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The ’805 Patent

Ex.1001, FIG. 2; ’805 Petition, 6.
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’805 Patent IPR Grounds

’805 Petition, 8.
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The disputed claim limitations

’805 Patent, claim 1
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Issue 1: 

“mathematical tree structure”

(’805 patent, claim element [1.4.0])
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Issue 1 Summary: 

 Mathematical Tree Structure: 
o IV alleges that a “mathematical tree structure” is a single, 

connected hierarchical structure, not a forest of disconnected 
trees

o In fact,

 the single tree, non-forest requirement IV attempts to limit 
the claims to is not described or claimed by the ’805 
patent; and 

 the prior art meets IV’s improper construction
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Claim construction of “mathematical tree structure”

’805 POR 18, 25; ’805 Reply, 12.
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Claim construction of “mathematical tree structure”

Ex. 1001, 8:2-6; ’805 Petition, 6, 38-43; ’805 Reply, 12.

’805 Patent, claim 1
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Claim construction of “mathematical tree structure”

Ex. 1001, 4:42-51; ’805 POR, 15-16.

’805 Patent
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Claim construction of “mathematical tree structure”

Ex. 2006, 35; ’805 Reply, 11-12.

Sedgewick, Algorithms in C, Chapter 4

Ex. 2006, 43; ’805 Reply, 11-12.
Ex. 2006, 44; ’805 Reply, 11-12.
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Claim construction of “mathematical tree structure”

’805 ID, 9.

Institution Decision
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Huttenlocher teaches a “mathematical tree structure”

Ex.1006, 373; ’805 Petition, 12-13, 15, 40-42; ’805 Reply, 22-24.

Huttenlocher

Ex.1006, Figs. 3-4; ’805 Petition, 13, 40-41; ’805 Reply, 22-25.
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Issue 2: 

“potential destination”

(’805 patent, claim element [1.2])
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Issue 2 Summary: 

 Potential Destination: 
o IV alleges that a “potential destination” is a fixed, physically 

meaningful endpoint discoverable from geometric cues in the 
image, not a moving vehicle

o In fact,

 IV’s unduly narrow interpretation contradicts IV’s 
infringement contentions and is not supported by the 
claims, the specification, or the prosecution history; and

 the prior art meets IV’s improper construction
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Claim construction of “potential destination”

’805 Reply, 14.
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Claim construction of “potential destination”

PO’s Infringement Contentions for [1.2]

Ex. 1016, 10; ’805 Reply, 15.
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Claim construction of “potential destination”

Ex. 1001, 1:50-54; ’805 Reply, 15.

’805 Patent

Ex. 1001, 7:37; ’805 Reply, 25.

Ex. 1001, 7:25-31; ’805 Petition, 31; ’805 Reply, 25.
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Claim construction of “potential destination”

Ex. 1001, 8:2-6; ’805 Reply, 12.

’805 Patent, claim 1
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Claim construction of “potential destination”

’805 ID, 8.

Institution Decision



20DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 20

The prior art teaches identifying a “potential destination”

’805 Petition, 31.

Petition
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The prior art teaches identifying a “potential destination”

’805 Petition, 31, see also 29-32.

Broggi
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The prior art teaches identifying a “potential destination”

’805 Reply, 25.

Petitioner Reply 
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The prior art teaches identifying a “potential destination” under 
IV’s improper construction

Ex.1073, 50:3-51:7; ’805 Reply, 26-27.

Petitioner Reply
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Issue 3: 

“performing an additional acceptance analysis”

(’805 patent, claim element [1.4.3])
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Issue 3 Summary: 

 Performing an Additional Acceptance Analysis: 
o IV’s prior art arguments are entirely dependent upon its 

narrow claim construction

o IV’s claim construction is wrong because it:

 imports multiple limitations that are not recited or required 
by the claims; and

 contradicts the explicit claim language, the specification, 
and the prosecution history; and

o The prior art meets IV’s improper construction
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Claim construction of 
“performing an additional acceptance analysis”

’805 Reply, 2.
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Claim construction of 
“performing an additional acceptance analysis”

Ex. 1001, 3:39-43; ’153 Reply, 5.

’805 Patent, claim 1
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Claim construction of 
“performing an additional acceptance analysis”

’805 Patent

Ex. 1001, 2:43-44; ’805 POR, 10.

Ex. 1001, 5:19-22; ’805 Reply, 6.
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Claim construction of 
“performing an additional acceptance analysis”

Ex. 1001, 2:13, 37-47; ’805 POR, 10.

’805 Patent

’805 POR

’805 POR, 10.
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Claim construction of 
“performing an additional acceptance analysis”

’805 POR, 13.

’805 POR

’805 POR
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Claim construction of 
“performing an additional acceptance analysis”

Ex.1002, 31; ’805 Reply, 8.
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The prior art teaches 
“performing an additional acceptance analysis”

’805 Petition
’805 Patent, claim 1

[1.4.0]

[1.4.1]

[1.4.2]

[1.4.3]

Utilize Huttenlocher’s coarse-scale analysis to 
identify the presence of potential bottom 
corners of a preceding vehicle (per Broggi)

Score the potential bottom corners (identified 
in [1.4.1]) using Huttenlocher’s fine-scale 
matching step to identify bottom corners of a 
plausible preceding vehicle (per Broggi)

Detect the top part (per Broggi alone or Broggi 
+ Huttenlocher) associated with the bottom 
corners of the plausible preceding vehicle 
(identified in [1.4.2]) based on perspective and 
size constraints and vehicle aspect ratio and 
perform distance refinement (per Broggi)

Perform edge detection and segmentation 
(per Broggi and Huttenlocher) and store the 
interrelationships of edge segments in a 
hierarchical tree (per Huttenlocher)

’805 Petition, 38-43.

’805 Petition, 43-46.

’805 Petition, 46-48.

’805 Petition, 48-54.
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The prior art teaches “performing an additional acceptance 
analysis” under IV’s improper construction

’805 Petition

’805 Petition, 49.

Ex.1005, 171, Fig. 15; ’805 Petition, 49-50.
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The prior art teaches “performing an additional acceptance 
analysis” under IV’s improper construction

’805 Petition

’805 Petition, 48, n.6.

’805 Petition, 49.

Ex.1005, 170, Fig. 15; ’805 Petition, 49-50.
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The prior art teaches “performing an additional acceptance 
analysis” under IV’s improper construction

’805 Petition

’805 Petition, 49.

Ex.1005, 170, Fig. 15; ’805 Petition, 49-50.



36DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 36

The prior art teaches “performing an additional acceptance 
analysis” under IV’s improper construction

’805 Petition

’805 Petition, 49-50.

’805 Petition, 54.
Ex.1005, 171-172; ’805 Petition, 49-50.
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Issue 4: 

Application of Revvo and Tesla
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Issue 4 Summary: 

 Revvo and Tesla: 
o IV alleges the Board should vacate the institution decision

o In fact,

o Recent Director and PTAB decisions confirm the Board 
lacks the authority to grant IV’s request;

o The present case satisfies at least two of the exceptions 
to Revvo/Tesla; and

o IV waived this argument 
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Recent Director and PTAB Decisions

Savant Technologies LLC v. Feit Electric Company, Inc.
IPR2024-01357

 

IPR2024-01357, Paper 69 (PTAB April 9, 2026), 8.
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Notwithstanding the alleged indefiniteness, a POSITA 
understands the prior art satisfies the claim limitations

’805 Reply to Supplemental POR, 5-6.



41DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 41

The District Court Rejected Tesla’s Indefiniteness Arguments

’805 Reply to Supplemental POR, 6.
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IV waived any argument based on allegedly inconsistent claim 
construction positions 

 IV was aware of the issue prior to filing all its papers in this IPR;

 This IPR and Tesla (IPR2025-00340) are involved in the same 
district court proceeding with common claim construction briefing;

 IV repeatedly raised the argument it is now attempting to raise 
in IPR2025-00340

 IV’s strategic choice not to raise the issue in this IPR is waiver
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Appendix
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Broggi’s “Reactive Platooning” Operates in the Same Manner as 
the Claimed Invention

Ex.1001, 7:1-12, ’805 Reply, 26.

’805 POR, 13.

’805 POR

’805 POR

Ex.1001, 6:63-67, ’805 Reply, 26.
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Huttenlocher’s Tree is Traversed

’805 Petition, 57.

’805 Petition

Ex.1006, Figs. 3-4; 
’805 Petition, 13, 40-41; ’805 Reply, 22-25.
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