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Inter Partes Review of U.S. Patent No. 9,158,494

IPR2025-00058

Oral Hearing:  February 25, 2026

Petitioners’ Demonstratives

GOOGLE EXHIBIT 1024 
Google LLC v. Multifold International Incorporated Pte. Ltd. 
IPR2025-000058

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



IPR2025-00058 - ’494 Patent - Instituted Grounds

2

• Ground 1: Claims 1, 2, 4, 6, 10, and 12 anticipated by Seo*

• Ground 2: Claims 1, 2, 4, 6, 10, 12, and 13 obvious in view of Seo* 

• Ground 3: Claims 14 and 18-20 obvious in view of Seo and Yook

• Ground 4: Claim 9 obvious in view of Seo and Choi

* Patent Owner disclaimed claim 2 following institution.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



IPR2025-00058 - ’494 Patent - Claim 1
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1. A method for controlling a display of a device, comprising:
presenting a first page of a first application on a first display of the device, wherein the 

first page is an auxiliary page; 
presenting a second page of the first application on a second display of the device, 

wherein the second page is a primary page, 
wherein the first and second pages present different content and are distinct pages, and 

wherein the auxiliary page is a child of the primary page; 
receiving a first input from a user, wherein the first input includes an input to minimize 

the first application to one of the first and second displays of the device, 
wherein the second page of the first application is displayed by one of the first 
display of the device and the second display of the device, and wherein the first 
page of the first application is not displayed.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



IPR2025-00058 - Contested Issues
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• All Grounds: Whether Patent Owner provided competent, 
corroborated evidence proving reduction to practice

• All Grounds: Whether Patent Owner has shown prior invention by the 
named inventors

• Ground 3: Whether the Petition demonstrates by a preponderance of 
the evidence that claims 14 and 18-20 of the ’494 patent are obvious

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



IPR2025-00058 - Contested Issues

5

• All Grounds: Whether Patent Owner provided competent, 
corroborated evidence proving reduction to practice

• All Grounds: Whether Patent Owner has shown prior invention by the 
named inventors

• Ground 3: Whether the Petition demonstrates by a preponderance of 
the evidence that claims 14 and 18-20 of the ’494 patent are obvious

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Key Dates
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Pet. at 5, 12-16; Patent Owner’s Response at 12-38; Reply at 3-20

• ’494 Patent: Filed February 6, 2012, claiming priority to provisional 
application filed September 27, 2011

• Seo: Filed February 10, 2012, claiming priority to provisional 
application filed February 10, 2011

• Multifold’s Alleged Conception: “No later than November 18, 2010”

• Multifold’s Alleged Reduction to Practice: “Before February 10, 
2011” or “no later than February 22, 2011”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Key Dates
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Alleged 
Conception
• “No later than 

November 18, 
2020”

Alleged 
Reduction to 
Practice
• “Before 

February 10, 
2011”

Seo Priority 
Date
• February 10, 

2011

Alternative 
Alleged 
Reduction to 
Practice
• “No later than 

February 22, 
2011”

494 Patent 
Provisional 
Application 
Filed
• September 27, 

2011

Multifold relies on vague and 
deficient materials for alleged 
reduction to practice

Multifold’s declarants admit further 
testing; documents withheld by 
Multifold and its declarants

Pet. at 5, 12-16; Patent Owner’s Response at 12-38; Reply at 3-20

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Reduction to Practice Case Law

8
Reply at 13-15

• “To demonstrate an actual reduction to practice, the applicant must have: (1) 
constructed an embodiment or performed a process that met all the limitations 
of the claim and (2) determined that the invention would work for its intended 
purpose.”  In re Steed, 802 F.3d 1311, 1318 (Fed. Cir. 2015).

• To prove conception and reduction to practice through an inventor’s 
testimony, a party must proffer evidence, “in addition to [the inventor’s] own 
statements and documents,” corroborating the inventor’s testimony.  
Mahurkar v. C.R. Bard, Inc., 79 F.3d 1572, 1577 (Fed. Cir. 1996); Hahn v. 
Wong, 892 F.2d 1028, 1032 (Fed. Cir. 1989).

• In an inter partes review, “a patentee bears the burden of establishing that its 
claimed invention is entitled to an earlier priority date than an asserted prior 
art reference.”  In re Magnum Oil Tools Int’l, Ltd., 829 F.3d 1364, 1376 (Fed. 
Cir. 2016). 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



IPR2025-00058 - Contested Issues
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• All Grounds: Whether Patent Owner provided competent, 
corroborated evidence proving reduction to practice
• Multifold’s declarants lack credibility

• Multifold failed to prove reduction to practice at any date

• Multifold failed to prove continuous diligence

• All Grounds: Whether Patent Owner has shown prior invention by the 
named inventors

• Ground 3: Whether the Petition demonstrates by a preponderance of 
the evidence that claims 14 and 18-20 of the ’494 patent are obvious

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Declarants Lack Credibility

10
Reply at 4

• Multifold’s counsel wrote all three fact declarations.
• EX1019, 22:5-12; EX1020, 45:21-46:1; EX1021, 33:3-8.

• Declarations written after group meetings between the declarants and 
Multifold’s counsel. 
• EX1019, 37:18-38:9; EX1020, 52:4-11; EX1021, 33:18-35:4, 36:8-38:12.

• The same declarants who claim to recall what occurred fifteen years 
ago with precision could not recall with any level of detail what 
occurred just months ago in those meetings. 
• EX1019, 155:10-158:3; EX1020, 53:5-54:3; EX1021, 33:18-35:4, 36:8-38:18.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Declarants Lack Credibility

11
Reply at 4-5

• Multifold’s counsel represents Sirpal, Cassar, and Becze, and 
Multifold is paying for that representation.
• EX1019, 162:19-163:2; EX1021, 8:7-9; see also EX1020, 38:2-8.

• Multifold’s counsel claimed privilege over whatever it said to the 
declarants during the meetings.  
• EX1019, 157:16-161:3.

• Multifold is also paying Sirpal, Cassar, and Becze.
• Sirpal is receiving $950/hr and has been paid more than $70,000. 

• EX1019, 16:3-17:1.

• Cassar and Becze are receiving $500/hr (after demanding an increase, originally 
receiving $200-250/hr). 
• EX1020, 24:15-27:19; EX1021, 24:5-9, 25:22-26:13.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Declarants Lack Credibility: Sirpal
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Reply at 8-9; see also Ex. 1019, 65:8-67:3, 71:14-73:8, 76:5-7, 145:5-146:11; Ex. 1023, 1-5

Shared Thousands of Non-Produced Documents With 
Multifold But Not Petitioners

Ex. 1019, 65:8-18

Ex. 1019, 66:7-20

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Declarants Lack Credibility: Sirpal

13
Reply at 9

Had Questionable Memory Regarding Recent Meetings

Ex. 1019, 156:2-11

Ex. 1019, 156:19-157:7

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Declarants Lack Credibility: Sirpal

14
Reply at 9

Had Questionable Memory Regarding Recent Meetings

Ex. 1019, 157:16-158:3

Ex. 1019, 51:9-15

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Declarants Lack Credibility: Cassar
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Reply at 10

Received Liability Waiver
from Flextronics in Exchange for “Help” in this Proceeding

Ex. 1020, 82:15-83:7

Ex. 1020, 85:2-86:2

. . .

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Declarants Lack Credibility: Cassar

16
Reply at 10

Received Liability Waiver
from Flextronics in Exchange for “Help” in this Proceeding

Ex. 1020, 86:3-8

Ex. 1020, 86:18-87:4

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Declarants Lack Credibility: Cassar

17
Reply at 11

Withheld Inconsistent Evidence

Ex. 1020, 196:6-21

Ex. 1020, 197:5-12

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Declarants Lack Credibility: Cassar

18
Reply at 11; see also Ex. 1023

Withheld Inconsistent Evidence

Ex. 1020, 198:2-20

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Declarants Lack Credibility: Cassar

19
Reply at 11-12

Gave Provably False Testimony
Cassar Declaration Cassar Deposition

Ex. 1020, 87:8-88:3

Ex. 2002, ¶ 3

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Declarants Lack Credibility: Cassar
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Reply at 11-12

Gave Provably False Testimony

Ex. 1020, 88:4-18

Cassar Declaration

Ex. 2002, ¶ 3

Cassar Deposition

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Declarants Lack Credibility: Cassar

21
Reply at 11-12

Gave Provably False Testimony

Ex. 1020, 89:4-18

Cassar Declaration

Ex. 2002, ¶ 3

Cassar Deposition

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Declarants Lack Credibility: Cassar

22
Reply at 11-12

Gave Provably False Testimony

Ex. 1022, 2

Cassar Declaration

Ex. 2002, ¶ 3

Article Dated June 24, 2011

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Declarants Lack Credibility: Cassar

23
Reply at 12

Ignored Evidence Post-Dating 
Multifold’s Alleged Reduction to Practice Date

Ex. 1020, 249:6-19

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Declarants Lack Credibility: Becze

24
Reply at 12-13; see also Ex. 2003, ¶¶ 7-12 (discussing Ex. 2006), ¶¶ 28-31 (discussing Exs. 2007 and 2008)

Unfamiliar With Documents He Cites

Ex. 1021, 56:10-15

Ex. 1021, 58:7-10

Ex. 1021, 58:18-59:4

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Declarants Lack Credibility: Becze

25
Reply at 13

Could Not Answer Basic Questions
Becze Declaration Becze Deposition

Ex. 2003, ¶ 31
Ex. 1021, 106:5-18

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



IPR2025-00058 - Contested Issues
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• All Grounds: Whether Patent Owner provided competent, 
corroborated evidence proving reduction to practice
• Multifold’s declarants lack credibility

• Multifold failed to prove reduction to practice at any date

• Multifold failed to prove continuous diligence

• All Grounds: Whether Patent Owner has shown prior invention by the 
named inventors

• Ground 3: Whether the Petition demonstrates by a preponderance of 
the evidence that claims 14 and 18-20 of the ’494 patent are obvious

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold Failed to Prove Reduction to Practice at Any Date

27
Patent Owner’s Response at 24-38; Reply at 16-19

Multifold’s Evidence
• Multifold relies on the purported reduction to practice of the EV-1, 

EV-2, and Smartpad prototypes.

• No documents show how the prototypes operated, and Multifold 
ignores evidence post-dating the alleged reduction to practice.

• Multifold’s evidence is critically deficient:
• Project plan document (Ex. 2033)

• Emails (Exs. 2034-2038) and “UX Polish” document (Ex. 2007)

• Video excerpts (Exs. 2022, 2023, 2025)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



No Documents Show How the Prototypes Operated

28
Reply at 16-17

Sirpal Deposition

Ex. 1019, 118:8-16

Becze Deposition

Ex. 1021, 90:3-17

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold Ignores Evidence 
Post-Dating the Alleged Reduction to Practice

29
Reply at 12, 17; see also Ex. 2010

Ex. 1020, 249:6-19

Cassar Deposition

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Project Plan Document Is Deficient

30
Reply at 16

Ex. 2033, 1

Exhibit 2033 Does Not Clarify What Was Implemented

Patent Owner’s Response

Patent Owner’s Response at 29-30

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Emails and “UX Polish” Document Are Deficient

31
Reply at 16-18; Patent Owner’s Response at 24-38; Motion to Exclude at 1-15

• Multifold’s emails (Exs. 2034-2038) are hearsay.

• Multifold’s emails do not clarify how the referenced devices were 
supposed to function, whether they worked as intended, or whether 
they practiced the claimed functionality.

• “Tiger Team UX Polish” document (Ex. 2007) does not give any 
particulars about what was being “polish[ed].”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Video Excerpts Are Deficient

32
Reply at 8, 19

• Video excerpts directed to the Smartpad (Exs. 2022-2023) and purported 
metadata (Ex. 2025) supported solely by Sirpal’s testimony.

• No non-inventor evidence supports their authenticity or date of creation.

• Sirpal and his counsel (simultaneously acting as Multifold’s counsel) refused 
to produce the full video.

• “To establish reduction to practice … , [t]he inventor … must provide 
independent corroborating evidence in addition to his own statements and 
documents. … Such evidence may consist of testimony of a witness, other 
than an inventor, to the actual  reduction to practice or it may consist of 
evidence of surrounding facts and circumstances independent of information 
received from the inventor.”  Hahn v. Wong, 892 F.2d 1028, 1032-33 (Fed. 
Cir. 1989); see also Microsoft Corp. v. Surfcast, Inc., IPR2013-00292, Paper 
93 at 16-17 (finding inventor evidence cannot alone authenticate a document 
or corroborate an exhibit’s date of origin).

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



IPR2025-00058 - Contested Issues
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• All Grounds: Whether Patent Owner provided competent, 
corroborated evidence proving reduction to practice
• Multifold’s declarants lack credibility

• Multifold failed to prove reduction to practice at any date

• Multifold failed to prove continuous diligence

• All Grounds: Whether Patent Owner has shown prior invention by the 
named inventors

• Ground 3: Whether the Petition demonstrates by a preponderance of 
the evidence that claims 14 and 18-20 of the ’494 patent are obvious

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold Failed to Prove Continuous Diligence

34
Reply at 19-20

Multifold Failed to Prove 
Continuous Diligence for its February 22, 2011 Date

Patent Owner’s Response Sirpal Deposition

Ex. 1019, 137:2-16

Patent Owner’s Response at 37

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



IPR2025-00058 - Contested Issues
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• All Grounds: Whether Patent Owner provided competent, 
corroborated evidence proving reduction to practice

• All Grounds: Whether Patent Owner has shown prior invention by the 
named inventors

• Ground 3: Whether the Petition demonstrates by a preponderance of 
the evidence that claims 14 and 18-20 of the ’494 patent are obvious

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Evidence Shows Conception By Others

36
Reply at 21, 24-25

Patent Owner’s Response

Patent Owner’s Response at 16

Sirpal Declaration

Ex. 2001, ¶ 57

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Evidence Shows Conception By Others

37
Reply at 21

Gimpl Authored Exhibit 2012

Ex. 2012, 1

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Evidence Shows Conception By Others

38
Reply at 22-23

Gimpl Authored Exhibit 2012
• Sirpal states: “Exhibit 2012 is [a] specification ... created by my design 

team with my input and evidencing my conception of the invention of 
the challenged claims.” (EX2001, ¶15.) 

• But Sirpal provides zero details regarding how or when he supposedly 
conceived of the information in Exhibit 2012, does not say what he did 
(if anything) with respect to creating the specification, or otherwise 
explain how this document authored by someone else evidences his 
conception of the challenged claims.

• Neither Cassar nor Becze mentions Exhibit 2012 or its September 10, 
2010, date in their declarations.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Evidence Shows Conception By Others

39
Reply at 23

Exhibit 2006 Does Not Help Multifold
• Cassar and Becze both stated verbatim that they “have reviewed 

Exhibit 2006,” a document dated over two months later with Sirpal’s
name on its face, which purportedly “confirms [their] recollection that 
Sanjiv came up with the idea for the gesture functionality at issue 
here—including dual screen applications with parent/child 
relationships, and minimization and maximization functionality,—no 
later than November 8, 2010.” (EX2002, ¶¶11-12; EX2003, ¶¶7-8.)

• Exhibit 2006 cannot corroborate Sirpal’s conception when Exhibit 
2012 suggests Gimpl already conceived of the same ideas.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Critical Admissions by Becze and Cassar

40
Reply at 23

Becze Deposition

Ex. 1021 at 56:10-15

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Critical Admissions by Becze and Cassar

41
Reply at 23

Ex. 1021 at 64:3-12

Becze Deposition

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Critical Admissions by Becze and Cassar

42
Reply at 24

Cassar Deposition

Ex. 1020 at 250:19-251:4

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Critical Admissions by Becze and Cassar

43
Reply at 24

Cassar Deposition

Ex. 1020 at 133:5-11

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Critical Admissions by Becze and Cassar

44
Reply at 24

Cassar Deposition

Ex. 1020 at 124:10-19

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Critical Admissions by Becze and Cassar

45
Reply at 24

Cassar Deposition

Ex. 1020 at 126:12-20

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Critical Admissions by Becze and Cassar

46
Reply at 24; see also Ex. 2033

Cassar Deposition

Ex. 1020 at 115:2-5

Ex. 1020 at 116:5-18

Ex. 1020 at 116:20-117:8

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



Multifold’s Evidence Shows Conception By Others

47
Reply at 24

John Visosky’s Contribution
Ex. 1020 at 116:20-117:8

Cassar Deposition

Ex. 2033

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



IPR2025-00058 - Contested Issues

48

• All Grounds: Whether Patent Owner provided competent, 
corroborated evidence proving reduction to practice

• All Grounds: Whether Patent Owner has shown prior invention by the 
named inventors

• Ground 3: Whether the Petition demonstrates by a preponderance of 
the evidence that claims 14 and 18-20 of the ’494 patent are obvious

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



The Prior Art Renders Claims 14 and 18-20 Obvious

49
Patent Owner’s Response at 96

Patent Owner’s Response

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE



The Prior Art Renders Claims 14 and 18-20 Obvious

50
Reply at 26

Petitioner’s Reply

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE




