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I. INTRODUCTION 

Apple Inc. (“Petitioner”) petitions for Inter Partes Review (“IPR”) under 35 

U.S.C. §§ 311–319 and 37 C.F.R. § 42 of claims 16-17 and 28-31 of U.S. Patent 

6,400,376 (“the ’376 patent”).  The ’376 patent purports to describe an improve-

ment to touch screen computing devices, and more specifically to presentation and 

navigation of information that has been divided into sub-pages. Ex. 1001 at 5:26-

43; 7:1-55.  The ‘376 patent describes presenting information as a “virtual page” 

that is too large to display all at once on a display screen of a touch screen compu-

ting device. Id. at 2:12-29.  The virtual page is divided into sub-pages, with por-

tions of two or more of the sub-pages displayed on the screen. Id. at 7:1-16.  When 

a user touches one of the sub-pages displayed on the touch screen, all or a portion 

of the selected sub-page is displayed on the touch screen. Id. at 7:17-55.  

But the subject matter of claims 16-17 and 28-31 was not new.  To the con-

trary, the ’376 patent was granted without full consideration to the more pertinent 

body of applicable prior art.  For example, the DeLorme reference (Ex. 1004) dis-

closes the exact limitation that was identified during prosecution of the ‘376 as 

missing from the prior art, namely, “sensing a touch input in an area of said display 

screen where one of said subpages is displayed.” Ex. 1002 at 160 (emphasis origi-

nal).   Specifically, Delorme discloses displaying a map divided into “tiles” or 

“quadrangles” on a touch screen and “panning or shifting to recenter the map dis-
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