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Accordingly, we conclude that Petitioner has shown that claims 8, 19, and

30 would have been obvious over Alden and Kobayashi.

8. Dependent claims 21, 32:
utilizing control elements

Claim 21 depends from claim 19 (and thus indirectly from claim 12) and
further recites that the processor can “utilize one or more optical control elements
included in the motor vehicle to control light” from one of the LED pluralities.

Ex. 1001, 99:19-24. Claim 32 recites a parallel limitation in a method claim.

Petitioner addresses claims 21 and 32 together with dependent claims 10, 11,
22, and 23. Pet. 64—68. Claim 10 depends from claim 1 and further recites “one or
more optical elements for controlling light from one or more of the LED light
sources.” Ex. 1001, 97:39—41. Claim 11 depends from claim 10 and further recites
that “the optical control elements include at least one of one or more reflectors,
refractors or lenses.” Id. at 97:42—44. Claims 22 and 33 depend from claims 21 and
32, respectively, and recite limitations parallel to those of claim 11. Petitioner
asserts that claims 10, 21, and 32 are substantially similar in requiring “optical
control elements” and that claims 11, 22, and 33 are identical to each other in
restricting the optical control elements to “reflectors, refractors or lenses.” Pet. 64.

Petitioner relies on Alden’s disclosure of using lens element 121 in the
Figure 5 embodiment. /d. at 64—65. Petitioner submits that Alden’s processor
“utilizes the lens element 121 to direct light into the desired sectors or segments of
the headlight distribution area based on their position on the curve relative to the
focal point of the lens.” Id. at 65 (citing Ex. 1005 9§ 29).

Patent Owner argues that “a simple lens, such as 121 [in Alden’s Figure 5],
will not suffice for the proof.” PO Resp. 67. Petitioner, on the other hand, submits

that the claims do not require an “active” element and therefore read on Alden’s
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lens, which Alden’s processor uses because it must consider how the lens affects
where light from each LED will illuminate in the target space. Pet. Reply 27-28.

We agree with Petitioner. By simply using “utilize” to refence the optical
control elements, the claim language does not impose an active-control
requirement. Patent Owner does not explain its position in the Response, but
elaborates in the Surreply, where Patent Owner submits that the specification
discloses both passive and active optical control elements, and claim language
directed to a processor executing instructions must be directed to active optics. PO
Surreply 19.

Patent Owner’s position is belied by dependent claims 22 and 33, which
recite that the optical control elements are “reflectors, refractors or lenses.” As
Petitioner points out, those claims indicate that passive elements are within the
scope of claims 21 and 32. Tr. 43:3-25. Patent Owner takes the position that
claim 22’s further recitation regarding the optical control elements has no bearing
on how to read claim 21 (Tr. 84:20-85:2), but we do not agree. Rather, Petitioner’s
reading is more consistent with the claim language as a whole.

As to claim 21’s language that the processor executes instructions to utilize
the optical control elements, logically, that language may be satisfied by
instructions causing the processor to consider the effect a lens has on the light
distribution and controlling the LEDs to account for that effect. Claim 21°s
language requires the processor control light from the LEDs, not control the optical
control elements. See Tr. 96:6—13.

For the foregoing reasons, we conclude that Alden’s system utilizes its lens
to control light from the LEDs, satisfying claim 21 and 32’s additional limitations.
Accordingly, Petitioner has shown that claims 21 and 32 would have been obvious

over Alden and Kobayashi.
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9. Uncontested claims
For dependent claims 24, 10, 11, 13—15, 22, 24-26, and 33, Petitioner

provides unpatentability contentions showing where Alden or Kobayashi discloses
the additional limitations of each claim. Pet. 33-41, 64—68. Other than as discussed
above, Patent Owner does not challenge those contentions. We have considered the
full record, including evidence and arguments presented by Petitioner and Patent
Owner on whether the combination of Alden and Kobayashi discloses each
limitation of claims 2-4, 10, 11, 13—15, 22, 24-26, and 33, and whether skilled
artisans would have had reason to combine the references’ teachings as asserted.
Based on the full record, we conclude that Petitioner has proven that claims 24,
10, 11, 13-15, 22, 24-26, and 33 would have been obvious over Alden and
Kobayashi.

D. OBVIOUSNESS OVER ALDEN, BEAM, AND KOBAYASHI

Claim 9 depends from claim 8, and thus indirectly from claim 1. Ex. 1001,
97:15-38. Claims 20 and 31 depend from claims 19 and 30, respectively, and

recite limitations parallel to claim 9’s.

1. Controlling light sources based in part on data from a non-camera sensor

Claim 9 requires “third data received from a non-camera sensor,” in addition
to claim 8’s “second data captured by at least one of the one or more cameras” and
claim 1’s “first data, including at least map data.” Id. at 97:19-20, 97:1-3, 95:63—
65. As discussed above, claim 8 requires “control, based at least in part on the
position [of another vehicle determined from camera data]” of a second LED
plurality directed towards the other vehicle “to diminish glare to a driver of the

other vehicle.” Id. at 97:5—14. Claim 9 further requires that “the control of the
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second plurality of LED light sources is based at least in part on third data received
from a non-camera sensor.” Id. at 97:18-20.

Petitioner points to Alden’s steering-wheel (non-camera) sensor and that it
may be used to accommodate road curvature “in combination” with Alden’s
camera sensor, which is used to accommodate oncoming vehicles. Pet. 70. Thus,
reasons Petitioner, when a vehicle with Alden’s system “is traveling straight and
there is an oncoming vehicle, light emitted from the ‘second plurality’ of LEDs in
the area of the oncoming vehicle is dimmed” but “if the steering wheel sensor
detects that the wheel is turned ‘x degrees,’ indicating that the driver will be
turning the vehicle, then the ‘second plurality’ of LEDs would be further controlled
to ‘change[] the direction of the headlight output a corresponding f(x) degrees.” Id.
at 7071 (citing Ex. 1005 9 57-58, Figs. 14-15; Ex. 1003 9] 141). Petitioner points
additionally to Kobayashi’s GPS sensor, asserting that the combined system would
use data from that non-camera sensor to control the second LED plurality,
“adjusting their direction in view of the map data indicating an upcoming road
curve.” Id. at 71.

Patent Owner challenges that approach to the claim language and submits
that controlling light as required by claim 9 requires control “to diminish glare” to
oncoming vehicles, as recited in claim 8. PO Resp. 63—64. Patent Owner argues
that neither Alden’s steering-wheel sensor nor Kobayashi’s GPS sensor satisfies
that role. /d. at 65.

Petitioner responds Patent Owner’s view of the claim language by arguing
that, in Alden, “dimming to reduce glare is maintained in the direction of an
oncoming vehicle as the equipped vehicle turns, by shifting the dimmed light by an
amount equal to the turning of the steering wheel.” Pet. Reply 25. Patent Owner

asserts that Petitioner’s view of the claim has changed in response to Patent
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Owner’s construction of claim 9’s “the control” language. PO Surreply 24. We
consider any change in Petitioner’s position appropriate in light of Patent Owner’s
claim-construction position, raised in the Response. See Axonics, Inc. v. Medtronic,
Inc., 75 F.4th 1374, 1383 (Fed. Cir. 2023).°

Patent Owner argues that, if Alden’s beam shifts in response to detected road
curvature,'® and a detected vehicle falls within the shifted beam, the system would
dim a portion of light within the shifted beam to address glare to the vehicle. PO
Surreply 23. We agree, and conclude that shows that Alden’s system satisfies
claim 9’s language. When Alden’s system shifts its beam to accommodate road
curvature (using a non-camera sensor), the shifted beam may illuminate an
oncoming vehicle. And Alden’s system would operate as detailed above to dim a
portion of the beam corresponding to the detected oncoming vehicle. Thus, the
LED plurality directed towards that vehicle would be controlled to reduce glare to
the vehicle as a result of both the non-camera sensor and the camera sensor, as
claimed.

This view of the claim language comports with testimony from Patent
Owner’s expert. When asked about what non-camera sensors the 029 patent
describes to control headlights, he named only a steering sensor, specifically
stating that it is used “in controlling a second plurality of the light sensors.”

Ex. 1012, 132:16-21. This additionally supports Petitioner’s view that Alden’s

steering sensor satisfies the claim language.

? In the Preliminary Response, Patent Owner did not contest unpatentability based
on claim 9’s “the control” language. See Paper 10, 41-42.

10 We conclude above that Alden’s beam does shift in that manner. See supra at 11
(§ I.C.1).
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Accordingly, we conclude that Alden’s disclosures support that Alden’s

system satisfies claim 9, 20, and 31°’s “the control” language.

2. Terminating light from an LED

Claim 9 further recites that controlling a second plurality of LEDs “includes
termination of light from at least one LED providing light directed to the area prior
to the termination.” Ex. 1001, 97:33-36.

Petitioner asserts first that skilled artisans would have understood that
Alden’s approach of dimming an LED “could include operating at zero” and that
“turning off LEDs that emit light directly at the driver of the other vehicle would
accomplish Alden’s purpose of reducing glare to other drivers.” Pet. 75 (citing
Ex. 1003 4 147). Petitioner asserts additionally that claims 9, 20, and 31 would
have been obvious over Alden, Beam, and Kobayashi. Pet. 68—79.

Beam discloses an adaptive-headlight system that uses a sensor to detect
other vehicles and dim its headlights to prevent light that “would dazzle the driver”
of another vehicle. Ex. 1007, codes (54), (57), 1:5-18, 2:53-3:3. Beam discloses
that portions of its light may be “blanked (attenuated by being either absorbed or
deflected to an absorbing surface.)” Id. at 4:26—52; accord id. at 2:59—65 (“[T]he
area of the beam that would dazzle the driver will be darkened, while maintaining
fu]ll intensity elsewhere.”).

Petitioner relies on Beam’s headlight system using individually controlled
microbeams to eliminate glare for other vehicles, “controlled to darken light
directed to the areas of the sensed oncoming and preceding vehicles.” Id. at 76
(emphasis omitted) (citing Ex. 1007, 4:9-25, 4:45-59. 5:61-6:8, 6:61-7:8).

Petitioner points also to Beam’s disclosure that its lighting elements can be
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“blanked” (id. at 77 (quoting Ex. 1007, 4:26-52, 5:33—-54)), which skilled artisans
would understand as terminating light output (id. (citing Ex. 1003 99 149-150)).

Petitioner submits that skilled artisans would have had reason to incorporate
Beam’s blanking approach in Alden’s system by changing one of Alden’s LEDs to
a non-emitting state “to further dim headlight beam output directed to areas of the
oncoming vehicles as taught by Beam.” Pet. 77 (citing Ex. 1003 q 151). In
Petitioner’s view, skilled artisans had reason to make the combination “to
minimize glare to the driver of oncoming vehicles.” Pet. 78.

Patent Owner argues that using Beam’s method of terminating light from an
LED (blanking) would contravene Alden’s “primary object” of maximizing light
for the driver. PO Resp. 66—67. We do not agree, because Alden unambiguously
seeks to diminish glare to oncoming vehicles, as discussed above. We agree with
Petitioner that using Beam’s blanking method would facilitate diminishing glare to
oncoming vehicles. See Pet. Reply 26.

Accordingly, we conclude that Petitioner has shown that claims 9, 20, and

31 would have been obvious over Alden, Beam, and Kobayashi.

III. CONCLUSION!

For the reasons discussed above, we conclude Petitioner has proven the

challenged claims unpatentable. In summary:

' Should Patent Owner wish to pursue amendment of the challenged claims in a
reissue or reexamination proceeding subsequent to the issuance of this decision,
we draw Patent Owner’s attention to the April 2019 Notice Regarding Options
for Amendments by Patent Owner Through Reissue or Reexamination During a
Pending AIA Trial Proceeding. See 84 Fed. Reg. 16,654 (Apr. 22, 2019). If
Patent Owner chooses to file a reissue application or a request for reexamination
of the challenged patent, we remind Patent Owner of its continuing obligation to
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Claim(s) 35 Claims Claims
U.S.C. | Reference(s)/Basis Shown Not Shown
§ Unpatentable | Unpatentable
1-8, 10-19, .| 1-8, 10-19, 21—
21-30, 32, 33 103 Alden, Kobayashi 30,32, 33
Alden, Beam,
9,20, 31 103 Kobayashi 9,20, 31
Overall
Outcome 133
IV. ORDER

Accordingly, it is

ORDERED that Petitioner has shown by a preponderance of the evidence

that claims 1-33 of the *029 patent are unpatentable; and
FURTHER ORDERED that, because this is a Final Written Decision, parties

to the proceeding seeking judicial review of the decision must comply with the

notice and service requirements of 37 C.F.R. § 90.2.

notify the Board of any such related matters in updated mandatory notices. See
37 C.F.R. § 42.8(a)(3), (b)(2).
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