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Overview of the Instituted Grounds

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Overview of the Instituted Grounds

5

Pet., 2; see Inst. Dec., 7, 42 ; POR, 4

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Background Info

6

The ’114 Patent and Prior Art

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Exemplary Claim of the ’114 Patent

7

[1.pre] An apparatus, comprising:

 [1.a] at least one non-transitory memory storing instructions and a plurality of 
applications;

 [1.b] a touch screen; and

 [1.c] one or more processors in communication with the at least one non-
transitory memory and the touch screen, wherein the one or more processors 
execute the instructions to:

  [1.d] display, via the touch screen, an object and at least a portion of an 
interface;

  [1.e] detect a gesture on the touch screen on the object;

  [1.f] when a magnitude of a duration of the gesture being detected on the 
touch screen on the object is less than a first magnitude threshold, perform an 
operation;

  [1.g] when the magnitude of the duration of the gesture being detected 
on the touch screen on the object is greater than the first magnitude threshold, 
perform a scaling in connection with at least the object, [1.h] where the scaling 
includes a reduction in a size such that the size is inversely related to the 
magnitude of the duration of the gesture being detected on the touch screen on the 
object; and

  [1.i] when the magnitude of the duration of the gesture being detected on 
the touch screen on the object is greater than a second magnitude threshold, 
perform another operation.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



The ’114 Patent: Claim 1 – The “when” limitations

8

[1.f] when a magnitude of a duration of the gesture 

being detected on the touch screen on the object is 

less than a first magnitude threshold, perform an 

operation;

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

[1.g] when the magnitude of the duration of the 

gesture being detected on the touch screen on the 

object is greater than the first magnitude threshold, 

perform a scaling in connection with at least the 

object

[1.i] when the magnitude of the duration of the 

gesture being detected on the touch screen on the 

object is greater than a second magnitude 

threshold, perform another operation.



The “when” limitations

9

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

ID, 25, 27

As they are alternatives, fewer than three “when” conditions need to be met 

in any scenario meeting the claim language.



APPLE-1004, [0106], FIG. 7

[1.f]: Kim performs an operation “when a magnitude of a 
duration … is less than a first magnitude threshold”

10

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



APPLE-1004, [0104], FIG. 7

[1.g]: Kim performs scaling “when the magnitude of the 
duration … is greater than the first magnitude threshold”

11

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



12APPLE-1004, [0107], FIG. 7 (modified); Pet., 8-9

[1.g]: Kim performs scaling “when the magnitude of the 
duration … is greater than the first magnitude threshold”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



[1.i]: Kim performs another operation “when the magnitude of 
the duration … is greater than a second magnitude threshold”

13

APPLE-1004, [0050], [0053],  FIG. 

2a; Pet., 24-26

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Issue 1

14

Claim Construction / The Board’s Questions

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



The Board authorized briefing on claim construction

15
Paper 10, 5-6

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Order re claim construction briefing



Issue 1A

16

“Gesture”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



No express construction of a “gesture” is required

17

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

APPLE-1022, ¶18; CC Brief, 2; APPLE-1001, 58:13-15

Dr. Cockburn’s Supplemental Declaration

Claim Construction Brief



Kim and Bowens expressly teach a “gesture”

18

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

CC Brief, 2; APPLE-1004, Abstract, FIG. 7; APPLE-1005, [0056]-[0057], [0065]-[0065]; Pet., 52

Kim Bowens



Issue 1B

19

“a magnitude of a duration of the gesture being 
detected”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Petitioner offers a consistent interpretation of “a 
magnitude of a duration of the gesture being detected”

20

Claim Construction Brief

CC Brief, 3-4

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Petitioner offers a consistent interpretation of “a 
magnitude of a duration of the gesture being detected”

21
CC Brief, 4-5

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

“a magnitude of a duration of the gesture being detected” 

contemplates timing of evaluation



Smith’s interpretation is inconsistent

22POR, 23-24; CC Brief, 5; Reply, 7-8 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

[1.f]

[1.i]

[1.g]



Dependent claim 2 would be rendered superfluous in view of 
Smith’s flawed requirement of cessation of the gesture

23

POR

APPLE-1001, claim 2; POR, 23; Reply, 9-12

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

[1.f]



Dependent claim 26 highlight flaws with Smith’s requirement 
of cessation of the gesture

24

’114 Patent, claim 26 (excerpted)

POR, 21-22; APPLE-1001, 103:13-21

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

[1.f]

POR



Dependent claim 26 highlight flaws with Smith’s requirement 
of cessation of the gesture

25

’114 Patent, claim 26 (excerpted)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 21-22; APPLE-1001, 103:28-33; Reply, 9-12

[1.f]

POR



Smith’s expert neither addressed nor familiarized himself with 
the dependent claims

26

Dr. Madisetti’s Deposition

APPLE-1023, 60:2-15, 61:7-10; EX2008, ¶¶ 58-61

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Dr. Madisetti’s Declaration

No mention of dependent claims in 

Dr. Madisetti’s discussion of “[A] / 

[The] Gesture and Magnitude Of [A] / 

[The] Duration of The Gesture”



Issue 1C

27

Whether conditional limitations [1.f], [1.g], and [1.i] 
could be met by a single detected gesture; or whether 

the conditional limitations present alternatives such 
that no magnitude of the duration of a single gesture 

could meet all three limitations 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Claim recites conditions in the alternative

28

’114 Patent, Claim 1, elements [1.f] and [1.g]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

CC Brief, 6-7; see ID, 25-26



Dependent claim 9 informs the scope of claim 1, which must 
be broad enough to include the dependent claims

29

’114 Patent, Claim 9

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

CC Brief, 6, 9; see ID, 26



Dependent claim 10 informs the scope of claim 1, which must 
be broad enough to include the dependent claims

30

’114 Patent, claim 10

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

CC Brief, 6-7, 9

10. The apparatus of claim 1, wherein the apparatus is 

configured such that 

 the magnitude of the duration of the gesture being detected on 

the touch screen on the object remains less than the first magnitude 

threshold for a first gesture to cause only the operation to be performed 

upon a cessation of the magnitude of the duration of the gesture being 

detected on the touch screen on the object; 

 the magnitude of the duration of the gesture being detected on 

the touch screen on the object surpasses the first magnitude threshold 

and remains less than the second magnitude threshold for a second 

gesture to cause the scaling without the operation nor the another 

operation being performed; and 

 the magnitude of the duration of the gesture being detected on 

the touch screen on the object surpasses both the first and second 

magnitude thresholds for a third gesture to cause the scaling and the 

another operation to be performed without the operation being 

performed.



Dr. Madisetti did not consider the dependent claims in his analysis 
of this question

31

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

APPLE-1023, 60:2-15, 61:7-10; EX2008, ¶18

Dr. Madisetti’s Declaration

Only mention of 

dependent claims in Dr. 

Madisetti’s Declaration 

relates to claim 8 and 

the relationship between 

the first magnitude 

threshold and the 

second magnitude 

threshold

Dr. Madisetti’s Deposition



Smith’s and Dr. Madisetti’s positions on this Board 
question are evasive

32

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Patent Owner’s Response

Paper 10, 5; POR, 29; EX2008, ¶64

Dr. Madisetti’s Declaration

The  Board’s Question



Smith’s Sur-reply remains evasive

33

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Sur-reply, 4; ID, 25

Patent Owner’s Sur-reply

Institution Decision



Rebuttal

 to:

“To obtain institution, Petitioner unequivocally relied on paragraphs 24-26 for its 

interpretation of paragraph 23.”  Sur-reply, __.
Rebuttal

 to:

“Petitioner asserts that the plain language is internally inconsistent as an excuse to rewrite it. 

Id., 6-11” Sur-reply, 3

34

Petitioner does not assert that the plain language of the claims 
is internally inconsistent, nor does Petitioner rewrite the claims

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Sur-reply, 3; CC Brief, 3, 6-11

Petitioner’s Claim Construction Brief only argues that Smith’s 

positions are inconsistent

CC Brief, 3

CC Brief, 7

CC Brief, 8



The Board correctly observed that Smith has not identified “a single gesture 
having three different durations that result in three different actions”

35

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

ID, 24

Institution Decision



Smith “has not done so”

36

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 21-22 n. 6; CC Brief, 8

Patent Owner’s Response

Claim Construction Brief



Dr. Madisetti admitted he has not identified “a single gesture having 
three different durations that result in three different actions”

37

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Institution Decision

Dr. Madisetti’s Deposition ID, 24, APPLE-1023, 

122:17-21, 127:19-128:7 



Smith later claimed to having “done so” via disclosures of “multi-
part, multi-action gestures” etc.

38

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Sur-reply, 6

Patent Owner’s Sur-reply



Smith later claimed to having “done so” via disclosures of “multi-
part, multi-action gestures” etc.

39

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 4-5; EX2008, ¶¶24-25

Patent Owner’s Response Dr. Madisetti’s Declaration



Smith later claimed to having “done so” via disclosures of “multi-
part, multi-action gestures” etc.

40

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 5; EX2008, ¶27

Patent Owner’s Response Dr. Madisetti’s Declaration



Smith later claimed to having “done so” via disclosures of “multi-
part, multi-action gestures” etc.

41

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 6; EX2008, ¶¶27-28

Patent Owner’s Response Dr. Madisetti’s Declaration



Smith later claimed to having “done so” via disclosures of “multi-
part, multi-action gestures” etc.

42

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 7; EX2008, ¶¶28-29

Patent Owner’s Response Dr. Madisetti’s Declaration



Smith later claimed to having “done so” via disclosures of “multi-
part, multi-action gestures” etc.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 7-8; EX2008, ¶¶29-30

Patent Owner’s Response Dr. Madisetti’s Declaration

43



Smith later claimed to having “done so” via disclosures of “multi-
part, multi-action gestures” etc.

44

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 8-9; EX2008, ¶31

Patent Owner’s Response Dr. Madisetti’s Declaration



Smith later claimed to having “done so” via disclosures of “multi-
part, multi-action gestures” etc.

45

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 9; EX2008, ¶¶32-33

Patent Owner’s Response Dr. Madisetti’s Declaration



Issue 1D

46

Whether conditional limitations [1.f], [1.g], and [1.i] 
could be met by different gestures in which each 

gesture has a different duration that satisfies different 
alternatives

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



The dependent claims make clear that the independent claims 
permit multiple detected gestures to meet the conditions

47

’114 Patent, claim 10

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

CC Brief, 6-7

10. The apparatus of claim 1, wherein the apparatus is 

configured such that 

 the magnitude of the duration of the gesture being detected on 

the touch screen on the object remains less than the first magnitude 

threshold for a first gesture to cause only the operation to be performed 

upon a cessation of the magnitude of the duration of the gesture being 

detected on the touch screen on the object; 

 the magnitude of the duration of the gesture being detected on 

the touch screen on the object surpasses the first magnitude threshold 

and remains less than the second magnitude threshold for a second 

gesture to cause the scaling without the operation nor the another 

operation being performed; and 

 the magnitude of the duration of the gesture being detected on 

the touch screen on the object surpasses both the first and second 

magnitude thresholds for a third gesture to cause the scaling and the 

another operation to be performed without the operation being 

performed.



The dependent claims make clear that the independent claims 
permit multiple detected gestures to meet the conditions

48

’114 Patent, claim 11

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

CC Brief, 6-7

11. The apparatus of claim 1, 

 wherein the apparatus is configured to detect: 

a first gesture with a first duration magnitude on the touch screen on 

the object remaining less than the first magnitude threshold to cause only the 

operation to be performed upon a cessation of the first gesture; 

a second gesture with a second duration magnitude on the touch 

screen on the object surpassing the first magnitude threshold and remaining 

less than the second magnitude threshold to cause the scaling without the 

operation nor the another operation being performed; and 

a third gesture with a third duration magnitude on the touch screen on 

the object surpassing both the first and second magnitude thresholds to cause 

the scaling and the another operation to be performed without the operation 

being performed.



The dependent claims make clear that the independent claims 
permit multiple detected gestures to meet the conditions

49

’114 Patent, claim 33

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

CC Brief, 11

33. The apparatus of claim 32, 

 wherein the apparatus is configured such that: 

 only the first component of the gesture is detected in a first use case 

scenario; 

 the first and second components of the gesture are detected in a 

second use case scenario; 

the first, second, and third components of the gesture are detected in 

a third use case scenario; 

 the scale operation is a cue regarding the magnitude of the duration 

of the gesture; 

 the first object is a subject of the scale operation simultaneously with 

the at least one other object; and 

 the apparatus includes a watch.



Petitioner’s position gives full effect to the antecedent 
basis of the claims

50

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim Construction Brief

CC Brief, 7



Issue 1E

51

Whether all conditional limitations [1.f], [1.g], and [1.i] 
need to be met to satisfy the claim

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



For claim 1, all conditional limitations need to be met

52

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

CC Brief, 12

Claim Construction Brief



The Petition mapped the prior art to all limitations of the 
method claims 34 and 64, just as it did with apparatus claims

53Pet., 43-44, 79-80

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Ground 1B Ground 2B



Issue 1F

54

Claim 32 / “component of the gesture”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



The response to the Board’s questions equally apply to claim 32

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet., v, vii-viii 55



Smith unjustifiably relies on an overly narrow interpretation of 
“a component of the gesture”

56

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

POR, 22, Section II.A (4-9); Reply, 12-13

Patent Owner’s Response

Section II.A includes no 

mention of a component 

nor any requirement that 

a “gesture” must be a 

multi-action “pattern-

based gesture”



The ’114 Patent includes broad examples of 
“components of a gesture”

57

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

APPLE-1001, 81:61-66; FIG. 24; CC Brief, 12-13

’114 Patent



Issue 2

58

Mapping of a(n) “operation”/”function” and 
another “operation”/”function” is proper 

(claims 1, 32, 34, 64)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Exemplary Claim Language

59

[1.pre] An apparatus, comprising:

 [1.a] at least one non-transitory memory storing instructions and a plurality of 
applications;

 [1.b] a touch screen; and

 [1.c] one or more processors in communication with the at least one non-
transitory memory and the touch screen, wherein the one or more processors 
execute the instructions to:

  [1.d] display, via the touch screen, an object and at least a portion of an 
interface;

  [1.e] detect a gesture on the touch screen on the object;

  [1.f] when a magnitude of a duration of the gesture being detected on the 
touch screen on the object is less than a first magnitude threshold, perform an 
operation;

  [1.g] when the magnitude of the duration of the gesture being detected 
on the touch screen on the object is greater than the first magnitude threshold, 
perform a scaling in connection with at least the object, [1.h] where the scaling 
includes a reduction in a size such that the size is inversely related to the 
magnitude of the duration of the gesture being detected on the touch screen on the 
object; and

  [1.i] when the magnitude of the duration of the gesture being detected on 
the touch screen on the object is greater than a second magnitude threshold, 
perform another operation.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Issue 2A

60

Kim/Kim-Bowens render obvious 
performance of a(n) “operation”/”function”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



The Board clearly understood the Petition’s showing, “which 
is generally based on express disclosures”

61ID, 27-28

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Institution Decision



A POSITA would have understood that the well-known 
double tap has a duration shorter than a hold (Ground 1A)

62Reply, 18; Pet., 20; APPLE-1003, ¶¶ 54-55

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Dr. Cockburn’s First Declaration



A “magnitude of a duration of the gesture being 
detected” should be broadly construed

63

Claim Construction Brief CC Brief, 3; APPLE-1003, ¶190

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

For Ground 

2A:
Less than the 

“timeout/press” 

state; otherwise, 

“pressed”



Issue 2B

64

Kim/Kim-Bowens render obvious 
performance of another 
“operation”/”function”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Kim performs “another operation/function” in response to 
an intentional user input (Ground 1A)

65APPLE-1001, claim 1; Pet., 24-25; APPLE-1004, [0050], [0053], FIG. 2a; Reply, 18-20

Kim

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

’114 Patent, [1.i]



The Kim-Bowens Device performs “another 
operation/function” in response to tap (Ground 2A)

66APPLE-1005, [0056], [0065], [0080]-[0081], FIG. 1; Pet., 67-68; Reply, 20

Bowens

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Detecting a tap based 

on a time threshold

Action performed 

responsive to tap



The Kim-Bowens Device performs “another 
operation/function” in response to tap (Ground 2A)

67APPLE-1003, ¶180

Dr. Cockburn’s First Declaration

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Issue 2C

68

The “second magnitude threshold” need 
not be greater than the “first magnitude 

threshold”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



The claim language of the independent claims does not define a 
relationship between the first and second magnitude thresholds

69

[1.pre] An apparatus, comprising:

 [1.a] at least one non-transitory memory storing instructions and a plurality of 
applications;

 [1.b] a touch screen; and

 [1.c] one or more processors in communication with the at least one non-
transitory memory and the touch screen, wherein the one or more processors 
execute the instructions to:

  [1.d] display, via the touch screen, an object and at least a portion of an 
interface;

  [1.e] detect a gesture on the touch screen on the object;

  [1.f] when a magnitude of a duration of the gesture being detected on the 
touch screen on the object is less than a first magnitude threshold, perform an 
operation;

  [1.g] when the magnitude of the duration of the gesture being detected 
on the touch screen on the object is greater than the first magnitude threshold, 
perform a scaling in connection with at least the object, [1.h] where the scaling 
includes a reduction in a size such that the size is inversely related to the 
magnitude of the duration of the gesture being detected on the touch screen on the 
object; and

  [1.i] when the magnitude of the duration of the gesture being detected on 
the touch screen on the object is greater than a second magnitude threshold, 
perform another operation.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Reply, 21-23



Dependent claims offer limitations re the relationship between 
the first and second magnitude thresholds

70

8. The apparatus of claim 1, wherein the apparatus is configured such that 

the scaling is reverted, in response to a detection of a cessation of the 

gesture, when the magnitude of the duration of the gesture is detected on the 

touch screen on the object to be greater than the first magnitude threshold, 

but is detected to remain less than the second magnitude threshold.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Reply, 21-23

“[T]he presence of dependent claim that adds a particular limitation raises a 

presumption that the limitation in question is not found in the independent claim.” 

Liebel–Flarsheim Co. v. Medrad, Inc., 358 F.3d 898, 910 (Fed. Cir. 2004) (citing Wenger 

Mfg., Inc. v. Coating Mach. Sys., Inc., 239 F.2d 1225, 1233 (Fed. Cir. 2001); Comark 

Communications, Inc. v. Harris Corp., 156, F.3d 1182, 1187 (Fed. Cir. 1998)).

’114 Patent, claim 8

“[W]here the limitation that is sought to be ‘read into’ an independent claim already 

appears in a dependent claim, the doctrine of claim differentiation is at its 

strongest.” Liebel–Flarsheim Co. v. Medrad, Inc., 358 F.3d 898, 910 (Fed. Cir. 2004) 

(citing Sunrace Roots Enter. Co. v. SRAM Corp., 336 F.3d 1298, 1302-03 (Fed. Cir. 2003).



Issue 3

71

Strong motivation exists for adding haptic 
feedback to Kim’s double tap gesture

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



A POSITA would have been motivated to modify Kim (alone or combined 
with Bowens and Lang) with Burrough’s teaching of haptic feedback

72

Petition

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet., 45-48; APPLE-

1003, ¶¶135-138



A POSITA would have been motivated to modify Kim (alone or combined 
with Bowens and Lang) with Burrough’s teaching of haptic feedback

73

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet., 45-48; APPLE-1003, ¶¶135-138

Dr. Cockburn’s First Declaration



A POSITA would have been motivated to modify Kim (alone or combined 
with Bowens and Lang) with Burrough’s teaching of haptic feedback

74

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Claim 30                                              Claim 62 

APPLE-1004, [0107], FIG. 7 (modified); Pet., 8-9



A POSITA would have been motivated to modify Kim (alone or combined 
with Bowens and Lang) with Burrough’s teaching of haptic feedback

75

Petition

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Pet., 50-51; APPLE-

1003, ¶¶150-151



Contrary to Smith’s assertion, Burrough’s teaching is not limited to 
haptic feedback during an ongoing zoom operation

76

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Reply, 24; Pet., 44-45; APPLE-1007, FIG. 11

Reply

Claim 30                                              Claim 62 



77

Smith’s expert’s analysis is narrow and biased

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Issue 4



Dr. Madisetti’s testimony confirmed limited review

78

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Reply, 4-5, 12; APPLE-1023, 121:13-122:21, 127:19-128:13, 60:2-15, 61:7-10

Dr. Madisetti’s Deposition



Dr. Madisetti’s repeatedly confirmed his narrow and biased approach

79

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Reply, 4-5 n.3; APPLE-1023, 53:4-16; 51:18-20, 116:21-117:13, 120:14-21; 125:5-12

Dr. Madisetti’s Deposition



80

Other Issues

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Rebuttal

 to:

“To obtain institution, Petitioner unequivocally relied on paragraphs 24-26 for its 

interpretation of paragraph 23.”  Sur-reply, __.

Smith’s criticism of the mappings of [1.g] and [1.i] are rooted in Smith’s 
improper importation of requirements not recited in the claims

Rebuttal

 to:

“Petitioner’s reliance on Kim’s ‘long press’ gesture while the device is in ‘zoom mode’ to 

satisfy one branch and Kim’s ‘tap” ‘gesture in another mode requires a device that operates 

in two mutually exclusive states at once… ”  Sur-reply, 11

81

Reply, 16-17

1.g
1.i

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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