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– Overview of ’805 Patent

– Claim Limitation [1.2.1] is Obvious

– Claim Limitation [1.2.4] is Obvious

– Claims 3 and 12 are Obvious

– Claims 4 and 13 are Obvious

– Claims 6 and 14 are Obvious

Agenda
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Background of ’805 Patent

Pet., 7-8; Ex.1001, Abstract, 30:26-29, 33:23-30, Fig. 14. 

Ex.1001, Abstract

* * * *

Ex.1001, 30:26-29

Ex.1001, 33:23-30

* * * *
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Claim 1 of ’805 Patent

Ex.1001, claim 1 (with limitation numbering from Petition).

[1.0]

[1.1.1]

[1.1.2]

[1.2.1]

[1.2.2]

[1.3]

[1.2.3]

[1.2.4]
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Instituted claims and grounds

Pet., 11; Inst. Dec., 14.
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– Overview of ’805 Patent

– Claim Limitation [1.2.1] is Obvious

• PO’s construction of “pre-defined format” is wrong

• Even under PO’s construction, the claim limitation is still obvious

– Claim Limitation [1.2.4] (“Uniform Format”) is Obvious

– Claims 3 and 12 are Obvious

– Claims 4 and 13 (“Media Metadata Personalized for a User”) are 

Obvious

– Claims 6 and 14 (“Media Sources of the TV”) are Obvious

Agenda
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Melnychenko teaches the claimed “plurality of subservices”

Pet., 18-19, 25-26, 28-30; Ex.1003, ¶¶ 125-127; Reply, 20, 24; Ex.1005, [0063]-[0064].

Ex.1005, [0063]-0064]

Melnychenko provides EPG content and metadata, VOD content and metadata, and 

media content and metadata.

[1.1.1]

[1.1.2]

Multimedia does not contest that Melnychenko teaches 

VOD, EPG, and media subservices:
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Melnychenko teaches the claimed “plurality of subservices”

Pet., 18-19, 25-26, 28-30; Ex.1003, ¶¶ 96, 125; Reply, 24; Ex.1005, Fig. 1

Melnychenko:

Multimedia does not contest that Melnychenko teaches 

VOD, EPG, and media subservices:

[1.1.1]

[1.1.2]

Pet., 18-19
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The term “pre-defined format” refers to the order of data or metadata 

in a pre-defined format 

Reply, 6-8; Ex.1020, ¶10; Ex.1001, 30:1-5, 34:49-60.Reply, 6 8; Ex.1020 ¶10; Ex.1001 30

‘805 patent, limitations [1.2.1]-[1.2.2]:

Dr. Lippman:

The ’805 patent uses the term “pre-defined 

format” in the following passages:

Ex.1001, 30:1-5

Ex.1020, ¶10  

pp

001,1, 3

Ex.1001, 34:49-60
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Chen teaches organizing metadata from different sources 

according to a “pre-defined format”

Pet., 33-35; Reply, 20-22, Ex.1003, ¶¶ 74, 147.

‘805 patent, limitation [1.2.1]:

Ex.1007, [0020]

Chen:

Chen:
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Chen teaches organizing metadata from different sources 

according to a “pre-defined format”

Pet., 33-35; Reply, 21-22, Ex.1020, ¶¶ 35-36; Ex.1003, ¶¶ 74, 147-148.

‘805 patent, limitation [1.2.1]:

Dr. Lippman identifies the pre-defined format:

Ex.1020, ¶ 35  

Chen:

Ex.1025 / IPR2024-00354 / Page 11 of 33 

LG Electronics, Inc. et al v. Multimedia Technologies PTE. LTD.



12
’805 Patent – IPR2024-00354;  PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 12

Chen’s examples are broader than Figure 3

Pet., 35; Reply, 25, Ex.1007, ¶¶ [0016], [0019]; Ex.1003, ¶ 151.

The Petition:

Pet., 35

Chen:
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Multimedia’s proposed construction of “pre-defined format” is wrong

Reply, 9-11; Resp., 20; Ex.1020, ¶16; Ex.1001, 29:63-67, 30:32-41. 

Multimedia’s incorrect argument:

Resp., 20

Multimedia’s alleged support:

(2)

(3)

Re

Dr. Lippman’s rebuttal:

Ex.1001, 29:63-67

Ex.1001, 30:32-41

‘805 patent, limitations [1.2.1]-[1.2.2]:

Ex.1020, ¶16  

Ex.1025 / IPR2024-00354 / Page 13 of 33 

LG Electronics, Inc. et al v. Multimedia Technologies PTE. LTD.



14
’805 Patent – IPR2024-00354;  PETITIONER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 14

Multimedia’s argument that Chen is only organizing data 

according to file types is wrong on the technology

Reply, 25-26; Ex.1020, ¶ 38.

Dr. Lippman:

* * * ** * *********************************** *

Ex.1020, ¶ 38  

* * * *
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Melnychenko and Chen render obvious organizing metadata according to a 

“pre-defined format” under Multimedia’s incorrect construction

Reply, 23-25; Ex.1007, [0020]; Ex.1020, ¶ 37.

‘805 patent, limitation [1.2.1]:

Ex.1007, [0020]

Chen:

Chen:
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Melnychenko and Chen render obvious organizing metadata according to a 

“pre-defined format” under Multimedia’s incorrect construction

Reply, 23-25; Ex.1020, ¶ 37; Ex.1007, [0020].

Ex.1007, [0020]

Dr. Lippman:

Ex.1020, ¶ 37  

Chen:

Chen:
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– Overview of ’805 Patent

– Claim Limitation [1.2.1] is Obvious

– Claim Limitation [1.2.4] is Obvious

• PO’s construction of “uniform format” is wrong

– Claims 3 and 12 are Obvious

– Claims 4 and 13 (“Media Metadata Personalized for a User”) are 

Obvious

– Claims 6 and 14 (“Media Sources of the TV”) are Obvious

Agenda
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Chen’s metadata tables have “a uniform format” by including the same fields

Pet., 43-45; Reply, 26-27; Ex.1007, [0017], [0020]; Ex.1003, ¶¶ 179-181.

Limitation [1.2.4]:

Ex.1007, [0020]

Ex.1007, [0017]

Chen:

Chen:
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Claim 1 requires “a uniform format,” not a plurality of uniform formats 

Reply, 8-9, 10-11; Ex.1020, ¶ 13.

‘805 Patent, limitation [1.2.4]:

Dr. Lippman confirms the term is singular:

Ex.1020, ¶ 13  
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– Overview of ’805 Patent

– Claim Limitation [1.2.1] is Obvious

– Claim Limitation [1.2.4] (“Uniform Format”) is Obvious

– Claims 3 and 12 are Obvious

– Claims 4 and 13 (“Media Metadata Personalized for a User”) are 

Obvious

– Claims 6 and 14 (“Media Sources of the TV”) are Obvious

Agenda
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The prior art renders claims 3 and 12 obvious

Pet., 71-72; Reply, 28; Ex.1006, Fig. 19, [0199].Pet. 71 72 Repl

Ex.1006, [0199]

Ex.1006, Fig. 19 (partial)

Kim:

Kim:

‘805 patent:
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Kim renders obvious serving EPG information in a read-only format

Pet., 71-72, 74; Reply, 28; Ex1006, Fig. 19, [0199], [0142]; Ex.1003, ¶ 281; Ex.1020, ¶ 41.

Ex.1020, ¶ 41  

Ex.1003, ¶ 281  

Dr. Lippman:

Dr. Lippman:

‘805 patent:
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– Overview of ’805 Patent

– Claim Limitation [1.2.1] is Obvious

– Claim Limitation [1.2.4] is Obvious

– Claims 3 and 12 are Obvious

– Claims 4 and 13 are Obvious

• PO’s construction of “media metadata personalized for a user” 

is wrong

– Claims 6 and 14 (“Media Sources of the TV”) are Obvious

Agenda
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Lee-2’s favorite channels have “media metadata personalized for a user”

Pet., 76-77; Reply, 32; Ex.1009, 41:47-55, 41:61-67, Fig. 39B; Ex.1003, ¶¶ 325-327. 

Ex.1009, 41:47-55

Ex.1009, 41:61-67

‘805 patent:

Lee-2: Lee-2:
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Lee-2’s favorite channels have “media metadata personalized for a user”

Pet., 77-78; Reply, 33-34; Ex.1009, Fig. 33B; Ex.1003, ¶¶ 327-329. 

Dr. Surati:

User-selected favorite channels 

display personalized metadata

Lee-2:

‘805 patent:
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The Board should construe “media metadata personalized for a user” 

according to its plain and ordinary meaning 

Reply, 12; Ex.1020, ¶ 19.

Ex.1020, ¶ 19  

Dr. Lippman:

‘805 patent:
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Multimedia’s construction of “media metadata personalized for a user” 

improperly imports limitations not required by the claim

Reply, 12-15; Ex.1021, 125:16-126:2, 178:12-18, 133:16-22; Ex.1020, ¶¶ 20-23.

Dr. Surati is relying on limitations not recited in the claims:

Ex.1021, 125:16-25

Ex.1021, 178:12-18

Ex.1021, 133:16-22

‘805 patent:
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– Overview of ’805 Patent

– Claim Limitation [1.2.1] is Obvious

– Claim Limitation [1.2.4] (“Uniform Format”) is Obvious

– Claims 3 and 12 are Obvious

– Claims 4 and 13 are Obvious

– Claims 6 and 14 are Obvious

• PO’s construction of “media sources of the TV” is wrong

Agenda
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Choi teaches “provid[ing] a real-time view of media sources of the TV and 

maintain[ing] a list of connected media sources of the TV”

Pet., 84-86; Reply, 34-35; Ex.1011, Fig. 11, [0250]. 

Ex.1011, [0250]

‘805 patent:

Choi: Choi:
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The Board should construe “media sources of the TV” 

according to its plain and ordinary meaning 

Reply, 16-17; Ex.1020, ¶¶ 26-27.

Dr. Lippman:

‘805 patent:

Ex.1020, ¶¶ 26-27  
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Claim 6 does not recite that the “media sources of the TV” must include any 

VOD subservice, EPG subservice, or media subservice 

Reply, 16-17; Ex.1021, 159:16-23, 167:12-17; Ex.1020, ¶ 28.Repl  16 17 Ex.1021, 159:16 23 167:12 17 Ex.1020,

Dr. Surati:

Ex.1021, 159:16-23  

Ex.1021, 167:12-17  

‘805 patent:
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Multimedia’s construction of “media sources of the TV” excludes embodiments

Reply, 18-19; Ex.1020, ¶ 30 (citing Ex.1001, 13:3-18, 30:16-31).

‘805 patent:

‘805 patent:
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