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’974 Patent and Petition Overview

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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The 974 Patent 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

TESLA1001, cover. TESLA1001 (’974 pat.), FIGS. 4A, 4B; Petitioner Reply (Pet. Rep,) 25. 
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Asserted Grounds
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

ID., 9; Pet., 3-4.

Claims 4–5, 7, 11, and 14–15 remain pending.  Institution Decision (I.D.), 1.  

Claims 1-3, 6, 8-10, 12, 13, and 16-20 were disclaimed.  POPR, 1. 

5



’974 Patent Claim 4
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

TESLA1001, 169:36-170:37.

DISCLAIMED
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Additional Disputed Claims
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

TESLA1001, 170:59-67.

TESLA1001, 170:38-50.
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Invalidity Challenge

Overview of Grotmol, Hickman, and 
Combination

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Grotmol
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

TESLA1004

TESLA1004, Abstract, FIG. 1; TESLA1003, ¶¶[47]-[51]; Pet., 7-9; I.D., 23. 

TESLA1004, Abstract. TESLA1004, FIG. 1. 
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Grotmol
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

TESLA1004

TESLA1004, FIG. 20A; TESLA1002, ¶¶[67], [75], [86], [91]; TESLA1010, ¶[78]. 

TESLA1004, Abstract. 

TESLA1004, FIG. 20A. 

TESLA1004, 38:52-39:8. 
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Grotmol
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

TESLA1004

TESLA1004, FIG. 20A; TESLA1002, ¶¶[67], [75], [86], [91]; TESLA1010, ¶[78]. 

TESLA1004, FIG. 20A. 

TESLA1004, 3:35-39.; Pet., 12-13. 

TESLA1004, 39:65-40:5.; MTA Sur-Reply, 3-4. 
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Grotmol

12

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

TESLA1004

TESLA1004, 40:64-41:15. 
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Grotmol

13

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

TESLA1004

TESLA1003, ¶[48]; see also ¶¶[77], [97], [130]. 

TESLA1004, 33:59-64.; Pet., 16. 

Dr. Janet’s Declaration

TESLA1004, 23:3-12. 

Grotmol
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Overview of Hickman
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. Rep., 22.

...

TESLA1005, 10:35-66; Pet. Rep., 21-22.

Hickman discloses a cloud-based shared knowledge base.
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Overview of Hickman
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

TESLA1005, 24:8-25; TESLA1002, ¶¶[146]-[147].

TESLA1005, 11:31-41; TESLA1002, ¶[147].

Hickman’s knowledge base can be shared by multiple robots.
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Hickman’s Structure is Similar to the ’974 Patent’s Structure
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

TESLA1010, pg. 28; Pet. Rep, 25-26.

TESLA1010, pg. 29 ; Pet. Rep, 25-26.

Hickman’974 Patent
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A POSITA Would Have Combined Grotmol and Hickman
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Pet., 63.

Petition

Pet., 69.
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A POSITA Would Have Combined Grotmol and Hickman
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

TESLA1002, ¶142.

TESLA1002, ¶144.

Dr. Janet’s Declaration
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ISSUE 1

Grotmol discloses feature [4.3]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

[4.3] … 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 learning process … 

19



Grotmol Discloses “a fourth circumstance”

20

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

TESLA1004, 33:24-35; Pet., 27-28; TESLA1003, ¶¶[93]-[94].. 

GROTMOL

TESLA1004, 3:36-39; Pet., 12,  27-28; TESLA1003, ¶¶[67]-[73], [93], [94].. 
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Grotmol Discloses “the second device” and “another learning process”

21

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet., 27-28; Pet. Rep., 2; TESLA1010, ¶[12].. 

DR. JANET’S DECLARATION.

Pet., 27-28; Pet. Rep., 2; TESLA1010, ¶[44].. 
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Grotmol Discloses “the second device” and “another learning process”

22

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. Rep., 2.. 

PET. REPLY
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PO has no support for “one user operating one device in one learning process” 
theory

23

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Patent Owner Response

No citations to Grotmol.  Only citations to PO’s expert’s repetitive 
statements

POR, 16. 
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Even PO’s Expert Contradicts PO’s “one user, one device, one learning process” 
Theory

24

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

GROTMOL

TESLA1004, FIG. 10B; Pet. Rep., 4, 7. 

TESLA1011, 166:3-18; Pet., Rep., 7. 

DR. SABER DEPO. TRANSCRIPT
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PO’s Characterization of Grotmol is Incorrect On its Face

25

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

PO Sur-Reply

POSR, 9-10.

Grotmol explicitly teaches multiple users.

TESLA1004, 34:18-21; Pet., Rep., 8. 

GROTMOL
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Grotmol’s Explicit Disclosure Contradicts PO’s “one user, one device, one 
learning process” Theory
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

GROTMOL

TESLA1004, FIG. 10B; Pet. Rep., 4, 7. TESLA1004, 33:24-35; Pet., 27-28; TESLA1003, ¶¶[93]-[94]; Pet. Rep., 4-5. 
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PO’s Rationale is Inconsistent with the Law
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet., Rep., 9. 

Pet. Reply
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PO’s Arguments
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 35. 

PO when arguing against 
Grotmol alone

PO when arguing against 
Grotmol and Hickman

POR, 28. 
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Issue 2

Grotmol Discloses [5]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

[5] … determining that a number [or percentage] of at least 
partially matching portions of the third circumstance representation 
and portions of the first circumstance representation exceeds a 
threshold number [or percentage] ,… 
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PO Relies on Importing Unclaimed Features
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 20-21.

Patent Owner Response
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Grotmol Discloses Matching Portions of First and Third Circumstances

31

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

TESLA1004, 39:23-28; ; Pet., 29. 

TESLA1004, 39:29-37; Pet., 29. 

GROTMOL

TESLA1004, 41:8-14; Pet., 29 ; Pet., Rep., 10. 

TESLA1004, 4:30-38; Pet., 29; Pet., Rep., 10. 
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Grotmol Discloses Matching Portions of Images

32

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

GROTMOL

… 

TESLA1004, 41:33-60; Pet., Rep., 10. 

32
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Issue 3

Grotmol Discloses the Claimed 
“connection[s]” in [7]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

[7] … wherein a first connection is generated to connect the first 
correlation with the second correlation, and wherein a second 
connection is generated to connect the second correlation with the 
fourth correlation. 

33



PO’s Construction is Unclear and Unsupported

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. Rep.

Pet. Rep., 15.

a “connection” should be construed as a 
“relationship that includes a link.” Ex. 
2007, ¶¶55-62.

POR, 11.

PO Response
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The POM of “connection” is not limited to a “link”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX. 2012

EX2013, 481; POR, 14; Pet. Rep., 15.

EX. 2013

EX2012, 399-400; POR, 14; Pet. Rep., 15.

PO’s arguments contradict the POM

POSR, 17.
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Examples and Embodiments of “Connection” in the ’974 patent are non-limiting 36

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

’974 Patent

TESLA1001, 15:58-60.

Pet. Rep.

TESLA1001, 56:17-23.

Pet. Rep., 14.
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Grotmol Discloses the Claimed “connection[s]”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

’974 Patent

TESLA1001, 153:66-154:6; Pet., 32.

Grotmol

TESLA1004, 38:38-42; Pet., 32.

TESLA1004, Abstract; Pet., 32.
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Even under PO’s Construction, Grotmol Discloses the Claimed “connection[s]”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. Reply

Pet., Rep., 17.

Grotmol

TESLA1004, 39:42-54; Pet. Rep., 16-17.

Pet., Rep., 18.
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Issue 4

The Grotmol-Hickman Combination 
(GHC) Renders Claims 4 and 11 

Obvious

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

A POSITA would have combined Grotmol and Hickman in the manner 
detailed in the Petition.

39



PO’s Characterization of Hickman is Incorrect On its Face

40

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 35.

PO Response Hickman

TESLA1005, 10:63-11:3; TESLA1010: ¶[67].

TESLA1010: ¶[67].

Dr. Janet’s DeclarationPOR, 36.
TESLA1005, 19:30-33; Pet. Rep.: 23.

Hickman is not limited to separate knowledge bases.
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PO’s Characterization of Hickman is Incorrect On its Face

41

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. Rep., 22.

...

TESLA1005, 10:35-66; Pet. Rep., 21-22.

Hickman is not limited to separate knowledge bases.

41



PO’s Characterization of Hickman is Incorrect On its Face

42

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Hickman

TESLA1005, 12:10-18; Pet. Rep., 2-324.

TESLA1010: ¶[68].

Dr. Janet’s Declaration

Hickman explains that additional data fields would have been part of the 
knowledge base.

TESLA1005, 10:63-11:3; TESLA1010: ¶[67].

42



PO’s Characterization of Hickman is Incorrect On its Face

43

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 35.

PO Response Hickman

TESLA1005, 2:51-64; TESLA1010: ¶[55].

Hickman is not limited to single object information

43
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Motion to Amend

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Summary of Amendments

46

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The amendments rewrite each of claims 4/5/7/11/14/15 in independent form and further 
limit the method of each of these claims by requiring that: 

1. the first circumstance representation includes a first collection of object 
representations, 

2. the second circumstance representation includes a second collection of object 
representations;

3. the first collection of object representations represents multiple objects detected at a 
first time or during a first time period, 

4. the second collection of object representations represents the multiple objects 
detected at a second time or during a second time period; 

5. the first and second collections of object representations comprise first and second 
data structures, respectively, which each include labels indicating types of the 
multiple objects and also include coordinates indicating locations of the multiple 
objects

6. the first and second data structures be correlated with the first one or more 
instruction sets and the second one or more instruction sets for operating the first 
device, respectively.

Paper 28 (Motion to Amend (MTA)), 17:22-18:8. 
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Substitute Claim 21 (Amended claim 4)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

MTA App. A, 1-3. 

47
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Issue 5

The Claims Fail Under 35 USC 101

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Alice Step 1
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Claims Are Directed to an Abstract Idea

Paper 31 (Opp. To MTA), 2.
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Alice Step 1

50

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Taking Action When Encountering Similar Images (e.g., traffic 
signs) is a Mental Process

Paper 31 (Opp. To MTA), 2.
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Alice Step 1

51

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claiming General Functions is Insufficient

Paper 31 (Opp. To MTA), 4.
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Alice Step 1

52

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Applying Generic Computer Elements to the Claims is Insufficient

Paper 31 (Opp. To MTA), 6.

52



Alice Step 1

53

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Claims Recite Insignificant Post-solution Activity

Paper 31 (Opp. To MTA), 7.

MTA (new claim) Opp. To MTA

MTA App. A, 2.
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Alice Step 2
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The Claims Lack an Inventive Concept

Paper 31 (Opp. To MTA), 8.
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Alice Step 2
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Autonomously Executing Operations is Insufficient

Paper 31 (Opp. To MTA), 9.

PO Response Opp. To MTA

POR, 3.
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2024 AI Guidance Also Indicate Patent Ineligibility
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. SurReply

Paper 38 (Pet. SurReply), 11.
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The Claims Fail Under 35 USC 103

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Grotmol and Hickman Render the 
Substitute Claims Obvious

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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The Grotmol and Hickman Combination

59

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

A POSITA would have combined Grotmol and Hickman

Paper 31 (Opp. To MTA), 13.

Opp. To MTA Hickman

TESLA1005, 10:63-11:3; TESLA1010: ¶[67].

Dr. Janet’s Declaration

TESLA1010, ¶[68].
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Issue 6

GHC Renders Obvious the First and 
Second Data Structures 

(all amended claims)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

“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 types of the multiple objects, and coordinates indicating locations of the multiple objects; 

wherein the second collection of object representations represents the multiple objects detected at a 
second time or during a second time period, and comprises a second data structure that includes: 
labels indicating types of the multiple objects, and coordinates indicating locations of the multiple 
objects.”

60



GHC Renders Obvious the Two Data Structures

61

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The SAME objects are included in both data structures.

Paper 38 (Pet. SurReply), 3-5.

61



GHC Renders Obvious the Two Data Structures

62

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The SAME objects are included in both data structures.

TESLA1010, ¶[87]; Paper 38 (Pet. SurReply), 5.
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Issue 7

GHC Renders Obvious the First and Second 
Data Structures being Correlated with the First 

and Second Instruction Sets 
(all amended claims)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

“wherein the first data structure is correlated with the first one or more instruction sets for operating 
the first device; and; 
wherein the second data structure is correlated with the second one or more instruction sets for 
operating the first device.”

63



GHC Renders Obvious Correlated Data Structures

64

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Both data structures have correlated instruction sets (Tasks).

Paper 38 (Pet. SurReply), 3-5.

Paper 31 (Opp. To MTA), 24.

Opp. To MTA Hickman / Pet. SurReply

Hickman

TESLA1005, 2:65-3:8; Paper 31 (Opp. To MTA), 24.
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Grotmol and Tolstedt Render the 
Substitute Claims Obvious 

(all amended claims)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Overview of Tolstedt
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

TESLA1015, FIG. 4, ¶[83]; Paper 31 (Opp. To MTA), 13.
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The Grotmol and Tolstedt Combination

67

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

A POSITA would have combined Grotmol and Toldstedt

TESLA1010, ¶[74]; Paper 31 (Opp. To MTA), 17.
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Issue 8

GTC Renders Obvious the First and 
Second Data Structures 

(all amended claims)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

“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 types of the multiple objects, and coordinates indicating locations of the multiple objects; 

wherein the second collection of object representations represents the multiple objects detected at a 
second time or during a second time period, and comprises a second data structure that includes: 
labels indicating types of the multiple objects, and coordinates indicating locations of the multiple 
objects.”
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GTC Renders Obvious the Two Data Structures

69

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The SAME objects are included in both data structures.

Paper 38 (Pet. SurReply), 3-5. TESLA1015, ¶[83]; Paper 31 (Opp. To MTA), 20-21.

Pet. SurReply Tolstedt
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GTC Renders Obvious the Two Data Structures

70

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The data structures may be a knowledgebase or map with information on the 
SAME objects.

TESLA1015, ¶[83]; Paper 31 (Opp. To MTA), 20-21.

Opp. To MTA Tolstedt

Paper 31 (Opp. To MTA), 21.
Pet. SurReply

Paper 38 (Pet. SurReply), 8.
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GTC’s “Thematic Map” is A Data Structure

71

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

PO’s argument that Tolstedt’s Map is Not a “Data Structure” fails in light of the 
’974 Patent’s Broad Description of a “Data Structure.”

TESLA1015, ¶[83]; Paper 31 (Opp. To MTA), 20-21 ; Paper 38 (Pet. SurReply), 9-10.

Tolstedt’974 Patent

TESLA1001, 65:45-57; Paper 38 (Pet. SurReply), 9-10.
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Issue 9

GTC Renders Obvious the First and 
Second Data Structures being Correlated 
with the First and Second Instruction Sets 

(all amended claims)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

“wherein the first data structure is correlated with the first one or more instruction sets for operating 
the first device; and; 
wherein the second data structure is correlated with the second one or more instruction sets for 
operating the first device.”
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GHC Renders Obvious Correlated Data Structures

73

Tolstedt discloses providing correlated instructions for object avoidance.
Tolstedt

TESLA1015, ¶[83]; Paper 31 (Opp. To MTA), 24.

Opp. To MTA

Paper 31 (Opp. To MTA), 24.

TESLA1015, ¶[84]; Paper 31 (Opp. To MTA), 24.
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