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Statutory Grounds for Challenges

2

Ground Assertion Petitioned Claims

1 Obvious under §103 over Zhao 1-16

2
Obvious under §103 over Steffens in view

of Zhao
1-16

3
Obvious under §103 over Ozer in view of

Zhao
1-16

4 Obvious under §103 over TLP 1-16

Paper 3 (Petition) at 6 
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’980 Patent

Title: Graphical Object Models for Detection and Tracking

Inventors: Leonid Sigal, Ying Zhu, Dorin Comaniciu

Original Assignee: Siemens Corporate Research, Inc.,

Priority Date: May 27, 2004

3

EX1001 (’980 Patent) at 1; Paper 3 (Petition) at 5
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’980 Patent

4

OVERVIEW OF THE ’980 PATENT
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The ’980 Patent Addresses a Problem Related to 
Object Detection

5

EX1001 (’980 Patent) at 1:15-21; Paper 26 (POR) at 1-2 
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The Improved Object Detection Technique of 
the ’980 Patent

6

EX1001 (’980 Patent) at 1:22-24; Paper 26 (POR) at 1-2 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) at 2:43-54; Paper 26 (POR) at 2 



Presentation of Patent OwnerDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Improved Object Detection Technique of 
the ’980 Patent

7

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; Paper 26 (POR) at 2-3 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) at 2:55-3:2; Paper 26 (POR) at 2 



Presentation of Patent OwnerDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Improved Object Detection Technique of 
the ’980 Patent

8

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; Paper 26 (POR) at 2-3 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) at 4:18-24; Paper 26 (POR) at 2-3 
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The Improved Object Detection Technique of 
the ’980 Patent
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EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; Paper 26 (POR) at 3-4 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) at 4:34-45; Paper 26 (POR) at 3-4 
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The Improved Object Detection Technique of 
the ’980 Patent

10

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; Paper 26 (POR) at 3-4 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) at 2:59-60; Paper 26 (POR) at 3-4 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) at 4:15-17; Paper 26 (POR) at 3-4 
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The Improved Object Detection Technique of 
the ’980 Patent

11

EX1003 (Provisional) Fig. 2(d); Paper 26 (POR) at 4-5 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) at 3:47-53; Paper 26 (POR) at 4 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) at 4:45-48; Paper 26 (POR) at 4 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; Paper 26 (POR) at 4-5 
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The Improved Object Detection Technique of 
the ’980 Patent

12

EX1001 (’980 Patent) at 3:53-4:8; Paper 26 (POR) at 5 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; Paper 26 (POR) at 3-4 
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The Improved Object Detection Technique of 
the ’980 Patent

13

EX1001 (’980 Patent) at 5:41-57; Paper 26 (POR) at 5-6 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) 5:58-67; Paper 26 (POR) at 5-6

EX1001 (’980 Patent) at 5:25-30; Paper 26 (POR) at 5-6 



Presentation of Patent OwnerDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Improved Object Detection Technique of 
the ’980 Patent

14

EX1001 (’980 Patent) at 6:23-41; Paper 26 (POR) at 5-6 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; Paper 26 (POR) at 5-6 
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The Improved Object Detection Technique of 
the ’980 Patent

15

EX1001 (’980 Patent) 6:41-64; Paper 26 (POR) at 5-6

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; Paper 26 (POR) at 2-3 
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The Improved Object Detection Technique of 
the ’980 Patent

16

EX1001 (’980 Patent) 6:41-64; Paper 26 (POR) at 5-6

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; Paper 26 (POR) at 3-4 
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The Improved Object Detection Technique of 
the ’980 Patent

17

EX1001 (’980 Patent) 7:6-22; Paper 26 (POR) at 6-7 EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; Paper 26 (POR) at 3-4 
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The Improved Object Detection Technique of 
the ’980 Patent

18

EX1001 (’980 Patent) 7:6-22; Paper 26 (POR) at 6-7 EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; Paper 26 (POR) at 2-3 
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’980 Patent

19

CLAIM CONSTRUCTION



Presentation of Patent OwnerDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction

1. A computer implemented method for object detection comprising:

[1a] providing a spatio-temporal model for an object to be detected;

[1b] providing a video comprising a plurality of images including the object;

[1c] measuring the object as a collection of components in each image;

[1d] determining a probability that the object is in each image; and

[1e] detecting the object in any image upon comparing the probabilities for

each image to a threshold for detecting the object.

20

EX1001 (’980 patent), at claim 1

Claim 1
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Term Patent Owner’s Construction Petitioners’ Construction1

“detecting the object in any 
image upon comparing the 
probabilities for each image to a 
threshold for detecting the 
object” 

detecting the object in any 
image based on comparing the 
probabilities for each image of 
the plurality of images to a 
threshold for detecting the 
object

detecting the collection of 
components in any image upon
comparing the collection of 
component probabilities for each 
image to a threshold for 
detecting the collection of 
components

1 Petitioners do not formally propose this construction but apply it in their invalidity analysis. See Paper 32 (Reply) 
at 2, 4-5, 8-11, 25-27.

Paper 26 (POR) at 18-25; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 3-15 

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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1. A computer implemented method for object detection comprising:

[1a] providing a spatio-temporal model for an object to be detected;

[1b] providing a video comprising a plurality of images including the object;

[1c] measuring the object as a collection of components in each image;

[1d] determining a probability that the object is in each image; and

[1e] detecting the object in any image upon comparing the probabilities for

each image to a threshold for detecting the object.

22

EX1001 (’980 patent), at claim 1; Paper 26 (POR) at 18-20

Element 1[e] requires a multi-image analysis.

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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“We have explained that a patent’s express purpose of the invention ‘informs the proper

construction of claim terms.’”

Sequoia Tech., LLC v. Dell, Inc., 66 F.4th 1317, 1326 (Fed. Cir. 2023)

“As we stated in Renishaw PLC v. Marposs Societa’ per Azioni, 158 F.3d 1243, 1250 

(Fed.Cir.1998), ‘ultimately, the interpretation to be given a term can only be determined and 

confirmed with a full understanding of what the inventors actually invented and intended to 

envelop with the claim.’ It is therefore entirely proper to consider the functions of an invention in

seeking to determine the meaning of particular claim language.”

 Medrad, Inc. v. MRI Devices Corp., 401 F.3d 1313, 1319 (Fed. Cir. 2005)

23

Paper 26 (POR) at 20-21, 23; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 18-19

Element 1[e] requires a multi-image analysis.

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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Element 1[e] requires a multi-image analysis.

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 2:43-54; Paper 26 (POR) at 20-21; 

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 18-19

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 7:6-22; Paper 26 (POR) at 20-21; Paper 

44 (Sur-Reply) at 18-19

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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Element 1[e] requires a multi-image analysis.

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; Paper 26 (POR) at 3-4 EX1001 (’980 patent) at 7:6-22; Paper 26 (POR) at 20-21; Paper 

44 (Sur-Reply) at 18-19

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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Element 1[e] requires a multi-image analysis.

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; Paper 26 (POR) at 3-4 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) 4:45-48; Paper 26 (POR) at 24

Window size Temporal distance 
backward: t-(w-1)/2

Temporal distance 
forward: t+(w-1)/2

W=3 t-(3-1)/2 = t-(2)/2 = t-1 t+(3-1)/2 = t-(2)/2 = t+1

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 7:6-22; Paper 26 (POR) at 20-21; Paper 

44 (Sur-Reply) at 18-19

Paper 26 (POR) at 24

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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“w=1” is not a multi-image analysis; it is not covered by claim 1

EX1001 (’980 Patent) 7:6-22; Paper 26 (POR) at 22-23 EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; Paper 26 (POR) at 2-3 

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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“w=1” is not a multi-image analysis; it is not covered by claim 1

EX1001 (’980 Patent) 7:6-22; Paper 26 (POR) at 23-24 EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; Paper 26 (POR) at 2-3 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) 4:45-48; Paper 26 (POR) at 24

Window size Temporal distance 
backward: t-(w-1)/2

Temporal distance 
forward: t+(w-1)/2

W=1 t-(1-1)/2 = t-(0)/2 = t-0 t+(1-1)/2 = t-(0)/2 = t+0

Paper 26 (POR) at 24

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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The ’980 patent distinguishes w=1 from the claimed invention

EX1001 (’980 Patent) 7:56-8:3; Paper 26 (POR) at 22-23

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; 

Paper 26 (POR) at 2-3 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; 

Paper 26 (POR) at 3-4 

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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EX1001 (’980 Patent) 7:56-8:3; Paper 26 (POR) at 22-23

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; 

Paper 26 (POR) at 2-3 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; 

Paper 26 (POR) at 3-4 

The ’980 patent distinguishes w=1 from the claimed invention

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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“The actual words of the claim are the controlling focus.’”

Digital Biometrics, Inc. v. Identix, Inc., 149 F.3d 1335, 1344 (Fed. Cir. 1998)

31

Paper 26 (POR) at 21-22

Figure 5’s typo does not alter the construction.

“[One] cannot alter the plain meaning of the claim language by referring to parts of the 

specification out of context.”

Seal-Flex, Inc. v. Athletic Track & Ct. Const., 172 F.3d 836, 845 (Fed. Cir. 1999)

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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Figure 5’s typo does not alter the construction.

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 8:40-43 (claim 1[e]); Paper 26 (POR) at 

21-22; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 13

EX1001 (’980 patent) at Fig. 5; Paper 26 (POR) at 20-21; Paper 

44 (Sur-Reply) at 18-19
EX1001 (’980 patent) at 7:53-55; Paper 26 (POR) at 21-22; 

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 13

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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“Based on the full teaching of the specification, we conclude that Wi-Fi’s proposed construction of 

claim 15 is unreasonable. It would allow an erroneous sequence number length field to be present 

without an erroneous sequence number field, which the specification indicates would not work, 

while requiring all erroneous sequence number fields to be associated with erroneous sequence 

number length fields, which the patent teaches is not necessary. The Board’s construction, on the 

other hand, comports with what the patent teaches about the number and length fields. Even though

the language of claim 15, standing alone, provides some support for Wi-Fi’s interpretation, we hold

that in the end the claim must be read as the Board construed it in order to be faithful to the

invention disclosed in the specification.”

Wi-Fi One, LLC v. Broadcom Corp., 887 F.3d 1329, 1346 (Fed. Cir. 2018)

33

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 14

“upon” means “based on”

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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“upon” means “based on”

EX2004 (Saber Decl.) ¶71; Paper 26 (POR) at 24-25

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 2:43-50; Paper 26 (POR) at 24-25

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 7:6-22; Paper 26 (POR) at 24-25

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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“upon” means “based on”

EX2004 (Saber Decl.) ¶71; Paper 26 (POR) at 24-25

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 2:55-63; Paper 26 (POR) at 24-25

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 4:34-44; Paper 26 (POR) at 24-25 EX1001 (’980 patent) at 4:45-48; Paper 26 (POR) at 24-25

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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“upon” means “based on”

EX2004 (Saber Decl.) ¶71; Paper 26 (POR) at 24-25

EX1001 (’980 Patent) 5:58-67; Paper 26 (POR) at 24-25

EX1001 (’980 Patent) at 5:25-30; Paper 26 (POR) at 24-25 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) 7:23-44; Paper 26 (POR) at 24-25

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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“upon” means “based on”

EX2004 (Saber Decl.) ¶71; Paper 26 (POR) at 24-25

EX1001 (’980 Patent) at 6:23-41; Paper 26 (POR) at 24-25 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) at 6:23-41; Paper 26 (POR) at 24-25 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) at 6:42-64; Paper 26 (POR) at 24-25 

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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“upon” means “based on”

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 4:34-44; Paper 26 (POR) at 24-25
EX2004 (Saber Decl.) ¶71; Paper 26 (POR) at 24-25

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”



Presentation of Patent OwnerDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 39

“upon” means “based on”

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

Petitioners do not contest PO’s evidence.

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 14-15

Paper 45 at 4

“We need not reach the merits of these arguments because Bradium 

waived them by failing to present them to the Board.”

Bradium Techs. LLC v. Iancu, 923 F.3d 1032, 1048 (Fed. Cir. 

2019)
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Petitioners’ construction rewrites “object” as “collection of components”

EX1052 (Bajaj Supp. Decl.) ¶13; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 3-4

EX2008 (Bajaj Dep. Tr.) at 18:2-19:5-21; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 3-4

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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Petitioners’ construction rewrites “object” as “collection of components”

EX1052 (Bajaj Supp. Decl.) ¶13; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 3-4

EX2008 (Bajaj Dep. Tr.) at 21:8-22:4; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 3-4

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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Petitioners’ construction rewrites “object” as “collection of components”

EX1052 (Bajaj Supp. Decl.) ¶13; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 3-4
EX2008 (Bajaj Dep. Tr.) at 24:5-12; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 3-4

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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Petitioners’ construction rewrites “object” as “collection of components”

EX1052 (Bajaj Supp. Decl.) ¶17; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 4
EX1052 (Bajaj Supp. Decl.) ¶16; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 4

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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Petitioners’ construction rewrites “object” as “collection of components”

EX1001 (’980 patent), claim 8; Paper 26 (POR) at 5-6, 38-39

EX2008 (Bajaj Dep. Tr.) at 90:7-11; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 3-4

EX2008 (Bajaj Dep. Tr.) at 92:19-93:1; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 3-4

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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Petitioners’ constructions are improperly incorporated by reference

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

“Thus, parties that incorporate expert testimony by reference in their petitions, motions, or replies 

without providing explanation of such testimony risk having the testimony not considered by the 

Board. See Cisco Systems, Inc. v. C-Cation Techs., LLC, Case IPR2014-00454 (PTAB Aug. 29, 

2014) (Paper 12) (informative).”

PTAB Consolidated Trial Practice Guide (Nov. 2019) at 35-36. 

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 4-5
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Petitioners’ constructions are improperly incorporated by reference

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 4 (citing Reply, 2, 4-5, 8-11, 25-27) 

Paper 32 (Reply) at 2

Paper 32 (Reply) at 4

Paper 32 (Reply) at 9

Paper 32 (Reply) at 11
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Petitioners’ constructions are forfeited

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

“Petitioner is required to identify—in the Petition—how the challenged claims are to be construed. 37 C.F.R. § 

42.104(b)(3). Presenting a new proposed claim construction for the first time in a Reply does not fulfill this

requirement.”

GCE Gas Control Equipment Inc. v. VBOX, Inc., IPR2023-00326, Paper 27 at 11 (PTAB Jun. 18, 2024).

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 5

“In its Reply, Petitioner changed its position, arguing for the first time that ‘the claims do not require safety; 

they require only ‘treating’ Cushing’s syndrome or its symptoms.’ Reply 14. Not only is this an inappropriate

new argument (see Pet. 23 (arguing that the claims should be given their plain and ordinary meaning and that

“no further claim construction is required for purposes of this PGR”)), it contradicts the obviousness rationale 

set forth in the Petition.”

Teva Pharms. USA, Inc. v. Corcept Therapeutics, Inc., PGR2019-00048, Paper 51 at 17 (PTAB Nov. 18, 

2020) 
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Petitioners’ constructions are forfeited

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

EX1052, ¶¶13-14 (cited in Paper 32 (Reply) at 2, 4-5, 8-9, 25-27)

Paper 3 (Petition) at 12

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 5
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Petitioners’ construction is inconsistent with the claims; it renders a term superfluous

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 5-6

“There is no dispute that the ‘pressurized collection vessel’ receives the 

dispersion; that function is clearly contemplated by the surrounding claim 

language. But allowing ‘collection’ to mean ‘receive’ would render 

‘collection’ entirely superfluous and allow any pressurized vessel to 

constitute a ‘pressurized collection vessel’; such a result is disfavored.”

Akzo Nobel Coatings, Inc. v. Dow Chem. Co., 811 F.3d 1334, 1340 

(Fed. Cir. 2016) (cleaned up). 

“[W]hile interpretations that render some portion of the claim language

superfluous are disfavored, where neither the plain meaning nor the patent 

itself commands a difference in scope between two terms, they may be 

construed identically.”

Power Mosfet Techs., L.L.C. v. Siemens AG, 378 F.3d 1396, 1410 

(Fed. Cir. 2004). 

1. A computer implemented method for object detection

comprising:

[1a] providing a spatio-temporal model for an object to

be detected;

[1b] providing a video comprising a plurality of images 

including the object;

[1c] measuring the object as a collection of components 

in each image;

[1d] determining a probability that the object is in each 

image; and

[1e] detecting the object in any image upon comparing 

the probabilities for each image to a threshold for

detecting the object.

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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1. A computer implemented method for object detection

comprising:

[1a] providing a spatio-temporal model for an object to

be detected;

[1b] providing a video comprising a plurality of images 

including the object;

[1c] measuring the object as a collection of components 

in each image;

[1d] determining a probability that the object is in each 

image; and

[1e] detecting the object in any image upon comparing 

the probabilities for each image to a threshold for

detecting the object.

“Starting with the language of claim 21, the terms ‘engaging’ and 

‘sealing’ are both expressly recited in the claim and therefore ‘engaging’

cannot mean the same thing as ‘sealing’; if it did, one of the terms would

be superfluous.”

Primos, Inc. v. Hunter’s Specialties, Inc., 451 F.3d 841, 848 (Fed. 

Cir. 2006). 

“In the absence of any evidence to the contrary, we must presume that

the use of these different terms in the claims connotes different

meanings.”

CAE Screenplates, Inc. v. Heinrich Fiedler Gmbh & Co. Kg, 224 

F.3d 1308, 1317 (Fed. Cir. 2000)

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 5-6

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

Petitioners’ construction is inconsistent with the claims; it renders a term superfluous
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Petitioners’ construction is inconsistent with the claims; it renders terms indistinct

1. A computer implemented method for object detection

comprising:

[1a] providing a spatio-temporal model for an object to

be detected;

[1b] providing a video comprising a plurality of images 

including the object;

[1c] measuring the object as a collection of components 

in each image;

[1d] determining a probability that the object is in each 

image; and

[1e] detecting the object in any image upon comparing 

the probabilities for each image to a threshold for

detecting the object.

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 5-6

“If the terms ‘pusher assembly’ and ‘pusher bar’ described a single

element, one would expect the claim to consistently refer to this element

as either a ‘pusher bar’ or a ‘pusher assembly,’ but not both, especially

not within the same clause. Therefore, in our view, the plain meaning of 

the claim will not bear a reading that ‘pusher assembly’ and ‘pusher bar’ 

are synonyms.”

Ethicon Endo-Surgery, Inc. v. United States Surgical Corp., 93 

F.3d 1572, 1579 (Fed. Cir. 1996). 

“In these recitations, the ‘user’ and the ‘computer’ are distinct entities. 

To construe the term ‘user’ to mean a ‘computer’ would result in the 

claim being interpreted to recite, for example, ‘enabling the software on 

a computer for use by a [computer].’ The language of the claims does

not reasonably or logically permit such a construction.”

z4 Technologies, Inc. v. Microsoft Corp., 507 F.3d 1340, 1348 

(Fed. Cir. 2007)

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
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Petitioners’ construction is inconsistent with the specification

“Likewise, the written description makes clear that the terms ‘users’ and ‘computers’ are distinct and used to describe different things.”

z4 Technologies, Inc. v. Microsoft Corp., 507 F.3d 1340, 1348 (Fed. Cir. 2007)

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; Paper 26 (POR) at 3-4 EX1001 (’980 Patent) 4:34-45; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 6-7
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Petitioners’ construction is inconsistent with the specification

“Likewise, the written description makes clear that the terms ‘users’ and ‘computers’ are distinct and used to describe different things.”

z4 Technologies, Inc. v. Microsoft Corp., 507 F.3d 1340, 1348 (Fed. Cir. 2007)

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

EX1001 (’980 Patent) 3:47-4:7; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 6-7
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Petitioners’ construction reads out all preferred embodiments 
(w>1) in favor of a disfavored embodiment (w=1)

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 8

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

“We are mindful to not limit claims to a preferred embodiment. See Teleflex, Inc. v. Ficosa N. Am. Corp., 299 F.3d 

1313, 1328 (Fed. Cir. 2002). But we also recognize that “[a] claim construction exclud[ing] a preferred embodiment

is rarely, if ever correct.” Kaufman v. Microsoft Corp., 34 F.4th 1360, 1372 (Fed. Cir. 2022) (cleaned up). Here, we 

do not limit the claim language based on the preferred embodiment. Instead, we recognize that it aligns with, and 

thus bolsters, what the plain claim language indicates: that the disk partition is a logical volume's minimum 

construction unit.”

Sequoia Tech., LLC v. Dell, Inc., 66 F.4th 1317, 1327 (Fed. Cir. 2023)
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Petitioners’ construction reads out all preferred embodiments 
(w>1) in favor of a disfavored embodiment (w=1)

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 7-8

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

1. A computer implemented method for object detection comprising:

[1a] providing a spatio-temporal model for an object to be detected;

[1b] providing a video comprising a plurality of images including the object;

[1c] measuring the object as a collection of components in each image;

[1d] determining a probability that the object is in each image; and

[1e] detecting the object in any image upon comparing the probabilities for 

each image to a threshold for detecting the object.

1. A computer implemented method for object detection comprising:

[1a] providing a spatio-temporal model for an object to be detected;

[1b] providing a video comprising a plurality of images including the object;

[1c] measuring the object as a collection of components in each image;

[1d] determining a probability that the [collection of components] is in each image; and

[1e] detecting the object in any image upon comparing the [collection of component] 

probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the [collection of components].

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; 

Paper 26 (POR) at 3-4 
EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; 

Paper 26 (POR) at 2-3 
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Petitioners’ construction reads out all preferred embodiments 
(w>1) in favor of a disfavored embodiment (w=1)

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 7:6-22; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 8

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; 

Paper 26 (POR) at 3-4 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; 

Paper 26 (POR) at 2-3 
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Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

EX1001 (’980 Patent) 7:56-8:3; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 8

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; 

Paper 26 (POR) at 2-3 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; 

Paper 26 (POR) at 3-4 

Petitioners’ construction reads out all preferred embodiments 
(w>1) in favor of a disfavored embodiment (w=1)
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Petitioners’ construction renders the claims indefinite

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 9

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

“If, after applying all other available tools of claim construction, a claim is ambiguous, it should be construed to

preserve its validity. … The canon favoring constructions that preserve claim validity therefore counsels against 

construing ‘communications path’ to include wireless communications.”

Ruckus Wireless, Inc. v. Innovative Wireless Sols., LLC, 824 F.3d 999, 1004 (Fed. Cir. 2016)

“This reading of the claim is indefinite. … This court therefore rejects this proposed construction.”

Geneva Pharms., Inc. v. GlaxoSmithKline PLC, 349 F.3d 1373, 1384 (Fed. Cir. 2003)
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Petitioners’ construction removes clarity and creates confusion

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 9

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

“Further, the mismatch between the various plural IP addresses 

provided earlier in the claim and the singular ‘said different IP 

Address’ suggests a term that is entirely untethered from the 

words around it. It is true that, as a general rule, a singular noun 

encompasses the plural for claim construction purposes. This 

claim construction principle, however, does not render the 

mismatch irrelevant. Where, as here, a singular/plural mismatch 

further confuses an already confused claim, it is proper to

consider the mismatch in discerning whether a POSA could

understand the claim with reasonable certainty.”

Bushnell Hawthorne, LLC v. Cisco Sys., Inc., 813 F. App’x 

522, 526 (Fed. Cir. 2020) (cleaned up)

1. A computer implemented method for object detection comprising:

[1a] providing a spatio-temporal model for an object to be detected;

[1b] providing a video comprising a plurality of images including the 

object;

[1c] measuring the object as a collection of components in each image;

[1d] determining a probability that the object is in each image; and

[1e] detecting the object in any image upon comparing the probabilities 

for each image to a threshold for detecting the object.

Antecedent Basis?

• P(object) in each image of the plurality?

• P(collection of components) in a single image?



Presentation of Patent OwnerDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 60

Petitioners’ construction requires rewriting the claims

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

“The actual words of the claim are the controlling focus.”  

 Digital Biometrics, Inc. v. Identix, Inc., 149 F.3d 1335, 1344 (Fed. 

Cir. 1998)

1. A computer implemented method for object detection comprising:

[1a] providing a spatio-temporal model for an object to be detected;

[1b] providing a video comprising a plurality of images including the object;

[1c] measuring the object as a collection of components in each image;

[1d] determining a probability probabilities that the object collection of 

components is in each image; and

[1e] detecting the object in any image upon comparing the collection of 

component probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object 

collection of components.
“Claims mean precisely what they say.”

 Cent. Admixture Pharm. Servs., Inc. v. Advanced Cardiac Sols., P.C., 

482 F.3d 1347, 1355 (Fed. Cir. 2007)

“In construing claims, the analytical focus must begin and remain

centered on the language of the claims themselves, for it is that 

language that the patentee chose to use to particularly point out and 

distinctly claim the subject matter which the patentee regards as his 

invention.”   

 Interactive Gift Exp., Inc. v. Compuserve Inc., 256 F.3d 1323, 1331 

(Fed. Cir. 2001)

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 9
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Petitioners’ construction renders claim 1 narrower than dependent claims

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 9-10

“By definition, an independent claim is broader than a claim that depends from it, so if a dependent claim reads on a

particular embodiment of the claimed invention, the corresponding independent claim must cover that embodiment as well.”   

 Bd. of Regents of the Univ. of Texas Sys. v. BENQ Am. Corp., 533 F.3d 1362, 1371 (Fed. Cir. 2008).

“Under the doctrine of claim differentiation, dependent claims are presumed to be of narrower scope than the independent 

claims from which they depend.”   

 AK Steel Corp. v. Sollac & Ugine, 344 F.3d 1234, 1242 (Fed. Cir. 2003).
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Petitioners’ construction renders claim 1 narrower than claim 3

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

“The fact that the claim distinguishes between ‘each pre-programmed code’ and ‘the matched one or more pre-

programmed codes’ is significant.  Different claim terms are presumed to have different meanings.”   

 Bd. of Regents of the Univ. of Texas Sys. v. BENQ Am. Corp., 533 F.3d 1362, 1371 (Fed. Cir. 2008).

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 9-10

1. A computer implemented method for object detection comprising:

[1a] providing a spatio-temporal model for an object to be detected;

[1b] providing a video comprising a plurality of images including the object;

[1c] measuring the object as a collection of components in each image;

[1d] determining a probability that the object is in each image; and

[1e] detecting the object in any image upon comparing the probabilities for 

each image to a threshold for detecting the object.

3. The computer implemented method of claim 1, wherein the 

spatio-temporal model is a graphical model comprising nodes 

corresponding to each of the collection of components and to the 

object.
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Petitioners’ construction renders claim 1 narrower than claim 4

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

1. A computer implemented method for object detection comprising:

[1a] providing a spatio-temporal model for an object to be detected;

[1b] providing a video comprising a plurality of images including the object;

[1c] measuring the object as a collection of components in each image;

[1d] determining a probability that the object is in each image; and

[1e] detecting the object in any image upon comparing the probabilities for 

each image to a threshold for detecting the object.

4. The computer implemented method of claim 1, wherein determining the 

probability that the object is in each image comprises detecting the object 

in a current image according to measurements of the object as a collection 

of components determined from a prior image and a later image relative to 

the current image.

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 10

Q. Okay. So then at the end of the 15 paragraph, you refer to "I(j-0).  “What 

is -- what does “j-0” mean in that circumstance?

A. That's the condition when “W” is equal to “1” using the way that the 

patent specifies it as well. So this windowing, it refers to (j-(w-1)/2) and 

(j+(w-1)/2).  And when “W” is equal to “1,” that would become zero. So 

hence, there’s no previous frame or no future frame. 

Q. Okay. So if there’s no previous frame and no future frame, then the 

analysis does not extend past the point in time of the current image, 

right?

A. The analysis of detection in that image frame is not using any

information from a previous frame or a future frame. The processing is 

still being done frame by frame. “J” is moving from the beginning to the 

end of your video processing. The computer method is detecting, 

measuring, you know, comparing these probabilities.

EX2008 (Bajaj Dep. Tr.) at 51:14-52:21; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 10, 11
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Petitioners’ construction covering w=1 violates canons of claim construction: 
plain and unambiguous claim language governs

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 7:6-22; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 11

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; 

Paper 26 (POR) at 3-4 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; 

Paper 26 (POR) at 2-3 

“First, absent contravening evidence from the specification or prosecution history, plain and unambiguous claim language 

controls the construction analysis.”   

 DSW, Inc. v. Shoe Pavilion, Inc., 537 F.3d 1342, 1347 (Fed. Cir. 2008).
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Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 7:56-8:3; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 11

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; 

Paper 26 (POR) at 3-4 

EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; 

Paper 26 (POR) at 2-3 

“First, absent contravening evidence from the specification or prosecution history, plain and unambiguous claim language 

controls the construction analysis.”   

 DSW, Inc. v. Shoe Pavilion, Inc., 537 F.3d 1342, 1347 (Fed. Cir. 2008).

Petitioners’ construction covering w=1 violates canons of claim construction: 
plain and unambiguous claim language governs
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Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

“The mere fact that there is an alternative embodiment disclosed in the asserted patent that is not encompassed by our claim construction 

does not outweigh the language of the claim, especially when the court’s construction is supported by the intrinsic evidence.”  

 Aug. Tech. Corp. v. Camtek, Ltd., 655 F.3d 1278, 1285 (Fed. Cir. 2011) (cleaned up)

“[W]e should not infer that any particular embodiment is included in a claim when there is probative evidence that sufficiently indicates 

the contrary.”

 SIMO Holdings Inc. v. Hong Kong uCloudlink Network Tech. Ltd., 983 F.3d 1367, 1378 (Fed. Cir. 2021)

“However, in a case such as this, where the patent describes multiple embodiments, every claim does not need to cover every 

embodiment. This is particularly true where the plain language of a limitation of the claim does not appear to cover that embodiment.”

 Pacing Technologies, LLC v. Garmin Intern., Inc.,778 F.3d 1021, 1026 (Fed. Cir. 2015)

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 11-12

Petitioners’ construction covering w=1 violates canons of claim construction: 
claims need not cover every embodiment in the specification
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Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

“And even more notably, the specification expressly criticizes the interweaving practice where securing yarns include yarns of the upper 

and lower layers—i.e., the construction proposed by Barrday and endorsed by the dissent. … The ‘repeated description’ of securing 

yarns as separate and distinct structures from yarns of the upper and lower layers, the ‘extolling of the virtues’ of separate securing 

yarns, and the ‘criticism’ of the interweaving practice where securing yarns include yarns of the upper and lower layers ‘clearly point to

the conclusion’ that the construction of securing yarns excludes yarns from the upper and lower layers.”  

 Barrday, Inc. v. Lincoln Fabrics Inc., 2023 WL 7871688, at *4-5 (Fed. Cir. Nov. 16, 2023)

“[A] patent applicant need not expressly state ‘my invention does not include X’ to indicate his exclusion of X from the scope of his 

patent because the patentee’s choice of preferred embodiments can shed light on the intended scope of the claims.”

 Trustees of Columbia Univ. in City of New York v. Symantec Corp., 811 F.3d 1359, 1364 (Fed. Cir. 2016) (cleaned up)

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 12-13

Petitioners’ construction covering w=1 violates canons of claim construction: 
disfavored embodiments may be excluded 
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The prosecution history does not support Petitioners’ construction

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 13-14

EX1002 at 162-163
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The prosecution history does not support Petitioners’ construction

Claim Construction: 1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing 
the probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the object”

EX2008 (Bajaj Dep. Tr.) at 32:3-33:2
EX1052 (Bajaj Supp. Decl.) ¶14

Elements 1/9[c]-1/9[e] are performed using the spatiotemporal model of 1/9[a].

Q. So why is providing a spatio-temporal model for an 

object to be detected a precursor to performing the Steps [c], 

6 [d], and [e]?

 A. Obviously. What am I going to detect? I'm going to 

detect an object, so you have to provide me what type of 

object are you trying to detect.

 …

Q. Okay. So you need the spatio-temporal model to do 

the other measuring, determining, and detecting steps?

A. You need the video as well.

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 16 n.3
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Claim Construction: 1/9[a] “spatio-temporal model”

70

Term Patent Owner’s Construction Petitioners’ Construction2

“spatio-temporal model” spatial model where an object is 
detected in an image based on 
the probabilities that the object 
is in preceding and/or 
subsequent images

spatial model where an image’s 
analysis takes into account 
information from preceding 
and/or subsequent images

2 Petitioners do not formally propose this construction but apply it in their invalidity analysis. Reply, 8-11 (citing Ex1052, ¶¶6-22, 23-35). 

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 15-19 



Presentation of Patent OwnerDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction: 1/9[a] “spatio-temporal model”

71

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 16 

“In any event, and decisively, our inquiry is not limited to an

analysis of the phrase in isolation.”  

 Intel Corp. v. Qualcomm Inc., 21 F.4th 784, 791-92 

(Fed. Cir. 2021)

“While certain terms may be at the center of the claim construction 

debate, the context of the surrounding words of the claim also must

be considered in determining the ordinary and customary meaning of 

those terms.”

 ACTV, Inc. v. Walt Disney Co., 346 F.3d 1082, 1088 

(Fed. Cir. 2003)

The meaning of “spatio-temporal model” is informed by the 
surrounding claim language

1. A computer implemented method for object detection 

comprising:

[1a] providing a spatio-temporal model for an object to be 

detected;

[1b] providing a video comprising a plurality of images 

including the object;

[1c] measuring the object as a collection of components in 

each image;

[1d] determining a probability that the object is in each 

image; and

[1e] detecting the object in any image upon comparing the 

probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting 

the object.



Presentation of Patent OwnerDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction: 1/9[a] “spatio-temporal model”

72

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 16 

“It is … entirely proper to consider the functions of an invention in 

seeking to determine the meaning of particular claim language.”

 Medrad, Inc. v. MRI Devices Corp., 401 F.3d 1313, 

1319 (Fed. Cir. 2005)

“Here, we conclude that the ‘for decoding’ language in the preamble 

of claims 1 and 23 is properly construed as a claim limitation, and 

not merely a statement of purpose or intended use for the invention, 

because ‘decoding’ is the essence or a fundamental characteristic of

the claimed invention.”

 Vizio, Inc. v. Int’l Trade Comm’n, 605 F.3d 1330,

1340-41 (Fed. Cir. 2010)

The express function of “spatio-temporal model” is “for an object 
to be detected”

1. A computer implemented method for object detection 

comprising:

[1a] providing a spatio-temporal model for an object to be

detected;

[1b] providing a video comprising a plurality of images 

including the object;

[1c] measuring the object as a collection of components in

each image;

[1d] determining a probability that the object is in each

image; and

[1e] detecting the object in any image upon comparing the

probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting

the object.
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Claim Construction: 1/9[a] “spatio-temporal model”

73

Petitioners’ expert agrees that elements 1/9[c]-1/9[e] are 
performed using the spatiotemporal model of 1/9[a].

EX2008 (Bajaj Dep. Tr.) at 32:3-33:2
EX1052 (Bajaj Supp. Decl.) ¶14

Q. So why is providing a spatio-temporal model for an 

object to be detected a precursor to performing the Steps [c], 

6 [d], and [e]?

 A. Obviously. What am I going to detect? I'm going to 

detect an object, so you have to provide me what type of 

object are you trying to detect.

 …

Q. Okay. So you need the spatio-temporal model to do 

the other measuring, determining, and detecting steps?

A. You need the video as well.

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 16 n.3
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Claim Construction: 1/9[a] “spatio-temporal model”

74

The specification repeatedly indicates the function of the spatio-temporal 
model is object detection based on probabilities in other images

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 17

“The person of ordinary skill in the art is deemed to read the claim term not only in the context of the particular claim in 

which the disputed term appears, but in the context of the entire patent, including the specification. The specification may 

reveal a special definition given to a claim term by the patentee that differs from the meaning it would otherwise possess. 

In such cases, the inventor's lexicography governs. The specification need not reveal such a definition explicitly. When a

patentee uses a claim term throughout the entire patent specification, in a manner consistent with only a single meaning,

he has defined that term by implication.”

 AstraZeneca LP v. Apotex, Inc., 633 F.3d 1042, 1051-52 (Fed. Cir. 2010) (cleaned up)
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Claim Construction: 1/9[a] “spatio-temporal model”

75

The specification repeatedly indicates the function of the spatio-temporal 
model is object detection based on probabilities in other images

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 17

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 1:28-33

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 1:37-39

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 1:48-52

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 2:7-15

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 2:59-60

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 3:47-48
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Claim Construction: 1/9[a] “spatio-temporal model”

76

The specification repeatedly indicates the function of the spatio-temporal 
model is object detection based on probabilities in other images

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 17

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 1:48-52

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 5:58-67

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 7:45-55EX1001 (’980 patent) Figs. 2A-2B
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Claim Construction: 1/9[a] “spatio-temporal model”

77

The specification repeatedly indicates the function of the spatio-temporal 
model is object detection based on probabilities in other images

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 17

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 7:56-8:8
EX1001 (’980 patent) Figs. 2A-2B
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Claim Construction: 1/9[a] “spatio-temporal model”

78

The specification teaches spatial models extended over time

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 17

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 4:34-45

EX1001 (’980 patent) Figs. 2A-2B

EX1003 (provisional) at 7
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Claim Construction: 1/9[a] “spatio-temporal model”

79

The specification teaches temporal probabilistic connectivity in the 
spatio-temporal model

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 17

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 2:59-60

EX1001 (’980 patent) Figs. 2A-2B

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 3:47-4:8

EX1003 (provisional) at 5-7



Presentation of Patent OwnerDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction: 1/9[a] “spatio-temporal model”

80

The spatio-temporal model is used to achieve the function and 
purpose of the invention

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 1:48-52; 

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 18-19

 

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 2:43-54; 

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 18-19

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 7:6-22; 

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 18-19
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Claim Construction: 1/9[a] “spatio-temporal model”

81

The spatio-temporal model is used to achieve the function and 
purpose of the invention

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 7:56-8:3; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 19 EX1001 (’980 Patent) Fig. 2A; Paper 26 (POR) at 3-4 
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Claim Construction: 1/9[a] “spatio-temporal model”

82

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 19

“[A] common meaning, such as one expressed in a relevant dictionary, that flies in the face of the patent

disclosure is undeserving of fealty. … Ultimately, the interpretation to be given a term can only be determined 

and confirmed with a full understanding of what the inventors actually invented and intended to envelop with 

the claim. … A claim construction is persuasive, not because it follows a certain rule, but because it defines

terms in the context of the whole patent.”  

 Renishaw PLC v. Marposs Societa’ per Azioni, 158 F.3d 1243, 1250 (Fed. Cir. 1998).

Petitioners’ construction is divorced from the intrinsic record and 
covers purely spatial models



Presentation of Patent OwnerDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction: 1/9[a] “spatio-temporal model”

83

EX1052 (Bajaj Supp. Decl.) ¶14

Q. … And I’d like to know what you mean by “change configuration in 

time.”  

 A. … And with this ability that the component collection model will change 

configuration; that's exactly what a spatio-temporal model that's provided, saying 

I’m giving you a model -- giving "you" being the computer program -- that's going 

to change in time. It's a moving model.  

 But all I'm asking you for you to do is look at each image, and capture and 

measure each of the components.

 So the model changing configuration in time is implicit that you know that 

the model can move in time. Just like when you're filming it. The model is moving 

and you're giving me a video which is capturing a moving model.

 That's what I mean by the "component collection model to change 

configuration in time.“

 Q. Okay. So then the ability for the model to change configuration in time, 

is that what provides the temporal element of it being a spatio-temporal model?

 A. That's correct. Obviously.

EX2008 (Bajaj Dep. Tr.) at 34:2-35:20 

Petitioners’ construction is divorced from the intrinsic record and 
covers purely spatial models

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 19
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’980 Patent
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PRIORITY DATE
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Priority Date

85

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 20

Petitioners’ argument is waived

MaxLite, Inc. v. Jiaxing Super Lighting Elec. Appliance Co., Ltd., 

IPR2020-00208, Paper 14 at 6 (PTAB Jun. 1, 2021)

Xilinx, Inc. v. Analog Devices, Inc., IPR2020-01559, Paper 31 at 42 

(PTAB Mar. 11, 2022)

Paper 3 (Petition) at 5



Presentation of Patent OwnerDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Priority Date

86

1. A computer implemented method for object detection 

comprising:

[1a] providing a spatio-temporal model for an object to be 

detected;

[1b] providing a video comprising a plurality of images 

including the object;

[1c] measuring the object as a collection of components in 

each image;

[1d] determining a probability that the object is in each

image; and

[1e] detecting the object in any image upon comparing the

probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the

object.

Claim 1

Petitioners’ written description argument is limited to 1/9[d] and 1/9[e]

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 20-21

Paper 32 (Reply) at 5-6
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Priority Date

87

Petitioners’ sole written description argument is contrary to law

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 21

Paper 32 (Reply) at 5-6

“Even so, when examining the written description 

for support for the claimed invention, we have held 

that the exact terms appearing in the claim “need 

not be used in haec verba.” Lockwood v. Am. Airlines, 

Inc., 107 F.3d 1565, 1572 (Fed.Cir.1997). We are 

therefore troubled by the fact that the Board did not 

cite any evidence other than the fact that the terms 

were not present in the specification to support its 

finding.”

Blue Calypso, LLC v. Groupon, Inc., 815 F.3d 

1331, 1346 (Fed. Cir. 2016).
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Priority Date

88

Patent Owner identified ample, unrebutted evidence

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 21

1. A computer implemented method for object detection 

comprising:

[1a] providing a spatio-temporal model for an object to be 

detected;

[1b] providing a video comprising a plurality of images 

including the object;

[1c] measuring the object as a collection of components in 

each image;

[1d] determining a probability that the object is in each

image; and

[1e] detecting the object in any image upon comparing the 

probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the 

object.

Claim 1

EX2007 (Saber Supp. Decl.) ¶32
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Priority Date
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Patent Owner identified ample, unrebutted evidence

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 21-22

1. A computer implemented method for object detection 

comprising:

[1a] providing a spatio-temporal model for an object to be 

detected;

[1b] providing a video comprising a plurality of images 

including the object;

[1c] measuring the object as a collection of components in 

each image;

[1d] determining a probability that the object is in each 

image; and

[1e] detecting the object in any image upon comparing the

probabilities for each image to a threshold for detecting the

object.

Claim 1

EX2007 (Saber Supp. Decl.) ¶33
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Priority Date

91

Paper 26 at 54-57; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 22-23, 25-27

Petitioners’ sole public accessibility theory is pre-conference 
dissemination to peer reviewers

Paper 3 at 6

EX1004 (Bajaj Decl.) ¶66
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Priority Date

92

3SRI Int’l, Inc. v. Internet Sec. Sys., 511 F.3d 1186, 1197-98 (Fed. Cir. 2008)

Petitioners’ public accessibility theory fails as a matter of law

“Live Traffic” paper in SRI3 TLP

“was still subject to pre-publication review” Alleged dissemination was “for peer review” 
before 2004 CVPR. EX1004 ¶66.

was posted “solely to facilitate peer review in preparation for later 
publication”

Alleged dissemination was “for peer review” 
before 2004 CVPR. EX1004 ¶66.

“was not publicized or placed in front of the interested public” No evidence TLP was publicized or placed in 
front of public before May 27, 2004. See 
EX1004  ¶66; EX2007 ¶¶61-64.

“this record does not evince that the Live Traffic paper was 
accessible to anyone other than the peer-review committee, thus 
further suggesting an absence of actual public accessibility”

No evidence TLP was accessible outside the 
CVPR peer review committee.  See EX1004  
¶66; EX2007 ¶¶61-64.

“the peer-review feature also suggests no intent to publicize” No evidence of intent to publicize during peer 
review.  See EX1004  ¶66; EX2007 ¶¶61-64.

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 22-23, 25-27
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Priority Date
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EX2009

Petitioners’ third-party discovery confirms their public accessibility 
theory is incorrect

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 26-27
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Priority Date

94

EX2010

Dr. Saber opines that TLP discovery is consistent with non-disclosure

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 26-27
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Priority Date

95

Paper 26 (POR) at 57-58

Disclosure to PTO during prosecution does not make TLP prior art

“In Abbott Laboratories v. Baxter Pharmaceutical Products, Inc., 334 F.3d 1274, 1279 (Fed.Cir.2003), the 

court explained that ‘mere submission of an IDS to the USPTO does not constitute the patent applicant’s 

admission that any reference in the IDS is material prior art.’ We agree that ResQNet did not convert 

these manuals into printed publication prior art by including them with the IDS submitted to the PTO.”

ResQNet.com, Inc. v. Lansa, Inc., 594 F.3d 860, 866 (Fed. Cir. 2010)
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Priority Date
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Petitioners new theory that TLP was publicly accessible on “ResearchGate”

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 24-35 

Paper 32 (Reply) at 7 EX1050 (Hall-Ellis Decl.) 

EX2011 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr. at 12:17-19) 
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Priority Date
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Petitioners “ResearchGate” argument is a new theory

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 24-25

“Before the Board, Samsung did not argue that the WD4 reference was publicly accessible because it was discussed at the 

Torino meeting or disseminated at the Geneva meeting. … Thus, Samsung waived any separate argument on appeal that the 

WD4 reference was publicly accessible because it was disseminated at the Torino or Geneva meetings.”

Samsung Elecs. Co. v. Infobridge Pte. Ltd., 929 F.3d 1363, 1369-70 (Fed. Cir. 2019)

“We agree with Patent Owner that Petitioner’s argument in Section II.C. of its opening brief is a new argument or theory of public 

disclosure that was not raised in the Petition and, therefore, is waived. See Ariosa, 805 F.3d at 1367. As the Federal Circuit found, 

Samsung argued in the Petition that WD4 was publicly accessible because it was uploaded to the JCT-VC and MPEG websites and 

emailed to the JCT-VC listserv. See Samsung, 929 F.3d at 1369–1373. … We determine that this is a new argument or theory 

because the argued dissemination is not based on the listserv email, but on post-listserv email ‘secondary distribution’ that may 

have occurred with respect not only to WD4, but also ‘other versions of Working Draft 4.’ Accordingly, Petitioner’s new ‘public 

dissemination’ argument is waived.”

Samsung Elecs. Co. v. Infobridge Pte., Ltd., IPR2017-00099, Paper 43 at 42 (PTAB Nov. 13, 2020)
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Priority Date
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Paper 28 at 4

Petitioners new “ResearchGate” theory should be ignored 

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 24-25 
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Priority Date
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Petitioners new “ResearchGate” theory fails

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 24-25 

Dr. Hall-Ellis’ concession that TLP was not on ResearchGate in 2004 is dispositive

EX1050 (Hall-Ellis Decl.) 

EX2011 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr. at 12:17-19) 

EX2011 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr. at 16:1-3) 
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Priority Date

100

Petitioners new “ResearchGate” theory fails

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 24-25 

Dr. Hall-Ellis admits TLP was not catalogued or indexed before August 30, 2004

EX2011 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr. at 46:21-47:2) 

EX2011 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr. at 45:15-21) 
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Priority Date

101

Petitioners new “ResearchGate” theory fails

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 24-25 

No evidence that “Jan 2004” is a publication date

EX2011 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr. at 22:5-15) 

EX2011 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr. at 26:1-14) 

EX2011 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr. at 27:1-9) 
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Priority Date
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Petitioners new “ResearchGate” theory fails

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 24-25 

Dr. Hall-Ellis lacks personal knowledge of the ResearchGate date and speculates based on unreliable evidence

“However, absent any evidence pertaining to the general practices of the Copyright Office, Westlaw, and Dialog, or the typical 

time that elapses between copyright registration, inclusion in the Copyright Office's automated catalog, and subsequent 

incorporation into one of the commercial databases, any presumption along those lines would be pure speculation.”

In re Lister, 583 F.3d 1307, 1317 (Fed. Cir. 2009)

EX2011 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr. at 59:6-13) 

EX2011 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr. at 58:10-17) 
EX2011 (Hall-Ellis Dep. Tr. at 54:6-56-18) 
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Ground 1: Obviousness over Zhao
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Ground Assertion Petitioned Claims

1 Obvious under §103 over Zhao 1-16

2
Obvious under §103 over Steffens in view

of Zhao
1-16

3
Obvious under §103 over Ozer in view of

Zhao
1-16

4 Obvious under §103 over TLP 1-16

Paper 3 (Petition) at 6 
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Zhao: Overview

104

EX1006 (Zhao) at 69

EX1006 (Zhao) at 23

EX1006 (Zhao) at 20

Paper 26 (POR) at 10-11
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Zhao: Overview

EX1006 (Zhao) at 26

105

Paper 26 (POR) at 10-11

EX1006 (Zhao) at 69
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Zhao: Overview

EX1006 (Zhao) at 40

106

Paper 26 (POR) at 10-11 (citing EX2004 ¶ 73)

EX1006 (Zhao) at 69

EX1006 (Zhao) at 22
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Zhao: Overview

EX1006 (Zhao) at 42

107

Paper 26 (POR) at 10-11 (citing EX2004 ¶75-78)

EX1006 (Zhao) at 69
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Zhao: Overview

EX1006 (Zhao) at 64

108

Paper 26 (POR) at 10-11 (citing EX2004 ¶¶79-80)

EX1006 (Zhao) at 69
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Zhao: Overview

EX1006 (Zhao) at 71

109

EX1006 (Zhao) at 69

EX1006 (Zhao) at 72

EX1006 (Zhao) at 91Paper 26 (POR) at 10-11 (citing EX2004 ¶¶82-85)
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Zhao Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Element 1/9[a] or 1/9[e]

110

Missing Claim Elements Claims

1/9[a] “providing a spatio-temporal model for an object to be detected” 1 and 9

1/9[e] “detecting the object in any image upon comparing the probabilities for 

each image to a threshold for detecting the object”
1 and 9
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Zhao Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Element 1/9[a] or 1/9[e]

111

Term Patent Owner’s Construction

“detecting the object in any image upon comparing the probabilities for each 
image to a threshold for detecting the object” 

detecting the object in any image based on comparing the probabilities for 
each image of the plurality of images to a threshold for detecting the object

“spatio-temporal model” spatial model where an object is detected in an image based on the 
probabilities that the object is in preceding and/or subsequent images

Zhao’s probabilistic analysis is confined to a single image

EX1006 (Zhao) at 26

Paper 26 (POR) at 31-32; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 27-28

EX1006 (Zhao) at 26

EX1006 (Zhao) at 64-65
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Zhao Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Element 1/9[a] or 1/9[e]

112

Term Patent Owner’s Construction

“detecting the object in any image upon comparing the probabilities for each 
image to a threshold for detecting the object” 

detecting the object in any image based on comparing the probabilities for 
each image of the plurality of images to a threshold for detecting the object

“spatio-temporal model” spatial model where an object is detected in an image based on the 
probabilities that the object is in preceding and/or subsequent images

Zhao’s contour updating and alignment does not involve probabilities from other images

EX1006 (Zhao) at 26

Paper 26 (POR) at 33; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 27-28

EX1006 (Zhao) at 71

EX1006 (Zhao) at 72

EX1006 (Zhao) at 91
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Zhao Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Element 1/9[a] or 1/9[e]

113

Term Patent Owner’s Construction

“detecting the object in any image upon comparing the probabilities for each 
image to a threshold for detecting the object” 

detecting the object in any image based on comparing the probabilities for 
each image of the plurality of images to a threshold for detecting the object

“spatio-temporal model” spatial model where an object is detected in an image based on the 
probabilities that the object is in preceding and/or subsequent images

Zhao’s body model does not combine probabilities from multiple images

EX2007 (Saber Supp. Decl.) ¶ 37

EX1006 (Zhao) at 43

EX1006 (Zhao) at 43-44

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 28
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Zhao Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Element 1/9[a] or 1/9[e]

114

Term Patent Owner’s Construction

“detecting the object in any image upon comparing the probabilities for each 
image to a threshold for detecting the object” 

detecting the object in any image based on comparing the probabilities for 
each image of the plurality of images to a threshold for detecting the object

“spatio-temporal model” spatial model where an object is detected in an image based on the 
probabilities that the object is in preceding and/or subsequent images

Zhao’s motion information does not include probabilities

EX2007 (Saber Supp. Decl.) ¶ 37
EX1006 (Zhao) at 91-92

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 28
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Zhao Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Claim 4/12
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EX1001 (’980 patent) at claims 4, 12
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Zhao Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Claim 4/12
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EX1006 (Zhao) at 74-75

Zhao does not disclose or suggest the use of later images

Zhao’s MAP estimation does not involve later images

EX2004 (Saber Decl.) ¶ 118

Paper 26 (POR) at 36
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Zhao Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Claim 4/12

117

Zhao does not disclose or suggest the use of later images

Zhao’s motion information only involves previous images

EX2004 (Saber Decl.) ¶ 118

Paper 26 (POR) at 37

EX1006 (Zhao) at 91-92 (cited in EX1004 ¶107)



Presentation of Patent OwnerDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Zhao Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Claim 4/12

118

Zhao does not disclose or suggest the use of later images

Zhao does not discuss “adjacent frames”; Zhao’s “adjacent 
features” are within the same frame

EX2007 (Saber Supp. Decl.) ¶ 39 Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 29

EX1006 (Zhao) at 90
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Zhao Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Claim 4/12
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Petitioners’ non-asserted references do not disclose the use of prior and later images for 
object detection

Baumberg’s (EX1011) trained vibration modes and forward extrapolation do not 
teach the use of prior and later images for object detection

EX2007 (Saber Supp. Decl.) ¶ 41 Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 29EX1011 (Baumberg) at 1-2
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Zhao Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Claim 4/12

120

Petitioners’ non-asserted references do not disclose the use of prior and later images for 
object detection

“Attractive People” (EX1015) teaches single-frame “static” 
detection; forward-backward smoothing is suggested for tracking 

EX2007 (Saber Supp. Decl.) ¶ 42 Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 29

EX1015 (“Attractive People”) at 90

EX1015 (“Attractive People”) at 2

EX1015 (“Attractive People”) at 6

EX1015 (“Attractive People”) at 6-7
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Zhao Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Claim 8/16

121

EX1001 (’980 patent) at claims 8, 16
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Zhao Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Claim 8/16

122

Paper 26 (POR) at 11 (citing EX2004, ¶¶75-78, 82), 38-40; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 30  

Zhao’s probability distribution is not “representable” in the form of claim 8/16

EX1006 (Zhao) at 45

EX1006 (Zhao) at 44



Presentation of Patent OwnerDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Zhao Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Claim 8/16

123

Claim 8/16 Zhao

“temporal compatibility of object state 
between frames i and j”

“spatial compatibility of the object and it’s  
components at frame i”

“spatial compatibility between object 
components at frame i”

“local evidence for the object … state[]”

“local evidence for the … component 
states”

Zhao’s probability distribution is not “representable” in the form of claim 8/16

Paper 26 (POR) at 11 (citing EX2004, ¶¶75-78, 82), 38-40; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 30  

EX1006 (Zhao) at 45

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 3:47-4:8



Presentation of Patent OwnerDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Zhao Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Claim 8/16

124

Claim 8/16 “PAMPAS”

“temporal compatibility of object state 
between frames i and j”

“spatial compatibility of the object and it’s  
components at frame i”

“spatial compatibility between object 
components at frame i”

“local evidence for the object … state[]”

“local evidence for the … component 
states”

Petitioners’ non-asserted references do not disclose or render obvious claim 8/16

Paper 26 (POR) at 11 (citing EX2004, ¶¶75-78, 82), 38-40; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 30  

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 3:47-4:8

“PAMPAS” (EX1019)

EX1019 (“PAMPAS”) at 2
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Zhao Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Claim 8/16
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Claim 8/16 “Sudderth”

“temporal compatibility of object state 
between frames i and j”

“spatial compatibility of the object and it’s  
components at frame i”

“spatial compatibility between object 
components at frame i”

“local evidence for the object … state[]”

“local evidence for the … component 
states”

Petitioners’ non-asserted references do not disclose or render obvious claim 8/16

Paper 26 (POR) at 11 (citing EX2004, ¶¶75-78, 82), 38-40; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 30  

EX1001 (’980 patent) at 3:47-4:8

“Sudderth” (EX1012)

EX1012 (Sudderth) at 2



Presentation of Patent OwnerDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 2: Obviousness over Zhao + Steffens

126

Ground Assertion Petitioned Claims

1 Obvious under §103 over Zhao 1-16

2
Obvious under §103 over Steffens in view

of Zhao
1-16

3
Obvious under §103 over Ozer in view of

Zhao
1-16

4 Obvious under §103 over TLP 1-16

Paper 3 (Petition) at 6 
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Steffens: Overview

127

Steffens teaches a non-probabilistic wavelet-based graph matching approach

EX1007 (Steffens) at Figs. 11-12 Paper 26 (POR) at 13-14; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 31

EX1007 (Steffens) at 7:51-67

EX1007 (Steffens) at 9:37-41

EX1007 (Steffens) at 3:42-44 EX1007 (Steffens) at 8:14-67

EX1007 (Steffens) at 8:14-67
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It Would Not Have Been Obvious to Combine Steffens and Zhao

128

Steffens’ wavelet-based approach is incompatible with Zhao’s contour-based approach

EX2004 (Saber Decl.) ¶129

Paper 26 (POR) at 42; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 31

EX1006 (Zhao) at 20

EX1006 (Zhao) at 20

EX1006 (Zhao) at 88
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It Would Not Have Been Obvious to Combine Steffens and Zhao

129

Zhao teaches away from Steffens’ wavelet-based approach

EX2004 (Saber Decl.) ¶130
Paper 26 (POR) at 42-43; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 31

EX1006 (Zhao) at 82-83

EX1006 (Zhao) at 88
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It Would Not Have Been Obvious to Combine Steffens and Zhao

130

Steffens’ deterministic (non-probabilistic) approach is incompatible with 
Zhao’s probabilistic approach

EX2007 (Saber Supp. Decl.) ¶50 Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 31 (citing EX2007 ¶¶48-50)

EX2007 (Saber Supp. Decl.) ¶48

EX1007 (Steffens) at 8:14-67

EX1007 (Steffens) at 8:14-67

EX1007 (Steffens) at 3:42-44
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Steffens + Zhao Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious 
Element 1/9[a] or 1/9[e]

131

Term Patent Owner’s Construction

“detecting the object in any image upon comparing the probabilities for each 
image to a threshold for detecting the object” 

detecting the object in any image based on comparing the probabilities for 
each image of the plurality of images to a threshold for detecting the object

“spatio-temporal model” spatial model where an object is detected in an image based on the 
probabilities that the object is in preceding and/or subsequent images

Steffens + Zhao fails for the same reasons as Zhao

Paper 26 (POR) at 45-46; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 32 
Paper 3 (Petition) at 45
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Steffens + Zhao Does Not Disclose 
or Render Obvious Claim 4/12

132

EX1001 (’980 patent) at claims 4, 12
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Steffens + Zhao Does Not Disclose 
or Render Obvious Claim 4/12

133

Paper 26 (POR) at 47-48

Steffens matches an image graph of a single (current) image to a model graph

EX1007 (Steffens) at 7:51-67

EX1007 (Steffens) Fig. 9
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Steffens + Zhao Does Not Disclose 
or Render Obvious Claim 4/12

134

Steffens tracks nodes from an earlier image to a later image (forward direction only)

EX2004 (Saber Decl.) ¶139

Paper 26 (POR) at 48

EX1007 (Steffens) at 10:46-61
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Steffens + Zhao Does Not Disclose 
or Render Obvious Claim 4/12
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Steffens tracks nodes from an earlier image to a later image (forward direction only)

EX2007 (Saber Supp. Decl.) ¶53

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 32

Paper 32 (Reply) at 17-18
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Steffens + Zhao Does Not Disclose 
or Render Obvious Claim 8/16

136

EX1001 (’980 patent) at claims 8, 16
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Steffens + Zhao Does Not Disclose 
or Render Obvious Claim 8/16

137

Paper 26 (POR) at 49; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 32  

Paper 3 (Petition) at 52

Steffens + Zhao fails for the same reasons as Zhao
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Ground 3: Obviousness over Zhao + Ozer

138

Ground Assertion Petitioned Claims

1 Obvious under §103 over Zhao 1-16

2
Obvious under §103 over Steffens in view

of Zhao
1-16

3
Obvious under §103 over Ozer in view of

Zhao
1-16

4 Obvious under §103 over TLP 1-16

Paper 3 (Petition) at 6 
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Ozer: Overview

139

Ozer teaches single-frame object part detection

EX1008 (Ozer) at 3:55-64 Paper 26 (POR) at 15-16, 50; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 32

EX1008 (Ozer) at 6:42-7:35

EX1008 (Ozer) Fig. 4
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Ozer: Overview

140

Ozer teaches recognizing the “activity” of object parts

EX1008 (Ozer) at 3:55-64 Paper 26 (POR) at 15-16, 50; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 32

EX1008 (Ozer) at 7:36-:42

EX1008 (Ozer) Fig. 4
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Ozer + Zhao Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious 
Element 1/9[a] or 1/9[e]

141

Term Patent Owner’s Construction

“detecting the object in any image upon comparing the probabilities for each 
image to a threshold for detecting the object” 

detecting the object in any image based on comparing the probabilities for 
each image of the plurality of images to a threshold for detecting the object

“spatio-temporal model” spatial model where an object is detected in an image based on the 
probabilities that the object is in preceding and/or subsequent images

Ozer + Zhao fails for the same reasons as Zhao

Paper 26 (POR) at 50; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 32 
Paper 3 (Petition) at 60-61
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Ozer + Zhao Does Not Disclose 
or Render Obvious Claim 4/12
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EX1001 (’980 patent) at claims 4, 12
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Ozer + Zhao Does Not Disclose 
or Render Obvious Claim 4/12
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Paper 26 (POR) at 51-52

Ozer’s object part detection is based on a single image

EX2004 (Saber Decl.) ¶149

EX1008 (Ozer) at 6:19-24 

EX1008 (Ozer) at 5:10-20 

EX1008 (Ozer) at 3:65-67 
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Ozer + Zhao Does Not Disclose 
or Render Obvious Claim 4/12
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Paper 26 (POR) at 52-53

Ozer’s activity classification is not object detection

EX2004 (Saber Decl.) ¶150
EX1008 (Ozer) at 6:19-24 

EX1008 (Ozer) at 3:55-64

EX1008 (Ozer) at 44:44-53 

EX1008 (Ozer) at 4:35-37
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Ozer + Zhao Does Not Disclose 
or Render Obvious Claim 4/12
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Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 33

Ozer’s activity classification is not object detection

EX2007 (Saber Supp. Decl.) ¶58
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Ground 4: Obviousness over TLP
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Ground Assertion Petitioned Claims

1 Obvious under §103 over Zhao 1-16

2
Obvious under §103 over Steffens in view

of Zhao
1-16

3
Obvious under §103 over Ozer in view of

Zhao
1-16

4 Obvious under §103 over TLP 1-16

Paper 3 (Petition) at 6 
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TLP: Overview

147

TLP models components, i.e., “limbs” or “parts” 

EX1009 (TLP) at 1

EX1009 (TLP) at 1

EX1009 (TLP) at 2

Paper 26 (POR) at 16-18
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TLP Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Element 1/9[d]
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Petitioners’ object/component “equivalence” theory is incorrect

Paper 3 (Petition) at 70-71

EX1009 (TLP) at 1

EX1009 (TLP) at 2

Paper 26 (POR) at 58-60
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TLP Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Element 1/9[d]
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Petitioners’ object/component “equivalence” theory is incorrect

EX1009 (TLP) at 4

Paper 26 (POR) at 58-60

EX2004 (Saber Decl.) ¶156

EX1009 (TLP) at 4
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TLP Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Element 1/9[d]
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Petitioners’ new “representative” component theory is untimely and improper

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 34-35

Paper 32 (Reply) at 25-26

Consolidated Trial Practice Guide (Nov. 2019) at 74
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TLP Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Element 1/9[d]

151

Petitioners’ new “representative” component theory is incorrect

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 34-35

EX2007 (Saber Supp. Decl.) ¶70

EX1019 (“PAMPAS”) at 6

EX1019 (“PAMPAS”) at 7
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TLP Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious 
Element 1/9[a] or 1/9[e]
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Term Patent Owner’s Construction

“detecting the object in any image upon comparing the probabilities for each 
image to a threshold for detecting the object” 

detecting the object in any image based on comparing the probabilities for 
each image of the plurality of images to a threshold for detecting the object

“spatio-temporal model” spatial model where an object is detected in an image based on the 
probabilities that the object is in preceding and/or subsequent images

“object” ≠ “component”

Paper 26 (POR) at 62-64; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 34-35 
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TLP Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Claim 3/11

153

EX1001 (’980 patent) at claims 4, 12

“object” ≠ “component”

Paper 26 (POR) at 64-65; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 35 



Presentation of Patent OwnerDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

TLP Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Claim 8/16

154

EX1001 (’980 patent) at claim 8

“object” ≠ “component”

Paper 26 (POR) at 65-66; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 36 
EX1001 (’980 Patent) 3:47-4:7; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 6-7
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TLP Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Claim 8/16

155

Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 36

Petitioners and Dr. Bajaj concede that claim 8/16 includes 
“object” and “component” terms

Paper 3 (Petition) at 75-76

EX1052 (Bajaj Supp. Decl.) ¶82
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TLP Does Not Disclose or Render Obvious Claim 8/16
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EX2008 (Bajaj Dep. Tr.) at 90:7-11 (cited in EX2007 ¶77)

Petitioners’ theory is based on their incorrect construction

Paper 26 (POR) at 65; Paper 44 (Sur-Reply) at 36 (citing EX2007, ¶77) 

EX2008 (Bajaj Dep. Tr.) at 92:19-93:1 (cited in EX2007 ¶77)
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