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The ‘399 Patent Identified a Problem With the Prior Art

2

Ex. 1001, ‘399 Patent at 1:46-55
(see also Paper 1, Petition at 3)  
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The ‘399 Patent’s Inventive Solution
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Ex. 1001, ‘399 Patent at 7:11-27, 14:38-45,
(see also Paper 13, Response at 4)  
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The ‘399 Patent – Claim 1
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Ex. 1001, ‘399 Patent at Claim 1,
(see also Paper 1, Petition at v)  
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All of the Petition’s Grounds Rely on Hongo
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Ground Basis

Ground 1
Claims 1, 2, 5, 6, 9-12, 15, 16, 19, 20 obvious 
over Hongo, Obradovick, Niki

Ground 2
Claims 3, 4, 13, 14 obvious over Hongo, 
Obradovick, Niki, Kudo

Ground 3
Claims 7, 17 obvious over Hongo, Obradovick, 
Niki, Kuroda

Ground 4
Claim 8, 18 obvious over Hongo, Obradovick, 
Niki, Newstrom

Paper 2, Petition at 1
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The Prior Art Fails to Teach What the Claims Require 
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❌ Hongo does not “determin[e] a segment of a vehicle route” 

❌ Hongo does not “appl[y] calculated electric power to the 
vehicle to travel along the segment of the vehicle route at a 
calculated speed”

❌ The prior art does not teach dependent claim 6

❌ The prior art does not teach dependent claim 8



IPR2024-00543 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT 2009 – NOT EVIDENCE

Hongo Does Not “Determin[e] A Segment of a Vehicle 
Route”

7

• Hongo is unaware of the vehicle’s route

• Petitioner’s arguments are premised on a misunderstanding of 
Hongo’s operation

• Hongo’s BKN are not ”segment[s] of a vehicle route”
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The ’399 Patent Repeatedly Emphasizes that a “Route” 
Includes a Destination
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Ex. 1001, ‘399 Patent at 11:48-49, 11:64-67, 14:6-10, 7:14-16
(see also Paper 13, Response at 7)  
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The Claims Require that an Already Known “Route” Be 
Divided Into “Segment[s]”
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Ex. 1001, ‘399 Patent at Fig. 2,
(see also Paper 13, Response at 8)  

1

2
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Hongo Is Unaware of the Vehicle’s Route – It Considers 
Only Current Position
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Ex. 1005, Hongo, ¶¶ [0001], [0008],
(see also Paper 13, Response at 9)  
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Patent Owner Submitted Unrebutted Expert Testimony: 
Hongo Does Not Know the Vehicle’s Route
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Ex. 2007, Hoff Decl, ¶¶ 97-98
(see also Paper 13, Response at 9)  



IPR2024-00543 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT 2009 – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Misinterpreted How Hongo Operates

12

Paper 2, Petition at 8-9  
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Petitioner’s Expert Premised His Opinions on This Same 
Misinterpretation of Hongo
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Ex. 2008, Morellas Depo., 16:8-21
(see also Paper 13, Response at 11)  
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Hongo Does Not Operate in the Way the Petition Argued It 
Does
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Ex. 1005, Hongo, ¶ [0027]
(see also Paper 13, Response at 11)  
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Hongo Does Not Operate in the Way the Petition Argued It 
Does

15

Ex. 1005, Hongo, Fig. 2
(see also Paper 13, Response at 11-12) 

Single vehicle position 
“r” collected by GPS 170

Static map data “r1,” “r2,” 
and labeling “BKN” relayed 

from DB 20 to DB 10
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Patent Owner Submitted Unrebutted Evidence Explaining the 
Actual Purpose of Hongo’s Blocks
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Ex. 2007, Hoff Decl, ¶¶ 139, 141-142 
(see also Paper 13, Response at 17) 
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Hongo’s BKN Are Not “Segment[s] of a Vehicle Route”
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Ex. 2007, Hoff Decl., ¶¶ 131, 136
(see also Paper 13, Response at 16-17) 
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Petitioner Does Not Dispute that Hongo Is Indifferent to Whether the 
Vehicle Actually Traverses Hongo’s “Block Range Coordinates”
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Ex. 2007, Hoff Decl, ¶¶ 125-127 
(see also Paper 13, Response at 14) 
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The Claims Require Determining “Segment[s] of a Vehicle 
Route,” Not Just Generic Pieces of Roadway

19

Ex. 1001, ‘399 Patent, Claim 1
(see also Paper 18, Sur-Reply at 7) 
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The Prior Art Fails to Teach What the Claims Require 

20

❌ Hongo does not “determin[e] a segment of a vehicle route” 

❌ Hongo does not “appl[y] calculated electric power to the 
vehicle to travel along the segment of the vehicle route at a 
calculated speed”

❌ The prior art does not teach dependent claim 6

❌ The prior art does not teach dependent claim 8
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The Claims Plainly Require Prospective Calculations of Both 
Power and Speed

21

Ex. 1001, ‘399 Patent, Claim 1
(see also Paper 13, Response at 22-23) 
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The Central Purpose of the ’399 Patent Is To Optimize 
Power and Speed For the Vehicle’s Route
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Ex. 1001, ‘399 Patent, 399 7:11-27
(see also Paper 13, Response at 24-25) 
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The Prior Art Fails to Teach What the Claims Require 

23

❌ Hongo does not “determin[e] a segment of a vehicle route” 

❌ Hongo does not “appl[y] calculated electric power to the 
vehicle to travel along the segment of the vehicle route at a 
calculated speed”

❌ The prior art does not teach dependent claim 6

❌ The prior art does not teach dependent claim 8
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Dependent Claim 6

24

Ex. 1001, ‘399 Patent, claims 1, 6
(see also Paper 13, Response at 32-33) 
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It is Undisputed that Hongo’s System Never Determines 
More than a Single BKN at a Time

25

Ex. 2007, Hoff Decl., ¶¶ 236-238
(see also Paper 13, Response at 32-33) 
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The ‘399 Patent Divides the Vehicle’s Route Into Multiple 
Segments to Improve Optimization Calculation Accuracy

26

Ex. 1001, ’399 Patent, 14:38-45
(see also Paper 13, Response at 32-33) 
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The Prior Art Fails to Teach What the Claims Require 

27

❌ Hongo does not “determin[e] a segment of a vehicle route” 

❌ Hongo does not “appl[y] calculated electric power to the 
vehicle to travel along the segment of the vehicle route at a 
calculated speed”

❌ The prior art does not teach dependent claim 6

❌ The prior art does not teach dependent claim 8
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Dependent Claim 8

28

Ex. 1001, ‘399 Patent, claim 8
(see also Paper 13, Response at 34) 
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Petitioner Points Only to Irrelevant Prior Art Functionality
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Ex. 1012, Newstrom, 8:27-38
(see also Paper 13, Response at 34) 
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Patent Owner Submitted Unrebutted Evidence Explaining Why Newstrom’s 
System Would Not Engage in Remote Communication During Operation

30

Ex. 2007, Hoff Decl., ¶¶ 254-255 
(see also Paper 13, Response at 35) 
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