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* For simplicity, Petitioner’s slides cite to the IPR2024-00031 record in addressing common 

topics relating to IPR2024-00031, IPR2024-00032, and IPR2024-00255

*
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Topic 1:
Overview  
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1A. IPR Grounds
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Overview of IPR Grounds
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Claims Challenged Prior Art

16, 19, 20, 24, 27 (IPR2024-00031)

1, 2, 5, 9, 12, 14, 16, 18-22 (IPR2024-00032)

Bhattacharya 

16-20, 24, 26, 27 (IPR2024-00031)

2-5, 9, 11, 12, 14-16, 18-22 (IPR2024-00032)

Bhattacharya, 

Spain 

27, 29, 31, 32 (IPR2024-00032) Bhattacharya, 

Meunier 

27, 29, 31, 32 (IPR2024-00032) Bhattacharya, 

Spain, Meunier 

4, 6-10 (IPR2024-00255) Bhattacharya, 

Zeng

2, 4, 6-10 (IPR2024-00255) Bhattacharya, 

Zeng, Spain



(1B) Patent Owner’s Narrowing of Issues 
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Patent Owner’s Narrowing of Issues
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Patent Challenged Claims
Disclaimed By 

Patent Owner 

’358 Patent 15-20, 24, 26, 27 15

’494 Patent 
1-5, 9, 11, 12, 14-16, 18-22, 

25, 27, 29, 31, 32, 35 

1, 25, 35

’104 Patent 1-4, 6-11 1, 3, 11

Patent Claims Remaining 

’358 Patent 16-20, 24, 26, 27

’494 Patent 
2-5, 9, 11, 12, 14-16, 18-

22, 27, 29, 31, 32

’104 Patent 2, 4, 6-10



Patent Owner’s Narrowing of Issues
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Patent
Claims Addressed in 

Patent Owner Papers

’358 Patent 18

’494 Patent 3, 4, 15

’104 Patent 2

Patent Claims Remaining 

’358 Patent 16-20, 24, 26, 27

’494 Patent 
2-5, 9, 11, 12, 14-16, 18-

22, 27, 29, 31, 32

’104 Patent 2, 4, 6-10



Patent Owner’s Narrowing of Issues
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Patent
Claims Addressed By 

Patent Owner 

’358 Patent 18

’494 Patent 3, 4, 15

’104 Patent 2

“NUG” Claims

’358 Patent, Claim 18

…previously-gathered calibration data for one or more non-uniform grid points 

within said region. 

’494 Patent, Claim 3

…previously-gathered calibration data for one or more non-uniform grid points 

within said region. 

’104 Patent, Claim 2

…previously-gathered calibration data for one or more  non-uniform grid points 

within said region.



Patent Owner’s Narrowing of Issues
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’358 Patent, Claim 15 

A system for determining a location of a mobile station, comprising:

a database of previously-gathered calibration data for a predetermined region 

in a wireless network;

circuitry for collecting observed network measurement data;

circuitry for modifying said observed network measurement data; and

circuitry for comparing said modified network measurement data with said 

database of calibration data to thereby determine the location of the mobile 

station.

Pet., 20-37

’358 Patent, Claim 18 

The system of claim 15 wherein said database comprises previously-gathered 

calibration data for one or more non-uniform grid points within said region.
Pet., 65-66



Topic 2:
Claim Interpretation – “NUG” Claims 

12 12DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



2A. “Grid Point” and “Non-Uniform Grid 
Point” Interpretation 
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Key Terminology 

14DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Pet., 2-3

Petition



“Grid Point” and “Non-Uniform Grid Point”
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Dec., 33; see Reply, 3

“grid point” 

“a point associated with 

representative calibration data for 

an area” 

“non-uniform 

grid points” 

“grid points that are non-uniformly 

spaced throughout a geographic 

region” 

Pet., 2-3

Institution Decision



“Grid Point” and “Non-Uniform Grid Point”

16DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

In general, a non-uniform grid point 

(NUG) may represent the signal 

characteristics and/or calibration data over 

a given region. As illustrated in FIG. 1, a set 

of NUGs (NUG1, NUG2 and NUG3) are 

shown as being a part of a larger 

geographical region (R), which includes 

various wireless networking components 

(e.g., (MS 11 and BS 20—NUG1), (MSs 12-

15—NUG2) and (MSs 16-18 and BS 30—

NUG3)). The NUGs represent an area of 

collected calibration data, which may be 

stored in a database for easy retrieval 

during a calibration data comparison 

operation between the NUG and a received 

network measurement report (NMR).
APPLE-1001, 3:57-67 (cited in Pet., 67, and Reply, 6)

Specification

“non-uniform 

grid point” 

“grid point” 



2B. Patent Owner Unjustifiably Narrows 
Constructions Based on Provisional 

Application Disclosure
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POR, 25

POR

Patent Owner’s Position
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Patent Owner’s Position

FIG. 7 illustrates an embodiment of the present 

subject matter. The method includes providing a 

database of previously-gathered calibration data 

for a predetermined region in a wireless network 

(operation 701). The database may be a 

collection of data from uniform or non-uniform 

grids that contain network measurements with 

associated location estimates.
APPLE-1001, 10:63-11:2 (cited in Pet., 5)

Specification
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Patent Owner’s Position

Patent Owner’s Construction

“a point associated with representative 

calibration data for an area whose 

boundaries are determined from 

evaluation of the calibration data”
POR, 25

District Court’s Construction 

“a point associated with representative 

calibration data for an area”
Pet., 3

“grid point” 
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Patent Owner’s Position

Exhibit 2012

Ex-2012, 19 (cited in Institution Decision at 34)



“Non-Uniform Grid Points” – Specification
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Specification

…The different NUGs 1-3 may be 

separately defined by a variety of 

parameters. For example, geographical 

areas (e.g., mountains, buildings, 

roads) may be a factor in deciding the 

boundaries of a NUG. Additionally, 

varying concentrations of MSs may be 

another factor that separates one NUG 

from another.
Ex-1001, 4:1-14 (cited in Pet., 28, and Reply, 5)

Supplemental Declaration

A set of NUGs with boundaries defined by 

a factor representing “geographical 

areas (e.g., mountains, buildings, 

roads)” is an example of grid points that 

are non-uniformly spaced throughout a 

geographic region. APPLE1001, 4:1-14. 

This is because geographic areas have 

irregular boundaries, as opposed to a 

regular grid system where grid points are 

uniformly spaced throughout a region.
Ex-1055, ¶39 (cited in Reply, 5)

…the specification teaches two examples of factors in “deciding the 

boundaries of a NUG,” neither of which necessarily requires evaluation of 

calibration data.

Reply

Reply, 7



“Non-Uniform Grid Points” – Specification
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Specification

…The different NUGs 1-3 may be 

separately defined by a variety of 

parameters. For example, geographical 

areas (e.g., mountains, buildings, roads) 

may be a factor in deciding the 

boundaries of a NUG. Additionally, 

varying concentrations of MSs may be 

another factor that separates one NUG 

from another.
Ex-1001, 4:1-14 (cited in Pet., 28, and Reply, 5)

Supplemental Declaration

Additionally, a set of NUGs with 

boundaries defined by a factor 

representing “varying concentrations of 

[mobile stations (MSs)]” is also an 

example of grid points that are non-

uniformly spaced throughout a 

geographic region. APPLE-1001, 4:1-14. 

This is because concentrations of mobile 

stations often vary within a region 

depending on the types of areas included 

(or encompassed) within the region.

Ex-1055, ¶40 (cited in Reply, 6)

…the specification teaches two examples of factors in “deciding the 

boundaries of a NUG,” neither of which necessarily requires evaluation of 

calibration data.

Reply

Reply, 7



“Non-Uniform Grid Points” – Specification
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Specification

…The different NUGs 1-3 may be 

separately defined by a variety of 

parameters. For example, geographical 

areas (e.g., mountains, buildings, roads) 

may be a factor in deciding the 

boundaries of a NUG. Additionally, 

varying concentrations of MSs may be 

another factor that separates one NUG 

from another.
Ex-1001, 4:1-14 (cited in Pet., 28, and Reply, 5)

Supplemental Declaration

For example, in high-density areas (e.g., 

urban centers), mobile stations may be 

closer together, so it makes sense to 

have a greater number of base stations to 

capture more precise location data. In 

contrast, in low density areas (e.g., 

suburban areas), fewer mobile stations 

may be present (and further spaced out 

from each other). In low-density areas, it 

makes sense to have grid points that are 

spaced farther apart because fewer 

devices are present.
Ex-1055, ¶40 (cited in Reply, 6)

…the specification teaches two examples of factors in “deciding the 

boundaries of a NUG,” neither of which necessarily requires evaluation of 

calibration data.

Reply

Reply, 7



“Non-Uniform Grid Points” – Patent Owner’s Position
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POR, 30-31

The intrinsic evidence confirms that how 

the claimed grid points are generated is 

an essential characteristic of what they 

are. See infra §III.B.2. For example, the 

’379 Provisional extensively describes the 

generation of grid points, explaining that 

“[t]he evaluation of data vectors is of great 

importance since it is fundamental to the 

method.” EX2030 [’379 Provisional], 6; 

EX2019 [Sturza Decl], ¶89.

POR



“Non-Uniform Grid Points” – ’379 Provisional 
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Ex-2030, 6 (cited in POR, 31)



“Non-Uniform Grid Points” – ’379 Provisional 
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Ex-2030, 5 (cited in Reply at 8 and POR, 10)



“Non-Uniform Grid Points” – ’379 Provisional 
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Ex-2030, 8 (cited in Reply at 8-9)

Ex-2030, 8 (cited in Reply at 8-9)



“Non-Uniform Grid Points” – ’379 Provisional 
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Ex-2030, 8 (cited in Reply at 8-9)



“Non-Uniform Grid Points” – Patent Owner’s Position
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Sur-Reply

Petitioner’s interpretation requires a 

narrow interpretation of “geographical 

areas” and “varying concentration of 

MSs” as forming NUGs by themselves 

to exclude evaluating calibration data. 

But nothing in this paragraph 

contradicts the intrinsic record’s 

teaching that NUGs are formed through 

evaluation of calibration data.

Sur-Reply,9-10

POR

Patent Owner’s Proposed Construction: 

“a point associated with representative 

calibration data for an area whose 

boundaries are determined from 

evaluation of the calibration data”

Sur-Reply,9-10

In order to determine whether 

calibration data is “representative” of 

the area, the system must evaluate 

adjacent calibration data to form the 

NUG. 

Sur-Reply, 19



“Non-Uniform Grid Points” – Patent Owner’s Position

31DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

’379 Provisional

Ex. 2030 (cited in Sur-Reply, 13)

Sur-Reply

Moreover, Petitioner misleadingly 

groups pages 5-7 of the ’379 

Provisional together as describing 

evaluation based on “statistical 

similarity.” Reply, 8-9. The concept of 

evaluating calibration data to create 

NUGs is introduced at the second 

paragraph of page 6 (“A NUG 

generator could begin…”). EX2030 

[’379 Provisional], 6. The next 

paragraph (“In any of these cases…”) 

introduces evaluation of calibration 

data and explains that “the evaluation 

of [calibration] data vectors is of great 

importance since it is fundamental to 

the method.” Id.

Sur-Reply,13



“Non-Uniform Grid Points” – Patent Owner’s Position
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Sur-Reply

The ’379 Provisional at 8 is pointing out that NUGs do not need 

to be generated through statistical analysis such as the 

“clustering tests” described at page 7. But the system still 

evaluates whether adjacent calibration points share similar 

calibration data in order to generate the NUG.

For example, when the ’379 Provisional refers to a “specific set 

of NCs” it means that the NUG is evaluating calibration data at 

adjacent calibration points 

and if the two pieces of calibration data record the same set of 

NCs (neighbor cells), the points are aggregated together into a 

NUG. If the set of NCs is different, the two points form the root 

of their own NUG. There is still an evaluation to determine 

whether the two sets are the same, but there is not necessarily 

any statistical analysis. 

Sur-Reply,13



2C. Provisional Application Disclosure 
Should Not Be Given Weight 
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Trustees of Columbia Univ. in City of New York v. Symantec Corp., 
811 F.3d 1359, 1365 (Fed. Cir. 2016)
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Reply

Columbia is inapplicable for at 

least two reasons. 
Reply,10

POR

…see Trustees of Columbia Univ. in City of New York v. Symantec Corp., 811 F.3d 

1359, 1365 (Fed. Cir. 2016) (relying on provisional application incorporated by 

reference in a patent specification to construe a term in the patent)
POR,23

First, in Columbia, the provisional 

application found relevant for claim 

construction was deemed definitional.

Reply,12

Columbia is also inapplicable because 

the relevance of provisional application 

disclosure was premised on its presence 

in the specification. 

Reply,10



Trustees of Columbia Univ. in City of New York v. Symantec Corp., 
811 F.3d 1359, 1365 (Fed. Cir. 2016)
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Columbia is also inapplicable because 

the relevance of provisional application 

disclosure was premised on its presence 

in the specification. 
Reply,11

Reply

Columbia

Columbia takes issue with the district court's limiting the construction…

…

In this case, the district court's construction is well supported by the 

specification. Twice in the specification, the patentee states that the 

“byte sequence feature” is useful and informative “because it represents 

the machine code in an executable.” '544 patent, col. 6 ll. 12–14; '907 

patent, col. 6 ll. 18–20; '544 patent col. 13 ll. 25–26; '907 patent, col. 13 ll. 

32–33. These are not simply descriptions of the preferred embodiment but 

are statements defining “byte sequence feature.” Further, the provisional 

application similarly defined byte sequence feature…
See Reply,10-11



MPHJ Tech. Invs. v. Ricoh Ams. Corp., 847 F.3d 1363 (Fed. Cir. 2017)
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Subsequent Federal Circuit decisions 

also undermine Geoscope’s reliance on 

Columbia.
Reply,12

Reply

MPHJ

We agree that a provisional application can contribute to understanding the 

claims. See Trs. of Columbia Univ. in New York v. Symantec Corp., 811 F.3d 1359, 

1365 (Fed. Cir. 2016) (looking to the provisional application for guidance as to claim 

construction); Vederi, LLC v. Google, Inc., 744 F.3d 1376, 1383 (Fed. Cir. 

2014) (same). In this case, it is the deletion from the '798 Provisional application that 

contributes understanding of the intended scope of the final application.

We conclude that a person of skill in this field would deem the removal of these 

limiting clauses to be significant. The '173 Patent in its final form contains no 

statement or suggestion of an intent to limit the claims to the deleted one-step 

operation. Neither the specification nor the claims state that this limited scope is the 

only intended scope. 

MPHJ Tech. Invs. v. Ricoh Ams. Corp., 847 F.3d 1363 (Fed. Cir. 2017) (“MPHJ”)



Topic 3:
Bhattacharya-Spain Renders The “NUG” 

Claims Obvious 
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Overview of Bhattacharya
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APPLE-1005, FIG.2 (cited in Pet., 6)



Overview of Bhattacharya
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APPLE-1005, FIG.3 (cited in Pet., 8)



Overview of Bhattacharya
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APPLE-1005, FIG.4 (cited in Pet., 9)



Overview of Spain
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APPLE-1006, FIG.5 (cited in Pet., 43)



Overview of Spain
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APPLE-1006, FIG.6E (cited in Pet., 64)



Overview of Spain
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APPLE-1006, FIG.6A (cited in Pet., 63)



Bhattacharya-Spain Renders The “NUG” Claims 
Obvious
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“NUG Claims”

’358 Patent 18

’494 Patent 3, 4, 18

’104 Patent 2

’358 Patent, Claim 18 

The system of claim 15 wherein said database comprises previously-gathered 

calibration data for one or more non-uniform grid points within said region.
Pet., 65-66



Bhattacharya-Spain Renders The “NUG” Claims 
Obvious

45DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

…At task 401, the expected 

signal-strength database 

(“database”), an example of 

which is shown below in 

Bhattacharya’s FIG. 3, is 

populated to store various types 

of data representing expected 

values later used for location 

estimation within geographic 

region 200 (“calibration data”).

Pet., 23-24; see APPLE-1003, ¶64

Petition

APPLE-1005, FIG. 4 (cited in Pet., 25)

Bhattacharya



Bhattacharya-Spain Renders The “NUG” Claims 
Obvious
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…At task 401, the expected 

signal-strength database 

(“database”), an example of 

which is shown below in 

Bhattacharya’s FIG. 3, is 

populated to store various types 

of data representing expected 

values later used for location 

estimation within geographic 

region 200 (“calibration data”).

Pet., 23-24; see APPLE-1003, ¶64

Petition
APPLE-1005, [0085] (cited in Pet., 22-24)

Bhattacharya

At task 401, the Expected Signal-Strength Database is 

populated with the expected signal strengths of three 

signals at each location in geographic region 200. The 

three signals are Signal 1, Signal 2, and Signal 3.

Signal 1 is the control channel broadcast by base 

station 202-1 and its expected signal strength at 

location x,y at time t is represented by the function 

E(1,x,y,t). Signal 2 is the overhead control channel 

broadcast by base station 202-2 and its expected 

signal strength at location x,y at time t is represented 

by the function E(2,x,y,t). Signal 3 is the overhead 

control channel broadcast by base station 202-2 and 

its expected signal strength at location x,y at time t is 

represented by the function E(3,x,y,t). For a given x,y

location and time, these three functions together yield 

a 3-tuple of expected signal strengths designated as 

{E(1), E(2), E(3)}.

APPLE-1005, [0086] (cited in Pet., 22-24)



Bhattacharya-Spain Renders The “NUG” Claims 
Obvious
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…At task 401, the expected 

signal-strength database 

(“database”), an example of 

which is shown below in 

Bhattacharya’s FIG. 3, is 

populated to store various types 

of data representing expected 

values later used for location 

estimation within geographic 

region 200 (“calibration data”).

Pet., 23-24; see APPLE-1003, ¶64

Petition

APPLE-1005, [0120]-[0123] (cited in Pet., 31, 39)

Bhattacharya

It will be clear to those skilled in the art, after 

reading this disclosure, how to generate the 

expected signal-strength functions for each location 

in the geographic region whether through:

i. one or more theoretical radio-frequency 

propagation models, or

ii. one or more empirical signal-strength 

measurements, or

iii. any combination of i and ii.



Bhattacharya-Spain Renders The “NUG” Claims 
Obvious
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APPLE-1006, FIG. 6E (cited in Pet., 64)

Spain…in Spain, each location is described by 

various information, e.g., “unique 

identifier,” and “coordinates” that “define 

its scope (e.g., position, area, volume, 

etc.”  APPLE-1006, [0076]-[0082].  

Further, in the Figure 6E example, 

locations 20, 25, and 26 have different 

shapes and sizes, and represent 

different areas of region 220.  Thus, in 

this example, region 220 is partitioned 

such that the locations represent “one or 

more non-uniform grid points within said 

region.”  APPLE-1003, ¶[124].

Pet., 64; see APPLE-1003, ¶124

Petition

… the region is partitioned such that the 

locations represent “one or more non-

uniform grid points within said 

region.”

Pet., 66; see APPLE-1003, ¶128



Bhattacharya-Spain Renders The “NUG” Claims 
Obvious
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…Bhattacharya’s expected 

signal-strength measurements 

may be “generated by taking 

empirical measurements at 

various locations,” specific 

examples of which were well-

known by the Critical Date.

Pet., 28; see APPLE-1003, ¶¶69-70

Petition

APPLE-1005, [0119] (cited in Pet., 28)

Bhattacharya

In accordance with another well-known model, the 

expected signal strength at each location is 

generated by taking empirical measurements at 

various locations and by interpolating for the 

locations in between the sampled locations. This 

method is advantageous in that it does not require 

many empirical measurements to be made, but it is 

less accurate than taking measurements at every 

location and causes the square of the uncertainty 

in the modeling error, δE
2, to rise. The implications 

of this are discussed in detail below and with 

respect to FIG. 18.



“Non-Uniform Grid Points”
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Sundaresan Declaration

APPLE-1003, ¶70 (cited in Pet., 28)

A POSITA would have also known that one 

method of generating expected signal 

strength for a grid point would have been to 

collect multiple empirical measurements 

within the grid square surrounding the grid 

point and average the multiple empirical 

measurements.  Id., APPLE-1011, 7:28-44.  

…In this regard, a POSITA would have 

understood or at least found it obvious that 

the expected signal-strength functions 

{E(1,x,y,t), E(2,x,y,t), and E(3,x,y,t)} for a 

given grid point within the geographic region 

200 may represent an average of calibration 

data from multiple locations within the grid 

square, and not simply represent the storage 

of the calibration data itself.  See id.

Exhibit 1011 (Yost)

APPLE-1011, 7:28-44 (cited in Pet., 28)

…the calibration data containing the 

measured and recorded signal 

strength measurements are 

averaged within each of a plurality of 

small areas (step 82) and a standard 

set of signal strength measurements 

is determined (step 84), which would 

apply across the coverage area of 

interest.



Topic 4:
The Combination of Bhattacharya and 

Zeng 
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Overview of Zeng
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APPLE-1006 (IPR2024-00255), Fig. 1.1 (cited in Pet., 21)



Overview of Zeng
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APPLE-1006 (IPR2024-00255), Fig. 1.2 (cited in Pet., 23)



Combination of Bhattacharya and Zeng
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Pet. (IPR2024-00255), 27-28; see also APPLE-1005, [0160]; APPLE-1006, 4; APPLE-1003, ¶[74]



Combination of Bhattacharya and Zeng
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Pet. (IPR2024-00255), 28-29; see also APPLE-1005, [0160]; APPLE-1006, 4; APPLE-1003, ¶[75]



Combination of Bhattacharya and Zeng
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…Bhattacharya itself provides the 

motivation to a POSITA to seek well-

known handoff functionality beyond its 

disclosure given recognition that such 

functionality enables location 

estimation “when a wireless terminal is 

near the boundary of one or more 

systems.”  APPLE-1005, [0054].

APPLE-1003 (IPR2024-00255), ¶[66] (cited in Pet., 24)

Sundaresan Declaration
…it would have been predictable to 

configure Bhattacharya’s mobile 

switching center to perform handoff 

operations using the known methods 

described in Zeng.
APPLE-1055 (IPR2024-00255), ¶56 (cited in Reply, 22)

Supplemental Declaration

By the Critical Date, cellular standards 

already provided POSITAs with clear 

guidelines and specifications that 

allowed geolocation systems to 

leverage cellular networks for 

obtaining necessary data for 

estimating mobile station locations.

APPLE-1055 (IPR2024-00255), ¶58 (cited in Reply, 22)



Topic 5:
Level of Ordinary Skill
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Level of Ordinary Skill 
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Sundaresan Declaration

…a person of ordinary skill in the 

art (“POSITA”) had at least a 

Bachelor’s degree in electrical 

engineering, computer science, or 

a similar discipline, and at least 

two years of experience in the field 

working with working with 

navigation and/or geolocation 

systems.

APPLE-1003, ¶8 

Supplemental Declaration

…I agreed with this POSITA definition when 

preparing the Declaration, and I continue to hold 

the opinion that the POSITA definition is both 

correct and appropriate based on the 

disclosures of the ’358 patent and the prior art 

analyzed in the Declaration.
APPLE-1055, ¶17 

…If I did not agree with the POSITA definition, 

then it would not have been included in 

paragraph 8 of the Declaration. Based on my 

understanding of relevant legal principles, the 

POSITA definition therefore provides the 

appropriate perspective of a POSITA regarding 

the prior art analyses in the Declaration.
APPLE-1055, ¶18 



Record Evidence Demonstrates The Level of Ordinary Skill 
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The use of wireless communication devices 

such as telephones, pagers, personal digital 

assistants, laptop computers, etc., 

hereinafter referred to collectively as “mobile 

appliances” or “mobiles stations” has 

become prevalent in today's society.
APPLE-1001, 1:19-26 (cited in Reply, 17)

Specification 

A MS may be configured to transmit data 

signals at specific timeslot intervals 

depending on the type of wireless 

communication protocol employed (e.g., 

TDMA, GSM, 3GPP etc.). 
APPLE-1001, 4:27-40 (cited in Reply, 17)

…disclosure of well-known cellular protocols demonstrates knowledge of “radio frequency 

and cellular technologies” was within the skill level of a POSITA definition applied in the 

Petition.
Reply, 17

Reply 



Record Evidence Demonstrates The Level of Ordinary Skill 
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The use of wireless communication devices 

such as telephones, pagers, personal digital 

assistants, laptop computers, etc., 

hereinafter referred to collectively as “mobile 

appliances” or “mobiles stations” has 

become prevalent in today's society.
APPLE-1001, 1:19-26 (cited in Reply, 17)

Specification 

A MS may be configured to transmit data 

signals at specific timeslot intervals 

depending on the type of wireless 

communication protocol employed (e.g., 

TDMA, GSM, 3GPP etc.). 
APPLE-1001, 4:27-40 (cited in Reply, 17)

…disclosure of well-known cellular protocols demonstrates knowledge of “radio frequency 

and cellular technologies” was within the skill level of a POSITA definition applied in the 

Petition.
Reply, 17

Reply 



Record Evidence Demonstrates The Level of Ordinary Skill 
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Q.    And in your opinion, were geolocation systems 

that used wireless communication devices with 

cellular capabilities 15 known around the February 

2007 time frame?

A.    Yes.  There were mobile positioning 

geolocation capabilities in, you know, mobile 

cellular devices.

Q.    And the '358 patent is an example of 20 such a 

system, correct?

A.    Yes.

APPLE-1056, 27:12-28:1 (cited in Reply, 17-18)

Sturza Deposition Transcript

…disclosure of well-known cellular protocols demonstrates knowledge of “radio frequency 

and cellular technologies” was within the skill level of a POSITA definition applied in the 

Petition.
Reply, 17

Reply 



Record Evidence Demonstrates The Level of Ordinary Skill 
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The illustrative embodiment operates in 

accordance with the Global System for 

Mobile Communications (formerly known 

as the Groupe Speciale Mobile)…After 

reading this disclosure, however, it will be 

clear to those skilled in the art how to 

make and use alternative embodiments of 

the present invention that operate in 

accordance with other protocols, such as, 

for example, the Universal Mobile 

Telephone System (“UMTS”), CDMA-

2000, IS-136 TDMA, Short Message 

Service, Circuit Switched Data, etc.

APPLE-1005, [0052] (cited in Reply, 18)

Bhattacharya 

The asserted prior art also demonstrates that use of cellular technology in geolocation 

systems was within the skill level of a POSITA (as originally defined).
Reply, 18

Reply 

…Bhattacharya is talking about various 

cellular protocols or standards that were, 

you know, well known at that filing date in 

2005.
APPLE-1056, 63:13-16 (cited in Reply, 18)

Sturza Deposition Transcript 



Record Evidence Demonstrates The Level of Ordinary Skill 
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The illustrative embodiment operates in 

accordance with the Global System for 

Mobile Communications (formerly known 

as the Groupe Speciale Mobile)…After 

reading this disclosure, however, it will be 

clear to those skilled in the art how to 

make and use alternative embodiments of 

the present invention that operate in 

accordance with other protocols, such as, 

for example, the Universal Mobile 

Telephone System (“UMTS”), CDMA-

2000, IS-136 TDMA, Short Message 

Service, Circuit Switched Data, etc.

APPLE-1005, [0052] (cited in Reply, 18)

Bhattacharya 

The asserted prior art also demonstrates that use of cellular technology in geolocation 

systems was within the skill level of a POSITA (as originally defined).
Reply, 18

Reply 

Q.    And when GSM and UMTS are used 

for positioning and geolocation, is this an 

example of a geolocation system using 

cellular technology?

…

A.      Well -- so, yes.  What I am saying is 

that GSM and UMTS are mobile 

standards.  And those standards 

incorporate capability for doing 

geolocation using the cellular 

infrastructure.

APPLE-1056, 23:19-24:6 (cited in Reply, 17-18)

Sturza Deposition Transcript 
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Overview  
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Overview of IPR Grounds
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Claims Challenged Prior Art

1, 7, 9, 32, 38, and 40 §103: Bhattacharya and Yost



Overview of Issues for ’753 Patent
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• Primary Issues Raised by Geoscope in POR

• Construction of claimed “grid points”

• Whether the combination of Bhattacharya and Yost Render 

Obvious Limitation [1b] and [32d] under the proper 

construction of “grid points”

• Issues NOT Raised by Geoscope

• A construction of unrecited terms (“non-uniform grid points”)

• The obviousness of any other claim limitations

• The combinability of Bhattacharya and Yost

• Secondary considerations



Representative Claim 1
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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 calibration 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 geographic 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 predetermined criteria; 

and

(f) determining the location of a mobile device in said geographic region 

as a function of said selected set of grid points.



Representative Claim 1
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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 calibration 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 geographic 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 predetermined criteria; 

and

(f) determining the location of a mobile device in said geographic region 

as a function of said selected set of grid points.



Construction of Claimed “Grid Points”  
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2A. Patent Owner’s Ever-Shifting 
Construction 
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District Court’s Claim Construction of “Grid Point”

73DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

EX1020 at 20 

(cited in Petition at 8 and Reply at 4-5)

Claim term D.Ct. Construction

“grid point” “a point associated with 

representative calibration data 

for an area”



Patent Owner’s Shifting Constructions
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EX1020 at 19 

(cited in Petition at 8 and Reply at 4-5)

PO Construction (D.Ct.)
PO Construction (POPR)

POPR at 27

PO Construction (POR)

POR at 26



PO’s Changing Interpretations of its Own Construction
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POR Interpretation

POR at 15

Sur-Reply Interpretation 

Sur-Reply at 13



2B. ’753 Specification Encompasses Two 
Different Types of Grid Points 
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Geoscope’s Construction is Based Entirely on NUGs
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POR at 26

PO Construction (POR)



Geoscope’s Construction is Based Entirely on NUGs
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EX1001, 12:7-14 (cited in POR at 28)

POR at 44

EX1001, 10:29-43 (cited in POR at 30-31)

Reply at 6-7



Claims Recite “Grid Points” Not “Non-Uniform Grid Points”
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EX1001, cl. 1, cl. 4;

(cited in Reply at 7-8, 11)

’753 Patent Claim 1

’753 Patent Claim 4



PO Knew How to Claim More Specific Embodiments
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EX1001, cl. 1, cl. 4;

EX2016, cl. 2;

EX2017, cl. 4

(cited in Reply at 7-8, 11)

’753 Patent Claim 1

’753 Patent Claim 4

VS.

’104 Patent Claim 2

’784 Patent Claim 4



Claims Recite “Grid Points” Not “Non-Uniform Grid Points”
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Home Diagnostics, Inc. v. LifeScan, Inc., 381 F. 3d 1352, 1357-58 (Fed. Cir. 2004)

(cited in Reply at 8)

“A patentee may claim an invention broadly and expect enforcement of the full scope 

of that language absent a clear disavowal or contrary definition in the specification. 

Id. at 1325. The history of the '162 patent illustrates that this applicant took this 

course. The '162 patent is part of a family of patents that includes U.S. Patent Nos. 

5,049,487 (the '487 patent) and 5,843,692 (the '692 patent). These patents stem 

from the same initial application and contain the same or essentially the same 

specifications. In place of a ‘suitably stable endpoint,’ the '487 patent claims recite a 

‘predetermined time period.’ '487 patent, col. 22, l. 36. Similarly, the '692 patent 

claims recite a "predetermined incubation period" rather than a ‘suitably stable 

endpoint.’ '692 patent, col. 23, l. 22. This progression, from ‘predetermined time 

period’ to ‘predetermined incubation period’ to ‘suitably stable endpoint,’ shows that 

LifeScan purposefully sought in the '162 patent claim scope broader than the 

predetermined timing method. Absent a clear disavowal or contrary definition in the 

specification or the prosecution history, the patentee is entitled to the full scope of its 

claim language.”



753 Patent Describes Location Based on NUGs or UGs
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EX1001, 25:31-34, 26:32-35 

(cited in Reply at 8-9)



753 Patent Describes Location Based on NUGs or UGs
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EX2029, 5

(cited in POR at 11, n. 1)

’379 Provisional Cited By PO 



UGs Are a Type of “Grid Point” Defined On “Fixed Grid”
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EX1001, 10:29-38

(cited in Reply at 9)



Geographic Coordinates Alone Are Not a “Grid Point”
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EX1001, 13:1-12

(cited in Reply at 9)



PO’s Own Evidence Undermines Its Position on UGs
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EX2029, 5

(cited in POR at 11, n. 1)

Sur-Reply Argument 

’379 Provisional Cited By PO 

Sur-Reply at 14



UGs Are a Type of “Grid Point” Defined On “Fixed Grid”
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EX1001, 35:32-45

(cited in Reply at 9-10)



Two or More UGs Is a “Set of Grid Points,” as Claimed
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EX1027, ¶ 41

(cited in Reply at 12)

Dr. Sundaresan Testimony

’753 Patent

EX1001, 25:31-34

(cited in Reply at 8-9)



PO Misinterprets the D.Ct. Claim Construction Order
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EX1020, 19

(cited in ID at 27)

D.Ct. Claim Construction Order



PO Misinterprets the D.Ct. Claim Construction Order
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ID at 27

Institution Decision

ID at 27



Bhattacharya-Yost Renders 
“Grid Point” Obvious 
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“Grid Point” Generated By Association of Two Types of Data
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EX1027, ¶ 44

(cited in Reply at 14-15)



Combination of Bhattacharya and Yost Generates “Grid Points”
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EX1004, ¶¶ [0085], [0119]

(cited in Petition at 35-37, Reply at 15)

Bhattacharya



Combination of Bhattacharya and Yost Generates “Grid Points”

94DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Petition at 36Pe



Combination of Bhattacharya and Yost Generates “Grid Points”
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EX1008, 7:28-33, 7:50-56

(cited in Petition at 37-38, Reply at 16)

Yost



Combination of Bhattacharya and Yost Generates “Grid Points”
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EX1027, ¶ 45

(cited in Reply at 15-16)



Combination of Bhattacharya and Yost Generates “Grid Points”
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EX1003, ¶ 80

(cited in Petition at 37-38)




