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‘974 Disputed Issues

Ground 1
Ground 2

Ground 3

Issue 1
Issue 2

Issue 3

Inter Partes Review Grounds
Anticipation of Claims 4-5, 7 based on Grotmol
Obviousness of Claim 11 based on Grotmol in view of the knowledge of a POSA
Obviousness of Claims 4 and 11 based on Grotmol in view of Hickman
Motion to Amend
Patent Eligibility of Substitute Claims
Obviousness of Substitute Claims based on Grotmol in view of Hickman

Obviousness of Substitute Claims based on Grotmol in view of Tolstedt
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‘974 Disputed Issues — Ground 1 Anticipation

@ Claim 4: Grotmol Does Not Disclose a Knowledgebase Including a
Fourth Correlation Learned in Another Learning Process Involving a
Second Device

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 4 of 103
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE



‘974 Grotmol Does Not Disclose All the Limitations of Claim 4

Claim 1 (from which Claim 4 Depends)

accessing a memory that stores at least a knowledgebase
that includes: a first correlation includ'mg_aﬁ'h
cumstance representation correlated with a first one or
more instruction sets for operating a first device and a
second correlation including a second circumstance
representation correlated with a second one or more
instruction sets for operating the first device, wherein
the first circumstance representation represents a first
circumstance detected at least in part by one or more
sensors of the first device and the second circumstance
* “knowledgebase” representation  represents a second circumstance
1. “first correlation” detected at least in part by the one or more sensors of
) the first device, and wherein at least a portion of the first
correlation and at least a portion of the second corre-
lation are learned in a learning process that includes
“first device” operating the first device at least partially by a user;

Ex. 1001; Claim 1

2. “second correlation’
3. “learning process”
4
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PO Resp. [26] at 15-20; PO Sur-Reply [33] at 4-11 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




‘974 Grotmol Does Not Disclose All the Limitations of Claim 4

Claim4

operating the first device, and wherein the knowledge-
base_further includes a fourth correlation mcluding a
fourth circumstance representation correlated with a
fourth one or more instruction sets for operating the
1. “fourth second device, and wherein the fourth circumstance

* “knowledgebase”

correlation”- representation represents a fourth circumstance
second device” | detected at least in part by the one or more sensors of
another the second device, and wherein at least a portion of the

learning fourth correlation 1s learned in another leaming process
process that includes:

Ex. 1001; Claim 4

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 6 of 103
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PO Resp. [26] at 15-20; PO Sur-Reply [33] at 4-11 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




‘974 Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Fourth Correlation (Claim 4)

Grotmol also discloses that the training sets and training configurations from
a robot (which mclude the instruction sets for operating first device) can be “stored”

or “saved.” Ex. 1004, 33:12-58 (discussing saved training configurations). The saved

traming configuration may then be “loaded into the robot being trained thereby
providing one or more trained behaviors to the robot.” /d.. 33:27-30. Further, the
Petitio n “trained configuration may be loaded to one or more other robots in order to provide
learned behaviors.” /d., 33:30-32. Thus, Grotmol discloses that the memory
component of a first robot can store the claimed first and second correlations as well
as a fourth correlation learned 1n another learning process involving the operation of
a second robot—i.e., a circumstance detected by the sensor of a second robot

correlated with nstructions for operating that second robot. Decl. 99 93-94.

Pet. [1] at 27-28
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PO Resp. [26] at 17-18 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




‘974 Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Fourth Correlation (Claim 4)

robotic device. The trained configuration may be stored. A
saved configuration may be loaded into the robot being
trained thereby providing one or more trained behaviors to

Grotmol | e robot. In some implementations, the trained configura- 30

tion may be loaded to one or more other robots 1n order to

provide learned behaviors. Subsequent to loading of the
Ex. 1004 at 33:27-32

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 8 of 103
Tesla v. Autonomous |IPR2023-01054

Pet. [1] at 27-28 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




‘974 Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Fourth Correlation (Claim 4)

Grotmol only discloses ene user operating one device in one learning process.
Ex. 2007, 9974-78. The knowledge gained trom this process in Grotmol, when
loaded into a second device, is still knowledge of one user operating one device in
one learning process. Id. Grotmol fails to disclose learning at least portions of
multiple correlations in different (i.e., one and another) learning processes, the first
Response and second of such multiple correlations including circumstance representations

detected by one (i.e., first) device and instruction sets for operating the one (i.e.,

first) device, and the fourth of such multiple correlations including a circumstance

representation detected by another (i.e., second) device and instruction set for

operating the another device. 1d.

PO Resp. [26] at 16-17

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 9 of 103
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PO Resp. [26] at 16-17 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




‘974 Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Fourth Correlation (Claim 4)

Grotmol only discloses one user operating one device in one learning process.
Ex. 2007, 9974-78. The knowledge gained from this process in Grotmol, when
loaded into a second device, is still knowledge of one user operating one device in
one learning process. Id. Grotmol lails to disclose learning at least portions of
multiple correlations in different (i.e., one and another) learning processes, the first
Response and second of such multiple correlations including circumstance representations

detected by one (i.e., first) device and instruction sets for operating the one (1.e.,

first) device, and the fourth of such multiple correlations mcluding a circumstance

representation detected by another (i.e., second) device and instruction set for

operating the another device. Id.

PO Resp. [26] at 16-17
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PO Resp. [26] at 16-17 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




‘974 Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Fourth Correlation (Claim 4)

robotic device. The trained configuration may be stored. A
saved configuration may be loaded into the robot being
trained thereby providing one or more trained behaviors to

Grotmol | e robot. In some implementations, the trained configura- 30

tion may be loaded to one or more other robots 1n order to

provide learned behaviors. Subsequent to loading of the
Ex. 1004 at 33:27-32

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 11 of 103
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‘974 Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Fourth Correlation (Claim 4)

from the second robot. TESLA1004, 33:27-32; Pet., 27-28. Grotmol’s robots
mstead use a collection of controllers, each of which provides a trained configuration
tor one or more different tasks or behaviors learned in a respective learning process.
L] L] ’ 2 i 5 .

Petitioner’s Aganst this background, a POSITA would have understood Grotmol’s disclosure at

col. 33:30-32 to mean that a trained configuration contaming behaviors learned on a

epy 1. 33:30-32 h ined configurati ming behaviors 1 d

second robot and loaded on a first robot would be implemented alongside the tramned

configurations for other controllers—i.e., controllers that Grotmol expressly

Pet. Reply [30] at 2

Reply, 2. Grotmol discloses one user operating one device in one learning process.
Therefore, knowledge in all of the robot’s controllers in Grotmol is learned only in
a single learning process and only on a single robot. Grotmol never discloses using

PO’s e
Sur-Reply

its adaptive controllers to learn multiple correlations in different learning processes
mvolving different devices and storing those correlations in a single, mixed

knowledgebase, as required by claim 4.

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 12 of 103 PO Sur-Rep|y [33] at 4
Tesla v. Autonomous IPR2023-01054

Pet. Reply [30] at 2; PO Sur-Reply [33] at 4 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




‘974 Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Fourth Correlation (Claim 4)

robotic device. The trained configuration may be stored. A
saved configuration may be loaded into the robot being
trained thereby providing one or more trained behaviors to

Grotmol | e robot. In some implementations, the trained configura- 30

tion may be loaded to one or more other robots 1n order to

provide learned behaviors. Subsequent to loading of the
Ex. 1004 at 33:27-32

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 13 of 103
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PO Sur-Reply [33] at 5,7 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




‘974 Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Fourth Correlation (Claim 4)

Petitioner’s statement that Grotmol’s configuration may be loaded from one
robot to another robot “does not mean that the knowledgebase on a first robot that
loads the trained configuration from a second robot would contain only the learned
behaviors from the second robot,” highlights the conclusory nature of Petitioner’s

POIS argument. Reply, 2. The inquiry here is not what the destination robot may or
Sur- Reply may not already contain in a hypothetical, but what Grotmol discloses the
destination robot actually containing. Grotmol’s disclosure cited by Petitioner (Ex-
1004, 33:30-32) lacks even a hint of any configuration that may already be in the

destination robot, which confirms that the loaded configuration is for the entire robot

PO Sur-Reply [33] at 6

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 14 of 103
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PO Sur-Reply [33] at 6 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




‘974 Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Fourth Correlation (Claim 4)

In summary, enabling a system to learn mixed autonomous operation

knowledge 1n different learning processes mmvolving different devices and integrate
PO’s
Sur-Reply

such knowledge mnto a single knowledgebase 1s an approach not disclosed or

suggested in Grotmol due to the complexities of combining the mixed knowledge

into a single knowledgebase.

PO Sur-Reply [33] at 10-11

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 15 of 103
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‘974 Grotmol Does Not Disclose All the Limitations of Claim 4

Claim4

operating the first device, and wherein the knowledge-
base_further includes a fourth correlation mcluding a
fourth circumstance representation correlated with a
fourth one or more instruction sets for operating the_
second device, and wherein the fourth circumstance

representation represents a fourth circumstance
detected at least in part by the one or more sensors of
the second device, and wherein at least a portion of the

fourth correlation 1s learned 1in another leaming process

that includes:

Ex. 1001; Claim 4

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 16 of 103
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‘974 Disputed Issues — Ground 1 Anticipation

©® Claim 5: Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Matching

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 17 of 103
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‘974 Grotmol Does Not Disclose All the Limitations of Claim 5

Claim 1 (from which Claim 5 Depends)

* Claim 1 requires anticipating

the first instruction set based

on a partial match between anticipating the first one or more instruction sets for
the first and third operating the first device learned in the learning process
, , based on at least partial match between the third
circumstance representations. circumstance representation and the first circumstance

representation; and
At least partial match between Ex. 1001; Claim 1
circumstance representations.

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 18 of 103
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PO Resp. [26] at 20-22; PO Sur-Reply [33] at 11-14 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




‘974 Grotmol Does Not Disclose All the Limitations of Claim 5

Claim 5

* Anticipating includes

determining a number or 5. The method of claim 1, wherein the anticipating the
percentage of partially first one or more instruction sets for operating the first device
matching portions. learned in the learning process based on the at least partial
match between the third circumstance representation and the
first circumstance representation includes:

Determining that a number determining that a number of at least partially matching
or percentage of partially portions of the third circumstance representation and
matching portions of the portions of the first circumstance representation

fi : : exceeds a threshold number, or
irst and third circumstance determining that a percentage of at least partially match-
representations exceeds a: ing portions of the third circumstance representation
and portions of the first circumstance representation
exceeds a threshold percentage.

1. threshold number or
2. threshold percentage

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 19 of 103
Tesla v. Autonomous |IPR2023-01054

PO Resp. [26] at 20-22; PO Sur-Reply [33] at 11-14 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001; Claim 5




'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Matching (Claim 5)

Grotmol discloses that the control process for autonomous operation may involve
comparing a current image (i.e., third circumstance representation) with an image
from the traming bufter (i.e., first circumstance representation), and further discloses
that determining a control signal for operation of the robot may involve computing
a similarity measure for a given training set and another training set, and determining
Petition o |
whether that similarity measure exceeds a threshold. Ex. 1004, 3:13-15; 3:35-58,
4:30-39, 39:23-41, 41:8-17, 43:5-9. Thus, Grotmol discloses determining that a

number of at least partially matching portions of the third circumstance

representation and portions of the first circumstance representation exceeds a

threshold number. Decl. 9 95.

Pet. [1] at 29

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 20 of 103
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PO Resp. [26] at 20-22; PO Sur-Reply [33] at 11 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Matching (Claim 5)

measure exceeds a threshold.” Petition, 29 (emphasis added). Grotmol discloses
comparing a subset of features within a training set, with “the similarity measure
characterizing similarity between features of the subset, and features of the given
training set,” not the number or percentage of the similar features. Ex. 1004, 3:50-
Respon se 52; see also Ex. 2007, 981-83. A similarity measure 1s for measuring similarity of
elements, not for counting their number or computing their percentage. Ex. 2007,
9982-83. Hence, a similarity measure is clearly different than the number or
percentage of the similar elements after the similarity measure of those elements 1s

determined. /d.

PO Resp. [26] at 21

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 21 of 103
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PO Resp. [26] at 21 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Matching (Claim 5)

features. The method may comprise, based on the compari-
son, determining a similarity measure for a given training set
Grotmol | of the plurality of training feature sets. The similarity
measure may characterize similarity between features of the

subset and features of the given training set. The method
Ex. 1004 at 2:30-34

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 22 of 103
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Matching (Claim 5)

Petitioner next accuses Patent Owner of improperly importing a counting
requirement 1nto claim 5, Reply, 9-10, but Patent Owner has done no such thing.
I
Patent Owner has merely pointed out that using the number of at least partially
matching portions in the matching process of claim 5 involves counting the portions
and determining whether this counted number of portions exceeds a numerical
threshold, and Grotmol does not disclose any such counting of portions and
numerical threshold. Response (Paper No. 26), 20-22. Further, using the percentage

PO’S of at least partially matching portions in the matching process in claim 5 involves
Su r- R eply counting the portions to compute the percentage and determining whether this
computed percentage of portions exceeds a percentage threshold. Id. However,
Grotmol does not disclose any such counting of portions, computation, and
percentage threshold, either. /d. Petitioner’s argument that the claimed determining
can be performed without counting 1s wrong, and Petitioner’s expert never explains

how the determining steps in claim 5 can be performed without counting as
1 ————

discussed above. See Ex-1010, §921-22.
1 ——

PO Sur-Reply [33] at 11

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 23 of 103
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PO Sur-Reply [33] at 11 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Matching (Claim 5)

Petitioner next cites Grotmol’s disclosure of comparing shifted/trimmed
images and argues that “the ‘shifted/trimmed frames” for which a similarity metric
1s determined are ‘at least partially matching portions.”” Reply, 11. But there 1s no

indication that Grotmol discloses determining that a number of these shifted or
PO’s
Sur-Reply

trimmed frames that are at least partially matched exceeds a threshold number.
Instead, Grotmol discloses using a similarity measure with these shifted/trimmed
images. Ex-1004, 40:52-41:17. As discussed above, a similarity measure 1s nof a

number of at least partially matching portions, as required by claim 5. Further,

PO Sur-Reply [33] at 12

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 24 of 103
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Matching (Claim 5)

Finally, Petitioner’s attempt to manufacture the use of a threshold in
Grotmol’s disclosure of a best match process also fails. Reply, 12. Grotmol merely
discloses that “if a match search set image with the best match score (e.g., the lowest
norm) belongs to the primary particle set then it may be selected as the best match.
If the image with the best match score belongs to the secondary particle set than it
may be selected based on an evaluation of 1mage history parameter.” Ex-1004,
41:35-40. This portion of Grotmol never cites the word threshold or explains how
’S any threshold, much less numeric or percentage threshold as in claim 5 is used, and

PO
Sur-Reply

Petitioner’s attempt to manufacture the use of a threshold out of Grotmol’s
disclosure of match scores fails. Petitioner’s claim that the threshold is “zero when
a ‘best match’ is determined with a portion of an image from a “primary particle” of
the matching search set or . . . one or more depending on the window size when a
‘best match’ 1s determined with a portion of an image from a ‘secondary particle’

set,” Reply, 12, mischaracterizes Grotmol’s disclosure to manufacture a fictional

threshold. Grotmol’s simple matching using first and second sets never mentions

using any threshold, let alone a numeric or percentage threshold.

PO Sur-Reply [33] at 13-14
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‘974 Disputed Issues — Ground 1 Anticipation

@ Claim 7: Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Connections

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 26 of 103
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‘974 Grotmol Does Not Disclose All the Limitations of Claim 7

Claim 7

e Claim 7 includes a first 7. The method of claim 1, wherein the knowledgebase
further includes a fourth correlation including a fourth
circumstance representation correlated with a fourth one or
more 1nstruction sets for operating: the first device, the

connection generated to
connect the first correlation

with the second correlation second device, or a third device, and wherein a first con-

and a second connection nection is generated to connect the first correlation with the
generated to connect the second correlation, and wherein a second connection 1is
generated to connect the second correlation with the fourth
correlation.

second correlation with the
fourth correlation.

Ex. 1001; Claim 7
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Connections (Claim 7)

In the context of claim 7 of the 974 patent, including in light of the claims,
specification, and drawings, a “connection” should be construed as a “relationship
PO that mcludes a link.” Ex. 2007, 9955-62. This construction 1s supported by the
Response claims, specification, drawings, and intrinsic record as a whole. /d. Figure 17 of

the 974 patent makes clear that a connection is a relationship that includes a link:

PO Resp. [26] at 11

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 28 of 103
Tesla v. Autonomous |IPR2023-01054
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Connections (Claim 7)

Model A Model B

As such, machine
learning, knowledge structuring or representation, decision
making, pattern recognition, and/or other artificial intelli-
gence functionalities may include a network of Nodes 852
(also referred to as neurons, etc.) and Connections 853
similar to that of a brain.

Ex. 1001 at FIG. 17; 103:46-51

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 29 of 103
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Connections (Claim 7)

various properties. Knowledge cells may be connected,
interrelated, or interlinked into knowledge structures using

9

Knowledge Cell Knowiedge Cell

{
Occurrences= TOccu;renceszﬁ

Weight=0 4 Wieight=0.5

.
¥
1

Knowledge Cell

800za

FIG. 18A

Ex. 1001 at 153:66-67; FIG. 18A
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Connections (Claim 7)

Further, Petitioner’s over-broad proposal for the alleged plain and

ordinary meaning of “connection” as “an association or relationship,” Reply, 16,
PO’s contradicts the intrinsic record and would effectively render the term meaningless
Sur-Reply

since the connection in claim 7 is recited to narrow what is recited in independent

claim 1.

PO Sur-Reply [33] at 14
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Connections (Claim 7)

The training data stored in memory 1n an order or sequence corresponds to the
Petition | clammed first and second “connections” between the first and second correlations,

and the second and fourth correlations. Decl. 99 100-101.

Pet. [1] at 33

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 32 of 103
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Connections (Claim 7)

The "974 patent explains that the knowledgebase uses connections as links to
enhance autonomous operation. Ex. 2007, 987. Unlike the simple storage in a
sequence disclosed by Grotmol, knowledge cells are created and structured in a
specific way to store object representations correlated with mstruction sets (1.e.,
correlations), id., 98:54-99:10, and are connected in the knowledgebase using
Response _ ,
connections. Id., 131:64-132:26; Fig. 22. These connections create paths through
the knowledgebase that enhance autonomous operation. 1d.; see also Ex. 2007,

1984-90. A simple sequence in Grotmol does not enable anything like this and

Petitioner fails to show any support for such connections among knowledge cells

(that include correlations) in Grotmol.

PO Resp. [26] at 24

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 33 of 103
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose the Claimed Connections (Claim 7)

As a result, Grotmol’s disclosure of
basic memory storing ordered images and instruction sets does not disclose the

claimed connections between the first correlation and the second correlation, and

PO’s between the second correlation and the fourth correlation of claim 7. Ex-2007, 9984-
Sur-Reply 20.

Finally, claim 7 additionally requires generating the first and second

connections, and Petitioner has failed to point to any portions of Grotmol that

disclose this generation of connections. Reply, 16-18.

PO Sur-Reply [33] at 18-19
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'974: Disputed Issues — Ground 2 Obviousness

© Claim 11: Grotmol Does Not Disclose or Suggest a Knowledgebase
Including a Fourth Correlation Learned in Another Learning Process
Involving a Second Device and Another User

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 35 of 103
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose or Suggest All the Limitations of Claim 11

Ground 2 Claim 11

11. The method of claim 1, wherein the knowledgebase
* “knowledgebase” | further includes a_ fourth correlation including a fourth

1. “fourth circumstance representation correlated with a fourth one or
more instruction sets for operating the second device, and
, | wherein the fourth circumstance representation represents a
fourth circumstance detected at least in part by the one or
more sensors of the second device, and wherein at least a
portion of the fourth correlation 1s learned in another learn-
process” ing process that includes operating the second device at least
“another user” partially by another user.

correlation”
“second device’
“another
learning

Ex. 1001; Claim 11
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose or Suggest the Claimed Fourth Correlation

As described above for claim 10, Grotmol discloses that multiple learning

processes can be done to train multiple behaviors, and that it would be obvious that
the multiple learning processes could be done by different users operating the robot.
I

Decl. § 139. A POSITA would also understand that Grotmol discloses that a robot

can be loaded with a first tramed configuration learned during a training process

Petitioner argues:
involving operation of that robot by a user, and the robot can also be loaded with
“another learning process” — disclosed
“another user” — obvious

“second device” — disclosed/obvious

another trained configuration learned durmg training process involving operation of

a different (second) robot by auser. Ex. 1004, 33:24-35: Decl. 9 140. For the same

reasons discussed with respect to claim 10, 1t would be obvious to a POSITA that

the training process involving operation of the first robot (resulting in the first trained
I

configuration), and the training process involving operation of the second robot

(resulting in another trained configuration) could be done by different users. Decl.

€ 140.

Pet. [1] at 57-58
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose or Suggest the Claimed Fourth Correlation

The trained configuration may be stored. A
saved configuration may be loaded into the robot being
trained thereby providing one or more trained behaviors to
the robot. In some implementations, the trained configura-
Grotmol tion may be loaded to one or more other robots in order to
provide learned behaviors. Subsequent to loading of the
saved configuration, the controller learning process may
match process configuration being present during saving of
the contiguration.

Ex. 1004 at 33:24-35

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 38 of 103
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose or Suggest the Claimed Fourth Correlation

As discussed above regarding claim 4 1n
Section VI.A.1, Grotmol discloses only ene user operating ene device in only one
Response learning process. /d. The knowledge gained from this process in Grotmol, when

loaded into a second device, is still knowledge of one user operating one device in

one learning process.

PO Resp. [26] at 27

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 39 of 103
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose or Suggest the Claimed Fourth Correlation

Petitioner’s own words not supported in Grotmol and 1s conclusory. Grotmol never
discloses that the second robot provides a fourth correlation including a
circumstance detected by the second robot and an instruction set for operating the
second robot to be included in the knowledgebase. Ex. 2007, 4998-103. Petitioner 1s
Response improperly stretching Grotmol’s disclosure, as Grotmol merely discloses that
“trained configuration may be loaded to one or more other robots n order to provide

learned behaviors,” Ex. 1004, 33:30-32, which is about loading the previously

learned knowledge on one robot into another robot and not what claim 11

PO Resp. [26] at 30

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 40 of 103
Tesla v. Autonomous |IPR2023-01054
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose or Suggest the Claimed Fourth Correlation

The trained configuration may be stored. A
saved configuration may be loaded into the robot being
trained thereby providing one or more trained behaviors to

Grotmol . . .
the robot. In some 1implementations, the trained configura- 30

tion may be loaded to one or more other robots in order to
provide learned behaviors.

Ex. 1004 at 33:27-32

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 41 of 103
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose or Suggest the Claimed Fourth Correlation

But this

1s an unjustified leap that goes outside of Grotmol’s disclosure, and Petitioner has

Response

not pointed to a prior art reference that actually discloses the limitation. Ex. 2007,

1998-103. Further, claim 11 requires another user operating a second device, not

another user operating the same device, as Petitioner contends. /d.

PO Resp. [26] at 31

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 42 of 103
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose or Suggest the Claimed Fourth Correlation

The trained configuration may be stored. A
saved configuration may be loaded into the robot being
trained thereby providing one or more trained behaviors to

Grotmol . . .
the robot. In some 1implementations, the trained configura- 30

tion may be loaded to one or more other robots in order to
provide learned behaviors.

Ex. 1004, 33:27-32

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 43 of 103
Tesla v. Autonomous |IPR2023-01054
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose or Suggest the Claimed Fourth Correlation

101. In addition, the limitation at issue here, which mmvolves having
different users operate different devices in different learning processes to learn

mixed knowledge into a single knowledgebase, 1s complex. Using different users

Dr. Saber’s
Declaration

with different devices in different learning processes to learn mixed knowledge
into a single knowledgebase would not have been straightforward or unusually
simple to a POSA due to the complexities of combining the mixed knowledge

into a single knowledgebase.

Ex. 2007 at 9 101

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 44 of 103
Tesla v. Autonomous |IPR2023-01054

PO Resp. [26] at 30; PO Sur-Reply [33] at 20 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose or Suggest the Claimed Fourth Correlation

102. Enabling a system to learn mixed autonomous operation knowledge
and integrate and/or partially integrate such knowledge imto a single
knowledgebase from different devices in different learning processes with
different users is an approach not disclosed or suggested in Grotmol and
Dr. Saber’s definitely not obvious to a POSA. For example, this approach may involve
Declaration combining the learned knowledge from multiple devices into a coherent
knowledge structure, identifying each user to store particular learned operations
and preferences in portions of the knowledgebase for user-specific autonomous
operations, combining the learned knowledge form specitic devices and/or users
with other devices” and users’ learned knowledge, and/or other issues not found

i Grotmol and not obvious to a POSA.

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 45 of 103 Ex. 2007 at 91 102
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose or Suggest the Claimed Fourth Correlation

Common knowledge of a POSA may only be used to supply a
missing claim limitation when that limitation is “unusually
simple and the technology particularly straightforward.”

Arendi S.A.R.L. v. Apple Inc., 832 F.3d 1355, 1361 (Fed. Cir. 2016)

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 46 of 103
Tesla v. Autonomous |IPR2023-01054
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose or Suggest the Claimed Fourth Correlation

Petitioner’s contention that Dr. Saber conceded that “it would have been
understood to a POSITA for user commands in Grotmol to be provided by multiple

, users,” Reply, 18-19, 1s wrong and mischaracterizes Dr. Saber’s testimony. The
PO’s
Sur-Reply

cited testimony merely indicates that multiple users could provide commands to
multiple adaptive controllers, and not that a POSA would have understood that

Grotmol discloses more than one user as required by claim 11. Ex-1011, 166:12-18.

PO Sur-Reply [33] at 19

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 47 of 103
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose or Suggest the Claimed Fourth Correlation

Petitioner next contends that it would “have been obvious to a POSITA that
when there are multiple robots, particularly different types of robots, they can be
trained by different trainers.” Reply, 19. Petitioner 1s wrong since this argument
describes a situation involving two trained configurations each stored and learned
on a different robot, whereas claim 11 recites a single knowledgebase that includes

POIS mixed knowledge of correlations (i.e., first and second) learned in one learning
- rocess involving one device and one user and an additional correlation (i.e.,
ur-nepily P g
fourth) learned in another learning process involving a second device and another
user. Ex-2007, 9993-103. Grotmol fails to mention at all any second learning
I
process mmvolving a second device and second user, any detecting of a circumstance

by a second device, and any instruction sets for operating a second device, as

required by claim 11.

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 48 of 103 PO Sur-Reply [33] at 20

Tesla v. Autonomous |IPR2023-01054
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'974: Grotmol Does Not Disclose or Suggest All the Limitations of Claim 11

Claim 11

11. The method of claim 1, wherein the knowledgebase
further includes a fourth correlation including a fourth
circumstance representation correlated with a fourth one or
more instruction sets for operating the second device, and
wherein the fourth circumstance representation represents a
fourth circumstance detected at least in part by the one or
more sensors of the second device, and wherein at least a
portion of the fourth correlation 1s learned in another learn-
ing process that includes operating the second device at least
partially by another user.

Ex. 1001; Claim 11

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 49 of 103
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'974: Disputed Issues — Ground 3 Obviousness

© Claims 4 and 11: It Would Not Have Been Obvious to Combine
Grotmol and Hickman to Arrive At the Claimed Invention

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 50 of 103
Tesla v. Autonomous |IPR2023-01054

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE



'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claim 4

* “knowledgebase”
1. “fourth
correlation”
“second device”
“another
learning
process”

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 51 of 103
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PO Resp. [26] at 35-38

Claim 4

operating the first device, and wherein the knowledge-

base further includes a fourth correlation including a

fourth circumstance representation correlated with a
fourth one or more instruction sets for operating the
second device, and wherein the fourth circumstance
representation represents a fourth circumstance
detected at least in part by the one or more sensors of
the second device. and wherein at least a portion of the

fourth correlation 1s learned in another leaming process

that includes:

Ex. 1001; Claim 4

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claim 11

Claim 11

11. The method of claim 1, wherein the knowledgebase
further includes a fourth correlation including a fourth
* “knowledgebase” circumstance representation correlated with a fourth one or

1. “fourth more 1instruction sets for operating the second device, and
wherein the fourth circumstance representation represents a
fourth circumstance detected at least in part by the one or
more sensors of the second device, and wherein at least a
portion of the fourth correlation is learned in another learn-
learning ing process that includes operating the second device at least
process” partially by another user.

“another user” Ex. 1001; Claim 11

correlation”
“second device’
“another

)
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'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claims 4 and 11

Regarding Ground 3, Petitioner fails to show that Grotmol in view of Hickman
renders claims 4 and 11 obvious. Ex. 2007, 94104-129. Petitioner has failed to show
Response that Grotmol’s training sets and Hickman’s shared robot knowledgebase would have
been predictably combined by a POSA to arrive at the claimed inventions, as

discussed below.

PO Resp. [26] at 35

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 53 of 103
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'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claims 4 and 11

First, combining Hickman’s shared knowledgebase with Grotmol’s training
sets would not have been predictable or obvious because Hickman specifically
teaches away from using the claimed “fourth correlation . . . (as recited in claims 4

and 11 and shown below). Ex. 2007, 99104-105. Hickman discloses storing

Secondi Petitioner has not adequately explained how the correlations and

circumstance representations allegedly disclosed by Grotmol would have been
Response

combined with the knowledgebase in Hickman to arrive at the claimed invention of

these claims. Ex. 2007, 9106. Since circumstance representations and correlations of

7 hll’di Petitioner fails to show that Grotmol in view of Hickman discloses or
suggests all the specifically claimed elements of each of these claims. It is not
adequate to merely show that Grotmol and Hickman disclose high level concepts

without mapping the disclosure of the references to the specific language of the

claims. Ex. 2007, 9107. Both Grotmol and Hickman fail to disclose “a fourth

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 54 of 103 PO Resp. [26] at 35-37
Tesla v. Autonomous IPR2023-01054
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'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claims 4 and 11

- Hickman teaches that images are stored in one

knowledgebase 307 while instruction sets are stored separately (i.e., uncorrelated)
in another knowledgebase 309. Ex. 1005, 13:64-21:39. In light of this storage

structure, and that Grotmol allegedly discloses that training sets stored in memory

Response

include correlated images and instruction sets that are stored fogether, Ex. 1004,

3:35-49, Hickman teaches away from the claimed “fourth correlation™ as claimed in

claims 4 and 11, and a POSA would not have been motivated to combine Grotmol

and Hickman in the manner proposed by Petitioner. Ex. 2007, 99109-110.

PO Resp. [26] at 40

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 55 of 103
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'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claims 4 and 11
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'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claims 4 and 11

The memory component may be config-
ured to store training sets. A given training set may comprise
an instance of the video frame, an instance of the binary
signal, and an instance of a motor control indication con-
figured to cause the robot to execute an action.

Grotmol

Y1
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isho NN |
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Ex. 1004 at 3:35-40; FIG. 15

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 57 of 103
Tesla v. Autonomous |IPR2023-01054

PO Resp. [26] at 40 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claims 4 and 11

110. Petitioner’s proposed combination would also not have been
obvious because Hickman teaches away from the claimed imnvention. Specifically,
as shown 1n Figure 3 from Hickman below, Hickman teaches that images are
stored 1n one database 313 while nstruction sets are stored separately in another
Dr. Saber’s database 315. Ex. 1005, 13:64-21:39. In light of this storage structure, and the
Declaration fact that Grotmol discloses that training sets stored in memory include correlated
1mages and instruction sets that are stored together, Ex. 1004, 3:35-49, Hickman
teaches away from the claimed “fourth correlation™ as claimed in claims 4 and

11, and a POSA would not have been motivated to combine Grotmol and

Hickman in the manner proposed by Petitioner.

Ex. 2007 at 9 110

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 58 of 103
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'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claims 4 and 11

V.  GROUND 3: GROTMOL AND HICKMAN DO NOT RENDER
CLAIMS 4 AND 11 OBVIOUS

Petitioner’s claim that “the organization of knowledgebases is not relevant to

the combination of Grotmol and Hickman,” Reply, 21, is wrong and undermined by
PO’s the fact that a key component of the inventions of claims 4 and 11 1s the single,
Sur-Reply mixed knowledgebase that includes mixed knowledge of correlations learned in

different learning processes involving different devices, and different users (in claim

11).

PO Sur-Reply [33] at 21

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 59 of 103
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'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claims 4 and 11

Petitioner’s argument that “PO’s reliance on other features of Hickman to
argue non-obviousness 1s without merit because ‘[t]he test for obviousness is not

whether the features of a secondary reference may be bodily incorporated into the

2

structure of the primary reference,”” Reply, 21 (quoting Allied Erecting v. Genesis

Attachments, 825 F.3d 1373, 1381 (Fed. Cir. 2016)), also misses the mark. This has

nothing to do with the bodily incorporation, but with the fact that Hickman discloses
’
PO’s
Sur-Reply

storing instruction sets and images separately in separate knowledgebases, which a
POSA would have found to be incompatible with (and to teach away from)
Grotmol’s disclosure of training sets or correlations with images and instruction sets
correlated and stored together that 1s a fundamental element missing in Hickman
required for the alleged Grotmol-Hickman combination to work at all. Ex-2007,

19104-105.

PO Sur-Reply [33] at 22
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'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claims 4 and 11

For the first time in its Reply, Petitioner maps the tasks data

disclosed by Hickman to the claimed instruction sets. Reply, 21-24.

23, what Patent Owner 1s arguing 1s that a POSA reading Hickman’s disclosure of
images and instruction sets stored separately would not have been motivated to

PO’S combine Grotmol and Hickman in the manner proposed by Petitioner, Ex-2007,
Su r-Rep|y 109-110, especially in view of Petitioner’s failure to provide how to
modify/combine Grotmol and Hickman, and failure to provide evidence of a
reasonable expectation of success. Further, simply because Hickman may
contemplate “the addition of other fields to the unique object knowledge base 307.”
Reply, 23-24, says nothing about Hickman’s disclosure of storing instruction sets

and images separately that teaches away from the claimed invention.

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 61 of 103 PO Sur-Reply [33] at 23
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'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claims 4 and 11
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'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claims 4 and 11

Hickman discloses (1) storing images and
instructions separately in separate knowledgebases (see Ex-1005, Fig. 3) that is
not a correlation as well as (11) a single object information that is not a
circumstance representation. Hence, Hickman does not disclose or suggest (and

PO’s further teaches away from) (1) any correlations and (i1) any circumstance

Sur-RePly representations. Since both circumstance representations and correlations are

fundamental to the operation of the system in Grotmol, Hickman must disclose both
the circumstance representations and correlations m order to be combinable with

Grotmol at all. Ex-2007, 9106.

PO Sur-Reply [33] at 24
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'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claims 4 and 11

Petitioner’s argument that it would have been obvious to combine Grotmol’s
training sets with Hickman’s simplistic cloud storage approach uses impermissible
hindsight to arrive at the claimed invention. Ex. 2007, §9108-110. The specific
language of claims 4 and 11 cannot be carved up and then stitched back together
using the broad concepts disclosed in Grotmol and Hickman. Grotmol discloses one
Response user operating one device in one learning process. /d. The knowledge gained from
this process in Grotmol, when loaded into a second device, 1s still knowledge of one
user operating one device in one learning process. /d. Further, Hickman’s simple
cloud storage of mstances of single object mformation does not contemplate using
correlations, circumstance representations, and other data structures to learn

knowledge for autonomous operation as required by claims 4 and 11.

PO Resp. [26] at 38
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'974: Disputed Issues — Ground 3 Obviousness

@ Claim 4: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest a
Knowledgebase Including a Fourth Correlation Learned in Another
Learning Process Involving a Second Device

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 65 of 103
Tesla v. Autonomous |IPR2023-01054
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'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claim 4

Claim 4

operating the first device, and wherein the knowledge-
base further includes a fourth correlation including a
* “knowledgebase” fourth circumstance .represe.ntation correlated .Wi'[h a
1. “fourth fourth one or more mstruction sets for operating the
correlation” second device, and wherein the fourth circumstance
" o representation represents a fourth circumstance

second device :
“3nother detected at least in part by the one or more sensors of
the second device. and wherein at least a portion of the

learnin — ) .
8 fourth correlation 1s learned in another leamlng process

Process that includes:

Ex. 1001; Claim 4

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 66 of 103
Tesla v. Autonomous |IPR2023-01054

PO Resp. [26] at 41-50; PO Sur-Reply [33] at 24-25 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claim 4

In addition, Grotmol and Hickman first fail to disclose “a fourth correlation

including a fourth circumstance representation correlated with a fourth one or

GrOtmOI and Hickman fail to more instruction sets for operating the second device” Ex. 2007, {q113-120.
disclose or suggest the
claimed:

Grotmol and Hickman next fail to disclose the “fourth circumstance
representation represents a fourth circumstance detected at least in part by the one

or more sensors of the second device.”” Ex. 2007, 9114. Petitioner argues that

* “knowledgebase”
1. “fourth correlation”

2. “second device”
3. “another learning process” the fourth correlation is learned in another learning process that includes:

Further, Grotmol and Hickman further fail to disclose “at least a portion of

generating or receiving the fourth circumstance representation; and obtaining or

receiving the fourth one or more instruction sets for operating the second device.”
|

PO Resp. [26] at 42-44
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'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claim 4

Claim 4

operating the first device, and wherein the knowledge-

base further includes a fourth correlation including a

fourth circumstance representation correlated with a
fourth one or more instruction sets for operating the
second device, and wherein the fourth circumstance
representation represents a fourth circumstance
detected at least in part by the one or more sensors of
the second device. and wherein at least a portion of the

fourth correlation 1s learned in another leaming process

that includes:

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 68 of 103
Tesla v. Autonomous |IPR2023-01054
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Ex. 1001; Claim 4
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'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claim 4

Finally, regardless of whether it would have been obvious to combine
Grotmol and Hickman, the references fail to disclose numerous claim limitations, as
discussed m Patent Owner’s Response. Response, 41-56. Petitioner has failed to
respond to these arguments and appears to concede that the references fail to disclose

the claimed single mixed knowledgebase comprising the claimed fourth correlation

PO Sur-Reply [33] at 24
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'974: Disputed Issues — Ground 3 Obviousness

©® Claim 11: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest the
Claimed Fourth Correlation, Second Device and Another User

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 70 of 103
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'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claim 11

Claim 11

11. The method of claim 1, wherein the knowledgebase
further includes a fourth correlation including a fourth
* “knowledgebase” circumstance representation correlated with a fourth one or

1. “fourth more 1instruction sets for operating the second device, and
wherein the fourth circumstance representation represents a
fourth circumstance detected at least in part by the one or
more sensors of the second device, and wherein at least a
portion of the fourth correlation is learned in another learn-
learning ing process that includes operating the second device at least
process” partially by another user.

“another user” Ex. 1001; Claim 11

correlation”
“second device’
“another

)
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PO Resp. [26] at 50-56; PO Sur-Reply [33] at 24-25 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claim 11

In addition, Grotmol and Hickman first fail to disclose “a fourth correlation

including a fourth circumstance representation correlated with a fourth one or

GrotmOI and HiCkman fail to more instruction sets for operating the second device.” Ex. 2007, 49123-129. As
disclose or suggest the

CIa Im Ed . Grotmol and Hickman next fail to disclose “wherein the fourth circumstance

representation represents a fourth circumstance detected at least in part by the one

« ”
¢ knOWIEdge base or more sensors of the second device.” Ex. 2007, 99124-129. Petitioner argues that
1. “fourth correlation”

2. “second device”
3. “another learnin g process" Grotmol and Hickman fail to disclose that “at least a portion of the fourth
4

o 7
another user correlation is learned in another learning process that includes operating the

second device at least partially by another user.” Ex. 2007, 99125-129. Grotmol

PO Resp. [26] at 50-52
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'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claim 11

Claim 11

11. The method of claim 1, wherein the knowledgebase
further includes a fourth correlation including a fourth
circumstance representation correlated with a fourth one or
more 1instruction sets for operating the second device, and
wherein the fourth circumstance representation represents a
fourth circumstance detected at least in part by the one or
more sensors of the second device, and wherein at least a
portion of the fourth correlation is learned in another learn-
ing process that includes operating the second device at least

partially by another user.

Ex. 1001; Claim 11
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'974: Grotmol and Hickman Do Not Disclose or Suggest Claim 11

Finally, regardless of whether it would have been obvious to combine
Grotmol and Hickman, the references fail to disclose numerous claim limitations, as
discussed m Patent Owner’s Response. Response, 41-56. Petitioner has failed to
respond to these arguments and appears to concede that the references fail to disclose

the claimed single mixed knowledgebase comprising the claimed fourth correlation

PO Sur-Reply [33] at 24
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'974: Disputed Issues — Motion to Amend

@ The Substitute Claims are Patent-Eligible (§ 101)

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 75 of 103
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‘974 Patent Eligibility Under §101

Whether the claim is directed to a judicial exception

Alice Step 1 Whether the claim as a whole integrates the judicial exception
into a practical application of the exception

V(2= WAl \Whether the claim (as amended) provides an inventive concept

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 76 of 103
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MTA Reply [34] at 1-4 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




‘974 Alice Step 1 — Original Claim Language

Substitute Claim 21

wherein the learning process includes:

of a second device;

C : : : : : enerating or receiving the first circumstance representation, and
anticipating the first one or more instruction sets for operating the first device g g g P ’

learned in the learning process based on at least partial match between the third generating or receiving the second circumstance representation; and

; ; : — obtaining or receiving the first one or more instruction sets for operating
circumstance representation and the first circumstance representation; and =

; s 5 . : : the first device, and
at least in response to the anticipating, executing the first one or more

: - - : » : - obtaining or receiving the second one or more instruction sets for
instruction sets for operating the first device learned in the learning process, wherein g g

: , : operating the first device, and
the first device or the second device autonomously performs one or more operations I S

defined by the first one or more instruction sets for operating the first device learned wherein the knowledgebase further includes a fourth correlation including a

in the learning process: fourth circumstance representation correlated with a fourth one or more instruction

sets for operating the second device, and wherein the fourth circumstance

representation represents a fourth circumstance detected at least in part by the one

MTA [28] at App’x 2

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 77 of 103
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'974: Alice Step 1 — Preliminary Guidance

Preliminary
Guidance

That is, proposed substitute claims 2 1-26 recite methods implemented by a
computing system/processor circuit(s) for learning, anticipating, decision
making, and using a device’s circumstances for autonomous device
operation—operations that are nof performable in the human mind (as
Petitioner asserts). Rather, the claimed operations and systems implementing
them exist exclusively in the realm of computers and control systems, and
cannot practicably be performed in the human mind or with pen and paper, and
thus do not amount to a mental process. For example, the computing

We are also not persuaded by Petitioner’s arguments that the substitute claims
are “divorced from any technical context.” “provide no meaningful
technological improvement.” “fail to integrate the abstract idea into a practical
application.” and recite only “generic. non-technical” elements and “mere
mstructions to implement [an | abstract idea on a computer.” See Opp. 3—4. 6—

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 78 of 103

Prelim. Guidance [32] at 20, 21
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MTA Reply [34] at 2
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'974: Alice Step 1 — Technological Solution Rooted in Computers/Control Systems

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 79 of 103
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MTA Reply [34] at 2

“[T]he claimed solution is necessarily rooted in computer technology inn
order to overcome a problem specifically arising in the realm of computer

”
networks.
DDR Holdings, LLC v. Hotels.com, L.P., 773 F.3d 1245, 1257 (Fed. Cir. 2014) (emphasis added)

“Contrary to [the challenger’s] contention, there is no evidence here that
the calculations here can be performed entirely in the human mind.
Here, ... the use of a GPS receiver is essential to the operation of the

° )
claimed methods.
SiRF Tech., Inc. v. Int’l Trade Comm’n, 601 F.3d 1319, 1333 (Fed. Cir. 2010)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE



‘974 Alice Step 2 — Added Claim Limitations

or more sensors of the second device, and wherein at least a portion of the fourth

correlation 1s learned m another learning process that includes: S u b St it u te C I a i m 2 1

generating or receiving the fourth circumstance representation; and

obtaining or recerving the fourth one or more instruction sets for operating the

second device;
wherein the first circumstance representation includes a first collection of Rec Ites p ra ct I ca I tec h n Ica I feat u res

object representations. and the second circumstance representation includes a second

collection of object representations:

wherein the first collection of object representations represents multiple

objects detected at a first time or duning a first time penod. and comprises a first data

e Improves computer & autonomous
coordinates indicating locations of the multiple objects: d EVi ce pe rfo r m a n ce

wherein the second collection of object representations represents the multiple

objects detected at a second time or durnng a second time peniod. and comprises a

second data structure that includes: labels indicating tvpes of the multiple objects.

and coordinates indicating locations of the multiple objects: °
: Achieve less memory usage, faster
wherein the first data structure is correlated with the first one or more . . .
instruction sets for operating the first device: and co m p Utat I o n’ & I m p roved O bj eCt
wherein the second data structure 1s correlated with the second one or more re p rese ntat i 0 n a cc u ra cy

instruction sets for operating the first device.
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'974: Disputed Issues — Motion to Amend

@ The Substitute Claims are Patentable Over Grotmol-Hickman (§ 103)

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 81 of 103
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‘974 Grotmol-Hickman Does Not Disclose the “Second Data Structure...” Limitation

wherein( the )first collection of object representations represents multiple

objects detected at a first tume or during a first time period, and comprises a first data}

structure that includes: labels indicating types of the multiple objects. and

coordinates indicating locations of the multiple objects:

wherein the second collection of object representations represents the multiple

Su bstitute objects detected at a second time or during a second time period. and comprises a

Claim 21 second data structurd that includes: labels mdicating types o@mlltiple objects.

and coordimates indicating locations of the multiple objects:

wherein the first data structure is correlated with the first one or more

mstruction sets for operating the first device: and

wherein the second data structure 1s correlated with the second one or more

instruction sets for operating the first device.

MTA [28] at App’x 3
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MTA Reply [34] at 4-5 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




‘974 Grotmol-Hickman Does Not Disclose the “Second Data Structure...” Limitation

(a) Hickman

87. For the reasons explained above with respect to feature 2, Hickman
discloses data st1‘ucn11‘(“second data structure”) that store “labels indicating types
of the multiple objects, and coordinates mndicating locations of the multiple objects.”

It would have been obvious to a POSITA that, in the GHC, a row or set of rows 1n

Supplemental
Declaration of

Petitioner’s therein may correspond to the “first data structure,” and a row or set of rows in

Hickman'’s structure 31413) that include Grotmol’s image 2000 and objects

Expert Hickman’s structure 31—113) that include Grotmol’s 1mage 2010 and objects

k]

therein may correspond to the “second data structure.” The depiction of objects in
the images together with the first and second data structures provide the claimed

“first collection of object representations” and “‘second collection of object

representations,” respectively.

Ex. 1010 at 44
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‘974 Grotmol-Hickman Does Not Disclose the “Second Data Structure...” Limitation

With respect to the “second data structure,” Petitioner has not sufficiently
explained where or how Hickman discloses or renders obvious mu/iiple daia
structures that (1) each include information (types and locations) for rh
multiple objects (as detected at different times or time periods). See Mot. App.
A 1-3. Claim 21 appears to require that the first and second data structures
each store information about thbj ects by reciting that the “the first
collection of object representations represents multiple objects. . .,” the “first
data structure . . . includes: labels indicating typesump]e objects, and
coordinates indicating locations umple objects,” and the “second data
structure . . . includes: labels indicating types umple objects, and

Prelimina ry coordinates indicating locations u]rfple objects.” Theuse of theterm

. “the” before “multiple objects” in the “second data structure” limitation
Guidance appears to indicate that the objects in the second data structure are the same
objects as those in the first data structure. Petitioner references various data
structures in Hickman—e.g., (1) “object data [that] 1s stored in data structures,
e.g., data structures 313, 314, or 315 [of Hickman]” (Opp. 20), (i1) “data
structures . . . thatstore ‘labels indicating types of the multiple objects, and
coordinates indicating locations of the multiple objects™ (Opp. 22 (emphases
omitted)), and (111) “arow or set of rows in Hickman’s structure 314 (or 313)
that include Grotmol’simage 2000 and objects therem.” Petitioner, however,
has not 1dentified rwo data structures that each include information (such as
locations) for the same multiple objects (as detected at different times or time
periods).

Prelim. Guidance [32] at 11-12
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‘974 Grotmol-Hickman Does Not Disclose the “Correlated With...” Limitations

wherein the first collection of object representations represents multiple

objects detected at a first tume or during a first time period, and comprises a first data}

structure that includes: labels indicating types of the multiple objects. and

coordinates indicating locations of the multiple objects:

wherein the second collection of object representations represents the multiple

Su bStItUte objects detected at a second time or during a second time period. and comprises a

CIa m 21 second data structure that includes: labels indicating types of the multiple objects

and coordimates indicating locations of the multiple objects:

wherein the first data structure is correlated with the first one or more

wstruction sets for operating the first device: and

wherein the second data structure 1s correlated with the second one or more

instruction sets for operating the first device.

MTA [28] at App’x 3
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‘974 Grotmol-Hickman Does Not Disclose the “Correlated With...” Limitations

Hickman

314 —, .

IMG [MFG | INST
MG [MFG INST
MG [MFG INST

* ok

IMG [MFG INST

Ex. 1005 at FIG. 3
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‘974 Grotmol-Hickman Does Not Disclose the “Correlated With...” Limitations

In the example conceptual data structure 313 for the unique
object knowledge base 307 shown in FIG. 3, an individual
unique object identifier (UID) may have the following corre-
sponding data: (1) a general objectidentifier (GID); (i1) image
data (IMG); (i11) location data ; and (1v) serial number
data (SER). Various embodiments of the unique object

Ex. 1005 at 12:5-10

In the conceptual data structure 314 for the general object
knowledge base 308 shown in FIG. 3, an individual general
Hickman object identifier (GID) may have the following corresponding

data: (1) language data (LNG); (11) image data (IMG); (ii1)

manufacturer data (MFQG) (if applicable); (iv) model number

data (MOD) (i?pﬂgli%l)ble); (v) specification data (SPC); and
ASK

(v1) task data . In some embodiments, the concep-
Ex. 1005 at 15:28-35

pae————

In the conceptual data structure 315 for the task knowledge
base 309 shown in FIG. 3, an individual task identifier (TID)
may have the following corresponding data: (1) language data
(LNG); (11) equipment data (EQP); and (111) instruction data
(INST). In some embodiments, the conceptual data structure

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 87 of 103 Ex. 1005 at 20:28-32
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‘974 Grotmol-Hickman Does Not Disclose the “Correlated With...” Limitations

Preliminary Guidance

we find that Petitioner has nof sufficiently explamed how the teachings of
Grotmol and Hickman would render obvious the claimed “second data
structure” as well as the correlation limitations recited in claim 21 (1.e.,
“wherein the first data structure 1s correlated with the first one or more
instruction sets for operating the first device; and wherem the second data
structure 1s correlated with the second one or more instruction sets for
operating the first device”). See Mot. App. A 1-3 (claim 21).

Prelim. Guidance [32] at 11

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 88 of 103
Tesla v. Autonomous |IPR2023-01054

MTA Reply [34] at 6 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




‘974 Grotmol-Hickman Does Not Disclose the “Correlated With...” Limitations

Petition MTA Opposition

Thus. Grotmol discloses a memory that (a)  Hickman

stores a knowledgebase® including multiple correlations (training sets). where each Hickman teaches that for each detected object. the knowledge base may store

correlation includes a “circumstance representation’™ (image of scene from a robot relevant tasks that a robot may perform with the object” 1 the task data (TASK)

vehicle’s operation) correlated with an “instruction set[] for operating a first device™ field. TESLAI005. 2:65-3:8. 15:28-43. 18:34-20:20: FIG. 3. Accordingly. a

(motor control indication configured to cause the robot to execute an action). POSITA would have understood that because the tasks for the robot (“the first one

The images ilre “associated with™ or “correspond to™—i.e.. are or more instruction sets for operating the first device™) are part of the first data

correlated with>—motor control indications issued around the same time. Decl. structure and provide instructions for the robot. “the first data structure is correlated

Pet. [1] at 12-13 with the first one or more instruction sets.” TESLA1010. €90

MTA Opp. [31] at 24
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‘974 Grotmol-Hickman Does Not Disclose the “Correlated With...” Limitations

wherein the first collection of object representations represents multiple

objects detected at a first tume or during a first time period, and comprises a first data}

structure that includes: labels indicating types of the multiple objects. and

coordinates indicating locations of the multiple objects:

wherein the second collection of object representations represents the multiple

Su bStItUte objects detected at a second time or during a second time period. and comprises a

CIa m 21 second data structure that includes: labels indicating types of the multiple objects

and coordimates indicating locations of the multiple objects:

wherein the first data structure is correlated with the first one or more

mstruction sets for operating the first device: and

wherein the 1s correlated with the second one or more

mstruction sets for operating the first device.

MTA [28] at App’x 3

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 90 of 103
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‘974 Grotmol-Hickman Does Not Disclose the “Correlated With...” Limitations

5. Substitute Feature S (Element [Sub-5])

Substitute feature 5 added to each of the substitute claims is:

“wherein the second data structure is correlated with the second one or

more instruction sets for operating the first device.”

MTA (a) Hickman

OPROSIHON | Freon i e s o ith st o s e 4.

it would have been obvious to a POSITA that in GHC. tasks (“second one or more

instruction sets for operating the first device”) for operating the robot when objects
in image 2010 are detected. are stored in a second data structure. TESLA1010. 993.

Thus. GHC renders obvious substitute feature 5.

MTA Opp. [31] at 25
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'974: Disputed Issues — Motion to Amend

@ The Substitute Claims are Patentable Over Grotmol-Tolstedt (§ 103)

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 92 of 103
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‘974 Grotmol-Tolstedt Does Not Disclose the “First Data Structure...” Limitation

wherein the first collection of object representations represents multiple

objects detected at a first time or during a first time period. and comprises a first data}

structure that includes: labels indicating tvpes of the mwmltiple objects. and

coordinates indicating locations of the multiple objects:

wherein the second collection of object representations represents the multiple

Su bStItUte objects detected at a second time or during a second time period. and comprises a

Claim 21

second data structure that includes: labels indicating types of the multiple objects

and coordimates indicating locations of the multiple objects:

wherein the first data structure is correlated with the first one or more

mstruction sets for operating the first device: and

wherein the second data structure 1s correlated with the second one or more

instruction sets for operating the first device.

MTA [28] at App’x 3
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‘974 Grotmol-Tolstedt Does Not Disclose the “First Data Structure...” Limitation

(b)  Tolstedt (alternative to Hickman)

Tolstedt also discloses that sensor data (one or more images) is processed to
classify objects detected in the data and identify attributes of the detected objects
such as the type. dimensional information. location. height. width, and color of the

object. and actions for the vehicle to take in association with the object (e.g..

performing object avoidance). TESLA1015. 9983-88. This information is stored in

MTA
Opposition

a data structure in a knowledge base. Id.; TESLA1010, §82.

In some cases. this data structure may also be a map that the vehicle uses for
navigation purposes and includes labels for the types and locations of objects.
TESLA1015. 9983-88 (“[t]his information may be used to generate a thematic map.
which may contain a spatial pattern of attributes™). 73, 103, 123, 134; TESLA1001,
65:45-66:2. This map can be stored in the knowledge base. TESLA1015, 9984-87;

TESLAI1010, 983.

MTA Opp. [31] at 20-21
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‘974 Grotmol-Tolstedt Does Not Disclose the “First Data Structure...” Limitation

Tolstedt MTA Opposition

(b) Tolstedt (alternative to Hickman)

Tolstedt also discloses that sensor data (one or more images) is processed to

MACHINE CONTROLLER classify objects detected in the data and identify attributes of the detected objects

MACHINE CONTROL SENSOR PROCESSING USER such as the type, dimensional information. location. height. width, and color of the
PROCESS ALGORITHMS INTERFACE

object. and actions for the wehicle to take in association with the object (e.g..

604 performing object avoidance). TESLA1015, §983-88. This imnformation is stored in

KNOWLEDGE BEHAVIOR : :
BASE 614 LIBRARY a data structure)n a knowledge base. Id.; TESLA1010, 82.
/

MTA Opp. [31] at 20-21

BACK OFFICE OPERATOR OBJECT
INITIATED LEARNING INITIATED LEARNING ANOMALY ~_616
METHODS METHODS RULES

Ex. 1015 at FIG. 6
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‘974 Grotmol-Tolstedt Does Not Disclose the “Second Data Structure...” Limitation

wherein the first collection of object representations represents multiple

objects detected at a first tume or during a first time period, and comprises a first data}

structure that includes: labels indicating types of the multiple objects. and

coordinates indicating locations of the multiple objects:

wherein the second collection of object representations represents the multiple

Su bstitute objects detected at a second time or during a second time period. and comprises a

CIaim 21 second data structure that includes: labels mdicating types of the multiple objects.

and coordimates indicating locations of the multiple objects:

wherein the first data structure is correlated with the first one or more

mstruction sets for operating the first device: and

wherein the second data structure 1s correlated with the second one or more

instruction sets for operating the first device.

MTA [28] at App’x 3
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‘974 Grotmol-Tolstedt Does Not Disclose the “Second Data Structure...” Limitation

In some cases, the

MTA second data structurea second map of a second location different from the

Opposition
first location and on which multiple objects and their coordinates are added.

TESLA1015, 99123, 134, 83-88.

MTA Opp. [31] at 23
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‘974 Grotmol-Tolstedt Does Not Disclose the “Second Data Structure...” Limitation

wherein the first collection of object representations represents multiple

objects detected at a first tume or during a first time period, and comprises a first data}

structure that includes: labels indicating tvpes Of@ multiple objects. and

coordinates indicating locations of the multiple objects:

wherein the second collection of object representations represents the multiple

Su bStItUte objects detected at a second time or during a second time period. and comprises a

CIaIm 21 second data structurd that includes: labels mdicating types o@mlltiple objects.

and coordimates indicating locations of the multiple objects:

wherein the first data structure is correlated with the first one or more

mstruction sets for operating the first device: and

wherein the second data structure 1s correlated with the second one or more

instruction sets for operating the first device.

MTA [28] at App’x 3
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‘974 Grotmol-Tolstedt Does Not Disclose the “Second Data Structure...” Limitation

Specificglly, Petitionerhas not sufficiently explained how Tolstedt teaches or
suggests lata structures that each include labels indicating types and
coordinates indicating locations o€Zhe same multiple objeci®as detected at
different times or time periods (as recited i proposed substitute claim 21).
Petitioner argues that “the second data structure can be a second map ofa
second location different from the first location and on which multiple objects
and their coordinates are added” and that “the knowledge base [of Tolstedt]
includesthe sametype of information as added to the second map.” See Opp.
23 (citing Ex. 101599 83-88, 123, 134). Petitioner, however, doecs not
Prelimina ry su fﬁci.ently e_xpla_in how Tolstedt discloses or su ggest ¢

. second location different from the first location” which includestypes and
Guidance locations of the same multiple objects from a first map of the first, different,
location. Petitioner also has notidentified where in paragraphs 83—88, 123,
134 of Tolstedtis therea teaching or suggestion of not one but two maps or
data structures that each include types and coordinates indicating locations of
the same multiple objects as detected at different times or periods (as required
by claim 21).

also lack sufficient support on thisrecord. See Opp. 23, 25. Petitioner does

not identify where Tolstedt discloses or suggestg

structures that each include types and coordinates inc nig locations of the

Same multiple objecias detected at different times or periods (as required by
e arguments also do not sufficiently explain why an ordinarily

Prelim. Guidance [32] at 17-18

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 99 of 103
Tesla v. Autonomous |IPR2023-01054

MTA Reply [34] at 9-10 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE




‘974 Grotmol-Tolstedt Does Not Disclose the “Correlated With...” Limitations

wherein the first collection of object representations represents multiple

objects detected at a first tume or during a first time period, and comprises a first data}

structure that includes: labels indicating types of the multiple objects. and

coordinates indicating locations of the multiple objects:

wherein the second collection of object representations represents the multiple

Su bStItUte objects detected at a second time or during a second time period. and comprises a

CIa m 21 second data structure that includes: labels indicating types of the multiple objects

and coordimates indicating locations of the multiple objects:

wherein the first data structure is correlated with the first one or more

wstruction sets for operating the first device: and

wherein the second data structure 1s correlated with the second one or more

instruction sets for operating the first device.

MTA [28] at App’x 3
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[t would have

been obvious to a POSITA that a portion of the knowledge base storing information
MTA on an object or a map showing the object (“first data structure™) is correlated with
Opposition

instructions/actions for operating the vehicle/robot such as object avoidance

(“correlated with the first one or more instruction sets for operating the first

device”). TESLA1010, 991.

MTA Opp. [31] at 24
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‘974 Grotmol-Tolstedt Does Not Disclose the “Correlated With...” Limitations

Petition MTA Opposition

Thus, Grotmol discloses a memory that (b)  Tolstedt (alternative to Hickman)

stores a knowledgebase? including multiple correlations (training sets). where each Tolstedt's system also determunes actions (the first one or more instruction
correlation includes a “circumstance representation’™ (image of scene from a robot sets for operating the first device”) for a vehicle to take in association with a
vehicle’s operation) correlated with an “instruction set[] for operating a first device™ detected object (e.g.. performung object avoidance). TESLAILOQLS, 983-88. In

(motor control indication configured to cause the robot to execute an action). addition to storing classification data on detected objects in the sensor data.

The images er “associated with” or “correspond to"™—i.e.. are Tolstedt s knowledge base also provides mformation to a machine control process

correlated with>—motor control indications issued around the same time. Decl. ¥ 602 to “determine which commands [(“instruction sets”)] to send to the vehicle's

Pet. [1] at 12-13 steering, braking. and propulsion components.” TESLAL015, T84, It would have
been obvious to a POSITA that a portion of the knowledge base storing iformation
on an object or a map showing the object (“first data structure™) 1s correlated with
mstructions/actions for operating the vehicle/robot such as object avordance
(“correlated with the first one or more instruction sets for operating the first

device”). TESLA1010. 991.

MTA Opp. [31] at 24

Autonomous Ex. 2016, p. 102 of 103
Tesla v. Autonomous |IPR2023-01054

MTA Reply [34] at 10 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE
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wherein the first collection of object representations represents multiple

objects detected at a first tume or during a first time period, and comprises a first data}

structure that includes: labels indicating types of the multiple objects. and

coordinates indicating locations of the multiple objects:

wherein the second collection of object representations represents the multiple

Su bStItUte objects detected at a second time or during a second time period. and comprises a

Cla m 2 1 second data structure that includes: labels indicating types of the multiple objects

and coordimates indicating locations of the multiple objects:

wherein the first data structure is correlated with the first one or more

mstruction sets for operating the first device: and

wherein the 1s correlated with the second one or more

mstruction sets for operating the first device.

MTA [28] at App’x 3
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