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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

____________ 

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

____________ 

RESIDEO TECHNOLOGIES, INC. and  

CENTRAL SECURITY GROUP – NATIONWIDE, INC.,1

Petitioners 

v. 

UBIQUITOUS CONNECTIVITY, LP, 

Patent Owner. 

____________ 

Case:  IPR2019-01335 & IPR2019-01609 

U.S. Patent No. 8,064,935 

____________ 

PETITIONERS’ DEMONSTRATIVE  

EXHIBITS FOR ORAL ARGUMENT

1 Central Security Group – Nationwide, Inc., who filed a petition in IPR2019-

01609, has been joined as a petitioner in this proceeding. 
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Pursuant to the Board’s September 16, 2020 Order (Paper 32) Petitioners 

Resideo Technologies, Inc. and Central Security Group – Nationwide, Inc. 

(collectively, “Petitioners”) submit the following demonstratives for use at the oral 

argument schedule for October 27, 2020.  

October 22, 2020 By  /S. Benjamin Pleune/  
Date S. Benjamin Pleune (Reg. No. 52,421) 



U.S. Patent 8,064,935 & 9,602,655
IPR2019-01335, 01336, 01609, 01610

Petitioners’ Demonstratives
Under §42.70(b) for October 27, 2020 Oral Argument

Resideo Technologies, Inc. and Central Security 
Group – Nationwide, Inc.,

Petitioners,
v.

Ubiquitous Connectivity, LP,
Patent Owner.

1DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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1. Overview of the challenged patents
2. 935 Patent

a. Claims 1, 2, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 15, 17 and 19 are disclosed 
b. Bi-directional Messages
c. “microcontroller” – Claims 3, 14, 18, 21
d. Wireless/non-wireless Connections – Claim 12
e. “custom programmability” – Claims 4-6, 16
f. “graphic icons” – Claim 9
g. “status message” – Claims 20, 22

3. 655 Patent
a. “geo-fence” – Claim 1
b. “energy conservation mode” – Claims 2, 9, 11
c. “subordinate” – Claim 24

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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The 935 and 655 Patents

4DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The 935 and 655 Patents are related and share a common specification.



The 935 and 655 Patents

5DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The 935 and 655 Patents claim priority to a provisional application filed November 18, 2004.

935 Paper 1[Petition] at 11. 655 Paper 1[Petition] at 13.



Overview of the Invention

6DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

655 EX1001[655 Patent].

935 Paper 23[Patent Owner Response] at 2-3.



Overview of the Invention

7DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Zatkovich declaration provided:

1. “an environmental device detecting a condition and communicating that condition to 
the base unit”

2. “base unit ‘communicates a second message to the remote unit through the cellular 
network’” 

3. “remote unit . . .‘directing the base unit to execute a command,’ which takes the form 
of a ‘third message from the remote unit to the base unit’”

4. “the ‘command is communicated from the base unit to an environmental device’”

935 EX1014[Zatkovich 101 Declaration] at 45-47.935 EX1003[Jeffay Dec.] at ¶¶139-143.



Exemplary Claims

8DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Independent Claim 1 of the 935 Patent



Exemplary Claims

9DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Independent Claim 1 of the 935 Patent



Exemplary Claims
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Independent Claim 1 of the 935 Patent



Exemplary Claims
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Independent Claim 1 of the 935 Patent



Exemplary Claims

12DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Independent Claim 1 of the 935 Patent



Exemplary Claims

13DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Independent Claim 1 of the 935 Patent
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Oinonen

15DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Oinonen

935 Paper 1[Petition] at 17-18.



Whitley

16DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Whitley

935 Paper 1[Petition] at 16.



Bielski

17DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Bielski

935 Paper 1[Petition] at 53.



Wu

18DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Wu

935 Paper 1[Petition] at 51, 55, 68.



Oinonen & Whitley

19DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

In his §101 Declaration, Mr. Zatkovich explained:

935 
EX1014[Zatkovich

101 Declaration] at 
48, 83, 100.

935 Paper 
27[Petitioner Reply] 

at 18.



Oinonen & Whitley

20DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioners explained:

935 Paper 1[Petition] at 15.



Oinonen & Whitley

21DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioners also explained:

935 Paper 1[Petition] at 16. 935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 18.



Bielski & Wu

22DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioners explained:

935 Paper 1[Petition] at 50.



Bielski & Wu

23DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

935 EX1045[Gnokii FAQ] at 1. 935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 19-20.



24DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner argues that, to be enabled, references must disclose two technical 
solutions.

The Prior Art is Enabled

935 Paper 23[Patent Owner Response] at 19-20.935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 20-21.



25DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

These technical solutions find no support in the challenged patents.

The Prior Art is Enabled

655 EX1001[655 Patent]. 935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 21-22.
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1. Overview of the challenged patents
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



27DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Bielski discloses:
1. Messages from remote unit to base unit
2. Messages from base unit to remote unit

v

v v

v
v

[. . .]

935 EX1017[Bielski].

Bielski: Bi-Directional Messages

935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 14-15.

935 Paper 1[Petition] at 49, 53-55.935 Paper 7[Institution Decision] at 49-50.



28DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

935 EX1017[Bielski]. Bielski discloses:
1. Messages from remote unit to base unit
2. Messages from base unit to remote unit

Bielski: Bi-Directional Messages

935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 14-15. 935 Paper 1[Petition] at 49, 57.
935 EX1003[Jeffay Dec.] at ¶¶167, 492, 542.



Bielski: Bi-Directional Messages

29DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

DTMF dial tones were a prior art solution upon which the 935 
Patent improved.

935 EX1001[935 Patent].935 Paper 23[Patent Owner Response] at 50-51.

935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 15.



Bielski: Bi-Directional Messages

30DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Bielski does not disclose “DTMF” or “dial tones”.

935 EX1017[Bielski]. 935 Paper 15[Petitioner Reply] at 15.



Bielski: Bi-Directional Messages

31DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

935 EX1017[Bielski].
935 Paper 1[Petition] at 57.

935 EX1003[Jeffay Dec.] at ¶543.

935 Paper 15[Petitioner Reply] at 15.



Bielski: Bi-Directional Messages

32DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mr. Zatkovich confirmed:

935 EX1041[Zatkovich Dep. II] at 89:15-20, 90:8-11.

[. . .]

935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 15.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“microcontroller”
Construction

34DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Microcontroller

35DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioners Patent Owner

“a microcomputer, microprocessor, or other 
equipment used for process control, for 
example, processing a message and sending 
a command.”

“a special-purpose computing device 
including at least a CPU, main memory, 
timing circuits, and I/O circuitry designed for 
a minimal quantity of chips and then 
programmed to handle a particular task.”

935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 2, 8.



Microcontroller
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Petitioners’ construction

“a microcomputer, microprocessor, or other equipment used for process 
control, for example, processing a message and sending a command.”

[. . .]

935 EX1001[935 Patent].

655 
EX1001[
655 
Patent].

935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 3-5, 8.655 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 7.



Microcontroller
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Petitioners’ expert Dr. Kevin Jeffay testified:

“a microcomputer, microprocessor, or other equipment used for process 
control, for example, processing a message and sending a command.”

935 EX1003[Jeffay Dec.] at ¶ 267.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

935 Paper 23[Patent Owner Response] at 12.



Microcontroller

38DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

935 EX1039[Dictionary of 
Electrical and Computer 
Engineering] at 364.

935 Paper 27[Petitioner 
Reply] at 5-6.



Microcontroller

39DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

655 EX1040[Zatkovich Dep. I] at 38:16-39:10.

655 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 9.



Microcontroller

40DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s construction

935 EX2006[Microsoft Dictionary]. 935 EX2007[Dictionary of Electrical Engineering].
935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 
2-5.



Microcontroller
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“a special-purpose computing device including at least a CPU, 
main memory, timing circuits, and I/O circuitry designed for a 
minimal quantity of chips and then programmed to handle a 
particular task.”

Patent Owner’s construction

Microsoft 
Dictionary

Electrical 
Engineering 
Dictionary

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

935 Paper 23[Patent Owner Response] at 11.

935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 5.



Microcontroller

42DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s Microcontroller 
Requirements

Specification Support?

Special-purpose computing device

Timing circuits

I/O circuitry

Designed for a minimal quantity of 
chips

Programmed to handle a particular task

935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 3.



Microcontroller

43DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Previous declaration of Mr. Zatkovich:

935 EX1042[Zatkovich
IPR2015-00637 
Declaration] at 27.

935 Paper 27[Petitioner 
Reply] at 7.



Microcontroller
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Previous declaration of Mr. Zatkovich:

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

935 EX1043[Zatkovich
IPR2019-01649 
Declaration] at 9-10.

935 Paper 27[Petitioner 
Reply] at 8.



45DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Microcontroller, base unit, controller

935 EX1001[935 Patent].
935 Paper 29[Patent 

Owner Surreply] at 2.



Petitioners’ References 
Disclose a Microcontroller

46DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



47DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1. Oinonen discloses the microcontroller

2. Bielski discloses the microcontroller



48DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1. Oinonen discloses the microcontroller

2. Bielski discloses the microcontroller



49DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

935/655 Patent Figure 4Oinonen Figure 3

Oinonen Discloses the Microcontroller

935 EX1003[Jeffay Dec.] at ¶268. 935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 9-10.



50DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mr. Zatkovich testified:

Oinonen Discloses the Microcontroller

935 EX1040[Zatkovich Dep. I] at 109:20-110:1. 935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 11-12.



51DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s exhibit uses “MCU.” 

Oinonen Discloses the Microcontroller

Mr. Zatkovich’s example “microcontroller”: STM32L100 R8T6
935 EX2004[Zatkovich Declaration] at 18.

935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 10-11.



52DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s exhibit uses “MCU.” 

Oinonen Discloses the Microcontroller

935 EX2009[Logitech] at 2. 935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 11.



53DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mr. Zatkovich testified:

Oinonen Discloses the Microcontroller

935 EX1041[Zatkovich Dep. II] at 114:13-22 935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 11-12.



54DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1. Oinonen discloses the microcontroller

2. Bielski discloses the microcontroller



Microcontroller

55DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner’s dictionary:

935 EX2006[Microsoft Computer Dictionary] at 337.

935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 13.



Microcontroller

56DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mr. Zatkovich testified:

935 EX1041[Zatkovich Dep. II] 
at 93:10-15, 95:21-96:2.

935 Paper 27[Petitioner 
Reply] at 13.



Microcontroller

57DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Bielski discloses:

935 EX1017[Bielski].
935 EX1003[Jeffay Dec.] at ¶553, 565.

935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 13.

935 Paper 1[Petition] at 61.
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1. Overview of the challenged patents
2. 935 Patent

a. Claims 1, 2, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 15, 17 and 19 are disclosed 
b. Bi-directional Messages
c. “microcontroller” – Claims 3, 14, 18, 21
d. Wireless/non-wireless Connections – Claim 12
e. “custom programmability” – Claims 4-6, 16
f. “graphic icons” – Claim 9
g. “status message” – Claims 20, 22

3. 655 Patent
a. “geo-fence” – Claim 1
b. “energy conservation mode” – Claims 2, 9, 11
c. “subordinate” – Claim 24

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



935 Patent: Claim 12 Is Obvious

59

Ground 1A: Claim 12 is obvious over Oinonen and 
Whitley.

Ground 2A:  Claim 12 is obvious over Bielski and Wu.

935 EX1001[935 Patent]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

935 Paper 1[Petition] at 3.



935 Patent: Claim 12 Is Obvious
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Claim 12 has three limitations

935 EX1001[935 Patent].

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



935 Patent: Claim 12 Is Obvious
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Dr. Jeffay testified:

935 EX1003[Jeffay Declaration] at ¶317.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

935 Paper 1[Petition] at 29-30.



935 Patent: Claim 12 Is Obvious

62DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mr. Zatkovich testified:

First Wireless Connection:

• Wireless connection between, for example, 
the base unit and environmental unit.

Second Wireless Connection:

• Wireless connection between, for example, 
the remote unit and base unit.

935 EX1040[Zatkovich Dep. I] at 193:9-14, 197:12-19, 206:19-207:1.935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 28.



935 Patent: Claim 12 Is Obvious

63DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mr. Zatkovich provided two examples:

Example 1:

The base unit itself is the 
wired connection that 
connects two wireless 
networks (e.g., 2 Bluetooth 
connections).

Example 2:

Central office switch of the 
cellular network contains 
wires that allow for wireless 
cellular communication 
(including transmission of 
SMS messages).

935 EX1040[Zatkovich Dep. I] at 199:5-15, 211:21-212:7.935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 28-29, 31.



935 Patent: Claim 12 Is Obvious

64DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Zatkovich Example 1

935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 31.
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1. Overview of the challenged patents
2. 935 Patent

a. Claims 1, 2, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 15, 17 and 19 are disclosed 
b. Bi-directional Messages
c. “microcontroller” – Claims 3, 14, 18, 21
d. Wireless/non-wireless Connections – Claim 12
e. “custom programmability” – Claims 4-6, 16
f. “graphic icons” – Claim 9
g. “status message” – Claims 20, 22

3. 655 Patent
a. “geo-fence” – Claim 1
b. “energy conservation mode” – Claims 2, 9, 11
c. “subordinate” – Claim 24

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



935 Patent: Claims 4-6, 16 are Obvious

66

935 EX1001[935 Patent].

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1B: Claims 4-6, 16 are obvious over Oinonen,
Whitley, and Sears.

Ground 2A:  Claim 4 is obvious over Bielski and Wu.

Ground 2B: Claims 5-6, 16 are obvious over Bielski, 
Wu, and Sears 935 Paper 1[Petition] at 3.



935 Patent: Claims 4-6, 16 are Obvious

67DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Sears discloses:

935 Paper 1[Petition] at 37-38.



935 Patent: Claims 4-6, 16 are Obvious

68DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

935 Paper 23 [Patent Owner Response] at 32-33. 935 Paper 27 [Petitioner Reply] at 22.



935 Patent: Claims 4-6, 16 are Obvious

69DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mr. Zatkovich testified:

935 EX1040[Zatkovich Dep. I] at 111:20-112:4. 935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 22-23.



935 Patent: Claims 4-6, 16 are Obvious

70DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mr. Zatkovich testified:

935 EX1040[Zatkovich Dep. I] at 167:16-168:6.
935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 23.



935 Patent: Claims 4-6, 16 are Obvious

71DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mr. Zatkovich testified:

935 EX1040[Zatkovich Dep. I] at 168:11-169:5.

935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 23.
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1. Overview of the challenged patents
2. 935 Patent

a. Claims 1, 2, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 15, 17 and 19 are disclosed 
b. Bi-directional Messages
c. “microcontroller” – Claims 3, 14, 18, 21
d. Wireless/non-wireless Connections – Claim 12
e. “custom programmability” – Claims 4-6, 16
f. “graphic icons” – Claim 9
g. “status message” – Claims 20, 22

3. 655 Patent
a. “geo-fence” – Claim 1
b. “energy conservation mode” – Claims 2, 9, 11
c. “subordinate” – Claim 24

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



935 Patent: Claim 9 is Obvious
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935 EX1001[935 Patent]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1D: Claim 9 is obvious over Oinonen,
Whitley, Antila, and Ehlers.

Ground 2A:  Claim 9 is obvious over Bielski and 
Wu.

935 Paper 1[Petition] at 3.



74DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1. Ground 1D: Claim 9 is obvious over Oinonen, 
Whitley, Antila, and Ehlers

2. Ground 2A: Claim 9 is obvious over Bielski 
and Wu

935 Patent: Claim 9 is Obvious



75DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1. Ground 1D: Claim 9 is obvious over Oinonen, 
Whitley, Antila, and Ehlers

2. Ground 2A: Claim 9 is obvious over Bielski 
and Wu

935 Patent: Claim 9 is Obvious



935 Patent: Claim 9 is Obvious

76DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ehlers discloses a “virtual 
thermostat” with “a 
plurality of thermostat 
buttons”.

935 EX1022[Ehlers] at FIGS 4B-4C, [0316].

935 Paper 1[Petition] at 41-42.

935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] 
at 24-25.



935 Patent: Claim 9 is Obvious

77DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

935 Paper 23[Patent Owner Response] at 36-37. 935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 25.



935 Patent: Claim 9 is Obvious

78DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ehlers discloses: 

935 EX1022[Ehlers] 935 Paper 1[Petition] at 41.

935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 27.



935 Patent: Claim 9 is Obvious

79DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mr. Zatkovich testified:

935 EX1040[Zatkovich Dep. I] at 172:21-173:5.935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 26.



935 Patent: Claim 9 is Obvious
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935 EX1001[935 Patent]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 26-27.



935 Patent: Claim 9 is Obvious

81

The 935 Patent discloses a mobile phone from 2004 that 
includes graphical icons.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

935 EX1001[935 Patent].

935 EX1022[Ehlers].

935 Paper 1[Petition] at 42. 935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 26-27.



82DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1. Ground 1D: Claim 9 is obvious over Oinonen, 
Whitley, Antila, and Ehlers

2. Ground 2A: Claim 9 is obvious over Bielski 
and Wu

935 Patent: Claim 9 is Obvious



935 Patent: Claim 9 is Obvious

83DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Bielski discloses:

935 EX1017[Bielski].

935 Paper 
1[Petition] at 66-67.

935 Paper 
27[Petitioner Reply] 

at 24.
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1. Overview of the challenged patents
2. 935 Patent

a. Claims 1, 2, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 15, 17 and 19 are disclosed 
b. Bi-directional Messages
c. “microcontroller” – Claims 3, 14, 18, 21
d. Wireless/non-wireless Connections – Claim 12
e. “custom programmability” – Claims 4-6, 16
f. “graphic icons” – Claim 9
g. “status message” – Claims 20, 22

3. 655 Patent
a. “geo-fence” – Claim 1
b. “energy conservation mode” – Claims 2, 9, 11
c. “subordinate” – Claim 24

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



85DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Menard

[. . .]

935 EX1001[935 Patent].

Ground 1E: Claims 20, 22 are obvious over Oinonen,
Whitley, and Menard.

Ground 2D: Claims 20, 22 are obvious over Bielski, 
Wu, and Menard. 935 Paper 1[Petition] at 3-4.



86DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Menard

Menard discloses:

a. notifying a Responsible Party of an 
alarm

b. receiving a command to process the 
alarm 

c. executing the received command
d. notifying the Responsible Party that 

the command has been executed

935 Paper 1[Petition] at 46-48. 935 Paper 7[Institution Decision] at 38. 935 EX1003[Jeffay Dec.] at ¶¶475-476.



87DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Menard

a. notifying a Responsible Party of an alarm
b. receiving a command to process the alarm

935 EX1020[Menard]. 935 EX1003[Jeffay Dec.] at ¶¶475-476.935 Paper 1[Petition] at 46-48.



88DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Menard

c.   executing the received command
d.   notifying the Responsible Party that the command has been executed

935 EX1020[Menard]. 935 Paper 1[Petition] at 46-48.935 EX1003[Jeffay Dec.] at ¶¶475-476.



89DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Menard

935 EX1020[Menard]. 935 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 15-16.



90DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Menard

Mr. Zatkovich testified:

935 EX1040[Zatkovich Dep. I] at 151:16-21.
935 Paper 27[Petitioner Response] at 17.



91DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Menard

Mr. Zatkovich testified:

935 EX1040[Zatkovich Dep. I] at 214:9-215:21.

[. . .]

[. . .]

935 Paper 27[Petitioner Response] at 15-16.



Roadmap

92

1. Overview of the challenged patents
2. 935 Patent

a. Claims 1, 2, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 15, 17 and 19 are disclosed 
b. Bi-directional Messages
c. “microcontroller” – Claims 3, 14, 18, 21
d. Wireless/non-wireless Connections – Claim 12
e. “custom programmability” – Claims 4-6, 16
f. “graphic icons” – Claim 9
g. “status message” – Claims 20, 22

3. 655 Patent
a. “geo-fence” – Claim 1
b. “energy conservation mode” – Claims 2, 9, 11
c. “subordinate” – Claim 24

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Overview of Claim

93

Ground 1A: Claim 1 is obvious over Oinonen, Whitley, and Coon.

Ground 2A: Claim 1 is obvious over Bielski, Wu, and Coon.

655 EX1001[655 Patent]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

[. . .]

655 Paper 1[Petition] at 3.



Overview of Claim

94

655 EX1001[655 Patent].

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

[. . .]

1. “cellular remote unit is configured to 
determine position data of the cellular 
remote unit” and “determine when the 
cellular remote unit is outside a geo-
fence”

2. “cellular remote unit is configured to 
transmit a notification via simple 
message service responsive to 
determining that the cellular remote 
unit is outside of the geo-fence”



Claim Construction

95

Patent Owner’s Construction

655 EX1001[655 Patent].

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

[. . .]

“the cellular remote unit is 
configured to determine that 
the cellular remote unit is 
outside of the geo-fence and 
to report this information via a 
simple message service” 

655 Paper 23[Patent Owner Response] at 15.

655 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 4-5.



Claim Construction

96DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“simple message service”

[. . .]

655 EX1007[397 Patent 
File History] at 92, 106.

655 Paper 27[Petitioner 
Reply] at 5.



The Prior Art Discloses Claim 1

97DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• “cellular remote unit is configured to determine position data of the cellular remote unit”
• “determine when the cellular remote unit is outside a geo-fence”

655 EX1019[Coon].

655 Paper 1[Petition] at 30.

655 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 17-18.



The Prior Art Discloses Claim 1

98DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mr. Zatkovich testified:

655 EX1041[Zatkovich Dep. I] at 45:2-11.

655 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 18.



The Prior Art Discloses Claim 1

99DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• “cellular remote unit is configured to transmit a notification via simple message service responsive 
to determining that the cellular remote unit is outside of the geo-fence”

Patent Owner Construction: “the cellular remote unit is configured to determine that the cellular 
remote unit is outside of the geo-fence and to report this information via a simple message service” 

655 EX1019[Coon].

655 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 4, 17-18.



The Prior Art Discloses Claim 1

100DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mr. Zatkovich testified:

655 EX1041[Zatkovich Dep. I] at 48:12-49:3.655 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 18.



Roadmap
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1. Overview of the challenged patents
2. 935 Patent

a. Claims 1, 2, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 15, 17 and 19 are disclosed 
b. Bi-directional Messages
c. “microcontroller” – Claims 3, 14, 18, 21
d. Wireless/non-wireless Connections – Claim 12
e. “custom programmability” – Claims 4-6, 16
f. “graphic icons” – Claim 9
g. “status message” – Claims 20, 22

3. 655 Patent
a. “geo-fence” – Claim 1
b. “energy conservation mode” – Claims 2, 9, 11
c. “subordinate” – Claim 24

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



655 Patent: Claim 2, 9, & 11 Are Obvious

102

Ground 1B: Claims 2, 9, and 11 are obvious over Oinonen, 
Whitley, Coon, and Ehlers.

Ground 2B: Claims 2, 9, and 11 are obvious over Bielski, 
Wu, Coon, and Ehlers.655 EX1001[655 Patent].

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

655 Paper 1[Petition] at 3.



655 Patent: Claim 2, 9, & 11 Are Obvious

103DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Board addressed Ehlers in the Institution Decision.

655 Paper 7[Institution Decision] at 34.



655 Patent: Claim 2, 9, & 11 Are Obvious

104DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The limitations of claim 1 are disclosed by the primary references:

Ground 1A: Oinonen and Whitley

Ground 2A: Bielski and Wu

655 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 27.



655 Patent: Claim 2, 9, & 11 Are Obvious

105DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Oinonen Bielski

935 Paper 1[Petition] at 53.
935 Paper 1[Petition] at 17-18.



655 Patent: Claim 2, 9, & 11 Are Obvious

106DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mr. Zatkovich testified:

655 EX1041[Zatkovich Dep. II] at 9:17-10:2.

655 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 28.



655 Patent: Claim 2, 9, & 11 Are Obvious

107

655 EX1020[Ehlers].

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

655 Paper 1[Petition] at 42.



655 Patent: Claim 2, 9, & 11 Are Obvious

108

655 EX1020[Ehlers].

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

655 Paper 1[Petition] at 40.



655 Patent: Claim 2, 9, & 11 Are Obvious

109DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

655 Paper 1[Petition] at 40.



655 Patent: Claim 2, 9, & 11 Are Obvious

110

655 EX1020[Ehlers].

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

655 Paper 1[Petition] at 38.



655 Patent: Claim 2, 9, & 11 Are Obvious

111

655 EX1020[Ehlers].

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ehlers discloses:

655 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 28-29.



Roadmap
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1. Overview of the challenged patents
2. 935 Patent

a. Claims 1, 2, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 15, 17 and 19 are disclosed 
b. Bi-directional Messages
c. “microcontroller” – Claims 3, 14, 18, 21
d. Wireless/non-wireless Connections – Claim 12
e. “custom programmability” – Claims 4-6, 16
f. “graphic icons” – Claim 9
g. “status message” – Claims 20, 22

3. 655 Patent
a. “geo-fence” – Claim 1
b. “energy conservation mode” – Claims 2, 9, 11
c. “subordinate” – Claim 24

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



655 Patent: Claim 24 is Obvious
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655 EX1001[655 Patent].

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

[. . .]

Ground 1D: Claim 24 is obvious over Oinonen, Whitley, 
Coon, and Lincoln.

Ground 2E: Claim 24 is obvious over Bielski, Wu, and 
Lincoln. 655 Paper 1[Petition] at 3-4.



114DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Issues:

1. Multiple users – third and fourth messages

2. Subordinate remote unit, subordinate 
command, and selectively sending

655 Patent: Claim 24 is Obvious



115DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Issues:

1. Multiple users – third and fourth messages

2. Subordinate remote unit, subordinate 
command, and selectively sending

655 Patent: Claim 24 is Obvious



655 Patent: Claim 24 is Obvious

116DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mr. Zatkovich’s testified:

655 EX1041[Zatkovich Dep. I] at 66:1-8.
655 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 19.



117DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Issues:

1. Multiple users – third and fourth messages

2. Subordinate remote unit, subordinate 
command, and selectively sending

655 Patent: Claim 24 is Obvious



118DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

655 Patent: Claim 24 is Obvious

The specification does not use the term “subordinate.”

655 EX1001[655 Patent]. 655 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 20.



119DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Lincoln

Lincoln discloses:

655 EX1022[Lincoln] at 22:3-10.

655 Paper 1[Petition] at 50.

655 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 20.



Lincoln

120DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mr. Zatkovich testified:

655 EX1041[Zatkovich Dep. I] at 67:2-3, 12-16.

[. . .]

655 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 20.



Lincoln

121DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mr. Zatkovich testified:

655 EX1041[Zatkovich Dep. I] at 69:9-19.655 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 20-21.



Lincoln

122DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Lincoln discloses:

655 EX1022[Lincoln] at 22:3-10.

655 Paper 1[Petition] at 50.



Lincoln

123DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Mr. Zatkovich testified:

655 EX1041[Zatkovich Dep. I] at 60:9-13.
655 Paper 27[Petitioner Reply] at 20.



Denis

124DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

655 Paper 1[Petition] at 48.
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