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I. INTRODUCTION 

The ’580 Patent discloses inventive techniques for performing zoom 

operations on elements in a user interface featuring multiple virtual display layers. 

As explained below, the Petition fails to show that any of the Challenged 

Claims were obvious over the asserted prior art combinations.  Petitioner’s proposed 

grounds fail to disclose several Limitations, including that a second virtual displayer 

layer appears to have a lesser depth than the first virtual display layer, performing a 

zoom operation on at least a portion of the contents without performing a zoom 

operation on the plurality of marking, and Limitations involving touch because the 

Petitioner neglects the difference between hovering and touching a screen.  

Petitioner’s obviousness arguments rely on conclusory and legally insufficient 

assertions, plainly guided by hindsight reasoning.  For example, Petitioner overlooks 

that the Ramos Paper, Ramos Video and Ording (collectively, the “RROD 

combination”) fails to suggest making the Ramos Zlider semitransparent as 

Petitioner asserts.  Nor does Petitioner provide any motivation for doing so.  

Ultimately, a POSITA would not have been motivated to combine these references 

to arrive at the particular combinations of claimed features in the ’580 Patent because 

a POSITA would never have looked at Hayward or Ording to improve high precision 

parameter manipulation techniques. 

The Board should therefore affirm patentability of all Challenged Claims. 
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