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CHALLENGED CLAIMS

Proceeding Claims challenged 
in Petition

Claims 
disclaimed by 
Patent Owner

Remaining 
claims

IPR2023-01212
(‘753 Patent)

1, 7, 9, 32, 38, 40 None 1, 7, 9, 32, 38, 40

Pet. at 1.



The ’753 Patent discloses “there is a need to 
streamline the process in order to efficiently and 
effectively handle the vast amount of data being sent 
between the wireless communications network and 
the large number of mobile devices for which 
locations are to be  determined.” EX1001, 2:21-26 
(emphasis added); Pet. at 8-9. 

The problem identified in the ’753 Patent is a 
significant volume of data that needs to be searched 
during geolocation, and the need to perform such 
searching efficiently. EX1008, ¶26; Pet. at 8-9.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 4

THE ’753 “PROBLEM”



Pet. at 9.
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THE ’753 “SOLUTION”



CHALLENGED HIGHLIGHT CLAIMS RECITE METHOD/SYSTEM OF 
DETERMINING THE LOCATION OF A MOBILE DEVICE

EX1001, Claims 1, 7, 9.
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CHALLENGED CLAIMS (continued)

EX1001, Claims 32, 38, 40.
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EX1028, at 19-20; see also ID, at 30-31.

Final Construction of “Grid Point”
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“But the italicized language from which 
Plaintiff’s construction is drawn is 
directed more toward what must be done 
to arrive at a grid point or set of grid 
points rather than what a grid point is. ”



PETITIONER’S EXPERT
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PO Sur-Reply at 5: “there is no relevant difference in 
‘evaluation’ and ‘analysis’ for purposes of this IPR”
Mr. Sturza: “I don’t recall if the district court construed 
‘evaluating’ or ‘evaluation’ but I don’t recall it being in that 
section.” (EX1032, 68:15-25)

Reply, 5-7; EX2023, 37:10-22.

Mr. Williams:

Q To determine which of that calibration data is 
representative of an area would require analyzing that 
set of collected calibration data, right?
…
THE WITNESS: It would not require analysis. It 
could be just the actual measurements….
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GRID POINT:  GEOGRAPHICAL COORDINATES AND NETWORK 
MEASUREMENT REPORT DATA (FINGERPRINT)

EX1001, Fig. 16.



An “evaluation” of calibration data is an example of what can be done to arrive at a grid point rather than 
properties of the grid point. Patent Owner’s expert Mr. Sturza acknowledged that the District Court’s final 
claim construction of “grid point” makes no mention of any “evaluation.” Reply at 4-5.

“EVALUATION” IS NOT REQUIRED FOR A GRID POINT

EX1032, p. 68, ll. 15-25. DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 11

“starting on page 18 as it relates to the construction 
of grid point … is there any discussion of evaluation 
or evaluating?”

“I don’t recall seeing that in those pages.  I don’t 
recall if the district court construed ‘evaluating’ or 
‘evaluation’ but I don’t recall it being in that section.”



THE ’753 PATENT EXPRESSLY DISCLOSES MANY WAYS FOR GENERATING A 
GRID POINT ASSOCIATED WITH REPRESENTATIVE CALIBRATION DATA FOR AN 
AREA, INCLUDING MEASUREMENT OF A SINGLE SIGNAL STRENGTH.

EX1031, p. 56, ll. 9-12; Reply at 6-7. DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 12
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PATENT OWNER PROPOSES NEW CONSTRUCTION:  NON-UNIFORM 
GRID POINT

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply at 1.

“[non-uniform] grid point”
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PATENT OWNER’S FLAWED CLAIM CONSTRUCTION OF “NUG”

Patent Owner’s expert’s testimony 
demonstrates reliance upon their 
flawed claim construction of a 
“[non-uniform] grid point” as 
requiring association with 
“representative calibration [data] 
for an area whose boundaries are 
determined from evaluation of 
the calibration data.”

EX1032, pp. 61-62; Reply at 15-16.



PATENT OWNER’S EXPERT WAS UNABLE TO CONFIRM DETAILS OF HOW 
“BOUNDARIES” ARE DETERMINED OR STORED FOR THE UNCLAIMED “NUGS”

EX1031, p. 57, ll. 11-14; Reply at 9.
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PATENT OWNER’S EXPERT CONCEDES THAT HE DID NOT PROVIDE ANY EXPLANATION OF THE 
DEGREE OF “SIMILARITY” THAT IS REQUIRED FOR A “NUG” OR THE “STATISTIC” EVEN 
CONSIDERED WHEN DETERMINING WHETHER DATA IS “STATISTICALLY” SIMILAR

EX1031, p. 81, l. 6 to p. 82, l. 21; Reply at 12-13.

“What statistic is considered when 
determining whether data is statistically 
similar?”

“Again, not something I specifically 
opined upon.”
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ID at 36-37:  “The above discussion related to anticipation also 
equally applies to the obviousness challenges presented by 
Petitioner, which support the reasonable likelihood of Petitioner 
prevailing in showing that claims 1, 7, 9, 32, 38, and 40 are obvious 
over Spain.”

GROUND 1: THE CHALLENGED CLAIMS ARE 
ANTICIPATED OR RENDERED OBVIOUS OVER SPAIN
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U.S. PATENT PUB. NO. 
2003/0064735 (“SPAIN”)
(EX1006):  SPAIN SOLVES 
THE “PROBLEM”
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SPAIN GRID POINT IN LOCATION SERVER DATABASE

EX1006, at 6; Pet., at 23.
EX1001, Fig. 16.



Pet. at 17.
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SPAIN DISCLOSES THE CHALLENGED CLAIMS
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EX1001, 51:13-36.

FIG. 67 DESCRIPTION OF THE ’753 PATENT REGARDING CLAIM 1 REFERENCES “A 
PRE-DETERMINED FIXED UNIFORM GRID”



Pet. at 31.
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SPAIN DISCLOSES: GENERATING A SET 
OF GRID POINTS ASSOCIATED WITH 
REPRESENTATIVE CALIBRATION DATA 
FOR AN AREA, AND HAVING A 
CHARACTERIZING PARAMETER (E.G., 
SIGNAL STRENGTHS, SERVING CELL)
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SPAIN DISCLOSES FINGERPRINT DATABASE FOR “VARIOUS 
LOCATIONS”

[0100] In one embodiment, the database is built by taking
off-line snapshots of fingerprints at various locations. The
fingerprint information along with the coordinates of the
location are entered into the database. The more the loca-
tions, the richer the database. The resolution of location
determination is also controlled by how far apart the fin-
gerprint samples are taken. The closer they are, the higher
the resolution.

EX1006, at 8; Pet at 34, 36.
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Agiwal (EX1005) provides further 
evidence of a way a POSITA would 
consider calculating “closeness” 
between signal strength fingerprints in 
the selection of multiple fingerprints in 
the same two-tiered searching context as 
Spain.  Pet. at 32, citing EX1005, p. 105, 
Section 3.2.1.
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