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U.S. Patent 8,170,583 (Ex. 1001)

Ex. 1001, cover; Petition at 2.

“The ’583 patent issued from an application 

filed 9/19/2006, which Petitioner assumes 

(without conceding such entitlement) is the 

effective date of the ’583 patent.”
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U.S. Patent 8,170,583 (Ex. 1001)

Ex. 1001, cover
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Claims 1, 3–5

1. A signal-comparison based location-determining 

method, operable by a first portable RF 
communications device in conjunction with a plurality of 
fixed-location service-area antenna stations capable of RF 

communication with the first portable RF communications 
device wherein the antenna stations are substantially 

continuously operating, the method comprising: 

(a) the first portable RF communications device 

monitoring its location by (i) receiving communications 
signals from a first plurality of the antenna stations, (ii) 

identifying at least one ID within at least one of the 
received communications signals, and (iii) measuring the 
signal strengths associated with a received 

communications signal from the first plurality of antenna 
stations; and

(b) the first portable RF communication device 
determining if a monitored location is within proximity of a 

location chosen by a user of the first portable RF 
communication device, as a result of (i) electronically 

comparing the at least one ID and at least one figure 
based on the signal strengths of the first plurality of 
antenna stations at the monitored location with the at least

one ID and the at least one figure based on signal strengths 

of the first plurality of antenna stations at the location 
chosen by the user, and (ii) determining if the difference 
between the signal strengths measured at the monitored 

location and the signal strengths at the location chosen by 
the user is less than a predetermined threshold.

3. The method of claim 1 wherein the chosen location signal 
strengths were measured by a second portable RF 

communication device, different from the first portable RF 
communication device.

4. The method of claim 1 wherein the chosen location signal 
strengths and at least one ID originated from a database of 

geographic locations and corresponding signal strengths 
and IDs.

5. The method of claim 4 wherein the database is stored 
remotely, and not on the first portable RF communication 

device.
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Paper 18 (Pet. Reply) at 3, 5

Ex. 1079 at 39:10–40:21

Construction - Claim 1 

1. A location-determining method, operable by a first 

portable RF communications device, the method 
comprising: 

(b) the first portable RF communication device 

determining if a monitored location is within proximity of a 
location chosen by a user of the first portable RF 
communication device, as a result of (i) electronically 

comparing the at least one ID and at least one figure 
based on the signal strengths of the first plurality of 

antenna stations at the monitored location with the at least 
one ID and the at least one figure based on signal 
strengths of the first plurality of antenna stations at the 

location chosen by the user, and (ii) determining if the 
difference between the signal strengths measured at the 

monitored location and the signal strengths at the location 
chosen by the user is less than a predetermined threshold.

. . . 

Petitioner: “There is no language in Claim 1 restricting the entirety of the location 

determination to actions performed at the claimed first portable RF communication device”
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Paper 18 (Pet. Reply) at 5

Ex. 1079 at 39:10–40:21

Construction - Claim 1 

1. A location-determining method, operable by a first 

portable RF communications device, the method 
comprising: 

(b) the first portable RF communication device 

determining if a monitored location is within proximity of a 
location chosen by a user of the first portable RF 
communication device, as a result of (i) electronically 

comparing the at least one ID and at least one figure 
based on the signal strengths of the first plurality of 

antenna stations at the monitored location with the at least 
one ID and the at least one figure based on signal 
strengths of the first plurality of antenna stations at the 

location chosen by the user, and (ii) determining if the 
difference between the signal strengths measured at the 

monitored location and the signal strengths at the location 
chosen by the user is less than a predetermined threshold.

. . . 
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Paper 18 (Pet. Reply) at 5

Ex. 1079 at 39:10–40:21

Construction - Claim 1 

1. A location-determining method, operable by a first 

portable RF communications device, the method 
comprising: 

(b) the first portable RF communication device 

determining if a monitored location is within proximity of a 
location chosen by a user of the first portable RF 
communication device, as a result of (i) electronically 

comparing the at least one ID and at least one figure 
based on the signal strengths of the first plurality of 

antenna stations at the monitored location with the at least 
one ID and the at least one figure based on signal 
strengths of the first plurality of antenna stations at the 

location chosen by the user, and (ii) determining if the 
difference between the signal strengths measured at the 

monitored location and the signal strengths at the location 
chosen by the user is less than a predetermined threshold.

. . . 
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Proposed Combinations
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Petitioner’s Theory for Spain-I

“Spain-I discloses a mobile unit (MU) that . . . is operable to perform location-

determining based on signal characteristic comparison . . . . 

“At selected location(s), the MU collects/measures identifier information . . . and 

generates/stores fingerprint(s) based on that information.”

“‘When a location estimate of the MU is desired’ at a current location, the MU 

captures information from signals . . . and creates a fingerprint.”

“The MU compares the fingerprint information for the monitored location with the 

stored fingerprint location for selected locations in a database to determine whether it 

is ‘at a particular location or not.’ . . .  the MU determines the MU is in proximity of 

the matching fingerprint location . . .”

Spain-I teaches everything done by MU only
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Petitioner’s Theory for Spain-I

Spain-I teaches everything done by MU only

“Spain-I’s MU determines whether it is currently ‘at a particular location or not.’”

“Spain-I (including as modified herein) discloses . . . The MU monitors its location by 

receiving signals . . . .

“the MU ‘capture[s]’ predetermined information . . .”

“The MU creates a fingerprint . . .”
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Petitioner’s Theory for Spain-I

“Spain-I discloses configurations where a user can initiate a request that causes ‘the 

MU [to] capture[] the fingerprint of its current location.’ (Ex-1011, FIG. 3, 6:9-30, 

6:43-47; Ex-1005, 6:43-47; Ex-1002, ¶¶118-120.) While such teachings relate to 

location server 30 maintaining the fingerprint database and performing 

fingerprint matching process, they also suggested to a POSITA that the MU may be 

configured to receive user requests to measure/collect other fingerprint locations.” 

Petition admits: Otherwise, the server both maintains the database and performs fingerprint matching
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Petitioner’s Theory for Spain-I

“Spain-I also discloses various ways to build the database . . . (Ex-1011, FIGS. 1-3, 9-

10, 5:61-6:8, 7:58-67, 8:1-13:15, 14:10-31, 17:15-19”

“Spain-I discloses configurations where a user can initiate a request that causes ‘the 

MU [to] capture[] the fingerprint of its current location.’ (Ex-1011, FIG. 3, 6:9-30, 

6:43-47; Ex-1005, 6:43-47; Ex-1002, ¶¶118-120.) While such teachings relate to 

location server 30 maintaining the fingerprint database and performing 

fingerprint matching process, they also suggested to a POSITA that the MU may be 

configured to receive user requests to measure/collect other fingerprint locations.” 

Alternative Embodiment in Spain-I
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“Spain-I also discloses various ways to build the database . . . (Ex-1011, FIGS. 1-3, 9-

10, 5:61-6:8, 7:58-67, 8:1-13:15, 14:10-31, 17:15-19”

Petitioner’s Theory for Spain-I
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“Spain-I also discloses various ways to build the database . . . (Ex-1011, FIGS. 1-3, 9-

10, 5:61-6:8, 7:58-67, 8:1-13:15, 14:10-31, 17:15-19”

Petitioner’s Theory for Spain-I
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Petitioner’s Theory for Spain-I

“Spain-I also discloses various ways to build the database . . . (Ex-1011, FIGS. 1-3, 9-

10, 5:61-6:8, 7:58-67, 8:1-13:15, 14:10-31, 17:15-19”
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Petition at 12, Ex. 1011 at 5:61-6:8

Ex. 1001 at Claim 1b

Petitioner’s Theory for Spain-I

(b) the first portable RF communication device 

determining if a monitored location is within proximity of a 
location chosen by a user of the first portable RF 
communication device, as a result of (i) electronically 

comparing the at least one ID and at least one figure based 
on the signal strengths of the first plurality of antenna 

stations at the monitored location with the at least one ID 
and the at least one figure based on signal strengths of the 
first plurality of antenna stations at the location chosen by 

the user, and (ii) determining if the difference between the 
signal strengths measured at the monitored location and the 

signal strengths at the location chosen by the user is less 
than a predetermined threshold.
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Spain-I discloses configurations where a user can initiate a request that causes ‘the MU 

[to] capture[] the fingerprint of its current location.’ (Ex-1011, FIG. 3, 6:9-30, 6:43-47; 

Ex-1005, 6:43-47; Ex-1002, ¶¶118-120.) While such teachings relate to location 

server 30 maintaining the fingerprint database and performing fingerprint 

matching process

Petitioner’s Theory for Spain-I
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Petition at 47, Ex. 1011 at 6:9–14

Ex. 1001, Claim 1b

Petitioner’s Inconsistent Theory for Spain-I

(b) the first portable RF communication device 

determining if a monitored location is within proximity of a 
location chosen by a user of the first portable RF 
communication device, as a result of (i) electronically 

comparing the at least one ID and at least one figure based 
on the signal strengths of the first plurality of antenna 

stations at the monitored location with the at least one ID 
and the at least one figure based on signal strengths of the 
first plurality of antenna stations at the location chosen by 

the user, and (ii) determining if the difference between the 
signal strengths measured at the monitored location and the 

signal strengths at the location chosen by the user is less 
than a predetermined threshold.
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Missing Evidence

None of Spain-I, Nanda, Hunzinger, nor Damarla teach the 

technique of remotely storing a database of locations per claim 

5 while locally performing the determining/comparing by the 

portable RF communication device
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Petition at 12

Ex. 1011 at 7:58-67

Petitioner’s Theory for Spain-I

“Spain-I also discloses various ways to build the database . . . (Ex-1011, FIGS. 1-3, 9-

10, 5:61-6:8, 7:58-67, 8:1-13:15, 14:10-31, 17:15-19”



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE  22Ex. 1011 at 10:11–18, 11:4–26

Petitioner’s Theory for Spain-I

“Spain-I also discloses various ways to build the database . . . (Ex-1011, FIGS. 1-3, 9-

10, 5:61-6:8, 7:58-67, 8:1-13:15, 14:10-31, 17:15-19”



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE  23Ex. 1011 at 14:10-31

Petitioner’s Theory for Spain-I

“Spain-I also discloses various ways to build the database . . . (Ex-1011, FIGS. 1-3, 9-

10, 5:61-6:8, 7:58-67, 8:1-13:15, 14:10-31, 17:15-19”
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Petitioner’s Theory for Spain-I

“Spain-I also discloses various ways to build the database . . . (Ex-1011, FIGS. 1-3, 9-

10, 5:61-6:8, 7:58-67, 8:1-13:15, 14:10-31, 17:15-19”
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Petitioner’s Analysis of Claim 3
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Petitioner’s Analysis of Claim 5
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The Spain-I Teaching Being Combined, 6:9–14, 6:15–30
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The Spain-I Teaching Being Combined, 6:9–14, 6:15–30
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The Nanda Teaching Being Combined, 12:14–31
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The Resulting Combination

Spain-I discloses: “the search for the closest fingerprint is then done on the server”

in combination with

Nanda’s teaching of: “the MSC would then perform the fingerprint comparison”

Results in: the server/MSC does the comparison.

Petition at 47; claim 1b

(b) the first portable RF communication device determining if a monitored 

location is within proximity of a location chosen by a user of the first portable RF 

communication device, as a result of (i) electronically comparing the at least 

one ID and at least one figure based on the signal strengths of the first plurality of 

antenna stations at the monitored location with the at least one ID and the at least 

one figure based on signal strengths of the first plurality of antenna stations at the 

location chosen by the user, and (ii) determining if the difference between the 

signal strengths measured at the monitored location and the signal strengths at 

the location chosen by the user is less than a predetermined threshold.
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Ground 2: Adding Damarla

Petition at 64
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Damarla’s Disclosure at 16:42-57

Petition at 64; Ex. 1028 at 16:42-57
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Damarla’s Disclosure at 5:57-62

Petition at 67; Ex. 1028 at 16:42-57
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The Resulting Combination

Spain-I discloses: “the search for the closest fingerprint is then done on the server”

in combination with

Nanda’s teaching of: “the MSC would then perform the fingerprint comparison”

in combination with

Damarla’s teaching of “RF fingerprints are deployed 500 to the computing 

infrastructure”

results in: 

deploy fingerprints to the computer infrastructure, where the server/MSC does the 

comparison
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The Inapplicable Motivation
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Petition at 12

Ex. 1011 at 10:11–18, 11:4–26

Petitioner’s Theory for Spain-I

“Spain-I also discloses various ways to build the database . . . (Ex-1011, FIGS. 1-3, 9-

10, 5:61-6:8, 7:58-67, 8:1-13:15, 14:10-31, 17:15-19”
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Paper 15 (POR) at 13
Ex. 1001 at 3:7–21 

The Only Reason: Privacy
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