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’659 Patent, Claim 1[b]

Patent Owner Response at pp. 1, 3-4

Ex. 1001 (’659 Patent), Claim 1

1[b]

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



’659 Patent, Claim 1[c]

Patent Owner Response at pp. 1, 3-4 | 3

Ex. 1001 (’659 Patent), Claim 1

1[c]

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



’659 Patent, Claim 11[b]

Patent Owner Response at pp. 1, 3-4

Ex. 1001 (’659 Patent), Claim 11
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11[b]

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



’659 Patent, Claim 11[c]

Patent Owner Response at pp. 1, 3-4 | 5

Ex. 1001 (’659 Patent), Claim 11

11[c]

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



’659 Patent, Claim 18[b]

Patent Owner Response at pp. 1, 3-4

Ex. 1001 (’659 Patent), Claim 18
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18[b]

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



’659 Patent, Claim 18[c]

Patent Owner Response at pp. 1, 3-4 | 7

Ex. 1001 (’659 Patent), Claim 18

18[c]

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



All grounds fail because both Kleve and Mikan lack any 
“coded data from the mobile device … the coded data includes privilege settings”

All independent claims recite receipt of: 
1. coded data from the mobile device  AND
2. the coded data includes privilege settings

| 8

Petition Failed to Show “Coded Data From the Mobile Device” that “Includes Privilege 
Settings” (Recited by All Independent Claims) 

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Patent Owner Response at pp. 1, 26-54, 67-79



All Kleve-based grounds fail because: 

1. Petitioners failed to show any disclosure or teaching of coded data from the mobile device 
that includes privilege settings

2. Petitioners’ relied-upon disclosures refer only to the virtual key sent to the vehicle from the 
server—not any “coded data from the mobile device,” as recited by all claims

3. Even under Petitioners’ theories to modify Kleve, Petitioners claim the vehicle already has 
restrictions—e.g., a rental period—BEFORE the Temporary User’s arrival, therefore no reason 
for vehicle to again receive rental period from the mobile device

4. Even under Petitioners’ theories to modify, Petitioners allege it is Kleve’s server that 
“simultaneously generates a virtual key and restrictions” which are both “delivered to the 
vehicle” from the server – admitting there is no reason for the temporary user’s phone to ‘re-
send’ to the vehicle the already “delivered” restrictions

| 9

All Kleve-Based Grounds Fail to Disclose or Teach 
“Coded Data From the Mobile Device … the Coded Data Includes Privilege Settings”

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Patent Owner Response at pp. 5-53, Sur-Reply at pp. 1-3, 6-16
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Kleve Does Not Disclose Including Any Rental Agreement Terms in Any Coded Data, 
Let Alone a Vehicle Receiving “Coded Data that Includes Privilege Settings”

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Patent Owner Response at pp. 5-8

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 84

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 85
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Kleve’s Virtual Key is Nothing More Than a Credential, e.g., a User’s Face, 
Fingerprint

Patent Owner Response at pp. 8-26

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 62
EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 5

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Kleve’s Generation and Distribution of a Virtual Key is Devoid of Any Use 
Restriction

Patent Owner Response at pp. 8-12 | 12

EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 5

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 63

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Kleve’s Generation and Distribution of a Virtual Key is Devoid of Any Use 
Restriction

Patent Owner Response at pp. 8-12 | 13

EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 5

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 62

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 5

Temporary User’s Unique Identification is Entered into Server and Used as a 
Virtual Key

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 63

| 14EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Patent Owner Response at pp. 10-11, 44-45



No Privilege Setting Included in Either Generation or Distribution of Virtual Key

| 15EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 5, ¶¶62-63

Patent Owner Response at pp. 10-11, 44-45

EX1004 (Kleve), ¶ 62



| 16

Virtual Key Sent to Vehicle Enables Driving During Rental Period—
But Vehicle Does Not Receive any Privilege Setting from Mobile Device

Patent Owner Response at pp. 32-34, Sur-Reply at pp. 1-15
EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 2

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 39

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



’188 Proceeding
Server check to see if user’s key within rental period

| 17

Petitioners Ask the Board to Interpret Kleve Differently 
Depending on the Claims Presented

Petitioners’ Reply at p. 3, IPR2024-00981, Paper 35 (Oral Argument Tr.), p. 63EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’659 Petitioners’ Reply: 
User’s virtual key includes rental period



Virtual Key “Sent to the Vehicle … to Enable the Keyless Drive System … During a Given Rental Period” 
Does Not Show Vehicle’s Receipt of 

 “Coded Data From the Mobile Device … the Coded Data Includes Privilege Settings”

| 18EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1005 (Kleve) ¶ 39

’188 Proceeding
Server check to see if user’s key within rental period

IPR2024-00981, Paper 35, p. 63



Virtual Key “Sent to the Vehicle … to Enable the Keyless Drive System … During a Given Rental Period” 
Does Not Show Vehicle’s Receipt of 

 “Coded Data From the Mobile Device … the Coded Data Includes Privilege Settings”

| 19EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1005 (Kleve) ¶ 44

’188 Proceeding
Server check to see if user’s key within rental period

IPR2024-00981, Paper 35, p. 63, Patent Owner Response, pp. 10-11



Virtual Key “Sent to the Vehicle …  to Enable the Keyless Drive System … During a Given Rental Period” 
But Kleve Teaches Temporary User Receives Virtual Key Without Any “Vehicle Restrictions”

| 20EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’188 Proceeding
Server check to see if user’s key within rental period

EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 6, Petitioners’ Reply at p. 3-4, IPR2024-00981, Paper 35, p. 63



Virtual Key “Sent to the Vehicle … to Enable the Keyless Drive System … During a Given Rental Period”
Kleve Teaches Only That Vehicle Receives Restrictions, But Not From Temporary User

| 21EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Patent Owner Sur-Reply at pp. 13-14, Petitioners’ Reply at p. 3

EX1005 (Kleve) , Fig. 6



Virtual Key “Sent to the Vehicle … to Enable the Keyless Drive System … During a Given Rental Period”
Kleve Teaches Only That Vehicle Receives Restrictions, But Not From Temporary User

Patent Owner Sur-Reply at pp. 1-22 | 22
EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 2

EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 6

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Virtual Key “Sent to the Vehicle … to Enable the Keyless Drive System … During a Given Rental Period”
Kleve Teaches Only That Vehicle Receives Restrictions, But Not From Temporary User

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 40

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 2

Patent Owner Sur-Reply at pp. 1-22



Virtual Key “Sent to the Vehicle … to Enable the Keyless Drive System … During a Given Rental Period”
Kleve Teaches Only That Vehicle Receives Restrictions, But Not From Temporary User

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 51

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 40

EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 7A

| 24EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Patent Owner Sur-Reply at pp. 1-22



| 25

Virtual Key “Sent to the Vehicle … to Enable the Keyless Drive System … During a Given Rental Period”
Kleve Teaches Only That Vehicle Receives Restrictions, But Not From Temporary User

Patent Owner Response at p. 5, Sur-Reply at pp. 1-22

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 43

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 75

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Virtual Key “Sent to the Vehicle … to Enable the Keyless Drive System … During a Given Rental Period”
Kleve Teaches Only That Vehicle Receives Restrictions, But Not From Temporary User

| 26EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT– NOT EVIDENCE Patent Owner Response at pp. 13-21, Sur-Reply at 1-22
EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 2, ¶¶  40, 51, 43, 75



EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 2

Virtual Key “Sent to the Vehicle … to Enable the Keyless Drive System … During a Given Rental Period”
Kleve Teaches Only That Vehicle Receives Restrictions, But Not From Temporary User

| 27EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 51

Patent Owner Response at pp. 13-26, Sur-Reply at pp. 1-22



Virtual Key “Sent to the Vehicle … to Enable the Keyless Drive System … During a Given Rental Period”
Kleve Teaches Only That Vehicle Receives Restrictions, But Not From Temporary User

| 28EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Petition at pp. 16, 19, Sur-Reply at pp. 13-14

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 39

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 9
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Termination of Rental Period is Tied to “User Restrictions” Set by Owner, 
Independent of Virtual Key

Patent Owner Response at pp. 13-26, Sur-Reply at pp. 18-19 

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 54

EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 2EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Termination of Rental Period is Tied to “User Restrictions” Set by Owner, 
Independent of Virtual Key

Patent Owner Response at pp. 13-26

EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 3B

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 53

| 30EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Termination of Rental Period is Tied to “User Restrictions” Set by Owner, 
Independent of Virtual Key

EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 7B

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 79

Patent Owner Response at pp. 13-26 | 31EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Termination of Rental Period is Tied to “User Restrictions” Set by Owner, 
Independent of Virtual Key

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 80

Patent Owner Response at pp. 13-26

EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 7B

| 32EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Termination of Rental Period is Tied to “User Restrictions” Set by Owner, 
Independent of Virtual Key

EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 2
Patent Owner Response at pp. 13-26

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 43

| 33EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 2

Termination of Rental Period is Tied to “User Restrictions” Set by Owner, 
Independent of Virtual Key

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 80

Patent Owner Response at pp. 13-26 | 34EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Termination of Rental Period is Tied to “User Restrictions” Set by Owner, 
Independent of Virtual Key

Patent Owner Response at pp. 13-26

EX1005 (Kleve), Fig 3B
EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 54

| 35EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Virtual Key Not Always Generated After Rental Agreement

Patent Owner Response at pp. 47-48

EX2022 (Dr. Almeroth Deposition – Objection omitted), 27:5-10

A.  I wouldn't characterize it as a clarification. I don't 
think Kleve is limited in all of its embodiments, where 
that a person of skill in the art reading Kleve would 
understand that in every embodiment, the only way the 
eKey could be generated is after the rental agreement.

EX2022 (Dr. Almeroth Deposition – Objection omitted), 27:21-28:8

Q. Okay. So "always generated after the rental agreement" 
encompasses all embodiments of Kleve, correct?

A.  No. Not necessarily.

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Virtual Key “Sent to the Vehicle … to Enable the Keyless Drive System … During a Given Rental Period”
Kleve Teaches Only That Vehicle Receives Restrictions, But Not the Temporary User

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Kleve confirms unilateral direction of its “encrypted message” 
from the server to the  vehicle, User’s phone 518

Sur-Reply at pp. 7-10



 The Petition:  only the 
virtual key that “the server 
simultaneously generates” 
with “vehicle restrictions” 
is delivered to the vehicle

 Figure 6 fails to connect 
any “rental period” or 
other “vehicle restriction” 
to the virtual key sent to 
the Temporary User, nor 
anything received from 
Temporary User’s mobile 
device

| 38

That Kleve’s Virtual Key “Enables Keyless Drive System … During a Given Rental Period” Fails to Show 
Vehicle Receipt of “Coded Data From the Mobile Device … the Coded Data Includes Privilege Settings”

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Petitioners’ Reply at pp. 3-4, Sur-Reply at pp. 11-15



That Kleve’s Virtual Key “Enables Keyless Drive System … During a Given Rental Period” Fails to Show 
Vehicle Receipt of “Coded Data From the Mobile Device … the Coded Data Includes Privilege Settings”

 The Petition:  only the 
virtual key that is “sent to 
the vehicle” that enables a 
keyless drive “during a 
given rental period”

 Like Figure 6, Para. 39 fails 
to connect any “rental 
period” or other 
“restriction” to the virtual 
key sent to the Temporary 
User

| 39EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Patent Owner Response at pp. 11-15



| 40

Kleve’s Input of a Matrix Barcode—Merely “Ensures the Temporary User is Who They Claim to Be”—But 
Fails to Disclose “Coded Data From the Mobile Device … the Coded Data Includes Privilege Settings”

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Petitioners’ Reply at pp. 3, 7-12, Sur-Reply at pp. 11-15, 20-22

 The Petition:  only the virtual key 
that is “sent to the vehicle” that 
enables a keyless drive “during a 
given rental period,” whereas 
input of matrix barcode merely 
“ensure[s] the TU is who they 
claim to be”

 The Petition:  the matrix barcode 
input at device 520 is mere 
“credential” to “ensure the 
temporary user is who they claim 
to be”



Kleve, Hatton Combination Teaches Authentication

Patent Owner Response at pp. 54-58EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1008 (Hatton), 5:54-5:60

EX1008 (Hatton), 9:4-17

| 41

Hatton: Vehicle PEPS & PATS Controllers with Encrypted Data



Kleve, Hatton Combination Fails to Render Claims Obvious

Patent Owner Response at pp. 54-58EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1008 (Hatton), 9:50-63

| 42

Hatton: Vehicle PEPS & PATS Controllers with Encrypted Data



Kleve, Hatton Combination Teaches Authentication

Patent Owner Response at pp. 54-58EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1008 (Hatton), 8:24-36
EX1008 (Hatton), 14:7-18

| 43

Hatton Teaches Encrypted Data Is Assigned to a Vehicle During Manufacturing



All Mikan-based grounds fail because: 

1. Petitioners failed to show any disclosure or teaching of coded data from the 
mobile device that includes privilege settings

2. Petitioners’ relied upon disclosures for the alleged coded data—the wireless 
device’s secure ID—is used only for authentication and does not include any 
privilege settings

3. Petitioners’ relied upon disclosures for the alleged privilege settings—vehicle 
operation policy—are stored only in the master database and/or vehicle’s local 
database, not stored in the wireless device or at any time received from the 
wireless device, let alone in any “coded data from the mobile device”

4. Petitioners’ theories to modify vitiates existing efficiencies in Mikan’s unmodified 
system - Petitioners’ modifications render the data more vulnerable to tampering

| 44

All Mikan-Based Grounds Fail to Disclose or Teach 
“Coded Data From the Mobile Device … the Coded Data Includes Privilege Settings”

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Patent Owner Response at pp. 58-79



All Mikan-Based Grounds Fail to Disclose or Teach 
“Coded Data From the Mobile Device … the Coded Data Includes Privilege Settings”

EX1007 (Mikan), Fig. 3A

Patent Owner Response at p. 59

EX1007 (Mikan), ¶ 58

Master Database

| 45EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



All Mikan-Based Grounds Fail to Disclose or Teach 
“Coded Data From the Mobile Device … the Coded Data Includes Privilege Settings”

Patent Owner Response at p. 60

EX1007 (Mikan), ¶ 60

| 46EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



All Mikan-Based Grounds Fail to Disclose or Teach 
“Coded Data From the Mobile Device … the Coded Data Includes Privilege Settings”

Patent Owner Response at p. 67
EX1007 (Mikan), Fig. 4

Wireless device

EX1007 (Mikan), Fig. 3B
| 47

Local database on vehicle

The alleged “data” the vehicle receives from the wireless device is “secure ID 
407” (right)—by contrast, it is the vehicle’s local database (left) which includes a 
“secure ID 315” associated with the key set, as well as the records of vehicle 
operation policies 311. Id., ¶¶ 59, 64, Figs. 3B, 4.

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Mikan’s Alleged Coded Data, Secure ID 407, 
Does Not Include Any Privilege Settings

Patent Owner Response at pp. 69-72 | 48

EX1007 (Mikan), Fig. 5EX1007 (Mikan), Fig. 4

Wireless device

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Mikan’s Alleged Coded Data, Secure ID 407, 
Does Not Include Any Privilege Settings

Patent Owner Response at p. 62-73

Mikan’s phone includes secure ID 407, which is merely used by the vehicle to authenticate the key

| 49EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Mikan’s Vehicle Operation Policy is Never Received From a Mobile Device

Patent Owner Response at pp. 69-72

EX1007 (Mikan), Fig. 3A, 3B

Local database on vehicle

Master Database

| 50

 Mikan teaches that the master database and/or local database store any vehicle operation policy
 The local database of the vehicle is kept consistent with records of the master database through synchronization
 Mikan never discloses the wireless device sending any vehicle operation policy to a vehicle
 Instead, after authentication the vehicle retrieves the policy from the vehicle itself

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Mikan’s Vehicle Operation Policy—the Alleged “Privilege Settings”—Are 
Retrieved From the Vehicle Itself, Never Received From Any Mobile Device

Patent Owner Response at pp. 69-72

EX1007 (Mikan), ¶ 72

The vehicle’s control unit 202 retrieves the vehicle operation policy records 
by querying the vehicle’s local database

| 51EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1007 (Mikan), Figs. 2, 3B



Mikan’s Vehicle Operation Policy—the Alleged “Privilege Settings”—Are 
Retrieved From the Vehicle Itself, Never Received From Any Mobile Device

Patent Owner Response at pp. 70-71EX1007 (Mikan), ¶ 72 | 52EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



| 53

Mikan’s Vehicle Control Unit Processes Any Access Request 
Based on Locally-Retrieved Vehicle Operation Policy

Patent Owner Response at pp. 71-72
EX1007 (Mikan), Fig. 5

EX1007 (Mikan), ¶ 74

 Mikan’s vehicle never receives any alleged privilege setting “from the mobile device”
 Mikan’s vehicle control unit 202 processes access requests using the locally stored operation policy

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Mikan’s Vehicle Operation Policy—the Alleged “Privilege Settings”—are Stored in the Master and/or 
Vehicle Local Database, Linked by Mapping Function—Not Received From Any Mobile Device

Patent Owner Response at pp. 73-74

EX1007 (Mikan), Fig. 3A

Master Database

EX1007 (Mikan), Fig. 3B

Local database on vehicle

| 54EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

 Mikan’s vehicle never receives any alleged privilege setting “from the mobile device”
 Master database has mapping function to link vehicle operation policy to vehicle keys
 Vehicle’s local database has mapping function to link vehicle-stored vehicle operation policies to 

vehicle-stored key set



Petitioners’ Proposed Modifications to Mikan Undermine Security and Efficiencies of 
Existing System and Would In Fact Render Mikan More Vulnerable to Tampering

Patent Owner Response at pp. 77-79

EX2021, ¶ 131

EX2021, ¶ 132

| 55EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Petitioners’ Proposed Modifications to Mikan Undermine Security and Efficiencies of 
Existing System and Would In Fact Render Mikan More Vulnerable to Tampering

Patent Owner Response at pp. 77-79

EX2021, ¶ 133

| 56EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Petitioners’ Proposed Modifications to Mikan Undermine Security and Efficiencies of 
Existing System and Would In Fact Render Mikan More Vulnerable to Tampering

Patent Owner Response at pp. 77-79

EX2021, ¶ 134

EX2021, ¶ 135

| 57EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



EX1007 (Mikan), ¶ 85

Petitioners’ Proposed Modifications to Mikan Undermine 
Existing Solutions of Mikan’s System

Patent Owner Sur- Reply at p. 28 | 58EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Claim 6 Must be Upheld, as Neither Kleve Nor Mikan Discloses the Required 
“Application … Configured to Enable Sharing of Said eKey”

Patent Owner Response at pp. 79-82

 Petitioners fail to show disclosure or suggestion of an application enabling eKey sharing via a 
message from the mobile device.

EX1001 (’659 Patent), Claim 6

| 59EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Claim 6 Must be Upheld, as Kleve Does Not Teach, and Actually Discourages, a 
Temporary User Sharing a Virtual Key with Another User

Patent Owner Response at pp. 79-82

 Kleve highlights the Vehicle Owner has the sole ability to exercise complete control over their vehicle.

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 40

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 51

| 60EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Claim 6 Must be Upheld, as Kleve Does Not Teach, and Actually Discourages, a 
Temporary User Sharing a Virtual Key with Another User

Patent Owner Response at pp. 79-82

 Kleve highlights the Vehicle Owner’s ability to exercise complete control over their asset.

| 61

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 75

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 43

EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Claim 6 Must be Upheld, as Kleve Does Not Teach, and Actually Discourages, a 
Temporary User Sharing a Virtual Key with Another User

Patent Owner Response at pp. 79-82
EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 66EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 5

 Kleve teaches that at rental time the Owner sends the credential to the vehicle, and the Temporary 
User enters their credential at the vehicle.

| 62EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Claim 6 Must be Upheld, as Kleve Does Not Teach, and Actually Discourages, a 
Temporary User Sharing a Virtual Key with Another User

Patent Owner Response at pp. 79-82

EX2021, ¶ 137

EX2021, ¶ 138

 Kleve discourages allowing a Temporary User—whose use is monitored and controlled by the 
Owner— to share an e-Key with others.

| 63EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Claim 6 Must be Upheld, as Kleve Does Not Teach, and Actually Discourages, a 
Temporary User Sharing a Virtual Key with Another User

 Allowing Temporary Users to share e-Keys would nullify Kleve’s requirement that even authorized 
users must pass an additional credential match before driving.

EX2021, ¶ 139

EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 5
Patent Owner Response at pp. 79-82 | 64EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Claim 6 Must be Upheld, as Kleve Does Not Teach, and Actually Discourages, a 
Temporary User Sharing a Virtual Key with Another User

Patent Owner Sur-Reply at pp. 29-30

Petitioners fail to explain how one user’s unique Temporary User ID could be altered to activate the vehicle for another, given that 
Kleve’s user identifiers are individual-specific, and fail to provide any motivation or expectation of success for such modification.

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 69

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 37

| 65EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Claim 6 Must be Upheld, as Kleve Does Not Teach, and Actually Discourages, a 
Temporary User Sharing a Virtual Key with Another User

EX1005 (Kleve), Fig. 5

EX1005 (Kleve), ¶ 63

| 66Patent Owner Sur-Reply at pp. 29-30EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioners fail to explain how one user’s unique Temporary User ID could be altered to activate the vehicle for another, given that 
Kleve’s user identifiers are individual-specific, or provide any motivation or expectation of success for such modification.



Claim 6 Must be Upheld Because Mikan Limits Each Phone Having Only One 
“Secure ID 407”

Patent Owner Response at pp. 79-82

 Mikan does not teach that multiple electronic keys can be incorporated into mobile devices for vehicle use
 Each wireless device has its own secure ID 407, which is transmitted to the vehicle for authentication.

| 67EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX2021, ¶ 140

EX1007 (Mikan), ¶ 65



Claim 6 Must be Upheld Because Any Key Sharing Would Still 
Lack Privilege Settings

 Mikan’s vehicle operation policy is stored only in the Master Database or Local Database
 The user’s phone does not store or transmit any privilege settings
 When phone used as key, vehicle retrieves policy from its own local database

| 68Patent Owner Sur-Reply at pp. 29-30EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1007 (Mikan), Figs. 3A-3B, ¶¶ 58-59, 72, 81



Petitioners failed to meet their threshold burden on claims 12, 13, and 20 
because:

 Petitioners failed to show any reference discloses or suggests the recited “server 
associated with a manufacturer of a vehicle”

 Petitioners likewise failed to show any reference discloses or suggests the 
recited mobile device application being “associated with a manufacturer of the 
vehicle”

 Petitioners failed to meet the threshold inquiry of the “printed matter doctrine”

| 69

Claims 12, 13 and 20 Must be Upheld as Petitioners Failed to Meet their Burden

C R Bard Inc. v. AngioDynamics, Inc., 979 F.3d 1372 (Fed. Cir. 2020)

“printed matter must be matter claimed for what it communicates.”

Patent Owner Response at pp. 81-82, Sur-Reply at p. 31EX2023 - DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS – NOT EVIDENCE



| 70

Claims 12, 13 and 20 Must be Upheld as Petitioners Failed to Meet their Burden

Patent Owner Response at pp. 79-82

 Despite Petitioners’ burden, the server and application associated with the vehicle manufacturer don’t implicate 
the printed matter doctrine, as the specification shows their functional connection to other system components.

EX1001 (’659 Patent), 15:15-37

EX1001 (’659 Patent), 
13:20-49
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Claims 12, 13 and 20 Must be Upheld as Petitioners Failed to Meet their Burden

Patent Owner Response at pp. 79-82

EX1001 (’659 Patent), 13:50-14:2

EX1001 (’659 Patent), 
47:35-48:2
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 Despite Petitioners’ burden, the server and application associated with the vehicle manufacturer don’t implicate 
the printed matter doctrine, as the specification shows their functional connection to other system components.
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