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Contemporaneously with this motion, Toyota Motor Corporation (“Toyota” or 

“Petitioner”) has filed a Petition for Inter Partes Review (“IPR”) of claims 1-4, 7-10, 31, 

41, 56, 59-62, and 64 of U.S. Patent No. 6,772,057 (“the ’057 patent”).  Toyota 

respectfully requests that its Petition be granted and that the proceedings be joined in 

accordance with 35 U.S.C. § 315(c), 37 C.F.R. § 42.22, and 37 C.F.R. § 42.122(b) with 

an already instituted IPR filed by Mercedes-Benz USA LLC (“Mercedes”) that also 

relates to the ’057 patent: Mercedes-Benz USA, LLC, v. American Vehicular Sciences, LLC, 

Case No. IPR2014-00646 (the “Mercedes IPR,” or “Mercedes’ IPR”). 

Toyota’s petition challenges a subset of the independent claims (and mostly the 

same dependent claims) on grounds that are the same as those that are now part of 

the Mercedes IPR.   In its decision instituting the Mercedes IPR, the Board concluded 

that claims 1, 31, 41, and 56 (and certain claims depending therefrom) of the ’057 

patent are likely to be found unpatentable as obvious in view of U.S. 6,553,130 to 

Lemelson (“Lemelson”).  Even though the Board found that Lemelson does not 

expressly disclose the claim limitation requiring that the trained pattern recognition 

means (or algorithm) be “generated from data of possible exterior objects and 

patterns of received waves from possible exterior objects…,” the Board noted that 

this limitation would be obvious from Lemelson in view of the knowledge of a person 

skilled in the art and/or other prior art.  (IPR2014-00646, Paper 13, at 15-16, 18-19, 

21-22.) 
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In an earlier filed and presently pending IPR, (IPR2013-00419), Toyota 

contends that the same independent claims 1 and 56 of the ’057 patent at issue in the 

Mercedes IPR (and certain claims depending therefrom), and dependent claims 31 

and 41 (depending from claims 30 and 40), are anticipated by Lemelson.  The patent 

owner, American Vehicular Sciences, LLC (“AVS”), has responded that these claims 

are not anticipated because Lemelson fails to disclose the “generated from” limitation 

discussed above.   In reply, however, Toyota was not allowed during discovery to 

interrogate AVS’s expert about whether this limitation would be obvious, or indeed, 

whether the AVS expert was effectively admitting this limitation would be obvious, 

because Toyota had not anticipated AVS’s response based on the “generated from” 

limitation and, therefore, had not included an argument that this limitation was 

obvious in the original petition.  Now that Mercedes, with prior knowledge of the 

proceedings in Toyota’s earlier IPR, has squarely placed the obviousness of the 

“generated from” limitation in issue, and now that the Board has found that claims 1, 

31, 41 and 56 (and certain dependent claims) of the ’057 patent are likely to be found 

unpatentable for that reason, this critically important obviousness issue should be 

finally resolved on the merits.  These are the only grounds for unpatentability raised 

by Toyota’s current petition: the obviousness of the ’057 patent’s claims over 

Lemelson itself, or Lemelson combined with other prior art. 

The Board should exercise its discretion and authorize joinder in this case.  

Joinder is appropriate and will ensure the just, speedy, and inexpensive resolution of 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


-3- 

both the Mercedes IPR and Toyota’s petition.  Most importantly, joinder will avoid 

the possibly conflicting results, inequity, and undue prejudice.  For instance, AVS has 

dropped its infringement claims against Mercedes making it likely that the Mercedes 

IPR will terminate prior to the issuance of a final written decision.  (See IPR2014-

00646, Paper 16, at 2.)   This will force Toyota to litigate obviousness issues raised by 

the Mercedes IPR (which the Board has already determined are likely to render the 

’057 patent unpatentable, and which Toyota was unable to raise in the instituted -

00419 proceeding) in district court.  Joinder will avoid this by allowing Toyota to 

continue pursuing obviousness grounds raised by the Mercedes IPR even if Mercedes 

itself withdraws.  Joinder would also be highly efficient and appropriate for other 

reasons.  For instance, the Lemelson-based obviousness issues raised by Toyota’s 

petition are virtually identical to those in the Mercedes IPR.  While Toyota’s petition 

does include a few additional dependent claims asserted against Toyota but not 

Mercedes, it is based on the very same prior art, analyses, and grounds for 

unpatentability as the Mercedes IPR.  Thus, joinder will avoid unnecessary 

duplication.  Indeed, while Toyota reserves its rights to participate to the extent it 

deems necessary, to the extent Mercedes continues to press forward with its IPR, 

Toyota does not anticipate it will need to participate actively, take separate discovery 

beyond the defense of its expert, or add duplicative filings to the proceedings. 

Joinder should also not significantly affect the schedule in the Mercedes IPR, 

or increase the complexity of that proceeding in any significant or meaningful way.  
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And, joinder will allow for a substantially reduced volume of filings and discovery.  

Last, neither patent owner American Vehicular Sciences, LLC (“AVS”) nor Mercedes 

will be unduly prejudiced by joinder. 

Finally, if the Board issues its final written decision in connection with Toyota’s 

first IPR (IPR2013-00419) and finds some of the claims at issue to be not 

unpatentable on the grounds instituted, it is possible that AVS may argue that in view 

of that decision, 35 U.S.C. § 315(e)(1) would somehow require that Toyota be 

estopped from maintaining its second IPR or joining the Mercedes IPR .  This is not 

the case.  Estoppel extends only to “any ground that the petitioner raised or 

reasonably could have raised during” the earlier IPR that reached final written 

decision.  Here, Toyota was prevented from addressing the obviousness of the 

“generated from” limitation during its first IPR.  Toyota also did not anticipate AVS’s 

argument regarding the “generated from” language at least in part because it believed 

that, if real data, simulated data and partial data were equally possible ways to train a 

pattern recognition system, as AVS has argued, then Toyota believed that the 

“generated from” language would become a non-limiting process limitation in an 

apparatus claim that merely specifies the process by which the apparatus’s algorithm is 

generated without affecting the ultimate structure of the algorithm.  Accordingly, the 

obviousness of the “generated from” limitation is not an issue or grounds that Toyota 

“raised or reasonably could have raised” during the earlier IPR, and estoppel does not 

apply. 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
	� Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

	� Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
	� With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

	� Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
	� Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

	� Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


