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I.

INTRODUCTION
This petition (“Petition”) challenges the validity of Claims 2, 50, and 52 of

U.S. Patent No. 7,864,163 (“the `163 Patent”) (Ex 1001). Claims 2, 50, and 52
(“the challenged claims”) recite variations of elements for a portable electronic
device having a touch screen display, and method/means for enlargement and
centering of content on the touch screen responsive to a gesture performed.
Independent Claim 2 recites a method comprising: at a portable electronic
device with a touch screen display; displaying at least a portion of a structured
electronic document on the touch screen display, wherein the structured electronic
document comprises a plurality of boxes of content; detecting a first gesture at a
location on the displayed portion of the structured electronic document;
determining a first box in the plurality of boxes at the location of the first gesture;
enlarging and translating the structured electronic document so that the first box is
substantially centered on the touch screen display; while the first box is enlarged, a
second gesture is detected on a second box other than the first box; and in response
to detecting the second gesture, the structured electronic document is translated so
that the second box is substantially centered on the touch screen display. (Id.:
Claim 2). Independent Claims 50 and 52 recite devices performing the method of
Claim 2, in means plus function forms. (Id.: Claims 50, 52).
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The method and devices of the challenged claims were not novel as of
September 6, 2006 – the earliest of the `163 Patent’s alleged priority dates. The art
of that time was replete with: touch-screen user interfaces; structured electronic
documents comprising “boxes of content”; and graphically centering and enlarging
content on a touch screen responsive to gestures performed on the touch screen.
When the challenged claims are properly scrutinized against the prior art, it
becomes clear that all elements of the challenged claims are anticipated by the art
as it was well known at that time.
As shown in detail, infra, the challenged claims of the `163 Patent recite
subject matter that is fully anticipated by the prior art. This Petition shows –
compellingly – that the challenged claims are invalid and/or unpatentable over the
prior art, under 35 U.S.C. § 102.
II.

MANDATORY NOTICES
A.

Real Parties-in-Interest

Intellectual Integrity, LLC (“I2” or “Petitioner”) – a Texas limited liability
company having its principal place of business at 2591 Dallas Parkway, Suite 300,
Frisco, Texas 75034 – is a real party in interest. I2 is owned and operated by
Ronald W. Burns, an individual residing in Frisco, Texas – the sole proprietor, and
sole/managing member, of I2. Individual Ronald W. Burns declares that no other
parties are funding this Petition, nor participating in any manner in this Petition.
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