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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’430 Patent Overview

2



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Problem Addressed by the ’430 Patent

3 Petition, 56, 71, 102; INTEL-1003, ¶¶203, 242, 324, 339.

Specification Addresses Problem of Efficiently Designing Circuits 
and Notes Problems with Mutual Coupling

’430 Patent (INTEL-1001), 1:26-40.

’430 Patent (INTEL-1001), 3:4-18.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Challenged Independent Claims

4 ’430 Patent (INTEL-1001), claims 1, 11.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Magnetic Field Near a Current-Carrying Conducting Straight Wire

5 INTEL-1003, ¶¶23-24; INTEL-1043; ¶¶12-15.

INTEL-1013 (Serway), Figure 22.14, 649. 

The magnetic field near a long, straight current-

carrying wire forms circles around the wire. 

The field strength decreases with increasing 

distance from the wire.

Right Hand Rule for Magnetic Field Near a Conducting Structure



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Magnetic Field Near a Current-Carrying Conducting Loop

6 INTEL-1003, ¶25; INTEL-1043; ¶¶16-19.

INTEL-1013 (Serway), 650.

INTEL-1003, ¶25.

Right Hand Rule for Magnetic Field Near a Conducting Structure



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’430 Patent’s 8-Shaped Inductor

7 Petition, 16-17; INTEL-1003, ¶¶33-34.

’430 patent (INTEL-1001), Figure 2.

’430 patent (INTEL-1001), 4:5-27.

An 8-shaped current carrying structure has reduced far field.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Disclaimed Claim 20 Directed to a Single “Inductor”

8

Original Claim 20 (disclaimed)

’430 patent (INTEL-1001), Figure 2.

POR (Paper 16), 27; EX2001.

’430 patent (INTEL-1001), Claim 20.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Challenged Independent Claims Directed to 
First and Second Inductor

9 ’430 Patent (INTEL-1001), claims 1, 11.

Subject Matter

of Disclaimed

Claim 20



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’430 Patent’s Inductor Layout Has Reduced EM Coupling

10 INTEL-1003, ¶37.

’430 patent leverages reduced far field of 8-shaped structure to reduce EM coupling in inductor layout.

’430 patent (INTEL-1001), Figure 4.

’430 patent (INTEL-1001), 4:63-5:6, 5:14-22.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’430 Patent’s Inductor Layout Has Reduced EM Coupling

11 INTEL-1003, ¶38.

’430 patent 

contemplates second 

inductor in layout 

may be O-shaped or 

rotated.

’430 patent (INTEL-1001), 5:14-32.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Instituted Grounds

12 Inst. Dec., 6.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Prior Art Overview

13



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Taniguchi’s Inductive Coupling System

14

reader antenna/inductor layout

tag

antennas

8-Shaped Antenna/Inductor 1 

Magnetic Field Lines

O-Shaped Antenna/Inductor 2 

Magnetic Field Lines

INTEL-1005 (Taniguchi), Abstract.

INTEL-1005 (Taniguchi), Figure 4. INTEL-1005 (Taniguchi), Figure 5.

Petition, 9-10; INTEL-1003, ¶¶75-76.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Taniguchi’s 8-Shaped Antenna/Inductor

15 Petition, 16-17, 20-21, 26-27; INTEL-1003, ¶¶111-125.

Claim 20 (disclaimed)

’430 8-Shaped Inductor  Taniguchi 8-Shaped 

Inductor/Antenna  



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Taniguchi Leverages the Reduced Far Field of Its 8-shaped First Antenna/Inductor to Develop 
Layouts With an O-Shaped, 8-Shaped, or Rotated 8-Shaped Second Antenna/Inductor

16

8-Shaped Antenna/Inductor 1 + O-Shaped Antenna/Inductor 2

Petition, 12-14; INTEL-1003, ¶¶95, 106.

INTEL-1005 (Taniguchi), Figure 7B (Annotated).

INTEL-1005 (Taniguchi), Figures 8B, 8D, 8E (Annotated).



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE17 Petition, 12-13; INTEL-1003, ¶103.

8-Shaped Antenna/Inductor 1 + Rotated 8-Shaped Antenna/Inductor 2

Taniguchi Leverages the Reduced Far Field of Its 8-shaped First Antenna/Inductor to Develop 
Layouts With an O-Shaped, 8-Shaped, or Rotated 8-Shaped Second Antennas/Inductors

INTEL-1005 (Taniguchi), Figure 9 (Annotated).

INTEL-1005 (Taniguchi), Figures 10B, 10D, 10E (Annotated).



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE18 Petition, 54; INTEL-1003, ¶¶197-200.

Rostoker’s embodiments include two antennas on the chip surface (Figure 6) 

or in two different vertical planes (Figure 7B).

Rostoker Discloses Multiple Antennas Formed on a 
Single Integrated Circuit Chip

INTEL-1006 (Rostoker), Figures 6, 7B.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Midya’s Inductor Layouts Include Multiloop Inductor

19 Petition, 65-66; INTEL-1003, ¶¶230-232, 234-235.

INTEL-1007 (Midya), 10:22-25.

INTEL-1007 (Midya), 1:5-6

INTEL-1007 (Midya), 5:21-25.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Raghavan’s Symmetric Inductor

20 Petition, 66-67; INTEL-1003, ¶237.

INTEL-1008 (Raghavan), Figure 3.

INTEL-1008 (Raghavan), ¶[0002].



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Gardner’s Inductor for Integrated Circuits

21 Petition, 65-66; INTEL-1003, ¶¶320-232.

INTEL-1009 (Gardner), ¶¶[0002]-[0003].

INTEL-1009 (Gardner), Figure 1.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Disputed Issues

22



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Disputed Issues

23

1. Taniguchi, Rostoker, Midya, Raghavan, and Gardner are analogous art to the ’430 patent.

2. A POSITA would be motivated to combine PCB art (Taniguchi, Midya, Brooks) with IC art (Rostoker, 

Raghavan, Gardner).

3. Claim 11 preamble is not limiting as to “semiconductor die.”

4. Taniguchi discloses the “reducing mutual electromagnetic coupling”/“reduced electromagnetic 

field”/“reduced far field” and “predetermined distance” limitations.

5. Taniguchi, the Midya-Raghavan combination and the Brooks reference disclose the “closely spaced 

terminals” limitation.

6. The Midya-Raghavan combination retains Raghavan’s symmetry and Midya’s reduced EM field.

7. Gardner does not teach away from the alleged invention.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Analogous Art

24



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Analogous Art Tests

25

Prior art is deemed to be analogous if one of two tests is satisfied: 

(1) Same Field of Endeavor Test: if the art is from the same field of 

endeavor, regardless of the problem addressed or 

(2) Same Problem Test: when the reference is not within the field of the 

inventor’s endeavor, if it is reasonably pertinent to the particular 

problem with which the inventor is involved

Petitioner’s Applied References Are Analogous Art

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



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Field of Endeavor of the ’430 Patent

26



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Field of Endeavor

27

PO Sur-reply (Paper 25), 7-8.

Reply (Paper 19), 4.

Institution Decision (Paper 10), 17

Petitioner: “Inductor Design” PO: “Inductor Design For Integrated Circuits”



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Specification Confirms Field of Endeavor is Inductor Design

28

Field of endeavor is “not limited to the specific point of novelty, the narrowest 

possible conception of the field, or the particular focus within a given field.”

- Unwired Planet LLC v. Google, Inc., 841 F.3d 995, 1001 (Fed. Cir. 2016).

Reply (Paper 19), 4-6.

’430 Patent (INTEL-1001), 3:4-18

’430 Patent (INTEL-1001), 3:32-40

The ’430 patent teaches its designs and 

methods are broadly applicable



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Independent Claim 1 and Disclaimed Claim 20 
Not Limited to Inductor(s) for Integrated Circuits

29

Claims Confirm Field of Endeavor is Inductor Design

’430 Patent (INTEL-1001), Claims 1, 20.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Semiconductor Die Only Recited in Non-Limiting Way in Preamble of Claim 11

30

Claims Confirm Field of Endeavor is Inductor Design

’430 Patent (INTEL-1001), Claim 11.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Only One Dependent Claim Recites “Semiconductor Die” in Claim Body 

31 Reply (Paper 19), 4.

Claims Confirm Field of Endeavor is Inductor Design



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Taniguchi and Rostoker Are In Same Field 
of Endeavor Because Loop Antennas Are 
Inductors

32



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Taniguchi and Rostoker Describe Loop Antennas

33 Petition, 7-11; INTEL-1003, ¶¶69, 198.

INTEL-1005 (Taniguchi), Figure 3 

(annotated).

INTEL-1006 (Rostoker), Figure 7A.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Taniguchi’s Loop Antennas Are Inductors

34 Petition, 6; INTEL-1003, ¶85.

INTEL-1005 (Taniguchi), ¶¶15-16.

Taniguchi’s antennas communicate
with tags via inductive coupling



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Finkenzeller Confirms Taniguchi’s and Rostoker’s 
Loop Antennas are Inductors

35 Petition, 33, 35; INTEL-1003, ¶¶28-32.

“A magnetic field, and thus a magnetic flux Φ, will be 

generated around a conductor of any shape. This will 

be particularly intense if the conductor is in the form 

of a loop (coil).”

-Finkenzeller, RFID Handbook (INTEL-1012), 67

“Mutual inductance describes the coupling of two 

circuits via the medium of a magnetic field.”

-Finkenzeller, RFID Handbook (INTEL-1012), 68

Finkenzeller’s Antennas Use Magnetic Field of a Loop for Inductive Coupling



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

U.S. Patent 5,345,231 to Koo Refers to Antennas Used for 
Inductive Coupling as Inductors

36 Petition, 11; INTEL-1003, ¶93; Reply (Paper 19), 6-7; INTEL-1043; ¶¶39-41.

INTEL-1022 (Koo); 7:7-9, claim 9.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s Expert Agrees Inductors and Antennas 
“Have the Same Physics”

37 Reply (Paper 19), 7.

INTEL-1044 (Prucnal Dep. Tr.), 110:13-18.

EM Field Created by Structure Is Not Dependent On Structure 
Being Labeled an Antenna or Inductor

Taniguchi and Rostoker’s Loop Antennas Are Inductors



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Balanis Recognizes a Loop Antenna “is Primarily Inductive”

38 Reply (Paper 19), 6-7; INTEL-1043; ¶41.

INTEL-1045 (Balanis); 203, 214.

Balanis, “Antenna Theory: Analysis and Design” 
“small loop is primarily inductive”



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

U.S. Patent 6,533,178 to Gaul Describes an 
Antenna Modeled as an Inductor

39 Petition, 11; INTEL-1003, ¶93; INTEL-1043; ¶40.

INTEL-1021 (Gaul), 6:55-58, 7:39-40.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

USPTO Classification Recognized Loop Antennas as Inductors

40 Reply (Paper 19), 6.

INTEL-1042; 13, 14.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR Adds Nothing to Indicate Error in Preliminary Determination

41 ID, 17.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Midya, Raghavan, and Gardner Are Directed 
to Inductors

42



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Midya, Raghavan, and Gardner’s Inductors

43

INTEL-1007 (Midya), Figure 1.

INTEL-1008 (Raghavan), Figure 3.

INTEL-1009 (Gardner), Figure 1.

Midya discloses inductors on PCBs whereas Raghavan and Gardner (like the 
’430 patent) disclose inductors on ICs.

Sur-Reply (Paper 25), 12.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’430 Patent Problem to Be Solved

44



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Problem Addressed by the ’430 Patent

45 Petition, 56, Reply (Paper 19), 8-9.

Specification Addresses Problem of Efficiently Designing Circuits

’430 Patent (INTEL-1001), 1:26-40.

’430 Patent (INTEL-1001), 3:4-18.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Taniguchi is Reasonably Pertinent to Efficient Circuit Design

46 Petition, 32; Reply (Paper 19), 8-9; INTEL-1003, ¶¶68-69.

INTEL-1005 (Taniguchi), ¶¶[0012], [0014].



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE47 Petition, 56; Reply (Paper 19), 8-9; INTEL-1003, ¶203.

Taniguchi is Reasonably Pertinent to Efficient Circuit Design

INTEL-1005 (Taniguchi), ¶[0022].



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO Mischaracterizes Petition

48

POR (Paper 16), 28.

• Petition relies on layout of Taniguchi’s two reader antennas/inductors

• Taniguchi’s reader antennas/inductors are designed for reduced EM 
coupling to permit close placement

Petition, 31-43.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction: 
Claim 11’s Preamble is Not Limiting as to 
“on a Semiconductor Die” 

49



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 11 Preamble is Not Limiting as to “Semiconductor Die”

• Does not provide an antecedent basis for any claim 

limitation.

• “Semiconductor die” is easily parsed from the 

preamble without impacting understandability or 

grammatical completeness.

• The claim body recites complete structure without 

“semiconductor die.”

• Does not recite essential structure or steps.

• “Semiconductor die” describes a purpose or 

intended use.

50 Reply (Paper 16), 1-4.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“Semiconductor Die” Does Not Provide Antecedent Basis

51 Petition, 3; INTEL-1003, ¶60; Reply (Paper 16), 1-3.

The preamble provides an antecedent basis for 

the “first inductor” but not “semiconductor 

die.” This is consistent with the ITC’s finding in 

the 1376 Investigation.

INTEL-1019, 2.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“Semiconductor Die” Is Readily Parsed

52

“Semiconductor die” can be parsed 

from the preamble without 

impacting the understandability or 

completeness of the claim.

Petition, 3; INTEL-1003, ¶60; Reply (Paper 16), 2.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 1 Confirms “Semiconductor Die” is Easily Parsed

53

Claim 1Claim 11

Reply (Paper 16), 3.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“Semiconductor Die” Does Not Recite Essential Structure or Steps

54 Reply (Paper 16), 1-2.

1. A method for generating and updating data for use in a 

destination tracking system of at least one mobile 

unit comprising:

generating and storing traveled distance data in at least one 

storage device provided in said mobile unit at least at 

predetermined time intervals, wherein the traveled 

distance data represent traveled sections by at least a 

series of nodes Pi and to each node Pi geographical 

coordinates xi and yi are assigned;

generating and storing section data in the storage 

device provided in the mobile unit, said section data being 

generated by selecting, from the traveled distance 

data, nodes Pj and Pk, which define contiguous sections 

PjPk, to which at least their geographical starting point and 

end point are assigned; and

generating a section data file from the section data 

and storing the section data file in the storage 

device provided in the mobile unit, said section data file 

being continuously supplemented and/or updated with 

section data newly generated by the mobile unit.

TomTom, Inc. v. Adolph, 790 F.3d 1315, 1317, 1322-23 (Fed. Cir. 2015).

Not limiting

Antecedent 

basis

Essential 

Structure



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’430 Patent’s Methods Not Limited to Inductors on 
Semiconductor Dies, Which is Merely an Intended Use

55

’430 Patent (INTEL-1001), 3:4-18

’430 Patent (INTEL-1001), 3:32-40

The ’430 patent teaches its methods are 

broadly applicable. 

Reply (Paper 16), 3, 4-5.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO Broadened Claim 11 During Prosecution

56

INTEL-1002, 23.

Reply (Paper 16), 3-4.

INTEL-1002, 72.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s Case Law is Distinguishable

Case Federal Circuit Guideposts

In re Fought, 941 

F.3d 1175, 1178-79 

(Fed. Cir. 2019) 

“[A] preamble [is] limiting when it serves as antecedent basis for a 

term appearing in the body of a claim.”

“[A] ‘travel trailer’ is a specific type of recreational vehicle and [] this 

term is a structural limitation of the claims.”

No antecedent 

basis

Not a structural 

limitation

Deere & Co. v. 

Bush Hog, LLC, 

703 F.3d 1349, 

1357-58 (Fed. Cir. 

2012)

“[I]f the body of the claim describes a structurally complete 

invention, a preamble is not limiting where it merely gives a name to 

the invention, extols its features or benefits, or describes a use 

for the invention.”

Structurally 

complete

Merely describes a 

use

Invitrogen Corp. v. 

Biocrest Mfg., L.P., 

327 F.3d 1364, 

1366 (Fed. Cir. 

2003)

“[C]lear reliance on the preamble during prosecution to distinguish 

the claimed invention from the prior art transforms the preamble 

into a claim limitation because such reliance indicates use of the 

preamble to define, in part, the claimed invention.”

Applicant did not 

distinguish over 

prior art

57 Reply (Paper 16), 2-4.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Grounds

58



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Taniguchi Renders Claims 1, 3-5, 7, and 10 
Obvious

Taniguchi Renders Claims 11, 13-15, 17 and 19 
Obvious if Claim 11’s Preamble Not Limiting

59



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Taniguchi’s Antenna/Inductor Layout

60
Petition, 4, 12, 26; INTEL-1003, ¶¶69, 103, 126.

INTEL-1005 (Taniguchi), Figure 8B (annotated).

Lower Feeding Point/Same Plane 

O-Shaped Antenna 2 Embodiments

Rotated Eight-Shaped Antenna 2

Eight-Shaped Antenna 1



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s Arguments Against Taniguchi Lack Merit

61
Petition, 5-18, 25-30, 31-35, 39-43; 

INTEL-1003, ¶¶83-107, 124-131, 136-145, 151-166.

• Taniguchi discloses “reduce[d] far field” and “reduced electromagnetic field”

limitations of claims 1 and 11

• Taniguchi discloses “reducing mutual electromagnetic coupling” [11P]

• Taniguchi discloses its first antenna/inductor is positioned at a predetermined

distance from the second antenna/inductor

• Taniguchi discloses “closely spaced terminals”



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“Reduced Far Field”/“Reduced Electromagnetic Field”/ “Reduced 
Electromagnetic Coupling” Limitations

62 ’430 Patent (INTEL-1001), claims 1, 11.

Subject Matter

of Disclaimed

Claim 20



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’430 Specification Disclosures Regarding “Reduced Far Field”/“Reduced 
Electromagnetic Field”/ “Reduced Electromagnetic Coupling”

63 Petition, 16; INTEL-1003, ¶¶34-37.

’430 Patent (INTEL-1001), 4:10-21.

’430 Patent (INTEL-1001), 5:4-13.

’430 Patent (INTEL-1001), 3:19-31.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Applicant Foreign Prosecution History Statements Regarding “Reduced Far 
Field”/“Reduced Electromagnetic Field”/ “Reduced Electromagnetic Coupling”

64 Petition, 18; INTEL-1003, ¶¶49-55.

INTEL-1016 (EP Prosecution), 59.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

ITC-337-TA-1300 Constructions for “Reduced Far Field” and 
“Reduced Electromagnetic Coupling”

65 INTEL-1003, ¶61.

Claim Term Adopted Construction 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Taniguchi Discloses “Reduced Far Field”/ “Reduced Electromagnetic Field” 
To Extent Described in ’430 Patent and Under ITC Construction

66 Petition, 8-9, 15, 23; INTEL-1003, ¶75, 96, 116; Reply (Paper 19), 16-18.

By virtue of its figure-8-

shape, the EM field 

components emanating 

from the substantially 

symmetrical loops 

Taniguchi’s 

antenna/inductor 1 are 

equal and opposite and 

counteract each other

INTEL-1005 (Taniguchi), Figure 4. INTEL-1005 (Taniguchi), ¶[0064].



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE67

INTEL-1005 (Taniguchi), ¶¶[0055], [0057]. INTEL-1005 (Taniguchi), ¶¶[0094], [0095].

Petition, 16-17; INTEL-1003, ¶¶94-107; Reply (Paper 19), 16-18.

Taniguchi Discloses “Reduced Far Field”/ “Reduced Electromagnetic Field” 
To Extent Described in ’430 Patent and Under ITC Construction

By virtue of its figure-8-

shape, Taniguchi’s 

antenna/inductor 1 has 

reduced 

electromagnetic field



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

No Dispute Between Experts that 8-Shaped Structure Has 
Reduced Electromagnetic Field Away From Structure

68

INTEL-1044, 53:19-54:3.

PO’s Expert, Dr. Prucnal: Petitioner’s Expert, Dr. Tentzeris: 

INTEL-1003, ¶116.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE69 Reply (Paper 19), 17; INTEL-1043; ¶¶12-14.

Simulations confirm the magnetic field of an eight-shaped antenna/inductor is vertically and 

laterally constrained as compared with a rectangular antenna/inductor.

Simulations Counter PO’s Argument and Confirm that 8-Shaped 
Structure Has Reduced Electromagnetic Field Away From Structure



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Taniguchi discloses “Reduced Far Field” Under the ITC’s 
Construction

70 Petition, 17; INTEL-1003, ¶¶100, 104, 107; Reply (Paper 19), 16-18.

• In the Figure 8 and rotated 9/10 embodiments, antenna/inductor 2 is on the 

opposite side of the insulation from antenna/inductor 1—a certain distance 

away.

• In the Figure 7 embodiment, antenna/inductor 2 is within and concentric with 

antenna/inductor 1 such that each side of antenna 2 is a certain distance 

from each side of antenna/inductor 1.

• The 8-shaped antenna/inductor has a reduced field in locations away from 

the antenna/inductor in all directions.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“Predetermined Distance”/ “Reduced EM Coupling” Limitations

71 ’430 Patent (INTEL-1001), Claims 1, 11.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Taniguchi’s Antennas/Inductors are Positioned At Predetermined 
Distance From Each Other

72 Petition 39-41; INTEL-1003, ¶¶153, 158, 163. 

• Antenna/Inductor 2 in Figure 8/10 embodiment is positioned at a distance equal to 

the thickness of insulation 10

• Consistent with PO’s statement during EP prosecution: “it is submitted that the root 

parent application as filed does not mandate any particular distance or relative 

orientation of the two inductors” (INTEL-1016, 59)



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Taniguchi’s Antennas/Inductors are Positioned At Predetermined 
Distance From Each Other

73

• Each side of antenna/inductor 2 in Figure 7 embodiment is positioned at same fixed 

distance from corresponding side of antenna/inductor 1

• Consistent with PO’s statement during EP prosecution: “it is submitted that the root 

parent application as filed does not mandate any particular distance or relative 

orientation of the two inductors” (INTEL-1016, 59)

Petition 40-41; INTEL-1003, ¶163; Reply (Paper 19) 13-14, 17. 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner Misconstrues “Predetermined Distance”

74 POR (Paper 16), 32; Reply (Paper 19), 13.

PO incorrectly argues predetermined 

distance is a “lateral distance between X, Y 

center points of the two inductors”

• claims are not so limiting

• no support in specification

• PO’s cites are to simulations of exemplary 

layouts which are not limiting

• Inconsistent with statements made during 

EP prosecution regarding specification



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Taniguchi’s Antenna/Inductor Layout Has Reduced EM Coupling

75

Petition, 32-34; INTEL-1003, ¶¶69, 154, 156, 161, 166; 

Reply (Paper 19), 16-18.

INTEL-1005, [0057], Fig. 3.

By virtue of its figure-8-shape, Taniguchi’s antenna/inductor 1 

has reduced far field which necessarily results in magnetic 

coupling of the field with second antenna/inductor to be reduced



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO Admits Taniguchi Teaches Reduced Mutual EM Coupling

76 POR (Paper 16), 38, 39.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“closely spaced terminals” limitations

77 ’430 Patent (INTEL-1001), claims 1, 11.

Subject Matter

of Disclaimed

Claim 20



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’430 Specification Disclosures Regarding 
“Closely Spaced Terminals” 

78 Petition, 27-28; INTEL-1003, ¶126.

’430 Patent (INTEL-1001), 4:28-32.

’430 Patent (INTEL-1001), Figs. 1 & 2 (annotated).



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s Statement During JP Prosecution Regarding
“Closely Spaced Terminals”

79

INTEL-1015, 19 (JP2007526642, Written Argument).

Petition, 27-28; INTEL-1003, ¶126.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s Expert’s ITC Position Regarding
“Closely Spaced Terminals”

80 Reply (Paper 19), 19; INTEL-1043, ¶63.

INTEL-1051, ¶64.

Dr. Prucnal ITC Declaration:



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The ITC’s Construction of “Closely Spaced Terminals”

81

INTEL-1020, 12.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The ITC’s Construction of “Closely Spaced Terminals”

82 Petition, 27-28; INTEL-1003, ¶¶126, 131.

INTEL-1020, 13. INTEL-1020, 14.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Taniguchi’s Terminals meet “Closely Spaced” Limitations Under 
Plain Meaning and ITC Construction

83

Taniguchi’s “terminals” 111 are 

“closely spaced” “relative to the 

proportions and locations of other 

claim elements” (i.e., the width of 

conductor loops 101 and 102)

Because terminals 111 are placed 

closely together, electromagnetic 

fields cancel or are not measurable

Field of 8-shaped antenna/inductor 1 

is therefore not altered by terminal 

Petition, 25-30; INTEL-1003, ¶¶124-134.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE84 Petition, 28; INTEL-1003, ¶127.

“Closely Spaced Terminals” Minimize Magnetic Field Contributions

A POSITA would have understood 

that closely spaced terminals 

minimize the magnetic field 

contributions from the terminals 

relative to when the terminals are 

placed farther apart.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s Arguments Against “Closely Spaced Terminals” 
Disclosure Lack Merit

85

• PO now argues “closely spaced” is tied to size of a semiconductor die

➢ No support in specification for this position

➢ Contrary to PO’s prosecution history and ITC positions

• PO argues that Intel has not demonstrated terminals are positioned closely enough to minimize 

electromagnetic field contributions

➢ Extrinsic evidence confirms Intel’s position

➢ Both experts agree that closely spaced terminals minimize electromagnetic field contributions

➢ Simulations performed rebut PO’s position and confirm Intel’s position

POR (Paper 16), 43; EX2002, ¶¶64, 65; Reply (Paper 19), 18-19.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“Closely Spaced Terminals” Minimize Magnetic Field Contributions

86

INTEL-1010 (Brooks), 157.

Extrinsic Evidence Confirms “Closely Spaced Terminals” That Carry Equal and 

Opposite Current Minimize EM Field Contribution

Petition, 28-30; INTEL-1003, ¶¶127-128.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Experts Agree the Magnetic Field Contributions Are Minimized 

87

PO’s Expert, Dr. Prucnal: 

Petitioner’s Expert, Dr. Tentzeris: 

INTEL-1044 (Prucnal Dep. Tr.), 132: 7-12, 137:14-19.

Reply (Paper 19), 25-27.

INTEL-1003, ¶337.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Simulations Confirm Closely Spaced Terminals Minimize 
Magnetic Field Contributions

88

Simulations show no meaningful 

contribution to the net magnetic field 

at locations away from the terminals.

INTEL-1043, ¶¶34-36; Reply (Paper 19), 18-20.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Combination of Taniguchi and Rostoker 
Renders Claims 2 and 8 Obvious

Combination of Taniguchi and Rostoker 
Renders Claims 11, 13-15, and 17-19 Obvious if 
Claim 11’s Preamble is Found to be Limiting

89



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Taniguchi and Rostoker Combination

90

Taniguchi’s Different Plane Embodiments

Petition, 54-60; INTEL-1003, ¶¶201-210.

Taniguchi’s Same Plane Embodiments



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petition Established Motivations to Combine

91 Petition, 56; INTEL-1003, ¶203.

(1) Taniguchi Suggests the Combination by Teaching Small Form Factor Devices

INTEL-1005 (Taniguchi), ¶[0022].

INTEL-1005 (Taniguchi), ¶¶[0001], [0002].



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE92 Petition, 11, 57, 60; INTEL-1003, ¶¶93, 203, 206, 208, 210.

Extrinsic evidence confirms a POSITA would have understood it was beneficial for such applications to 

integrate components, including antennas, on single die to achieve small form factor device 

Petition Established Motivations to Combine

Koo: O:

INTEL-1022 (Koo), 3:50-58.

INTEL-1025 (O), 8:11-22.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE93 Petition, 57; INTEL-1003, ¶¶203-205.

Extrinsic evidence confirms a POSITA would have understood it was beneficial for such applications to 

integrate components, including antennas, on single die to achieve small form factor device 

Petition Established Motivations to Combine

Heinrich:

Kovach:

INTEL-1026 (Heinrich), [0018].

INTEL-1027 (Kovach), 6:52-61.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE94 Petition, 57-58; INTEL-1003, ¶206.

INTEL-1006 (Rostoker), 1:10-15.

Petition Established Motivations to Combine

(2) Rostoker Suggests the Combination



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE95 Petition, 58; INTEL-1003, ¶207.

INTEL-1005 (Taniguchi), ¶[0086].

Petition Established Motivations to Combine

(3) Taniguchi Contemplates Other Implementations



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO’s Arguments Against Taniguchi-Rostoker Grounds Lack Merit

96 POR (Paper 16), 17-22, 27-31, 38-39, 46-52; Reply (Paper 19), 6-14.

- Taniguchi does not expressly state its teachings apply to ICs and Rostoker does not expressly 

state its teachings apply to PCBs

- Petitioner established a POSITA would view PCB art as relevant to IC design and vice versa

- Taniguchi and Rostoker are directed to antennas, not inductors

- Petitioner established that loop antennas are inductors

- Rostoker distinguishes “antennas” from “inductors”

- Petitioner established Rostoker does not distinguish “antennas” from “inductors”; loop 

antennas are inductors

- Rostoker (individually) teaches away for reasons related to Rostoker’s antenna

- Petitioner’s combination does not use Rostoker’s antenna; the combination uses Taniguchi’s 

antenna on Rostoker’s chip



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Sole Disputed Motivation to Combine Issue

Would a POSITA view PCB art (Taniguchi) as relevant to IC design (Rostoker) and vice versa?

97

PO’s Argument YES:

• PCB design rules are applicable to ICs

• Inductors on PCBs and ICs Produce the Same 

Magnetic Fields

• Applicant of the ’430 Patent cited PCB art in 

Information Disclosure Statements  

POR (Paper 16), 46-47; Reply (Paper 19), 9-14.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Extrinsic Evidence Establishes a POSITA Would Recognize the Applicability 
of PCB Teachings to ICs and IC Teachings to PCBs

98 Reply (Paper 19), 10; INTEL-1043; ¶¶52.

INTEL-1047; 670.

PCB Design Rules are Applicable to ICs and Vice Versa

INTEL-1048; 164.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE99 Reply (Paper 19), 10; INTEL-1043; ¶¶53.

INTEL-1049; 28.

Extrinsic Evidence Establishes a POSITA Would Recognize the Applicability 
of PCB Teachings to ICs and IC Teachings to PCBs

PCB Design Rules are Applicable to ICs and Vice Versa



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Inductors on PCBs and ICs Produce the Same Magnetic Fields

100 Reply (Paper 19), 9-12; INTEL-1043; ¶26.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Applicant Deemed PCB References Relevant

101

Keeney: One or more high Q value planar spiral inductors 

implemented on a PCB

Midya: Multiple spiral inductors implemented on a PCB

Bhailis: Spiral inductors implemented on a PCB

Reply (Paper 19), 11.

’430 Patent (INTEL-1001), cover page.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Midya-Raghavan Combination Renders Claims 
1, 3-6, and 9 Obvious 

Midya-Raghavan Combination Renders Claims 
11-16 Obvious if Claim 11’s Preamble is Not 
Limiting

 

102



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Midya Discloses a Four-Loop Inductor With “Reduced Far Field” / 
“Reduced Electromagnetic Field”

103 Petition, 65-66; INTEL-1003, ¶232.

INTEL-1007 (Midya), 10:22-25.

INTEL-1007 (Midya), Figure 1 (annotated).



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Midya’s Inductor Layout Reduces Electromagnetic Coupling

104 Petition, 65, 78-79; INTEL-1003, ¶¶234-235.

INTEL-1007 (Midya), 5:21-25.

INTEL-1007 (Midya), Figure 26.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Midya’s Inductor Layout Reduces Electromagnetic Coupling

105 Petition, 80; INTEL-1003, ¶257.

INTEL-1007 (Midya), Figure 21 (annotated).

INTEL-1007 (Midya), 18:4-16; 19:6-9.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Raghavan Discloses a Symmetric Inductor

106 Petition, 66-67; INTEL-1003, ¶¶237-238.

INTEL-1008 (Raghavan), Figure 3.

INTEL-1008 (Raghavan), [0002].



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Midya-Raghavan Combination

107 Petition, 68-74, 88; INTEL-1003, ¶¶239-247, 268.

• Use of Raghavan’s symmetric inductor 

winding reduces problematic crossovers and 

minimizes capacitive effects.

• The combination is the simple substitution of 

one known element (Raghavan’s inductor 

winding) for another (Midya’s loop in a non-

interacting inductor).

• The combination is the use of a known 

technique (Raghavan’s inductor winding) to 

improve similar devices (Midya’s non-

interacting inductor) in the same way 

(minimizing undesired capacitive coupling and 

improving quality factor of the inductor).



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Midya-Raghavan Grounds

108 Petition, 90-91; INTEL-1003, ¶¶275-277.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE109

INTEL-1007, 22:12-20.

INTEL-1007, 23, claim 1.

Patent Owner’s Motivation to Combine Arguments Lack Merit

- PO Argues POSITA would not have been motivated to combine because Midya “states its teachings 

are typically located on a PCB”

Midya is not limited to a PCB

POR (Paper 16), 55; Reply (Paper 19), 10-11.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s Arguments Against Midya-Raghavan 
Grounds Lack Merit

110

- PO Argues Midya-Raghavan combination is not symmetric due to the interconnections between 

inductors.

- The ’430 patent only requires “substantial” (not perfect) symmetry. Any alleged asymmetry does 

not materially impact the reduced far field achieved by the combination.

- PO Argues Midya’s “concentric” inductor “is outside the scope of claim 11.” 

- The ’430 patent does not require the first and second inductor to be laterally spaced from one 

another.

- Midya discloses inductor layouts in which the first and second inductor are laterally spaced from 

one another

- PO Argues Midya was considered by the examiner.

- Midya was cited on an IDS by the applicant and not substantively examined.

POR (Paper 16), 23, 55-58; Reply (Paper 19), 23-24; 

Petition, 80-82, 91, 93, 107.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s Missing Limitation Arguments Attack Midya and 
Raghavan in Isolation

111 POR (Paper 16), 59-64; Reply (Paper 19), 23; Petition, 74-94.

- PO Argues Midya does not disclose closely spaced terminals connected to the first loop.

- The Midya-Raghavan combination discloses closely spaced terminals connected to the first loop.

- PO Argues that Raghavan’s inductors are spiral and have a single loop.

- The combination discloses two loops.

- PO Argues Raghavan does not disclose an inductor layout.

- The combination provides an inductor layout having reduced electromagnetic coupling and 

reduced crossovers.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Midya-Raghavan-Gardner Combination 
Renders Claims 2, 11-16 Obvious if Claim 11’s 
Preamble is Limiting

112



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner Attacks Gardner in Isolation

113 POR (Paper 16) 64-66; Reply, 24-25; Petition, 101-104.

PO’s Arguments:

- Gardner’s inductor is spiral-shaped.

- Gardner’s terminals are not “closely spaced.”

Petitioner’s combination does not use Gardner’s inductor

- Midya-Raghavan teaches an inductor layout having reduced electromagnetic coupling

- Gardner teaches integrating inductors on a semiconductor die

- The combination provides reduced electromagnetic coupling between a first inductor and a second 

inductor on a semiconductor die.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Brooks: Grounds 5-8
Explicit Back-Up Combination for “Closely Spaced” 
/ “Minimizing Magnetic Field Contributions from the 
Terminals” Limitations (Claims 1, 11)

114



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

PO Mischaracterizes Brooks

115 POR (Paper 16), 71; Reply (Paper 19), 25-27; Petition, 104-106.

PO is incorrect – Brooks teaches 

this concept was well-known



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Brooks Teaches Cancellation of Magnetic Field by Closely 
Spaced Terminals

Brooks makes clear that EMI is a 

problem in circuit design. Brooks 

furthers Taniguchi’s and Midya’s 

goals of reducing interference by 

teaching closely spaced terminals 

that minimize EMI radiation.

116

INTEL-1010, 157 (Brooks).

Petition, 105; INTEL-1003, ¶337; Reply, 25-26.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dr. Prucnal Admits the Physics is the Same

The same physics principles govern 

the magnetic field produced by 

closely spaced terminals whether 

formed on PCBs or ICs.

117

INTEL-1044, 132:13-133:1.

Reply (Paper 19), 20.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

No Capacitive Crosstalk Between Connected Terminals

PO and its expert fail to explain 

the alleged problem of capacitive 

crosstalk. 

There is no crosstalk where 

terminals are part of the same 

conductive trace and carry the 

same signal in opposite 

directions.

118 POR (Paper 16), 68-69; Reply (Paper 19), 26-27; INTEL-1043, ¶70.

PO’s Argument:



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Backup

119



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Definition of a POSITA

120

- Petitioner:

- A person of ordinary skill in the art (“POSITA”) would have had at least a master’s degree in 

electrical engineering, physics, or similar discipline and at least two years’ experience in designing 

integrated circuits or inductors or a bachelor’s degree in electrical engineering, physics, or a similar 

discipline and at least four years’ experience in designing integrated circuits or inductors. Additional 

education might compensate for less experience and vice versa.

- Patent Owner:

- POPR: A POSITA would have a bachelor’s degree in electrical engineering, physics, or a similar 

discipline, and either a master’s degree in one of these fields of study or a minimum of two years of 

experience working in the wireless communications industry.

- POR: For the ’430 Patent, a POSITA would have a bachelor’s degree in electrical engineering, 

physics, or a similar discipline, and either a master’s degree in one of these fields of study or a 

minimum of two years of experience designing integrated radiofrequency circuits and inductors for 

semiconductors.

Petition, 2-3; INTEL-1003, ¶58; Reply, 5-6; INTEL-1043; ¶¶56-57.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Magnetic Field Near a Current-Carrying Conducting Loop

121 INTEL-1003, ¶25; INTEL-1043; ¶¶16-19.

The magnetic field strength in 

the plane of a current-carrying 

loop decreases with increasing 

distance from the loop.

INTEL-1043, ¶10.

100 x



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Magnetic Field Near an 8-Shaped Current-Carrying Loop

122 INTEL-1003, ¶75; INTEL-1043; ¶¶24-25.

The total magnetic field is the sum of the 

fields produced by the upper and lower 

loops. The total magnetic field is zero (dark 

blue) where the magnetic field produced by 

the upper loop is opposite in direction and 

equal in magnitude of the magnetic field 

produced by the lower loop. 

INTEL-1043, ¶10.

100 x
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ing Petitioner’s Demonstratives were served via email on the following attorneys 

for the Patent Owner: 
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 Phone: (202) 346-4000 
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