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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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