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admission or concession that it does not apply.  To the contrary, the discussion below simply 

provides more explanation of these specific rationales. 

C. Prior Art Invalidity of U.S. Patent No. 10,001,780 

Each Asserted Claim of the ’780 Patent is invalid at least in view of the prior art invalidity 

grounds outlined in this section. 

Further, Avidbots has filed Petitions for Inter Partes Review (“IPR”) with the United States 

Patent and Trademark Office (“PTO”), seeking to invalidate all claims in each of the five Brain 

patents that are at issue in this lawsuit.   ECF 104; Case No. IPR2025-01600 (Petition for IPR of 

the ’780 Patent); IPR2025-01601 (Petition for IPR of the ’539 Patent); Case No. IPR2025-01602 

(Petition for IPR of the ’325 Patent); Case No. IPR2025-01603 (Petition for IPR of the ’576 

Patent); IPR2025-01604 (Petition for IPR of the ’436 Patent).  To the extent that the grounds set 

forth in this are the same or similar to those laid out in Avidbots’s Petitions for IPR of Brain’s 

Asserted Patents, those Petitions and all supporting documents attached thereto, including 

motivations to combine, are incorporated by reference in this section as if fully set forth herein. 

In light of Brain’s deficient infringement contentions, Avidbots reserves the right to amend 

these contentions as Brain’s positions in this case (and/or the known facts of the case) develop.  

Avidbots further reserves the right to amend these contentions in response to a ruling from the 

Court, including any Claim Construction.  Such amendment may include, without limitation, 

inclusion or substitution of different references, whether now known or unknown, and 

identification of further disclosures within the references described below and in the exhibits to 

these Final Contentions wherein each element of the Asserted Claims of the ’780 Patent are found. 

1. Asserted Prior Art and Grounds 

Avidbots identifies in the table below prior art now known to Avidbots that anticipates 

and/or renders obvious the Asserted Claims of the ʼ780 Patent.  Each of the following patents, 
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Moreover, Brain’s vague allegations on long-felt need, commercial success, industry 

recognition, and copying are untethered to the Asserted Claims.  Brain establishes no nexus 

between the claims and any of the alleged secondary indicia of non-obviousness.  Thus, Avidbots 

disagree that these are evidence of secondary considerations of nonobviousness tied to the 

Challenged Claims. To the extent Brain alleges that any secondary considerations of non-

obviousness are tied to the Challenged Claims, Avidbots reserves the right to address such 

allegations. In any event, where, as here, there is a strong showing of obviousness, the Federal 

Circuit has held that even relevant secondary considerations supported by substantial evidence do 

not dislodge the primary conclusion of obviousness. Ohio Willow Wood Co. v. Alps S., LLC, 735 

F.3d 1333, 1344 (Fed. Cir. 2013). 

3. Prior Art Date 

U.S. Application No. 15/341,612 (hereinafter, “the ʼ612 application”), which led to the 

ʼ780 Patent, was filed on November 2, 2016.  To the extent that Plaintiff asserts that the ʼ780 

Patent is entitled to an earlier priority date based on any provisional application, or that certain 

references are not prior art due to a disclosure under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b)(1)(B), Plaintiff has the 

burden of proof and has not demonstrated an earlier priority date.  See § I.A, supra. 

D. Prior Art Invalidity of U.S. Patent No. 10,379,539 

Each Asserted Claim of the ’539 Patent is invalid at least in view of the prior art invalidity 

grounds outlined in this section. 

Further, Avidbots has filed Petitions for Inter Partes Review (“IPR”) with the United States 

Patent and Trademark Office (“PTO”), seeking to invalidate all claims in each of the five Brain 

patents that are at issue in this lawsuit.   ECF 104; Case No. IPR2025-01600 (Petition for IPR of 

the ’780 Patent); IPR2025-01601 (Petition for IPR of the ’539 Patent); Case No. IPR2025-01602 

(Petition for IPR of the ’325 Patent); Case No. IPR2025-01603 (Petition for IPR of the ’576 
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Challenged Claims. To the extent Brain alleges that any secondary considerations of non-

obviousness are tied to the Challenged Claims, Avidbots reserves the right to address such 

allegations. In any event, where, as here, there is a strong showing of obviousness, the Federal 

Circuit has held that even relevant secondary considerations supported by substantial evidence do 

not dislodge the primary conclusion of obviousness. Ohio Willow Wood Co. v. Alps S., LLC, 735 

F.3d 1333, 1344 (Fed. Cir. 2013). 

3. Prior Art Date 

U.S. Application No. 16/011,499 (hereinafter, “the ʼ499 application”), which led to the 

ʼ539 Patent, was filed on June 18, 2018.  The ʼ499 application purports to be a continuation of and 

claim priority to the ʼ612 application, which was filed on November 2, 2016.  Plaintiff asserts that 

the ʼ539 Patent is entitled to a priority date based on the ’612 application, but Plaintiff has the 

burden of proof.  To the extent that Plaintiff asserts that the ʼ539 Patent is entitled to an earlier 

priority date based on any provisional application, or that certain references are not prior art due 

to a disclosure under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b)(1)(B), Plaintiff has the burden of proof and has not 

demonstrated an earlier priority date.  See § I.A, supra. 

E. Prior Art Invalidity of U.S. Patent No. 10,379,325 

Each Asserted Claim of the ’325 Patent is invalid at least in view of the prior art invalidity 

grounds outlined in this section. 

Further, Avidbots has filed Petitions for Inter Partes Review (“IPR”) with the United States 

Patent and Trademark Office (“PTO”), seeking to invalidate all claims in each of the five Brain 

patents that are at issue in this lawsuit.   ECF 104; Case No. IPR2025-01600 (Petition for IPR of 

the ’780 Patent); IPR2025-01601 (Petition for IPR of the ’539 Patent); Case No. IPR2025-01602 

(Petition for IPR of the ’325 Patent); Case No. IPR2025-01603 (Petition for IPR of the ’576 

Patent); IPR2025-01604 (Petition for IPR of the ’436 Patent).  To the extent that the grounds set 
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Moreover, Brain’s vague allegations on long-felt need, commercial success, industry 

recognition, and copying are untethered to the Asserted Claims.  Brain establishes no nexus 

between the claims and any of the alleged secondary indicia of non-obviousness.  Thus, Avidbots 

disagree that these are evidence of secondary considerations of nonobviousness tied to the 

Challenged Claims. To the extent Brain alleges that any secondary considerations of non-

obviousness are tied to the Challenged Claims, Avidbots reserves the right to address such 

allegations. In any event, where, as here, there is a strong showing of obviousness, the Federal 

Circuit has held that even relevant secondary considerations supported by substantial evidence do 

not dislodge the primary conclusion of obviousness. Ohio Willow Wood Co. v. Alps S., LLC, 735 

F.3d 1333, 1344 (Fed. Cir. 2013). 

4. Prior Art Date 

U.S. Application No. 15/340,807 (hereinafter, “the ʼ807 application”), which led to the 

ʼ325 Patent, was filed on November 1, 2016.  To the extent that Plaintiff asserts that the ʼ325 

Patent is entitled to an earlier priority date based on any provisional application, or that certain 

references are not prior art due to a disclosure under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b)(1)(B), Plaintiff has the 

burden of proof and has not demonstrated an earlier priority date.  See § I.A, supra. 

F. Prior Art Invalidity of U.S. Patent No. 10,823,576 

Each Asserted Claim of the ’576 Patent is invalid at least in view of the prior art invalidity 

grounds outlined in this section. 

Further, Avidbots has filed Petitions for Inter Partes Review (“IPR”) with the United States 

Patent and Trademark Office (“PTO”), seeking to invalidate all claims in each of the five Brain 

patents that are at issue in this lawsuit.   ECF 104; Case No. IPR2025-01600 (Petition for IPR of 

the ’780 Patent); IPR2025-01601 (Petition for IPR of the ’539 Patent); Case No. IPR2025-01602 

(Petition for IPR of the ’325 Patent); Case No. IPR2025-01603 (Petition for IPR of the ’576 
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Patent); IPR2025-01604 (Petition for IPR of the ’436 Patent).  To the extent that the grounds set 

forth in this are the same or similar to those laid out in Avidbots’s Petitions for IPR of Brain’s 

Asserted Patents, those Petitions and all supporting documents attached thereto, including 

motivations to combine, are incorporated by reference in this section as if fully set forth herein. 

In light of Brain’s deficient infringement contentions, Avidbots reserves the right to amend 

these contentions as Brain’s positions in this case (and/or the known facts of the case) develop.  

Avidbots further reserves the right to amend these contentions in response to a ruling from the 

Court, including any Claim Construction.  Such amendment may include, without limitation, 

inclusion or substitution of different references, whether now known or unknown, and 

identification of further disclosures within the references described below and in the exhibits to 

these Final Contentions wherein each element of the Asserted Claims of the ’576 Patent are found. 

1. Asserted Prior Art and Grounds 

Avidbots identifies in the table below prior art now known to Avidbots that anticipates 

and/or renders obvious the Asserted Claims of the ʼ576 Patent.  Each of the following patents, 

publications, systems, and products is prior art under at least 35 U.S.C. §§ 102(a)(1) or (2), as 

applicable.  Avidbots’s reliance on each prior art reference below includes the reference itself, 

anything incorporated by the reference, and any testimony by those with knowledge of the 

reference, such as named authors and inventors. 

The exhibits listed in the table below are charts setting forth where in the prior art 

references each element of the Asserted Claims of the ’325 Patent are found.  
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Challenged Claims. To the extent Brain alleges that any secondary considerations of non-

obviousness are tied to the Challenged Claims, Avidbots reserves the right to address such 

allegations. In any event, where, as here, there is a strong showing of obviousness, the Federal 

Circuit has held that even relevant secondary considerations supported by substantial evidence do 

not dislodge the primary conclusion of obviousness. Ohio Willow Wood Co. v. Alps S., LLC, 735 

F.3d 1333, 1344 (Fed. Cir. 2013). 

4. Prior Art Date 

U.S. Application No. 16/356,160 (hereinafter, “the ʼ160 application”), which led to the 

ʼ576 Patent, was filed on March 18, 2019.  The ʼ160 application is a continuation of and purports 

to claim priority to the ’807 application, which was filed on November 1, 2016.  To the extent that 

Plaintiff asserts that the ʼ576 Patent is entitled to an earlier priority date based on any provisional 

application, or that certain references are not prior art due to a disclosure under 35 U.S.C. § 

102(b)(1)(B), Plaintiff has the burden of proof and has not demonstrated an earlier priority date.  

See § I.A, supra. 

G. Prior Art Invalidity of U.S. Patent No. 10,728,436 

Each Asserted Claim of the ’436 Patent is invalid at least in view of the prior art invalidity 

grounds outlined in this section. 

Further, Avidbots has filed Petitions for Inter Partes Review (“IPR”) with the United States 

Patent and Trademark Office (“PTO”), seeking to invalidate all claims in each of the five Brain 

patents that are at issue in this lawsuit.   ECF 104; Case No. IPR2025-01600 (Petition for IPR of 

the ’780 Patent); IPR2025-01601 (Petition for IPR of the ’539 Patent); Case No. IPR2025-01602 

(Petition for IPR of the ’325 Patent); Case No. IPR2025-01603 (Petition for IPR of the ’576 

Patent); IPR2025-01604 (Petition for IPR of the ’436 Patent).  To the extent that the grounds set 

forth in this are the same or similar to those laid out in Avidbots’s Petitions for IPR of Brain’s 

 
-27-

Brain Corporation EX2021 
IPR2025-01604



 
-28-

Brain Corporation EX2021 
IPR2025-01604



 
-29-

Brain Corporation EX2021 
IPR2025-01604



 

Defendant Avidbots’s Final Invalidity Contentions 
Brain Corp. v. Avidbots Corp., No. 1:24-cv-12569 (N.D. Ill.)   

 96  

asserts that the claims are broad enough to cover the Avidbots accused functionalities. See 

LizardTech Inc. v. Earth Resource Mapping, 424 F.3d 1336, 1345 (Fed. Cir. 2005).  As an 

example, the ’436 Patent nowhere enables a POSITA to choose a threshold value that 

would properly detect objects in comparison to the claimed contrast parameter.  The ’436 

Patent only explains that a threshold may be configured to account for certain variables, 

but never explains how it is to be chosen in the first instance, nor provides disclosure on 

how it could be adjusted.  See, e.g., ’436 Patent, 14:66–15:10. 

B. Invalidity for Indefiniteness Under 35 U.S.C. § 112  

Avidbots alleges that each of the Asserted Claims are invalid under 35 U.S.C. § 112 as 

indefinite.  Avidbots reserves all rights to amend their Final Invalidity Contentions under 35 U.S.C. 

§ 112, including after the Asserted Claims are ultimately construed by the Court, in response to 

any interpretation of the Asserted Claims embodied in Plaintiff’s infringement positions, and/or to 

account for any changes in the law concerning invalidity under 35 U.S.C. § 112.  Avidbots also 

reserves the right to provide additional explanation and/or argument for their contentions under 

Section 112, including, for example, based on expert testimony.  Avidbots’s contentions that the 

Asserted Claims are invalid under Section 112 are not admissions regarding the construction or 

scope of the claims of the Asserted Patents, or that any of the claims of the Asserted Patents are 

not anticipated or rendered obvious by any prior art.  All of the below statements are by way of 

example only.  Any item disclosed below with respect to any patent or claim may, as appropriate, 

be asserted as a defense against any other patent or claim that has a similar claim limitation and 

patent disclosure. 

1. Legal Standard for Indefiniteness 

Claims are indefinite under 35 U.S.C. § 112(b) when they “fail to inform, with reasonable 

certainty, those skilled in the art about the scope of the invention.”  Nautilus, Inc. v. Biosig 
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Instruments, Inc., 572 U.S. 898, 901 (2014).  For example, to the extent an asserted apparatus 

claim includes both apparatus and method limitations, that claim is invalid for indefiniteness under 

Section 112(b) because it fails to identify or notify the public of what constitutes direct 

infringement.  See IPXL Holdings, L.L.C. v. Amazon.com, Inc., 430 F.3d 1377 (Fed. Cir. 2005).  

Similarly, a claim that uses means-plus function claiming is indefinite “[i]f the patentee fails to 

disclose adequate corresponding structure.”  Williamson v. Citrix Online, LLC, 792 F. 3d 1339, 

1352 (Fed. Cir. 2015).  A claim can also be found indefinite if it uses terms of degree.  See Interval 

Licensing LLC v. AOL, Inc., 766 F.3d 1364, 1371 (Fed. Cir. 2014).  As the Federal Circuit has 

“explained, a term of degree fails to provide sufficient notice of its scope if it depends ‘on the 

unpredictable vagaries of any one person’s opinion.’”  Id. (citation omitted).  In addition, “a claim 

term that lacks an antecedent basis may . . . render a claim indefinite.”  In re Downing, 754 F. 

App’x 988, 996 (Fed. Cir. 2018). 

2. Invalidity of U.S. Patent No. 10,001,780 for Indefiniteness 

Avidbots contends that each of the Asserted Claims of the ʼ780 Patent are indefinite under 

35 U.S.C. Section 112(a).  Avidbots provides examples of claim terms for which the ’780 Patent 

does not provide a definite disclosure, along with the claims rendered invalid by lack of a definite 

disclosure for each claim term, below. 

• “performing interpolation” (claims 8, 9, 12, 13, and 17).  The Asserted Claims do not meet 

the definiteness requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 112 for at least the reason that they fail to 

inform, with reasonable certainty, those skilled in the art about the scope of the invention.  

Nautilus, Inc. v. Biosig Instruments, Inc., 572 U.S. 898, 901 (2014).  For example, the 

Asserted Claims fail to inform whether the term “interpolation” is coextensive with 

mathematical interpolation methods or if it requires some other, unidentified, step.   
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• “route pose comprising a footprint indicative at least in part of a pose and a shape of the 

robot along the route” (claims 9, 12, 13, 17, and 18).  The Asserted Claims do not meet the 

definiteness requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 112 for at least the reason that they fail to inform, 

with reasonable certainty, those skilled in the art about the scope of the invention. Nautilus, 

Inc. v. Biosig Instruments, Inc., 572 U.S. 898, 901 (2014).  For example, the ’780 patent 

fails to inform the meaning of “route pose”, “pose”, and “footprint” separately and relative 

to one another in the context of the Asserted Claims and instead provides overlapping 

definitions for each term.  See 780 patent 2:35-38, 3:20-23 (“each route pose comprising a 

footprint indicative at least in part of a pose and a shape of the robot along the route and 

each route pose having a plurality of points disposed therein”); Id. at 13:1-4 (“By way of 

illustrative example, route poses 414 and 416 illustrate discretized locations along the route 

portion 404.  This illustrative example shows route poses 414 and 416 as shaped as robot 

202, with substantially similar footprints”); Id. at 13:24-27 (“Advantageously, having route 

poses 414 and 416 shaped like robot 202 (e.g., a footprint of robot 202) can allow robot 

202 to determine places in which robot 202 can fit while traveling”); Id. at 14:21-22 

(“[e]ach pose can consist of m points in a footprint.  In some cases, these m points can be 

points on the route poses.”); Id., Figs. 4D and 4E.   The ’780 fails to specify how a “route 

pose” is different from a “pose” or a “footprint” but the terms are nevertheless used to 

define one another in the Asserted Claims.  

3. Invalidity of U.S. Patent No. 10,379,539 for Indefiniteness 

Avidbots contends that each of the Asserted Claims of the ʼ539 Patent are indefinite under 

35 U.S.C. Section 112(a).  Avidbots provides examples of claim terms for which the ’539 Patent 

does not provide a definite disclosure, along with the claims rendered invalid by lack of a definite 

disclosure for each claim term, below. 
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• “first point being discretized than a second point” (claims 1, 3, 4, and 6).  The Asserted 

Claims do not meet the definiteness requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 112 for at least the reason 

that they fail to inform, with reasonable certainty, those skilled in the art about the scope 

of the invention.  Nautilus, Inc. v. Biosig Instruments, Inc., 572 U.S. 898, 901 (2014).  For 

example, this element claims a comparison between first and second points, but the nature 

of the comparison cannot be ascertained.  In the alternative, should the Court read “than” 

as “then,” it would be impossible for a POSITA to determine how this claimed limitation 

would modify “the route including a plurality of points.” 

• “[large]/[small]/[ ] footprint” (claim 3).  The Asserted Claims do not meet the definiteness 

requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 112 for at least the reason that they fail to inform, with 

reasonable certainty, those skilled in the art about the scope of the invention.  Nautilus, Inc. 

v. Biosig Instruments, Inc., 572 U.S. 898, 901 (2014).  For example, the claims read 

together with the specification do not inform a POSITA as to the size of a large footprint 

alone or in comparison to a small footprint (and vice-versa) with reasonable certainty. 

• “uniform on the respective pose” (claim 4).  This claim has an inconsistent antecedent 

basis, and is therefore indefinite.  The repulsive forces of claim 1 are computed “onto the 

plurality of points of the respective pose,” but the repulsive forces of claim 4 are computed 

“on the respective pose.” 

4. Invalidity of U.S. Patent No. 10,274,325 for Indefiniteness 

Avidbots contends that each of the Asserted Claims of the ʼ325 Patent are indefinite under 

35 U.S.C. Section 112(a).  Avidbots provides examples of claim terms for which the ’325 Patent 

does not provide a definite disclosure, along with the claims rendered invalid by lack of a definite 

disclosure for each claim term, below. 
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• “extended scan group[s]” (claims 1, 5, 14). The Asserted Claims do not meet the 

definiteness requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 112 for at least the reason that they fail to inform, 

with reasonable certainty, those skilled in the art about the scope of the invention.  Nautilus, 

Inc. v. Biosig Instruments, Inc., 572 U.S. 898, 901 (2014).  For example, the specification 

does not explain what an extended scan group is or how it may be formed.  To date, Brain 

has not attempted to identify any disclosure that would render this term definite.  Brain, 

Responses to Avidbots’s First Supplemental Noninfringement and Invalidity Contentions, 

26 (Jul. 23, 2025).  

• “a mapping and localization unit” (claim 14).  Nowhere does the specification provide a 

corresponding structure to accomplish the “mapping and localization” function.  35 U.S.C. 

§ 112(f); see Williamson v. Citrix Online, LLC, 792 F.3d 1339, 1349 (Fed. Cir. 2015).   

• “a navigation unit” (claim 14).  Nowhere does the specification provide a corresponding 

structure to accomplish the “navigation” function.  35 U.S.C. § 112(f); see Williamson v. 

Citrix Online, LLC, 792 F.3d 1339, 1349 (Fed. Cir. 2015). 

5. Invalidity of U.S. Patent No. 10,823,576 for Indefiniteness 

Avidbots contends that each of the Asserted Claims of the ʼ576 Patent are indefinite under 

35 U.S.C. Section 112(a).  Avidbots provides examples of claim terms for which the ’576 Patent 

does not provide a definite disclosure, along with the claims rendered invalid by lack of a definite 

disclosure for each claim term, below. 

• “selectively actuate one or more systems as the robot travels along the route” (claim 12).  

The Asserted Claims do not meet the definiteness requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 112 for at 

least the reason that they fail to inform, with reasonable certainty, those skilled in the art 

about the scope of the invention.  Nautilus, Inc. v. Biosig Instruments, Inc., 572 U.S. 898, 
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901 (2014).  For example, nowhere does the Specification disclose explain what constitutes 

a “system.”  Brain, for its part, points to such diverse features as the drive system (5:1–19), 

“blinkers and other signals” (6:20–32), “water flow, cleaning brushes, etc.” (7:27–45), 

“actuators  configured for actions and/or action-specific tasks” including “turning a camera 

and/or any sensor” (10:53–11:4, 13:11–42), navigation instructions (11:36–62), and 

“performance of actions and/or action-specific tasks” (22:43–61).  Brain, Responses to 

Avidbots’s 1st Supplemental Noninfringement and Invalidity Contentions, 27 (Jul. 23, 

2025).  These diverse disclosures do not inform a POSITA with reasonable certainty of the 

extent of the claimed “system.” 

• “detecting a home locator” (claim 17).  The Asserted Claims do not meet the definiteness 

requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 112 for at least the reason that they fail to inform, with 

reasonable certainty, those skilled in the art about the scope of the invention.  Nautilus, Inc. 

v. Biosig Instruments, Inc., 572 U.S. 898, 901 (2014).  For example, nowhere does the 

Specification disclose what constitutes a home locator.  

• “the range of each one of the plurality of nodes corresponds to a region around each one of 

the plurality of nodes such that each one of the plurality of nodes is located within the 

range” (claim 22).  This self-contradicting claim is indefinite.  See Maxell, Ltd. v. Amperex 

Tech. Ltd., 94 F.4th 1369 (Fed. Cir. 2024) (holding that an internal contradiction can render 

a claim indefinite, even though the term at issue was not self-contradicting).  In 

combination with claim 13, from which claim 22 depends, each node “comprises a range,” 

and the range is both “based on [a] confidence measure at a respective node” and 

“corresponds to a region . . . such that each one of the plurality of nodes is located within 
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the range.” The range of a node cannot be both based on a confidence measure, which 

depends only on the particular node, and the location of each of the plurality of nodes.   

6. Invalidity of U.S. Patent No. 10,728,436 for Indefiniteness 

Avidbots contends that each of the Asserted Claims of the ʼ436 Patent are indefinite under 

35 U.S.C. Section 112(a).  Avidbots provides examples of claim terms for which the ’436 Patent 

does not provide a definite disclosure, along with the claims rendered invalid by lack of a definite 

disclosure for each claim term, below. 

•  “contrast parameter” (claims 2 and 11).  The Asserted Claims do not meet the definiteness 

requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 112 for at least the reason that they fail to inform, with 

reasonable certainty, those skilled in the art about the scope of the invention.  Nautilus, Inc. 

v. Biosig Instruments, Inc., 572 U.S. 898, 901 (2014).   

• “threshold” (claims 2 and 11).  The Asserted Claims do not meet the definiteness 

requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 112 for at least the reason that they fail to inform, with 

reasonable certainty, those skilled in the art about the scope of the invention.  Nautilus, Inc. 

v. Biosig Instruments, Inc., 572 U.S. 898, 901 (2014).   

• “maximum absolute deviation of pixels” (claims 2 and 11).  The Asserted Claims do not 

meet the definiteness requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 112 for at least the reason that they fail 

to inform, with reasonable certainty, those skilled in the art about the scope of the invention.  

Nautilus, Inc. v. Biosig Instruments, Inc., 572 U.S. 898, 901 (2014).  For example, the 

specification does not describe what constitutes “maximum absolute deviation of pixels.” 

C. Invalidity Under 35 U.S.C. § 101 

The Asserted Claims are not patent-eligible under 35 U.S.C. § 101.  Avidbots reserves all 

rights to amend its Final Invalidity Contentions, including after the Asserted Claims are ultimately 

construed by the Court, in response to any interpretation of the Asserted Claims embodied in 
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