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• Challenged Claims: 1-2, 9-11, 13-15, 16, 56-64, 84

• Independent Claims 1/16/84 rise and fall together

• Dependent Claims 14-15, 61-64 argued
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Pet. 4-5

1st and 2nd 
Duration 

Scenarios

1st and 2nd 
Menu 

Interactions
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Pet. 4-5

First Duration Scenario

When First Touch Duration Ceases,
Perform an Operation
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Pet. 4-5

Second Duration Scenario

When Second Touch Duration Is Detected,
Output Feedback and Display Menu
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Pet. 4-5

First Menu Interaction

When Menu Selection Touch Is Detected,
Perform Particular Action
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Pet. 4-5

Second Menu Interaction

When Slide or Swipe Is Detected,
Change Menu Display Aspect
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Pet. 7-11

Hotelling Martyn Cho
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Pet. 11-20

Hotelling Martyn

The Hotelling-Martyn

Pet. 12-13
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• 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, ¶¶36-60)

• Buttressed by more than 30 

corroborating exhibits
Cockburn Supp. Dec. (EX1062)Cockburn Dec. (EX1003)
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Second Duration Scenario

Hotelling Shows Pairing Tactile Feedback With a 
Long Duration Touch Was Known and Obvious 

(Elements [1.c], [16.h], [84.d])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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1st Duration Scenario [1.c] – Hotelling Teaches and Renders Obvious

Hotelling Teaches “Long” Touch Inputs and 
Tactile Feedback to Confirm Touch Inputs

Pet. 28

Hotelling (EX1004)

Pet. 26-29

Reply 2-8
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1st Duration Scenario [1.c] – Hotelling Teaches and Renders Obvious

Patent Owner’s Narrow View of Hotelling Disregards the POSITA’s Extensive 
Knowledge Regarding Tactile Feedback—a Decades-Old Technology

Rebuttal
 to:

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

Rebuttal
 to:

“[T]he one section that discusses ‘short’ and ‘long’ duration touches contains no reference to ‘input events’ or 

‘touch events’ that would explain how this disclosure connects to the haptic feedback section of Hotelling in 

the way Petitioner claims.” Sur-Reply at 4.

Cockburn Supp. Dec. (EX1062)

EX1062 (Cockburn Supp. Dec.) Para 19; cited at, e.g., Reply 4 EX1062 (Cockburn Supp. Dec.) Para 22

Pet. 26-29

Reply 2-8
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1st Duration Scenario [1.c] – Hotelling Teaches and Renders Obvious

Patent Owner Concedes Hotelling Teaches Tactile 
Feedback at Release, Which Applies to a “Long” Touch

Rebuttal
 to:

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

Rebuttal
 to:

“The Petition’s Proposed Combination Does Not Disclose or Suggest Providing Haptic Feedback Upon 

Detection of a Long Touch.” Sur-Reply at 3-5.

POR 29-30

Sur-Reply 3

Reply 6

Pet. 26-29

Reply 2-8
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1st Duration Scenario [1.c] – Hotelling Teaches and Renders Obvious

A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Implement 
Tactile Feedback Responsive to a “Long” Touch Event

Cockburn Supp. Dec. (EX1062)

EX1062 (Cockburn Supp. Dec.) Para 34

Pet. 28-29

Pet. 26-29

Reply 2-8
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Second Duration Scenario

The Combined Teachings of Hotelling and Martyn Show 
Calling a Contextual Menu With a Long Duration Touch 

Was Obvious (Elements [1.d], [16.i], [84.e])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

2nd Duration Scenario [1.d] – Hotelling-Martyn Renders Obvious

Martyn Teaches Invoking the App Snapshot Menu 
by a Long User Input— “Press and Hold”

Martyn (EX1005)

EX1006 [0015]

EX1006 [0017]

Pet. 11-17, 29-31

Reply 8-12
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2nd Duration Scenario [1.d] – Hotelling-Martyn Renders Obvious

Hotelling Martyn

The Hotelling-Martyn

Pet. 12

Combination: Hotelling’s Main Menu GUI With Martyn’s App Snapshot, 
Invoked by a “Long” Touch Hotelling Uses for a Similar Purpose

Pet. 11-17, 29-31; Reply 8-12
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

2nd Duration Scenario [1.d] – Hotelling-Martyn Renders Obvious

Hotelling’s Long Touch Suggestion 
Provides a Motivation to Combine

Rebuttal
 to:

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

Rebuttal
 to:

“Absent an articulated reason to combine these disparate disclosures in the face of contextual differences 

between each disclosure, the Petition’s motivation can only be impermissible hindsight.” Sur-Reply at 11.

Pet. 16

Martyn (EX1005)

EX1006 [0017]

Hotelling (EX1004)

EX1004 Figure 27A

Pet. 11-17, 29-31; Reply 8-12
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2nd Duration Scenario [1.d] – Hotelling-Martyn Renders Obvious

Hotelling’s Long Touch Suggestion 
Provides a Motivation to Combine

Cockburn Supp. Dec. (EX1062)
EX1062 (Cockburn Supp. Dec.) Para 46

Rebuttal
 to:

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

Rebuttal
 to:

“Absent an articulated reason to combine these disparate disclosures in the face of contextual differences 

between each disclosure, the Petition’s motivation can only be impermissible hindsight.” Sur-Reply at 11.

Pet. 11-17, 29-31; Reply 8-12
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Touch Screen or Not, a POSITA Would Have Recognized Martyn’s 
Press-and-Hold as the Analog of Hotelling’s Long Touch

2nd Duration Scenario [1.d] – Hotelling-Martyn Renders Obvious

Rebutt: .”  Sur-reply, __.Rebuttal to: “The Reply’s Argument that Martyn is Directed to Touch Screen Devices is Both New and Incorrect.” Sur-Reply at 13.

Cockburn Supp. Dec. (EX1062)

Pet. 11-17, 29-31

Reply 8-12
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Second Menu Interaction

The Hotelling-Martyn-Cho Combination Renders 
Obvious the Claimed Features of Using Slide/Swipe 
Gestures to Change the Menu in Five Different Ways 

(Elements [1.f], [16.k], [84.g])

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Five Independent Mappings Show Menu 
Display Changes Via a Slide or Swipe

2nd Menu Interaction [1.f] – Cho’s Teachings Render Obvious

Reply ii-iii

Pet. 11-12, 17-20, 33-40

Reply 13-21
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

2nd Menu Interaction [1.f] – Cho’s Teachings Render Obvious

Cho Teaches Drag or Flick 
to Scroll a Window (Menu)

EX1006 (Cho) [0132], Figure 19(c) [right]

EX1006 (Cho) [0127], Figure 17(b) [left]

EX1006 (Cho) [0132], Figure 19(c) [right)

Pet. 11-12, 17-20, 33-40; Reply 13-21
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2nd Menu Interaction [1.f] – Cho’s Teachings Render Obvious

Rebuttal
 to:

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

Rebuttal
 to:

“Instead, the Reply accuses the POR of being ‘shortsighted’ because it only addresses the examples disclosed 

in Martyn, and not those imagined by the Petitioner based on other references not cited in Martyn or the 

relevant section of the Petition. Compare Reply, 16-17 (citing EX1022) with Pet., 38.” Sur-Reply at 18.

The Motivation Discussion in the Petition Explains That Cho’s 
Drag or Flick to Scroll Technique Was Known and Beneficial 

Pet. 18-20

Pet. 11-12, 17-20, 33-40

Reply 13-21
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2nd Menu Interaction [1.f] – Cho’s Teachings Render Obvious

EX1022 at 138

Cockburn Dec. (EX1003)

Rebuttal
 to:

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

Rebuttal
 to:

“Instead, the Reply accuses the POR of being ‘shortsighted’ because it only addresses the examples disclosed 

in Martyn, and not those imagined by the Petitioner based on other references not cited in Martyn or the 

relevant section of the Petition. Compare Reply, 16-17 (citing EX1022) with Pet., 38.” Sur-Reply at 18.

The Motivation Discussion in the Petition Explains That Cho’s 
Drag or Flick to Scroll Technique Was Known and Beneficial 

Pet. 11-12, 17-20, 33-40

Reply 13-21

Cited, e.g., at Pet. 18-19
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