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Pursuant to the Setting Oral Argument of April 29, 2026 (Paper 29), Patent
Owner objects to the propriety of Petitioner’s demonstrative submissions of May
21,2026 (Ex 1088). As outlined in more detail below, demonstrative slides 6, 9,
10, 11, 13, 14, 23, and 24 are improper because having failed to explain its
inconsistent claim construction positions between this proceeding and the District
Court, Petitioner is using its demonstrative exhibits and the Oral Argument to
present new arguments on these issues. The objections below identify with
particularity which portions of the demonstratives are subject to objection,
including a copy of the objected-to demonstrative slide indicating with a red box
the objected-to portion where applicable and provide for each demonstrative slide
objected to a statement of the reason for each objection.

1. Demonstrative Slide No. 6

District Court Claim Constructions

Term Samsara’s Construction Motive’s Construction

plain and ordinary meaning — model that predicts values using non-

predictive model a model that makes predictions geometric calculation

value(s) associated with one or more

camera parameter property of the camera tself operating characteristics of a camera

Step [b] must be performed after step [a]
Step [c] must be performed after step [b]
Step [d] must be performed after step [b]
Step [e] must be performed after step [d]
Step [f] must be performed after step [e]
Step [g] must be performed after steps [c] and [f]

order of steps plain and ordinary meaning

EX1086,9, 12, 15; EX1087, 2, 10, 14,

Demonstrative slide no. 6 is improper in its entirety because it cites to and

includes information from Exhibits 1086 and 1087 regarding Petitioner’s



inconsistent claim constructions positions in District Court proceedings, including
“District Court Claim Constructions,” which have not been previously discussed in
any paper of record in this proceeding and are therefore “new evidence” as set
forth in the Oral Argument Order.

2. Demonstrative Slide No. 9

“predictive model”

Samsara’s Construction Motive’s Construction

Plain and Ordinary Meaning — a model that predicts values
a model that makes predictions using non-geometric calculation

Pet, 8; EX1087, 10. EX1086, 12.

» The ’580 Patent does not define “predictive model.”
» The ’580 Patent does not disavow geometric calculations from the scope of the claims.

> The prosecution history does not support Motive’s disavowal argument.

Pet. Reply, 35; Paper 26, Pesoner’s Demonstratie Exib - Not Evdence

Demonstrative slide no. 9 is improper to the extent it cites to and includes
information from Exhibits 1086 and 1087 regarding Petitioner’s inconsistent claim
constructions positions in District Court proceedings which have not been

previously discussed in any paper of record in this proceeding.



3. Demonstrative Slide No. 10

The ’580 Patent does not disavow geometric calculations.

o “To constitute disclaimer, there must be a clear and unmistakable disclaimer.” ‘

Thomerv. Sony Computer Entertainment Am. LLC, 669 F.3d 1362, 1366-67 (Fed. Cir. 2012)

» Statements in the ’580 patent do not clearly and

y ic

In an embodiment, the neural network is trained to predict
lane and horizon key points 308. During testing, image
frames are fitted with Tane lines and horizon lanes based on
estimated key points. As described, in some embodiments,
human annotators can be used to perform this fitting. as
described in the description of FIG. 2. In other embodi-
ments, a geometric process can be performed to identify lane
and horizon lines. As discussed in previous figures, once the
horizon line is determined. downstream pra can use
the horizon line to determine the height and its
viewing angle (i.e.. road plane normal) with respect to the
around. Further, from these, downsiream processes can
determine the road-plane normal vector.

requests and process the request body (i.c., the video). In an
embodiment, the camera initialization service 232 detects
lane and horizon lines in the video using a predictive model,
such as a deep learning or other Al model. In an embodi-
ment, process 206 can comprise inputting the video into a
predictive model, such as a CNN or other type of deep
Iearning model to identify lanc and horizon markers in a
given video file automatically. Details of this type of pre-
dictive model are provided in the description of FIG. 6 and
are not repeated herein. Additionally, examples of such
models are provided in FIGS. 3A and 3B. In general. the
model can outputa set of lane and horizon lines identified by
key points or markers.

EX1001, 86-19.

EX1001, 522.37.

Pet 3; POR, 3; Sur-Reply, 2 Pattonsrs Demonstrssie Exibt - Nt Evdence

Demonstrative slide no. 10 is improper to the extent it include citations to
claim construction related case law never before cited or discussed by Petitioner in
any paper of record and therefore constitute new or additional briefing raised in the
demonstratives for the first time. Further, demonstrative slide no. 10 includes a
citation to Exhibit 1001, 5:22-37, to support arguments about disclaimer of claim
scope never presented before in any paper of record.

4. Demonstrative Slide No. 11

The °580 Patent does not disavow geometric calculations.

» Relaxing requirements of having three lane lines # di:

g ic

For example, the use of the neural network can relax
constraints that the vehicle needs to be driving on a highway
having three or more lane lines. Indeed. just two lane-lines
with a known lane-width would be sufficient for camera
initialization. That is, since the model is capable of predict-
ing the horizon line directly. previous requirements of hav-
ing three lane lines in frame (e.g., to geometrically calculate
a horizon line) can be relaxed.

EX1001, 8:39-46,

» The ’580 Patent’s title of the invention uses geometry.

(54) CAMERA INITIALIZATION FOR LANE
DETECTION AND DISTANCE ESTIMATION
USING SINGLE-VIEW GEOMETRY

“We have used the title of a patent to aid in
claim construction.”

Ruckus Wireless, Inc. v. Innovative Wireless Solutions, LLC,
824
—

F 3d 999, 1003 n.2 (Fed. Cir. 2016)

EX1001, (54).

Pet. Reply, 34




Demonstrative slide no. 11 is improper to the extent it includes citations to
claim construction related case law never before cited or discussed by Petitioner in
any paper of record and therefore constitute new or additional briefing raised in the
demonstratives for the first time.

5. Demonstrative Slide No. 13

The prosecution history does not support Motive’s construction.

Whereas the Examiner

REASONS FOR ALLOWANCE maintained the rejection for
Step 1B, the Examiner did not

Prior art was found for the elaims as follows:

maintain the rejection for:

Re. Claim 1, Kwantl et al., [US Pub. No.: 2019/0034740 Al discloses: » Steps 1C and 1G
> Step 1D
ve model fthe output of a lane > Step 1E

No Disclaimer
“[It is not clear from the

dicating a probability that the

e of the detected lane features|

was based on this
understanding, or that
the patentee disclaimed
this claim scope.”

Convolve Inc.v. Compag Computer Gorp.
312 FL5d 1313, 1352 (Ped G 2076)

xtent of the horizontal line |Abstract]

EX1002, 0169-70; Pet. Reply, 45

Petonsrs Demonstrative Exhbt — Not Evidence 1

Demonstrative slide no. 13 is improper to the extent it includes citations to
claim construction related case law never before cited or discussed by Petitioner in
any paper of record and therefore constitute new or additional briefing raised in the

demonstratives for the first time.



6. Demonstrative Slide No. 14

The Petition argued only that step [1C] does not need to occur before step [1F].

Petition

Sur-Reply 4 [LC] “computing at least one camera parameter based on
i

Similarly, with respect {0 the order of the steps 1, while n the

Petition Samsara argucd that “ncither the claims themselves. n

tequire a specific order for this element [1CT" (Pet.. p.28).in district court Samsara

argues that “{1Jhe steps of the claim must be performed in the following order

Step [c] must be performed after sep [b].” EX_2007. p.4-5. These positions are d for calibraing a pitch an

diamerrically opposed. adiffe the iniial horizon line ipdated horizon line.™

EX1005. §[0015]. Choe also computes other parameters based on the lane hines.

pitch angle. a

0014] (“A user can calibrate any of the sensors sucl

downstream.  Reply. pp.18-19. Further,in the Petition Samsara argued that the aw angle. and/or  roll angle. . ). [0049], [0052]-[0053]. [0057], [0059], FIG. 7.
claitued steps did not nced to be performed in any erder. Pet., p.28. Thus. this too PO may allege that Choe computes these camera parameters affer the
is contrary to Samsara’s positions on Reply. manual calib ven if true. Choe st satisfics [1€] because the computation

is nonetheless “based on the one or more lane lines.” EX1003, $95. And neither the

claims themselves, nor the specification sequire a specific order for this clement

SurReply, 5, 22

Pet, 28,

Pettonsrs Demonststive St Not Evidance

Demonstrative slide no. 14 is improper in its entirety because it includes
arguments regarding Petitioner’s inconsistent positions with respect to the order of
the steps of claim 1 which have never been made before in any paper of record.

7. Demonstrative Slide No. 23

Choe discloses Step 1C:
“computing at least one camera parameter based on the one or more lines;”

Choe Dr. Darrell

anup or down

In response 10 a firstinput sign s he lines, Choe th
12 the lines, Choe then predicts

parameters, such as the pitch angle of the camera. Choe, [0015]. For example, “[a]

jich

ed y
incremental adjustment for adjusting the po
! line. Af factor or

f the camera
on fine and the

visualizer to manually calibrate amera parameters, including the camera’s

10017]  According to one embodiment, in response to a
nal received from the input devi lefi

“yaw angle, and/or a roll angle.” Choe, [0014]

w key), the position of at least one of the lane
ified based on the second input signal. The X103, 0043, Pet, 10, Pet Reply, 1112
positions of the lane lines are updated on the second image . g o
displayed on the secor area. A by Mr. Andrews
fector for calibrating a yaw angle of the camera is deter-
mined based on the modification of the positions of the lane
Tines. Similarly, in response to a third signal received from
the input device (¢.2.,shift-left or shift-right arrow key), the
lane lines are modified and a third calibration factor for
calibrating a roll angle of the ca a is d d.

ee that pitch, yaw, and ro!

EX1061, 1013, Pet Reply 11-12
— e

EX1005, [0015), [0017]; Pet., 28; Pet
Pettonsrs Demonsiraive Bt —Not Evidence Pet, 28-29; EX1086, 15-17; EX1087, 14-18; Paper 26, [§23

Demonstrative slides 23 is improper to the extent it includes cites to Exhibits

1086 and 1087 and includes arguments about the construction of the order of the



steps that are neither in the Petition nor previously addressed by Petitioner in any

paper of record.

8. Demonstrative Slide No. 24

Choe discloses Step 1C:

“computing at least one camera parameter based on the one or more lines;”

Samsara’s Construction Motive’s Construction

value(s) associated with one or more operating

proesiycuinelcamaralitael characteristics of a camera

EX1087,2 EX1086,9.

Dr. Darrell
6. Mo

Prosecution History

EX1002, 0146; Pet. Reply, 4

EX1085, [0060H0061]; Pet. Reply, 11

Paper 26. Pesionars Demonstrative St - Not Evdence

Demonstrative slides 24 is improper to the extent it includes cites to Exhibits
1086 and 1087 and includes arguments about the construction of the term “camera
parameters” that are neither in the Petition nor previously addressed by Petitioner
in any paper of record.

The parties have met and conferred regarding these objections but were
unable to reach agreement. Patent Owner respectfully requests ruling on these

objections.



Respectfully submitted,

Date: May 21, 2026 By:/Hector Ribera/

Hector J. Ribera (Reg. No. 54,397)
Marton Ribera Schumann & Chang LLP
548 Market St., Suite 36117,

San Francisco, CA 94104

Email: hector@martonribera.com

Tel: (415) 360-2511

Attorneys for Patent Owner
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of this PATENT OWNER’S OJECTIONS TO PETITIONER’S
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Tel: (415) 360-2511
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