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Patent Owner Xilinx, Inc. (“Xilinx”) submits the following preliminary 

response to the Petition filed by Intellectual Ventures Management (“IVM”) on 

September 17, 2012 requesting inter partes review of claims 1-13 of U.S. Patent 

No. 7,566,960 (the “’960 Patent”).  Xilinx respectfully requests that the Board 

decline to institute inter partes review of the ’960 patent. 

INTRODUCTION 

In October 2003, Inventor Robert O. Conn filed a patent application on a 

new way to effectively provide power to high speed integrated circuit devices. 

(’960 Patent, IVM 1001.).  The Conn invention addressed a well-known problem 

stemming from advances in semiconductor manufacturing that allowed integrated 

circuit devices to reach switching frequencies in the hundreds of megahertz.  These 

high frequencies introduced detrimental noise into the power leads of integrated 

circuitry.  While it was known to reduce noise on the power leads with a 

decoupling capacitor, the wiring between the integrated circuit and the capacitor 

could itself produce unacceptable levels of parasitic inductance at high switching 

speeds.  To address this problem, Inventor Conn positioned the capacitor closer to 

the integrated circuit, minimizing the length of wiring between them and the 

associated parasitic inductance.  Specifically, Conn found that a capacitive element 

could be packaged with the integrated circuit die, inside the encapsulating package.   
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Conn devised various embodiments of this technology, including some that 

provide a wafer-thin capacitive interposer, or caposer, suitable for placement 

between an integrated circuit die and its surrounding packaging.  In addition to 

solving Conn’s original challenge, the inventive structure provided other benefits.  

For example, the caposer could be tailored so that the resulting packaged circuit is 

tailored to a specific application by matching the die circuitry to the characteristic 

impedance of a printed circuit board.  Thus, the performance of an integrated 

circuit could be customized without requiring any redesign of the circuitry itself.  

The US Patent Office granted U.S. Patent No. 7,566,960 to Inventor Conn for this 

innovative technology in 2009.  The ’960 Patent is now assigned to Xilinx, Inc. 

Although IVM has no interest in the subject matter of the ’960 patent, it has 

nevertheless requested inter partes review based on several prior art references, 

many of which were already considered during prosecution.  These references fail 

to teach all of the elements of the ’960 patent, especially the requirements relating 

to placing certain components inside the encapsulating ceramic package.  This is 

clear from the face of the Petition, which makes assertions about the “inside” claim 

limitations that the prior art references do not support.  Thus Board should deny the 

Petition Inter Partes Review because it fails to show a reasonable likelihood that 

any claim of the ’960 patent is unpatentable. 
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I. Reasons Why No Inter Partes Review Should Be Instituted 

A. IVM Failed to Identify All Real Parties in Interest  

Before turning to the merits, IVM’s Petition should be denied because it fails 

to identify all of the real parties in interest as required by 37 C.F.R. § 42.8(b)(1).  

The requirement to disclose the real parties-in-interest serves the dual purpose of 

“assisting courts in identifying potential conflicts and to assure proper application 

of the statutory estoppel provisions.”
1
  IVM’s decision to identify itself as the sole 

real party in interest frustrates both of these purposes. 

It is well-known that IVM is part of a complex web of companies with a 

“penchant for secrecy.”
2
  Those who of have attempted to understand IVM’s 

financial interests have located over 1200 related entities.
3
  IVM is also known to 

have a variety of “investors,” although the nature of these relationships varies 

widely.  While some investors may have a purely financial stake in IVM and its 

associated shell companies, other companies are believed to have patent licensing 

arrangements with IVM.
4
  Additionally, IVM provides patents to companies 

                                           
1
 Patent Trial Practice Guide § I.D.1.   

2
 Tom Ewing & Robin Feldman, “The Giants Among Us,” 2012 STAN. TECH. L. 

REV. 1, ¶ 14, n. 6 (XLNX-2002). 

3
 Id., ¶ 25. 

4
 Id., ¶ 47. 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
	� Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

	� Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
	� With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

	� Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
	� Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

	� Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


