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Overview of the ’352 Patent

EX1001 (’352 Patent), Claim 1.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of the ’352 Patent

6
EX1001, FIGS. 5B, 5H, 5CK; POR, 3-5.

The ’352 Patent
wake screen user interface home screen user interface widget screen user interface

EX1001, 29:11-16, 44:34-50, 1:59-63; POR, 3-6.
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A POSITA Would Not Have Combined Chae 
And Narendra

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of Chae

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX1005, [0003], [0101]; POR, 6-7. 

EX1005, FIG. 3 (annotated); POR, 8. 8



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Overview of Narendra

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX1006, Abstract, [0024]; POR, 8-9. 

EX1006, FIG. 4; POR, 9.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Chae and Narendra are directed to entirely 
different purposes and implementations

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX1005, [0101]; POR, 6-7. 

10

Chae

Narendra

EX1006, [0024]; POR, 10-11. 

Dr. Cockburn

APPLE-2003, ¶¶31-32; POR, 10-11.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Petitioner’s proposed combination would render 
Chae unsatisfactory for its intended purpose

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX1005, FIG. 3; APPLE-2003, ¶33; POR, 12. 
11

Chae Narendra

EX1006, FIG. 4; APPLE-2003, ¶33; POR, 12. 
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Petitioner’s proposed combination would render 
Chae unsatisfactory for its intended purpose.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

12

Dr. Cockburn

APPLE-2003, ¶33; POR, 11-12.

IBM Corp. v. Rigetti & Co., Inc., IPR2020-00496, Paper 
10, 22 (PTAB Aug. 7, 2020) (Denying institution)

DePuy Spine, Inc. v. Medtronic Sofamor Danek, Inc., 
567 F.3d 1314, 1326 (Fed. Cir. 2009)

POR, 10; PO Sur-reply, 3, 7.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Chae already teaches navigating among screens 
in two dimensions using swipes

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX1005, [0103], [0108], [0148]; PO Sur-reply, 2. 

13

Chae
Dr. Rosenberg

EX1056, ¶40; PO Sur-reply, 2.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Chae already teaches navigating among screens 
in two dimensions using swipes

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

PO Sur-reply, 3. 14

Sony Corp. v. Fujifilm Corp., IPR2018-01751, Paper 14, 11 
(PTAB April 12, 2019) (Denying institution)



15

Masimo’s “General Motivation to Combine” is 
Insufficient

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Petition lacks particularity and detail on the combinations

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

16

Petition

Petition, 32-33; POR, 13-15.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Enhancing convenience, efficiency, ease of use, and user-friendliness are 
insufficient motivations to combine

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

17

Petition

Petition, 32, 63.

ActiveVideo Networks, Inc. v. Verizon Commc'ns, Inc., 
694 F.3d 1312, 1327 (Fed. Cir. 2012)

PO Sur-reply, 12.
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The Petition does not explain how the various combinations 
would have worked

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

18

Petition

Petition, 32-33.

PersonalWeb Techs., LLC v. Apple, Inc., 
848 F.3d 987, 993-94 (Fed. Cir. 2017)

POR, 16; PO Sur-reply, 8.



19

Claims 1, 9, And 17 Are Not Rendered Obvious By 
Chae Alone Or Any Combination Of Chae, 

Narendra, Hong, And Android (Grounds 1 And 4)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

19



20

Chae, Alone And In Combination With Android, 
Does Not Render Obvious “The Computer 

System Is In A Power Saving State” 
(Limitations 1c, 9c, 17c)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

20



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Chae does not render obvious 
“the computer system is in a power saving state”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX1005, [0044], FIG. 1; POR, 19-20. 

21

Chae

Dr. Cockburn

APPLE-2003, ¶42; POR, 20.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Petitioner provides no evidence that wake up mode equates to a device 
being in power saving state

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX1005, [0094], [0140]; Pet., 37-38; POR, 19-20; PO Sur-reply, 10. 

22

Chae Android

EX1007, 0:24-0:28; Pet., 37-38.

Dr. Rosenberg

APPLE-2005, 28:4-6, 31:2-5; PO Sur-reply, 10-11.
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The Asserted References Do Not Render Obvious “A Respective 
User Interface Object … Contains Application Content … And When 
Selected, Causes Display Of An Application Corresponding To The 

Respective User Interface Object,” (Limitations 1g, 9g, 17g)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

23



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Language of Limitation 1g

EX1001 (’352 Patent), Claim 1.

24



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Chae does not render obvious the claimed “user interface objects” of the 
widget screen user interface

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

APPLE-2003, ¶46; POR, 23.

25

Petition Dr. Rosenberg

APPLE-2005, 56:9-14; PO Sur-reply, 12.

Petition, 52-53; EX1005, FIG. 6(b).

Dr. Cockburn



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Narendra does not render obvious the claimed “user interface objects” of 
the widget screen user interface

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

APPLE-2003, ¶47; POR, 23.

26

Narendra

EX1006, [0025]; Petition, 56; POR, 23.

Dr. Cockburn



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Hong does not render obvious the claimed “user interface objects” of the 
widget screen user interface

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX1010, [0009], [0076]; POR, 23. 

EX1010, FIG. 5C; PO Sur-reply, 14.
27

Hong Dr. Cockburn

APPLE-2003, ¶47; POR, 23.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Android does not render obvious the claimed “user interface objects” of the 
widget screen user interface

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX1007, 00:49-00:50, 02:05-2:14; Pet., 61; POR, 23. 

28

Android

Dr. Cockburn

APPLE-2003, ¶47; POR, 23.



29

Claims 6, 14, And 22 Are Not Rendered Obvious 
By The Asserted References (Grounds 1 And 4)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

29



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Representative Claim 6

EX1001 (’352 Patent), Claim 6.

30

Petition

Petition, 68; POR, 26.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The navigational path of claims 6, 14, and 22 would not have been
obvious in view of Chae and Narendra

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX1005, FIG. 3 (annotated); POR, 26-27; PO Sur-reply, 17-18.
31

Petition Chae

Petition, 68; POR, 26.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The navigational path of claims 6, 14, and 22 would not have been
obvious in view of Chae and Narendra

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX1006, FIG. 9 (annotated); POR, 28.
32

Petition Narendra

Petition, 68; POR, 26.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

A POSITA would not have been motivated to modify Chae to arrive at 
navigational path of claims 6, 14, and 22 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

33

Dr. Rosenberg

EX1003, ¶¶150, 151; POR, 30.

Dr. Cockburn

APPLE-2003, ¶66 ; POR, 30.

APPLE-2003, ¶65 ; POR, 30.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Masimo’s Reply presents a new theory relying on a different navigational 
path that also is not rendered obvious by Chae and Narendra

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

34

Petitioner’s Reply New Theory

Reply, 22.

Petition’s First Theory

Petition, 68; POR, 26.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Masimo’s Reply presents a new theory relying on a different navigational 
path that also is not rendered obvious by Chae and Narendra

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX1005, FIG. 3 (annotated); POR, 26-27; PO Sur-reply, 17-18.
35

Petitioner’s Reply Chae

Reply, 22.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Masimo’s Reply presents a new theory relying on a different navigational 
path that also is not rendered obvious by Chae and Narendra

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

PO Sur-reply, 19.

36

Dr. Rosenberg
Knauf Insulation, Inc. v. Rockwool Int'l A/S, 

788 Fed. Appx. 728, 2019 U.S. App. LEXIS 30634, 
2019 U.S.P.Q.2D (BNA) 392768, *10 (Fed. Cir. 2019)

EX1056, ¶¶10, 45; Petitioner’s Reply, 2, 23; PO Sur-reply, 16, 19.



37

Claims 4, 12, And 20 Are Not Rendered Obvious 
By The Asserted References (Grounds 2 And 5)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

37



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Representative Claim 4

EX1001 (’352 Patent), Claim 4.

38

Petition

Petition, 77; POR, 37.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The navigational path of claims 4, 12, and 20 would not have been
obvious in view of Chae and Narendra

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX1005, FIG. 3 (annotated); POR, 37-38.
39

Petition Chae

Petition, 77; POR, 37.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The navigational path of claims 4, 12, and 20 would not have been
obvious in view of Chae and Narendra

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX1006, FIG. 9 (annotated); POR, 39.
40

Petition Narendra

Petition, 77; POR, 37.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

A POSITA would not have been motivated to modify Chae to arrive at 
navigational path of claims 4, 12, and 20

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

41

Dr. Rosenberg

EX1003, ¶¶150, 151; POR, 41.

Dr. Cockburn

APPLE-2003, ¶56 ; POR, 30.

Petition

Pet., 77.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Masimo’s Reply presents a new theory relying on a different navigational 
path that also is not rendered obvious by Chae and Narendra

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

42

Petitioner’s Reply New Theory

Reply, 25.

Petition’s First Theory

Petition, 77; POR, 37.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Masimo’s Reply presents a new theory relying on a different navigational 
path that also is not rendered obvious by Chae and Narendra

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX1005, FIG. 3 (annotated); POR, 26-27; PO Sur-reply, 17-18.
43

Petitioner’s Reply Chae

Reply, 25.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Masimo’s Reply presents a new theory relying on a different navigational 
path that also is not rendered obvious by Chae and Narendra

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

PO Sur-reply, 19, 24.

44

Dr. Rosenberg
Knauf Insulation, Inc. v. Rockwool Int'l A/S, 

788 Fed. Appx. 728, 2019 U.S. App. LEXIS 30634, 
2019 U.S.P.Q.2D (BNA) 392768, *10 (Fed. Cir. 2019)

EX1056, ¶¶10, 45; Petitioner’s Reply, 2, 23; PO Sur-reply, 16, 19, 24.



45

Claims 5, 13, And 21 Are Not Rendered Obvious 
By The Asserted References (Grounds 2 And 5)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

45



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Representative Claim 5

EX1001 (’352 Patent), Claim 5.

46

Petition

Petition, 81; POR, 44.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The navigational path of claims 5, 13, and 21 would not have been
obvious in view of Chae and Narendra

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX1005, FIG. 3 (annotated); POR, 44-45; PO Sur-reply, 26-27.
47

ChaePetition

Petition, 81; POR, 44.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The navigational path of claims 5, 13, and 21 would not have been
obvious in view of Chae and Narendra

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX1006, FIG. 9 (annotated); POR, 45-46.
48

NarendraPetition

Petition, 81; POR, 44.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

A POSITA would not have been motivated to modify Chae to arrive at 
navigational path of claims 5, 13, and 21 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

49

Dr. Rosenberg

EX1003, ¶¶150, 151; POR, 48.

Dr. Cockburn

APPLE-2003, ¶61 ; POR, 48.

APPLE-2003, ¶60 ; POR, 30.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Masimo’s Reply presents a new theory relying on a different navigational 
path that also is not rendered obvious by Chae and Narendra

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

50

Petitioner’s Reply New Theory

Reply, 27.

Petition’s First Theory

Petition, 81; POR, 44.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Masimo’s Reply presents a new theory relying on a different navigational 
path that also is not rendered obvious by Chae and Narendra

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX1005, FIG. 3 (annotated); POR, 26-27; PO Sur-reply, 17-18.
51

Petitioner’s Reply Chae

Reply, 27.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Masimo’s Reply presents a new theory relying on a different navigational 
path that also is not rendered obvious by Chae and Narendra

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

PO Sur-reply, 19, 27.

52

Dr. Rosenberg
Knauf Insulation, Inc. v. Rockwool Int'l A/S, 

788 Fed. Appx. 728, 2019 U.S. App. LEXIS 30634, 
2019 U.S.P.Q.2D (BNA) 392768, *10 (Fed. Cir. 2019)

EX1056, ¶¶10, 45; Petitioner’s Reply, 2, 23; PO Sur-reply, 16, 19, 27.
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Revised Contingent Motion To Amend

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

53



54

Masimo Fails To Establish A Legally Sufficient 
Rationale To Combine The Prior Art

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

54



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Opposition lacks particularity and detail on the combinations

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

55

Reply

PO Reply, 1.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Opposition GroundsPetition Grounds
Claims 25, 27, 30, 32, 35, and 37 would have been obvious in view of Chae, 
Narendra, Shuttleworth, and Tu

Claims 3, 5, 11, 13, 19, and 21 would have been obvious in view of Chae, 
Narendra, and Shuttleworth

Claims 25, 27, 30, 32, 35, and 37 would have been obvious in view of Chae, 
Narendra, Shuttleworth, Hong, and/or Android, and Tu

Claims 3, 5, 11, 13, 19, and 21 would have been obvious in view of Chae, 
Narendra, and Shuttleworth and in further view of Hong and/or Android

Claims 26, 31, and 36 would have been obvious in view of Chae, Narendra, 
Shuttleworth, Tu, Tsukamoto, and Le Grand

Claims 4, 12, and 20 would have been obvious in view of Chae, Narendra, 
and Shuttleworth

Claims 26, 31, and 36 would have been obvious in view of Chae, Narendra, 
Shuttleworth, Hong, and/or Android, Tu, Tsukamoto, and Le Grand

Claims 4, 12, and 20 would have been obvious in view of Chae, Narendra, 
and Shuttleworth and in further view of Hong and/or Android

Claims 28, 33, and 38 would have been obvious in view of Chae, Narendra, 
Karunamuni, Dascola, and Brinda

Claims 7, 15, and 23 would have been obvious in view of Chae, Narendra, 
and Karunamuni

Claims 28, 33, and 38 would have been obvious in view of Chae, Narendra, 
Karunamuni, Hong, and/or Android, Dascola, and Brinda

Claims 7, 15, and 23 would have been obvious in view of Chae, Narendra, 
and Karunamuni and in further view of Hong and/or Android

Claims 29, 34, and 39 would have been obvious in view of Chae, Narendra, 
Karunamuni, Dascola, Brinda, and Lee

Claims 8, 16, and 24 would have been obvious in view of Chae, Narendra, 
Karunamuni

Claims 29, 34, and 39 would have been obvious in view of Chae, Narendra, 
Karunamuni, Hong, and/or Android, Dascola, Brinda, and Lee

Claims 8, 16, and 24 would have been obvious in view of Chae, Narendra, 
Karunamuni and in further view of Hong and/or Android

The Opposition lacks particularity and detail on the combinations

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

56

Pet., Ground Listing, pdf pg. 10 See generally, Opposition



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

The Opposition does not explain how the various combinations 
would have worked

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

57

Opposition

Opposition, 2-3.

PersonalWeb Techs., LLC v. Apple, Inc., 
848 F.3d 987, 994 (Fed. Cir. 2017)

PO Reply, 3.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Enhancing ease of use and user-friendliness are insufficient motivations to 
combine

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

58

Opposition

Opposition, 2.

ActiveVideo Networks, Inc. v. Verizon Commc'ns, Inc., 
694 F.3d 1312, 1327-28 (Fed. Cir. 2012)

PO Reply, 2.



59

Masimo Fails To Establish Obviousness Of The 
Additional Elements Of Claims 25-27, 30-32, And 

35-37

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

59



60

Masimo Fails To Show That Tu Discloses Or 
Renders Obvious A “Tilt Angle Threshold”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

60



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

wherein:

detecting the input that meets the display-waking criteria comprises:

determining, using one or more sensors, whether a change in an orientation of the computer system satisfies 

a tilt angle threshold; and

in response to determining that the change in the orientation of the computer system satisfies the tilt angle 

threshold by determining that the computer system is tilted at an angle that is greater than the tilt angle threshold:

transitioning the computer system from a screen-off state to a screen-on state; and

displaying, via the display generation component, the display wake screen user interface.

Tu fails to disclose accelerometer readings that include any angle measurement for 
determining that the device is “tilted at an angle” greater than a “tilt angle threshold”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

61

Language of Claims 25, 30, 35

Motion, 30.

Claims 25, 27, 30, 32, 35, and 37 would have been obvious in view 
of Chae, Narendra, Shuttleworth, and Tu

Claims 25, 27, 30, 32, 35, and 37 would have been obvious in view 
of Chae, Narendra, Shuttleworth, Hong, and/or Android, and Tu

Opposition Grounds



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Tu fails to describe a “tilt angle threshold”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

62

Tu

EX1065, [0033]; RMTA Sur-reply, 4

’352 Patent

EX1001, 37:64-38:31; RMTA Sur-reply, 4.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Tu fails to disclose accelerometer readings that include any angle measurement for 
determining that the device is “tilted at an angle” greater than a “tilt angle threshold”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

63

Tu Dr. Cockburn

EX1065, [0065]; PO Reply, 3-4.

Dr. Rosenberg

APPLE-2010, ¶6; PO Reply, 4.

APPLE-2009, 17:21-18:12; PO Reply, 4.



64

Masimo Relies On Multiple Incompatible 
Embodiments From Tu

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

64



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

A POSITA would not have looked to FIG. 13 for tilt angle threshold

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

65

Dr. Cockburn

APPLE-2010, ¶9; PO Reply, 4-5.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Tu’s FIGS. 4 and 13 are directed to different embodiments, different 
purposes, and different results

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

66

Tu’s FIG. 4 Tu’s FIG. 13

EX1065, [0018], [0009], [0008]; Opp., 6; PO Reply, 4-5.

EX1065, [0027], [0129]; PO Reply, 4-5.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Detecting a raise gesture requires a different algorithm and different 
response than detecting a loss of focus

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

67

Early Detection for Tu’s FIG. 4 Delayed Detection for Tu’s FIG. 13

EX1065, [0152], [0009], [0180]; PO Reply, 4-5.
EX1065, [0137]; PO Reply, 4-5.
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Masimo Fails To Show A Motivation To Combine Tu 
With The Petition’s Prior Art (Chae, Narendra, 

Shuttleworth)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Masimo does not sufficiently explain why “tilt-to-wake” would promote power efficiency and 
improve ease-of-use, convenience, and user-friendliness over a button press

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

69

Masimo’s Sur-reply

RMTA Sur-reply, 6.

Tu

EX1065, [0005]-[0007]; RMTA Sur-reply, 6.

Chae

EX1005, [0094]; Pet., 36-37; RMTA Opp., 8.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Masimo does not sufficiently explain why “tilt-to-wake” would promote power efficiency and 
improve ease-of-use, convenience, and user-friendliness over a button press

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Dr. Rosenberg

EX1064, ¶32; Opp., 8.

Dr. Cockburn

APPLE-2010, ¶10; PO Reply., 6.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Masimo does not sufficiently explain why “tilt-to-wake” would promote power efficiency and 
improve ease-of-use, convenience, and user-friendliness over a button press

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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PO Reply, 6.

Dr. Cockburn

APPLE-2010, ¶10; PO Reply., 6.

Microsoft Corp. v. Koninklijke Philips N.V., 
IPR2018-00026, Paper 7, 15 (PTAB April 27, 2018)
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Masimo Fails To Establish Obviousness Of The 
Additional Elements Of Claims 28-29, 33-34, And 

38-39

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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73

Dascola And Brinda Do Not Disclose Or Render Obvious “Sliding The 
Wake Screen User Interface In The Longitudinal Direction From A Lower 
Edge Of The Display” And Displaying “An Underlying User Interface That 

Was Covered By The Wake Screen User Interface”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

while displaying the wake screen user interface, detecting a second input on the wake screen user interface along a 

longitudinal direction of the computer system;

in response to detecting the second input, sliding the wake screen user interface in the longitudinal direction from a 

lower edge of the display generation component; and

displaying, by the display generation component, an underlying user interface that was covered by the wake screen 

user interface.

Dascola and Brinda does not disclose a wake screen that covers the control 
UI and slides up to reveal the control UI

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Language of Claims 28, 33, 38

Motion, 33.

Opposition Grounds

Claims 28, 33, and 38 would have been obvious in view of Chae, 
Narendra, Karunamuni, Dascola, and Brinda

Claims 28, 33, and 38 would have been obvious in view of Chae, 
Narendra, Karunamuni, Hong, and/or Android, Dascola, and Brinda



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Dascola does not disclose a wake screen that covers the control UI and 
slides up to reveal the control UI

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Dascola

EX1051, [0401]; PO Reply, 7.

Dr. Cockburn

APPLE-2010, ¶12; EX1051, FIGS. 6A, 6B; PO Reply, 7.

Dr. Rosenberg

APPLE-2009, 53:2-6; PO Reply, 7.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Brinda does not disclose a wake screen that covers an underlying user 
interface and slides up to reveal the underlying user interface

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Brinda

EX1072, 5:34-39; Opp., 15-16.

EX1072, 4:65-67; PO Reply, 7.

EX1072, FIG. 3; Opp., 15.

Dr. Cockburn

APPLE-2010, ¶13; PO Reply, 7.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Masimo does not explain how Dascola and Brinda would be combined

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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PersonalWeb Techs., LLC v. Apple, Inc., 
848 F.3d 987, 993-94 (Fed. Cir. 2017)

PO Reply, 8.

TriVascular, Inc. v. Samuels, 
812 F.3d 1056, 1066 (Fed. Cir. 2016)
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Masimo Fails To Show A Motivation To Combine Dascola and 
Brinda With The Petition’s Prior Art (Chae, Narendra, 

Kuranamuni)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Karunamuni already provides for the features and benefits
that is Masimo’s alleged motivation to combine

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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EX1011, [0015]; 
PO Reply, 8.

Karunamuni

EX1051, [0401]; PO Reply, 7.

Dascola



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Karunamuni already provides for the features and benefits
that is Masimo’s alleged motivation to combine

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Dr. Cockburn

APPLE-2010, ¶14; PO Reply, 8.
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The ’352 Specification Provides Written 
Description Support For Claims 27, 32, And 37

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

in response to determining that the change in the orientation of the computer system does not satisfy the tilt angle 

threshold, controlling the display generation component to not be activated.

The ’352 Patent specification provides written description support for 
claims 27, 32, and 37

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Language of Claims 27, 32, and 37

EX2007, [00162]; PO Reply, 11.

’352 Specification

Motion, 32.
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The ’352 Specification Provides Written 
Description Support For Claims 26, 31, And 36

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

wherein determining whether the change in the orientation of the computer system satisfies the tilt angle threshold 

comprises determining whether the computer system is tilted from a position in which the computer system is substantially 

horizontal to a position in which the computer system is substantially vertical.

The ’352 Patent specification explicitly describes an example
that is almost word-for-word the claim language

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Language of Claims 26, 31, And 36

EX2007, [00162]; EX1001, 37:67-38:5; PO Reply, 10.

’352 Specification

Motion, 31.
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Substitute Claims 26, 31, And 36 Are Definite

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

85



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

wherein determining whether the change in the orientation of 

the computer system satisfies the tilt angle threshold comprises 

determining whether the computer system is tilted from a position 

in which the computer system is substantially horizontal to a 

position in which the computer system is substantially vertical.

The ’352 specification and figures provide examples of “substantially 
horizontal” and “substantially vertical”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Claims 26, 31, And 36

EX2007, [00162]; EX1001, 37:67-38:5; PO Reply, 11-12.

’352 Specification

Motion, 31.

Dr. Cockburn

APPLE-2010, ¶19; PO Reply, 11-12.

Dr. Rosenberg

EX2009, 34:8-15; PO Reply, 11-12.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

wherein determining whether the change in the orientation of 

the computer system satisfies the tilt angle threshold comprises 

determining whether the computer system is tilted from a position 

in which the computer system is substantially horizontal to a 

position in which the computer system is substantially vertical.

The ’352 specification and figures provide examples of “substantially 
horizontal” and “substantially vertical”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Claims 26, 31, And 36

EX2007, [00162]; EX1001, 37:67-38:5; PO Reply, 11-12.

’352 Specification
Motion, 31.

Dr. Cockburn

APPLE-2010, ¶19; PO Reply, 11-12.

Dr. Rosenberg

EX2009, 36:5-12; PO Reply, 11-12.
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Substitute Claims 29, 34, And 39 Are Definite

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

while displaying the wake screen user interface and while 

two or more notifications remains displayed on the wake screen 

user interface, detect a third input, at a power button of the 

computer system, for dismissing the wake screen user interface;

A POSITA would have understood the meaning of “remains displayed”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Claim 29, 34, And 39 

EX2007, [00162]; EX1001, 37:67-38:5; PO Reply, 11-12.

Motion, 34.

Dr. Cockburn

APPLE-2010, ¶20; PO Reply, 12.
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Substitute Claims 27, 32, And 37 Are Definite

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

wherein:

detecting the input that meets the display-waking criteria 

comprises:

determining, using one or more sensors, whether a change in 

an orientation of the computer system satisfies a tilt angle 

threshold; and

in response to determining that the change in the orientation 

of the computer system satisfies the tilt angle threshold by 

determining that the computer system is tilted at an angle that is 

greater than the tilt angle threshold:

transitioning the computer system from a screen-off state to 

a screen-on state; and

displaying, via the display generation component, the 

display wake screen user interface.

wherein:

in response to determining that the change in the orientation 

of the computer system does not satisfy the tilt angle threshold, 

controlling the display generation component to not be activated.

Dr. Cockburn

Claims 27, 32, and 37 added limitations are not part of “detecting the input 
that meets display-waking criteria”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Claims 27, 32, 37

Motion, 32.

APPLE-2010, ¶21; PO Reply, 12.

Claims 25, 30, 35

Motion, 29-30.
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THANK YOU

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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