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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

• Challenged Claims: 1, 9, 12, 19-22, 24-32, 35-43, 

47, 57-59, 63, 71, 74, 81-84, 86-94, 97-105, 109, 

119-121, and 124

• Independent Claims 1/63/124 rise and fall together

• Dependent Claims 21-22, 35, 47, 57 argued



Overview: The ’758 Patent – Claim 1
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. 5-6

Four Claimed 
Scenarios
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. 5-6

First Scenario

Second Scenario

Third Scenario

Fourth Scenario



Overview: The ’758 Patent – Claim 1
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. 5-6

Touch Input < 1st Time Threshold,
Launch Application

First Scenario



Overview: The ’758 Patent – Claim 1
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. 5-6

Second Scenario

Touch Input > 1st Time Threshold,
Display Action Option Objects Without 

Launching Application



Overview: The ’758 Patent – Claim 1
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. 5-6

Third Scenario

Touch Input > 2nd Time Threshold,
Perform Operation in Connection with 

Application Icon



Overview: The ’758 Patent – Claim 1
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. 5-6

Fourth Scenario

Touch Input Meets Movement Criteria,
Move Application Icon



Overview: The Prior Art References
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. 8-14

Chaudhri Martyn Griffin



Overview: Chaudhri
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. 8-12

“When the device detects a 

touch input associated with 

one of the application icons, it 

determines a responsive 

action based on certain 

gesture characteristics of the 

touch. EX1004, [0102], 

[0174], [0216-0217], [0276], 

[0280], [0302], [0310-0311], 

Figures 4A, 5A-B, 7A-B; 

EX1003, ¶55.”
Pet. 8-9



Overview: Chaudhri
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. 8-12

“In the ‘normal’ mode of operation 

for the application menu interface, 

Chaudhri’s device launches an 

application when the matching icon 

is selected with a ‘tap’ gesture (also 

colloquially called a “short touch”). 

EX1004, [0101-0102], [0174], 

[0217], [0276], [0280], [0289], 

[0302], Figure 5A.”
Pet. 9-10



Overview: Chaudhri
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. 8-12

Pet. 10-11

“In addition to the ‘tap’ gesture, 

Chaudhri’s device also recognizes 

and responds to a touch-and-hold 

(also colloquially called a ‘long 

touch’) at an application icon. 

EX1004, [0217-0218], [0313], 

Figures 5B, 7A, 7B. . . . As a 

signal to the user that the device is 

in the ‘reconfiguration mode,’ the 

application icons on the menu 

‘jiggle as though they are floating 

on water.’ EX1004, [0218].”



Overview: Chaudhri
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. 8-12

Pet. 11-12

“While the interface for the 

application menu is in the 

‘reconfiguration mode,’ 

Chaudhri’s device recognizes 

yet another gesture—a drag—

as a command to move an 

application icon. EX1004, 

[0087], [0101], [0218], 

[0220], [0328-0331], Figures, 

5B-C, 9A-9B, 5KK-5MM.”



Overview: The Prior Art Combination
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. 15

Pet. 15-22

Chaudhri
Martyn

Griffin

“launching an application in 

response to a ‘tap gesture’ 

at an application icon”

“transitions from 

the ‘normal 

operation mode’ to 

a ‘reconfiguration 

mode’ when the 

user executes a 

touch-and-hold 

gesture at the 

application icon”

Pet. 20

Pet. 21

“integrating Martyn’s 

teachings, the device 

provides the functionality 

of responding to a touch-

and-hold gesture at the 

application icon by 

displaying a contextual 

sub-menu”

Pet. 21

“the POSITA would have 

looked to incorporate 

Griffin’s teachings to 

evaluate a duration 

parameter of the user’s 

touch against certain 

predetermined criteria”

Pet. 21



Overview: The Prior Art Combination
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. 15

Pet. 15-22

Chaudhri

Martyn

Pet. 22



Overview: Petitioner’s Expert—Dr. Cockburn
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

• Reflects over 30 years of 

experience, including gesture-

based techniques for mobile 

device GUIs

• Provides detailed descriptions 

of a POSITA’s background 

knowledge and the state of the 

art (EX1003, ¶¶41-53)

• Buttressed by 30 corroborating 

exhibitsCockburn Dec. (EX1003) Cockburn Supp. Dec. (EX1067)
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The Fourth Claimed Scenario

The Petition’s Grounds Render Obvious Detecting 
a Touch Input on an Icon and Moving the Icon

(Elements [1.g]/[1.l], [63.c]/[63.h], [124.b]/[124.g])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



4th Scenario [1.g]/[1.l] – The First Application Icon

19

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Element [1.g]

Element [1.l]



4th Scenario [1.g]/[1.l] – Chaudhri Renders Obvious 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. 25-27, 35-38; see also 8-12

Reply 6-11

Pet. 8-9

Pet. 12 (FN1)

The Petition on [1.g]



4th Scenario [1.g]/[1.l] – Chaudhri Renders Obvious 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. 26
21

The Petition on [1.g]
Pet. 25-27, 35-38; see also 8-12

Reply 6-11



4th Scenario [1.g]/[1.l] – Chaudhri Renders Obvious 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. 26

Pet. 25-27, 35-38; see also 8-12

Reply 6-11



4th Scenario [1.g]/[1.l] – Chaudhri Renders Obvious 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Chaudhri’s Selectable Application Icons 

EX1004 (Chaudhri) [0216]

Chaudhri (EX1004)

Pet. 25-27, 35-38; see also 8-12

Reply 6-11



4th Scenario [1.g]/[1.l] – Chaudhri Renders Obvious 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Chaudhri’s Selectable Application Icons 

EX1004 (Chaudhri) [0217]

EX1004 (Chaudhri) [0280]

Chaudhri (EX1004)

Pet. 25-27, 35-38; see also 8-12

Reply 6-11



4th Scenario [1.g]/[1.l] – Chaudhri Renders Obvious 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Chaudhri’s Selectable Application Icons 

EX1004 (Chaudhri) [0174]
Chaudhri (EX1004)

Pet. 25-27, 35-38; see also 8-12

Reply 6-11



4th Scenario [1.g]/[1.l] – Chaudhri Renders Obvious 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

EX1004 (Chaudhri) [0276]

EX1004 (Chaudhri) [0302]

Chaudhri (EX1004)

Chaudhri’s 
Selectable 
Application 

Icons 

Pet. 25-27, 35-38; see also 8-12; Reply 6-11



4th Scenario [1.g]/[1.l] – Chaudhri Renders Obvious 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. 36

27

Chaudhri (EX1004)

The Petition on [1.l]

EX1004 (Chaudhri) [0220]

Pet. 25-27, 35-38; see also 8-12

Reply 6-11



4th Scenario [1.g]/[1.l] – Chaudhri Renders Obvious 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

28

Pet. 36

Pet. 25-27, 35-38; see also 8-12

Reply 6-11



4th Scenario [1.g]/[1.l] – Chaudhri Renders Obvious 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

29

The Petition on [1.l]

Chaudhri (EX1004)

Pet. 37

EX1004 (Chaudhri) [0229] Pet. 25-27, 35-38; see also 8-12; Reply 6-11



4th Scenario [1.g]/[1.l] – Chaudhri Renders Obvious 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

30

Rebuttal
 to:

“To obtain institution, Petitioner unequivocally relied on paragraphs 24-26 for its 
interpretation of paragraph 23.”  Sur-reply, __.

Rebuttal
 to:

“Nor does Petitioner identify any place in the Petition pointing to any application icon other than the 

Racing icon as ‘the first application icon’ in Limitation [1.l].” Sur-Reply at 6.

Pet. 25-27, 35-38; see also 8-12

Reply 6-11

Reply 8



4th Scenario [1.g]/[1.l] – Chaudhri Renders Obvious 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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The Petition on [1.l]The Petition on [1.g]

Reply 8Pet. 26

Rebuttal
 to:

“To obtain institution, Petitioner unequivocally relied on paragraphs 24-26 for its 
interpretation of paragraph 23.”  Sur-reply, __.

Rebuttal
 to:

“Nor does Petitioner identify any place in the Petition pointing to any application icon other than the 

Racing icon as ‘the first application icon’ in Limitation [1.l].” Sur-Reply at 6.

Pet. 25-27, 35-38; see also 8-12

Reply 6-11



4th Scenario [1.g]/[1.l] – Chaudhri Renders Obvious 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Cockburn Supp. Dec. (EX1067)

All of Chaudhri’s Icons Are 
Selectable and Movable

EX1067 (Cockburn Supp. Dec.) Para 41

Rebuttal
 to:

“To obtain institution, Petitioner unequivocally relied on paragraphs 24-26 for its 
interpretation of paragraph 23.”  Sur-reply, __.

Rebuttal
 to:

“Petitioner does not identify any place in the Petition pointing to any application icon other than the Solitaire 

icon or the Photos icon as the “first application icon” in Limitation [1.g].” Sur-Reply at 6.
Pet. 25-27, 35-38; see also 8-12

Reply 6-11



4th Scenario [1.g]/[1.l] – Chaudhri Renders Obvious 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Cockburn Supp. Dec. (EX1067)

EX1067 (Cockburn Supp. Dec.) Para 44-45

All of Chaudhri’s Icons Are 
Selectable and Movable

Rebuttal
 to:

“To obtain institution, Petitioner unequivocally relied on paragraphs 24-26 for its 
interpretation of paragraph 23.”  Sur-reply, __.

Rebuttal
 to:

“Petitioner does not identify any place in the Petition pointing to any application icon other than the Solitaire 

icon or the Photos icon as the “first application icon” in Limitation [1.g].” Sur-Reply at 6.
Pet. 25-27, 35-38; see also 8-12

Reply 6-11



4th Scenario [1.g]/[1.l] – Chaudhri Renders Obvious 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. 34-35

Reply 2-4

34

All of Chaudhri’s Icons Are Selectable and Movable

EX1067 (Cockburn Supp. Dec.) Para 46

Cockburn Supp. Dec. (EX1067)

Rebuttal
 to:

“To obtain institution, Petitioner unequivocally relied on paragraphs 24-26 for its 
interpretation of paragraph 23.”  Sur-reply, __.

Rebuttal
 to:

“Petitioner does not identify any place in the Petition pointing to any application icon other than the Solitaire 

icon or the Photos icon as the “first application icon” in Limitation [1.g].” Sur-Reply at 6.
Pet. 25-27, 35-38; see also 8-12

Reply 6-11



4th Scenario [1.g]/[1.l] – Chaudhri Renders Obvious 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

35

All of Chaudhri’s 
Icons Are 

Selectable and 
Movable

The 
Experts 
Agree

EX1067 (Cockburn Supp. Dec.) FN2

EX2005 (Madisetti Dec.) Para 63

Rebuttal
 to:

“To obtain institution, Petitioner unequivocally relied on paragraphs 24-26 for its 
interpretation of paragraph 23.”  Sur-reply, __.

Rebuttal
 to:

“Petitioner does not identify any place in the Petition pointing to any application icon other than the Solitaire 

icon or the Photos icon as the “first application icon” in Limitation [1.g].” Sur-Reply at 6.
Pet. 25-27, 35-38; see also 8-12

Reply 6-11



4th Scenario [1.g]/[1.l] – Chaudhri Renders Obvious 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

36
EX1045 at 20, 23, 25

All of Chaudhri’s Icons Are 
Selectable and Movable

EX1067 (Cockburn Supp. Dec.) Para 47

Rebuttal
 to:

“To obtain institution, Petitioner unequivocally relied on paragraphs 24-26 for its 
interpretation of paragraph 23.”  Sur-reply, __.

Rebuttal
 to:

“Petitioner does not identify any place in the Petition pointing to any application icon other than the Solitaire 

icon or the Photos icon as the “first application icon” in Limitation [1.g].” Sur-Reply at 6.
Pet. 25-27, 35-38; see also 8-12

Reply 6-11



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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4th Scenario [1.g]/[1.l] – Chaudhri Renders Obvious 

The Petition’s Alternative “Single Continuous Touch” Theory 
Moots “Inconsistent Mapping” Issue

Reply 11

Reply 11-14; see also Pet. 38-39, 62-67



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

38EX1003 (Cockburn Dec.) Para. 107

EX1067 (Cockburn Supp. Dec.) Para. 52

4th Scenario [1.g]/[1.l] – Chaudhri Renders Obvious 

The Petition’s Alternative “Single Continuous Touch” Theory 
Moots “Inconsistent Mapping” Issue

Reply 11-14; see also Pet. 38-39, 62-67



39

Motivation to Combine

The Petition Provides Ample Motivation for Integrating 
Martyn’s App Snapshot With Chaudhri and Using the 

Prior Art Touch-and-Hold as a Command Gesture

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

40

Motivation to Combine – Chaudhri-Martyn
Pet. 15-19

Pet. 15-16

Chaudhri

Martyn



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

41

Motivation to Combine – Chaudhri-Martyn
Pet. 15-19

Four Motivation Rationales—None Disputed



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

42

A POSITA Would Not “Ignore” Martyn’s Press-and-Hold

Cockburn Supp. Dec. (EX1067)

EX1067 (Cockburn Supp. Dec.) Para 20

Rebuttal
 to:

“To obtain institution, Petitioner unequivocally relied on paragraphs 24-26 for its 
interpretation of paragraph 23.”  Sur-reply, __.

Rebuttal
 to:

“[E]ach motivation does not motivate using “a press-and-hold user input” for calling Martyn’s 

Snapshot, but only motivates Martyn’s Snapshot itself[.]” Sur-Reply at 15.

Motivation to Combine – Chaudhri-Martyn
Pet. 15-19

Reply 15-17 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. 34-35; Reply 2-4
43

Touch-and-Hold and Press-and-Hold Were Known Analogs

Rebuttal
 to:

“To obtain institution, Petitioner unequivocally relied on paragraphs 24-26 for its 
interpretation of paragraph 23.”  Sur-reply, __.

Rebuttal
 to:

“Petitioner conflates a ‘touch’ on an application icon and a ‘press’ on a physical button because 

Petitioner does not dispute that Martyn is not a touch screen device.” Sur-Reply at 16.

Cockburn Supp. Dec. (EX1067)

EX1067 (Cockburn Supp. Dec.) Para 21; see also Para 19

Motivation to Combine – Chaudhri-Martyn

EX1071 at 1

Pet. 15-19

Reply 15-17 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

44

Touch-and-Hold Was a Well-Known Solution to a Known Problem

Rebuttal
 to:

“To obtain institution, Petitioner unequivocally relied on paragraphs 24-26 for its 
interpretation of paragraph 23.”  Sur-reply, __.

Rebuttal
 to:

“It Is Not Obvious To Create A Self-Induced ‘Problem’ That Serves No Purpose Other Than To 

Create A Conflict Justifying Further Modifications.” Sur-Reply at 12.

Cockburn Supp. Dec. (EX1067)

EX1067 (Cockburn Supp. Dec.) Para 18

EX1024 Figure 1, 5:35-39

In this example, the 

functionality involves 

the generation of a 

contextual pop up 

menu 106 associated 

with the first message 

in the latest events 

area 102 that was long-

pressed by the user.

EX1025 Figures 12c-12d

The controller 180 

determines that the input 

medium 510 has 

performed the proximity 

touch operation for a 

predetermined period of 

time and may display on 

the touch screen 500 a 

second level menu for 

providing a function 

Motivation to Combine – Chaudhri-Martyn
Pet. 15-19

Reply 15-17 
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Motivation to Combine

Patent Owner Cannot Undermine the Petition by 
Proposing an Alternative Modification

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet. 34-35

Reply 2-4

46

Martyn and Chaudhri’s Teachings Do Not “Conflict”

Cockburn Supp. Dec. (EX1067)

EX1067 (Cockburn Supp. Dec.) Para 25

Rebuttal
 to:

“To obtain institution, Petitioner unequivocally relied on paragraphs 24-26 for its 
interpretation of paragraph 23.”  Sur-reply, __.

Rebuttal
 to:

“Petitioner does not dispute that a POSITA could combine Chaudhri and Martyn in a way that 

does not result in a conflict.” Sur-Reply at 18.

Motivation to Combine – Chaudhri-Martyn
Pet. 15-19

Reply 18-23 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

47

Patent Owner’s Alternatives Are Worse, Not “Superior”

Rebuttal
 to:

“To obtain institution, Petitioner unequivocally relied on paragraphs 24-26 for its 
interpretation of paragraph 23.”  Sur-reply, __.

Rebuttal
 to:

“[A] tappable object modification target could be added to Chaudhri’s normal mode for calling 

Martyn’s Snapshot.” Sur-Reply at 18.

Motivation to Combine – Chaudhri-Martyn

Cockburn Supp. Dec. (EX1067) EX1067 (Cockburn Supp. Dec.) Para 27

EX2005 Paras 113-117 (Dr. Madisetti’s visual aid)

Pet. 15-19

Reply 18-23 
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