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Petitioner’s DX-1 

Apple Inc. v. DH International, LTD.;
Case No. IPR2025-00172

Petitioner’s Demonstrative Exhibits – Not Evidence

IPR2025-00172 - Apple EX1023 



Challenged Patent

Petitioner’s DX-2 

} The ’294 Patent was filed on October 21, 2009, a continuation-in-part of U.S. App. No. 
10/552,912, filed on April 14, 2003. Because the ’912 Application does not provide 
support for the challenged claims, the priority date of the ’294 Patent is October 21, 
2009.

Petition, 4-9; ’294 Patent, Figs. 3 and 4



Challenged Patent’s Disclosure

Petitioner’s DX-3 ’294 Patent, Fig. 4, 15:4-13, 15:19-28

} (1) Toggle switching element between first and second state based on optional 
reception of activation cue

} (2) User triggers control device to send data through path set by switching element



’294 Patent - Exemplary Claim 1

Petitioner’s DX-4 ’294 Patent, Claim 1 



Suga (Ex. 1005)

Petitioner’s DX-5 Petition, 11; Suga, Fig. 1



Suga (Ex. 1005) - Continued

Petitioner’s DX-6 Petition, 13-14; Suga, [0016], Fig. 5



Gorsuch (Ex. 1006)

Petitioner’s DX-7 

} Gorsuch provides detailed descriptions of switching between a local 
wireless connection and long-range cellular connection on a mobile device

Petition, 18-19, 21; Gorsuch, Figs. 5, 6



Combination of Suga and Gorsuch

Petition, 22-23 Petitioner’s DX-8 



Remaining Disputes

Petitioner’s DX-9 

Disputes addressed in PO’s Sur-Reply and still at issue

1) Data Exchange Devices 
} Nothing in the claims, specification, or record supports PO’s claim 

that data exchange device need to originate or terminate data

2) Updated Translator's Affidavit
} Allowing an updated affidavit is consistent with the Board’s practice 

and purpose of IPR proceedings

POR; Reply; PO’s Sur-Reply



Disputes PO Appears to Have Conceded

Petitioner’s DX-10 

1) Control Device and Invariable Authorization Command
} The terms “control device” and “authorization command” are security agnostic

2) Suga’s User-Configured Priority Settings
} Suga’s priority settings are set prior to the user triggering the device to send an email

3) Construction of Terms Construed in Institution Decision
} PO provides no reasons for the Board to deviate from its preliminary findings construing 

“invariable activation command,” “activation cue,” and “data conveyance switching 
element”

4) Motivation to Combine 
} Suga, Gorsuch, and the ’294 Patent are from the same field of endeavor 

5) “Direct Link” and “Close Proximity”
} The Suga device exchanges data with the W-LAN access point via a “direct link” within a 

“close proximity”

POR; Reply 



Data Exchange Devices



Data Exchange Devices:
Petitioner’s Mappings

Petitioner’s DX-12 Petition, 55-56; Ex. 1003, ¶¶104 



Data Exchange Devices:
Disputed Claim Requirement

Petitioner’s DX-13 ’294 Patent, Claim 1(c); Petition, 39-40, 55-56; POR, 32, 55; Reply, 8-11, 20-22; PO’s Sur-Reply, 5-6

Exemplary Limitation Claim 1(c): “a first data transceiver 
operatively linked to said electronic circuit, said first data 

transceiver being for exchanging data between said electronic 
circuit and a first external data exchange device over a first 

communication link”

Disputed Requirement: Whether
“external data exchange device” must be an 

endpoint

Mapping: Suga teaches access point 6 
and base station 2

The access point and base 
station are external to and 

exchange data with Suga’s Cell 
Phone



Data Exchange Devices:
PO’s Inconsistent Claim Construction

Petitioner’s DX-14 

} Neither claim construction advanced by PO excludes 
routers and intermediary devices

} “In  sum,  to  the  extent the  Board  expressly  construes  
this  language,  data exchange devices are simply devices 
or nodes that send and/or receive data.” Reply, 11

POR, 11; Reply, 9-11

POR, 11 Reply, 10, discussing Google LLC v. DH International Ltd., 
IPR2024-01322, Paper 17, 7-8 (PTAB, June 09, 2025)



Data Exchange Devices:
PO’s Construction Changes in its Argument

} PO advances a third construction in its argument; that the 
data exchange device must be the data’s end destination:

POR, 32

POR, 32; Reply, 9 Petitioner’s DX-15 



Data Exchange Devices:
The Record Supports Petitioner’s Mapping

Petitioner’s DX-16 Reply, 21; Ex. 1021, ¶¶ 6-10 

Reply, 21



Updated Translator’s Affidavit



Updated Translator’s Affidavit’s Are Common

Petitioner’s DX-18 

} Common practice for the Board to allow corrected 
affidavits to be submitted
} See TSMC v. DSS Tech. Mgmt, IPR2014-01030, Paper 11 at 3 

(PTAB Feb. 3, 2015), Ex. 1004, Ex. 2012; see also Handiquilter v. 
Bernina Int’l, IPR2013-00364, Paper 10 at 2 (PTAB Sep. 13, 2013), 
Ex. 1005 (June 17, 2013), Sub. Ex. 1005 (Sep. 18, 2013); see also 
Medtronic v. Nuvasive, IPR2014-00074, Paper 14 at 2 (PTAB Apr. 
1, 2014) 

POR, 2; Reply, 1-2; PO’s Sur-Reply, 1-4; PO’s Motion to Exclude, 1-7; Petitioner’s Opposition to Motion 
to Exclude, 2-6



Control Device and Invariable Authorization 
Command



Control Device and Invariable Authorization 
Command:
PO’s Construction

Petitioner’s DX-20 

} PO bases its arguments on the unsupported claims that the ’294 
Patent is limited to financial transactions and focused on security. 
Reply, 15-16
} Control device: 

POR, 26, 57

} Invariable Activation Command: 
POR, 26

POR, 57



Control Device and Invariable Authorization 
Command:
The Record Supports Petitioner’s Mapping

Petitioner’s DX-21 

} Control device is not limited to security related 
embodiments 

} Authorization Command is Security Agnostic

Reply, 16-17; Ex. 1021, ¶¶ 4-5; ’294 Patent, 8:29-36, 15:14-18

’294 Patent, 15:14-18

’294 Patent, 8:29-36



Suga’s User-Configured Priority Settings



Suga’s User-Configured Priority Settings:
Suga’s Settings are Selected Before Triggering

Petitioner’s DX-23 Reply, 20; Petition, 35-38; Ex. 1019, 48:19-49:13; Suga, Fig. 5, [0047]

Suga, [0047]

Suga, Fig,. 5



Construction of Terms Construed in 
Institution Decision



Construction of Terms Construed in Institution 
Decision

Petitioner’s DX-25 Institution Decision, 10-18, POPR, 9-13; POR, 7-10; Reply, 6-8 

} The Board construed the terms “invariable activation 
command,” “activation cue,” and ”data conveyance 
switching element”

} PO merely recited the arguments presented originally in the 
POPR in the POR

} The Boards constructions were properly based on the 
intrinsic evidence of record



Activation Cue:
“Intended as predetermined indicator”

Petitioner’s DX-26 

} PO asks the Board to read in the requirement that 
the “‘activation cue’ must be intended as a 
predetermined indicator. ” POR, 9

POR, 9; Reply, 7-8; ’294 Patent, 9:24-27, Claims 1, 8, 10-12, 16, 19

Google LLC v. DH International Ltd., IPR2024-01322, 
Paper 33, 14-15 (PTAB, February 10, 2026)



Motivation to Combine Suga and Gorsuch



Motivation to Combine Suga and Gorsuch:
Field of Endeavor – Similar Argument Rejected

Petitioner’s DX-28 POR, 22; Reply, 14; Ex. 2001

Google LLC v. DH International Ltd., IPR2024-01322, 
Paper 33, 36-37 (PTAB, February 10, 2026)



Motivation to Combine Suga and Gorsuch:
Field of Endeavor - Suga and the ’294 Patent

Petitioner’s DX-29 Petition, 16; Ex. 1004, 55; POR, 22; Reply, 14; Ex. 2001, ¶67; Ex. 1019, 20:10-23:13

’294 Patent,  Abstract

Suga, [0010]



Motivation to Combine Suga and Gorsuch:
Field of Endeavor - Gorsuch and the ’294 Patent

Petitioner’s DX-30 Petition, 21; Ex. 1004, 59; POR, 22; Reply, 14; Ex. 2001, ¶67; Ex. 1019, 20:10-23:13

’294 Patent, Abstract

Gorsuch, Abstract



“Direct Link” and “Close Proximity”



“Direct Link” and “Close Proximity”:
“Direct Link”

Petitioner’s DX-32 POR, 45-48; Reply, 23-24; ’294 Patent, 13:12-24; Suga, Fig. 1

Suga, Fig. 1

’294 Patent, 13:12-24



“Direct Link” and “Close Proximity”:
“Close Proximity”

Petitioner’s DX-33 POR, 11-12, 48-49; Reply, 12-13, 23-24; Petition, 61; Gorsuch, 12:29-32, Fig. 5

Gorsuch, Fig. 5 (annotated)

Reply, 12 (citing Google LLC v. DH 
International Ltd., IPR2024-01322, Paper 
17, 7-8 (PTAB, June 09, 2025))

Gorsuch, 12: 29-32




