 41-46.



Slide 35 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Motivation to Combine – MThreadID

Ex-1030 Hassoun Reply Dec., ¶ 50

Ex-1003 (Hassoun Dec.) ¶ 177

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 43-44; Paper 48, 18-19; 
Ex-1003, ¶ 176; Ex-1030, ¶¶ 40-41.



-00343 IPR: Paper 55, 12-14. Slide 36 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Motivation to Combine

The Board rejected Intel's known-technique rationale. The Board stated that "[i]f . . . Kabemoto 
already addresses [the] problem [of cache coherency] through the use of a known technique 
similar to that of Bauman's, [it] fail[ed] to see why one of ordinary skill in the art would regard 
Bauman's technique as an obvious improvement to Ka-bemoto." Final Written Decision, 2021 
WL 3503434, at *11. But the Board's reasoning belies its conclusion. That Ka-bemoto and 
Bauman address the same problem and that Bauman's cache was a known way to address that 
problem is precisely the reason that there's a motivation to combine under KSR and our 
precedent.

* * * *

And contrary to the Board's suggestion, Intel never had to show that replacing Kabemoto's 
secondary cache with Bauman's secondary cache was an "improvement" in a categorical 
sense. See Final Written Decision, 2021 WL 3503434, at *11. Intel just had to show that 
Bauman's secondary cache was a "suitable option" to replace Kabemoto's secondary cache.

Intel Corp. v. PACT XPP Schweiz AG, 61 F.4th 1373, 1380 (Fed. Cir. 2023).



IPR2024-00343
(’052 Patent IPR)

Ground 3: Anticipation by Weber
(Claims 1-7)



Slide 38 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Weber (Ex-1007)

• System-on-Chip (SoC) that 
includes:

• Functional blocks (A-E)

• Interfaces (120-128)

• Point-to-Point buses (115)

• Shared buses (112, 114)

• Bridge between shared 
buses (F)

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 18-20, 56-57; 
Ex-1003, ¶¶ 112-115, 201.



Slide 39 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Sole Issue for Claim 6

Does Weber disclose an “integrated circuit” 
(single chip) with an “interconnect means”?

-00343 IPR: Paper 48, 19-25.



Slide 40 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

“Interconnect Means”

‘052 Patent, col. 1:47-54 

‘052 Patent, col. 2:32-42 

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 10; Paper 48, 1-2; 
Ex-1003, ¶¶ 82-83; Ex-1030, ¶¶ 9-16.



• PO’s construction:   “Multi-hop interconnection between modules
separated by one or more network nodes”

Slide 41 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

“Network”

‘052 Patent, col. 2:32-42 

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 56.



Slide 42 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The ‘052 patent uses “hop” to describe the link between components

“This is because of the multi-hop nature of a network, where 
communication modules are not directly connected, but 
separated by one or more network nodes.

‘052 Patent, col. 2:34-37 

M M

Direct connection = one hop

M M

“One or more” nodes = “multi-hop”

-00343 IPR: Paper 48, 21; Ex-1030, ¶¶ 18-19.



Slide 43 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Weber discloses an “integrated circuit” with an “interconnect means”

Ex-1003 (Hassoun Dec.) ¶199
Ex-1007 (Weber) 

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 56-57; Paper 48, 23-24; 
Ex-1003, ¶¶ 199-202; Ex-1030, ¶¶ 85-87.



Slide 44 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Weber discloses an “integrated circuit” with an “interconnect means”

Ex-1007 (Weber), ¶ 38

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 49; Paper 48, 19-20; 
Ex-1003, ¶¶ 112, 185; Ex-1030, ¶¶ 52-53.



Slide 45 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Weber discloses an “integrated circuit” with an “interconnect means”

• PO’s assertion that integrating all subsystems in Fig. 1 was “impractical,” 
and/or “unusual” is both irrelevant and wrong.

Ex-1030 (Hassoun Dec.) ¶55

* * * *

Ex-1030 (Hassoun Dec.) ¶56
-00343 IPR: Paper 48, 20; Ex-1030, ¶¶ 54-60.



Slide 46 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Weber discloses an “integrated circuit” with an “interconnect means”

Ex-1030 (Hassoun Reply Dec.) ¶72 Ex-1007 (Weber) 

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 47-48, 56-57; Paper 48, 19, 23-24; 
Ex-1003, ¶¶ 185, 194-195, 199, 201; Ex-1030, ¶¶ 71-73.



Slide 47 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Interfaces are “network nodes”

Ex-2070 (Bagherzadeh Dec.), ¶86 
(annotations in original)

Ex-1030 (Hassoun Reply Dec.), ¶85 

-00343 IPR: Paper 48, 22; Ex-1030, ¶¶ 85, 88.



-00343 IPR: Paper 48, 22;  Ex-1030, ¶ 82. Slide 48 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Interfaces are “network nodes”

• The only “network nodes” in Figure 4 are the network interfaces



Slide 49 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Interfaces are “network nodes”

Ex-2084 (Hassoun Dep.), pp. 298-99

-00343 IPR: Paper 48, 22;  Ex-1030, ¶ 82.



Slide 50 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Weber discloses an “integrated circuit” with an “interconnect means”

Ex-1003 (Hassoun Dec.) ¶203 Ex-1007 (Weber) 

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 57-58; Paper 48, 23-24; 
Ex-1003, ¶¶ 199, 203-205; Ex-1030, ¶¶ 71-73.



Slide 51 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Weber discloses an “integrated circuit” with an “interconnect means”

Ex-1003 (Hassoun Dec.) ¶203 Ex-1007 (Weber) 

Network 
interfaces 

create hops

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 57-58; Paper 48, 23-24; 
Ex-1003, ¶¶ 199, 203-205; Ex-1030, ¶¶ 71-73.



PO’s construction:   “Multi-hop interconnection between modules
separated by one or more network nodes”

• PO argues that to be a “network”:
1. Nodes must be routers or switches
2. Must provide protocol conversion
3. Must provide “route variability”
4. Must transmit packets

Slide 52 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

PO’s Improper Attempt to Read Unclaimed Limitations Into “Network”

-00343 IPR: Paper 48, 24-25; Ex-1030, ¶¶ 74-84.



Slide 53 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

PO’s Sur-Reply

Paper 55, pp. 3-4

Paper 55, pp. 5-6

-00343 IPR: Paper 55, 3-6.



PO’s construction:   “Multi-hop interconnection between modules
separated by one or more network nodes”

• Ordinary meaning of “network”

Slide 54 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

PO’s Improper Attempt to Read Unclaimed Limitations Into “Network”

Ex-1052 (IEEE Dictionary), pp. 5-6
-00343 IPR: Paper 48, 24-25; Ex-1030, ¶¶ 80-81.



PO’s construction:   “Multi-hop interconnection between modules
separated by one or more network nodes”

Ordinary meaning of “hop”

Slide 55 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

PO’s Improper Attempt to Read Unclaimed Limitations Into “Network”

Ex-1051 (Webster’s Telecom Dictionary), pp. 6-7

-00343 IPR: Paper 48, 22-23; Ex-1030, ¶ 18.



Slide 56 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Dr. Hassoun’s Testimony on “Packets”

Ex-2068 (Hassoun Dep.), pp. 26-27 
-00343 IPR: Paper 48, 24-25; Ex 1030, ¶¶ 74-75.

* * * *

Ex-1030 (Hassoun Dec.),¶¶ 74-75 



Slide 57 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Additional Issue for Claims 1-5, 7

Does Weber disclose the same or equivalent 
structure for the claimed “mapping means”?

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 66; Paper 48, 25; 
Ex-1003, ¶¶ 221-225; Ex-1030, ¶¶ 61-64.



Slide 58 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Weber Shows the “Mapping Means” Structure (Claims 1-5, 7)

Ex-1003 (Hassoun Dec.), ¶¶ 224-225 

Structure in ‘052 Patent Linked to 
Mapping Function (Hassoun Dec. ¶¶ 

85)

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 66; Paper 48, 25; Ex-1003, 
¶¶ 85, 221-225; Ex-1030, ¶¶ 61-64.

* * * *

* * * *



Slide 59 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Weber Shows the “Mapping Means” Structure (Claims 1-5, 7)

Hassoun Reply Dec., ¶62 

Structure in ‘052 Patent Linked to 
Mapping Function (Hassoun Dec. ¶¶ 

85)

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 66; Paper 48, 25; Ex-
1003, ¶¶ 85, 221-225; Ex-1030, ¶¶ 61-64.



IPR2024-00343
(’052 Patent IPR)

Ground 4: Obviousness 
Weber in view of Radulescu2004

(Claims 1-7)



Slide 61 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Combination was Explained

Motivation to CombineHow to Combine

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 69-70; Paper 48, 26-28; 
Ex. 1003, ¶¶ 235-251; Ex. 1030, ¶¶ 89-98.

Ex-1003 (Hassoun Dec.) ¶241

Paper 3 (Petition), p. 69



Slide 62 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Combination was Explained

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, 69-70; Paper 48, 26-28; 
Ex. 1003, ¶¶ 235-251; Ex. 1030, ¶¶ 89-98.



Slide 63 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

“Integrated Circuit”

Combination Weber’s Teaching

Radulescu2004’s Teaching

-00343 IPR: Paper 3, pp. 68-71

Integrated Circuit Element

Paper 3 (Petition), p. 68-71



END
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