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 INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.71(d), Patent Owner respectfully requests 

rehearing of the Board’s Final Written Decision (“Decision” or “FWD,” Paper 65). 

As set forth herein, in finding that Petitioner met its burden for Ground 2, the 

Decision misapprehended or overlooked its earlier finding in Ground 1 that because 

Rădulescu2004 does not disclose limitation 6.pre.b, which requires a 

“communication service identification,” Rădulescu2004 necessarily does not 

disclose limitation 6.d, which requires “mapping . . . according to said at least one 

communication service identification.” As a result, the Decision misapprehended or 

overlooked Patent Owner’s arguments and evidence showing that even if 

Rădulescu2004 and OCP were combined as proposed in the Petition, Petitioner did 

not show that this combination would satisfy the “mapping” recited in limitation 6.d. 

 LEGAL STANDARD FOR REHEARING 

“A party dissatisfied with a decision may file a request for rehearing” 

identifying “all matters the party believes the Board misapprehended or overlooked, 

and the place where each matter was previously addressed.” 37 C.F.R. § 42.71(d).  

 REQUESTED RELIEF 

Patent Owner respectfully requests rehearing because the Decision 

overlooked or misapprehended arguments and evidence relating to limitation 6.d in 

independent claim 6. In rejecting Petitioner’s challenge under Ground 1, the 

Decision found that Rădulescu2004 does not disclose either (1) the “communication 
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service identification” recited in limitation 6.pre.b or (2) the “mapping . . . according 

to said at least one communication service identification” recited in limitation 6.d. 

FWD, 50-51. 

However, in Ground 2, the Decision overlooked its finding in Ground 1 that 

Rădulescu2004 does not disclose “mapping . . . according to said at least one 

communication service identification” and incorrectly stated that Rădulescu2004 

discloses all limitation of claim 6 except the “communication service identification” 

in the preamble. FWD, 67. The Decision therefore overlooked or misapprehended 

Patent Owner’s arguments showing why Petitioner’s Rădulescu2004-OCP 

combination would not meet limitation 6.d. Indeed, the Decision did not address 

why it allegedly would have been obvious to modify Rădulescu2004 with OCP to 

perform “mapping . . . according to said at least one communication service 

identification” that includes either an address range or communication thread. The 

same reasoning applies for the other challenged claims. See id., 67-71. 

 ARGUMENT 

A. The Board Correctly Found that Rădulescu2004 Does Not 
Disclose Limitation 6.pre.b or 6.d of Claim 6 

The Decision correctly found that Petitioner failed to meet its burden to show 

that Rădulescu2004 anticipates claim 6 of the ‘052 Patent as alleged in Ground 1. 

FWD, 50-54. Specifically, the Board found that (1) “Petitioner does not allege that 

Rădulescu2004 discloses a ‘communication thread,’” and (2) “Rădulescu2004’s 
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disclosures that its communication service identification contains an address for the 

‘slave’ and that the ‘slave’ in turn can have an address range do not show that 

Radulescu2004’s communication service identification itself contains an address 

range.” Id., 50. Based on these findings, the Board concluded that “Rădulescu2004 

does not disclose a ‘communication service identification’ that comprises a 

communication thread or address range” as required in limitation 6.pre.b. Id., 51. 

After finding Petitioner did not meet its burden for Ground 1, the Board 

continued to discuss Petitioner’s arguments “because, for Ground 2, Petitioner, in 

part, relies on its showing for Ground 1.” FWD, 52. The Board then found that 

“Rădulescu2004 discloses ‘mapping the requested at least one communication 

service based on said specific communication properties to a connection based on a 

set of connection properties,’ as recited in limitation 6.d.” Id. However, a few 

sentences later, the Board acknowledged that because Rădulescu2004 does not 

disclose the claimed “communication service identification,” that means 

“Rădulescu2004 also does not disclose mapping specifically ‘according to said at 

least one communication service identification.’” Id.  

Indeed, limitation 6.d of claim 6 requires “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.” EX1001, 10:28-32 (emphasis added). 
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Based on antecedent basis, the phrase “said at least one communication service 

identification” in limitation 6.d unquestionably refers to the same “communication 

service identification” recited in limitation 6.pre.b, which the Decision found 

Rădulescu2004 does not disclose. FWD, 50-51. In other words, if Rădulescu2004 

does not disclose limitation 6.pre.b, it necessarily does not disclose limitation 6.d. 

B. The Board Should Rehear its Finding that Radulescu2004 and 
OCP Disclose Limitation 6.d 

For Ground 2, Patent Owner presented arguments and evidence that even if 

(1) OCP discloses an address range or communication thread as recited by limitation 

6.pre.b and (2) a POSITA would have been motivated to combine Rădulescu2004 

and OCP, that combination would not cure Rădulescu2004’s failure to disclose the 

“mapping . . . according to said at least one communication service identification” 

as required in limitation 6.d. Paper 38, 47-53; Paper 55, 14-15; see also Paper 64, 

48:8-49:11, 50:21-23. After summarizing some of the parties’ arguments on these 

issues, the Decision states:  

For the reasons stated in Section III.D.3.c above, we find 

that Radluescu2004 discloses all limitations of claim 6 

other than a “communication service identification . . . 

compris[ing] at least one communication thread or at 

least one address range,” and we are persuaded by 

Petitioner’s arguments and evidence that that remaining 

limitation is taught by OCP and that a person of ordinary 
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skill in the art would have been motivated to combine 

OCP’s teachings with Radulescu2004 and would have had 

a reasonable expectation of success in doing so. 

FWD, 67 (emphases added).  

The Decision’s statement that Rădulescu2004 discloses “all limitations” 

except the “communication service identification” overlooks the Decision’s finding 

in Ground 1 that “Rădulescu2004 also does not disclose mapping specifically 

‘according to said at least one communication service identification’” as required in 

limitation 6.d. FWD, 52. In other words, for Ground 2, the Decision appears to have 

incorrectly assumed that Rădulescu2004 discloses limitation 6.d. Indeed, the 

Decision does not specifically address how or why Rădulescu2004 and OCP would 

be combined to meet the “mapping . . . according to the said at least one 

communication service identification” requirement. Id., 61-67.  

This oversight led the Decision to overlook or misapprehend key arguments 

and evidence showing that, like Rădulescu2004, OPC does not disclose the claimed 

“mapping.” By way of background, the ‘052 Patent is directed to a network on chip 

(“NoC”) that connects existing IP modules that employ traditional on-chip protocols 

over a network that includes one or more connections with specific properties. Paper 

38, 3-8; EX1001, 2:43-45, 2:55-3:2; EX2070, ¶¶ 81-83. The claimed “mapping is 

relevant for communication protocols” in the existing IP modules, such as DTL, 

AXI, and OCP, “which do not include the notion of connection, but are implemented 
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with an interconnect supporting connections.” EX1001, 8:47-51; EX2070, ¶91. In 

other words, “mapping” is advantageous because “it enables the use of connections 

for protocols without the notion of connection.” EX1001, 8:51-56; EX2070, ¶91, 

187. 

In an attempt to address Rădulescu2004’s failure to disclose “mapping . . . 

according to said at least one communication service identification” as claimed, the 

Petition argued that Rădulescu2004 and OCP both describe the use of “connections,” 

and that OCP describes mapping using either an address range or a communication 

thread. See Paper 3, 42. The Decision overlooked or misapprehended evidence that 

that OCP cannot disclose the claimed “mapping” because what OCP refers to as a 

“connection” is at a different layer of the OSI-model than the connections discussed 

in Rădulescu2004. Paper 55, 14-15; EX2070, ¶187; EX2084, 289:12-17. This is 

because OCP uses bus-based connections while Rădulescu2004 uses packet-based 

connections. Id. Indeed, the ‘052 Patent itself explains that OCP is an example of a 

communication protocol that, unlike the NoC in Rădulescu2004, “do[es] not include 

the notion of connection.” EX1001, 8:47-58; EX2070, ¶187. This means that OCP 

does not and cannot disclose the claimed “mapping” in the ‘052 Patent. 

The Decision also overlooked or misapprehended inconsistencies in 

Petitioner’s arguments regarding OCP’s alleged disclosure of “mapping.” On one 

hand, Petitioner and its expert argued that OCP’s interfaces perform “mapping,” yet 
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on the other hand they expressly disavowed any reliance on OCP’s interfaces in the 

proposed combination with Rădulescu2004. Paper 55, 14-15; EX1030, ¶47 

(explaining that the “combination does not call for the incorporation of OCP’s 

interfaces in Radulescu2004’s network”) (emphasis added); EX1006, 38-39, 46-47; 

EX2070, ¶146. Petitioner provided no evidence how Rădulescu2004’s interface 

would perform “mapping” according to OCP signal, or why a POSITA would be 

motivated to perform mapping using those signals. Paper 55, 14-15. There is no 

teaching or suggestion in either Rădulescu2004 or OCP to use an address range or 

communication thread for purposes of the claimed “mapping.” 

The Decision further overlooked or misapprehended Patent Owner’s 

argument that to the extent Rădulescu2004 performs any “mapping” to a connection 

at all, it is performed according to a connid signal rather than a communication 

service identification. Paper 55, 11, 14; EX2084, 101:7-9; EX1003, ¶122; EX1030, 

¶30.  Rădulescu2004 discloses that “[a] port can have multiple connections to allow 

differentiated traffic classes, in which case there are also connid signals to select on 

which connection a message is supplied or consumed.” EX1005, 3. This is 

important because there is no teaching or suggestion in Rădulescu2004 of using 

anything other than a connid—which is not the claimed communication service 

identification—for anything resembling “mapping” and OCP does not cure this 

deficiency.  
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 To the extent the Decision simply adopted Petitioner’s arguments regarding 

all of these issues and rejected Patent Owner’s arguments and evidence, the Decision 

does not explain why it did so. See FWD, 59-68. This approach does not comport 

with the Administrative Procedure Act, frustrates judicial review of the Decision, 

and warrants rehearing. See, e.g., In re Nuvasive, Inc., 842 F.3d 1376, 1383 (Fed. 

Cir. 2016) (holding that “it is not adequate to summarize and reject arguments 

without explaining why the PTAB accepts the prevailing argument”); Pers. Web 

Techs., LLC v. Apple, Inc., 848 F.3d 987, 992 (Fed. Cir. 2017) (holding that “in order 

to allow effective judicial review . . . the agency is obligated to provide an 

administrative record showing the evidence on which the findings are based, 

accompanied by the agency’s reasoning in reaching its conclusions”) (internal 

quotation marks omitted). 

 CONCLUSION  

For the reasons set forth herein, Patent Owner respectfully requests rehearing 

of the Decision and a finding that the challenged claims of the ‘052 Patent are 

patentable. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

Dated: July 14, 2025   By:  /Angelo J. Christopher/ 
Angelo J. Christopher 
Reg. No. 81,594 
NIXON PEABODY LLP 
70 W. Madison St., Suite 5200 
Chicago, IL 60602-4378 
Tel. 312-366-4745 
Fax 844-450-2568 
 
Counsel for Patent Owner 

  



U.S. Patent No. 7,594,052 Patent Owner’s Request for Rehearing 
IPR2024-00343 

10 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing Patent Owner’s 

Request for Rehearing was served on July 14, 2025, via email: 

J. Derek Vandenburgh 
Aaron W. Pederson 
Nathan D. Louwagie 
Ryan D. Rypka  
Peter M. Kohlhepp 
Carlson Caspers Vandenburgh & Lindquist, P.A. 
225 South Sixth Street, Suite 4200 
Minneapolis, MN 55402 
dvandenburgh@carlsoncaspers.com  
apederson@carlsoncaspers.com  
nlouwagie@carlsoncaspers.com  
rrypka@carlsoncaspers.com  
pkohlhepp@carlsoncaspers.com 
 
Counsel for Petitioner 

 

By: /s/ Angelo J. Christopher 

Counsel for Patent Owner 
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