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I. INTRODUCTION 

Institution should be denied because the Petition fails to establish a reasonable 

likelihood of prevailing on any Challenged Claim.1 First, Claims 1, 32, 34, and 64 

each recite detecting a “gesture” and then, in three instances, taking different 

actions “when,” “based on,” or “in response to” “the magnitude of [a] / [the] duration 

of the gesture being detected.”2 Yet, for these three instances, the Petition maps to 

three different gestures associated with three different durations beginning at 

different points in time. This does not meet the plain language of the claims. Further, 

the Petition points to “durations” not “of the gesture” as the claims require, but of 

admittedly different periods of time in further violation of the plain language. 

Second, Claims 27 and 59 recite identifying a first and second “touch state.” 

As Petitioner recognized (and, indeed, proposed) in the concurrent Litigation,3 touch 

 
1 Petitioner challenges eight independent claims of the ’114 Patent: Claims 1, 27, 30, 

32, 34, 59, 62, and 64 (“Challenged Claims”). 

2 All emphasis added unless otherwise indicated. 

3 Smith Interface Technologies, LLC v. Apple Inc., 3-23-cv-01187, S.D. Cal. (the 

“Litigation”). On October 2, 2024, the Court granted in part Petitioner’s request to 

stay the Litigation, staying the Litigation “pending the issuance of the last of the 
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state is properly construed, based on explicit lexicography, as “a predefined subset 

of the range of measurable contact pressures.” EX1001, 19:35-41. Yet, the Petition 

fails to link the first and second “touch state” to any range of “contact pressures”—

the Petition does not even mention the word “pressure.”  

Third, Claims 30 and 62 require “vibrat[ing] the apparatus” at a particular 

point in time. The Petition does not assert that the primary reference for all grounds, 

Kim, discloses this functionality. The Petition proposes adding it only by over-

generalizing another reference, Burrough, to modify Kim in a way inconsistent with 

Burrough’s disclosure. 

For each of these reasons, institution should be denied. 

II. OVERVIEW OF THE ’114 PATENT 

The Challenged Claims recite apparatuses and methods including a touch 

screen and methods performed at such apparatuses for detecting gestures on the 

touch screen and taking various actions “when” / “during” / “based on” / “in response 

to” aspects of the gesture. The Challenged Claims can be divided into three groups. 

 
PTAB’s institution decisions on Apple’s pending IPR petitions,” with any “further 

stay” to be addressed after those decisions. EX2006. 



IPR2024-01091 
Patent 10,936,114 

- 3 - 

A. Claims 1, 32, 34, and 64 

Claims 1, 32, 34, and 64 each recite “detect[ing] [at least one component of] 

a gesture on the touch screen on the object” and then, in three instances, taking 

different actions “when,” “based on,” or “in response to” “the magnitude of [a] / 

[the] duration of the gesture being detected” meeting the recited criteria of being 

“less than” or “greater than” a recited threshold. See Limitations [1.e], [1.f], [1.g], 

[1.i], [32.e], [32.f], [32.g], [32.i], [34.f], [34.g], [34.h], [34.j], [64.f], [64.g], [64.h], 

[64.j]. 

As discussed in Section IV.A, the plain language and structure of each claim 

mandates that: (1) each of the three references to “the gesture” must refer to the same 

gesture, and (2) each of the three references to, first, “a duration of the gesture” and, 

subsequently, “the duration of the gesture” must refer to a time period beginning at 

the start of the gesture. 

B. Claims 27 and 59 

Claims 27 and 59 each recite “detect[ing] a gesture via the touch screen on 

the object,” “perform[ing] a first function in a first touch state,” “perform[ing] a 

second function in a second touch state,” and “[during] / [based on a] detection of at 

least a portion of the gesture and based on a change in a duration of the gesture being 

detected via the touch screen on the object, performing a scale operation.” See 

Limitations [27.e], [27.f], [27.g], [27.h], [59.f], [59.g], [59.h], [59.i]. 
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As discussed in Section IV.B, the “first” and “second” “touch state” each refer 

to “a predefined subset of the range of measurable contact pressures” based on the 

explicit lexicography in the specification. See also EX1001, 19:35-41. 

C. Claims 30 and 62 

Claims 30 and 62 each recite “detect[ing] a gesture on the touch screen on the 

first object,” “[during detection of at least a portion of the gesture before a 

completion thereof is detected] / [in response to a detection of at least a portion of 

the gesture], perform[ing] a scale operation, based on a change in a duration of the 

gesture,” and “[after at least a portion of the scale operation] / [subsequent to the 

performance of the scale operation], vibrat[ing] the apparatus and performing an 

action.” Limitations [30.f], [30.g], [30.i], [62.g], [62.h], [62.j]. 

III. LEVEL OF ORDINARY SKILL 

Patent Owner does not necessarily agree with all aspects of Petitioner’s 

proposed level of ordinary skill, but does not believe that resolving that level is 

necessary to resolve the issues raised in this preliminary response. 

IV. CLAIM CONSTRUCTION 

Claims are interpreted according to the Phillips claim construction standard. 

83 Fed. Reg. 51340, 51340-44 (Oct. 11, 2018); Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d 

1303 (Fed. Cir. 2005) (en banc). 
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A. “Magnitude of [a] / [the] Duration of the Gesture” 

Each of Claims 1, 32, 34, and 64 recite “detect[ing] [at least one component 

of] a gesture on the touch screen on the object” and then, in three instances, taking 

different actions “when,” “based on,” or “in response to” “the magnitude of [a] / 

[the] duration of the gesture being detected” meeting the recited criteria of being 

“less than” or “greater than” a recited threshold. See Limitations [1.e], [1.f], [1.g], 

[1.i], [32.e], [32.f], [32.g], [32.i] [34.f], [34.g], [34.h], [34.j], [64.f], [64.g], [64.h], 

[64.j]. Petitioner ignores the plain and ordinary meaning of these words in at least 

two ways. 

First, the plain and ordinary meaning of “magnitude of [a] / [the] duration of 

the gesture” is the magnitude of a period of time beginning at the start of the gesture 

through the point in time at which the evaluation takes place. EX2001, ¶61. That the 

“duration of [event]” begins at the start of the event is consistent with the plain and 

ordinary meaning of “duration.” See EX2004 (“duration” means “the time during 

which something exists or lasts”); EX2005 (“duration” means “the time during 

which something continues”). A period of time beginning at a time other than the 

start of the gesture is not a “duration of the gesture,” but rather a duration of whatever 

event began at that other time. EX2001, ¶61. Key here, a period of time that begins 

in the middle of the mapped gesture, such as at the beginning of a later component 



IPR2024-01091 
Patent 10,936,114 

- 6 - 

or sub-step of the gesture, is not the duration of the gesture, but rather the duration 

of the component of the gesture. Id. 

For example, Petitioner erroneously asserts: “The duration of each of the taps 

of the double tap gesture is ‘a duration of the gesture.’” Pet., 20. But Petitioner’s 

own words belie this assertion. The fact that Petitioner was able and required to 

specify a different event—“of each of the taps”—to specify a different duration 

confirms that the specified period is not the duration of the double-tap gesture, but 

rather two different durations of two components of the gesture. EX2001, ¶62. For 

example, the duration of the second tap begins at a different, later time than the 

duration of the double-tap gestures—and the duration of the first tap ends while 

duration of the double-tap gesture continues. Id. These are separate periods easily 

specified. In addition to the words of the Petition quoted above, Claim 32 

demonstrates separately using “component of the gesture” and “gesture.” And the 

claim specifies the gesture, not a component thereof, when referring to the duration: 

“when a first component of the gesture is detected where a magnitude of a duration 

of the gesture being detected on the touch screen.” Limitation [32.f]; EX2001, ¶62. 

Second, even if it were permissible to interpret the phrase “duration of the 

gesture” as broad enough to specify the “duration of a component of the gesture,” 

once doing so in a mapping, the plain and ordinary meaning of “the duration of the 

gesture” requires using the same starting point for each of the three recitations of, 
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first, “a duration” and, then, twice, “the duration.” EX2001, ¶63. The language of 

the claims is similar to that of Salazar v. AT&T Mobility LLC, in that the language 

“introduces a claim element using an indefinite article and further defines the 

element with subsequently recited functionality.” 64 F.4th 1311, 1316 (Fed. Cir. 

2023). “While this structure may allow for more than a single instance of the claim 

element, it may nonetheless require that a single instance of the element be capable 

of performing all the recited functionality.” Id. Here, the plain claim language “the 

duration of the gesture” requires Petitioner to identify a common starting point of a 

common gesture for all three recitations. EX2001, ¶63; see also In re Varma, 816 

F.3d 1352, 1362 (Fed. Cir. 2016) (“For a dog owner to have ‘a dog that rolls over 

and fetches sticks,’ it does not suffice that he have two dogs, each able to perform 

just one of the tasks.”). 

While a formal construction is likely not necessary given the plain language 

of the claims, thus it bears noting that the duration of the gesture in each claim must 

be measured from a common starting point at the beginning of a common gesture. 

B. “Touch State” 

Claims 27 and 59 recite a “first function in a first touch state” and a “second 

function in a second touch state.” Limitations [27.g], [27.h], [59.g], [59.h]. The ’114 

Patent states: 
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In various embodiments, the contact pressure level may be represented 

by a touch state. In the context of the present description, a touch state 

refers to a predefined subset of the range of measurable contact 

pressures. For example, in one embodiment, contact pressure levels 

may be represented as one of four predefined touch states: no touch, 

light touch, medium touch, and heavy touch. 

EX1001, 19:35-41. Based on this lexicography, “touch state” should be construed as 

“a predefined subset of the range of measurable contact pressures.” EX2001, ¶65. 

In the Litigation, both Petitioner and Patent Owner agreed, consistent with 

this lexicography, that “touch state” should be construed as “a predefined subset of 

the range of measurable contact pressures.” EX2003, 17/19. Yet, as discussed below, 

Petitioner fails to propose or apply this construction. 

C. “Inversely Related To” 

All challenged claims recite “scaling” or “a scale operation” that “includes a 

reduction in a size such that the size is inversely related to the [magnitude of] the 

duration of the gesture being detected.” Limitations [1.h], [27.h], [30.h], [32.h], 

[34.i], [59.i]. [62.i], [64.i]. In the Litigation, Petitioner proposed that this language 

(as used in some of the challenged claims) means “a reduction in a size, such that 

the amount that the size is reduced is inversely proportional to the duration of the 

gesture.” EX2003, 9-10/19. That is, Petitioner proposes replacing “related to” with 

“proportional to.” Contrary to its Litigation position, the Petition neither proposes a 

construction replacing “related to” with “proportional to” nor maps the art in 
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accordance with it—the Petition does not even use the word “proportional.” See, 

e.g., Pet., 3 (“Apple submits that no claim terms need be construed to resolve issues 

of controversy in the present Petition.”), 24 (“In this way, the reduction in a size is 

inversely related to the magnitude of the duration of the gesture ….”). 

Patent Owner opposes replacing “related to” with “proportional to.” The plain 

language of “related to” is not confusing and, to the extent “proportional to” is 

different or narrower than “related to,” there is no basis for overriding the plain 

language. In any event, because the Petition does not rely on the narrower 

construction, Patent Owner does not believe construction of this term to be necessary 

to considering the below arguments. 

V. OVERVIEW OF THE CITED ART 

A. Kim 

Kim discloses a mobile device and “touch-based zooming control method.” 

EX1004, Abstract. Kim discloses detecting gestures and taking responsive action 

across two modes: a “selected mode” “that allows displaying some kind of display 

target data outputted while a specific application selected at a user's request runs in 

the mobile device,” including “a web page display mode,” and a “zoom mode” in 

which the device can perform a “zooming function” in response to further user 

inputs. Id. [0041], [0043]. Kim describes moving across these modes by, first, 

“selected mode,” detecting “a long press event” for “activating a zoom mode” (id., 
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[0031], [0049]) and transitioning to zoom mode, then, in zoom mode, detecting “a 

hold event” for “execut[ing] a continuous zoom-in function” (id., [0053], [0061]); 

and, then, while still in zoom mode, detecting “a double tap event” event and 

“returning to an initial state with a basic display size after a zoom-in or zoom-out 

action in a zoom mode” in select mode (id., [0031]). Kim discloses a separate 

algorithm for detecting user gestures in selected mode and zoom mode. 

1. User gestures detected via “interrupt” in “selected mode” 
(i.e., non-zoom mode) 

With reference to Figure 2A, Kim discloses detection of user gestures and 

responsive functions in “selected mode” upon detection of an “interrupt,” which Kim 

“refers to a signal or instructions, inputted through at least one of a touch screen and 

a special function key by a user, to stop the execution of a running application.” 

EX1004, [0048], FIG. 2A. First, in response to detecting “a long press input,” Kim 

discloses “activating the zoom mode.” Id., [0049]. Alternatively, upon detection of 

“an interrupt [that] is not a request for the activation of the zoom mode,” 

“perform[ing] some action in connection with an interrupt.” Id., [0048]-[0050]. But, 

to be clear, Kim discloses this as a category, not a specific user input or specific 

corresponding action. Id.; EX2001, ¶40. Kim describes three examples of actions 

other than activation of zoom mode in response to interrupts that are not a long press: 

(a) “display[ing] the requested menu” in response to an unspecified input that 

indicates “a request for a specific menu,” (b) “launch[ing] and enable[ing] one of an 
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application and a function which is assigned to the selected icon” in response to an 

unspecified input that indicates “a selection input for a specific icon,” and (c) 

entering “toggle mode” in response to a “double tap.” EX1004, [0044]-[0045], 

[0050], [0089]; EX2001, ¶40. 

2. User gestures in “zoom mode” 

Figures 2b and 7 illustrate detection of user gestures and responsive functions 

in zoom mode. EX1004, [0046]; see also id., [0093] (describing FIG. 7 as illustrating 

“a process of executing a zooming function depending on a user gesture while a 

zoom mode is activated”). Specifically, Kim explains that after the mobile device 

activates the zoom mode it “waits for a user input, especially based on a gesture.” 

Id., [0051]; see also id., FIG. 2A (211). 

Upon detecting a user gesture in the zoom mode, the mobile device 

“determines the type of an input event,” including whether the gesture is “a move 

event,” “a hold event,” or “a double tap event.” EX1004, [0053] (emphasis added); 

see id., FIG. 2b (hold event, 231; double tap, 241). That is, Kim teaches—while in a 

zoom mode—performing a different function depending on the type of gesture—

e.g., whether the gesture is “a move event,” “a hold event,” on one hand or “a double 

tap event” on the other hand. See, e.g., id., FIG. 2b (231, 241), FIG. 7. 
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Id., FIG. 2b. 

Figure 7 illustrates “perform[ing] a continuous zooming function” through “a 

hold event” at steps 741, 743, and 745 (id., [0061]–[0063], [0095], [0104]–[0106]); 

and “returning to an initial state with a basic display size” via “a double tap event” 

at step 750 (id., [0031]; see id., [0106]). 
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Id. FIG. 7. 

Separately, “thereafter, a user can invoke a double tap event on the screen.” 

Id., [0106]; see also id., FIG. 2b (241). “Then, in response to the double tap event, 

the mobile device displays target data with a given basic magnification value, as 

indicated by the reference number 750.” EX1004, [0106]; see also id., FIG. 2b (243), 

[0064].  

Finally, Kim explains that, while in zoom mode, if the detected user gesture 

does not “correspond[] to” a “move event,” a “hold event,” or “a double tap event,” 

the mobile device “disregards the received input event and then proceeds to the 

previous step 211.” EX1004, [0053]; see id., FIGs. 2A, 2b. That is, Kim teaches 
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disregarding an unrecognized gesture once the device is already in zoom mode. See 

id; EX2001, ¶45. A POSITA would not understand this disclosure to refer to a 

minimum threshold of an intentional user input. EX2001, ¶45; compare to Pet., 25. 

Rather, this disclosure merely notes that there may be recognizable gestures (e.g., a 

tap) for which no function is assigned in zoom mode and such gestures are ignored. 

EX2001, ¶45. 

B. Bowens 

Petitioner does not rely on Bowens to alter the functionality disclosed by Kim. 

See Pet., 53. Rather, Petitioner asserts that “Kim leaves to well-informed POSITAs 

various specific implementation details pertaining to how the system identifies and 

differentiates the various touches and gestures” and that Bowens provides those 

details by describing “various types of user actions and how each is identified.” Id., 

52-53. In particular, Bowens discloses a “state machine gesture recognition 

algorithm for interpreting streams of coordinates received from a touch sensor.” 

EX1005, Abstract. Bowens discloses using a state machine to recognize gestures 

including “a tap,” which occurs “when the user quickly touches and releases the 

touch surface” (id., [0056]); “a double tap,” which occurs “when the user quickly 

touches and releases the touch surface twice in quick succession” (id., [0057]); and 

“a press,” which occurs “when the user touches and holds the touch surface” (id., 

[0058]). 
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Upon detecting a single-finger touch while in an Idle state,4 the state machine 

“transition[s] into a Touched state.” Id. As soon as the Touched state is entered, “a 

timeout is started,” which is “used to distinguish between short duration gestures 

such as . . . taps and long duration gestures such as a press.” EX1007, [0080]; see 

also id., FIG 1 (“entry/timer(t_tap)” in “Touched” state).  

“[I]f the timeout expires” while the user is touching the touch surface, “the 

state machine . . . generate[s] a press event and then enters the Pressed state.” Id.  

On the other hand, “[i]f the user releases their touch [before the timeout 

expires], the state machine enters the Second Tap Pending state,” and “[s]ubsequent 

actions will determine if a tap, double tap, or other gesture is later generated.” 

EX1007, [0080]. “[I]f the timeout expires” while the user is touching the touch 

surface, “the state machine . . . generate[s] a press event and then enters the Pressed 

state.” Id. After the release of such a tap, the Second Tap Pending state is entered (id. 

[0080]–[0081]); “a timeout is started” (id., [0081]); and the “initial touch location is 

stored” (id., [0081]). Id. The timeout “is used to decide if the user has made a [single] 

 
4 Bowens discloses an “Idle state,” which “occurs whenever a user is not touching 

the touch surface.” EX1007, ¶[0079]. Bowens explains that “no actions [are] 

triggered by entering” the Idle state, and “no actions [are] performed while” in the 

Idle state. Id. 
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tap gesture,” whereas the initial touch location “is used to decide if the user is making 

a double tap gesture.” Id.  

Specifically, if the timeout expires before a second touch is detected, “a 

[single] tap event is generated and the state machine enters the Idle state.” Id. But 

“if the user touches the surface again before the timeout expires” and “the distance 

of the second touch from the first” is “less than a specified value,” the state machine 

“enters the Double Tap Pending state.” Id.; see also id., FIG. 1 (“press near tl [touch 

location]”). 

Upon entering the Double Tap Pending state, “a timeout is started,” which “is 

used to decide if the user is making a double tap gesture.” Id., ¶[0082]. Bowens 

explains that “if the user releases their touch” before the timeout expires, “the state 

machine generates a double tap event and enters the Idle state.” Id; see also id. (A 

double tap event is generated “because the user completed both taps inside the 

specified time and distance limits.”).  On the other hand, if the timeout expires before 

the user releases their touch, “it is assumed that the user has tapped and then touched 

and held the surface,” so “tap and press events are generated and the state machine 

enters the Pressed state.” Id. 

C. Burrough 

Burrough discloses “a multi-touch touch screen” “and identifying at least one 

multi-touch gesture based on the data from the multi-touch sensing device and 
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providing an appropriate multi-haptic response.” EX1007, Abstract. Petitioner 

asserts that “Burrough teaches providing haptic feedback in response to user input, 

including zooming operations” (Pet., 46), but this is an overgeneralization of 

Burrough’s disclosure. EX2001, ¶48. Rather, the portions of Burrough to which 

Petitioner cites disclose providing haptic feedback during an ongoing “zoom 

gesture.” EX1007, [0079]-[0081]; EX2001, ¶48. 

Burrough discloses providing haptic feedback to indicate the status of an 

ongoing zoom gesture where the feedback may change based on the distance 

traveled and pressure applied by multiple fingers engaging the ongoing zoom 

gesture. EX1007, [0079]-[0081]; EX2001, ¶49. Specifically, Burrough discloses that 

“[i]f the distance between the two fingers increases (spread[s] apart) at 1110, a zoom-

in signal is generated,” and the “zoom-in signal, in turn, causes the haptic devices 

associated with the two fingers to provide a zoom-in haptic signal.” EX1007, [0080]; 

see also id., FIG. 11 (1116). That is, Burrough discloses providing haptic feedback 

“as the distance between the two fingers increases [or decreases].” EX1007, [0080]; 

see also id., [0081] (“In most cases, the amount of zooming and the associated haptic 

effect varies according to the distance between the two objects” associated with “the 

set down of the fingers.”), (“[A]s the fingers spread apart or close[] together, the 

object zooms in or zooms out at the same time and the corresponding haptic effect 

will change.”). 
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VI. CLAIMS 1, 32, 34, AND 64 (GROUNDS 1A, 1B, 2A, 2B) 

A. The Petition Fails to Consistently Map “The Duration” of “The 
Gesture” 

1. Rather than identify a common gesture for the claims’ “the 
gesture,” the Petition points to three distinct gestures  

Claims 1, 32, 34, and 64 each recite “detect[ing] [at least one component of] 

a gesture on the touch screen on the object” and then, in three instances, taking 

different actions “when,” “based on,” or “in response to” “the magnitude of [a] / 

[the] duration of the gesture being detected” meets the recited criteria of being “less 

than” or “greater than” a recited threshold. See Limitations [1.e], [1.f], [1.g], [1.i], 

[32.e], [32.f], [32.g], [32.i] [34.f], [34.g], [34.h], [34.j], [64.f], [64.g], [64.h], [64.j]. 

The plain language and structure of each claim mandates that: (1) each of the three 

references to “the gesture” must refer to the same gesture, and (2) each of the three 

references to, first, “a duration of the gesture” and, subsequently, “the duration of 

the gesture” must refer to a time period that in each instance begins at the start of 

whatever is defined as the gesture. Id.; EX2001, ¶66; Section IV.A. 

The Petition’s mapping, which is the same in relevant respects across Grounds 

1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B, fails to meet this plain language. Instead, the Petition cites to 

portions of Kim taking three actions in response to three different gestures 

associated with three different durations beginning at different points in time. This 

does not meet the plain language of the claims for multiple reasons. 



IPR2024-01091 
Patent 10,936,114 

- 19 - 

As discussed in Section V.A, Kim discloses a number of functions occurring 

in response to various different gestures, including: (a) “activating the zoom mode” 

in response an interrupt that “is a long press input” (EX1004, [0049]), 

(b) “perform[ing] some action in connection with an interrupt” upon detection of 

“an interrupt [that] is not a request for the activation of the zoom mode” (EX1004, 

[0048]-[0050]), (c) when in “zoom mode,” performing “a continuous zoom in 

function” upon detection of “a hold event” (id., [0053], [0061]), and (d) when in 

“zoom mode,” “inactivat[ing] the zoom mode” and returning to a “predefined 

individual size” upon detection of a “double tap event” (id., [0053], [0064]). Kim 

itself recognizes that these are different types of gestures. For example, in zoom 

mode, Kim explains: 

If detecting a user gesture, namely, if receiving an input event from a 

user through the touch screen, the mobile device determines the type of 

an input event (steps 213, 231 and 241). That is, the mobile device 

determines whether an input event is one of a move event (step 213), a 

hold event (step 231), and a double tap event (step 241). 

EX1004, [0053] (cited at Pet., 18). Despite being triggered by different gestures 

occurring at different points in time, Petitioner maps three of these functions to the 

claim limitations “perform an operation,” “perform a scaling,” and “perform another 

operation” all associated with the gesture.  
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For Limitation [1.e] and [1.g], Petitioner identifies a long press or “hold 

event” as corresponding to the “gesture on the touch screen on the object” recited in 

the claims. Pet., 18-20, 21-23. Specifically, the Petition references Kim’s Figure 7 

and notes that “Kim describes ‘a continuous zoom-in action depending on a hold 

event.” Id., 18-19 (quoting EX1004, [0104]); see also Pet., 21 (quoting EX1004, 

[0104]: “continuous zoom-in action depending on a hold event”). Critically, Kim 

explains that this “hold event” occurs while the device is in a zoom mode—i.e., after 

“the mobile device [has] activate[d] the zoom mode in response to a [preceding, 

different] specific user gesture.” EX1004, [0095]. 

For Limitation [1.f], the Petition then points to a different gesture that occurs 

only after the “hold event” mapped to Limitations [1.e] and [1.g]—and Kim’s 

corresponding continuous zoom-in function—is completed. Specifically, for 

Limitation [1.f], the Petition pivots to Kim’s “double tap event” that “return[s] to an 

initial state with a basic display size after a zoom-in or zoom-out action.” See, e.g., 

Pet., 20. Thus, after first pointing to the long press or hold event as the gesture, 

Petitioner quietly switches to “a double tap” based solely on its collective duration 

being less than a “first threshold,” “a threshold duration associated with a more 

persistent gesture (e.g., a hold).” Id. 

Finally, for Limitation [1.i], Petitioner maps to yet another gesture. Pet., 

24-26. Specifically, the Petition points to an unnamed gesture that occurs before the 
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device enters the zoom mode: “Kim states that, ‘[i]f an interrupt is not a request for 

the activation of the zoom mode as the result of determination in step 205, the mobile 

device can perform some action in connection with an interrupt.’” Pet., 24-25 

(quoting EX1004, [0053]). Because this third gesture only happens when Kim’s 

mobile device is not in the zoom mode, this third gesture can never be the same as 

either of the “hold event” gesture mapped to Limitations [1.e] and [1.g] or the 

“double tap” gesture mapped to Limitation [1.f]. The Petition explicitly recognizes 

as much, in that this third gesture would be “shorter than the duration necessary for 

a long press threshold [to enter Kim’s zoom mode, a necessary predicate to the 

separate “hold event” gesture mapped to Limitations [1.e] and [1.g]], and a different 

gesture than a double tap gesture [mapped to Limitation [1.f]].” Pet. 26 (citing 

EX1003, ¶64).5 

 
5 For Ground 2, the Petition points to a “tap gesture” for “activating a hyperlink,” 

citing only to Bowens, not Kim. Pet., 67-68. The Petition does not explain when or 

where this functionality would be used in the “Kim-Bowens-Device.” Id., 53-62. But 

Kim explains that the gestures recognized during “zoom mode” are “move,” “hold,” 

and “double-tap,” and “[i]f the input event corresponds to none of them, the mobile 

device disregards the received input event.” EX1004, [0064]. Thus, a “tap” user 

input that causes activating a hyperlink could only occur when Kim’s mobile device 
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Setting aside the respective durations of these different gestures, the Petition’s 

mapping violates the plain claim language, which requires the gesture of Limitation 

[1.i] to be the same gesture as evaluated in Limitation [1.f] to “perform an operation” 

and in Limitation [1.g] to “perform a scaling.” See EX2001, ¶72; Section IV.A; see 

also Insituform Techs., Inc. v. Cat Contracting, Inc., 99 F.3d 1098, 1105 (Fed. Cir. 

1996) (finding that “the cup” later in claim is same as “a cup” earlier in claim where 

claim “specifically describes using the same cup repeatedly” and “nothing in the text 

of [the] claim suggests the use of more than one cup”). 

Thus, the Petition fails to map to any single gesture in Kim to each of Claim 

1’s “a gesture” [1.e], “the gesture” [1.f], “the gesture” [1.g], and “the gesture” [1.i]. 

The Petition expressly confirms that its mapping relies on different gestures. Pet. 26 

(“a gesture that is … shorter than the duration necessary for a long press threshold, 

and a different gesture than a double tap gesture”), 61 (“the device would … receive 

different types of input gestures, per Kim and Bowens, and would leverage Bowens’ 

teachings regarding the implementation details of how to distinguish between the 

 
is not in the zoom mode. Id. EX2001, ¶71. Thus, this third gesture as mapped in 

Ground 2 likewise can never be the same as either of the “hold event” gesture 

mapped to Limitations [1.e] and [1.g] or the “double tap” gesture mapped to 

Limitation [1.f]. 
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different gestures to ultimately perform the respective operation” (emphasis 

added)), 62 (“like Kim, Bowens teaches a device that recognizes and generates 

events for different gesture inputs, such as a tap, a press, and a long press” (emphasis 

added)). 

2. Rather than identify a common duration for the claims’ 
“the magnitude of the duration,” the Petition points to three 
distinct durations that can never even overlap 

For Limitation [1.e] and [1.g], the Petition references Kim’s Figure 7 and 

notes that “Kim describes ‘a continuous zoom-in action depending on a hold event.” 

Id., 18-19 (quoting EX1004, [0104]); see also Pet., 21 (quoting EX1004, [0104]: 

“continuous zoom-in action depending on a hold event”). For duration, the Petition 

asserts that a “POSITA would have understood that Kim’s long press would be 

discriminated from a normal press based on the contact being maintained (without 

moving) for longer than a threshold duration.” Pet., 22 (citing EX1004, [0140]; 

EX1003, ¶59). Setting aside for the moment whether the Petition at all supports its 

threshold assertion, comparing this first gesture to the asserted threshold depends on 

a duration that begins only after Kim’s device enters the zoom mode, at the start of 

the “long press” or “hold event.” See, e.g., EX1004, [0051]-[0053]; EX2001, ¶74. 

For Limitation [1.f], the Petition pivots to Kim’s “double tap event” that 

“return[s] to an initial state with a basic display size after a zoom-in or zoom-out 

action.” See, e.g., Pet., 20 (emphasis added). For the duration of this second gesture, 
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the Petition asserts that the double tap “comprises two short duration taps in quick 

succession, which individually and collectively have a duration shorter than a 

threshold duration associated with a more persistent gesture (e.g., a hold).” Pet., 20 

(citations omitted). However, because this “double tap” gesture occurs only after 

completion of the first gesture (the “long press” or “hold event” that causes the 

continuous zoom-in event), the alleged duration of the “double tap” gesture cannot 

possibly overlap with the duration of the first “long press” or “hold event” gesture. 

Finally, for Limitation [1.i], the Petition points to an unnamed gesture that 

occurs before the device enters the zoom mode: “Kim states that, ‘[i]f an interrupt is 

not a request for the activation of the zoom mode ….” Pet., 24-25 (quoting EX1004, 

[0053]). Because this third gesture can only happen before Kim’s mobile device 

enters the zoom mode (during which the first and second identified gestures occur), 

the duration of this third gesture necessarily ends before either of the first (“long 

press” or “hold event”) or second (“double tap”) gestures can begin. 

The Petition therefore relies on three distinct durations that not only lack a 

common starting point, but never even partially overlap. Thus, setting aside that 

these are different gestures, the Petition’s mapping violates the plain claim language, 

which requires the duration of Limitation [1.i] to be the same duration as evaluated 

in Limitation [1.f] to “perform an operation” and in Limitation [1.g] to “perform a 

scaling.” See EX2001, ¶77; Section IV.A; see also Insituform Techs., Inc. v. Cat 
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Contracting, Inc., 99 F.3d 1098, 1105 (Fed. Cir. 1996) (finding that “the cup” later 

in claim is same as “a cup” earlier in claim where claim “specifically describes using 

the same cup repeatedly” and “nothing in the text of [the] claim suggests the use of 

more than one cup”). 

3. These “gesture” and “duration” defects are present in all 
grounds for all of claims 1, 32, 34, and 64 

As explained above for Claim 1 in Ground 1A, these defects in Petitioner’s 

mappings are also present for Claim 1 in Ground 2A. See Pet., 62 (for Limitation 

[1.e], referencing Ground 1A Limitation [1.e] and adding that Bown teaches 

“different gesture inputs, such as a tap, a press, and a long press”), 64-66 (for 

Limitation [1.g], also identifying a “long press” as the gesture for a continuous 

zoom-in function when Kim’s device is in its zoom mode), 62-64 (for Limitation 

[1.f], also identifying a “double tap” as the gesture to return to normal zoom state 

after completion of Kim’s “long press” and corresponding continuous zoom-in 

function), 67-68 (for Limitation [1.i], identifying a “tap” gesture, again, prior to 

Kim’s device entering its zoom mode). 

These defects in Petitioner’s mappings are also present for: 

• Claim 32 in Grounds 1A and 2A. See Pet., 38 (for Ground 1A 

Limitation [32.e], referencing Ground 1A Limitation [1.e]), 39 (for 

Ground 1A Limitation [32.f], referencing Ground 1A Limitation [1.f]), 

39-40 (for Ground 1A Limitation [32.g], referencing Ground 1A 
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Limitation [1.g]), 41 (for Ground 1A Limitation [32.i], referencing 

Ground 1A Limitation [1.i]), 75-76 (for Ground 2A Limitation [32.e], 

referencing Ground 1A Limitation [32.e]), 76-77 (for Ground 2A 

Limitation [32.f], referencing Ground 2A Limitation [1.f]), 77-78 (for 

Ground 2A Limitation [32.g], referencing Ground 2A Limitation [1.g]), 

78-79 (for Ground 2A Limitation [32.i], referencing Ground 2A 

Limitation [1.i]); 

• Claim 34 in Grounds 1B and 2B. See Pet., 43 (for Ground 1B 

Limitations [34.b]-[34.j], referencing Ground 1A Limitations [1.a]-

[1.i]), 80 (for Ground 2B Limitations [34.b]-[34.j], referencing Ground 

2A Limitations [1.a]-[1.i]); and 

• Claim 64 in Grounds 1B and 2B. See Pet., 44 (for Ground 1B 

Limitations [64.e]-[64.j], referencing Ground 1A Limitations [32.d]-

[32.i]), 80 (for Ground 2B Limitations [64.e]-[64.j], referencing 

Ground 2A Limitations [32.d]-[32.i]). 

Thus, the Petition fails to show a reasonable likelihood of success for any of Claims 

1, 32, 34, and 64. 
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B. The Petition Fails to Demonstrate that Performance of the Mapped 
“Operation / Function” Occurs “When” / “Based On” / “In 
Response To” “a Duration of the Gesture” “is Less Than A First 
Magnitude Threshold” 

Claims 1, 32, 34, and 64 each recite “perform[ing] an [operation] / [function]” 

“[when] / [based on] / [in response to]” “a magnitude of a duration of the gesture 

being detected on the touch screen … is less than a first magnitude threshold.” 

Limitation [1.f], [32.f], [34.g], [64.g]. Petitioner maps “returning to an initial state 

with a basic display size after a zoom-in or zoom-out action” to the claimed 

“perform[ing] an operation.” See, e.g., Pet., 20. Petitioner asserts that the two taps 

of the “double tap event” “collectively have a duration shorter than a threshold 

duration associated with a more persistent gesture (e.g., a hold).” Id. Petitioner thus 

defines “the gesture” as “a double tap” and the “first threshold” as “a threshold 

duration associated with a more persistent gesture (e.g., a hold).” Id. Having so 

defined the gesture, Petitioner’s own explanation confirms that neither Kim nor 

Kim-Bowens detect a “double tap” gesture based on the duration of that double-tap 

gesture being less than a “hold” threshold. EX2001, ¶80. 

As explained above in Section V.B, Bowens discloses determining that a 

double-tap occurred by passing through a number of states, each associated with a 

different threshold and analysis. EX1007, [0080]–[0082]; see also id., FIG. 1; 

EX2001, ¶81. Indeed, the Petition’s own illustration confirms that recognizing a 

“double tap event” requires passing, in order, through three states: 



IPR2024-01091 
Patent 10,936,114 

- 28 - 

Pet., 64 (citing EX1003, ¶190). 

Petitioner asserts that this sequence is sufficient to meet the claim language 

because “the release must occur before the ‘timeout/ tap, press’ transition from the 

Double Tap Pending state to the Pressed state.” Id., 63. But, by its own words, this 

is a measure of the time (duration) spent in the “Double Tap Pending state,” not the 

duration of the double-tap gesture, which began on the “finger down” when exiting 

the “Idle state” several states earlier. EX2001, ¶82. That does not meet the claim 

language. See Section IV.A. Indeed, the Petition itself acknowledges that to make 

this argument it is re-defining the gesture: “The duration of each of the taps of the 

double tap gesture is ‘a duration of the gesture.’” Pet., 63. As explained in Section 

IV.A, “the duration of a tap” is not “the duration the gesture”—it is, at best, the 

duration of a component of the gestures.  

To excuse this failure to map the claim language, Petitioner asserts that a 

“POSITA would have understood that gesture recognition encompasses 

identification of multiple components of touch data.” Pet., 63. Accepting that 

assertion as true, it does not follow that Petitioner is free to ignore the plain language 
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of the claim “duration of the gesture” and replace it with “duration of a component 

of the gesture.” The Petition has no issue using different words to describe these 

two concepts. Nor do the Challenged Claims. For example, Claim 32, in portions of 

the claim other than those at issue here, refers to “a first component of the gesture,” 

“a second component of the gesture,” and “a third component of the gesture,” but 

for this disputed element refers to “the duration of the gesture.” Limitations [32.f], 

[32.g], [32.i]. Petitioner is not free to ignore this language. EX2001, ¶82. 

C. The Petition Fails To Demonstrate That Performance of the 
Mapped “Another Operation / Function” Occurs “When” / “Based 
On” / “In Response To” “the Duration of the Gesture Being 
Detected” “is Greater Than a Second Magnitude Threshold” 

Claims 1, 32, 34, and 64 each recite “perform[ing] another [operation] / 

[function]” “[when] / [based on] / [in response to]” “the magnitude of the duration 

of the gesture being detected on the touch screen … is greater than a second 

magnitude threshold.” Limitation [1.i], [32.i], [34.g], [64.g]. As an initial matter, 

despite describing Bowens as merely adding implementation details to Kim, 

Petitioner provides different mappings of this element for Grounds 1 (Kim) and 2 

(Kim-Bowens).  

For Ground 1, Petitioner maps the claimed “perform[ing] another [operation] 

/ [function]” to “‘perform[ing] other action’ (e.g., display[ing] requested menu)” 

“when the magnitude of the duration of the gesture is greater than a second 

magnitude threshold—specifically, a minimum threshold to be deemed an 
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intentional touch.” See, e.g., Pet., 24-26. Thus, for Ground 1, Petitioner maps the 

“another [operation] / [function]” to an unspecified group of functions including 

“display[ing] the requested menu” and maps the “second magnitude threshold” to “a 

minimum threshold to be deemed an intentional touch.” Id.; EX2001, ¶83.  

For Ground 2, Petitioner identifies “perform[ing] another operation 

(activating the hyperlink)” when “the ‘timeout/tap’ transition from 

SecondTapPending to Idle” is reached. See, e.g., Pet., 67-68. Thus, for Ground 2, 

Petitioner maps the “another [operation] / [function]” to “activating the hyperlink” 

and maps the “second magnitude threshold” to exceeding a “timeout/tap” threshold 

measured from the release of a first tap waiting to see if a second tap occurs. Id.; 

EX2001, ¶83. Neither mapping meets the plain language of the claims. 

1. Ground 1 Mapping 

The Petition asserts: “a POSITA would have understood that, for the detected 

interrupt (step 203) to be sufficient to cause the mobile device to ‘perform other 

action’ (step 207), a magnitude greater than a minimum threshold value (e.g., the 

minimum threshold of an intentional user input) is relied upon, or rendered obvious, 

by Kim.” Pet., 25-26. Setting aside that “perform other action” does not identify any 

specific action or any specific user gesture and that Kim does not reference or 

suggest utilizing a “minimum threshold of an intentional user input,” the Petition’s 

description of the mapping confirm it does not meet the claim. 
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The Petition asserts that “an interrupt would be caused by a gesture that is 

longer in duration than the second threshold” of “the minimum threshold of an 

intentional user input.” Pet., 26. That is, with reference to FIG. 2A, the Petition 

asserts that a duration exceeding the mapped threshold causes step 203 “Detect 

Interrupt.” Id.; EX1004, FIG. 2A; EX2001, ¶85. But the Petition does not map the 

claimed “another [operation] / [function]” to step 203; it maps it to step 207 

“performs other action” (e.g., display requested menu).” And, Kim is clear that 

steps 203 and 207 do not occur simultaneously nor when / based on / in response to 

the same event. Rather, “[a]fter detecting an interrupt, the mobile device” further 

analyzes the user gesture, determining “whether an interrupt is a request for 

activating the zoom mode (step 205)” and, if not, whether it is a request for some 

other action (step 207). EX1004, [0049]-[0050]. 

The claims require not just determining that “the magnitude of the duration of 

the gesture being detected on the touch screen … is greater than a second magnitude 

threshold,” but “[when] / [based on] / [in response to]” that determination 

“perform[ing] another [operation] / [function].” Limitation [1.i], [32.i], [34.g], 

[64.g]. Here, the Petition alleges only that Kim’s mobile device simply determines 

there has been an interrupt “[when] / [based on] / [in response to]” a determination 

that “a minimum threshold of an intentional user input” has been met. Pet., 24-26. 
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The Petition alleges only exceeding a that threshold is required to detect an 

“interrupt.” Id. This does not meet the claims. EX2001, ¶86. 

2. Ground 2 Mapping 

For Ground 2, Petitioner maps the “another [operation] / [function]” to 

“activating the hyperlink” based on “the gesture” being “identified as a tap” and 

maps the “second magnitude threshold” to exceeding a “timeout/tap” threshold 

measured from the release of a first tap waiting to see if a second tap occurs. See, 

e.g., Pet., 67-68; EX2001, ¶87. Having so defined the gesture as “a tap gesture,” 

Petitioner’s own explanation confirms the duration and threshold it identifies is not 

the duration of that tap gesture. EX2001, ¶87. 

As explained above in Section V.B, Bowens discloses determining that a 

single tap gesture is detected by, first, detecting a finger down and then a “release” 

and then waiting in a “second tap pending state” to determine if a second tap occurs 

(which would rule out a single tap event). EX1007, [0080]–[0082]; see also id., FIG. 

1; EX2001, ¶88. The Petition’s own illustration shows this sequence: 

Pet., 68 (citing EX1003, ¶195). 
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Having established “the gesture” as a “tap gesture,” Petitioner must, then, 

demonstrate that the system takes action based on “the magnitude of the duration of 

the” tap gesture being “greater than a second magnitude threshold.” See, e.g., 

Limitation [1.i]; EX2001, ¶89. The Petition does not even purport to do so. Petitioner 

confirms that the “tap gesture” “ceased at the time labeled ‘release,’ highlighted 

yellow” in the figure above. Pet., 67-68. Yet, Petitioner then focuses on a period of 

time beginning after the tap gesture has ceased labeled “Second Tap Pending.” Id. 

Petitioner points to the duration beginning at “release” when the tap gesture has 

ceased and continuing until exceeding “a second magnitude (the “timeout/tap” 

transition from SecondTapPending to Idle).” Id. This period is, by the Petition’s own 

admission, not the duration of the tap gesture as the claim language requires, but 

rather a duration of a period that begins after the tap gesture ends. EX2001, ¶89. This 

does not meet the plain language of the claims. Id. Rather, it appears to be an attempt 

to rewrite “the duration of the gesture” to refer to any duration of any period used to 

identify a gesture. As discussed in Section IV.A, the plain language of the claims 

does not permit such a rewrite. 
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VII. CLAIMS 27 AND 59 (GROUNDS 1A, 1B, 2A, 2B) 

A. The Petition Fails to Identify a “First” or “Second” “Touch State” 
As Properly Construed 

Claims 27 and 59 recite “perform[ing] a first function in a first touch state” 

and “perform[ing] a second function in a second touch state.” Limitations [27.f], 

[27.g], [59.g], [59.h]. As discussed in Section IV.B, “touch state” should be 

construed as “a predefined subset of the range of measurable contact pressures” 

based on the explicit lexicography in the specification. See also EX1001, 19:35-41. 

Petitioner presents two alternative mappings for each of Grounds 1 and 2, but does 

not identify any “touch states” corresponding to “a predefined subset of the range of 

measurable contact pressures” in each mapping. See, e.g., Pet., 26-29, 32-35, 44 

(pointing to Ground 1A for Ground 1B), 69-79, 80 (pointing to Ground 2A for 

Ground 2B). 

In a first mapping for Ground 1, Petitioner equates “touch states” to “different 

modes” in Kim. Id., 26. Kim maps the “first touch state” to “when not in the ‘zoom 

mode’ state, or in ‘toggle mode’” and the “second touch state” to when in “zoom 

mode.” Id., 27-28. Petitioner does not assert that that any of the “modes” in Kim 

have anything to do with a particular range of contact pressure, nor do they. Id., 26-

29; EX2001, ¶91. Indeed, the Petition does not use the word “pressure.” Pet., 26-29.  

In a second mapping for Ground 1, “each claimed ‘touch state’ is mapped to 

a particular user input and its corresponding function.” Pet., 32. Petitioner maps the 
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“first touch state” to a “continuous move up event” and the “second touch state” to 

a “press and hold.” Id., 33-34. But Petitioner does not assert that either of these user 

inputs have anything to do with a particular range of contact pressure, nor do they. 

Id., 32-34; EX2001, ¶92. Indeed, the Petition does not use the word “pressure.” Pet., 

32-34. Nor does Kim associate either of the identified “user inputs” with contact 

pressure. See Section V.A. Rather, a “move up” user input relates to a touch moving 

up the touch screen. EX1004, FIG. 7; EX2001, ¶92. And, Petitioner asserts 

elsewhere that a “press and hold” user input is based on “the magnitude of the 

duration of the gesture being detected on the touch screen on the object is greater 

than the first magnitude threshold.” Pet., 21. 

In a first mapping for Ground 2, Petitioner maps the “first touch state” to 

Bowens’ “Second Tap Pending” state, and the “first function” to “activating a 

hyperlink,” per Bowens and Kim. Pet., 69.  

In a second mapping for Ground 2, Petitioner maps both the “second touch 

state” and the “second function” in the alternative. Id., 69–70. First, Petitioner maps 

the “second touch state” to Bowens’ “Idle” state, and the “second function” to 

“display[ing] target data with a given basic magnification value,” per Kim. Id., 69. 

Alternatively, Petitioner maps the “second touch state” to Bowens’ “Repeat 

Pending” state, and the “second function” to “perform[ing] [a] continuous scaling,” 

per Kim. Id., 69–70. Again here, Petitioner does not assert that either Bowens’ touch 
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states or Kim’s functions have anything to do with a particular range of contact 

pressure, nor do they. Id., 69–70.; EX2001, ¶¶94. Indeed, the Petition does not use 

the word “pressure.” Pet., 69–70. Nor does Kim or Bowens associate either the 

alleged touch states or alleged functions with contact pressure. See Section V.A and 

V.B. 

Accordingly, Petitioner fails to demonstrate Kim discloses either a first or 

second “touch state,” properly construed as “a predefined subset of the range of 

measurable contact pressures.” EX2001, ¶95. 

VIII. CLAIMS 30 AND 62 (GROUNDS 1C, 1D, 2C, 2D) 

A. The Petition Fails to Identify an Evidentiary Basis to Add Haptic 
Feedback to Kim’s Double Tap Gesture 

Claim 30 recites “after at least a portion of the scale operation, vibrate the 

apparatus and perform an action.” Limitation [30.i]. Claim 62 recites “subsequent to 

the performance of the scale operation, vibrating the apparatus and performing an 

action.” Limitation [62.j]. Petitioner maps “the scale operation” to Kim’s 

“continuous zoom-out function” responsive to a “press and hold” gesture. See, e.g., 

Pet., 50 (for Limitation [30.h], referring to mapping of Limitation [32.h]), 40 (for 

Limitation [32.h], referring to mapping of Limitation [1.h]), 23-24. Petitioner maps 

“performing an action” to “display[ing] data with a given basic magnification” (i.e., 

returning to default zoom level) responsive to a subsequent “double tap” user input 

after the conclusion of “the scale operation.” Pet., 50.  
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The Petition maps “the scale operation” to Kim’s “continuous zoom-out 

function” responsive to a “press and hold” gesture. See, e.g., Pet., 50 (for Limitation 

[30.h], referring to mapping of Limitation [32.h]), 40 (for Limitation [32.h], 

referring to mapping of Limitation [1.h]), 23-24.  

The Petition then maps “performing an action” to “display[ing] data with a 

given basic magnification” (i.e., returning to default zoom level) responsive to a 

subsequent “double tap” user input after the conclusion of “the scale operation.” Pet., 

50.  

The Petition does not assert that Kim discloses vibrating the apparatus upon 

recognition of a double tap user input or at any other time. Id. Rather, the Petition 

asserts it would have been obvious for a POSITA to add haptic feedback, as taught 

by Burrough, upon recognition of the double tap user input. Pet., 50 (Ground 1), 82-

83 Ground 2). But even accepting Petitioner’s proposal to add Burrough’s haptic 

feedback to Kim, doing so would not result in adding haptic feedback upon 

recognition of a double tap user input. EX2001, ¶99. 

Petitioner asserts that “Burrough teaches providing haptic feedback in 

response to user input, including zooming operations” (Pet., 46), but this is an 

overgeneralization of Burrough’s disclosure. EX2001, ¶100. In the section Petitioner 

cites, Burrough discloses detecting a “zoom gesture” and providing haptic feedback 

during and ongoing “zoom gesture,” EX1007, [0079]-[0081]. “If the distance 
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between the two fingers increases (spread apart),” “a zoom in signal is generated.” 

Id., [0080]. “The zoom-in signal, in turn, causes the haptic device associated with 

the two fingers to provide a zoom-in haptic signal,” which “can be, for example, 

faster (or slower) or more intense (or less intense) vibration as the distance between 

the two fingers increase.” Id. Additionally, “the vibro-tactile response for the two 

fingers can be different due to the varying pressure applied by each finger.” Id., 

[0079]. 

Burrough, thus, discloses providing haptic feedback during an ongoing zoom 

gesture, for example, involving the distance traveled and pressure applied by 

multiple fingers engaging the ongoing zoom gesture. Id., [0079]-[0081]; EX2001, 

¶101. Kim’s double-tap user input gesture meets none of these criteria. EX2001, 

¶101. It does not involve an ongoing zoom operation, much less ongoing changing 

movement or ongoing changing pressure. Id. Rather, upon detection of the double-

tap, Kim instantaneously returns to the “basic magnification” level (which 

instantaneous return itself provides visual feedback to the user). There is no ongoing 

zoom operation upon Kim’s double tap. EX1003, [0106]; EX2001, ¶101. Thus, even 

if a POSITA were motivated to apply Burrough’s disclosure to Kim, Burrough’s 

teachings would at most suggest adding haptic feedback during a continuous zoom-

in or continuous zoom-out operation, but not upon recognition of a double-tap user 

input gesture. EX2001, ¶101. 
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IX. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons explained above, the Board should deny institution because 

Petitioner has not established any reasonable likelihood of success on any of its 

proposed grounds. 

Dated:  October 18, 2024 Respectfully submitted, 

/Eagle H. Robinson/ 
Eagle H. Robinson 
Reg. No. 61,361 
 
Lead Counsel for Patent Owner 
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