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Independent Claims of the ‘443 Patent
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1. A multiple-clock-domain microprocessor comprising:

a plurality of domains;

for each of the plurality of domains, a clock for separately

generating a clock signal at a frequency for that domain, the frequency 

being dynamically changeable independently of the frequencies of the 

clock signals generated for others of the plurality of domains; and

for each of the plurality of domains, a voltage input for receiving a 

voltage which is dynamically changeable independently of the voltages 

applied to said others of the plurality of domains.

8. A method of operating a microprocessor, the method 

comprising:

(a) providing a plurality of domains in the microprocessor;

(b) clocking each of the domains separately at a clock frequency;

(c) applying a voltage to each of the domains separately;

(d) operating the microprocessor such that each domain operates 

synchronously, while the domains operate asynchronously relative to 

one another; and

(e) dynamically controlling the clock frequency and the voltage in 

each of the plurality of domains independently of the clock frequencies 

and the voltages in others of the plurality of domains.



Time Line of the ‘443 Invention
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01/23/200302/02/2002 01/23/2004

EX1001, 1

US Provisional 60/441,759

EX2005, 1



The Claimed Invention was Reduced to Practice Prior to February 2, 2002 
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EX2003, 6

EX2003, 1

EX2003, 5



The Paper Described the Invention
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EX1001, 5:22-25

POR, 5



The Paper Described Embodiments Meeting the Claimed Limitations 
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Sur Reply, 13

POR, 6 POR, 10-12



The Paper Provided Proof it Worked for It’s Intended Purposes 
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“The defendant has stipulated that no actual prototype of 

the MHU-145/M loader was ever built. ….  In actuality, 

design work was less than 50 percent complete, and no 

manufacturing drawings existed from which a prototype 

could have been constructed.”

Std. Mfg. Co. v. United States, 25 Cl. Ct. 1, 65

Reply, 13-14

EX2003, 6

https://plus.lexis.com/api/document/collection/cases/id/3S4X-2160-0039-T0R9-00000-00?cite=25%20Cl.%20Ct.%201&context=1530671


RTP does not Require a “viable commercial embodiment”
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Sur-Reply, 14

Sur-Reply, 15-16

Sur-Reply, 16



Shenai is not Prior Art
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Shenai Time Line
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02/02/2002

8/10/2001

EX2006

11/5/2001

EX2007

11/5/2001

EX2008

11/5/2001

EX2009

8/12/2002

Shenai 
(EX1004)Shenai Provisionals



Shenai’s Claims are Not Supported by the Provisionals 
Therefore are Not Entitled to the Filing Date
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EX1004, Claim 1

EX1004, Claim 30

EX1004, Claim 35

POR, 38-39



Shenai’s Claims are Not Supported by the Provisionals 
Therefore are Not Entitled to the Filing Date

"DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE" 12

POR, 39 POR, 40



Shenai’s Provisionals Never Mention a Microprocessor
Therefore are Not Entitled to the Filing Date
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POR, 42

POR, 41

POR, 41-42



Shenai Teaches a “Rational 
Factor”
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Problem to Be Solved Time Line
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02/02/200210/19958/1992

EX2004, 1
EX2005, 3

EX2011, 1



POSITA’s Appreciated Rational Clocking was Different than Non-Constrained Clocking
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EX2012, 2

EX2012, 2

EX2012, 2



The Patent Specifically Overcomes Limits of Constrained Clocks 
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POR, 20

POR, 23

POR, 23



The Constraints of Prior Art Systems
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POR, 30-31

POR, 30

POR, 27

POR, 27-28



Shenai Teaches Rational Factors of a Common Clock
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POR, 44-45

POR, 47-48



Georgiou Teaches a “Rational 
Factor”

"DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE" 20



Georgiou Teaches Rational Factors of a Common Clock
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POR, 51-52

POR, 57-58

Sur-Reply, 10



“Independence” means freedom from other domain constraints—not merely “not 
literally derived from another domain’s clock” 
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Sur-Reply 7-8



The ‘443 is Fundamentally Different than Shenai and Georgiou
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Sur-Reply 6



Conclusion
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Grounds I-IV Fail for the following reasons:
• Shenai is not entitled to the earlier filing dates of the provisional

• Provisionals do not provide support for all of the elements for at least claim 
• Provisionals never disclose a microprocessor  

• The ‘443 was reduced to practice prior to February 2, 2020
• Semeraro describes the claimed invention
• No legal requirement for “commercial availability”
• The simulation shows that the invention worked for its intended purposes

• Shenai imposes a “rational factor” requirement which is the exact problem the inventors were trying to 
avoid.

Ground V-VI Fails for the following reasons:
• Georgiou imposes a “rational factor”
• Limits frequencies to a limited number of preconfigured frequencies 
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