
 
 

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
 

_______________ 
 
 
 

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 
 
 

_______________ 
 
 

LG ELECTRONICS, INC.,  
Petitioner, 

 
v. 
 

CORE WIRELESS LICENSING S.A.R.L., 
Patent Owner. 

 
_______________ 

 
Case IPR2015-01984 
Patent 8,434,020 B2 

 
_______________ 

 
 

PATENT OWNER’S RESPONSE  

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


ii 
 

   

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

I.  Introduction .......................................................................................................... 1 

II.  Background ....................................................................................................... 7 

a.  About U.S. Patent No. 8,434,020 (the “‘020 patent” or “Martyn”) ................. 7 

b.  The Challenged Claims all Require an “application” and Specifically an 
“application … in an un-launched state” .............................................................. 12 

c.  Petitioner Failed to Conduct a Proper Claim Construction Analysis and 
Applied Unreasonably Broad Interpretations of the Claim Terms ....................... 16 

d.  Blanchard is not Directed to Software Architecture, but Only to a Graphical 
User Interface for Accessing Device Features ...................................................... 24 

III.  Argument ........................................................................................................ 34 

a.  Blanchard Fails to Disclose or Suggest Each Recited Feature of the 
Challenged Claims ................................................................................................ 34 

b.  Blanchard Fails to Disclose any “application” ............................................... 34 

c.  Blanchard Also Fails to Disclose or Suggest any “application …  in an un-
launched state” ...................................................................................................... 38 

d.  Blanchard Also Fails to Disclose a “limited list of at least one function” and 
an “application summary window” ...................................................................... 44 

e.  Blanchard Also Fails to Disclose an “application summary window” that is 
“reached directly” from a “main menu” ............................................................... 48 

f.  Blanchard Also Fails to Disclose Each Feature of the Challenged Dependent 
Claims ................................................................................................................... 50 

g.  Dr. Rhyne’s Testimony on the State of the Art as of July 28, 2000 is 
Unreliable and Entitled to Little to No Weight .................................................... 58 

h.  An Invalidity Ruling in This Case Constitutes an Impermissible Taking of a 
Private Right Without Article III Oversight ......................................................... 64 

IV.  Conclusion ...................................................................................................... 66 

  

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


iii 
 

TABLE OF AUTHORITIES  

Cases 

Cammeyer v. Newton, 94 U.S. 225 .......................................................................... 65 
In re Translogic Tech., Inc., 504 F.3d 1249 (Fed. Cir. 2007) ................................. 16 
James v. Campbell, 104 U.S. 356 ............................................................................ 65 
McCormick Harvesting Mach. Co. v. Aultman, 169 U.S. 606 (1898) .............. 64, 65 
Michigan Land and Lumber Co. v. Rust, 168 U.S. 589 ........................................... 65 
Microsoft Corp. v. Proxyconn, Inc., 789 F.3d 1292 (Fed. Cir. 2015) ..................... 17 
Moore v. Robbins, 96 U.S. 530 ................................................................................ 65 
PPC Broadband, Inc. v. Corning Optical Communications RF, LLC, Case No. 

2015-1361 et al. (Fed. Cir. Feb. 22, 2016) ........................................................... 17 
Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d 1303 (Fed. Cir. 2005) ......................................... 17 
Seymour v. Osborne, 11 Wall. 516 .......................................................................... 65 
United States v. Am. Bell Telephone Co., 128 U.S. 315 .......................................... 65 
United States v. Palmer, 128 U.S. 262 .................................................................... 65 
United States v. Schurz, 102 U.S. 378 ..................................................................... 65 

Statutes 

35 U.S.C. § 103 ........................................................................................................ 66 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) ..................................................................................................... 1 

Other Authorities 

Office Patent Trial Practice Guide, 77 Fed. Reg. 48756 (Aug. 14, 2012) ............... 16 

Rules 

37 C.F.R. § 42.65(a) ................................................................................................. 36 
37 C.F.R. § 42.100(b) .............................................................................................. 16 
 

  

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


iv 
 

LIST OF PATENT OWNER’S EXHIBITS 
 
 
Exhibit Description 

2001 Declaration of Scott A. Denning (“Denning”) 

2002 Transcript of Deposition of Dr. V. Thomas Rhyne, III, dated 
April 28, 2016 (“Rhyne”) 

2003 Memorandum Opinion and Order on Claim Construction in 
Core Wireless Licensing S.A.R.L. v. LG Electronics, Inc. et al., 
Case No. 2:14-cv-911-JRG-RSP 

2004 Partial Trial Transcript in Core Wireless Licensing S.A.R.L. v. 
LG Electronics, Inc. et al., Case No. 2:14-cv-911-JRG-RSP 

2005 User Manual for Ericsson R380 dated October 2000 

2006 User Manual for Motorola StarTAC 3000 

2007 U.S. Patent No. 5,392,337 to Baals et al. (“Baals”) 

2008 U.S. Patent No. 6,781,611 to Richard (“Richard”) 

2009 U.S. Patent No. 6,993,328 to Oommen (“Oommen”) 

2010 PPC Broadband, Inc. v. Corning Optical Commc’ns, Case No. 
2015-1361 et al. (Fed. Cir. Feb. 22, 2016) 

 
  

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


IPR2015-01984 
U.S. Patent No. 8,434,020 
 

1 
 

 

I. Introduction		
 

Petitioner LG Electronics, Inc. challenges claims 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 

and 161 of U.S. Patent No. 8,434,020 to Martyn (Ex. 1001 or the “’020 patent”) as 

allegedly obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over U.S. Patent No. 6,415,164 to 

Blanchard et al. (Ex. 1002 or “Blanchard”) alone.  Petitioner supported its 

challenges with the Declaration of Vernon Thomas Rhyne, III (“Rhyne” or Ex. 

1004).  However, the Board should confirm the patentability of these challenged 

claims over Blanchard because Blanchard fails to disclose or suggest every feature 

of the challenged claims, and Rhyne’s conclusory analysis fails to shore up the 

gaps in Blanchard’s disclosure.  These deficiencies are explained in depth below, 

with support from the Declaration of Scott A. Denning (Ex. 2001 or “Denning”). 

The ‘020 patent’s claims are directed generally to a device that is configured 

to display a main menu listing at least one unlaunched application.  The device is 

also configured to display an application summary window that can be reached 

directly from the main menu.  The ‘020 patent specification describes an 

                                                            
1 Page 3 of the Petition (“Pet.”) identifies claim 14 rather than claim 16, but the 

Petition includes no analysis of claim 14 and the Board did not institute on claim 

14. 
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