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I. Introduction 

Taniguchi and Rostoker satisfy each of the two tests for analogous art. See 

In re Bigio, 381 F. 3d 1320, 1325 (Fed. Cir. 2004). First, Taniguchi and Rostoker 

are “from the same field of endeavor” as the ’430 patent—inductor design. Second, 

Taniguchi and Rostoker are both “reasonably pertinent to the particular problem 

with which the inventor is involved”—efficient circuit design. Patent Owner’s 

(“PO’s”) non-analogous art argument misapplies these tests, mischaracterizes the 

reference teachings, and ignores arguments and evidence in the Petition and 

Tentzeris Declaration.  

II. Taniguchi and Rostoker are in the Same Field as the ’430 Patent. 

The field of endeavor is determined “by reference to explanations of the in-

vention’s subject matter . . . including the embodiments, function, and structure of 

the claimed invention.” Bigio, 381 F.3d at 1325. It is “not limited to the specific 

point of novelty, the narrowest possible conception of the field, or the particular fo-

cus within a given field.” Unwired Planet LLC v. Google, Inc., 841 F. 3d 995, 

1001 (Fed. Cir. 2016). Indeed, the Federal Circuit has “affirmed findings of analo-

gous art where the references shared a general field of endeavor.” See Netflix, Inc. 

v. DivX, LLC, 80 F.4th 1352, 1359 (Fed. Cir. 2023).   

The field of endeavor of the ’430 patent is inductor design. (See, e.g., IN-

TEL-1001, 3:4-10 (“various embodiments of the invention provide an inductor 
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design …”), 5:32-39 (discussing “more complex inductor designs”).) The patent 

confirms this position, stating its “field of invention” is “in particular [] an im-

proved inductor design in a VCO.” (INTEL-1001, 1:19-22.) Although the state-

ment adds “in a VCO”, PO did not limit its inductor designs to a particular applica-

tion. (See, e.g., INTEL-1001, 3:32-40.) Instead, the patent’s focus is on the design 

of multi-loop inductors (e.g., 8-shaped or clover leaf). (See INTEL-1001, 4:5-50, 

8:46-64, 9:39-63, cl. 20-21, Figs., 2, 10, 13, 1:61-2:12.) The ’430 patent further 

teaches use of these multi-loop inductor designs in a layout with a second inductor. 

(See, e.g., INTEL-1001, 1:61-2:2, 2:25-34, 3:19-31, cl. 1, Figures 4-5, 7, and 11.) 

Taniguchi is in the field of inductor design because it is directed to design of 

inductors used as loop antennas. (See Pet., 6-11; INTEL-1003, ¶¶85-93.) Contrary 

to PO’s myopic focus on Taniguchi’s use of alternative terminology, the electro-

magnetic (“EM”) field created by a structure does not change regardless of 

whether it is called an “antenna” or “an inductor.” This is recognized by the 

USPTO’s classification system in place at the time of prosecution of the ’430 pa-

tent, noting that Class 336 covers “inductor structure[s] … which may be used as 

loop antennas” and classifying such structures in Class 336, Inductor Devices, “[i]f 

the disclosure is a loop antenna, but the claims recite merely an inductor device,” 

or in Class 343, Communications: Radio Wave Antennas, if what is claimed is “an 

antenna by name only.” (INTEL-1042, 13-14.) That is, the antenna class is 
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narrower than (and subsumed for certain designs in) the inductor class. Like 

Taniguchi, Rostoker teaches design of loop antennas which, as discussed above, 

are inductors. (INTEL-1006, Abstract, 3:52-65, 4:11-20, Figs. 2, 6, 7; INTEL-

1003, ¶¶196-200.) PO argues terminology—implying because Rostoker uses both 

the terms “antenna” and “inductor”, its antennas are not inductors. (POPR, 11, 31.) 

As explained above, a loop antenna is an inductor but not all inductors are antennas 

and not all antennas are loop antennas. Because Taniguchi and Rostoker present 

designs of loop antennas/inductors, they share the same field as the ’430 patent—

inductor design. (See INTEL-1001, class 336; INTEL-1005, class 343, INTEL-

1006, class 343.)   

And while not required to qualify as analogous art, Taniguchi even teaches a 

loop antenna/inductor with the same supposed novel structure as the ’430 patent’s 

two-loop, 8-shaped inductor. (See, e.g., INTEL-1005, ¶55, Figure 3; INTEL-1001, 

4:5-27, Figure 2; see also, INTEL-1003, ¶¶82-134; Pet., 5-30; see also, POPR, 32-

33, 44-45 (alleging conventional prior art inductors were O-shaped or spiral).) Like 

the ’430 patent’s 8-shaped inductor, Taniguchi’s 8-shaped antenna/inductor 1 re-

duces the EM field. (See Pet. 14-17, 42-43; INTEL-1003, ¶¶94-99, 102-103.) In-

deed, PO acknowledged this very function results from the 8-shaped structure used 

by both the ’430 patent and Taniguchi. (POPR, 5-6.)  

III. Taniguchi and Rostoker are “Reasonably Pertinent”.  
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The ʼ430 patent addresses the problem of efficient circuit design. (See Pet., 

56; INTEL-1003, ¶203.) For example, the ’430 patent describes advances in com-

munication technology which in turn drove the need to place inductors closer to 

other circuit components. (See, e.g., INTEL-1001, 1:26-28.) However, efficiently 

designing these circuits is hampered because circuitry producing EM fields cannot 

be placed close to one another due to effects such as mutual coupling. (See, IN-

TEL-1001, 1:29-40.) The ’430 patent addresses the problem of efficient placement 

of inductors in a circuit by reducing EM field generated by an inductor which in 

turn reduces EM coupling between the inductor and other components. (See, e.g., 

INTEL-1001, Abstract, 3:4-18, 1:66-2:2, 3:36-40, 7:19-63, Table 2.) 

Taniguchi is reasonably pertinent to the problem of efficient circuit design. 

(See Pet., 56; INTEL-1003, ¶203.) Indeed, Taniguchi’s stated goal is “mak[ing] a 

data communication apparatus which is small-sized, lightweight and high in per-

formance.” (INTEL-1005, ¶¶22, 86, 95; see also, INTEL-1001, ¶1; Pet., 56-57 (de-

scribing small form factor devices used in various applications).) Taniguchi uses 

an identification apparatus comprising two antennas/inductors which communicate 

with tags via inductive coupling. (INTEL-1005, ¶¶1, 16, 49-50; Pet., 3-4; INTEL-

1003, ¶¶64, 69-80.) The first antenna/inductor 1 is 8-shaped. (See, e.g., INTEL-

1005, ¶¶55, 73.) The second inductor is either a loop or an 8-shaped inductor. (See, 

e.g., id.) Because of the reduced EM field of 8-shaped antenna/inductor 1, the total 
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mutual EM coupling of antenna/inductor 1 with the second antenna/inductor 2 is 

significantly reduced, allowing the two antennas/inductors to be placed close to 

one another (e.g., on different planes or concentrically on the same plane). (Pet., 

31-36, 42-43; INTEL-1003, ¶¶69-73, 138-166.) Taniguchi therefore is reasonably 

pertinent “because of the matter with which it deals,” it would have logically 

“commended itself to an inventor’s attention in considering his [or her] problem.” 

In re ICON Health & Fitness, Inc., 496 F.3d 1374, 1379-1380 (Fed. Cir. 2007) 

(finding analogous art to a folding mechanism of a treadmill “may come from any 

area describing hinges, springs, latches, counterweights, or similar mechanisms”). 

Rostoker also recognized the need to integrate components (antennas) on a 

semiconductor chip with other circuitry. (See INTEL-1006, 1:10-15, Abstract, 

3:55-57.) Rostoker’s techniques would have been important to a POSITA consider-

ing the problem of efficient circuit design, making Rostoker reasonably pertinent 

to the ’430 patent’s problem. Airbus S.A.S. v. Firepass Corp., 941 F.3d 1374, 1382 

(Fed. Cir. 2019); see also, Pet., 56; INTEL-1003, ¶203. 

IV. PO’s Arguments Lack Merit.  

Although PO attacks both Taniguchi and Rostoker as non-analogous, PO 

does not clearly articulate its position regarding the field or problem addressed by 

the ’430 patent. For example, at various points, the POPR attempts to narrowly de-

fine the ’430 patent as inductor design for a VCO on a semiconductor die. (POPR, 
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2, 4.) However, the ’430 patent teaches that its techniques are broadly applicable. 

(INTEL-1001, 3:36-40, 3:13-16.) Moreover, none of its claims recites a VCO and 

only a subset recite a “semiconductor die.” PO also attempts to define the ’430 pa-

tent by distinguishing Taniguchi with unclaimed limitations. For example, PO al-

leges Taniguchi “is not directed to inductors used on semiconductor chips having 

dimensions measured in microns.” (POPR, 2; see also POPR, 8.)     

Instead of addressing existing case law, PO presents two new theories. First, 

PO contends that Taniguchi “is non-analogous art that teaches away from the ’430 

Patent.” (POPR, 19.) Even if this were a valid non-analogous art theory, Taniguchi 

does not teach away—it does not criticize or discourage any features in the ’430 

Patent. See DePuy Spine, Inc. v. Medtronic Sofamor Danek, Inc., 567 F.3d 1314, 

1327 (Fed. Cir. 2009). To the contrary, Taniguchi teaches or suggests the features 

that pervade the challenged claims. (Pet., 5-43; INTEL-1003, ¶¶82-175.) 

In addition, PO’s “teaching away” arguments are premised on mischaracteri-

zations. The POPR attempts to distinguish Taniguchi by referring to the interaction 

of Taniguchi’s identification apparatus and its tags. (POPR, 20-21.) This interac-

tion is irrelevant to Petitioner’s challenge. The Petition maps antenna/inductor 1 

and antenna/inductor 2 of Taniguchi’s identification apparatus to the claims; an-

tenna/inductor 1 has a reduced EM field and thus, reduced EM coupling with an-

tenna/inductor 2. (Pet. 30-43, INTEL-1003, ¶¶135-175.) In fact, PO admits 



 - 7 - 

Taniguchi’s two antennas/inductors are “in close proximity without EM coupling 

with each other.” (POPR, 24, 30.) This reduction of EM coupling was an object of 

Taniguchi, permitting beneficial use of two antennas/inductors in its  identification 

apparatus. (INTEL-1003, ¶¶68-69, 145; INTEL-1005, ¶¶12, 14-16, 95.)  

Second, PO alleges that “Taniguchi, viewed alone or in combination, would 

not have motivated a POSITA to substitute its radio guidance antenna, or any com-

ponents thereof, for the claimed first and second inductors of the ’430 patent” 

(POPR, 22). PO presents no case law to support “motivation to substitute” as a 

valid legal test for analogous art. Further, implicit in PO’s argument is a wholly 

unsupported position that its claims are limited to inductors on the same plane sep-

arated laterally. (Id.; see also, POPR, 24, 29, 41.) The Petition and Tentzeris Dec-

laration details the mapping of Taniguchi’s antenna/inductors 1 and 2 in the man-

ner specified by the claims.  

PO similarly attacks Rostoker as non-analogous art “directed to antennas, 

not inductors,” alleging that the “purpose and function of the antennas in Rostoker 

differ from the purpose and function of two inductors in the ’430 Patent’s claimed 

inductor layout.” (POPR, 31-32.) PO’s argument is again premised on its legally 

baseless “motivation to substitute” theory and an improper reliance on “terminol-

ogy” in a vacuum. As Petitioner established above, Rostoker is in the same field 

and reasonably pertinent to the problem of the ’430 patent. 
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