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I. Introduction. 

The challenged claims of the ’659 patent are patentable.  They are not 

directed to an abstract idea and recite an inventive concept sufficient to satisfy 

Alice step two. The claims are also supported and definite. Further, it is Petitioner’s 

burden to prove otherwise, and Petitioner has failed to do so.  

First, the challenged claims are not directed to an abstract idea. The ’659 

patent identifies a specific problem in the video game art—the failure of a 

particular type of video game interface to keep the interest and attention of the 

user.  The ’659 patent discloses and claims a solution to this problem in the form of 

a technological improvement to graphical user-interfaces through the use of the 

specifically claimed panels—a graphical user-interface element with visual 

features integrated into a subdivided display region that was previously unknown 

in the art.  The challenged claims recite specific and concrete limitations for 

selecting, disposing, displaying, and animating these panels, along with the 

corresponding graphical user-interface elements for doing so.  The Federal Circuit 

has consistently found such claims patentable. But Petitioner’s analysis either 

ignores these limitations entirely or generalizes them to such a degree that they are 

rendered meaningless. And Petitioner provides almost no evidentiary support for 

its arguments. 
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