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CHALLENGED CLAIMS

Proceeding Claims challenged | Claims Remaining
in Petition disclaimed by | claims
Patent Owner

[PR2023-01212 1,7,9, 32,38, 40 1,7,9, 32,38, 40

(‘753 Patent)

Pet. at 1.
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1 T e THE *753 “PROBLEM”

Alles et al.

et I I The *753 Patent discloses “there is a need to

sxmron] U o o A e 1 e i et S streamline the process n order to efficiently and

] e s B e S effectively handle the vast amount of data being sent

arlson, Dulles,
Maher, Hensdon,

R S B g s ke o between the wireless communications network and
IETTE e the large number of mobile devices for which

B locations are to be determined.” EX1001, 2:21-26
(emphasis added); Pet. at 8-9.

The problem i1dentified in the *753 Patent 1s a
significant volume of data that needs to be searched

during geolocation, and the need to perform such
searching efficiently. EX1008, 926; Pet. at 8-9.

1 sysiems lake measureme
ns from mobil

IBIT 1001
Google v. Geoscope
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THE "753 “SOLUTION”

Pet. at 9.

The 753 Patent’s protfered solution 1s to: (1)
provide “calibration data” for each of one or more
“calibration points” in a geographic region, as known
in the art, (2) generate one or more sets of “grid points”
for the “calibration data™ (3) evaluate “network
measurement report” “calibration data” received
from a mobile device at an unknown location with the
generated “sets of grid points”, (4) to select “a set of
grid points” using a predetermined criteria, and lastly
(5) to determine the mobile device location as a

function of the selected “set of grid points” — all with a

7.

PROVIDE CALIBRATION DATA
AND AT LEAST ONE NMR FROM
A MOBILE DEVICE AT UNKNOWN

LOCATION

GENERATE ONE OR MORE
SETS OF GRID POINTS

EVALUATE NMR WITH THE
SETS OF GRID POINTS

SELECT SET OF
GRID POINTS

DETERMINE LOCATION

OF MOBILE DEVICE

FIG. 67

erid-based pattern matching system. See, e.g.. EX1001, 2:26-50: Claum 1. EX1008,

o
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CHALLENGED HIGHLIGHT CLAIMS RECITE METHOD/SYSTEM OF

DETERMINING THE LOCATION OF A MOBILE DEVICE

1. A method of determining the location of a mobile device

in a geographic region comprising the steps of:

(a) providing calibration data for each of one or more
calibration points in a geographic region, said calibra-
tion data having one or more characterizing parameters;

(b) generating one or more sets of grid points for said
calibration data;

(c)receiving at least one network measurement report from
a mobile device at an unknown location in said geo-
graphic region;

(d) evaluating said at least one network measurement
report with each of said sets of grid points as a function
of select ones of said characterizing parameters;

(e) selecting a set of grid points as a function of a prede-
termined criteria; and

(1) determining the location of a mobile device in said
geographic region as a function of said selected set of
grid points.

EX1001, Claims 1, 7, 9.

7. The method of claim 1 wherein said calibration data
comprises information from a network measurement report.

9. The method of claim 1 wherein said characterizing
parameter 1s selected from the group consisting of: signal
strength for a signal transmitted by a transmitter having a
known location as received by a receiver at said grid point;
signal strength of a signal transmitted by a transmitter located
at said grid point as received by a receiver at a known location;

round trip time for a signal traveling between said grid point
and a known location; timing advance of a signal received by
said mobile device at said grid point: time difference of arrival
of plural signals at said grid point with respect to a pair of
known locations as measured by a receiver at said grid point
or at said known locations; the identification of a serving cell
or serving sector of said mobile device located at said grid
point; a state of a wireless network serving said mobile
device, and combinations thereof.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE 6



CHALLENGED CLAIMS (continued)

32. A system for determining the location of a mobile
device in a geographic region comprising:
(a) a database; and

(b) a processor for receiving calibration data for each of

one or more calibration points in a geographic region
and receiving at least one network measurement report
from a mobile device at an unknown location in said
geographic region, said calibration data and network
measurement report having at least one characterizing
parameter and said processor is programmed to:

(1) generate one or more sets of grid points for said
calibration data,

(i1) evaluate said at least one network measurement
report with each of said sets of grid points as a func-
tion of select ones of said characterizing parameters,

(111) select a set of grid points as a function of a prede-
termined criteria, and

(iv) determine the location of a mobile device in said
geographic region as a function of said selected set.

EX1001, Claims 32, 38, 40.

38. The system of claim 32 wherein said calibration data
comprises information from a network measurement report.

40. The system of claim 32 wherein said characterizing
parameter is selected from the group consisting of: signal
strength for a signal transmitted by a transmitter having a
known location as received by a receiver at said grid point;
signal strength of a signal transmitted by a transmitter located
atsaid grid point as received by a receiver at a known location;
round trip time for a signal traveling between said grid point
and a known location: timing advance of a signal received by
said mobile device at said grid point: time difference of arrival
of plural signals at said grid point with respect to a pair of
known locations as measured by a receiver at said grid point
or at said known locations; the identification of a serving cell
or serving sector of said mobile device located at said grid
point; a state of a wireless network serving said mobile
device, and combinations thereof.
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Case 1:22-cv-01331-MSN-JFA  Document 105 Filed 07/19/23 Page 19 of 34 PagelD# 2016

Plaintiff’s Construction Defendants’ Construction

“locations or areas that are deternuned
and associated with a particular set or
sets of calibration data”

Final Construction of “Grid Point”

Plaintiff argues that the Abstract of the “733 Patent provides a “near-definitional statement™

“a point associated with representative
calibration data for an area”

of this disputed claim term. and that its construction is derived from that text. Pl Br. at 14.
Defendants argue that the specifications of the ~ Patent and related "104 Patent Fanuly

contemplate a grid point to be a single point that is representative of the calibration data for an

6K a p ﬂ i n t a b ‘, ﬂ f_' i ﬂ t E{] 1-1,.' i th I‘Ep l‘ ese n t t e area. See Defs. Br. at 1 Under the proposed constructions, the parties agree that a grid point

encompasses an area. But there are two core disagreements: (1) whether the term can refer to a

c a li b li-a ti D n d a tﬂ r ﬂ l-- a ll ﬂ l- E a ” location, and (2) whether a grid point 15 “representative” of or “associated with™ calibration data.

Plaintiff argues that its proposed construction is “near-definitional” language taken from

the Abstract of the “753 Patent. which states_ in relevant part:

scope Technologies Pte.
The location of a wireless mobile device may be estimated using. at least in part.
one or more pre-existing Network Measurement Reports ("NMRs™) which mclude irporting to mprove the
calibration data for a number of locations within a geographic region The
calibration data for these locations is gathered and analyzed so that particular grid e has sued Google LLC
points 7 i ion can be defermimed ar ociated with a
particuiar " sets g ration data from, for example, one or more NMRs. b ) alleging infringement

Ex_ E at Abstract (emphasis added). But the italicized language from which Plamtiffs construction
€d what must be done to arrive at a grid point or set of grid points e Court adopts those

point is. The specification of the "104 Patent, sibling to the 3 Patent, e. Dikt. Nos. 3.100)

“But the italicized language from which
Plaintiff’ S Construction iS drawn iS & represent an area of collected calibration data.” Ex_ B at 3:56-60; see Andersen construction briefs were

ST PO . o [ agreement on ten clai
ear indication of the meaning of “grid point™—or a Non-uniform grid point agreement on ten claim

o . - . . L e bee (Geoscope v. Google.,
o, v, Fiber Composites, LLC. 474 F.3d 1361, 1375 (Fed. Cir. 2 considering specification

direCted more tOWard What muSt be done ibling patent where the claims had same scope). The specification also describes NUGS as
tO arrive at a grid point OI‘ Set Of grid bresent[ing] the signal charactenistics and/or calibration data over a given region.” Ex. B at
points rather than what a grid point is. e AN

however, Google and Apple have submitted identical claim truction briefs in this action and made
joint presentaticn at the Markman hearing.
The parties claim construction briefing addressed eleven disputed claim terms, but the partie quently
reached an agreement on one of the disputed claim terms. See (Geoscope e, Dict. No. 100) (Geo
Dkt. No

GOOGLE EXHIBIT 1028
Google v. Geoscope

EX1028, at 19-20; see also 1D, at 30-31.
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PETITIONER’S EXPERT
@

Planet Depos’

Mr. Williams:

Q To determine which of that calibration data 1s
Transcript of David Hilliard 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....

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
soatin. ‘evaluating’ or ‘evaluation’ but I don’t recall it being in that
- section.” (EX1032, 68:15-25)

PLANET DEPOS
BRE.433.3767 | WWW.PLANETDEPOS.COM  Gapscope Exnibit 2073

Googie v. Gescope
IPR2023-01212, Page 38 of 148

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE 9
Reply, 5-7; EX2023, 37:10-22.



GRID POINT: GEOGRAPHICAL COORDINATES AND NETWORK
MEASUREMENT REPORT DATA (FINGERPRINT)

LIS00840: 2

a» United States Patent an Patent No.:  US 8,406,753 B2
Alles et al. (45) Date of Patent: Mar. 26, 2013

PROVIDE CALIBRATIO_N POPULATE A DATABASE
DATA FOR EACH OF ONE OR WITH THE GEOGRAPHICAL
MORE CALIBRATION POINTS

IN A GEOGRAPHIC REGION COORDINATES

FOR EACH CALIBRATION POINT: POPULATE THE DATABASE WITH
(a) EVALUATE ASSOCIATED INFORMATION WHIGCH MAY
CALIBRATION DATA,; INCLUDE: LIST OF NEIGHBORING
CELLS, A QUANTITY THATIS A
DETERMINE IF GRID POINT FUNCTION OF POWER OF A

SHOULD BE DEFINED BASED
NEIGHBORING CELL, SERVING
ON THE EVALUATION; CELL ID, SERVING SECTOR ID

Related U8, Application Da
isional application No. 60/899,379, filed an Feb.
ASSIGN GEOGRAPHICAL TIMING ADVANCE, ORIENTATION
COORDINATES TO GRID POINT OF MOBILE DEVICE, LOCATION
OF MOBILE DEVICE, NETWORK
MEASUREMENT REPORT DATA
VECTORS, NETWORK STATE,
CONFIDENCE MEASURE OF
RELIABILITY OF CAL. DATA

FIGURE 16

EX1001, Fig. 16.

GOOGLE EXHIBIT 1001
Google v. Geoscope
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“EVALUATION” IS NOT REQUIRED FOR A GRID POINT

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.

11212

im Construction talks about grid point.

e thes commecss “starting on page 18 as it relates to the construction
& o page 20 of the Siecrice coue Clatn of grid point ... is there any discussion of evaluation
e or evaluating?”

BEFORE

e's a box that says Final Construction.

“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.”

ATTORNEY McBRIDE

geeing that in those

BlusBear Reporting LLC
GOOGLE EXHIBIT 1032
Google v. Geoscope

IPR2023-01212 EX1032, pP- 68, 11

24 [ Reported by: Mary Ann Payonk
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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.

FE-mII & TRE-DITIZ

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARE OFFICE

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARRD
GOOGLE LLC,

GEOSCOPE TECHNOLOGIES PTE. LTD.

Patent Owner

Case No. IPR 3-012

atent 7,561,104

DEPOSITICN OF MARK A. STUREZA
TAKEN REMOTELY BY VIDE NFERENCE

Rhugust 27, 202

GOOGLE EXHIBIT 1031
Reported by: Mary Ann Payonk gle v. Geoscope
0
Job No. 1578

Reporting LLC

EX1031, p. 56, 11. 9-12; Reply at 6-7.

libration data.

from evaluation of

So when you're asking 1f the nonuniform grid

point can be signal st gth, I don't understand how

that could hie that would work.

Are you asking if -- can the

calibration data?

s1gnal strength

Well, let's start with that.

Can the signal strength be the data that

constitutes the representative calibration data?

A, Well, that was, you know,

as we saw, an

example in one polnt in the '104 patent.

Q. Is that a yes or a no?

A That signal s gth

calibration

data? RAgaln, it's, you know, not something that I'wve

1ded an opinion on here.

Q. So you do not have an opinion as to whether a

rength can constitute calibration data.

Is that correct

A. Well, you know, just in the, you know, what

d at in the '104 p t, you Kno
calibration data and providing a

I agree that could

calibraticon data as well as the

other things mentioned there.

time

it's talking
example of the
an example of

arrival and the

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE |,



PATENT OWNER PROPOSES NEW CONSTRUCTION: NON-UNIFORM

Case IPR2023-01212

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMA RK OFFICE Patent 8,406,733 “[HOH uni fOI'l'Il] grl d pOin t,,

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD L INTRODUCTION

Patent Chwner (“PO™) proposes a construction of “[non-uniform] grid point™

that further articulates the district court’s construction (o better address issues raised
by the specific prior art used in the Petition. PO's construction is based on the

GOOGLE LLC, intrinsic record, as well as the district court”s construction and related analysis and

Petitioner the arguments advanced by Petitioner in its claim construction brief.

V. Petitioner’s Reply opposes PO's construction, contradicting not only the
GEOSCOPE TECHNOLOGIES PTE. LTD, Markman order, but also Petitioner’s own representations to the court to oblain its
Patent Owner. construction. Petitioner told the district court one thing to obtain its construction,

now Petitioner disavows those ststements in its representations to the Board.

Petitioner's arguments against PO's construction also fail because they avoid

CASE: IPR2023-01212
U.S. Patent No. 8,406,753

addressing P0’s construction and mischaracterize the inirinsic and exirinsic

ev idence.

Spain does not teach NUGs under the appropriate construction because the
PATENT OWNER’S SUR-REPLY prior art only teaches generating calibration data That is, the prior art employs

interpolation or extrapolation to estimate signal strength measureme nis—calibration

data—against a pre-laid grid, not generate NUGs that define the grid. Accordingly.,

the challenged claims ane patentable.

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply at 1. DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE |4




PATENT OWNER’S FLAWED CLAIM CONSTRUCTION OF “NUG”

UNITED STATES PATENT AND

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL j

GOOGLE LLC/['

Petitioner

V.

TECHNOLOGIE

Patent Owng

o. IPR202

Patent 8,406

DEPOSITION OF MARK ¥

TAKEN REMOTELY BY VIDf:

August 27, 2

Reported by: Mary Ann Payonk

BlueBear Reporting LLC

understand.
A. Eure,
of page 36, Spain doss not
regarding generating one or mor
Okay. &So ESpain is all about f£i
interpolating fingerprint datahb
know, filling in for sample loc
built -- taking fingerprint mea
predetermined locatione --
[(Reporter clarificati
THE WITHESS: Paragra
fingerprint measuremsnts at pre
using --
BY ATTORNEY FEDOWITZ:
Q. I -- I'm wondering ab
I'm --
this does not
, Btarting at th
particular, Spain doss not teac
in the challenged claims requir
one or more sets of grid points
Q. o, but why? Like,
understand why, like --

A. Well, that's what I w

ElucHear Reportimg LLT

GOOGLE EXHIBIT 1032
Google v. Geoscope
IPR2023-01212

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

paragraphs 93 through -7 is why.

Q. Okay. Explain it to me, because it doesn't --
I don't understand.

A. Okay, so --

Q. Explain why it does not teach the quoted
section. Don't read.

ATTORNEY McBRIDE: Objection. Form.

A. Well, so the claims reguire generating or
generate one or more sets of grid points for said
calibration. BAnd Spain talks about, you know,
fingerprint measurements at predefined locations and
interpolating fingerprints at locations between sample
locations, and that's not the grid points that are
claimed in the '753 patent.

BY ATTORNEY FEDOWITZ:

Q. Why? Why not?

ATTORNEY McBRIDE: Object to form.

A Well, the '783 patent, the claimed grid points
are associated with representative calibration for an
area whose boundaries are determined from evaluation of
the calibration data.

BY ATTORNEY FEDOWITZ:

Q. I don't understand what you're talking about.

Can you explain that? It doesn't make sense.

ATTORNEY McBRIDE: Objection. Form.

BlueBear Reporting LLC

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.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE |4



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

- b TRE-ELIZ

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OQOFFICE to the idea of the boundaries.

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPERL BORRD You mentioned boundaries in the construction.
Do you recall that?

GOOGLE LLC, How are the boundaries

Petitioner Well --

ATTORNEY McBRIDE: Objection. Form.
)PE TECHNOLOGIES PTE. LTD. A. -- they're determined fre aluation of the
calibration data.
BY ATTORNEY LEE:

Q. And after the boundariles are determined, are
they stored?

L. Well, you know, I think that's getting into
embodiments, which is something I haven't oplned on.

0. So the boundaries are not required to be

Is that

L. I -- you know, agaln, I haven't provided an

opinion on that. I don't recall 1f there's s thing

DEPOSITION OF MARK A. STURZA the claim that goes one way or another on that. But,

TAKEN REMOTELY BY VIDEOCONFERENCE Know, it's ething I've thought abo

August

provided an cpinilon on.
0. Have you r been a named inventor in a
US Patent?

I have. I have been a named 1lnventor on

EX1031, p. 57, 11. 11-14; Reply at 9.
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE 15



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

Q. In the first sentence of paragraph 69 you say
that: This evaluation involves determining which data
are statistically very similar.

Do you see that?

A. Yes, I do.

“What statistic 1s considered when

an opinion on here. It's, you know, it's something
that, yeah, I would need to think about and, you know,
Nyence, not something, you know,

here.

0. How similar does the data h deterrnining Whether data is Statistically jtion in your construction be

qualify as statistically very similarj Similar‘?,,

A. Well, you know, not somethir :
I've opined upon here. It's -- you know, very --
similar" is not a defined value, if you will.

Q. You then say: Using increasingly stringent
tests of statistical sufficiency.

Do you see that?

A. Yes, o.

Q. What are increasingly stringent tests of
statistical sufficiency?

A. Just to be clear, these are, you know,

rpts from various intrinsic evidence in the matter,
and it's not something, vou know, that I've provided an
opinion on.

Q. Does the evaluation in your construction
require multiple stringent tests of statistical
sufficiency?

ATTORNEY McBRIDE: Objection. Scope.

Well, you know, not something that I provide

BlueBear Reporting LLC

EX1031, p. 81,1. 6 to p. 82, 1. 21; Reply at 12-13.

single stringent test of

fDE: Objection. E&cope.
you know, again, not something I've, you

led an opinion on here.

What statistic is considered when determining
whether data is statistically similar?
ATTORNEY McBRIDE: Same objection.
A. gin, not something I specifically opined
upon. At e last sentence on this page of 69

that we 1sly, statistical similarity in

“Again, not something I specifically
opined upon.”

BlueBear Reporting LLC

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE | 6



GROUND 1: THE CHALLENGED CLAIMS ARE
ANTICIPATED OR RENDERED OBVIOUS OVER SPAIN

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.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT — NOT EVIDENCE 17



LIS 200N
an United States

u2 Patent Application Publication (o) Pub. No.: US 2003/0064735 Al
Spain et al. (43) Pub. Date: Apr. 3, 2003

(54)  LIMCATHON DETERMINATION USI Related U5, Application Data S PA E P B NO
FINGERFRINTING [ ] I | J I [ ]
(i UL b pplication 36, © © C ©

P
I «  David Steveis pain, Fo fiked on Scp. 22, 1998, now Pai. Mo, 6.2
CA(USE Rabert Lewks Martin,

e 2003/0064735 (“SPAIN”
=T Spmme (EX1006): SPAIN SOLVES

Appl. Mo 14299, 398 hodiment eliminates
unit fron

i Nov. 18, 2002 o e e s o o o oo THE CCPROBLEM’?

Sinrt

[ e rvicairg The Mabide Lnit
nal Sivength of Neighbor Cells That Met

Which Amy OF The X Keponod Sipaals s Known To e Los Sirong
Thean Ay D8 Ve A4 Kagmals Mol Raegoiod

as. Extimae of Pasatvon of Mobske Lt Owne ol the Posblc
Passtions Mol Elminatied Frm Consderation in Tnka 1204 thaough

| 20,

GOOGLE EXHIBIT 1006
Google v. Geoscope
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SPAIN GRID POINT IN LOCATION SERVER DATABASE

US 2003/0064735 Al

estimate of the mobile woil’s location & available. For
example, an approximate estimate of the mobile unil’s
location can be determined from the identity of the cell site

Apr. 3, 2003

in the art, however, after reading this specification, that other
syslems might comprise a different number of locations.
Alihaugh the location server could eompare the RF finger-

TABLE 1

1o all BILIKNE possible
(. 12 climinates some
don which signals the
he relative sirength of

of the tosks associated

Dratabase of Possible Locations of Mobile Unit

Possible

Serving
Cell

1 477 10 1277 23
I302" N 41,73 W
47713 127 26
46.33" N, 44.53" W,

Location | Latitude ”Longilu-:le ”F[ngerprim

Site(s)

- Jocations that must be
i budiment

ally performed by the
ation. Task 1207 is the
reer described in this
06 are clements of the
s to reduce the number
posidencd by task 1207,

erwork determines one

Possible
Hcighbn:-r milgm \\T]n]u'ghl nol ‘r\:
, the cellular network

Cell hich signals might be
Site(s)

ation control channel,
a Basz Station ldentity

F, A, B

a s o= B o4 oa

F e 000 o

in the arl bow 1o make
that are keyed
B, A

r network directs the
signals in Table 2 and
value for the sironges!
v oaoa i1 is able to receive and
integer. For example,
& ;
E'ji. ':_ s able 1o receive and
L] : repons back the signal
sther hand, when M=3
ive and distinguish 2
the signal sirength for

Reporung Crileria

¥

!’ Elumimate All Locatioes Otside of Serving Cell's Service Area

.

For Fach Reposted Neighbor Cell. Eliminate Locations Where It
Couild Not Mest The Reporting Critera

Elimanstc As A Possibic Position OFf The Mobile Unst All Locations 2
Whach Any OF The N Reportcd Signals Is Known To Be Less Sirong|
Tham Amy OF The A7 Signals Not Reporied

[ and (2) the Cell 1D and Segnak Srrength of Newghbor

Chioose as Estamate of Posstion of Mobale Umt One of the Possible
Estmmgtir FPositons Mot Eminsed From Consideration in Tasks 1204 though
Protss 1306

—Y

AUPEns O WIICT ST e TEPONE (2., SHL0AT SUengin
of one signal relative 10 another reporied signal) and there
are oo many possible combinations of eporied and unre-
signals. It will be clear to those skilled o the an how

and maintain sueh a database.

TARLE 1

Distabsise of Possibde Locntivgs of Mebile Unit

Possible  Possible
Serving  Neighbor
Cell Cell

[0175] T accordance with the illustrative example, and as
shown in Table 1, the mobile unit is a1 one of sixty thousand
(E0,000) possible locations. It will be clear to those skilled

GOOGLE EXHIBIT 1006
Google v. Geoscope

EX1006, at 6; Pet., at 23.

consider the situation where Cell A is the serving cell (e,
the eell currently handling the communications traffic to and
from the mobile) and the cellular system directs the mobile
1 monitor signaks on control frequencies of Cell B and Cell
C and 1o report the strongest of these two neighbors that it
can distinguish, Note that the mobile can obvicusly distin-
guish the signal from Cell A; otherwise Cell A could pot be
acting as the serving cell.

[DO81] At task 1203, the cellular network receives the
signal strength report from the mobile unit in response (o the
direction in task 1202. Wiih this information and the data in
Table 1, the location server uses three kogical tests 10 reduce
the number of pessible locations whose fingerprints must be
considered. The three tests are:

[h82] Test #1—Eliminate all locations outside the
serving arca of the cell that is reported as the serving
cell.

[MOR3]  Test #2—Eliminate all locations ouside the
neighbor area of the cells that are reporied as neigh-
bor cells.

an United States Patent
Alles et al.

154)  SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR GENERATING
A LOCATION ESTIMATE USING UNIFORM
AND NON-UNIFORM GRID POINTS
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1

PROVIDE CALIBRATION
DATA FOR EACH OF ONE CR
MORE CALIBRATION POINTS

IN A GEOGRAPHIC REGION

POPULATE A DATABASE
WITH THE GEOGRAPHICAL
COORDINATES

— |

FOR EACH CALIBRATION POINT:

(a) EVALUATE ASSOCIATED
CALIBRATION DATA;

{(b) DETERMINE IF GRID POINT
SHOULD BE DEFINED BASED
ON THE EVALUATION;

ASSIGN GEOGRAPHICAL
COORDINATES TO GRID POINT

POPULATE THE DATABASE WITH
INFORMATION WHIGCH MAY
INCLUDE: LIST OF NEIGHBORING
CELLS, A QUANTITY THATIS A
FUNCTION OF POWER OF A
NEIGHBORING CELL, SERVING
CELL ID, SERVING SECTOR ID,

TIMING ADVANCE, ORIENTATION

OF MOBILE DEVICE, LOCATION
OF MOBILE DEVICE, NETWORK
MEASUREMENT REPORT DATA
VECTORS, NETWORK STATE,
CONFIDENCE MEASURE OF
RELIABILITY OF CAL. DATA

FIGURE 16

EX1001, Fig. 16.
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SPAIN DISCLOSES THE CHALLENGED CLAIMS

"753 Patent Spain

6710 “a fingerprint database that contains a
PROVIDE CALIBRATION DATA number of fingerprints [calibration data)
AND AT LEAST ONE NMR FROM Functions along with their corresponding location

A e, Perfomed identities [calibration points]” [0047]:2-5

Location - - — -
6720 ] Determination | S€ts of Grid Points with interpolated grid
l points, organized by “possible serving cell

site(s)” —e.g. [0101]

GENERATE ONE OR MORE
SETS OF GRID POINTS

301

Request Position

EVALUATE NMR WITH THE l
SETS OF GRID POINTS MU Capture

Fingerprint

P I

SELECT SET OF Process+Transmit
GRID POINTS to Other Party

v

Search

DETERMINE LOCATION Database

OF MOBILE DEVICE *

Pick Best Matching
Fingerprint & Location

Select a set of grid points based on
“closeness™ and interpolate location
estimate— [0047]:11-15

FIG. 67

Pet. at 17.
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FIG. 67 DESCRIPTION OF THE "753 PATENT REGARDING CLAIM 1 REFERENCES *“A
PRE-DETERMINED FIXED UNIFORM GRID”

uzn United States Patent (o) Patent No.: S 8,406,753 B2
Alles et al. (45) Date of Patent: Mar. 26, 2013
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Filesd: Feb. 5, 2008
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Spain’s “Test #17 “[e]liminates all locations outside the serving area of the

cell that is reported as the serving cell.” EX1006, [0082] (emphasis added).

S SPAIN DISCLOSES: GENERATING A SET
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EX1006, Fig. 15: EX1008, §92.

Pet. at 31.
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SPAIN DISCLOSES FINGERPRINT DATABASE FOR “VARIOUS

OCATIONS”

n (o Pub. No.: U
(4% Pub. I}

FINGERPRINTING

Invenors: David Stevenson Spain ks Valley,
CA(US): Robert Lewis Martin,

Barcelons (ES)
Q arrespod
DEMONT & BREYER. L1.C

MO BOX 7490
SHREWSBURY, NJ 07702 (US)

Appl. No.: 104299, 398

Filed N, 1K, 202

Rewcive; (1) the 0 af the Cell
anid 23 the Cedl I and Signad Simemgrh of Neighbor
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[0105]  The Followi

in their entir

[0106]
Deic

roan inler-

off-line snapshols ST
rind information alomg with the oo
into the database. The more the loca<
ution of ko
i apart the fins

[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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LOCATOR - Location Estimation System For Wireless
LANs

Parakram Khandpur ! Huzur Saran

ke s s e _ Agiwal (EX1005) provides further
o " 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.

ABSTRAC

General Term:
seneral Te : : epaca il . 3 atic mast probable location and its
= 2, b ) i i ach cluster
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