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I, Dr. Fang Qiu, hereby declare under penalty of perjury:

I. INTRODUCTION

1. I am an independent consultant. I am over eighteen years of age, and I
would otherwise be competent to testify as to the matters set forth herein if I am
called upon to do so.

2. I have prepared this Declaration for consideration by the Patent Trial
and Appeal Board in the Inter Partes Reviews of U.S. Patent No. 8,649,971 to
Machino (“the 971 Patent”).

3. I provide this Declaration at the request of and have been retained by
Ni, Wang & Massand, PLLC, which represents Patent Owner Mel NavIP LLC (“Mel
NavIP” or “Patent Owner”) in connection with the above-captioned Inter Partes
Review.

4. I have been informed and understand that Petitioner Hyundai Motor
Company (“Hyundai” or “Petitioner”) contends that claims 1-4, 7-12, 14, 16-17 and
19 of the 971 Patent are invalid based on Grounds 1-2.

5. I am being compensated at an hourly rate of $300 per hour. My
compensation is not dependent on the outcome of or any issue in relation to the

above-captioned Inter Partes Review, and I have no interest in either party.
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6. In forming my opinions, I relied on my knowledge, education,
experience, and training in the field and on documents and information referenced
in this Declaration.

II. EXPERT QUALIFICATIONS

7. My curriculum vitae (“CV”) is attached hereto as Exhibit 2002 and
provides an accurate identification of my background and experience.

8. [ am a Professor of GIS and Remote Sensing at the University of Texas
at Dallas. I teach classes in Geographic Information Sciences. I received a Bachelor
of Science degree in Geography from East China Normal University in Shanghai,
China, in 1990. I received a Master of Science degree in Geographic Information
Systems from the Chinese Academy of Sciences in Beijing, China, in 1993. 1
received a Ph.D. in Geography with a concentration in geographic information
processing from the University of South Carolina in Columbia, South Carolina, in
2000.

9. My research and instructional areas are remote sensing digital image
processing, artificial intelligence, spatial analysis and modeling, GIS application
software development, and web-based mapping and information processing.

10. My publications have appeared in peer-reviewed journals such as
International Journal of Remote Sensing, Photogrammetric Engineering and Remote

Sensing, Computers and Geosciences, GIScience and Remote Sensing, ISPRS
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Journal of Photogrammetry and Remote Sensing, Forest Ecology and Management,
Journal of Geophysical Research, Remote Sensing, International Journal of Applied
Earth Observation and Geoinformation and other academic journals.

11. I was the Winner of 2013 ERDAS Award for Best Scientific Paper in
Remote Sensing by American Society of Photogrammetry and Remote Sensing, and
Winners of Remote Sensing Special Group Award for 2011 and 2013 by American
Association of Geographers. My research has been funded by National Sciences
Foundation, NASA, and Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), etc.

III. BASIS OF MY OPINION AND MATERIALS CONSIDERED

12. I have reviewed the *971 Patent, including the claims of the patent in
view of the specification. In addition, I have reviewed the 971 Patent’s prosecution
history, Mr. Williams’s declaration (Ex. 1003), the prior art discussed herein, and
the remaining exhibits listed herein.

IV. SUMMARY OF OPINIONS

13. In my opinion, claims 1-4, 7-12, 14, 16-17 and 19 of the 971 Patent
are not rendered obvious by the prior art combinations cited in Grounds 1-2. In the
remainder of this declaration, I demonstrate these in detail and also address the lack

of motivation to combine certain references.
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V. LEGAL STANDARDS TO BE APPLIED

14.  Counsel has advised me of the following legal standards that are
relevant to IPR proceedings, which I have applied in forming my opinions.

15. I understand that an inter partes review (“IPR”) is a proceeding before
the United States Patent & Trademark Office for evaluating the patentability of an
issued patent’s claims based on prior-art patents and printed publications.

A. Person of Ordinary SKkill in the Art

16. I understand that the claims of a patent are reviewed from the point of
view of a hypothetical person of ordinary skill in the art (“POSITA”) at the time of
the filing of the patent. The “art” is the field of technology to which a patent relates.

17. I understand that the factors considered in determining the ordinary
level of skill in a field of art at issue include the level of education and experience
of persons working in the field; the types of problems encountered in the field; and
the sophistication of the technology at the time of the purported invention, which I
understand to be as early as April 2, 2008. I understand that a person of ordinary
skill in the art (“POSITA”) is not a specific real individual, but rather is a
hypothetical individual having the qualities reflected by the factors above. I
understand that a POSITA would also have knowledge from the teachings of the

prior art, including the art cited below.
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18. Based on these factors, on or before April 2, 2008, a POSITA relating
to the technology of the 971 Patent would have (a) a Bachelor's of Science degree
in a technical field and at least four years of experience in the field of geospatial
information sciences; (b) a Master's of Science degree in a technical field and at least
two years of experience in the field of geospatial information sciences; or (¢) a PhD
in a technical field relating to the geospatial information sciences. Additional
graduate education could substitute for professional experience, or significant
experience in the field could substitute for formal education. A POSITA is presumed
to have knowledge of all relevant prior art, and therefore would have been familiar
with each of the references cited in this declaration and the full range of teachings
they contain.

19. Before April 2, 2008, my level of skill in the art was at least that of a
POSITA. I am qualified to provide opinions concerning what a POSITA would have
known and understood at that time, and my analysis and conclusions in this
declaration are from the perspective of a POSITA prior to April 2, 2008.
Furthermore, I have taught, worked with, and supervised people whom I would
consider to be people of ordinary skill in the art according with the description given

above.
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B. Claim Construction

20. ForIPR petitions filed after November 13, 2018, I understand the Patent
Trial and Appeal Board (“Board”) construes claim terms as having their ordinary
and customary meaning to a POSITA at the time of invention (i.e., the same standard
used in district court). [ have applied this standard in rendering my opinions on claim
construction. In addition, I have been asked to assume that the claims are not
indefinite.

21. Claim terms are generally given their plain and ordinary meaning,
which is the meaning that the term would have to a person of ordinary skill in the art
in question at the time of the invention. When the words in the context of the
surrounding claim language make the ordinary meaning readily apparent, claim
construction involves little more than the application of the widely accepted meaning
of commonly understood words.

22.  The claims must be read in view of the specification of which they are
a part. The specification is the best source for understanding a technical term. The
construction that stays true to the claim language and most naturally aligns with the
patent’s description of the invention will be, in the end, the correct construction.

23.  Although terms must be construed in light of the specification, it is
improper to import a limitation from the specification into the claims. Courts must

capture the scope of the actual invention, rather than strictly limit the scope of claims
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to disclose embodiments or allow the claim language to become divorced from what
the specification conveys is the invention.

24. The prosecution history can often inform the meaning of the claim
language by demonstrating how the inventor understood the invention and whether
the inventor limited the invention in the course of prosecution, making the claim
scope narrower than it would otherwise be. The prosecution history consists of the
complete record of the proceedings before the PTO and includes the prior art cited
during the examination of the patent.

C. Validity

25. I understand that, in this proceeding, Petitioner has the burden of
proving that the challenged claims of the 971 Patent are unpatentable by a
preponderance of the evidence. | understand that “preponderance of the evidence”
means that a fact or conclusion is more likely true than not true.

26. I understand that there are two ways in which prior art may render a
patent claim unpatentable. First, the prior art can “anticipate” the claim. Second, the
prior art can render the claim “obvious” to a POSITA. I understand that for an
invention claimed in a patent to be patentable over the prior art, it must not be
anticipated and must not be obvious based on what was known before the invention

was made.

Patent Owner Mel NAVIP LLC
Exhibit 2001 - Page 11 of 30



Declaration of Dr. Fang Qiu IPR2024-00173
Ex. 2001 Patent No. 8,649,971

27. I understand that a patent claim may be invalid as anticipated under 35
U.S.C. § 102 if a prior art reference discloses each element of the claimed subject
matter.!

28. I understand that a patent claim may be invalid as obvious under 35
U.S.C. § 103 if the differences between the subject matter claimed and the prior art
are such that the claimed subject matter as a whole would have been obvious to a
POSITA at the time the invention was made. I also understand that several factual
inquiries underlie a determination of obviousness. These inquiries include (1) the
scope and content of the prior art, (2) the level of ordinary skill in the field of the
invention, (3) the differences between the claimed invention and the prior art, and
(4) any objective evidence of non-obviousness (i.e., “secondary considerations”).

29. I further understand that when a party alleges obviousness, that party
may rely on one reference or a combination of multiple references. I also understand
that, when a party alleges obviousness based on a combination of references, that
party should identify a reason why a POSITA would have been motivated to
combine the asserted references in the manner recited in the claims and to explain
why a POSITA would have had a reasonable expectation of success in making such

combinations.

I'Patent laws discussed herein refer to AIA versions of the relevant laws.
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30. I understand that an obviousness analysis permits the application of
“common sense” in examining whether a claimed invention would have been
obvious to a POSITA. For example, I understand that combining familiar elements
according to known methods and in a predictable way may suggest obviousness
when such a combination would yield nothing more than predictable results. And I
understand a party asserting obviousness should still provide a specific motivation
to combine the references as recited in the claims and explain why one would have
reasonably expected to succeed in doing so.

31. I understand that one indicator of non obviousness is when prior art
teaches away from combining certain known elements. For example, a prior art
reference teaches away from the patent’s particular combination if it leads in a
different direction or discourages that combination, recommends steps that would
not likely lead to the patent’s result, or otherwise indicates that a seemingly
inoperative device would be produced.

32. Tunderstand, to be obvious, the prior art references should disclose each
element claimed, with the only difference between the claimed invention and the
prior art being the lack of actual combination of the elements in a single prior art

reference.
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V. TECHNOLOGY OVERVIEW

33. The relevant field for that of the 971 Patent is that of a navigation
device which includes the ability to search for and create a route to a destination via

one or more waypoints. Ex. 1001 at Abstract.

A. The ’971 Patent’s Overview

34. The 971 Patent discloses an invention which allows the user to
effortlessly indicate whether or not to continue to travel along the route via a
waypoint, or to skip the waypoint entirely, in the event that the user deviates from
the route in such a way that the waypoint is missed. /d.

35. The ’971 Patent discloses that the navigation device comprising a
“navigation unit 1, a monitor 2, a remote controller . . . 3, an audio speaker 4, and an
external memory 5.” Ex. 1001 at 2:62-67. The navigation unit 1 includes “a display
of a map, a route search, display of a route, and route guidance.” Id. at 3:1-4. The
“navigation device 1 is configured in such a way as to, when the vehicle is traveling
along a route leading from the place of departure S, via a waypoint W1, a waypoint
W2, and a waypoint W3, to the destination D, and the vehicle has deviated from a
route leading to the first next waypoint toward which the vehicle has been heading
(abbreviated as the first next waypoint hereafter, and also expressed as the waypoint
W1 hereafter) and has been at a predetermined distance of X meters (X is an arbitrary

number) from the route, as shown in FIG. 2, re-search for either a route passing via

10
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(returning to) the first next waypoint (i.e., the waypoint W1) or a route not passing
via the first next waypoint (i.e., the waypoint W1) according to the user's selection.”
Ex. 1001 at 5:50-63.

36. This is also shown in Figure 2 reproduced below.

FI1G.2

Waypoint W1
®

——e Waypoint W2

Place of I O Destination D
Departure S
Xm .
Vehicle

Position

Waypoint W3

Id. at Fig. 2.

37. In this way, the ’971 Patent discloses that if the user has proceeded
along the route and from S to the “vehicle position” shown, bypassing Waypoint
W1, the inventions of the 971 Patent detect that the user has deviated from the route

by distance X it determines if the user’s position is at a position along the route

11
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forward of the waypoint, it presents a “waypoint passage selection message” to the

user. Id. at Fig. 6-1, 8:60-63. An example of the message is shown below.

FIG.7

VICTORIA3 Vehicle Information Platform DoX
9A } S 4:59
You Have Deviated from the Route. OQ S
s Will You Pass via the Waypoint? N
w Yes NO Q
g} q
éi ; em |
i
- I

38. Figures 6-1 and 6-2 disclose the algorithm of which claim 1 is the
embodiment of. After a “whole route” has been generated which includes a start
position, a destination, and one or more waypoints in between the start and
destination, during use, the navigation device of claims 1 and 19 decides—shown as
ST22—whether the user is off the route by X meters or more. Id. at Fig. 6-1.

39. If the determination is no, the device continues the route, if the

determination is yes, navigation device determines at ST23 whether the current

12
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position is part of the route existing forward of the next waypoint. Id. (emphasis
added). If the user is on the route forward of the next way point—in other words,
the user is on the route past the first waypoint—the proceeds to ST25 and generates
a message to the user allowing the user to select to reroute back to the missed
waypoint, or to skip the missed waypoint and continue along the route. /d. (emphasis
added).

40. Conversely, if the user is off the route before the next waypoint, the
invention of claims 1 and 19 does not display a message, but instead creates a new
route including the waypoint, routing them back to the missed waypoint. In this
situation, the user is not asked if they wish to skip the waypoint or be re-routed back
to the waypoint, they are simply automatically re-routed back to the route proceeding
through the first waypoint.

41. I understand that during prosecution, the examiner specially noted in
the reasons for allowance, that the prior art failed “to teach, make obvious, or
suggest, a navigation device and method comprising . . . outputting a message
showing that a vehicle has deviated from a route leading to a first next waypoint
toward which the vehicle has been heading, when a route guidance unit determining
that the vehicle has deviated from the route to a determined distance or more, and is

traveling along a route after said first next waypoint; and inputting a command

13
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indicating whether or not to travel via said first next waypoint in response to the
message outputted by said unit.” Ex. 1002 at 590 (emphasis added).

VII. PETITIONER’S PRIOR ART SUMMARY

42. I understand that Petitioner has identified one primary reference and
two secondary references as prior art to the ’971 Patent in its Grounds 1-2.

A. Khavakh

43.  United States Patent No. 7,054,742 to Khavakh discloses a method and
system for route calculation in a navigation application. Ex. 1005 at abstract.

44.  Khavakh discloses allowing the user to input one or more waypoints in
addition to the starting point and destination. See Ex. 1005 at 13:47-54. Importantly,
Khavakh defines his waypoints as “a location through which the route to be
calculated by the route calculation object 50 is constrained to pass.” Id. at 8:24-26.

45.  In addition to disclosing a navigation device for generating a route with
one or more waypoints, Khavakh discloses a “rerouting” feature that operates by
determining “that the vehicle is no longer traveling on any of the roads represented
by the solution route.” Ex. 1005 at 29:56-61. This determination is made “in a map
matching program” that “correlates the geographic coordinates derived from the
positioning system 14 (in FIG. 1) with the road segment data records in the map

database 30.” Id at 29:62-30:1.

14
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46. In other words, the determination is made based on whether or not the
current position of the navigation unit matches the road segments of the route. Not
whether the user is a predetermined distance from the route.

47.  Once the determination is made that the user is off the route, Khavakh
discloses that the rerouting feature may “prompt the end-user to indicate whether he
or she wants a new route (e.g., a re-route) to be calculated. Alternatively, the re-
route function can be implemented automatically without waiting for the end-user
to request that re-routing be performed.” Id. at 30:17-22.

48. It is my opinion that Khavakh fails to disclose a “an output unit
configured to output a message showing that a vehicle has deviated from a route
leading to a first waypoint toward which the vehicle has been heading when said
route guidance unit determines that the vehicle has deviated from the route to a
predetermined distance” or “traveling along a route after said first next waypoint”
as disclosed in claims 1 and 19. Similarly, Khavakh fails to disclose “an input unit
configured to input a command indicating whether or not to travel via said first
waypoint” as required by independent claims 1 and 19.

B. Lefebvre

49. United States Patent No. 5,243,528 to Lefebvre discloses a vehicle
navigation apparatus includes a rerouting feature. Ex. 1006 at Abstract. In the event

that user deviates from a route Lefebvre discloses presenting the user with an “off

15
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route” message and a display with one of four user selectable options, as shown

below.
FIG.2 , N
y 1/
A OFF ROUTE ’ )
( éMAPLE ST, |22 \( RECOVERY OPTIONS )
” é 0AK ST. 1. PLAN A NEW ROUTE
25 2. GUIDE ME BACK TO
26 5 zsﬁiscrzivs. PLANNED ROUTE
v 7 3. SUSPEND
#py Y 4. CANCEL
27 L '
7k 5. ADD DETOURS
S

28 29

Ex. 1006 at 2
50. If the user selects the first option “Plan a New Route” Lefebvre
discloses the navigation unit “sets the start point of a new trip at the vehicle’s current

location as measure by sensors 14 in combination with the navigation computer 14.”

16
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Id. at 9:45-49. The “new route still utilizes the previous destination, route preference
and trip detour data that were stored as trip data in the memory portion 11A of the
computer 11.” Id. at 9:60-53. Lefebvre defines the detour data as “non-desired road
segments or map areas which are to be avoided.” Id. at 6:38-39. They are not
“waypoints” as used in the 971 Patent.

51.  If the user selects the “Guide me Back to Planned Route” option,
Lefebvre discloses that the navigation unit sets “a first destination point for a trip at
the point 25 where the actual vehicle travel deviated from the current navigation
route and set the next destination points for the trip to the previous trip destination
which were not yet reached during the previous vehicle travel.” Id. at 10:6-11.

52. Ifthe user selects the “Suspend” option, navigation is cancelled but the
route is retained in memory. Id. at 9:23-30.

53.  The “Cancel” options functions the same as the “Pause” function, but
the route is deleted from memory. See id. at 10:46-54.

54. In my opinion, Lefebvre does not disclose or disclose the use of
“waypoints”, let alone checking to see if a user is “off route” “forward” of the a
missed waypoint, and then displaying a message asking if the user wishes to be
rerouted back to the missed waypoint or simply rerouted to the next waypoint or

destination—thereby bypassing the missed waypoint.

17
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C. RDX

55. The RDX is a user manual for an automotive navigation device. See
Ex. 1007 at 4.

56. The RDX manual discloses an “off-route” feature which will
“recalculate the route from your current location and direction of travel to the desired
destination then give you new route instructions.” /Id. at 66. This can occur either
automatically or by displaying a message and button which the user must select. /d.
The RDX manual also discloses adding “an interim ‘waypoint’ (pit stop), choose a
different destination, or cancel your current destination.” Id. at 69. To add or delete
a waypoint along a route, a user must first select “change route” and then search for
waypoint on route or delete waypoint to add or delete a waypoint along the route.
Id at71.

57. In my opinion, the RDX manual does not disclose elements 1[D], 1[E],
19[D], or 19[E] of the *971 Patent.

VIII. GROUND 1 -PETITIONER’S KHAVAKH AND LEFEBVRE

COMBINATION FAILS TO RENDER OBVIOUS INDEPENDENT
CLAIMS 1 OR 19.

58. In my opinion, as [ address further below, Petitioner fails to
demonstrate that a POSITA would be motivated to combine Khavakh with Lefebvre.

However, even if a POSITA did combine Khavakh with Lefebvre, it is my opinion

18
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that a POSITA would not find independent claim 1, 19, or their dependent claims
obvious.
59. Claim 1 recites:

[Preamble] A navigation device comprising:
[1a] a setting unit configured to set waypoints and a destination;

[1b] a route searching unit configured to search for a whole route
leading to the destination via the waypoints set by said setting unit;

[1c] a route guidance unit configured to carry out route guidance
according to the whole route which is searched for by said route
searching unit;

[1d] an output unit configured to output a message showing that a
vehicle has deviated from a route leading to a first next waypoint
toward which the vehicle has been heading when said route guidance
unit determines that the vehicle has deviated from the route to a
predetermined distance or more and is traveling along a route after
said first next waypoint; and

[1e] an input unit configured to input a command indicating whether
or not to travel via said first next waypoint in response to the message
outputted by said output unit.

971 Patent, Claim 1.

A. Khavakh and Lefebvre Fail to disclose Claim 1[D] “traveling
along a route after said first next waypoint” and 19[D] “traveling
along a route after said first next waypoint”.

60. In my opinion, the combination of Khavakh and Lefebvre fails to
disclose “an output unit configured to output a message showing that a vehicle has
deviated from a route leading to a first next waypoint toward which the vehicle has

been heading when said route guidance unit determines that the vehicle has deviated

19
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from the route to a predetermined distance or more and is traveling along a route
after said first next waypoint” as required by Claims 1[D] and 19[d]. See Ex. 1001

at Claims 1 and 19.

61. Claims I and 19 of the 971 Patent disclose that the navigation device
generates a “whole route” through one or more waypoints to the destination. Id.
Element 1[D] and 19[D] refers to segments of the “whole route”, i.e., the “a route
leading to a first next waypoint” and the “a route after said first next waypoint.” Id.
In my opinion, the combination of Khavakh and Lefebvre fails to disclose this
critical element.

62. The navigation device of Khavakh determines that the user is “off
route” by simply applying a map matching system with no regard to whether or not
the user is on the first or second segments of the “whole route”, i.e., before or after
the waypoint along the route. See Ex. 1005 at 29:62-30:1.

63. Similarly, the navigation device of Lefebvre determines that the user is
off the route by applying a simple map matching, comparing the user’s location to
the route, without any consideration of whether the user’s position is along the route
before or after the waypoint. Ex. 1006 at 4:30-33 (“This ‘off route criteria’ can
correspond to the estimated current vehicle position differing by more than a

predetermined amount of distance from the desired navigation route.”); see also id.
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at 4:47-51 (“off route detection can occur by requiring that the vehicle not only be
on a stored roadway path, but that the vehicle be on a stored roadway path which
comprises a segment of the calculated vehicle navigation route and that the vehicle
is proceeding in a desired direction.”).

64. In my opinion, the combination of Khavakh and Lefebvre thus results
in a device which determines whether or not the user is off-route by either calculating
the distance from the route or determining if the user is on a route segment, with no
regard to determining if the user is “traveling along a route after said first next
waypoint.” The combination fails to disclose this critical element and the Board
should decline to grant the Petition on this basis alone.

B. Khavakh and Lefebvre Fail to disclose Claim 1[E]] “an input unit
configured to input a command indicating whether or not to
travel via said first next waypoint in response to the message
outputted by said output unit” and 19[E] “inputting, by utilizing
an input unit of the navigation apparatus, a command indicating

whether or not to travel via said first next waypoint in response to
the outputted message”.

65. In my opinion, the combination of Khavakh and Lefebvre also fails to
disclose element 1[E] or 19[E].

66. Khavakh discloses one of two rerouting outcomes. First the “rerouting
function in the navigation application 47 prompts the end-user to indicate whether
he or she wants a new route (e.g., a re-route) to be calculated.” Ex. 1005 at 30:17-

20.
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67. Second, Khavakh discloses an alternative where “the rerouting function
can be implemented automatically without waiting for the end-user to request that
the rerouting be performed.” Id. at 20-22. Importantly, any “re-routing” performed
by Khavakh would include all of the waypoints input into the route. This is because
the waypoint in Khavakh are “a location through which the route to be calculated by
the route calculation object 50 is constrained to pass.” Id. at 8:24-26. As such, any
rerouting performed by Khavakh would not allow the user to bypass a waypoint or
to indicate “whether or not to travel via said first next waypoint”.

68. Similarly, Lefebvre defines one of four possibilities when the user is
off route, as discussed above, (1) “Plan a new Route”; (2) “Guide me Back to
Planned Route”; (3) “Suspend”; and (4) “Cancel”. See Ex. 1006 at Fig. 2; 9:43-
10:59.

69. If the user selects, if a user selects the “Plan a New Route” feature the
navigation device of Lefebvre simply “sets the start point of a new trip at the
vehicle’s current location” and which “utilizes the previous destination, route
preference, and trip detour data that were stored as trip data in the memory portion
11A of computer 11.” Id. at 9:45-63. This option thus results in calculating a new
route, which would include any waypoints, not allowing the user to decide “whether

or not to travel via said first next waypoint” as required by claims 1 and 19.
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70.  Similarly, if the user selects the section option “Guide me Back to
Planned Route”, the navigation device of Lefebvre simply sets “a first destination
point for a trip at point 25 at which the vehicle travel deviated from the current
navigation route and set[s] the next destination points for the trip to the previous trip
destination which were not yet reached during the previous vehicle travel. . . the
route calculation block 39 calculates a route which includes getting back to the
deviation point 25 and then, using the same trip preferences and detours previously
specified, reaching the end destinations that were previously specified.” Id. at 10:6-
16. Lefebvre’s second option results in a route being calculated back to the deviation
points from the original route, including all of the destinations of the original route,
by rerouting the user back to the deviation point and continuing the original route
from there. Lefebvre’s second option thus fails to disclose allowing the user to
determine “whether or not to travel via said first next waypoint” as required by
claims 1 and 19.

71.  The “Suspend” and “Cancel” options of Lefebvre simply turn of the
route guidance and save the route in the suspend option or delete it in the cancel
option. See id. at 10:23-59. Neither of these options would include allowing the
user to select “whether or not to travel via said first waypoint™.

72. In my opinion, the combination of Lefebvre and Khavakh fails to

disclose element 1[E] and 19[E] and does not render claims 1 or 19 obvious.

23

Patent Owner Mel NAVIP LLC
Exhibit 2001 - Page 27 of 30



Declaration of Dr. Fang Qiu IPR2024-00173
Ex. 2001 Patent No. 8,649,971

C. The Combination of Khavakh and Lefebvre fails to render claims
2, 7-12, and 16-17 Obvious.

73. In my opinion, the combination of Khavakh and Lefebvre false to
disclose elements 1[D] and I[E] of independent claim 1. As such, it is my
understanding that claims 2, 7-12, and 16-17—which are dependent claims of Claim
l—cannot be rendered obvious by the combination of Khavakh, Lefebvre.

D. A POSITA Would Not Be Motivated to Combine Khavakh with
Lefebvre.

74.  In my opinion, a POSITA viewing the navigation system of Khavakh
would not review or consider the Lefebvre reference at all as the combination would
not include each element of claims 1 and 19 as discussed above. In other words, the
combination of Khavakh and Lefebvre would not have resulted in the inventions of
the 971 Patent and would not have performed the same function. As I address
extensively above, the combination would have led to a device which allows the user
to set a route including one or more waypoints, and in the event the vehicle is off-
route, would have presented the user with the message of Lefebvre and Lefebvre’s
four options, none of which would have allowed the user decide whether or not to

travel via or bypass the first next waypoint.
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IX. GROUND 2 - PETITIONER’S KHAVAKH, LEFEBVRE, AND RDX
COMBINATION FAILS TO RENDER OBVIOUS DEPENDENT
CLAIMS 3-4, OR 17.

75. In my opinion, the combination of Khavakh and Lefebvre false to
disclose elements 1[D] and I[E] of independent claim 1. As such, it is my
understanding that claims 3-4 and 17—which are dependent claims of Claim 1—
cannot be rendered obvious by the combination of Khavakh, Lefebvre, and RDX.

76.  The petition does not even attempt to argue that the RDX reference
discloses elements 1[D] and 1[E], instead relying on the RDX reference for its
waypoint deletion feature. See Petition at 118-119.

77. As the RDX reference fails to disclose elements 1[D] and 1[E], and
Petitioner makes no argument that it does, the combination of Khavakh, Lefebvre,
and RDX fails to render dependent claims 3-4 or 17 obvious as the combination of
Khavakh and Lefebvre fails to render independent claim 1 obvious.

1. A POSITA Would Not Be Motivated to Combine Khavakh with
Lefebvre and RDX.

78. For the same reasons I addressed above, a POSITA viewing the
navigation system of Khavakh would not review or consider the Lefebvre and RDX
reference at all as the combination would not include each element of claims 1 and
19 as discussed above. In other words, the combination of Khavakh, with Lefebvre

and RDX would not have resulted in the inventions of the 971 Patent for the same
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reasons as addressed above, ie., the combination would still be missing claim
elements 1[D] and 1[E].

79. I declare that all statements made herein of my own knowledge are true,
and that all statements made on information and belief are believed to be true; and
that these statements were made with the knowledge that willful false statements and
the like so made are punishable by fine or imprisonment, or both, under Section 1001

of Title 18 of the United States Code.

Digitally signed by Fang
Qiu
Dated: February 27, 2024 By %\/%ﬁiﬁm‘mm“”s
Dr. Fang Qiu,
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