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Yook Anticipation and Obviousness

Lee Anticipation and Obviousness

Aguilar Anticipation and Obviousness

Purcell Anticipation

Purcell and Yook Obviousness IPR2025-00040  | 2DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Yook Anticipation and Obviousness

Lee Anticipation and Obviousness

Aguilar Anticipation and Obviousness

Purcell Anticipation

Purcell and Yook Obviousness IPR2025-00040  | 3DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“THE ’756 PATENT”

IPR2025-00040  | 4DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1001, 35:22-45; 35:22-45 IPR2025-00040  | 5DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



IPR2025-00040  | 6

• Independent Claims: 1, 7

• Grounds for Unpatentability: 
GROUND 1: Yook anticipates claims 1-4 and 6-9 under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C §102(a)

GROUND 2: Yook renders the Challenged Claims obvious under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C §103

GROUND 3: Lee anticipates claims 1-3, 6, 7, and 9 under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C §102(b)

GROUND 4: Lee renders claims 1-3, 6, 7, and 9 obvious under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C §103

GROUND 5: Aguilar anticipates claims 1-3, 6, 7, and 9 under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C §102(e)

GROUND 6: Aguilar renders claims 1-3, 6, 7, and 9 obvious under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C §103

GROUND 7: Purcell anticipates claims 1-3, 6, 7, and 9 under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C §102(b)

GROUND 8: Purcell in view of Yook renders the Challenged Claims obvious under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C §103

• Challenged Claims: 1-9 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1001

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 7Reply, at 1-2 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1012, 161:7-20Ex. 2002, ¶ 45-46

Q. And in this declaration, you are not 
disputing whether any of the references 
in the IPR petition teach limitations 
of Claim 1 of the ’756; is that correct?

A. Just one second.  Yeah. As I state in 
paragraph 46, I have not been asked to 
opine on the validity of Claims 1 through 
4 or 6 through 9, nor do I have an opinion 
as to validity of these claims. So I am 
not disputing the validity and I think 
incorporated in that is the answer to your 
question.

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 8DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1001

• Sole challenge for the independent claims 
is the element, "displaying...the selected 
first and second desktops or applications 
on the first and second displays"

• PO does not challenge that the prior art 
fails to disclose this element 

– Only argues that the listing of the challenged 
claims in the Petition omitted some language 
at the end of a limitation of claim 1

– No such argument for independent claim 7

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 9DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



• The Institution Decision found the element present and addressed by the 
Petition

• The Petition demonstrated multiple examples of each prior art 
reference displaying two applications on a first and second screen 

• PO's arguments are in conflict with its prior statements

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 10Reply at 4, Petition at 27-63, POPR at  15-17DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Institution Decision, 20

Institution Decision, 21

• The ID determined that Limitation 
1[B] was expressly disclosed by 
the prior art

Institution Decision, 28

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 11Reply at 4
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Petition, 27-28 Petition, 29

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 12
Petition, 30

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Petition, 47-48 IPR2025-00040  | 13Petition, 15-16, 49-50

’756 PATENT

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Petition, 62-63 IPR2025-00040  | 14Petition, 62-63

’756 PATENT

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Petition, 19-20 IPR2025-00040  | 15Petition, 77-78

’756 PATENT

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



• In its Preliminary Response, PO stated 
that the prior art displays, and the Petition 
showed, first and second applications on 
each of the displays

• PO's attempts to argue about the 
"displaying, by the processor, . . ." 
limitation are in direct conflict with 
its prior statements

PO Prelim. Resp., 15-17

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 16Reply at 4 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1001

• PO's expert failed to support PO's 
argument on claim 5.

• PO challenges claims 8 and 9 based on the 
word "instructions" but fails to substantively 
address anything from the Petition or 
Expert Declaration that identified 
instructions

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 17

PO Response, at 24-25; Reply at 20-21

Reply at 17-19

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1004, selected icons from Figs. 1, 4e, 5a,
5c, 5d, 6, 7a, 7b, 7c, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 

Petition, 43-44

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 18DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1012, 189:13-18

Q. Other than the ’756 patent, does your 
declaration identify any examples 
where a wave shape is associated with 
maximizing and minimizing application 
size?

A. I don’t think so.

Ex. 1012, 200:2-6

Q. So if I understand that, the visual 
indicator would indicate that the user 
can do something, but not necessarily 
what that something is?

A. Right.

IPR2025-00040  | 19DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



IPR2025-00040  | 20

Ex. 1012, 217:5-10

Q. [D]o you see words that in the claim 
language itself, that the visual 
indicator needs to be different 
between when an application is 
minimized or maximized?

A. No, I don't.

PO Sur-Reply, at 21

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



CLAIMS 8 & 9

Ex. 1004, Fig. 4e (annotated)

Ex. 1004, Fig. 10 (annotated)

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 21Petition, at 39; see also Slides 54 (Lee) and 65 (Aguilar) DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 22

PO Response, at 25

PO Argument Misreads Claim 9

The claim language states that the minimized application 
is one of the two displays that was displayed.

Reply at 20-21, 22-23DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Grounds 1 & 2: Yook Anticipation and Obviousness

Grounds 3 & 4: Lee Anticipation and Obviousness

Grounds 5 & 6: Aguilar Anticipation and Obviousness

Ground 7: Purcell Anticipation

Ground 8: Purcell and Yook Obviousness

IPR2025-00040  | 23DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Yook anticipates claims 1-4 and 
6-9 under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C §102(a)

Ex. 1004

Yook renders the Challenged Claims 
obvious under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C §103

IPR2025-00040  | 24DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1004, Fig. 1 IPR2025-00040  | 25DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1004, Fig. 2 (annotated)

Ex. 1004, Fig. 4b (annotated)

IPR2025-00040  | 26DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1004, Fig. 1 (annotated)

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 27

CLAIM 1[P]

Petition, at 21-24

Ex. 1004, Fig. 2 (annotated)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1004, Fig. 4b (annotated)

Ex. 1004, Fig. 5a (annotated)

Ex. 1004, Fig. 4d (annotated)

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 28

CLAIM 1[A]

Petition, at 24-27DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1004, Fig. 4b (annotated)

Ex. 1004, Fig. 10 (annotated)

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 29

CLAIM 1[B]

Petition, at 27-30DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1004, Fig. 4d (annotated)

Ex. 1004, Fig. 5a (annotated)

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 30

CLAIM 1[B]

Petition, at 27-30DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Petition at 40-41

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 31

CLAIM 1[B]

Petition, at 27-30DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1004, Fig. 4b (annotated)

Ex. 1004, Fig. 4e (annotated)

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 32

CLAIM 1[C]

Petition, at 30-32DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Patent Owner Sur-reply at 3-4 IPR2025-00040  | 33

’756 PATENT

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



• The first time PO asserted an 
argument about the ordering 
of steps was in its Sur-Reply

• This belated argument is 
improper under the PTAB's 
rules and should not be 
considered

• All Grounds invalidate the 
claims under PO's construction

PTAB Consolidated Trial Practice Guide

“Generally, a reply or sur-reply may only respond to

arguments raised in the preceding brief. 37 C.F.R. § 42.23, . . . . 

“Respond,” in the context of 37 C.F.R. § 42.23(b), does not 

mean proceed in a new direction with a new approach as 

compared to the positions taken in a prior filing. While replies 

and sur-replies can help crystalize issues for decision, a reply or 

sur-reply that raises a new issue or belatedly presents evidence 

may not be considered. The Board is not required to attempt to 

sort proper from improper portions of the reply or sur-reply.”

IPR2025-00040  | 34

’756 PATENT

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



CLAIM 2

Ex. 1004, Fig. 4b (annotated)

Ex. 1004, [0047]

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 35
Petition, at 32-33DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



CLAIM 3

’756 PATENT

Ex. 1004, [0047]

IPR2025-00040  | 36Petition, at 33DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



CLAIM 4

Ex. 1004, Fig. 4e (annotated)

Ex. 1004, Fig. 4e (annotated)

Ex. 1004, Fig. 10 (annotated)

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 37
Petition, at 33-35

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



CLAIM 5

Ex. 1004, selected icons from Figs. 1, 4e, 5a,
5c, 5d, 6, 7a, 7b, 7c, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 

Petition, 43-44

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 38DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



CLAIM 6

Ex. 1004, Fig. 4e (annotated)

Ex. 1004, Fig. 10 (annotated)

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 39Petition, at 36-37DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



’756 PATENT • CLAIM 7

IPR2025-00040  | 40DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 41

CLAIM 7

Petition, at 37-39DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



CLAIMS 8 & 9

Ex. 1004, Fig. 4e (annotated)

Ex. 1004, Fig. 10 (annotated)

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 42Petition, at 39DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Lee anticipates claims 
1-3, 6, 7, and 9 under 
pre-AIA 35 U.S.C §102(b)

Ex. 1005

Lee renders claims 
1-3, 6, 7, and 9 obvious 
under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C §103

IPR2025-00040  | 43DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1005, Fig. 4

IPR2025-00040  | 44DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1005, Fig. 9 (annotated) Ex. 1005, Fig. 1 (annotated)

IPR2025-00040  | 45DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1005, Figs. 4, 6 (annotated)

Ex. 1005, Fig. 1 (annotated)

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 46

CLAIM 1[P]

Petition, at 44-45DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1005, Fig. 6 (annotated)

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 47

CLAIM 1[A]

Petition, at 46DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1005, Fig. 9 (annotated) Ex. 1005, Figs. 10A-10D (annotated)

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 48

CLAIM 1[B]

Petition, at 47-50DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1005, Figs. 11A-11D (annotated)

Ex. 1005, Figs. 4, 6 (annotated)

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 49

CLAIM 1[C]

Petition, at 50-52DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



CLAIM 2

Ex. 1005, [0037]

Ex. 1005, [0034]

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 50Petition, at 52-53DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



CLAIM 3

Ex. 1005, [0034]

Ex. 1005, Fig. 3A, 3B

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 51Petition, at 53DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



CLAIM 6

Ex. 1005, Fig. 9

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 52Petition, at 53-54DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



IPR2025-00040  | 53

CLAIM 7

’756 PATENT

Petition, at 54-56DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



CLAIM 9

Ex. 1005, Fig. 9
IPR2025-00040  | 54Petition, at 56DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Aguilar anticipates claims 
1-3, 6, 7, and 9 under 
pre-AIA 35 U.S.C §102(e)

Ex. 1006

Aguilar renders claims 
1-3, 6, 7, and 9 obvious 
under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C §103

IPR2025-00040  | 55DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1006, Figs. 4b, 4c

IPR2025-00040  | 56DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1006, Figs. 5, 5a, 5b (annotated)

Ex. 1006, Figs. 6b, 6c (annotated)

Ex. 1006, Figs. 5c, 5d, 7b (annotated)
IPR2025-00040  | 57DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1006, Abstract, Fig. 5b

IPR2025-00040  | 58

CLAIM 1[P]

Petition, at 58DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1006, Figs. 5, 5a, 5b, 5c, 5d, 6c, 6b (annotated)

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 59

CLAIM 1[A]

Petition, at 58-61DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1006, Fig. 9 (annotated)

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 60

CLAIM 1[A]

Petition, at 58-61DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1006, Figs. 5, 5a, 5b, 5c, 5d (annotated)

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 61

CLAIM 1[B]

Petition, at 61-63DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1006, Figs. 5, 5a, 5b,
5c, 5d, 6c, 6b (annotated)

’756 PATENT

Ex. 1006, 7:42-54

IPR2025-00040  | 62

CLAIM 1[C]

Petition, at 64-66DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



CLAIM 2

Ex. 1006, Figs. 5, 5a, 5b, 5c, 5d, 6c, 6b (annotated)

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 63Petition, at 66-67DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



CLAIM 3

’756 PATENT

Ex. 1006, Figs. 5, 5a, 5b, 5c, 5d, 6c, 6b (annotated) IPR2025-00040  | 64Petition, at 67-68DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



CLAIM 6

Ex. 1006, Figs. 5, 5a, 5b

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 65Petition, at 68DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



IPR2025-00040  | 66Petition, at 68-70

’756 PATENT

CLAIM 7

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



CLAIM 9

Ex. 1006, Figs. 5, 5a, 5b

IPR2025-00040  | 67Petition, at 70-71DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Claims 1-3, 6, 7, and 9 under 
pre-AIA 35 U.S.C §102(b)

Ex. 1007 IPR2025-00040  | 68DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1007, Fig. 2 IPR2025-00040  | 69DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1007, Fig. 2 (annotated)

CLAIM 1[P]

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 70
Petition, at 74-75DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ex. 1007, Fig. 2 (annotated)Ex. 1007, Fig. 1 (annotated)

CLAIM 1[A]

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 71Petition, at 75-77DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



CLAIM 1[B]

’756 PATENT

Ex. 1007, Fig. 2 (annotated)

IPR2025-00040  | 72Petition, at 77-78DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



’756 PATENT • CLAIM 1[C]

Ex. 1007, [0020] IPR2025-00040  | 73Petition, at 78-79DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



CLAIM 2

’756 PATENT

Ex. 1003, ¶ 187

IPR2025-00040  | 74Petition, at 79DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



CLAIM 3

Ex. 1003, ¶ 187

Ex. 1007, [0013]

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 75Petition, at 79-80DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



CLAIM 6

’756 PATENT

Ex. 1007, Fig. 2 (annotated)

IPR2025-00040  | 76Petition, at 80-81DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



IPR2025-00040  | 77Petition, at 81-83

’756 PATENT

CLAIM 7

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



CLAIM 9

Ex. 1007, Fig. 2 (annotated)

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 78Petition, at 83DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



• A POSITA would have been motivated to combine the teachings 
of Purcell’s dual monitor display system with the teachings of Yook’s 
dual-display system to achieve additional user display options|
that were commonplace in the industry at the time

• Yook and Purcell also developed similar systems and methods to accomplish 
the solutions to the same problem, including the use of an input processor, 
split screen management program, and a control unit/display unit

• The manner in which Yook and Purcell implemented 
their split-screen methods on these systems was also similar

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 79DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Petition, 85Petition, 85

’756 PATENT

IPR2025-00040  | 80DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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