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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

I. BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE 
CLAIMED INVENTION

2VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 2 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE
Pet., 2-3; POR, 3-4; Reply, 22

Figure 17 Shows A Preferred Embodiment 
Of The Invention

EX-1001 (’384 Patent), Claim 1

EX-2002 (Surati Decl.), 15

EX-2002 (Surati Decl.), 16
3VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 3 of 39 

VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s Expert Relies On Figure 17 To Show 
What is Covered By Claim 1 

Reply, 20, 24 

EX-2002 (Surati Decl.), 16; POR, 4

EX-1053 (Surati Dep. Tr.), 60:24–61:3

EX-1053 (Surati Dep. Tr.), 59:23–60:4

4VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 4 of 39 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Issues Raised By Patent Owner To Avoid Invalidity 
Are Limited

EX-1001 (’384 Patent), Claim 1

EX-2002 (Surati Decl.), 16

5POR, 19-26; Reply, 15-24 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 5 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

The Specification Provides Guidance For Interpreting 
The Disputed Phrase

POR, 3

EX-1001 (’384 Patent), Claim 1

EX-1053 (Surati Dep. Tr.), 61:22–62:11
EX-1001 (’384 Patent), Fig. 17

6Reply, 20-21 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 6 of 39 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

The Figures Collectively Disclose A Single Preferred 
Embodiment For A Digest View

EX-1001 (’384 Patent), Fig. 17

EX-1001 (’384 Patent), Fig. 18

EX-1001 (’384 Patent), Fig. 34 EX-1001 (’384 Patent), Fig. 35

EX-1053 (Surati Dep. Tr.), 64:1-3

7Reply, 8, 20-22 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 7 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

II. PATENT OWNER’S CLAIM 
CONSTRUCTION POSITIONS AS TO 
CLAIM 1 ARE IRRELEVANT AND/OR 

MERITLESS

8VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 8 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s Proposed
Construction Relating To Claim 1

POR, 14 (annotated)

• Patent Owner attempts to construe the terms “digest view” and “detail view” under the 
guise of construing the entire phrase.

9Reply, 2 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 9 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1. It is Unnecessary To Construe Claim 1 Based On 
The Board’s Prior Conclusion

Reply, 2-3

Institution Decision, 29

• Patent Owner does not dispute this interpretation. 

10VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 10 of 39 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

2. It Is Unnecessary To Construe Claim 1 Because 
Patent Owner Abandons Its Construction

POR, 14

• Patent Owner’s proposed construction states that a detail view cannot include 
information associated with a series.

• Patent Owner abandons this construction because the digest views in the Petition 
include information associated with a series. 

• Patent Owner’s construction defeats its own argument that digest views relied upon in 
the Petition qualify as both digest and detail views.  

11POR, 14; Reply, 5, 18-19 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 11 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

2. It Is Unnecessary To Construe Claim 1 Because 
Patent Owner Abandons Its Construction (cont’d)

EX-1053 (Surati Dep. Tr.), 100:19–25

EX-1053 (Surati Dep. Tr.), 101:1–2, 10–14

EX-2002 (Surati Decl.), 48

12Reply, 5, 18-19 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 12 of 39 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

3. It Is Unnecessary To Construe Digest And Detail
Views Given Patent Owner’s Admissions

• Patent Owner admits that the prior art displayed digest views in response to selections 
of a series in the collection view. 

POR, 20-21

POR, 22-23

13POR, 20-23; Reply, 15-18 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 13 of 39 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

3. It Is Unnecessary To Construe Digest And Detail
Views Given Patent Owner’s Admissions (cont’d)

• Patent Owner admits that the prior art presented digest views in response to selections 
of a series in the collection view. (cont’d)

POR, 23 POR, 24

14POR, 20-24; Reply, 15-18 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 14 of 39 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

3. It Is Unnecessary To Construe Digest And Detail
Views Given Patent Owner’s Admissions (cont’d)

• Patent Owner admits that the prior art presented digest views in response to selections 
of a series in the collection view. (cont’d)

POR, 25

15POR, 20-25; Reply, 15-18 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 15 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

3. It Is Unnecessary To Construe Digest And Detail
Views Given Patent Owner’s Admissions (cont’d)

• Patent Owner does not dispute that it was obvious to present detail views (different from 
the digest views) in response to selections of a movie in the collection view. 

Pet., 45 

Pet., 46 

16Pet., 45-46; Reply, 16 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 16 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner Has Advanced Different Constructions 
And Related Conclusions

POPR, 16

17POPR, 16; POR, 14, 22-23; Reply, 2

POR, 14

v.

POR, 22-23VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 17 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner Improperly Seeks To Import 
Limitations Into The Claims

• No clear disavowal of claim scope; 
thus, improper to import negative 
limitations into the claim

• No written description support for 
the negative limitation

• Not supported by the preferred 
embodiment; figures have 
information about single episodes

POR, 14

EX-1001 (’384 Patent), Fig. 35

18POR, 14; Reply, 3-4 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 18 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

III. THE PRIOR ART TEACHES AND 
SUGGESTS “PROVIDING EITHER 

A DETAIL VIEW OR A DIGEST 
VIEW OF VOD CONTENT”

19VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 19 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner Does Not Dispute It Was Obvious To
Make A Third Selection In A Collection View

• The third selection is for a series or movie 
in the collection view.  

20Reply, 15-18 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 20 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

The Prior Art Discloses Design Alternatives For 
When A Series Is Selected

• Patent Owner does not dispute that the design alternatives would have been obvious.
• Patent Owner also concedes the images above are digest views and that content 

could eventually be played in player views.

21Reply, 15-18 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 21 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

The Prior Art Discloses Design Alternatives For 
When A Movie Is Selected

• Patent Owner does not dispute that the design alternatives would have been obvious.
• Patent Owner concedes the above right are all detail views and that content could 

eventually be play in player views.

22Reply, 15-18 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 22 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s Argument
Regarding Claim 1 Is Meritless

• Patent Owner argues that the digest views relied upon in the Petition cannot satisfy 
the limitation for a digest view within the larger phrase “providing either a detail view 
or a digest view of VOD content” because they also qualify as detail views. But to 
make that argument:

o Patent Owner proposes then abandons its own construction because it would 
undermine its underlying substantive argument.

o Patent Owner relies on a limited construction of detail view that the Board 
never made, without explaining why the Board’s prior interpretation should be 
rejected. 

o Ignores plain and express claim language that detail views focus on a single 
title and digest views include multiple episodes. 

• Patent Owner’s attempt to read in or imply negative limitations that would disqualify 
views from satisfying the digest view limitation must be rejected in the absence of any 
clear disavowal of claim scope. 

23Reply, 3-5, 15-24 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 23 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s Argument Is
Inconsistent With The Patent’s Teachings 

• Patent teaches that selecting “either” a detail view or a digest view could result in a digest 
view that includes information about a selected item of VOD content.

EX-1001 (’384 Patent), 44:4–25
EX-1001 (’384 Patent), Fig. 17

24Reply, 20-23 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 24 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s Argument
Reads Out The Preferred Embodiment

• The preferred embodiment presents 
information about a selected item of 
VOD content. Both sides rely on Figure 
17. 

• Patent Owner argues that the Fig. 35 
embodiment falls outside the scope of 
the claims. Sur-Reply, 5 (arguing that 
not every embodiment needs to be 
claimed). 

• Patent Owner’s attempt to exclude that 
preferred embodiment is improper. On-
Line Techs., Inc. v. Bodenseewerk 
Perkin-Elmer GmbH, 386 F.3d 1133, 
1138 (Fed. Cir. 2004). 

EX-1001 (’384 Patent), Fig. 17

EX-1001 (’384 Patent), Fig. 18

EX-1001 (’384 Patent), Fig. 35

25Reply, 12, 22; Sur-Reply, 5. VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 25 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s Arguments Lack Credibility

Sur-Reply, 5

POR, 17

26POR, 17; Reply, 20-22; Sur-Reply, 5 

v.

VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 26 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s Argument Before The Board Is
Undermined By Its Litigation Position

• The accused digest view includes 
information about a selected item of 
VOD content.

• Thus, the accused digest view also 
qualifies as a detail view according to 
Patent Owner’s argument. 

• Patent Owner’s positions cannot be 
reconciled. 

EX-1023, 6-7

27Reply, 24-26 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 27 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s Argument Before The Board Is
Undermined By Its Litigation Position (cont.)

• Patent Owner tries to identify 
differences between digest 
views, but the comparison is 
flawed. 

• Relevant inquiry under Patent 
Owner’s argument is whether 
the accused digest view 
includes information about a 
selected item of VOD content. 
Both views include that 
information.  

• The digest view on the left 
includes information about 
each episode (e.g., episode 
number, length).

Sur-Reply, 6

28Reply, 24-26; Sur-Reply, 6 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 28 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

IV. PATENT OWNER’S POSITIONS 
AS TO CLAIMS 2 AND 5 ARE 

IRRELEVANT AND/OR MERITLESS

29VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 29 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

No Requirement That An Episode
Be Selected Before A Movie

• Patent Owner argues that the fourth selection to present a player view for an episode 
(claim 4) must have occurred before the fifth selection to present a player view for a 
movie (claim 5).

• Claim 5 does not recite a specific order. Patent Owner improperly reading limitations 
into claims. 

• Express claim language makes clear that a user was free to select a movie or 
episode from the collection view. 

EX-1001 (’384 Patent), Fig. 18

• Patent Owner argues that Fig. 18 is not covered by claims 2 and 5. Sur-Reply, 2. Yet, 
it tracks the claims including the “if” limitations, which Patent Owner ignores. 

30Reply, 7-10, 26-29; Sur-Reply, 2 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 30 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

The Petition Shows How Claims 4 And
Then 5 Would Be Satisfied By The Prior Art

See, e.g., Pet., 62-63 See, e.g., Pet., 64

• The Petition shows how the fourth and fifth selection limitations were obvious in view 
of the prior art. 

• Patent Owner’s “conditional” argument is irrelevant. Sur-Reply, 2. The Petition 
addressed instances where a series and a movie are selected. See, e.g., Pet. 62-64. 

31Pet., 62-64; Reply, 15-18; Sur-Reply, 2 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 31 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Watching An Episode Then
Watching A Movie Was Obvious 

• Even assuming, arguendo, a TV show needed to be watched before a movie, it would 
have been obvious to play a TV episode before playing a movie. 

• Nothing in the ’384 Patent claims to have invented a novel order for viewing on-
demand content using systems like Netflix. 

Pet., 39 (collection view)

32Pet., 39; Reply, 10, 26-29 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 32 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

The Prior Art Was Designed To Be Flexible

• Netflix (i.e., prior art) was designed to allow users to watch an episode (e.g., The 
Office) then go back to the collection view to watch a movie. See, e.g., EX-1018, 
1:40-2:14, 2:30-2:46; EX-1053, 42:3-6, 43:16-44:16, 45:5-24, 50:4-14, 51:16-52:3. 

EX-1053 (Surati Dep. Tr.), 43:10-44:16

Pet., 41 (digest view)

Pet., 39 (collection view)

33Reply, 9-10, 26-29 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 33 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

The Reply Properly Rebuts Patent Owner’s
New Claim Construction Argument

• The Reply merely rebuts Patent Owner’s new “claimed order” argument by expanding 
on previously made arguments based on same prior art.

• Patent Owner argues that Petitioner should be precluded from rebutting Patent 
Owner’s new “claimed order” argument. Sur-Reply, 4.

• Federal Circuit has made it clear that it is proper to expand on previously made 
arguments to refute, rebut, explain and discredit Patent Owner’s new argument. 
Rembrandt Diagnostics, LP v. Alere, Inc., 76 F.4th 1376, 1383-84 (Fed. Cir. 2023).

34Reply, 9-10, 26-29; Sur-Reply, 4. VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 34 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner Uses Its Claimed Order Argument
To Import Limitations Into The Claims

POR, 28

• Patent Owner improperly attempts to import several implied claim limitations into the 
claims through its “claimed order” argument. This is the true goal of the proposed 
construction. 

• Patent Owner’s Reply makes several vague arguments about what claims 2 and 5 
require if those claims require an episode to be played before a movie. 

POR, 14

35POR, 14, 28; Reply, 10-15 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 35 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner Uses Its Claimed Order Argument
To Import Limitations Into The Claims (con’d)

• Dr. Surati was asked to clarify Patent Owner’s vague and indirect positions at his 
deposition. 

• His answers verified that Patent Owner is attempting to import numerous limitations 
into the claims under the guise of arguing that the steps must be performed in order.

• The Sur-Reply does not dispute any aspect of Dr. Surati’s testimony. 

EX-1053 (Surati Dep. Tr.), 77:10–14

EX-1053 (Surati Dep. Tr.), 76:21–77:1
EX-1053 (Surati Dep. Tr.), 80:2–6

EX-1053 (Surati Dep. Tr.), 73:4–11

36Reply, 10-15 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 36 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner Uses Its Claimed Order Argument
To Import Limitations Into The Claims (con’d)

Reply, 10-15, 28

• In summary, Patent Owner attempts to import the following implied limitations into the 
claims through its “claimed order” argument.

o The claimed “user interface device” must be a special controller uniquely 
capable of toggling between TV shows and movies. 

o The “user interface device” must be located within the player view.

o There must be a direct transition from a player for an episode to a player for a 
moving using the “user interface device” without any intermediate steps. 

• Dr. Surati unable to explain how this invention would work or where the specification 
supports this interpretation at his deposition. EX-1053, 81:5-17, 81:5-17, 82:17-83:13.

DirectUser 
Interface

37VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 37 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

A User Interface Device Is Just A
Button, Not A Special Controller

Reply, 11-12

EX-1001 (’384 Patent), 46:15–23

• The specification fails to support Patent Owner’s interpretation of what a user interface 
device is in the context of the ’384 Patent. 

38VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 38 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Claims Do Not Require Direct
Transition From One Player To Another

• Contrary to what Patent Owner and its expert argues, claims 4 and 5 do not recite 
that the user interface device must be located within the player view for the episode.

• Nor do the claims include any language requiring a direct transition from a player view 
for an episode to a player view for a movie.  

• The claims can be satisfied by a user using the collection view to select a movie and 
TV show without the use of some special controller. 

EX-1001 (’384 Patent), Claims 4 and 5

39Reply, 13-15, 28 VIZIO Ex. 1054, Page 39 of 39 
VIZIO v. MMT, IPR2024-00723
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