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I. INTRODUCTION

Google LLC and Motorola Mobility LLC (collectively “Petitioners”)
respectfully request inter partes review of claims 1-3, 5-9, 15, 16, 19, and 20 (“the
challenged claims”) of U.S. Patent No. 9,141,135 (“the *135 patent”) (EX1001)
assigned to Multifold International Incorporated PTE. LTD. (“Patent Owner” or
“PO”).

II. MANDATORY NOTICES

Real Parties-in-Interest: Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.8(b)(1), Petitioners

identify Google LLC! and Motorola Mobility LLC? as the real party-in-interest.

Related Matters: The *135 patent is asserted by PO against in Case No.

1:23-cv-01323 (D. Del.) against Google (“Google Litigation) and in Case No. 1-

23-cv-01173 (D. Del.) against Motorola Mobility LLC (“Motorola Litigation”™)

! Google LLC is a subsidiary of XXVI Holdings Inc., which is a subsidiary of
Alphabet Inc. XXVI Holdings Inc. and Alphabet Inc. are not real parties-in-
interest to this proceeding.

2 Motorola Mobility LLC is a direct, wholly owned subsidiary of Motorola
Mobility Holdings LLC, which is indirectly a wholly owned subsidiary of Lenovo
Group Ltd. Motorola Mobility Holdings LLC and Lenovo Group Ltd. are not real

parties-in-interest to this proceeding.
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Motorola Mobility LLC was served with the complaint on October 18, 2023 and
Google LLC was served with the complaint on November 20, 2023. Thus, this
petition is timely under 35 U.S.C. § 315(b).

The *135 patent originates from U.S. Patent Application No. 13/247,708,
filed on September 28, 2011, and claims priority to Provisional Application Nos.
61/539,884 (filed September 27, 2011), 61/458,150 (filed on November 17, 2010)
and 61/389,000, 61/389,117, and 61/389,087 (each filed on October 1, 2010).

Counsel and Service Information: Designated lead counsel for Petitioners is

Naveen Modi (Reg. No. 46,224, naveenmodi@paulhastings.com) (Counsel for
Petitioner Google). Backup counsel for Petitioners and respective service
information is provided below:

Petitioner Google:

Backup counsel: (1) Joseph E. Palys (Reg. No. 46,508,
josephpalys@paulhastings.com), (2) Daniel Zeilberger (Reg. No. 65,349,
danielzeilberger@paulhastings.com), (3) Howard Herr
(howardherr@paulhastings.com) (pro hac vice to be filed), (4) Quadeer
Ahmed (Reg. No. 60,835, quadeerahmed@paulhastings.com), and (5) David

Valente (Reg. No. 76,287, davidvalente@paulhastings.com).
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Service information: Paul Hastings LLP, 2050 M Street NW,

Washington, D.C. 20036, Tel.: 202.551.1700, Fax: 202.551.1705, email:

PH-Google-Multifold-IPR @paulhastings.com.

Petitioner Motorola:

Backup counsel: (1) T. Vann Pearce, Jr. (Reg. No. 58,945,

TVPPTABDocket@orrick.com), (2) Christopher J. Higgins (Reg. No.
66,422, 0CHPTABDocket@orrick.com), Geoffrey Moss (pro hac vice to be

filed, gmoss@orrick.com), and (4) Elaine Ke, (pro hac vice to be filed,

eke@orrick.com).

Service information: Orrick, Herrington & Sutcliffe LLP, 2100
Pennsylvania Avenue, Washington, DC 20037, Tel: (202) 339-8400; Fax:

(202) 339-8500, Email: TVPPTABDocket@orrick.com,

OCHPTABDocket@orrick.com, gmoss@orrick.com, eke@orrick.com.
Petitioners consent to electronic service at the emails listed above for each
Petitioner.

III. PAYMENT OF FEES UNDER 37 C.F.R. §§ 42.15 AND 42.103

The PTO is authorized to charge any fees due during this proceeding to

Deposit Account No. 50-2613.
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IV. GROUNDS FOR STANDING

Petitioners certify under 37 C.F.R. § 42.104(a) that the *135 patent is
available for review and Petitioners are not barred or estopped from requesting

review on the grounds identified herein.

V.  PRECISE RELIEF REQUESTED AND GROUNDS RAISED

Petitioners respectfully request review of the challenged claims and
cancellation of these claims as unpatentable on the following grounds:

Ground 1: Claims 1, 5-6, 9, 15, and 20 are unpatentable under pre-AIA 35
U.S.C. § 103 as being obvious in view of Yook (EX1005).

Ground 2: Claims 2-3, 7-8, and 19 are unpatentable under pre-AIA 35
U.S.C. § 103 as being obvious in view of Yook and Bauer (EX1007).

Ground 3: Claims 1, 5-6, 9, 15, and 20 are unpatentable under pre-AIA 35
U.S.C. § 103 as being obvious in view of Yook and Lee (EX1008).

Ground 4: Claims 2-3, 7-8, 16, and 19 are unpatentable under pre-AIA 35

U.S.C. § 103 as being obvious in view of Yook, Bauer, and Lee.
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For purposes of this proceeding, Petitioners assume the earliest possible
priority date of the 135 patent is October, 1, 2010.> Yook published from an
application filed March 22, 2010 (EX1005, Cover), Bauer issued from an
application filed on November 9, 2007 (EX1007, Cover), and Lee issued from an
application filed October 22, 2009 (EX1008, Cover), and thus each qualifies as
prior art under at least § 102(e).

Yook, Bauer, and Lee were not identified during prosecution (EX1001,
Cover (“References Cited”); see also generally EX1004) and are not the same or

substantially similar to any art previously presented to the Office.

V1. LEVEL OF ORDINARY SKILL

A person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the alleged invention of
the 135 patent (“POSITA”) would have had an undergraduate degree in electrical
engineering, computer engineering, computer science or a related field along with

two years of work experience in the field of user interface technologies, including

3 Petitioners do not concede that the *135 patent is entitled to such a priority date
and reserve the right to challenge such priority claim in this proceeding and other

proceedings.
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e.g., graphical user interface technologies, or a related field. (EX1002, 9920-21,
22-34.)* More education can supplement practical experience and vice versa. (Id.)

VII. OVERVIEW OF THE ’135 PATENT

The *135 patent describes a mobile device 100, as shown in Figure 1 below,
that includes a primary screen 104 and a secondary screen 108, where screen 104
includes display 110 and screen 108 includes display 114. (EX1001, 7:60-8:8;

EX1002, 935.)

4 Petitioners submit the declaration of Dr. Sandeep Chatterjee (EX1002), an expert

in the field of the 135 patent. (EX1002, q91-14, 20-21, 22-34; EX1003.)
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As shown in Figure 7 below, device 100 includes “the primary screen 104
and the secondary screen 108 displaying desk tops D1 and D2 on pages 1120 and
11227 (EX1001, 26:1-3.) “An annunciator display or window 1100 is shown as
extending continuously across both of the screens 104 and 108 (id., 26:5-7) and
“is further illustrated as being a unitary display window or display, as opposed to

being a separate display on each screen” (id., 26:7-9). (EX1002, 436.)
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FIG. 7

(EX1001, FIG. 7.) “This annunciator window 1100 can serve many purposes to
include the display of messages, alerts, statuses of the device, and other
information.” (/d., 26:9-15.) Boxes 1102, 1104, 1106 and 1107 of annunciator
window 1100 “display[] notifications such as incoming phone calls, emails, text
messages, and calendar items, respectively.” (Id., 26:16-31; EX1002, 436.)

As shown in Figure 8 below, notification 1124, e.g., a notification for a
calendar item 1107 that includes text content, is displayed directly within window
1100. (/d., FIG. 8, 26:39-42.) The notification may “thereby temporarily mask[]
or cover|[] the other icons for a period of time until the alert or message is cleared

by the user.” (/d., 26:43-50; EX1002, 937.)
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FIG. 8

(EX1001, FIG. 8.)
During prosecution of the *135 patent, the applicant argued that the prior art
does not teach the following limitations:

modifying, by the processor, the display of the annunciator
window in response to a changed state of at least one of
said device status, [[a]] connectivity status, and messaging

status.

(EX1004, 570.)
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configuring, by the processor, the annunciator window to
extend across a first portion of said first display and a
second portion of said second display, wherein said first
portion and said second portion do not degrade the display
of information by the selected first and second desktops or

applications.
(EX1004, 574.) Following an Examiner’s amendment, the claims were allowed.
(Id., 621 (Examiner explaining that the amendment was to “clarify in the
independent claims that the second display has a second application or desktop (i.e.
not the same as that of the first display), and also that the modified information is
displayed selectively across the annunciator window”).) As to reasons for
allowance, the Examiner stated that the prior art references of record do not show a
“unified annunciator window which modifies its displayed information in response
to the status changes as explained in the independent claims of the present
invention.” (Id., 627-628.) As demonstrated below, the challenged claims are
simply a compilation of conventional components/features disclosed/suggested by
the prior art combinations herein. In re Gorman, 933 F.2d 982, 986 (Fed. Cir.
1991). (Section IX; EX1002, q938-115; EXS. 1005, 1007, 1008, 1009, 1012,

1013.)

10
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VIII. CLAIM CONSTRUCTION

For IPR proceedings, the Board only construes the claims when necessary to
resolve the underlying controversy. Toyota Motor Corp. v. Cellport Sys., Inc.,
IPR2015-00633, Paper No. 11 at 16 (P.T.A.B. Aug. 14, 2015) (citing Vivid Techs.,
Inc. v. Am. Sci. & Eng’g, Inc., 200 F.3d 795, 803 (Fed. Cir. 1999)). Here, given
the correlation between the prior art references and the challenged claims of the
’135 patent, the Board need not construe any terms of the challenged claims to
resolve the underlying controversy, as any reasonable construction reads on the
prior art. (EX1002, 942.)° Although Petitioners demonstrate below how the prior

art discloses/suggests and renders obvious the challenged claims under the plain

> Petitioners reserve all rights to raise claim construction and other arguments,
including challenges under 35 U.S.C. §112, in district court as relevant to those
proceedings. See Target Corp. v. Proxicom Wireless, LLC, IPR2020-00904, Paper
11 at 11-13 (Nov. 10, 2020). A comparison of the claims to any accused products
in litigation may raise controversies that are not presented here given the
similarities between the references and the patent. By applying the plain meaning
or proposed constructions herein for this proceeding, Petitioner does not concede
the claims are definite, have specification support, etc., and thus reserves the right

to address any associated §112 issues in other proceedings.

11
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and ordinary meaning of the claim terms, Petitioners also discuss how the prior art
meets certain limitations based on interpretations from PO’s infringement
allegations and where the claims are interpreted to require two physical screens.
Such interpretations and corresponding prior art analysis are addressed as
appropriate in the grounds below.

IX. DETAILED EXPLANATION OF GROUNDS
As detailed below, each of the challenged claims are unpatentable.

(EX1002, 943-115.)

A. Ground 1: Yook Renders Claims 1, 5-6, 9, 15, and 20 Obvious
1. Claim 1

i) [1.pre] “A method of displaying information on a
mobile multi-display device including a plurality of
desktops and/or applications each having at least one
window, and an annunciator window, the method
comprising:”

To the extent limiting, Yook discloses the preamble of claim 1. (EX1002,
944-48.) Yook discloses “[a] method of displaying information on a mobile
multi-display device.” Yook discloses mobile terminal 100 including input unit
120 and touch screen 140, where screen 140 comprises display unit 141 and touch

panel 143 . (EX1005, [0025] (“the mobile terminal 100 includes...a touch screen

140”), [0028], [0030]-[0031], FIG. 1, FIG. 2.)

12
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(EX1005, FIG. 1.) Screen 140 displays “various information items” (id., [0027])
and the screen is divided into “divided screen areas...and output functional view
areas related to activated user functions on the individual divided screen areas”
(id., [0026]-[0027]). (See also id., [0003] (“mobile terminal that can divide the
screen into individual divided screen areas and simultaneously present user
functions on the individual divided screen areas”), [0006] (“‘mobile terminal having
a screen that can divide the screen into a plurality of divided screen areas and
simultaneously present user functions on each of the individual divided screen
areas according to usage conditions”), [0007] (“dividing the screen into
corresponding divided screen areas; and outputting functional view areas

associated with the activated user functions to the corresponding divided screen

13
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areas”), [0008] (“a mobile terminal capable of supporting a plurality of divided
screen areas, including...a control unit...for output of functional view areas
associated with the user functions to be on the plurality of divided screen areas™),
[0031] (“The display unit 141 displays at least one of each of menus, information
input by the user, and information to be provided to the user.”; “the display unit
141 can divide the screen into a plurality of divided screen areas and output
functional view areas related to user functions to the individual divided screen
areas.”), [0035], [0037]; EX1002, 944.)

Mobile terminal 100 is a “mobile multi-display device” because screen 140,
as discussed above and below, is divided into two screen areas (two “display[s]”)
and each displays a functional view area related to an activated user function.
(EX1005, [0037] (“demarcate the display unit 141 into two areas according to
properties of activated user functions, and outputs functional view areas related to
the user functions to the two areas™); see also id., Abstract, [0007]-[0008], [0026]-
[0027], [0031], [0035].) This is consistent with the 135 patent’s disclosure that
“[a] single physical screen can include multiple displays that are managed as
separate logical displays.” (EX1001, 4:48-49; see also id., 4:11-14 (the term
“screen” refers to “a physical structure that includes one or more hardware

components that provide the device with the ability to render a user interface

and/or receive user input”), 4:43-51 (“’display’ refers to a portion of one or more

14
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screens used to display the output of a computer to a user” and may be a “single-
screen display,” which “can include multiple displays” where “different content
can be displayed on the separate displays although part of the same physical
screen” or can be a “multi-screen display” that encompasses the “display of one or
more screens”); EX1002, 945.)

For example, consistent with Yook’s disclosure associated with Figure 3
(EX1005, [0038] (“[r]eferring to FIG. 3...divid[ing] the screen into two areas”)),
Yook’s screen 140 includes two screen areas, including one “display” in blue and
another “display” in red, as shown in annotated Figure 3 (below left). (/d., FIG. 3.)
This is consistent with the *135 patent’s description of displays in a mobile device
(EX1001, 4:43-51 (“display,” i.e., “a portion of one or more screens used to
display the output of a computer to a user”)) and the *135 patent’s description
associated with Figure 7 disclosing two displays (id., 7:60-8:8, 26:1-15; see also

Section VII). (EX1002, 946.)

15
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Yook ’135 Patent
Tal ann PHONE | EM -
100\\:\\:‘\::\ I/_“OO /::/’
A. App B. App " A7
D1 D2
1120—/\\ //_\1122
104—) 108
FIG. 3 <301> Fe.7

(EX1005, FIG. 3 <301> (left); EX1001, FIG. 7 (right) (both annotated).)

Yook discloses displaying information including ““a plurality of desktops
and/or applications each having at least one window” on mobile terminal 100
(“mobile multi-display device”). For example, as shown in Figure 3 below, when
a first user function (an “application[]”) and a second user function (another
“application[]”) are activated, screen 140 is divided into two screen areas (two
“display[s]” as annotated in blue and red), where “a functional view area A. App”
(a “window” in green) for “the first user function [is] displayed on one area” and
“a functional view area B. App” (another “window” in yellow) for “the second
user function [is] displayed on the other area.” (EX1005, [0038] (“when a first
user function and a second user function...are activated at one of the same time

and in sequence, as illustrated in screen 301, the control unit 160 can control the

16
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display unit 141 to divide the screen into two areas, and cause a functional view
area A.App for the first user function to be displayed on one area and cause a
functional view area B.App for the second user function to be displayed on the

other area.”), FIG. 3 (<301>); EX1002, 947.)

Tl |

A. ApD B. ADD

FIG. 3 <301>

(EX1005, FIG. 3 (<301>).) (See also id., FIG. 1, [0033] (storage 150 of device
100 “can store any of application programs related to the present invention”),
[0034], FIG. 4A, [0045] (device 100 “can activate application programs related
to the menu items A and B, display a functional view area App.A as to the

application program related to the menu item A on a dived screen area and

17
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display a functional view area App.B as to the application program related to the
menu item B on the other divided screen area”); EX1002, 947.)

The functional view areas A. App and B. App (each being a “window’’) may
include an image and/or a text string depending on the user functions being
activated/displayed, e.g., functional view area A. App includes “a control key map
for controlling music playback and an image depicting the music file being played
back” and functional view area B. App includes “a key map and a message
composition view area for composing a message.” (/d., [0038] (“if the first user
function is related to music playback, the functional view area A. App can include
a control key map for controlling music playback and an image depicting the music
file being played back. If the second user function is related to message
composition, the functional view area B. App can include a key map and a
message composition view area for composing a message.”); EX1002, 947.)

Each of the first and second user functions (“applications”) has at least one
“window” because, as shown in Figure 3 above, each application has a rectangular
functional view area, e.g., functional view area A. App or B. App in Figure 3,
providing content/image/options associated with music playback or message
composition, different from the rest of the screen. (/d.; see also id., [0039] (screen
140 divided into two areas when two instances of a user function are activated),

[0040] (screen 140 divided into two areas when related user functions are

18
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activated), [0041] (screen 140 divided into two areas when a user function is
activated first and then a sub function thereof is activated), [0043]-[0045]
(displaying functional view areas of two applications each on a divided screen area
based on user input), [0046]-[0047] (similar), [0048]-[0050] (displaying functional
view areas of an application and a sub-application/task each on a divided screen
area), [0051]-[0054] (displaying functional view areas of an application and an
event handling application), [0055]-[0057] (displaying functional view areas of a
listing function and a listed item), [0058]-[0072] (describing with reference to
FIGS. 5A-5D transitions between divided screen areas associated with user
functions), [0072]-[0076] (describing with reference to Figure 6 user interactions
with user functions displayed in divided screen areas), [0077]-[0087] (describing
with reference to Figures 7A-7C user interactions that cause transferring
information between functional view areas displayed on divided screen areas),
[0088]-[0092] (describing with reference to Figure 8 user interactions relating to
copying and transferring information, between functional view areas), [0093]-
[0095] (describing with reference to Figure 9 user interaction relating to file
transfer between functional view areas), [0096]-[0101] (describing with reference
to Figure 10 user interaction relating to interworking between functional view
areas supporting Web access), [0101]-[0103] (describing with reference to Figure

11 displaying two applications on corresponding divided screen areas), [0104]-

19
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[0107] (describing with reference to Figure 12 user interaction relating to
interaction between a file search function and a twitter function), [0108]-[0112]
(describing with reference to Figure 13 user interaction relating to
splitting/dividing the screen into divided screen areas).) Thus, consistent with the
’135 patent, Yook discloses “a plurality of desktops and/or applications each
having at least one window.” (EX1001, 5:66-6:2 (“The term ‘window’ refers to a
typically rectangular, displayed image on at least part of a display that contains or
provides content different from the rest of the screen.”); EX1002, 947.)

Yook discloses displaying information including “an annunciator window”
on the mobile multi-display device. For example, Yook discloses displaying a
status bar (“annunciator window”) on screen 140, highlighted in blue, as shown in

the examples below.

Tal @ T4 |
Yahoe! twitter
5| = I
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(EX1005, FIGS. 1, 3, 10.) Yook discloses similar status bars throughout its
disclosure. (See generally EX1005.) Consistent with the disclosed status bar

shown in the figures, a POSITA would have understood that the status bar includes
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information indicating device status, e.g., battery status (top right of the figures),
and connectivity status, e.g., mobile device signal reception status (top left of the
figures). (EX1002, 948.) Such an understanding is consistent with Yook’s
terminal using a radio frequency unit to establish mobile voice/video/data
communication and the terminal being a “mobile” device, which, as a POSITA
would have understood, is powered by a battery. (EX1005, FIGS. 1, 3, 10,
[0027].) Yook’s disclosures are consistent with the 135 patent’s discussions of an
“annunciator window.” (EX1001, FIGS. 7-8, 26:1-27:5.)

ii) [1.a] “placing the multi-display device in an open

state with a first display and a second display facing
in a same direction;”

Yook discloses this limitation. (EX1002, 949-50.) For example, as shown
in the figures below and discussed for limitation [1.pre], screen 140 includes two
screen areas (“first display” (e.g., in blue) and “second display” (e.g., in red)) each

displaying a functional view area for an activated user function. (Section

IX.A.1(i); EX1005, [0003]-[0008], [0026]-[0027], [0031], [0035], [0037].)
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(EX1005, FIGS. 1, 3, 10.)

As shown in Figure 1, mobile terminal 100 is placed in an “open state”
because the upper slide body (containing screen 140) is slid open against the lower
slide body (containing input unit 120). (EX1005, [0025] (“the mobile terminal 100
composed of an upper slide body and a lower slide body.”).) Terminal 100 is in an
“open state” also because its two screen areas (“first display” in blue and “second
display” in red) are on the same plane. (EX1005, FIG. 1; EX1001, 9:58-59, 14:35-
36 (“State 320 is the open state where the primary screen 104 and the secondary
screen 108 are generally on the same plane.”).) Additionally, Yook’s disclosed

“first display” and “second display” face the same direction as shown in Figure 1.

(EX1005, FIG. 1; EX1002, 950.)
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[1.b] “receiving, by a processor, a first input that

represents an instruction to reveal one of a first
desktop or application on the first display of the
multi-display device and selecting the first desktop or
application to display on the first display;”

Yook discloses this limitation. (EX1002, 4951-54.) As shown in Figure 2

below, mobile terminal 100 includes radio frequency unit 110, input unit 120,

audio processing unit 130, touch screen 140, storage unit 150, and control unit 160.

(EX1005, [0025], FIG. 2.)

150 —

100
? 110 TOUCH SCREEN |~ 140
e DISPLAY UNIT | 141
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TOUCH PANEL |-{._ 143
STORAGE UNIT CONTROL UNIT
SPLIT-SCREEN
MANAGEMENT ~—160
PROGRAM
1201 NPT UNIT AUDID
PROCESSING UNIT [~ 130
1211~ TOUCH PAD s %J
ZHAN
123 KEY BUTTONS SPK  MIC

(EX1005, FIG. 2.) Terminal 100 may “activate a screen area management

program stored in the storage unit 150 in response to a user request, divide the

screen into divided screen areas..., and output functional view areas related to

activated user functions on the individual divided screen areas.” (/d., [0026].)

23



Petition for Inter Partes Review
Patent No. 9,141,135

Input unit 120 includes alphanumeric and function keys “for inputting
alphanumeric information and for setting various functions” and also includes
touch pad 121 that “generate[s] an input signal corresponding to a touch of the user
and send the input signal to the control unit 160.” (/d., [0028].) Screen 140 may
“act as an input means” and display “menus, information input by the user, and
information to be provided to the user,” e.g., “screens related to utilization of the
mobile terminal 100, such as any screen selected from the group consisting of an
idle screen, menu screen, message composition screen, and call handling screen.”
(Id., [0031]; see also id., [0025], [0032], [0035]; EX1002, q51.)

Consistent with as shown in Figure 2, inputs, e.g., user requests, to
activate/select user functions are provided to control unit 160, which controls
screen 140 to divide the screen into divided screen areas and output functional
view areas related to user functions to the individual divided screen areas.
(EX1005, [0007] (“generating input signals for one of sequentially and
simultaneously activating a plurality of user functions; activating the plurality
of user functions according to the generated input signals; in accordance with the
activated functions, dividing the screen into corresponding divided screen areas;
and outputting functional view areas associated with the activated user functions to
the corresponding divided screen area”), [0008], [0026], [0028], [0031] (“under the

control of the control unit 160, the display unit 141 can divide the screen into a
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plurality of divided screen areas and output functional view areas related to user
functions to the individual divided screen areas.”), [0032] (“The touch panel 143 is
installed on the display unit 141, and can generate a touch event corresponding to a
touch on one of a specific image and item displayed on the display unit 141. For
example, in response to a touch on a displayed instrument image, the touch panel
143 generates a corresponding touch event and sends the touch event to the control
unit 160. A displayed image or item can be associated with a user function.”),
[0035]; EX1002, 952.)

For example, as shown in Figure 3, a user may activate (or select) a first user
function (“first...application”) and a second user function (“second...application”
recited in limitation [1.c]) sequentially. (EX1005, [0038] (“when a first user
function and a second user function, which are independent of each other, are
activated at one of the same time and in sequence”).) In response to activating or
selecting the user functions, control unit 160 controls screen 140 to divide the
screen into two screen areas (“first display” in blue and “second display” in red),
and display a functional view area A. App (in green) for the first user function
(e.g., music playback) in one screen area (“first display” in blue) and display a
functional view area B. App (in yellow) for the second user function (e.g., message
composition) on another screen area (“second display” in red). (/d. (“when a first

user function and a second user function, which are independent of each other, are
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activated at one of the same time and in sequence, as illustrated in screen 301, the
control unit 160 can control the display unit 141 to divide the screen into two
areas, and cause a functional view area A. App for the first user function to be
displayed on one area and cause a functional view area B. App for the second user
function to be displayed on the other area.”); see also id., [0039]-[0042]
(describing control unit 160 controlling screen 140 to divide the screen into
different areas, and cause functional view areas associated with any of independent
user functions, instances of the same user function, related user functions, and
main and subordinate user functions, to be displayed on the corresponding areas);

EX1002, 153.)

Tail
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FIG. 3 <301>

(EX1005, FIG. 3.)

A POSITA would have understood that control unit 160 corresponds to the
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claimed “processor” given that it controls, e.g., operations of user functions and
displays of the same on screen 140, consistent with as described in the *135 patent.
(EX1001, 11:63-12:10 (“The processor 204 may comprise a general purpose
programmable processor or controller for executing application programming or
instructions”; “The processor 204 generally functions to run programming code or
instructions implementing various functions of the device 100”).) Indeed, Yook
explains that the disclosed methods “can be realized in hardware or as software or
computer code...so that the methods described herein can be executed by such
software using a general purpose computer, or a special processor or in
programmable or dedicated hardware....” (EX1005, [0117].) Moreover, given
that Yook discloses, in response to an input for activating or selecting user
functions, control unit 160 (“processor”) loads/executes the screen area
management program that then divides screen 140 into divided screen areas and
outputs/displays functional view areas (e.g., green portion in Figure 3) related to
user functions (e.g., first user function or the “first...application) to the individual
divided screen areas (e.g., blue portion in Figure 3), Yook discloses receiving, by
control unit 160 (“processor’), a first input that represents an instruction to reveal a
first user function (“first...application”) on the first screen area (blue portion in
Figure 3 or “first display”’) of mobile terminal 100 and selecting the first user

function to display on the first screen area. Thus, Yook discloses limitation [1.b].

27



Petition for Inter Partes Review
Patent No. 9,141,135

(EX1002, 954; see also EX1005, [0035], [0036] (storing ‘““screen data related to
user functions, and descriptive information regarding divided screen areas after
divided screen area formation in response to a specific input signal”).)
iv)  [1.c] “receiving, by the processor, a second input that
represents an instruction to reveal one of a second
desktop or application on the second display of the

multi-display device and selecting the second desktop
or application to display on the second display;”

Yook discloses this limitation for reasons similar to those discussed above.
(EX1002, 9955-57.) As discussed for limitation [1.b], Yook discloses receiving
inputs for activating a first user function (“first...application”) and a second user
function (“second...application”) sequentially. (Section IX.A.1(iii).) For
example, consistent with as shown in Figure 2 below, inputs, e.g., user requests, to
activate/select user functions are provided to control unit 160 (“processor’), which
controls screen 140 to divide the screen into divided screen areas and output

functional view areas related to user functions to the individual divided screen

areas. (EX1005, [0007], [0008], [0026], [0028], [0031], [0032], [0035]; EX1002,

155.)
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(EX1005, FIG. 2.)

Consistent with as shown in Figure 3 below, Yook discloses that a user may
activate (or select) a first user function (“first...application” recited in limitation
[1.b]) and a second user function (“second...application”) in sequence. (EX1005,
[0038] (“when a first user function and a second user function...are activated...in
sequence, as illustrated in screen 301”).) In response to activating or selecting the
user functions, control unit 160 controls screen 140 to divide the screen into two
areas, and display a functional view area A. App for the first user function (e.g.,
music playback) in one area (blue) and display a functional view area B. App for
the second user function (e.g., message composition) on another area (red). (1d.;

EX1002, 956.)
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Given that Yook discloses, in response to a second input (a subsequent input
to the first input) for activating or selecting a second user function (e.g., message
composition), control unit 160 (“processor”) loads/executes the screen area
management program that outputs/displays a functional view area (e.g., yellow
portion in Figure 3) related to the second user function (“second ...application”) to
the second divided screen area (e.g., red portion in Figure 3), Yook discloses
receiving, by control unit 160 (“processor’”), a second/subsequent input that
represents an instruction to reveal a second user function (“second...application”)
on the second screen area (red portion in Figure 3 or “second display’) of mobile
terminal 100 and selecting the second user function to display on the second screen
area. (Section IX.A.1(ii1); see also EX1005, [0058]-[0064] (disclosing with
reference to Figure 5b that the divided screen areas in screen 511 display two user
functions associated with A. App and B. App. “in response to selection of an icon
App. A and icon App. B” and “[i]n response to the user actions, as illustrated in
screen 513, the mobile terminal 100 can replace the functional view area A. App
with a functional view area C. App related to the icon App. C, and replace the
functional view area B. App with a functional view area F. App related to the icon

App. F.”); EX1002, 457.)
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(EX1005, FIG. 3.) Thus, Yook discloses limitation [1.c]. (EX1002, 957.)
V) [1.d] “displaying, by the processor, the selected first

and second desktops or applications on the first and
second displays;”

Yook discloses this limitation. (EX1002, 958.) As discussed for limitations
[1.b] and [1.c], control unit 160 (“processor’) executes the screen area
management program that then divides screen 140 into two divided screen areas
and outputs/displays functional view areas (e.g., green and yellow portions in
Figure 3) related to user functions (e.g., first user function or the
“first...application” and second user function or the “second...application”) to the
individual divided screen areas (e.g., blue and red portions in Figure 3). (See also
,e.g., EX1005, FIGS. 5A-5B, 7A-8, 10-11, [0058]-[0064], [0077]-[0092], [0096]-

[0102].) Yook discloses limitation [1.d]. (EX1002, 958.)
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(EX1005, FIGS. 7A, 8, 10-11 (excerpted).)

vi)

[1.e] “displaying, by the processor, a pre-configured
annunciator window having information therein
showing at least one of a device status, a connectivity
status, and a messaging status;”

Yook discloses and/or suggests, and renders obvious, this limitation.

(EX1002, 9959-63.) As discussed for limitation [1.pre], Yook discloses a status

bar (“annunciator window”’) highlighted in blue as shown in Figure 3 below,

displaying information that indicates “device status,” e.g., battery status (top right

of the figure), and “connectivity status,” e.g., mobile device signal strength status

(top left of the figure). (Section IX.A.1(i).)
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(EX1005, FIG. 3.)

As discussed for limitations [1.b]-[1.c], control unit 160 (“processor’)
controls displays of screen 140. (Sections IX.A.1(ii1)-(iv); EX1005, FIG. 2.) As
such, a POSITA would have understood that, in order to display the status bar on
screen 140 that indicates “a device status” and “a connectivity status” (e.g., as
shown in figures of Yook), the status bar would have been pre-configured, and
would been controlled and displayed by control unit 160. (EX1002, 460.)
Accordingly, Yook discloses or at least suggests displaying, by control unit 160
(“processor’), a status bar (“annunciator window”) that is pre-configured to display
information showing “a device status” and “a connectivity status.” To the extent
that Yook does not expressly disclose limitation [1.e], it would have been obvious

to implement the recited features therein. (EX1002, 960.)
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Yook discloses “storage unit 150 can store any of application programs”
(EX1005, [0033]), including a screen area management program that “divides the
screen of the display unit 141 into a plurality of divided screen areas and outputs
functional view areas related to active user functions to the individual divided
screen areas” (id., [0035]). Yook explains that the screen area management
program is loaded on control unit 160 to control screen 140. (Id.) A POSITA
would have understood that displaying the status bar may likewise be controlled by
a program, such as a sub-program or an applet that determines various features of
the status bar, e.g., size, position, content...etc., and executed by control unit 160.
(EX1002, 9928-34, 61; see also id., 922-27.) Accordingly, when implementing or
configuring Yook’s system/process, which includes the implementation of a status
bar (e.g., as shown in figures of Yook), a POSITA would have been motivated and
found it obvious to implement an applet for displaying the status bar, where the
applet is executed by a processor, such as control unit 160, consistent with Yook’s
disclosure of a screen area management program executed by control unit 160 to
control the displays on screen 140. (EX1002, q61.)

Additionally, a POSITA would have been motivated to implement and pre-
configure the status bar (including associated program(s)/applet(s)) such that
device status (e.g., battery status) and connectivity status (mobile device signal

strength status) dynamically reflect the battery and mobile device signal strength
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status (as opposed to displaying them as static icons) in order to provide updated
device usage/connectivity information to the user. (EX1002, 962.) Indeed, the
state of art informed a POSITA at the time of such features. (/d.; EX1007, 1:13-33
(confirming it was known to “display status indicators associated with various
system resources’ of a mobile device, e.g., “a device may display a battery-shaped
power meter that graphically depicts how much power remains in a battery
included in the device; as power is consumed by the device, the power meter may
change shape or character (e.g., the power meter may appear less ‘shaded’ or
filled-in as power is consumed)”; “the device may display an antenna-shaped
graphic having a number of ‘bars’ that depict a relative strength of a signal that the
device is capable of receiving from a corresponding wireless communication
network; a stronger signal may be associated with more bars in the antenna
graphic, and a weaker signal may be associated with fewer bars in the antenna
graphic.”).)

Implementing the above-discussed features in a mobile terminal similar to
Yook would have involved applications of known technologies (e.g., known use of
processor such as control unit 160, for executing a screen area management
program for screen division and display of applications) according to known

methods (e.g., known techniques for pre-configuring and displaying a status bar for

indicating status of a mobile terminal associated with signal strength and battery
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level) to yield the predictable result of a processor controlling the display of a pre-
configured status bar dynamically reflecting device status (e.g., remaining battery
level) and connectivity status (e.g., mobile device signal strength) to provide
updated status information to the user. See KSR Int’l Co. v. Teleflex, Inc., 550 U.S.
398,416 (2007). Thus, a POSITA would have had reasonable expectation of
success in implementing the above features in Yook’s mobile device. (EX1002,

63.)

vii) [1.f] “configuring, by the processor, the annunciator
window to extend across a first portion of the first
display and a second portion of the second display,
wherein the first portion and the second portion do
not degrade the display of information by the
selected first and second desktops or applications;
and”

Yook discloses and/or suggests and renders obvious this limitation.
(EX1002, 9964-65.) To begin, Yook discloses “the annunciator window to extend
across a first portion of the first display and a second portion of the second
display.” As shown in Figure 3 (see below left), the status bar (“annunciator
window” in blue) extends across a first portion of the first display (the status bar
portion within the blue area) and a second portion of the second display (the status
bar portion within the red area) in a manner consistent with the *135 patent’s

description of an annunciator window (which may extend across displays similar to

Yook’s disclosures). (EX1001, FIG. 7 (below right), 26:1-15); supra Section VII.)
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(EX1005, FIG. 3 (left); EX1001, FIG. 7 (right).) Furthermore, the first and second
portions (where the status bar resides) do not occupy the functional view areas of
the first and second applications (green and yellow). Thus, Yook discloses
“wherein the first portion and the second portion do not degrade the display of
information by the selected first and second desktops or applications.” (EX1002,
9164.)

For reasons similar as discussed for limitation [1.e], a POSITA would have
found it obvious to implement and configure the status bar (“annunciator window”)
such that it is controlled and configured by control unit 160 (“processor”)
executing an associated applet for the status bar. Thus, Yook discloses and/or
suggests limitation [1.f] for similar reasons and teachings. (Section IX.A.1(v1);

EX1002, 965.)
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viii) [1.g] “modifying, by the processor, the display of the
annunciator window in response to a changed state
of at least one of the device status, connectivity
status, and messaging status, wherein the modified
display of the annunciator window displays
information selectively across the annunciator
window.”

Yook discloses and/or suggests and renders obvious this limitation.
(EX1002, 9966-67.) As discussed for limitation [1.e], a POSITA would have
found it obvious to implement an applet for displaying the status bar, where the
applet is executed by a processor, such as control unit 160, consistent with Yook’s
disclosure of a screen area management program executed by control unit 160 to
control the displays on screen 140. (Section IX.A.1(vi).) Moreover, also discussed
for limitation [1.e], a POSITA would have found it obvious to configure the status
bar such that the device status (e.g., battery status) and connectivity status (e.g.,
signal strength status) dynamically reflect the updates/changes of the battery level
and signal strength in order to provide accurate information to the user. (/d.)
Thus, for similar reasons, Yook discloses and/or suggests “modifying, by the
processor, the display of the annunciator window in response to a changed state of
at least one of the device status, connectivity status, and messaging status.”
(EX1002, 966.)

Additionally, consistent with the reasons and teachings addressed above,

given that the updates of the status are dynamically reflected in the status icon(s)
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where the associated status has changed, Yook discloses and/or suggests “wherein
the modified display of the annunciator window displays information selectively
across the annunciator window.” (EX1002, 467.)

2. Claim 5: “The method of claim 1, wherein said annunciator

window is located across adjacent upper or lower edges of
said first and second displays.”

Yook discloses this limitation. (EX1002, 968.) As shown in Figure 3, the
status bar is located across adjacent upper or lower edges of the first display (blue)

and second display (red).

Tal
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(EX1005, FIG. 3; EX1002, 468.) Such teachings are similar to the 135 patent’s

descriptions.
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Claim 6

i)

ii)

iii)

iv)

vi)

vii)

[6.pre] “A non-transitory computer-readable
medium having stored thereon instructions
executable by a processor of a mobile multi-display
device, the instructions causing the processor to
execute a method, the instructions comprising:”

[6.a] “instructions to receive a first input to reveal
one of a first desktop or application on a first display
of the multi-display device and to select the first
desktop or application to display on the first
display;”

[6.b] “instructions to receive a second input to reveal
one of a second desktop or application on a second
display of the multi-display device and to select the
second desktop or application to display on the
second display, wherein the multi-display device is in
an open state with the first display and the second
display facing in a same direction;”

[6.c] “instructions to display the selected first and
second desktops or applications on the first and
second displays;”

[6.d] “instructions to display a pre-configured
annunciator window having information therein
showing at least one of a device status, a connectivity
status, and a messaging status;”

[6.€] “instructions to configure the annunciator
window to extend across a first portion of the first
display and a second portion of the second display,
wherein the first portion and the second portion do
not degrade the display of information by the
selected first and second desktops or applications;
and;”

[6.f] “instructions to modify the display of the
annunciator window in response to a changed state
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of at least one of the device status, connectivity
status, and messaging status, wherein the modified
display of the annunciator window displays
information selectively across the annunciator
window.”

To the extent limiting, Yook discloses the preamble of claim 6. (EX1002,
9969-70.) As discussed for limitation [1.b], mobile terminal 100 having multiple
displays includes control unit 160 (“processor”) that executes a screen area
management program (“instructions executable by a processor of a mobile multi-
display device”) stored in storage 150 to perform various operations recited in
claim 1. (Sections IX.A.1(ii1) and [X.A.1.) A POSITA would have understood
that storage 150 is a “non-transitory computer-readable medium” given that Yook
at least implies that the programs stored in storage 150 remain available through
power cycles. (EX1005, [0036] (“The control unit 160 controls supply of power to
the components of the mobile terminal 100 for initialization, and controls the
components to provide a user interface for supporting divided screen areas and to
perform requested operations.”).) Moreover, consistent with such an
understanding, Yook discloses that software/code “can be stored in a recording
medium such as a CD ROM,...a hard disk...so that the methods described herein
can be executed by such software using a general purpose computer, or a special
processor.” (Id., [0117].) Given that each of CD ROM and hard disks is an

example of a “non-transitory computer-readable medium,” Yook discloses “non-
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transitory computer-readable medium having stored thereon instructions
executable by a processor of a mobile multi-display device, the instructions
causing the processor to execute a method.” (EX1002, 969.)

Similar to the reasons provided for claim 1, Yook discloses and/or suggests,
and renders obvious the remaining limitations of claim 6, which recite
“instructions” to perform operations substantially similar to as those recited in
claim 1. (See IX.A.1 (limitation [1b] is similar to limitation [6a], limitations [1.a]
and [1.c] collectively are similar to limitation [6.b], limitation [1.d] is similar to
limitation [6.c], limitation [1.e] is similar to limitation [6.d], limitation [1.f] is
similar to limitation [6.¢e], limitation [1.g] is similar to limitation [6.f]); EX1002,
970.)

4. Claim 9: “The non-transitory computer-readable medium
of claim 6, wherein the instructions to configure the
annunciator window further comprise instructions to
display the annunciator window across adjacent upper or
lower edges of the first and second displays, wherein the
first display is on a first screen of the multi-display device,

and wherein the second display is on a different second
screen of the multi-display device.”

Yook discloses this limitation. (EX1002, q971-72.) Yook discloses “the
instructions to configure the annunciator window further comprise instructions to
display the annunciator window across adjacent upper or lower edges of the first

and second displays” for the same reason as discussed for claim 5. (Section

IX.A.2)
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In support of its litigation assertions, Patent Owner asserts the claimed
“wherein the first display is on a first screen of the multi-display device, and
wherein the second display is on a different second screen of the multi-display
device” on an alleged single physical screen that is divided into alleged multiple
displays.® (EX1006, 31-33.) Under Patent Owner’s interpretation, Y ook
discloses the above-quoted limitation for the same reason discussed for limitation
[1.a] as Yook discloses a single physical screen that is divided into two displays.
(Section IX.A.1(i1); EX1002, 972.)

5. Claim 15: “The device of claim 1, wherein the first and
second displays are both in a portrait mode.”

Yook discloses and/or suggests this limitation. (EX1002, 9973-76.) Yook

discloses configurations where the displays of the mobile device 100 present

6 Petitioner does not acquiesce to PO’s interpretation or related contentions.
Nevertheless, Petitioner properly explains how Yook discloses this limitation
under Patent Owner’s interpretation. Philip Morris Products, S.A. v. RAI Strategic
Holdings, Inc., IPR2020-00921, Paper 13 at 42-44 (Aug. 5, 2021) (a petitioner may
“rely[] on claim constructions that it believes are incorrect”). Petitioner also
explains how the Yook-Lee combination discloses and/or suggests the same

limitation if the claims are interpreted to require two physical screens. (See

Section IX.C.3.)
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information in portrait and landscape modes. For example, with reference to
Figure 4e, Yook indicates that “divided screen areas can be formed in portrait

mode as illustrated in screen 445 and screen 447.” (EX1005, [0055].)

Td T4

List A
Tap

List A [Snlitter]

View
List's ltem

<445> <047~

(EX1005, FIG. 4e.) Yook also discloses the displays of device 100 discussed
above for claim 1, which a POSITA would have recognized as being consistent
with being oriented in a portrait mode as described in the 135 patent. (EX1001,
4:56-5:4 (“The term ‘display orientation’ refers to the way in which a rectangular
display is oriented.... In the portrait mode..., the display is oriented such that the
width of the display is less than the height of the display. Stated differently, the
shorter dimension of the display is oriented substantially horizontal in the portrait

mode while the longer dimension of the display is oriented substantially vertical.”)

(EX1002, 973.)
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For example, as demonstrated below, a POSITA would have understood
exemplary displays provided by device 100 (discussed above for claim 1) show
each display having a width “less than the height of the display.” (EX1002, 74;

Section [X.A.1.)
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(EX1005, FIGS. 3 and 10 (annotated, revised with rotated copies of first/second
displays next to respective oriented display to exemplify “shorter dimension of
[first/second] display is oriented substantially horizontal” and “longer

dimension...oriented substantially vertical”).) Thus, Yook discloses the device

100 where “the first and second displays are both in a portrait mode,” as

claimed.
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To the extent claim 15 is not disclosed, in light of Yook’s teachings and
suggestions, a POSITA would have been motivated and found it obvious to
configure device 100 such that the first and second displays are oriented in a
portrait mode, depending on the dimensions and/or the natures of the
image/content. (EX1002, 475.) For instance, if an image was captured in a
portrait mode, a POSITA would have found it obvious to configure the displays to
show the image in a portrait mode. (EX1005, [0034] (“application programs for
viewing still images and moving images”).) This would have allowed the image to
be displayed according to the format that it was captured and improved user
experiences in viewing such image content. Likewise, if a document or a web
page layout accessed by applications running in device 100 was originally
formatted to a portrait mode, a POSITA would have found it obvious to configure
the displays to show the same document or web page in a similar portrait mode, for
similar reasons above. (EX1002, 475.)

A POSITA would have recognized that configuring the first/second displays
in a portrait mode was one of a finite number of identified, predictable solutions
for display mode configurations (e.g., landscape, portrait), and such a person
would have had good reason to implement a portrait mode configuration as one of
the known options (e.g., as opposed to the landscape mode) within a POSITA’s

capabilities and knowledge for reasons discussed above. (EX1002, §76; EX1001,
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4:57-5:4 (“[t]he two most common types of display orientation are portrait and
landscape.”).) KSR, 550 U.S. at 421. Moreover, a POSITA would have found
such a configuration to be a straightforward implementation and would have had a
reasonable expectation of success in achieving it. Accordingly, for reasons above,
Yook discloses and/or suggests claim 15. (EX1002, §76.)

6. Claim 20: “The device of claim 1, wherein modifying the
display of the annunciator window does not include
changing a size of the annunciator window, and wherein the
annunciator window appears to be a unitary window

displayed on each of the first portion of the first display and
the second portion of the second display.”

Yook discloses and/or suggests and renders obvious this limitation for
similar reasons explained above for claim 1. (EX1002, q977-78.) For example, as
discussed for limitations [1.e] and [1.g], a POSITA would have found it obvious to
modify the display of the status bar (“annunciator window”) such that device status
(e.g., battery status) and connectivity status (e.g., mobile device signal strength
status) dynamically reflect the corresponding status in order to provide accurate
device usage/connectivity information to the user. (Sections [X.A.1(vi),
IXA.1(viii).) A POSITA would have found it obvious to maintain the size of the
status bar when updating the above-mentioned status because the display areas
occupied by the status icons, as shown in Figure 3, are significantly smaller than

display area occupied by the status bar. (EX1002, 477.)
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(EX1005, FIG. 3.)
Moreover, the status bar, as shown in Figure 3 below, is a “unitary window”

displayed on “each of the first portion of the first display and the second portion of

the second display.” (EX1002, 478.)

Tl
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FIG. 3 <301>

(EX1005, FIG. 3.) Similar features are shown in the other examples provided by

Yook. (Id., FIGS. 7A-8, 10.) (EX1002, 978.)
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B. Ground 2: Yook in View of Bauer Renders Claims 2-3, 7-8, and

19 Obvious

1. Claim 2: “The method of claim 1, wherein modifying the
display of the annunciator window includes displaying the
changed state including text corresponding to at least one of
a calendar notification, a phone message, an email message,
or a text message, and wherein the first display and the
second display are on a common first screen of the multi-
display device.”

Yook in view of Bauer discloses and/or suggests, and renders obvious, this

limitation. (EX1002, 479-85.) First, for reasons discussed for limitation [1.a] in

Ground 1, and shown below in Figure 3, Yook discloses “the first display and the

second display are on a common first screen of the multi-display device”

because Yook discloses a single physical screen 140 of terminal 100 is divided into

two screen areas (e.g., including the “first display” and the “second display”).

(Section IX.A.1(i1); EX1002, 979.)

Tal

A. App

B. App

(EX1005, FIG. 3.)

FIG. 3 <301>
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Second, as discussed for limitations [1.e] and [1.g], a POSITA would have
found it obvious to modify the display of the status bar (“annunciator window)
such that the device status (battery status) and connectivity status (mobile device
signal strength status) dynamically reflect the updated battery level and signal
strength in order to provide updated status information to the user. (Sections
IX.A.1(vi), IXA.1(vii1).) Additionally, a POSITA would have also been motivated
to modify the display of the status bar such that it indicates a reception of a text
message and provides a preview of the text contained in the message (“wherein
modifying the display of the annunciator window includes displaying the changed
state including text corresponding to at least one of a calendar notification, a phone
message, an email message, or a text message”) in view of Bauer. (EX1002, §80.)

Like Yook, Bauer relates to providing user interfaces on a mobile device.
(EX1002, 981.) For example, Bauer discloses mobile device 101 that “provid|[es]
various computing resources that enable a user to interact with the device through
input/output facilities, and in particular, to run applications that enable the user to
process data or media in some manner” and “also provide[s] communication

facilities, such as voice, data and messaging services.” (EX1007, 4:29-40, FIG. 1.)
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FIG. 1

(EX1007, FIG. 1.) Mobile device 101 includes a display screen 104 for displaying
graphical information to the user (id., 4:52-58), where screen 104 includes an
application area 105 for, e.g., displaying a messaging application and a status bar
107 that displays various system status information, e.g., signal-strength indicator
110, battery icon 113 indicating the remaining battery power (id., 5:3-38). Bauer
also discloses a device status monitor 419 that monitors various system aspects

described above. (Id., 11:50-12:11, FIG. 4.)
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(EX1007, FIG. 4.) Thus, a POSITA would have been motivated to consider the
teachings of Bauer when implementing Yook’s system/method that likewise
provides a screen for displaying applications and device status on a status bar.
(EX1002, 981.)

Bauer additionally discloses that, when a short message service (SMS)
message 1s received, an icon 204 and preview content are displayed and “scrolled
across the status bar 107.” (EX1007, 6:14-25.) “The message preview may
include the full text of very short messages, or it may include a first portion or

snippet of the message....” (/d., 6:25-29.)
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(EX1007, FIG. 2A.) “[W]hile the interactive indicator 204 scrolls across the status
bar 107, the prominence of other status information may be reduced,” e.g., “the
intensity of the static indicators 110, 113 and 116 is reduced, and the interactive
indicator (e.g., the icon 204 and the corresponding preview) are superimposed over
the static indicators.” (/d., 6:33-39.) “Once the preview content associated with
the interactive indicator 204 is removed, the intensity of the static indicators may
be restored.” (1d., 6:39-42.) Likewise, when an email message is received, a
preview of the email content is scrolled across status bar 107, similar to the
preview of a SMS message discussed above. (/d., 6:47-61; see also id., 7:22-27
(disclosing that the preview/context of the SMS message may “may appear as soon

as the corresponding SMS or email message is received”); EX1002, 482.)
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Given that Bauer discloses displaying preview(s) of received SMS and/or
email messages, including previewing textual content of the messages on a status
bar, Bauer discloses “modifying the display of the annunciator window includes
displaying the changed state including text corresponding to at least one of a
calendar notification, a phone message, an email message, or a text message” as
recited in claim 2. Moreover, because Bauer discloses the previewed text scrolling
through the status bar are temporarily “superimposed over” other status
indicator/icon, e.g., signal strength indicator (“connectivity status”) and battery
icon (“device status”) (see FIG. 2A above), Bauer discloses “wherein modifying
the display of the annunciator window further includes: displaying the changed
state across a portion of the annunciator window; and masking at least one icon
representing the device status, connectivity status, or messaging status” as recited
in claim 3. (EX1001, 26:45-50 (“In another aspect of the invention,...a longer
alert or message having greater text or data content can span across the entire
annunciator window 1100, thereby temporarily masking or covering the other
icons for a period of time until the alert or message is cleared by the user.”);
EX1002, 483.)

A POSITA would have been motivated to implement the text preview
features associated with the received messages (including providing preview of the

message content and temporarily superimposing the previewed text over other
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status indicators/icons) similar to as discussed in Bauer (see above) when
implementing Yook’s system/method. (EX1002, 484.) A POSITA would have
found these features beneficial because previewing the message content would
have allowed a user to quickly and efficiently parse the content of the message
without requiring additional user input (e.g., to tap on the message icon in order to
view its content). Superimposing the previewed text over other status
indicators/icons would have allowed the status bar to display more content than
providing preview only in the empty space of the status bar. (EX1002, 484.)

A POSITA would have had the skill in implementing, and expectation of
success in achieving, the above-discussed Yook-Bauer combination. (EX1002,
9185.) It was well known to provide preview of message content and
superimposing the previewed text over other status indicators/icons in a status bar.
(Id.) Moreover, the Yook-Bauer combination would have involved applications of
known technologies (e.g., known use of a status bar to display indicator/icons to
show battery and/or signal strength status) according to known methods (e.g.,
known techniques for providing preview of text/email messages superimposed
over other indicators/icons on a status bar) to yield the predictable result of
modifying the status bar by providing a preview of message(s) superimposed over
other indicators/icons to improve user experience. See KSR, 550 U.S. at 416.

Accordingly, Yook in view of Bauer discloses and/or suggests “modifying the
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display of the annunciator window includes displaying the changed state including
text corresponding to at least one of a calendar notification, a phone message, an
email message, or a text message” as recited in claim 2 and “wherein modifying
the display of the annunciator window further includes: displaying the changed
state across a portion of the annunciator window; and masking at least one icon
representing the device status, connectivity status, or messaging status” as recited
in claim 3 below. (EX1002, 985.)
2. Claim 3: “The method of claim 1, wherein modifying the

display of the annunciator window further

includes: displaying the changed state across a portion of

the annunciator window; and masking at least one icon

representing the device status, connectivity status, or

messaging status, wherein the first display is on a first

screen of the multi-display device, and wherein the second

display is on a different second screen of the multi-display
device.”

Yook in view of Bauer discloses and/or suggests, and renders obvious, these
limitations. (EX1002, 9486-87.) As discussed for claim 2, the Yook-Bauer
combination discloses and/or suggests “wherein modifying the display of the
annunciator window further includes: displaying the changed state across a portion
of the annunciator window; and masking at least one icon representing the device
status, connectivity status, or messaging status.” (Section [X.B.1.)

Additionally, for reasons explained above for claim 9 in Ground 1, under

Patent Owner’s litigation-based interpretation, Y ook discloses “wherein the first
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display is on a first screen of the multi-display device, and wherein the second
display is on a different second screen of the multi-display device.” (Section
IX.A.4; EX1002, 987.)

3. Claim 7: “The non-transitory computer-readable medium
of claim 6, wherein the instructions to modify the display of
the annunciator window further comprise instructions to
display the changed state including text corresponding to at

least one of a calendar notification, a phone message, an
email message, or a text message.”

Yook in view of Bauer discloses and/or suggests, and renders obvious, this
limitation. First, for reasons discussed for claim 6 (including limitation [6.1]),
Yook discloses and/or suggests “instructions to modify the display of the
annunciator window....” (Section IX.A.3(vii).) Second, for reasons discussed for
claim 2 above, the Yook-Bauer combination discloses and/or suggests
“modify[ing] the display of the annunciator window further comprise instructions
to display the changed state including text corresponding to at least one of a
calendar notification, a phone message, an email message, or a text message.”

(Section IX.B.1; EX1002, 488.)
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4. Claim 8: “The non-transitory computer-readable medium
of claim 6, wherein the instructions to modify the display of
the annunciator window further comprise: instructions to
display the changed state across a portion of the
annunciator window; and instructions to mask at least one
icon representing said device status, connectivity status, or
messaging status, wherein the first display and the second
display are on a common first screen of the multi-display
device.”

Yook in view of Bauer discloses and/or suggests, and renders obvious, this
limitation. (EX1002, §989-90.) First, as discussed for claim 6 (including
limitation [6.f]), Yook discloses and/or suggests “instructions to modify the display
of the annunciator window....” (Section IX.A.3(vii).) Second, for reasons
discussed for claim 3 above, a POSITA would have included in the “instructions”
to “display the changed state across a portion of the annunciator window” and
“mask at least one icon representing said device status, connectivity status, or
messaging status.” (Section IX.B.2; EX1002, 989.) Third, for reasons discussed
for claim 2 above, Yook discloses “the first display and the second display are on a
common first screen of the multi-display device.” (Section IX.B.1; EX1002,

90.)

5. Claim 19: “The device of claim 1, wherein the information
showing the device status and the connectivity status are in
physical proximity.”’

Yook in view of Bauer discloses and/or suggests this limitation. (EX1002,

1991-94.) As discussed for claim 1, Yook discloses displaying information that
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indicates “device status,” e.g., battery status (top right of Figure 3), and
“connectivity status,” e.g., mobile device signal strength status (top left of the

figure). (Section IX.A.1; EX1005, FIG. 3.)

Tl

A. App B. App

FIG. 3 <301>

(EX1005, FIG. 3.) To the extent that Yook does not disclose “the information
showing the device status and the connectivity status are in physical proximity,” it
would have been obvious in view of Bauer. (EX1002, 991.)

For example, as discussed for claim 2, a POSITA implementing Yook would
have been motivated to consider Bauer’s teaching. (Section IX.B.1.) As shown in
Figure 1 below, Bauer discloses that the “device status,” e.g., battery status

(green), and the “connectivity status,” e.g., mobile device signal reception status

7 As discussed for Section VIII, Petitioners reserve all rights to raise claim
construction and other arguments, including challenges under 35 U.S.C. §112, in

district court as relevant to those proceedings.

60



Petition for Inter Partes Review
Patent No. 9,141,135

(yellow) are next to each other, 1.e., “in physical proximity.” Thus, Bauer discloses
“the information showing the device status and the connectivity status are in

physical proximity.” (EX1002, 992.)
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FIG. 1

(EX1007, FIG. 1.)

In addition to the reasons discussed above for claim 2 (Section IX.B.1), a
POSITA would have been motivated to modify Yook in view of Bauer to place the
icons for “device status” and “connectivity status” in physical proximity as it
would have allowed users to view the associated status information near a single

location on a display, which improves efficiency and user experience. (EX1002,

93.)
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A POSITA would have had the reasons and skill in implementing, and
reasonable expectation of success in achieving, the above-discussed Yook-Bauer
combination. (EX1002, 9928-34, 94.) Indeed, the Yook-Bauer combination would
have involved applications of known technologies (e.g., known use of a status bar
to display indicator/icons to show battery and/or signal status) according to known
methods (e.g., known techniques for configuring status icons, including its
locations) to yield the predictable result of modifying the status bar such that the
status icons are located in close physical proximity to improve user experience.
(Id.) See KSR, 550 U.S. at416.

C. Ground 3: Yook in View of Lee Renders Claims 1, 5-6, 9, 15, and
20 Obvious

1. Claims 1 and 6

For reasons explained in Ground 1, Yook renders claims 1 and 6 obvious.
(See Sections IX.A.1 and IX.A.3). As discussed for claim 1, Yook discloses a
single physical screen 140 including the “first display” and the “second display.”
(E.g., Sections IX.A.1(1)-IX.A.1(v).) To the extent claims 1 and 6 are interpreted
to require two physical screens, where, for example, the “first display” is shown on
one screen and the “second display” is shown on the other screen, it would have
been obvious to configure Yook in view of Lee to include such features. (EX1002,

995.) Thus, for reasons above for claims 1 and 6 in Ground 1 (Sections IX.A.1,
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IX.A.3) and those further below, the Yook-Lee combination discloses and/or
suggests, and renders obvious, claims 1 and 6. (/d.)

Like Yook, Lee discloses a mobile terminal providing graphical user
interfaces for various applications, such as video broadcasting and call functions.
(EX1008, Abstract (“executing a call function using the mobile terminal are
provided such that the call function is executed in the mobile terminal
including...various graphic user interfaces...displayed to a user...”), 8:37-38
(“provide the broadcasting application through the first touch screen 151a.”))
Thus, a POSITA would have been motivated to consider Lee’s teachings when
implementing Yook’s system/method that likewise provides graphical user
interfaces with respect to various applications on a mobile terminal. (EX1002,
9196.)

Lee additionally discloses that its terminal may include a first body 101 and
a second body 102, each having a touch screen 151a or 151b, where the bodies are
combined with each other through a combining part 195. (EX1008, 7:5-13, 7:29-

34; EX1002, 197.)
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(EX1008, FIGS. 2A, 2B.)
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(EX1008, FIGS. 3A, 3B.)
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(EX1008, FIGS. 4A, 4B.) Lee explains that the first and second bodies may be

placed in a “closed status” (Figures 2A, 2B), a “half open status” (Figures 3A, 3B),
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and a “fully open status” (Figures 4A, 4B). (Id., 7:21-28.) Additionally, Lee
discloses displaying different applications on different displays, where each
display is on a different screen. (EX1008, 8:37-64 (displaying a broadcasting

application on screen 151b and displaying a call application on screen 151a);

EX1002, 997.)
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A POSITA would have been motivated to implement the dual screen feature
similar to as discussed in when implementing Yook’s system/method. (EX1002,
998.) For instance, a POSITA would have found the dual screen feature beneficial
because it would have increased the viewable area to users, allowing users to view
text in larger font sizes, more or larger images, more information/detail, and/or
interact with additional graphical user interfaces. Both Yook and Lee recognize
and appreciate the benefits of expanding the screen size on a mobile device.

(EX1005, [0005] (“A mobile terminal can have a touch screen embedding a touch
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pad, in which case the screen size can be expanded by removing the keypad.
Thanks to advances in display technology, screen sizes of mobile terminals have
been significantly increased.”); EX1008, 1:18-20 (“it is inconvenient for a user to
operate the mobile terminal due to a restriction on size of the display of the mobile
terminal.”); EX1009, [0048] (describing that expanding an image from a single
screen to a dual screen setup allows “display[ing] any detail missing from the
original main image”); EX1002, 98.)

Lee’s dual screen feature would have allowed, for example, increasing the
viewable area when the mobile terminal is placed in the fully open position
(EX1008, FIGS. 4A, 4B), where the two screens collectively display a single
image (id., FIG. 6B). Lee’s dual screen feature also allows placing the mobile
terminal in a closed position (id., 2A, 2B) that is more compact than the open
position. Thus, Lee’s dual screen feature would not have compromised the mobile
device’s portability. Additionally, when the terminal is placed in a half open
position (id., FIGS. 3A, 3B), it “provides convenience to the user since the mobile
terminal may be placed on, e.g., a table, and the user can watch a broadcast without
holding the mobile terminal.” (/d., 8:37-47.) Accordingly, a POSITA would have
found implementing the dual screen feature, similar to that of Lee, beneficial.

(EX1002, 999.)

66



Petition for Inter Partes Review
Patent No. 9,141,135

A POSITA would have had the skill in implementing, and expectation of
success in achieving, the Yook-Lee combination. (EX1002, 100.) Dual-screen
mobile devices were well-known at the time of the alleged invention. (See ,e.g.,
EX1009, [0048] (“mobile terminal displaying that a main image of the first display
screen expands to the second display screen in accordance with an embodiment of
the present invention.”).) It was also well known to display status information
across two screens, similar to how the status bar is displayed across two displays
on a single screen in Yook. (/d., [0048] (disclosing auxiliary information shown
across two screens/displays displaying status of a music player, such as “play time”
of a music file), FIGS. 6-8.) Moreover, the Yook-Lee combination would have
involved applications of known technologies (e.g., known use of multiple physical
screens on a mobile terminal) according to known methods (e.g., known
techniques for providing graphical user interfaces on multiple displays) to yield the
predictable result of a mobile terminal having two physical screens, similar to as
discussed in Lee, to provide improved user experiences. See KSR, 550 U.S. at 416.

Consistent with the above and as an example, a POSITA would have been
motivated to implement the Yook-Lee combination such that it displays a “first
application” on a “first display” on one of the screens and displays a “second

application” on a “second display” on the other screen when the mobile terminal is

67



Petition for Inter Partes Review
Patent No. 9,141,135

placed in the fully open position, as this would have allowed the maximum
viewable area for users. (See, e.g., EX1008, FIGS. 4A, 4B; EX1002, q101.)

Moreover, a POSITA would have likewise been motivated to implement the
Yook-Lee combination such that the status bar is displayed in a way similar to
Yook’s teaching, i.e., displaying the status bar (including the status
indicators/icons updated according to various status information) across ““a first
portion of the first display and a second portion of the second display” without
“degrad[ing] the display of information by the selected first and second desktops or
applications.” Such a feature would have allowed users to track various statuses
associated with the mobile device and allowed additional icons indicating statuses
to be displayed on the status bar across the larger viewable area comprising two
screens. (EX1002, 9102.) Additionally, Lee discloses allowing a user to select
between a single screen mode (EX1008, FIG. 6(a)) and a dual screen model (id.,
FIG. 6(b)). (EX1008, 8:37-48, 12:27-37.) A POSITA would have likewise been
motivated to implement such a feature in the Yook-Lee combination as it would
allowed additional flexibility in operation, e.g., allowing “a hands free display
mode” (id., 8:37-43), where multiple displays are shown on a single screens similar
to as taught in Yook. (EX1002, 4102.)

Moreover, the Yook-Lee combination discloses and/or suggests limitations

[1.a] and [6.b] (limitations associated with “the multi-display device” being in “an
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open state” with first display and second display “facing in a same direction™)
because Lee discloses (with reference to Figures 4A and 4B) screens 151a and
151b are facing the same direction, where the “the first body 101 and the second
body 102 [of the mobile terminal] in a fully open status.” (EX1008, 7:24-26;

EX1002, 4103.)

100
N

102—{~ | ’ A~—101

151b—F ] 151a

\ \]
) !
195 L 102 101

FIG. 4A FIG. 4B

Accordingly, for the reasons above, and those for the remaining limitations
of claims 1 and 6 above in Sections IX.A.1 and IX.A.3, Yook in view of Lee
discloses and/or suggests claims 1 and 6. (EX1002, 9104.)

2. Claims 5, 15, and 20

Yook discloses and/or suggests the limitations recited in claims 5, 15, and 20
for the same reasons discussed above for claim 1 (Section IX.C.1) and those above
for claims 5, 15, and 20 in Ground 1 (Sections IX.A.2, IX.A.5, IX.A.6). (EX1002,

€1105.)
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3. Claim 9: “The non-transitory computer-readable medium
of claim 6, wherein the instructions to configure the
annunciator window further comprise instructions to
display the annunciator window across adjacent upper or
lower edges of the first and second displays, wherein the
first display is on a first screen of the multi-display device,
and wherein the second display is on a different second
screen of the multi-display device.”

Yook in view of Lee discloses and/or suggests, and renders obvious, this
limitation. (EX1002, 9106.) Yook discloses “wherein the instructions to configure
the annunciator window further comprise instructions to display the annunciator
window across adjacent upper or lower edges of the first and second displays” for
the same reasons discussed above for claim 9 in Ground 1. (Section [X.A.4.) The
Yook-Lee combination discloses and/or suggests “wherein the first display is on a
first screen of the multi-display device, and wherein the second display is on a
different second screen of the multi-display device” because the combination
discloses/suggests two physical screens each include a “display” displaying an
application as discussed above for claims 1 and 6 in Ground 3. (Section [X.C.1.)
(EX1002, q106.)

D. Ground 4: Yook in View of Bauer and Lee Renders Claims 2-3,
7-8, 16, and 19 Obvious

1. Claims 2-3 and 7-8

As explained in Ground 2, Yook in view of Bauer renders claims 2-3 and 7-

8 obvious. (Sections IX.B.) Also as explained in Ground 3, to the extent claims 1
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and 6 are interpreted to require two physical screens, the Yook-Lee combination
discloses/suggests, and renders obvious, those features and the remaining
limitations of claims 1 and 6. (Section IX.C.1.) Moreover, given that the
modification in view of Lee relates to use of two physical screens, the analysis in
Ground 3 likewise applies to the Yook-Bauer combination. (EX1002, 4107.)

To be sure, as discussed for claims 1 and 6 in Ground 3, while the Yook-
Bauer combination includes two physical screens, a user may select a single screen
mode to allow “a hands free display mode,” where multiple displays may be shown
on a single screen similar to as taught in Yook. (Section IX.C.1.) Thus, the Yook-
Bauer combination discloses and/or suggests claims 2 and 8, including the
limitation “wherein the first display and the second display are on a common first
screen of the multi-display device.” Accordingly, the Yook-Bauer-Lee
combination discloses and/or suggests claims 2-3 and 7-8. (EX1002, 4108.)

For instance, Lee teaches a mobile device having two physical screens but the
user may choose to use one screen at a given time, as shown in Figure 6(a) below.

(EX1008, 8:37-48, 12:27-37, FIGS. 6(a)-6(b); Section IX.C.1; EX1002, 9109.)
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(EX1008, FIG. 6(a).)

Yook discloses the known use of multiple displays on a common screen.
(EX1005, [0036]-[0037]; Section IX.A.1.) For the same rationale and teachings
discussed in Grounds 2-3, a POSITA would have been motivated to configure the
Yook-Bauer device (Ground 2) to have multiple screens with the option of using a
single screen at desired times (based on the teachings of Lee (Ground 3)) to display
information in multiple displays on that single screen as taught by Yook. (EX1002,
9110) Accordingly, for similar motivations and expectation of success regarding the
rationale for combining the teachings of Yook-Bauer and Yook-Lee, a POSITA
would have been motivated and found obvious to configure the Yook-Bauer-Lee
combination such that a single screen of the multiple screen modified device
provides multiple displays (like taught in Yook), such as to allow hands-free
operations as discussed above in Section IX.C.1. (EX1002, q110.) Thus, the

combination discloses/suggests claim 2.
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The analysis in Ground 2 demonstrates that the Yook-Bauer combination
renders obvious the “modifying” limitations of claim 3. (Section [X.B.2.) As
explained immediately above, and in Sections IX.B.2 and IX.C.1, it would have
been obvious in light of Lee’s teachings to configure the Yook-Bauer device to
include two different screens. While a POSITA would have been motivated to
operate the Yook-Bauer-Lee device using one of the screens (e.g., hands-free mode
as discussed for claim 2), such a person would have likewise been motivated to
operate the combined device in a dual screen mode, where the first and second
displays (as discussed above for claim 1) were provided on different respective
screens as recited claim 3, e.g., to provide an increased viewable area to users.
(Section IX.C.1.) Moreover, for reasons explained here for claims 2-3 (and in
Ground 2), the Yook-Bauer-Lee combination discloses/suggests the limitations of
claims 7-8. (I1d.; Section IX.B; EX1002, §111.)

2. Claim 16: “The device of claim 3, further comprising a

hinge configured to connect the first screen with the second
screen.”

Yook in view of Bauer and Lee discloses and/or suggests, and renders
obvious, this limitation. (EX1002, 99112-113.) As explained above, it would have
been obvious to configure the Yook-Bauer combination to include separate screens
in light of Lee, demonstrating how the Yook-Bauer-Lee combination

discloses/suggests claim 3. (Section IX.D.1.) In addition to the teachings above, a
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POSITA would have also recognized that Lee discloses a “hinge” may be used to
connect the separate screens (e.g., the first touch panel and the second touch
panel). (EX1008, 14:22-25.) In light of such teachings, and for similar
rationale/teachings discussed above for claim 3 (Section IX.D.1), a POSITA would
have found it obvious to configure the Yook-Bauer-Lee device such that the two
physical screens were connected by using one or more hinges to facilitate efficient
and user-friendly use of the multiple display device in a manner consistent with
that taught by Lee. For example, consistent with as disclosed in Lee, such a
feature would have allowed the two screens to be folded for improving portability
and opened for increasing viewable area(s). (EX1002, q112; EX1008, 14:22-25
(“the first and second touch panels are connected to each other by at least one
hinge such that the first and second touch panels are foldable relative to each
other”); Section IX.C; EX1008, 7:21-28 (Lee explaining that the first and second
bodies may be placed in a “closed status” (Figures 2A, 2B), a “half open status”
(Figures 3A, 3B), and a “fully open status” (Figures 4A, 4B)).)

A POSITA would have had the skill in implementing, and expectation of
success in achieving, the above-discussed modification. (EX1002, q113.) Use ofa
hinge to connect a foldable motile device was well-known at the time of the
alleged invention. (EX1009, [0028] (“the mobile terminal is a folder type

comprising the first body 13, the second body 15 and a hinge or connector portion
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17, wherein the first and second bodies are movable relative to each other and are
configured to have a same display orientation.”).) Moreover, the implementation
would have involved applications of known technologies (e.g., mobile terminal
having two physical screens) according to known methods (e.g., known techniques
of using a hinge to connect two screens/portions of a mobile device) to yield the

predictable result of a mobile device having foldable screens. See KSR, 550 U.S.

at416.
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3. Claim 19®

As discussed for claim 19 in Ground 2, the Yook-Bauer combination
discloses and/or suggests “the information showing the device status and the
connectivity status are in physical proximity.” (Section [X.B.) For similar
reasons, a POSITA would have been motivated and found obvious to implement
similar features in the Yook-Bauer-Lee combination discussed above in Section
IX.D (e.g., relating to claims 2-3, and independent claim 1 (incorporated from
Sections [X.B.1-B.2 and IX.A) likewise discloses and/or suggests claim 19 given
that Lee’s teachings associated with implementing separate screen features would
not have affected a POSITA rationale for modifying the Yook-Bauer
combination’s teachings relevant to the features discussed above for claim 19.
(Section IX.B.1-2, IX.B.5.) (EX1002, q114.) As such, for similar collective
reasons and teachings, the Yook-Bauer-Lee combination discussed above (Section

IX.D.1) discloses/suggests claim 19.

8 As discussed for Section VIII, Petitioners reserve all rights to raise claim
construction and other arguments, including challenges under 35 U.S.C. §112, in

district court as relevant to those proceedings.
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X. DISCRETIONARY DENIAL IS NOT APPROPRIATE
A.  The Board Should Not Deny Institution Under § 325

The prior art in Grounds 1-4 was not applied/discussed during prosecution,
and the arguments presented herein, supported by expert testimony, are not the
same or substantially the same as those considered during prosecution. Thus,
discretionary denial under § 325(d) should not be exercised here.

B. The Board Should Not Deny Institution Under Fintiv

The six Fintiv factors do not justify denying institution. Apple Inc. v. Fintiv,
Inc., IPR2020-00019, Paper 11 (Mar. 20, 2020) (precedential).

Petitioners may respectively request a stay of litigation if institution is
granted. The district court has not indicated how it will rule on such motions. Nor
does the PTAB infer how a district court would so rule. Hulu LLC v. SITO Mobile
R&D IP, LLC, IPR2021-00298, Paper 11 at 10-11 (May 19, 2021). Thus, this factor
is neutral. See, e.g., Sand Revolution II, LLC v. Continental Intermodal Group —
Trucking LLC, TPR2019-01393, Paper 24 at 7 (June 16, 2020).

The second factor (trial proximity) favors institution. Trial is not set until
August 3, 2026 against Motorola and November 16, 2026 against Google. (EX1010,
18; EX1011, 20.) This IPR should conclude months before either trial. Accordingly,
this factor weighs heavily against discretionary denial.

The third factor (investment) favors institution. To date, little substantive
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investment has occurred in the two litigations, particularly as to invalidity.
Discovery recently commenced in both proceedings and the parties have served their
respective preliminary contentions. (EX1010, 4; EX1011, 4.) Claim construction
process has not begun, and the claim construction hearings are scheduled for June
27, 2025 (EX1010, 18; EX1011, 18) after the expected date of the institution
decision. No depositions have occurred, no expert discovery has been conducted,
and no summary judgment motions have been filed in either litigation. (/d.) See
Sand Revolution at 11.

Petitioners proceeded with reasonable diligence. PO initially asserted over
100 claims across sixteen patents. Petitioners filed this Petition within three months
of receiving PO’s infringement contentions and just over two weeks after PO was
required to narrow the number of Asserted Claims from 100 to 40. (EX1010, 4;
EX1011, 4.) “[1]t is often reasonable for a petitioner to wait to file its petition until
it learns which claims are being asserted against it in the parallel proceeding.” Fintiv
at 11.

The fourth factor (overlap) favors institution. Petitioners challenge claims
2,7-8, 15-16, 19, and 20, which are not at issue in the litigations. Moreover, because
this proceeding will conclude prior to any trial (supra), even if there were complete

overlap, this factor would favor institution.
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Although the same parties are involved in both proceedings, the fifth factor
(parties) is outweighed by the other factors as explained herein. Thus, under the
“holistic view” of whether integrity of the system and efficiency is best served,
institution is favored. Samsung Elecs. Co. Ltd. v. Dynamics Inc., IPR2020-00505,
Paper 11 at 15 (Aug. 12, 2020).

The sixth factor (other circumstances) favors institution. Petitioners present
strong grounds demonstrating how the challenged claims are unpatentable under
both PO’s unsupported infringement interpretations and interpretations supported by
the intrinsic record. (§§VIII; IX.) Also, the grounds rely on prior art combinations
not before the Office, which highlight the unpatentability of the claims. (/d.) Thus,

the merits are compelling. Fintiv at 14-15.
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Petitioners request institution of IPR for the challenged claims based on the

above specified grounds.

Dated: October 17, 2024

Respectfully submitted,

By: /Naveen Modi/

Naveen Modi (Reg. No. 46,224)
Counsel for Petitioner Google
Designated Lead Counsel for Petitioners
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