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Inter Partes Review of U.S. Patent No. 9,141,135

IPR2025-00059

Oral Hearing:  February 24, 2026

Petitioners’ Demonstratives

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

GOOGLE EXHIBIT 1018 
Google LLC v. Multifold International Incorporated Pte. Ltd. 
IPR2025-00059
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• Ground 1: Claims 1, 5-6, 9, 15, and 20 are obvious in view of Yook

• Ground 2: Claims 2-3, 7-8, and 19 are obvious in view of Yook and 
Bauer

• Ground 3: Claims 1, 5-6, 9, 15, and 20 are obvious in view of Yook 
and Lee

• Ground 4: Claims 2-3, 7-8, 16, and 19 are obvious in view of Yook, 
Bauer, and Lee

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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• Grounds 1 & 3, Claim 1: The Petition demonstrates by a 
preponderance of the evidence that “wherein the modified display of 
the annunciator window displays information selectively across the 
annunciator window” is obvious.

• Grounds 1 & 3, Claim 9; Grounds 2 & 4, Claim 3: The Petition 
demonstrates by a preponderance of the evidence that “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” is obvious.

• Grounds 1 & 3, Claim 15: The Petition demonstrates by a 
preponderance of the evidence that “the first and second displays are 
both in a portrait mode” is obvious.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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• Grounds 1 & 3, Claim 1: The Petition demonstrates by a 
preponderance of the evidence that “wherein the modified display of 
the annunciator window displays information selectively across the 
annunciator window” is obvious.

• Grounds 1 & 3, Claim 9; Grounds 2 & 4, Claim 3: The Petition 
demonstrates by a preponderance of the evidence that “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” is obvious.

• Grounds 1 & 3, Claim 15: The Petition demonstrates by a 
preponderance of the evidence that “the first and second displays are 
both in a portrait mode” is obvious.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Claim 1 of the ’135 Patent (Excerpt)

5
Ex. 1001 at 29:46-61 (Claim 1)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“the modified display of the annunciator window displays 
information selectively across the annunciator window”

6
Pet. at 32-33, 38-39; Reply at 24-25

Yook’s Disclosure Renders Obvious the Plain Claim 
Language and Patent Owner’s Incorrect Construction

Ex. 1005 at Fig. 3

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“the modified display of the annunciator window displays 
information selectively across the annunciator window”

7
Pet. at 34-35, 38-39; Reply 24-27

Yook’s Disclosure Renders Obvious 
the Plain Claim Language

Pet. at 34-35

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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“the modified display of the annunciator window displays 
information selectively across the annunciator window”

Pet. at 35 (quoting Ex. 1007, 1:13-33), 38-39; Ex. 1002 ¶62 (quoting EX1007, 1:13-33); Reply at 24-26

Dynamically Updating Connectivity and 
Battery Icons Was Known in the Art

Ex. 1007, 1:13-28

Bauer (Ex. 1007)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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“the modified display of the annunciator window displays 
information selectively across the annunciator window”

Pet. at 35 (citing Ex. 1002 ¶62), 38-39; Reply at 26 (citing Ex. 1002 ¶62)

Dr. Chatterjee Cited Evidence Supporting 
His Obviousness Analysis

Ex. 1002 ¶62 (citing Ex. 1007, 1:13-33)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“the modified display of the annunciator window displays 
information selectively across the annunciator window”

10
Reply at 2-3, 24-25; Ex. 1001, 29:46-61 (claim 1)

What the Plain Claim Language Requires

Reply at 2-3

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“the modified display of the annunciator window displays 
information selectively across the annunciator window”

11
Resp. at 34-35 (citing Pet. at 38)

Patent Owner Agreed That the Petition Alleged This Element 
Was Met By Dynamically Updating Status Bar Icons

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“the modified display of the annunciator window displays 
information selectively across the annunciator window”

12
Resp. 33-38

Patent Owner Argued Yook Does Not Suggest This Element 
Based on an Incorrect Claim Construction

Resp. at 33

Resp. at 34

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“the modified display of the annunciator window displays 
information selectively across the annunciator window”

13
Reply at 24; Resp. at 33-38; Ex. 1016 at 60:2-8

Patent Owner’s Argument in the Response Was Based Solely 
on its Claim Construction

Ex. 1016 (Dr. Surati Deposition) at 60:2-8

Reply at 24

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“the modified display of the annunciator window displays 
information selectively across the annunciator window”

14
Resp. 33-38

Patent Owner’s Construction is Wrong

Resp. at 33

Resp. at 34

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Patent Owner’s Construction is Wrong

15
Reply at 1-8

• Claims, specification, and extrinsic evidence show that 
“displays information selectively” does not exclude 
displaying updates to one or more of the device status, 
connectivity status, and/or messaging status.  (Reply at 2-5)

• It is undisputed that there is no lexicography or disclaimer 
as required to narrow claim scope.  (Reply at 4)

• PO plucked its construction from a 2015 Cambridge 
Business English Dictionary (that it does not rely on in the 
POR), which uses language that appears nowhere in the 
’135 Patent.  (Reply at 1, 7)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Patent Owner’s Construction Improperly Narrows Claim 1

16
Reply at 2-4; Resp. at 11, 14-15

The Claim Language Shows that Patent Owner’s 
Construction is Wrong

Reply at 3
Ex. 1001 at 29:46-61 (claim 1)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Patent Owner’s Construction Improperly Narrows Claim 1

17
Reply at 4

The ’135 Patent Has No Lexicography
Surati Deposition

Ex. 1016 at 59:3-19

Ex. 1016 at 58:21-59:2

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Patent Owner’s Construction Improperly Narrows Claim 1

18
Reply at 4-5

The Specification Is Consistent 
With Petitioners’ Analysis

Ex. 1001 at 26:9-15

’135 Patent

Ex. 1001 at 26:30-34Ex. 1001 at Fig. 7

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Patent Owner’s Construction Improperly Narrows Claim 1

19
Reply at 5; Sur-reply at 4

The Incorporated ’884 Application Shows That “Selectively” 
Cannot Require Choosing Some Things But Not Others

’884 Application

Ex. 1015 at 155

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Patent Owner’s Construction Improperly Narrows Claim 1

20
Reply at 5; Sur-reply at 4

The Incorporated ’884 Application Shows That “Selectively” 
Cannot Require Choosing Some Things But Not Others

’884 Application

Ex. 1015 at 339

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Patent Owner’s Construction Improperly Narrows Claim 1

21
Reply at 5; Sur-reply at 4

Patent Owner’s Analysis Confirms That “Selectively” Does Not Require 
Choosing Some Things But Not Others in the ’884 Application

Sur-reply at 7

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Extrinsic Evidence May Not Override Clear Intrinsic Evidence

22
Reply at 7-8; Resp. at 9-16

Patent Owner Does Not Rely On Any Extrinsic Evidence

Reply at 7

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Extrinsic Evidence Is Consistent With Petitioners’ Analysis

23
Reply at 8

Ex. 1017 at 1784

McGraw-Hill Dictionary of Scientific and Technical Terms

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Yook Renders Obvious “Displays Information Selectively” 
Under Patent Owner’s Construction

24
Reply at 25-27; Pet. at 34-35, 38-39; Ex. 1002 at ¶¶62-63, 66-67

Reply at 26

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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• Grounds 1 & 3, Claim 1: The Petition demonstrates by a 
preponderance of the evidence that “wherein the modified display of 
the annunciator window displays information selectively across the 
annunciator window” is obvious.

• Grounds 1 & 3, Claim 9; Grounds 2 & 4, Claim 3: The Petition 
demonstrates by a preponderance of the evidence that “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” is obvious.

• Grounds 1 & 3, Claim 15: The Petition demonstrates by a 
preponderance of the evidence that “the first and second displays are 
both in a portrait mode” is obvious.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Claims 3 and 9 of the ’135 Patent (Excerpts)

26
Ex. 1001 at 30:5-9 (Claim 3)

Ex1001 at 30:65-31:5 (Claim 9)

Ex1001 at 29:50-55 (Claim 1)

Claim 9

Claim 3

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Yook and Lee Teach an Annunciator Window 
Across Two Displays on Different Screens

27
Pet. at 12-21, 32-40; Reply at 9-11

Yook Discloses an Annunciator Window

Pet. at 20 (excerpting and annotating Ex. 1005, Figs. 1, 3, 10)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Yook and Lee Teach an Annunciator Window 
Across Two Displays on Different Screens

28
Pet. at 12-21; Reply at 9-11

Yook’s Two Displays

Pet. at 16

Ex. 1005 (Yook) at [0038]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Yook and Lee Teach an Annunciator Window 
Across Two Displays on Different Screens

29
Pet. at 36-37; Reply at 9-11

Yook’s Annunciator Extends Across Its Two Displays

Pet. at 37 (annotating Ex. 1005, Fig. 3 (left); Ex. 1001, Fig. 7 (right))

Pet. at 36

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Yook and Lee Teach an Annunciator Window 
Across Two Displays on Different Screens

30
Pet. at 62-73; Reply at 9-11

Lee Teaches a Similar Device With Two Screens

Ex. 1008, Fig. 4A (annotated)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Yook and Lee Teach an Annunciator Window 
Across Two Displays on Different Screens

31
Pet. at 62-73; Reply at 9-17; Ex. 1014; Ex. 1016 at 27:22-29:18, 31:12-32:20

The Yook-Lee Combination Discloses Claims 3 and 9

Ex. 1014 at 11

Pet. at 62

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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• Grounds 1 & 3, Claim 1: The Petition demonstrates by a 
preponderance of the evidence that “wherein the modified display of 
the annunciator window displays information selectively across the 
annunciator window” is obvious.

• Grounds 1 & 3, Claim 9; Grounds 2 & 4, Claim 3: The Petition 
demonstrates by a preponderance of the evidence that “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” is obvious.

• Grounds 1 & 3, Claim 15: The Petition demonstrates by a 
preponderance of the evidence that “the first and second displays are 
both in a portrait mode” is obvious.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Claim 15 of the ’135 Patent (Excerpts)
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Ex. 1001 at 32:28-29 (Claim 15)

Ex1001 at 29:50-55 (Claim 1)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Yook Teaches an Annunciator Window Across 
Two Displays That Are in Portrait Mode

34
Pet. at 22, 32-37, 44-48; Reply at 17-19; Ex. 1005 at Figs. 3, 10

Pet. at 46 (annotating Ex. 1005 (Yook), Fig. 3)

Ex. 1001 (’135 Patent) at 4:66-5:4

Yook: Disclosing Portrait Mode Displays

’135 Patent: Defining Portrait Mode Display

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Yook Teaches an Annunciator Window Across 
Two Displays That Are in Portrait Mode

35
Reply at 20-22

As we have previously explained, patent drawings may be useful in shedding light 
about the general shapes and relative sizes of elements of the claimed invention, as well
as their spatial relations to one another. See, e.g., Synopsys, Inc. v. ATopTech, Inc., 685 F.
App’x 951, 954 (Fed. Cir. 2017) (discussing the layout of elements in a patent drawing);
Monterey Rsch., LLC v. STMicroelectronics, Inc., Nos. 2022-1411 & -1770, 2023 WL
7037383, at *3 (Fed. Cir. Oct. 26, 2023) (finding no error in Board’s reliance on patent 
drawings for the “general shapes of the claimed active regions”). It is “well
established,” however, “that patent drawings do not define the precise proportions of
the elements and may not be relied on to show particular sizes if the specification is
completely silent on the issue.” Hockerson-Halberstadt, Inc. v. Avia Grp. Int’l, Inc., 222
F.3d 951, 956 (Fed. Cir. 2000).

Petitioners Permissibly Rely on Yook’s Relative Dimensions, 
Not Precise Proportions

Regents of Univ. of California v. Satco Prods., Inc., No. 2023-1356, 2024 WL
4972639, at *3 (Fed. Cir. Dec. 4, 2024)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Yook Renders Obvious an Annunciator Window Across 
Two Displays That Are in Portrait Mode

36
Pet. at 47-48; Ex. 1002 at ¶¶75-76; Reply at 22-23

Using Portrait Mode Displays Would Have Been Obvious

• At least suggested by Yook’s express disclosure of relative dimensions. 
(Pet., 46-47; Reply, 20-23)

• “One of a finite number of identified, predictable solutions for display 
mode configurations (e.g., landscape, portrait).”  (Pet., 47-48)

• The ’135 Patent admits that “[t]he two most common types of display 
orientation are portrait and landscape.” (Ex. 1001, 4:57-5:4)

• Google LLC v. Koninklijke Philips N.V., 795 F. App’x 840, 846 (Fed. 
Cir. 2020) (holding claim limitation obvious to try where there were 
only two predictable choices).

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Yook Renders Obvious an Annunciator Window Across Two 
Displays That Are in Portrait Mode

37
Sur-Reply at 11

Sur-Reply at 11

Patent Owner Concedes Portrait-Mode Displays Are Obvious

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Yook Teaches or Renders Obvious an Annunciator Window 
Across Two Displays That Are in Portrait Mode

38
Pet. at 45; Resp. at 24-25, 29-32; Reply at 12-13, 18-19, 23; Sur-Reply at 11

Ex. 1005 (Yook), Fig. 4e (excerpt)

Patent Owner Is Confused: Yook’s Figure 4e Shows a Screen
in Portrait Mode, not Displays (As Claimed) in Portrait Mode

Sur-Reply at 11

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Yook Teaches or Renders Obvious an Annunciator Window 
Across Two Displays That Are in Portrait Mode

39
Pet. at 14-15; Resp. at 24-25, 29-32; Reply at 12-13, 18-19, 23; Sur-Reply at 11

Ex. 1005 (Yook), Fig. 4e (excerpt)

A Display is a Portion of a Screen

Ex. 1001 at 4:11-14

Yook’s Figure 4e
’135 Patent

Ex. 1001 at 4:43-51

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE




