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Tesla, Inc.
Petitioner, 

v. 
Charge Fusion Technologies, LLC

Patent Owner, 

Consolidated Hearing
IPR2025-00032, IPR2025-00152, IPR2025-00153

U.S. Patent Nos. 11,563,338, 11,990,788 and 11,631,987 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026 EX2012



2

U.S. Patents 11,563,338, 11,990,788 and 11,631,987 

IPR2025-00032, EX1001, Abstract

Ex. 1001, Fig.7 
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

The ’338 Patent, entitled “Systems and Methods for 
Electric Vehicle Charging and Power Management,” … 
recognized that it would be advantageous to intelligently 
charge vehicles by creating a charging schedule. Id., 2:16-
27. Moreover, the applicants recognized the desire for a 
user to select the desired amount of charge (percentage) 
via a slider on a vehicle charge indicator element also 
displaying current battery charge and uncharged levels. … 

A selected “charge amount” may be used to compute “the 
desired charge level in terms of distance capable of being 
traveled. …

 A user may set operating conditions and interior 
conditions based on a pet being located inside the vehicle 
during charging.

- IPR2025-00032, PO Resp. 2-5.

EX2012
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Representative Challenged Claim of the ’338 Patent

IPR2025-00032, PO Resp. xi-xii (EX1001, 29:31-30:2)
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026 EX2012
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Representative Challenged Claim of the ’338 Patent (cont.)

IPR2025-00032, PO Resp. xiii (EX1001, 30:3-17)
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026 EX2012
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Representative Challenged Claim of the ’788 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026
IPR2025-00152, PO Resp. ix-x (EX1001, 29:35-62)

EX2012
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Representative Challenged Claim of the ’987 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

IPR2025-00153, PO Resp. ix; 
EX1001, 29:31-63)

EX2012
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GROUNDS FOR PETITION – ‘338 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026 EX2012
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GROUNDS FOR PETITION -‘788 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026 EX2012
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GROUNDS FOR PETITION -‘987 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026 EX2012



10

Deficiencies in Petitions

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026
See generally PO Resp., Sur-Reply

Deficiency IPR2025
-0032

IPR2025-
00152

IPR2025
-00153

The Petition’s claim construction of “an amount of charge” is 
improper 

   

The Petition fails to establish the cited references teach or suggest a 
“slider by which an amount of charged may be specified.”

  

The Petition does not meet the requisite burden of proof for why a 
POSITA would combine Ferro with Oyobe

 N/A 

The Petition fails to establish the cited references teach or suggest 
“send[ing] an alert to an operator of a vehicle.” 

 N/A N/A

The Petition does not establish a motivation to combine the various 
references

  

EX2012
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Deficiencies in Petition

1. The Petition’s claim construction of “an amount of charge” is 
improper.

2. The Petition fails to establish the cited references teach or suggest a 
“slider by which an amount of charged may be specified.”

3. IPR2025-00032/00153: The Petition does not meet the requisite 
burden of proof for why a POSITA would combine Ferro with 
Oyobe

4. IPR2025-00032: The Petition fails to establish the cited references 
teach or suggest “send[ing] an alert to an operator of a vehicle.”

5. The Petition does not establish a motivation to combine

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026
See generally PO Resp., Sur-Reply

EX2012
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1. The ID relied on Petitioner’s improper claim 
construction of “an amount of charge”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

All independent claims of the ’338 Patent require 
a “slider by which an amount of charge may be specified”

The claims do not recite “charge level”
IPR2025-00032 PO Response, 19; PO Sur-Reply, 6-7

EX2012
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1. The ID relied on Petitioner’s improper claim 
construction of “an amount of charge”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

All independent claims, except claim 22 of the ‘987 Patent, require 
a “slider by which an amount of charge may be specified”

IPR2025-00152 PO Response, 21, IPR2025-00153, PO Response 35

‘788 Patent, Claim 1

‘987 Patent, Claim 1

EX2012
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1. The ID relied on Petitioner’s improper claim 
construction of “an amount of charge”

Petitioner’s construction “cherry-picks disclosure 
… without citing the relevant portion of the 
specification”

The Institution Decision relied on the Petitioner’s 
mischaracterization

IPR2025-00032, PO Resp., 19;
IPR2025-00152, PO Resp., 9;

IPR2025-00153, PO Resp., 18.

IPR2025-00032, PO Resp., 18;
See IPR2025-00152, PO Resp., 9;

IPR2025-00153, PO Resp., 20.

Proper construction of amount of charge does not include specifying desired charge range level in terms 
of distance travelled, as alleged by Petitioner citing Letendre’s selection of miles needed for travel reads 
on the claimed “amount of charge” See generally, PO Response, 17-25; PO Sur-Reply, 4-10

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

IPR2025-00032, Pet. 40;
See IPR2025-00152, Pet., 39;
See IPR2025-00153, Pet., 60;

IPR2025-00032, Inst. Dec., 30;
IPR2025-00152, Inst. Dec., 17-18;
IPR2025-00153, Inst. Dec., 24-25;

EX2012
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1. Improper claim construction of “an amount of charge”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

Proper construction of amount of charge does not 
include specifying desired charge range level in terms 
of distance travelled

IPR2025-
0032

IPR2025-
00152

IPR2025-
00153

Specification differentiates between “charge amount” and 
“charge level”

See PO Resp., 
18-19; PO Sur-

Reply, 4-6

See PO Resp., 9-11; 
PO Sur-Reply, 4-6

See PO Resp., 20-
21; PO Sur-Reply, 

2-4

Petitioner’s claim construction arguments are contradictory See PO Sur-Reply, 
5 See PO Sur-Reply, 4 See PO Sur-Reply, 3

“Charge amount” is not interchangeable with “charge level” See PO Sur-Reply, 
7-8

See PO Sur-Reply, 
6-8

See PO Sur-Reply, 5-
6

The Board’s prior construction of “amount of charge” supports 
Patent Owner

See PO Resp., 2, 
22; PO Sur-Reply, 

8-9
N/A N/A

Patent Owner’s construction protects claim validity
See PO Resp., 19-
20; PO Sur-Reply, 

9-10

See PO Resp., 
11; PO Sur-
Reply, 8-9

PO Sur-Reply, 6-7

EX2012
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1. Petitioner’s improper claim construction of “an amount 
of charge”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

See PO Response, 18-19; PO Sur-Reply, 4-6

The Specification distinguishes “amount of charge” from “desired charge range level”

IPR2025-00032, PO Resp., 18;
See IPR2025-00152, PO Resp., 10;
See IPR2025-00153, PO Resp., 20.

EX2012
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1. Petitioner’s improper claim construction of “an amount 
of charge”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

IPR2025-00032, EX1001, 15:2-11 

March 31, 2026
IPR2025-00032, EX1001, Fig.7 

Charge 
Amount

Estimated 
distance

“An estimate 
… can be 

determined”

March 31, 2026

IPR2025-00032, PO Sur-Reply, 6;
See IPR2025-00152, PO Resp., 5;
See IPR2025-00153, PO Resp., 4.

EX2012
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1. Petitioner’s improper claim construction of “an amount 
of charge”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

See PO Sur-Reply, 5
Petitioner’s claim construction arguments contradict one another.

Statement 1: Statement 2:

IPR2025-00032, Pet. Reply, 3;
See IPR2025-00152, Pet. Reply, 3;
See IPR2025-00153, Pet. Reply, 3.

IPR2025-00032, Pet. Reply, 4;
See IPR2025-00152, Pet. Reply, 4;
See IPR2025-00153, Pet. Reply, 3.

EX2012
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1. Petitioner’s improper claim construction of “an amount 
of charge”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

“Charge amount” is not interchangeable with “charge level” in Fig. 7 

Petitioner:

Patent Owner:

The ’338 Patent uses the phrases “charge amount” 
and “charge level” interchangeably”
1. “Figure 7 depicts the charge range level and the 

charge percent level as interchangeable”

March 31, 2026
IPR2025-00032, EX1001, Fig.7 

Charge 
Amount

Estimated 
distance

“An estimate 
… can be 

determined”

“if a user is inputting a charge amount in terms of 
desired charge range level, then there would be no 
“estimate” of that given charge amount that is 
“utilized” to express the “desired charge level” 
described at 15:2-7 of the ’338 Specification

IPR2025-00032, PO Sur-Reply., 7-8;
See IPR2025-00152, PO Resp., 6-8;
See IPR2025-00153, PO Resp., 5-6.

IPR2025-00032, Pet. Reply, 5;
See IPR2025-00152, Pet. Reply, 5;
See IPR2025-00153, Pet. Reply, 5.

EX2012
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1. Petitioner’s improper claim construction of “an amount 
of charge”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

“Charge amount” is not interchangeable with “charge level” in column 15 

Petitioner:

Patent Owner:

The ’338 Patent uses the phrases “charge amount” and 
“charge level” interchangeably” …
2. Reversing “charge amount” and “desired charge level” 

does not change the meaning of the sentence “how far 
the vehicle can travel on a given charge amount … 
desired charge level in terms of distance capable of 
being travelled.”

Reversing the bolded terms in the sentences does not
change the meaning of either sentence” is incorrect. Such 
reversal, in combination with Petitioner’s incorrect construction 
of the term “amount of charge” entirely nullifies the sentence 
and makes it entirely non-sensical as a circular sentence

Non-sensical sentence if interchangeable

An estimate of how far the vehicle can 
travel on a  given charge amount desired 
range level … and utilized to express the 
desired charge level in terms of terms of 
distance capable of being traveled.”

IPR2025-00032, Pet. Reply, 5;
See IPR2025-00152, Pet. Reply, 5;
See IPR2025-00153, Pet. Reply, 5.

IPR2025-00032, PO Sur-Reply., 7-8;
See IPR2025-00152, PO Resp., 6-8;
See IPR2025-00153, PO Resp., 5-6.

EX2012
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1. The ID relied on Petitioner’s improper claim 
construction of “an amount of charge”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

See IPR2025-0032, PO Resp., 2, 22; PO Sur-Reply, 8-9

The Board’s prior construction of  “amount of charge”, supports Patent Owner’s position

IPR2025-0032, PO Sur-Reply, 9

IPR2025-0032, PO Resp., 2

EX2012



22

Deficiencies in Petition

1. The Petition’s claim construction of “an amount of charge” is 
improper.

2. The Petition fails to establish the cited references teach or suggest a 
“slider by which an amount of charged may be specified.”

3. IPR2025-00032/00153: The Petition does not meet the requisite 
burden of proof for why a POSITA would combine Ferro with 
Oyobe

4. IPR2025-00032: The Petition fails to establish the cited references 
teach or suggest “send[ing] an alert to an operator of a vehicle.”

5. The Petition does not establish a motivation to combine

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026
See generally PO Resp., Sur-Reply

EX2012
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2. The cited references do not teach or suggest the slider 
limitation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

IPR2025-
0032

IPR2025-
00152

IPR2025-
00153

Petitioner’s combination of Sutardja/Ferro + Donnelly + 
Letendre is improper:

See generally PO 
Resp., 36-47; PO 
Sur-Reply, 12-16

See generally PO 
Resp., 21-35; PO 
Sur-Reply, 10-16

See PO Resp., 20-
21; PO Sur-Reply, 

2-4

The Petition does not show any reference that teaches or 
suggests the claimed “slider by which an amount of charge 
may be specified”

See generally PO 
Resp., 36-45; PO 
Sur-Reply, 12-16

See generally PO 
Resp., 22-28; PO 
Sur-Reply, 10-12

See PO Resp., 20-
21; PO Sur-Reply, 

2-4

The Petition does not show how Ferro + Donnelly + 
Letendre would be combined

See generally PO 
Resp., 43-47; PO 
Sur-Reply, 12-16

N/A See PO Sur-Reply, 3

The Petition does not show how Sutardja + Donnelly + 
Letendre would be combined

N/A
See generally PO 
Resp., 28-35; PO 
Sur-Reply, 12-15

N/A

Petitioner’s Reply relies on arguments not in the Petition See PO Sur-Reply, 
15-16 N/A See PO Sur-Reply, 5-

6

EX2012
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2. IPR2025-00032/00153 - Ferro + Donnelly + Letendre 
do not teach or suggest the slider limitation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

Neither Ferro nor Donnelly teach or suggest a “slider” as claimed.

Petitioner cites to “maximum” and “minimum” levels 
of charge in Ferro.

Petitioner does not cite to Ferro as being a slider.

Ferro’s “maximum/minimum charge” is not a slider, 
instead just two selectable choices

See generally PO Resp., 36-45; PO Sur-Reply, 12-16

Ferro Donnelly

Petitioner does not cite to Donnelly as being a 
slider.

IPR2025-00032, Pet., 38;
See IPR2025-00153, Pet. 58.

IPR2025-00032, Pet., 38-39;
See IPR2025-00153, Pet. 58-59.

IPR2025-00032, PO Resp., 45;
See IPR2025-00153, PO Resp., 44.

IPR2025-00032, Pet., 35;
See IPR2025-00153, Pet. 54.

IPR2025-00032, Pet., 38-39;
See IPR2025-00153, Pet. 58-59.

EX2012
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2. IPR2025-00152/00153 - Ferro + Donnelly + Letendre 
do not teach or suggest the slider limitation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

Neither Sutardja nor Donnelly are relied on as a “slider” as claimed.

Sutardja is not relied on for the “slider” as claimed.

Donnelly

Petitioner does not cite to Donnelly as being a 
slider.

IPR2025-00153, Pet., 33.

EX2012
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2. IPR2025-00032/00152/00153 - Letendre does not 
teach or suggest the slider limitation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

Letendre is the only reference relied on in the Petition for teaching “a slider by 
which an amount of charge may be specified ”.

IPR2025-0032 Pet., 39; PO Resp., 40; EX1007, Fig. 1
IPR2025-00152 Pet. 38; PO Resp. 22, EX1007, Fig. 1
IPR2025-00153 Pet. 59; PO Resp. 39, EX1007, Fig. 1

Letendre’s deficiencies: Letendre teaches the 
opposite of a “slider by which an amount of 

charge may be specified”:

See generally IPR2025-00032, Pet., 38-41, specifically 39;
See IPR2025-00152, Pet., 30-43;.

See IPR2025-00153, Pet. 58-61, specifically 59.

IPR2025-0032; PO Resp., 40;
See IPR2025-00152, PO Resp. 25;
See IPR2025-00153 PO Resp. 39.

IPR2025-0032, PO Sur-Reply, 12;
See IPR2025-00152, PO Sur-Reply, 8-9;
See IPR2025-00153, PO Sur-Reply, 12.

EX2012
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2. IPR2025-00032/00152/00153 - Letendre does not 
teach or suggest the slider limitation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

Petitioner ignores its own supplied evidence (Kempton).

Petitioner’s Expert acknowledges Kempton (EX1073) and Letendre describe the same controller.
See PO Response, 40-41; EX1003, 243.

Kempton, and thus Letendre, expressly 
require the user to specify, in miles, “his or her 

travel needs”.

The Letendre user cannot know how to set a 
charging level to a percentage, as admitted by 

Petitioner’s own expert.

IPR2025-00032, PO Sur-Reply, 13;
See IPR2025-00152, PO Sur-Reply, 11

See IPR2025-00153, PO Sur-Reply, 13.

IPR2025-00032, PO Resp. 40-41, PO Sur-Reply, 13;
See IPR2025-00152, PO Resp. 25-26, PO Sur-Reply, 11-12

See IPR2025-00153, PO Resp. 39-41, PO Sur-Reply, 13.

IPR2025-00032, PO Resp. 40-41, PO Sur-Reply, 13;
See IPR2025-00152, PO Resp. 25-26, PO Sur-Reply, 11-12;

See IPR2025-00153, PO Resp. 39-41, PO Sur-Reply, 13.

IPR2025-00032, PO Resp., 43;
See IPR2025-00152, PO Resp. 28;
See IPR2025-00153, PO Resp. 42.

EX2012



28

2. IPR2025-00032/00152/00153 – The Petition does not show 
how Ferro/Sutardja + Donnelly + Letendre would be combined

linear scale non-linear scale

Petition fails to even 
acknowledge or discuss how 

these scales would be 
reconciled

“the burden of proof is on the petitioner to prove unpatentable those issued claims that were actually challenged in the petition 
for review and for which the Board instituted review. In re Magnum Oil Tools Int’l, Ltd., 829 F.3d 1364, 1375 (Fed. Cir. 2016)”

“in an IPR, the Petitioner must present evidence that establishes, by a preponderance of the evidence, how a combination of 
references was supposed to work. See Pers. Web Techs., LLC v. Apple, Inc., 848 F.3d 987, 994 (Fed. Cir. 2017).”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

IPR2025-00032, See generally PO Resp., 43-47; PO Sur-Reply, 12-16;
See IPR2025-00152, See generally PO Resp., 28-35; PO Sur-Reply, 12-15;

See IPR2025-00153, See PO Resp. 43-51; PO Sur-Reply, 3
.

EX2012



29DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

• “the burden of proof is on the petitioner to prove unpatentable those issued claims that were 
actually challenged in the petition for review and for which the Board instituted review … 
that burden never shifts to the patentee. 
• In re Magnum Oil Tools Int’l, Ltd., 829 F.3d 1364, 1375 (Fed. Cir. 2016)

4. Petitioner Does Not Establish a Motivation to Combine 
or a Reasonable Expectation of Success

Patent Owner does not need to prove a negative.

The Petitioner failed to meet its burden of proof.

IPR2025-00032, Reply, 14;
See IPR2025-00152, Reply, 14;
See IPR2025-00153, Reply, 13.

.

IPR2025-00032, PO Sur-Reply, 14;
See IPR2025-00152, PO Sur-Reply, 13;
See IPR2025-00153, PO Sur-Reply, 11.

.
EX2012
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2. IPR2025-00032/00153 – Petitioner changes Ferro + 
Donnelly + Letendre combination in the Reply

• Petitioner’s Reply
–Ferro does not just teach a user 

selecting between two choices 
but rather selecting “different 
levels of charge depending on 
power source.” EX1004, [0123]; 
EX1003, ¶241.

• Petition:
–Ferro teaches a user-selectable 

“[a]mount of charge 514 
preference” including a maximum 
and/or minimum level of charge. 
Ferro, [0123], Fig. 5.

–Ferro also teaches planner 402 
using information from energy 
data services 418 to create the 
transaction plan, such as “the 
present charge state of the 
batteries on electric vehicle 400.” 
Ferro, [0112]-[0113] 

IPR2025-00032, Pet. Reply, 15;
IPR2025-00153, Pet. Reply, 15

IPR2025-00032, Pet., 33-34;
IPR2025-00153, Pet., 53

See IPR2025-00032, PO Sur-Reply, 15-16;
See IPR2025-00153, PO Sur-Reply, 13-14.

Petitioner moves the goalpost and changes its arguments in the Reply.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026 EX2012
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2.  IPR2025-00032/00153 – Petitioner changes Ferro + 
Donnelly + Letendre combination in the Reply

Unaddressed questions in the alleged 
Ferro/Donnelly/Letendre slider combination:

– How to reconcile Donnelly/Letendre 
different scales?

– How to reconcile increased variables 
(Donnelly battery percentage, Letendre 
mileage, power source type of Ferro)?

• Ferro states: “Amount of charge 514 
preferences may … specify different 
levels of charge depending on power 
source 540 of the electricity used to 
charge the electric vehicle. If the power 
source is a “green” source, such as Solar 
power, the user may specify a higher 
charge level than if the power source is a 
more environmentally harmful, or “brown' 
power source, such as coal or oil.” 
EX1004, [0123]. 

The new arguments make the combination even more untenable.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

See IPR2025-00032, PO Sur-Reply, 15-16;
See IPR2025-00153, PO Sur-Reply, 13-14.

EX2012
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Deficiencies in Petition

1. The Petition’s claim construction of “an amount of charge” is 
improper.

2. The Petition fails to establish the cited references teach or suggest a 
“slider by which an amount of charged may be specified.”

3. IPR2025-00032/00153: The Petition does not meet the requisite 
burden of proof for why a POSITA would combine Ferro with 
Oyobe

4. The Petition fails to establish the cited references teach or suggest 
“send[ing] an alert to an operator of a vehicle.”

5. The Petition does not establish a motivation to combine

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026
See generally PO Resp., Sur-Reply

EX2012
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3. IPR2025-00032/00153: Ferro would not be 
combined with Oyobe

A POSITA would have found it obvious and been 
motivated to incorporate Oyobe’s detecting 
apparatus 108 into Ferro’s electric vehicle 116/400 
to detect when the vehicle is parked at a charging 
station, per Oyobe. Dec., 150. 

See IPR2025-00032, Pet., 10-12;
See IPR2025-00153, Pet., 18-20

Petitioner incorrectly alleges Ferro would be 
combined with Oyobe to teach the “vehicle 
sensor”:

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026 EX2012



34

3. IPR2025-00032/00153: Ferro would not be 
combined with Oyobe

• Oyobe’s vehicle position detection 
sensor does not provide information 
that enables identifying intention to 
charge.

• Oyobe’s intention is for the driver to get 
out of the vehicle, contrary to the 
alleged motivation to combine with 
Ferro. 

• Oyobe is not akin to the wireless 
interrogation vehicle sensor example in 
the ’338 Patent

See generally IPR2025-00032, PO Resp., 32-35; PO Sur-Reply, 17-18;
See generally IPR2025-00153, PO Resp., 27-34; PO Sur-Reply, 15-16

See generally IPR2025-00032, PO Resp., 35-36;
See generally IPR2025-00153, PO Resp., 34.

See generally PO Response, 30-31

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026 EX2012
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3. IPR2025-00032/00153: Ferro would not be 
combined with Oyobe

• The reason for combining Ferro with Oyobe is entirely premised on establishing yielding 
“predictable results of enabling “an intention to charge”

• Petitioner’s Reply states “intention to charge … does not necessarily indicate the vehicle is 
prepared to charge. … 

• The combination further would have allowed the user to “instruct charging”.

Neither Ferro nor Oyobe enables an intention to charge as 
required by the Ferro/Oyobe motivation to combine.

Oyobe’s wireless sensor  “intention to charge”  Motivation to combine 

IPR2025-00032, Pet. 11-12;
IPR2025-00153, Pet. 20-21. 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

See generally IPR2025-00032, PO Resp., 32-35; PO Sur-Reply, 17-18;
See generally IPR2025-00153, PO Resp., 27-34; PO Sur-Reply, 15-16

IPR2025-00032, Reply, 17;
IPR2025-00153, Reply, 17. 

IPR2025-00032, Reply, 19;
IPR2025-00153, Reply, 19. 

EX2012
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3. IPR2025-00032/00153: Ferro would not be 
combined with Oyobe

Oyobe teaches only that it is within general vicinity of a charging equipment, 
not that there is an intention to charge.

See generally IPR2025–00032, PO Resp., 29-36; PO Sur-Reply, 17;
See generally IPR2025–00153, PO Resp., 31-35; PO Sur-Reply, 15.

Can’t charge but can detect 
charging station to “remind” 

driver

Charging 
Spot

Charging 
Station

Oyobe 
Communication range

Oyobe 
Communication range

Oyobe 
Communication range

Can’t charge but 
can’t detect 

charging station

Petitioner incorrectly 
alleges:

“The combination further 
would have allowed the 
user to “instruct charging 
without exiting the vehicle 
and physically interacting 
with a charging station, 
not required the user to 
stay in the car during 
charging.”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

IPR2025-00032, Reply, 19;
IPR2025-00153, Reply, 19. 

EX2012
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3. IPR2025-00032/00153: Ferro would not be 
combined with Oyobe

IPR2025-00032, PO Resp., 35-36;
IPR2025-00153, PO Resp., 34-35

Oyobe’s device intends for the driver to be outside of the vehicle.

The reason for combining Ferro with Oyobe is entirely premised on establishing yielding 
“predictable results of enabling “an intention to charge” without an operator leaving the vehicle.”

The combination further would have allowed the user to “instruct charging without exiting the 
vehicle and physically interacting with a charging station,”

IPR2025-00032, Pet. 11-12
IPR2025-00153, Pet. 20-21

The only use of Oyobe’s detecting apparatus is as 
“disposed at a location where it can easily be seen 
by the driver when the driver has exited from the 
vehicle.” EX1005, Fig. 14, [0132]-[0133]; emphasis 
added.

Petitioner’s proposed combination is analogous to 
illuminating the low on fuel indicator in a standard 
gasoline powered vehicle only when the driver has 
pulled into a filling station and parked next to a gas 
pump, which is nonsensical.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026

See generally IPR2025-00032, PO Resp., 32-36; PO Sur-Reply, 17-18;
See generally IPR2025-00153, PO Resp., 27-34; PO Sur-Reply, 15-16

IPR2025-00032, Reply, 19
IPR2025-00153, Reply, 19 

IPR2025-00032, PO Resp., 32-33; EX2002, 79
IPR2025-00153, PO Resp., 31-33; EX2005, 73
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3. IPR2025-00032/00153: Ferro would not be 
combined with Oyobe

Oyobe is not “akin to the wireless interrogation vehicle sensor example” in the ’338 Patent as 
alleged at Petition, 11 and Institution Decision, 18-19. See generally IPR2025-00032, PO Resp., 30-31;

See generally IPR2025-00153, PO Resp., 29-31.

’338 Patent disclosure, 16:45-52:

• Position/Orientation/outfitting are not in Oyobe
• Instead – Oyobe teaches a general proximity to a charging 

station.
• The ’338/’987 Patents have more functionality than Oyobe

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026 EX2012
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Deficiencies in Petition

1. The Petition’s claim construction of “an amount of charge” is 
improper.

2. The Petition fails to establish the cited references teach or suggest a 
“slider by which an amount of charged may be specified.”

3. IPR2025-00032/00153: The Petition does not meet the requisite 
burden of proof for why a POSITA would combine Ferro with 
Oyobe

4. IPR2025-00032: The Petition fails to establish the cited references 
teach or suggest “send[ing] an alert to an operator of a vehicle.”

5. The Petition does not establish a motivation to combine

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026
See generally PO Resp., Sur-Reply

EX2012
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4. IPR2025-00032: The Petition fails to establish 
“send[ing] an alert to an operator of a vehicle.”

1. Claim 1[j]: “receive a selection of a mode of operation to maintain the internal temperature … in a parked 
state”;

2. Claim 1[k]:“display via the graphical user interface an indication of a status of the selected mode of operation”;
3. Claim 1[l]:“maintaining the interior temperature … for a pet located within the electric vehicle. … for a 

duration of time”
4. Claim 1[n]:“determine the amount of charge residing in a battery … has reached a predefined threshold”
5. Claim 1[n]:“send an alert to an operator … indicative of the charge residing the battery having reached the 

predefined threshold.

’338 Patent Claim Language (Claim 1):

The “alert” is to someone outside of the vehicle.

See generally IPR2025-00032, PO Resp., 48-53

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026 EX2012
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4. IPR2025-00032: The Petition fails to establish 
“send[ing] an alert to an operator of a vehicle.”

Petition improperly relies on an in-vehicle GUI warning (Donnelly)

IPR2025-00032, Pet., 57-59

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026 EX2012
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4. IPR2025-00032: The Petition fails to establish 
“send[ing] an alert to an operator of a vehicle.”

1. Claim 1[j]:“receive a selection of a mode of operation to maintain the internal temperature … in a parked 
state”;

2. Claim 1[k]:“display via the graphical user interface an indication of a status of the selected mode of operation”;
3. Claim 1[l]:“maintaining the interior temperature … for a pet located within the electric vehicle. … for a 

duration of time”
4. Claim 1[n]:“determine the amount of charge residing in a battery … has reached a predefined threshold”
5. Claim 1[n]:“send an alert to an operator … indicative of the charge residing the battery having reached the 

predefined threshold.

’338 Patent Claim Language (Claim 1):

The “send an alert to an operator” must be different than “display via the graphical user interface”.

See generally IPR2025-00032, PO Response, 52-53

A bedrock claim construction principle is that “[w]here a claim lists elements separately, ‘the clear implication of the 
claim language’ is that those elements are ‘distinct component[s]’ of the patented invention.” Becton, Dickinson
& Co. v. Tyco Healthcare Grp., LP, 616 F.3d 1249, 1255 (Fed. Cir. 2010).

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026 EX2012
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4. IPR2025-00032: The Petition fails to establish 
“send[ing] an alert to an operator of a vehicle.”

The Board’s prior Written Decision in IPR2023-00063 
supports Patent Owner

According to the ’135 patent, the “main” menu item 706 may comprise 
a “pet in car” button 732. Ex. 1001, 15:45–55. The “pet in car” button 
732 may automatically set alerts and/or charge parameters to levels 
conducive to maintaining the comfort and safety of a pet left in a 
parked vehicle. Id. Thus, a user may safely leave a pet in a parked 
vehicle by establishing and/or setting charging parameters designed 
to keep the air conditioning on to maintain a cool vehicle and/or to 
keep the heat on to maintain a warm vehicle (e.g., depending upon 
the relevant season and/or external weather conditions). Id. The ’135 
patent explains that “the operator [may] be notified if the current 
charge level of the vehicle 660 falls below a level that allows the Air 
Conditioning (A/C) to remain on for [a time, such as] fifteen (15) 
minutes” or “the operator [may] be notified if the temperature inside 
the vehicle 660 climbs above [a temperature, such as] seventy (70) 
degrees.” Id. at 13:43– 50. See generally PO Response, 48-50
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Deficiencies in Petition

1. The Petition’s claim construction of “an amount of charge” is 
improper.

2. The Petition fails to establish the cited references teach or suggest a 
“slider by which an amount of charged may be specified.”

3. IPR2025-00032/00153: The Petition does not meet the requisite 
burden of proof for why a POSITA would combine Ferro with 
Oyobe

4. IPR2025-00032: The Petition fails to establish the cited references 
teach or suggest “send[ing] an alert to an operator of a vehicle.”

5. The Petition does not establish a motivation to combine

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCEMarch 31, 2026
See generally PO Resp., Sur-Reply
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• “[A] patent composed of several elements is not proved obvious merely by demonstrating that each of its elements 
was independently known in the prior art.”
– KSR Int’l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S. 398, 418 (2007)

• Care must be taken to avoid hindsight reconstruction by using ‘the patent in suit as a guide through the maze of 
prior art references, combining the right references in the right way so as to achieve the result of the claims in suit.”
– See Grain Processing Corp. v. Am.-Maize Prods. Co., 840 F.2d 902, 907 (Fed. Cir. 1988).

• The Federal Circuit has established that “claims cannot be “treated ... as mere catalogs of separate parts, in 
disregard of the part-to-part relationships set forth in the claims and that give the claims their meaning” 
– Microsoft Corp. v. Biscotti, Inc., 878 F.3d 1052 (Fed. Cir. 2017) 

• “a motivation to combine A with B and A with C is not a motivation to combine A with B and C.”
– Nichia Corp. v. Lighting Sci. Group Corp., IPR2019-01259, Paper 45, 42 (PTAB Jan. 8, 2021).

See IPR2025-00032, PO Resp. 56-58; PO Sur-Reply, 20-21;
See IPR2025-00152, PO Resp. 40-45; PO Sur-Reply, 14-16;
See IPR2025-00153, PO Resp. 56-62; PO Sur-Reply, 17-18

5. Petitioner Does Not Establish a Motivation to Combine 
or a Reasonable Expectation of Success

EX2012
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• Petitioner simply picks the claim elements from six disparate references:

1. Ferro – directed towards a method for generating a dynamic energy transaction plan that already has wireless communication capabilities with a charging station; 
(see PO Response, 7-8, 29-30, 59-60) 

2. Oyobe – directed towards a system reminding a driver that has exited the vehicle that they may need to charge their vehicle if they are in general proximity to a 
charging station, and (see PO Response, 10-13, 32-36, 59-60)

3. Donnelly – directed towards a user interface for a locomotive train that displays a picture of a charge status in bar-graph format; (see PO Response, 13, 59-60)

4. Letendre – add a mileage range selection on top of the Donnelly bar graph having a different scale based on a single image in a magazine; (see PO Response, 13-14, 
38, 59-60)

5. Zeigler – add a mode of operation relating to maintaining the interior temperature of a non-electric vehicle while in a parked state; (see PO Response 59-60)

6. Galvez-Ramos – add another HVAC control system as none of the previous references teach or suggest maintaining temperature in a vehicle suitable for pets. (see 
PO Response, 59-60)

• Petitioner’s list of reasons contradict one another: 

– (1) with respect to modifying Ferro with Oyobe, Petitioner states the motivation is to allow the user to conduct charging without exiting the vehicle. (Pet., 12).

– (2) However, with respect for modifying Ferro with Zeigler, Petitioner (1) ignores Oyobe and other modifications and then (2) states that the motivation would be to 
display a confirmation of the selected mode so that the user can leave the vehicle with “peace of mind.”

– (3) Ferro/Oyobe/Letendre are electric vehicles; Donnelly is a locomotive train; Zeigler is a non-electric vehicle.

See IPR2025-00032, PO Resp. 59-65

4. IPR2025-00032: Petitioner Does Not Establish a Motivation to Combine 
or a Reasonable Expectation of Success

EX2012
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Ex. 1004 (Ferro), Fig. 1

See PO Resp. 58-66
Ex. 1005 (Oyobe), Fig. 10

4. IPR2025-00032: Petitioner Does Not Establish a Motivation to Combine 
or a Reasonable Expectation of Success

Alleged Motivation = intention to charge 
while inside the vehicle (Pet., 11-12)

Ex. 1006 (Donnelly), Fig. 28

Ex. 1007 (Letendre), Fig. 1

No discussion of other references in 
motivation (PO Resp., 66)

Ex. 1008 (Galvez-Ramos)

Alleged Motivation = user
can leave the vehicle (Pet., 50; EX2002, 124)

Ex. 1009 (Zeigler), Fig. 6 (non-electric)

EX2012
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Ex. 1004 (Ferro), Fig. 1

See IPR2025-00032, PO Resp. 65;
See IPR2025-00153, PO Resp. 58-64

Ex. 1005 (Oyobe), Fig. 10

4. IPR2025-00032/00153: Petitioner Does Not Establish a Motivation to 
Combine or a Reasonable Expectation of Success 

Alleged Motivation = intention to charge while 
inside the vehicle (IPR2025-00032, Pet. 11-12; 

IPR2025-00153, Pet., 20-21)

Ex. 1006 (Donnelly), Fig. 28

Ex. 1007 (Letendre), Fig. 1

No discussion of other references in 
motivation (IPR2025-00032, PO Resp., 66; 

IPR2025-00153, PO Resp. 61-62 )

Ex. 1010 (Knockeart)

Alleged Motivation = user
can leave the vehicle (IPR2025-00032, Pet. 

72-73; IPR2025-00153, Pet., 79-80)

EX2012
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Ex. 1004 (Ferro), Fig. 1

See IPR2025-00032, PO Resp. 58-66

4. IPR2025-00032: Petitioner Does Not Establish a Motivation to Combine 
or a Reasonable Expectation of Success

Ex. 1005 (Oyobe), Fig. 10

Electric Vehicles

Ex. 1006 (Donnelly), Fig. 28

Train

Ex. 1008 (Galvez-Ramos)

Non-Electric Vehicle

Ex. 1009 (Zeigler), Fig. 6 (non-electric)
Ex. 1007 (Letendre), Fig. 1
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Ex. 1004 (Ferro), Fig. 1

See IPR2025-00032, PO Resp., 55-56, PO Sur-Reply, 21-23;
See IPR2025-00153, PO Resp., 54-55, PO Sur-Reply, 19-20;

4. IPR2025-00032: Petitioner Does Not Establish a Motivation to Combine 
or a Reasonable Expectation of Success

Ex. 1005 (Oyobe), Fig. 10

Electric Vehicles Personal Device and Vehicle 
Computer / Navigation System)

Ex. 1010 (Knockeart)

Ex. 1007 (Letendre), Fig. 1

Ex. 1006 (Donnelly), Fig. 28

Train
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See IPR2025-00032, PO Resp., 64

Ex. 2003 (Andrews Depo. Tr.), 77:24-78:4

Scott Andrews

4. IPR2025-00032/00153: Petitioner Does Not Establish a Motivation to 
Combine or a Reasonable Expectation of Success

“a motivation to combine A with B and A with C 
is not a motivation to combine A with B and C.”

Nichia Corp. v. Lighting Sci. Group Corp., 
IPR2019-01259, Paper 45, 42 (PTAB Jan. 8, 

2021).
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Tesla, Inc.
Petitioner, 

v. 
Charge Fusion Technologies, LLC

Patent Owner, 

Consolidated Hearing
IPR2025-00032, IPR2025-00152, IPR2025-00153

U.S. Patent Nos. 11,563,338, 11,990,788 and 11,631,987 
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