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The ’616 Patent is a Continuation of Koebler 650
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Ex. 1001, ‘616 Patent at Cover
(see also Paper 12, Response at 1)  
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The ‘616 Patent – Claim 1
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Ex. 1001, ‘616 Patent at Claim 1,
(see also Paper 7, Institution Decision at 5-6)  
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The Limitations-at-Issue Were Added via Examiner’s Amendment
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Ex. 1002, File History at 28-29,
(see also Paper 15, Sur-Reply at 3)  
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Koebler 650 Admittedly Provides Support for All the Claimed 
“Sensors” and Most of the Claimed “Conditions”
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Paper 2, Petition at 14-20  

Admittedly supported “sensor[s]”

Admittedly supported “conditions”
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Petitioner’s Briefing is Replete With Legal Errors
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❌ Petitioner improperly faults Koebler 650 for not including a verbatim 
recitation of the claims.

❌ Petitioner ignores that a specification must only “reasonably convey” 
possession.

❌ Petitioner improperly faults Koebler 650 for not describing every 
conceivable way to determine the claimed conditions.

❌ Petitioner improperly assumes that the mere fact that the claimed 
sensors also measure conditions other than those claimed somehow 
negates written description.

❌ Petitioner improperly considers only discrete Koebler 650 passages in 
isolation while ignoring what Koebler 650 describes when read as a 
whole. See Paper 12, Response at 2-3; 

Paper 15, Sur-Reply at 1-2  
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Koebler 650 Broadly Describes the Use of Sensors to Detect 
Current Conditions
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Ex. 1004, Koebler 650, 21:29-31, 8:65-9:4
(see also Paper 12, Response at 13-14)  
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Koebler 650 Provides Adequate Written Description Support
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✔ Koebler 650 describes determining “weather,” “temperature,” 
“wind velocity,” “wind direction,” “air pressure,” “timing of 
stoplights,” and “location of stoplights” conditions

✔ Koebler 650 describes determining a “traction” condition

✔ Koebler 650 describes determining a “vibration” condition

✔ Koebler 650 describes determining a “moisture” condition
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The Claims Allow the Use of Other, Unclaimed Data Along with 
“Sensor Data Samples” When Determining “Conditions”
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Ex. 1001, ‘616 Patent at Claim 1,
(see also Paper 12, Response at 6-7)  
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When Instituting, the Board Correctly Found that Other, Non-
Enumerated Sensors Are Permitted
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Paper 7, Institution Decision at 14  
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Koebler 650 Describes the Use of a Position Sensor to 
Determine the Claimed “Conditions” Around the Vehicle
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Ex. 1004, Koebler 650, 21:29-37, 3:41-67, 7:45-62,
(see also Paper 12, Response at 16-17; Paper 15, 

Sur-Reply at 13)  
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Patent Owner Submitted Comprehensive Expert Testimony 
Explaining How a POSITA Would Interpret Koebler 650
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Ex. 2001, Bevly Dec., ¶ 80,
(see also Paper 12, Response at 17-18)  
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Koebler 650 Provides Adequate Written Description Support
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✔ Koebler 650 describes determining “weather,” “temperature,” 
“wind velocity,” “wind direction,” “air pressure,” “timing of 
stoplights,” and “location of stoplights” conditions

✔ Koebler 650 describes determining a “traction” condition

✔ Koebler 650 describes determining a “vibration” condition

✔ Koebler 650 describes determining a “moisture” condition
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In Reply, Petitioner Premises its Arguments on a New—and 
Extremely Narrow—Understanding of “Traction”
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Paper 14, Petitioner Reply at 10  
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The Claims Only Require a Determination of a “Traction” 
“Condition,” Not a Traction Calculation
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Ex. 2001, Bevly Dec., ¶ 129
(see also Paper 12, Response at 27; Paper 15, Sur-Reply at 6-7)  
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Patent Owner Submitted Comprehensive Expert Testimony 
Explaining How a POSITA Would Interpret Koebler 650
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Ex. 2001, Bevly Dec., ¶¶ 130-132
(see also Paper 12, Response at 27-29)  
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Koebler 650 Provides Adequate Written Description Support

17

✔ Koebler 650 describes determining “weather,” “temperature,” 
“wind velocity,” “wind direction,” “air pressure,” “timing of 
stoplights,” and “location of stoplights” conditions

✔ Koebler 650 describes determining a “traction” condition

✔ Koebler 650 describes determining a “vibration” condition

✔ Koebler 650 describes determining a “moisture” condition
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Koebler 650 Determines Information About the Terrain, Road 
Condition, and the Impact of These on the Vehicle
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Ex. 2001, Bevly Dec., ¶¶ 106-108
(see also Paper 12, Response at 31-32)  
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Koebler 650 Determines Information About Rolling Resistance
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Ex. 2001, Bevly Dec., ¶¶ 109-111
(see also Paper 12, Response at 30-31)  
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Patent Owner’s Expert Explained That Koebler 650 Calculates 
Rolling Resistance (and Thus Also Determines a Vibration Amount)

20

Ex. 2001, Bevly Dec., ¶¶ 113-115
(see also Paper 12, Response at 30-32)  
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Koebler 650 Employs Sensors that Measure Vibration
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Ex. 2001, Bevly Dec., ¶¶ 117-118
(see also Paper 12, Response at 33, 35-36)  
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Koebler 650 Employs Sensors that Measure Vibration
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Ex. 2001, Bevly Dec., ¶¶ 122-123
(see also Paper 12, Response at 34)  
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Koebler 650 Employs Sensors that Measure Vibration
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Ex. 2001, Bevly Dec., ¶ 124 (see also Paper 12, Response at 35-36)  
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Koebler 650 Provides Adequate Written Description Support

24

✔ Koebler 650 describes determining “weather,” “temperature,” 
“wind velocity,” “wind direction,” “air pressure,” “timing of 
stoplights,” and “location of stoplights” conditions

✔ Koebler 650 describes determining a “traction” condition

✔ Koebler 650 describes determining a “vibration” condition

✔ Koebler 650 describes determining a “moisture” condition
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Koebler 650 Unambiguously Describes Determining a 
“Moisture” Condition Around the Vehicle
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Ex. 1004, Koebler 650, 21:29-63, Fig. 9,
(see also Paper 12, Response at 20-21; Paper 15, Sur-Reply at 11-12)  

. . .

. . .
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Patent Owner Submitted Comprehensive Expert Testimony 
Explaining How a POSITA Would Interpret Koebler 650

26

Ex. 2001, Bevly Dec., ¶ 92
(see also Paper 12, Response at 21-22)  



IPR2024-00630 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT 2032 – NOT EVIDENCE

Dr. Bevly Confirmed that Koebler 650 Determines a Moisture 
Condition at His Deposition

27

Ex. 1055, Bevly Depo., 19:3-21
(see also Paper 15, Sur-Reply at 12)  
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