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The ‘161 Patent Identified a Problem With the Prior Art

2

Ex. 1001, ‘161 Patent at 1:16-24
(see also Paper 11, Response at 2-3)  
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The ‘161 Patent’s Inventive Solution
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Ex. 1001, ‘161 Patent at 2:34-39, 5:8-14
(see also Paper 11, Response at 3)  
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The ‘161 Patent’s Inventive Solution
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Ex. 1001, ‘161 Patent at Figs. 2, 3A
(see also Paper 11, Response at 3-4, 14, 20)  
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The ‘161 Patent – Claim 1
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Ex. 1001, ‘161 Patent at Claim 1
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The Petition’s Grounds
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Ground Basis

Ground 1A
Claims 1-3, 5-6, 8-15, 17-18 purportedly 
obvious over Neiss

Ground 1B
Claim 4 purportedly obvious over Neiss, 
Hirasago

Ground 2
Claims 1, 3, 6-10, 12-13, 15-18 purportedly 
obvious over Schramm, Clapper

Paper 2, Petition at 1
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The Prior Art Fails to Teach What the Claims Require 

7

❌ Neiss performs the claimed steps out of order

❌ Neiss’s prediction horizon is not a “route” and includes no 
“segment destinations”

❌ Schramm and Clapper fail to teach “determining a plurality 
of efficient speeds that achieve a best summation of energy 
values” 
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Claim 1 Requires That the “Route” Be “Receiv[ed]” First

8

Information Techs. v. Research in Motion Ltd., 
764 F.3d 1392, 1398-99 (Fed. Cir. 2014)

(see also Paper 11, Response at 12)  

A method claim “requires an ordering of steps when the 
claim language, as a matter of logic or grammar, requires 
that the steps be performed in the order written, or the 
specification directly or implicitly requires” such an ordering.
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Claim 1 Requires That the “Route” Be “Receiv[ed]” First
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Ex. 1001, ‘161 Patent at Claim 1
(see also Paper 11, Response at 12)  
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The Petition Repeatedly Explains that Already Existing 
Routes Are Segmented
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Ex. 1001, ‘161 patent, Fig. 2
(see also Paper 11, Response at 14) 

1
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The Petition Repeatedly Explains that Already Existing 
Routes Are Segmented
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Ex. 1001, ‘161 patent, 13:44-47, 13:51-57, 14:5-12, 14:65-67
(see also Paper 11, Response at 14-15) 
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Petitioner Identifies Neiss’s “Prediction Horizon” as a “Route” 
and the End of Its Frames as “Segment Destinations”
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Paper 2, Petition at 21 
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The “Prediction Horizon” Is Nothing More than a Parameter 
That Determines How Much Data Neiss Stores in its Ring Buffer

13

Ex. 1005, Neiss, ¶¶ [0162], [0192]
(see also Paper 11, Response at 16) 
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Neiss Begins by Initializing Its Prediction Horizon / Ring Buffer
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Ex. 1005, Neiss, ¶¶ [0178]-[0180] 
(see also Paper 11, Response at 16)  
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Neiss’s “Segment Destinations” Come Before its “Route”
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Ex. 1005, Neiss, Figs. 11, 12a
(see also Paper 11, Response at 16-17)  
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The Prior Art Fails to Teach What the Claims Require 

16

❌ Neiss performs the claimed steps out of order

❌ Neiss’s prediction horizon is not a “route” and includes no 
“segment destinations”

❌ Schramm and Clapper fail to teach “determining a plurality 
of efficient speeds that achieve a best summation of energy 
values” 
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Claim 1 Requires Both a “Route” and “Segment Destinations”

17

Ex. 1001, ‘161 Patent at Claim 1
(see also Paper 11, Response at 20-21)  
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The ’161 Patent Repeatedly Emphasizes that a “Route” Is 
the Path to a Vehicle’s Destination
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Ex. 1001, ‘161 Patent at 14:19-22, 11:13-17
(see also Paper 11, Response at 18-20)  



IPR2024-00545 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT 2004 – NOT EVIDENCE

The ’161 Patent Repeatedly Emphasizes that a “Route” Is 
the Path to a Vehicle’s Destination
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Ex. 1001, ‘161 Patent at 11:30-32, 6:54-56, 5:18-21
(see also Paper 11, Response at 18-20)  
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The ’161 Patent Repeatedly Emphasizes that a “Route” Is 
the Path to a Vehicle’s Destination
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Ex. 1001, ‘161 Patent at 13:40-44, 11:30-44, 9:33-38
(see also Paper 11, Response at 20)  
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Neiss’s Prediction Horizon Is Just the Road Ahead

21

Ex. 1005, Neiss, ¶¶ [0048], [0162] 
(see also Paper 11, Response at 22)  
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Neiss Recognizes that the Vehicle May Not Follow that Road
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Ex. 1005, Neiss, ¶¶ [0163]-[0169]
(see also Paper 11, Response at 22-23)  

. . .
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Ex. 2003, Hoff Decl., ¶¶ 152-158 
(see also Paper 11, Response at 24)  

Neiss’s Prediction Horizon is Not a “Route” and Does Not 
Include “Segment Destinations”
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Paper 11, Response at 26-30  

It Would Not Have Been Obvious to Modify Neiss to Use an 
Entire Route as the Prediction Horizon 

➢ Neiss purposefully does not perform calculations for an 
entire route

➢ Neiss employs a short Prediction Horizon to allow its system 
to adapt when conditions change

➢ Neiss explains that its system is designed to limit the 
computational burden
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Neiss Notes that Performance of Calculations for an Entire 
Route is Problematic

Ex. 1005, Neiss, ¶¶ [0007]-[0008]
(see also Paper 11, Response at 27)  
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Neiss’s System Is Purposefully Designed to Be Adaptable, 
Does Not Calculate in Advance, and Limits Calculations

Ex. 1005, Neiss, ¶¶ [0163]-[0169]
(see also Paper 11, Response at 22-23)  
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The Prior Art Fails to Teach What the Claims Require 

27

❌ Neiss performs the claimed steps out of order

❌ Neiss’s prediction horizon is not a “route” and includes no 
“segment destinations”

❌ Schramm and Clapper fail to teach “determining a plurality 
of efficient speeds that achieve a best summation of energy 
values” 
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Claim 1 Requires “Determining a Plurality of Efficient Speeds”

28

Ex. 1001, ‘161 Patent at Claim 1
(see also Paper 11, Response at 12)  
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Schramm Makes No Speed Determinations

29

Ex. 1009, Schramm at 5:14-20
(see also Paper 11, Response at 31)  
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Clapper’s Speeds Are Not “Determined … Efficient Speeds”

30

Ex. 1006, Clapper at 1:50-56, 3:13-17
(see also Paper 11, Response at 32)  


	Slide 1
	Slide 2: The ‘161 Patent Identified a Problem With the Prior Art
	Slide 3: The ‘161 Patent’s Inventive Solution
	Slide 4: The ‘161 Patent’s Inventive Solution
	Slide 5: The ‘161 Patent – Claim 1
	Slide 6: The Petition’s Grounds
	Slide 7: The Prior Art Fails to Teach What the Claims Require 
	Slide 8: Claim 1 Requires That the “Route” Be “Receiv[ed]” First
	Slide 9: Claim 1 Requires That the “Route” Be “Receiv[ed]” First
	Slide 10: The Petition Repeatedly Explains that Already Existing Routes Are Segmented
	Slide 11: The Petition Repeatedly Explains that Already Existing Routes Are Segmented
	Slide 12: Petitioner Identifies Neiss’s “Prediction Horizon” as a “Route” and the End of Its Frames as “Segment Destinations”
	Slide 13: The “Prediction Horizon” Is Nothing More than a Parameter That Determines How Much Data Neiss Stores in its Ring Buffer
	Slide 14: Neiss Begins by Initializing Its Prediction Horizon / Ring Buffer
	Slide 15: Neiss’s “Segment Destinations” Come Before its “Route”
	Slide 16: The Prior Art Fails to Teach What the Claims Require 
	Slide 17: Claim 1 Requires Both a “Route” and “Segment Destinations”
	Slide 18: The ’161 Patent Repeatedly Emphasizes that a “Route” Is the Path to a Vehicle’s Destination
	Slide 19: The ’161 Patent Repeatedly Emphasizes that a “Route” Is the Path to a Vehicle’s Destination
	Slide 20: The ’161 Patent Repeatedly Emphasizes that a “Route” Is the Path to a Vehicle’s Destination
	Slide 21: Neiss’s Prediction Horizon Is Just the Road Ahead
	Slide 22: Neiss Recognizes that the Vehicle May Not Follow that Road
	Slide 23: Neiss’s Prediction Horizon is Not a “Route” and Does Not Include “Segment Destinations”
	Slide 24: It Would Not Have Been Obvious to Modify Neiss to Use an Entire Route as the Prediction Horizon 
	Slide 25: Neiss Notes that Performance of Calculations for an Entire Route is Problematic
	Slide 26: Neiss’s System Is Purposefully Designed to Be Adaptable, Does Not Calculate in Advance, and Limits Calculations
	Slide 27: The Prior Art Fails to Teach What the Claims Require 
	Slide 28: Claim 1 Requires “Determining a Plurality of Efficient Speeds”
	Slide 29: Schramm Makes No Speed Determinations
	Slide 30: Clapper’s Speeds Are Not “Determined … Efficient Speeds”

