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I. INTRODUCTION 

 
The Petition seeks review of claims 1, 6, and 8 of U.S. Patent No. 6,807,505 

(the “’505 patent”) on a single asserted ground of single reference obviousness 

under 35 U.S.C. § 103.  Claim 1 is the only challenged independent claim.  The 

challenged claims relate to testing electronic circuits and the use of a test unit to 

test interconnects between the electronic circuit and other electronic circuits using 

a combinatorial circuit.  The claims contemplate an electronic circuit comprising 

various elements, including interconnects – input/output nodes, a main unit, and a 

test unit.  The Petition, however, contains significant inconsistencies in its attempt 

to identify the claim elements in the prior art.  These inconsistencies constitute a 

failure of the Petition to meet the basic standard for institution.   

Additionally, the Board should exercise its discretion and decline to institute 

the Petition under the Fintiv criteria.  Petitioner conceded that the trial date 

proposed for the parallel District Court action is approximately two months before 

the final decision date for this matter.  Since the filing of the Petition, the District 

Court entered the schedule proposed by the parties.  Petitioner offers little more 

than speculation to suggest that this date will change based on unproduced and 

unverifiable data.  But even if Petitioner’s “evidence” in Exhibit 1010 were to be 

accepted, it shows that even if the average amount of “slippage” of the trial date 

occurred, trial would still occur well before the final decision date for this 
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proceeding.  Thus, Patent Owner respectfully submits that the Board should apply 

its discretion to deny institution of the Petition for this additional reason. 

II. OVERVIEW OF ’505 PATENT AND CHALLENGED CLAIMS 

 
The ’505 patent (Ex. 1001) issued October 19, 2004 from a U.S. Application 

filed July 16, 2003.  It claims priority to several foreign applications, the earliest of 

which was filed February 22, 1998.  The ’505 patent discloses improved electronic 

circuits containing test units for testing interconnects of the electronic circuits.  In 

particular, the patent teaches the use of test units comprising a combinatorial 

circuit implementing at least one of an XNOR and an XOR function. 

The ’505 patent explains that the invention provides for efficient testing of 

interconnects without the need for compliance with a particular protocol.  Ex. 1001 

at col. 2:25-54.  It further relates to an electronic circuit that includes a test unit for 

testing interconnects as part of the circuit itself.  Id. at col. 1:7-15.  The patent goes 

on to provide various examples of test units implemented using combinatorial 

circuits.  See generally, Ex. 1001 at col. 9:57-12:20.    

The Petition challenges claims 1, 6, and 8.  Only claim 1 is independent.  It 

recites: 

1. An electronic circuit comprising: 

a plurality of input/output (I/O) nodes for connecting the electronic circuit to 

a further electronic circuit via interconnects, 

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.


