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Roadmap

’929 Patent

Claim Interpretation

Mann ’895, Pemer
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’929 Patent
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’929 Patent: Challenged Claims

Petition (Paper 2), 6

Challenged Claims Prior Art

1-6, 8, 11, 17, 22 Mann ’895, Pemer

7, 9, 10, 15 Mann ’895, Pemer

7, 9, 10, 15* Jannard

* Claims 7, 9, 10, and 15 were disclaimed with Patent Owner’s 
Preliminary Response (Paper 4; Ex. 2002).
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’929 Patent

’929 patent (Ex. 1001), 1:44-59

Petition (Paper 2), 1-2
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’929 patent (Ex. 1001), Fig. 1

’929 Patent

Petition (Paper 2), 1-2

’929 patent (Ex. 1001), 2:40-51
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Claim 1

Petition (Paper 2), 1-2

’929 patent (Ex. 1001), 5:57-64

’929 patent (Ex. 1001), Fig. 1
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Dependent Claims

Petition (Paper 2), 6

’929 patent (Ex. 1001), 5:65-6:7
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Other Independent Claims

Petition (Paper 2), 6

’929 patent (Ex. 1001), 6:18-8:11
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Claim 1

Petition (Paper 2), 1-2, 13-15

’929 patent (Ex. 1001), 5:57-64
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Claim 1: Eye Sensor Limitation

Reply (Paper 13), 8-9

an eye sensor coupled to the frame member, the eye sensor
activating the circuitry responsive to eye motion of a user
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Claim 1: Eye Sensor Limitation

Reply (Paper 13), 8-9

an eye sensor coupled to the frame member, the eye sensor
activating the circuitry responsive to eye motion of a user

’929 patent (Ex. 1001), 3:20-27
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Claim 1: Eye Sensor Limitation

Reply (Paper 13), 8-9

an eye sensor coupled to the frame member, the eye sensor
activating the circuitry responsive to eye motion of a user

’929 patent (Ex. 1001), 3:20-27 ’929 patent (Ex. 1001), 3:36-43
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Claim Interpretation
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“the eye sensor activating the circuitry responsive to eye motion of a user”

Reply (Paper 13), 7-14

Petitioner’s Position Patent Owner’s Position

Construction Plain and ordinary meaning Plain and ordinary meaning

What is the plain and 
ordinary meaning?

the eye sensor activating the 
circuitry in response to eye 
motion of a user

• To react or answer quickly
• Temporal immediacy and action, 

cause and effect
• The eye sensor activates the 

circuitry in reaction to motion of a 
user’s eye
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District Court: Plain and Ordinary Meaning 
(As Proposed by Patent Owner)

Reply (Paper 13), 4

Ex. 1015, 1
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Patent Owner Confirms: Plain and Ordinary Meaning

Reply (Paper 13), 3

Prelim. Response (Paper 9), 5
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Patent Owner Confirms: Plain and Ordinary Meaning

Reply (Paper 13), 5-6

Response (Paper 12), 8
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No Construction / Plain and Ordinary Meaning

Reply (Paper 13), 4

Decision on 

Institution

DI (Paper 10), 14-15
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Eye Sensor Limitation: Patent Owner’s Redefinition

Reply (Paper 13), 7-8

Response (Paper 12), 8
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Dr. LaViola: A POSITA Would Not Apply Patent Owner’s Redefinition

Reply (Paper 13), 16-17 

Suppl. LaViola Dec. (Ex. 1016), ¶ 42
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“responsive to”

Reply (Paper 13), 10-14 

Suppl. LaViola Dec. (Ex. 1016), ¶ ¶ 25-39; Ex. 1018, 3
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“responsive to”

Reply (Paper 13), 7-14 

Patent Owner:
“By specifying that an eye sensor activates circuitry ‘responsive 
to’ eye motion, the challenged claims specify that such circuitry 
must be activated in reaction to the eye motion.”

Sur-reply (Paper 14), 2
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“responsive to”

Reply (Paper 13), 7-14 

Suppl. LaViola Dec. (Ex. 1016), ¶ ¶ 34-35

The POSITA would understand that one can be responsive to multiple events in sequence.

Patent Owner:
“By specifying that an eye sensor activates circuitry ‘responsive 
to’ eye motion, the challenged claims specify that such circuitry 
must be activated in reaction to the eye motion.”

Sur-reply (Paper 14), 2
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“responsive to”

Reply (Paper 13), 7-14 

Suppl. LaViola Dec. (Ex. 1016), ¶ 35

Even if “responsive to” includes Patent Owner’s understanding of “in reaction to,” nothing limits 
“responsive to” to that particular definition.

Patent Owner:
“By specifying that an eye sensor activates circuitry ‘responsive 
to’ eye motion, the challenged claims specify that such circuitry 
must be activated in reaction to the eye motion.”

Sur-reply (Paper 14), 2
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“responsive to”

Reply (Paper 13), 17-19 

Patent Owner:
“While it is true that other things have to happen prior to that 
image comparison, that does not make the outcome of the image 
comparison ‘responsive to’ those prior activities. Responsiveness 
requires temporal immediacy and action (i.e. cause and effect).”

Response (Paper 12), 20



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 27

“responsive to”

Reply (Paper 13), 18-19 

Suppl. LaViola Dec. (Ex. 1016), ¶ 45

No evidence supports that the eye sensor cannot respond to events prompted by the eye motion.

Patent Owner:
“While it is true that other things have to happen prior to that 
image comparison, that does not make the outcome of the image 
comparison ‘responsive to’ those prior activities. Responsiveness 
requires temporal immediacy and action (i.e. cause and effect).”

Response (Paper 12), 20
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“responsive to”

Reply (Paper 13), 18-19 

The POSITA would understand that one can be responsive to multiple events in sequence.

Suppl. LaViola Dec. (Ex. 1016), ¶ 45

Patent Owner:
“While it is true that other things have to happen prior to that 
image comparison, that does not make the outcome of the image 
comparison ‘responsive to’ those prior activities. Responsiveness 
requires temporal immediacy and action (i.e. cause and effect).”

Response (Paper 12), 20
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“responsive to”

Reply (Paper 13), 17 

Patent Owner:
“Rather than … being responsive to eye motion of a user, as 
required by the challenged claims, the iris feature detector … 
actually causes eye motion of a user.”

Response (Paper 12), 16; Sur-reply (Paper 14), 9
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“responsive to”

Reply (Paper 13), 17 

Suppl. LaViola Dec. (Ex. 1016), ¶ 43

Patent Owner:
“Rather than … being responsive to eye motion of a user, as 
required by the challenged claims, the iris feature detector … 
actually causes eye motion of a user.”

Response (Paper 12), 16; Sur-reply (Paper 14), 9

No evidence supports that the eye sensor cannot respond to events prompted by the eye motion.
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“responsive to”

Reply (Paper 13), 17 
DI (Paper 10), 24

Decision on 

Institution

Patent Owner:
“Rather than … being responsive to eye motion of a user, as 
required by the challenged claims, the iris feature detector … 
actually causes eye motion of a user.”

Response (Paper 12), 16; Sur-reply (Paper 14), 9

No evidence supports that the eye sensor cannot respond to events prompted by the eye motion.
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“responsive to”

Reply (Paper 13), 17 

Patent Owner:
“Rather than … being responsive to eye motion of a user, as 
required by the challenged claims, the iris feature detector … 
actually causes eye motion of a user.”

Response (Paper 12), 16; Sur-reply (Paper 14), 9

The POSITA would understand that a sensor can cause, and also respond to, the same thing.

Suppl. LaViola Dec. (Ex. 1016), ¶ 43
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Mann ’895 / Pemer
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Mann ’895

Petition (Paper 2), 7-8

Ex. 1005, Fig. 3 

“[A] wearable eyeglass based device allowing the 
wearer to view data, such as from the screen of a 
wearable computer (wearcomp) system but where the 
device appears to others to be simply a pair of ordinary 
eyeglasses.”  (Ex. 1005, 4.)

“[T]he computer may be built into the eyeglass frames. 
Other devices in the eyeglasses such as a microphone, 
speakers, indicator lights, cameras, etc., allow the 
eyeglasses to function as a telephone, videophone, 
pocket organizer, personal safety device, or the like.”  
(Ex. 1005, 10.)
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Mann ’895

Petition (Paper 2), 8-9

“A sight license may be downloaded over the network 
to enable the eyeglasses to operate. For example, a 
retinal or iris scanner in the eyeglasses may license the 
eyeglasses to provide sight to the wearer, but not to 
others who might steal the eyeglasses.”  (Ex. 1005, 11.)

Ex. 1005, Fig. 3 
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Pemer

Petition (Paper 2), 9-10

Ex. 1006, Fig. 1 

“[A]n iris feature detector includes a reflexive eye movement 
source; a multiple image sensor; a controller, and a processor.  
The controller causes the eye movement source to cause rapid 
eye motion, and the sensor to capture first and second iris 
images over a time interval in which only an iris can move in the 
first and second images.” (Ex. 1006, [0006].)
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Pemer

Petition (Paper 2), 9-10

“The processor 122 can search through the 
database and attempt to find a reference pattern 
that matches the just-acquired edge pattern. A 
match could be used to identify or authenticate the 
subject.”  (Ex. 1006, [0026].)

Ex. 1006, Fig. 2 
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Mann ’895 + Pemer

Petition (Paper 2), 15-17

“[Conventional] iris scanners tend to be expensive 
… It is desirable to improve the performance and 
reduce the cost of detecting iris features.  It is also 
desirable to reduce the time and complexity of 
using detected iris features for identification and 
authentication.”

“A sight license may be downloaded over the 
network to enable the eyeglasses to operate. For 
example, a retinal or iris scanner in the eyeglasses 
may license the eyeglasses to provide sight to the 
wearer, but not to others who might steal the 
eyeglasses.”

Mann ’895 Pemer

Ex. 1005, 11 Ex. 1006, [0003]-[0004]
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Mann ’895 + Pemer Meets the Claim Limitations

Petition (Paper 2), 10-19

• “… a pair of eyeglasses, having temple side pieces of frame 100 
with frames that support eyeglass lenses 100L.” (Ex. 1005, 8)

• “[T]he computer may be built into the eyeglass frames. Other 
devices in the eyeglasses such as a microphone, speakers, 
indicator lights, cameras, etc., allow the eyeglasses to function 
as a telephone, videophone, pocket organizer, personal safety 
device, or the like.” (Ex. 1005, 10)

• “[A] retinal or iris scanner in the eyeglasses may license the 
eyeglasses to provide sight to the wearer, but not to others who 
might steal the eyeglasses.” (Ex. 1005, 11)

• “[A]n iris feature detector … causes the eye movement source 
to cause rapid eye motion, and the sensor to capture first and 
second iris images over a time interval in which only an iris can 
move in the first and second images.” (Ex. 1006, [0006])

• “[A]n information display having the appearance of ordinary 
eyeglasses.” (Ex. 1005, 7)

’929 patent (Ex. 1001), 5:57-64
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“responsive to eye motion of a user”

Petition (Paper 2), 14-15; Reply (Paper 13), 19-22 

Ex. 1006, Fig. 1 

Ex. 1006, Fig. 2 

Mann ’895 + Pemer
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Ex. 1006, Fig. 1 

Ex. 1006, Fig. 2 

“responsive to eye motion of a user”

Petition (Paper 2), 14-15; Reply (Paper 13), 19-22 

Mann ’895 + Pemer

1. The eye sensor stimulates eye motion to a first eye 
movement source.

Ex. 1006, [0006], [0029]-[0030], Fig. 3 
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Ex. 1006, Fig. 1 

Ex. 1006, Fig. 2 

“responsive to eye motion of a user”

Petition (Paper 2), 14-15; Reply (Paper 13), 19-22 

Mann ’895 + Pemer

1. The eye sensor stimulates eye motion to a first eye 
movement source.

2. The eye sensor captures a first image of the eye.

Ex. 1006, [0006], [0029]-[0030], Fig. 3 
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Ex. 1006, Fig. 1 

Ex. 1006, Fig. 2 

“responsive to eye motion of a user”

Petition (Paper 2), 14-15; Reply (Paper 13), 19-22 

Mann ’895 + Pemer

1. The eye sensor stimulates eye motion to a first eye 
movement source.

2. The eye sensor captures a first image of the eye.

3. The eye sensor stimulates eye motion to a second eye 
movement source.

Ex. 1006, [0006], [0029]-[0030], Fig. 3 
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Ex. 1006, Fig. 1 

Ex. 1006, Fig. 2 

“responsive to eye motion of a user”

Petition (Paper 2), 14-15; Reply (Paper 13), 19-22 

Mann ’895 + Pemer

1. The eye sensor stimulates eye motion to a first eye 
movement source.

2. The eye sensor captures a first image of the eye.

3. The eye sensor stimulates eye motion to a second eye 
movement source.

4. The eye sensor captures a second image of the eye.

Ex. 1006, [0006], [0029]-[0030], Fig. 3 
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Ex. 1006, Fig. 1 

Ex. 1006, Fig. 2 

“responsive to eye motion of a user”

Petition (Paper 2), 14-15; Reply (Paper 13), 19-22 

Mann ’895 + Pemer

1. The eye sensor stimulates eye motion to a first eye 
movement source.

2. The eye sensor captures a first image of the eye.

3. The eye sensor stimulates eye motion to a second eye 
movement source.

4. The eye sensor captures a second image of the eye.

5. The first and second images form a unique edge pattern.

Ex. 1006, [0006], [0029]-[0030], Fig. 3 
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Ex. 1006, Fig. 1 

Ex. 1006, Fig. 2 

“responsive to eye motion of a user”

Petition (Paper 2), 14-15; Reply (Paper 13), 19-22 

Mann ’895 + Pemer

1. The eye sensor stimulates eye motion to a first eye 
movement source.

2. The eye sensor captures a first image of the eye.

3. The eye sensor stimulates eye motion to a second eye 
movement source.

4. The eye sensor captures a second image of the eye.

5. The first and second images form a unique edge pattern.

6. The eye sensor notifies its processor to compare the 
“just-acquired” edge pattern to a database to 
authenticate the user.

Ex. 1006, [0006], [0029]-[0030], Fig. 3 
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Ex. 1006, Fig. 1 

Ex. 1006, Fig. 2 

“responsive to eye motion of a user”

Petition (Paper 2), 14-15; Reply (Paper 13), 19-22 

Mann ’895 + Pemer

1. The eye sensor stimulates eye motion to a first eye 
movement source.

2. The eye sensor captures a first image of the eye.

3. The eye sensor stimulates eye motion to a second eye 
movement source.

4. The eye sensor captures a second image of the eye.

5. The first and second images form a unique edge pattern.

6. The eye sensor notifies its processor to compare the 
“just-acquired” edge pattern to a database to 
authenticate the user.

7. The sight license is granted to the authenticated user.

Ex. 1006, [0006], [0029]-[0030], Fig. 3 
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“responsive to eye motion of a user” Is Met Even Under 
Patent Owner’s Narrowed Redefinition

Reply (Paper 13), 22 

Suppl. LaViola Dec. (Ex. 1016), ¶ 50

There is a direct, responsive connection between the eye motion and the sight license. 
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“responsive to eye motion of a user” Is Met Even Under 
Patent Owner’s Narrowed Redefinition

Reply (Paper 13), 19-22 

There is a direct, responsive connection between the eye motion and the sight license. 

Eye sensor stimulates eye motion

Eye sensor responds to the eye motion by acquiring edge pattern

Eye sensor matches the “just-acquired” edge pattern to a database

Sight license activated based on the database match

Ex. 1006, [0006], [0029]-[0030], Fig. 3 
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“responsive to eye motion of a user” Is Met Even Under 
Patent Owner’s Narrowed Redefinition

Reply (Paper 13), 23 

Suppl. LaViola Dec. (Ex. 1016), ¶ 52

The eye sensor acts with “temporal immediacy and action, cause and effect.”
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“responsive to eye motion of a user” Is Met Even Under 
Patent Owner’s Narrowed Redefinition

Reply (Paper 13), 23-24 

Suppl. LaViola Dec. (Ex. 1016), ¶ 53

The eye sensor acts with “temporal immediacy and action, cause and effect.”
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“responsive to eye motion of a user” Is Met Even Under 
Patent Owner’s Narrowed Redefinition

Reply (Paper 13), 24-25 

Suppl. LaViola Dec. (Ex. 1016), ¶ 55

The eye sensor responds specifically to the eye motion, by using the eye motion to 
capture the unique edge pattern and determine whether to grant privileges. 
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“responsive to eye motion of a user” Is Met Even Under 
Patent Owner’s Narrowed Redefinition

Reply (Paper 13), 24-25 

Suppl. LaViola Dec. (Ex. 1016), ¶ 55

The eye sensor reacts to the eye motion in a way that is dynamic.
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