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I. INTRODUCTION 

The patent owner John Stephenson (“Stephenson”), an individual inventor 

and owner of Mega Dollar Games, LLC (www.megadollargames.com), 

respectfully requests that the Board deny the Petition for Inter Partes Review filed 

by Game Show Network, LLC and WorldWinner.com, Inc. (“Petitioners”) 

challenging U.S. Patent No. 6,174,237 (“Ex. 1001”).  The Petition should be 

denied because PCT Int’l Publ. No. WO 97/39811 to Walker Asset Management, 

L.P. (“Walker”) (Ex. 1002)—the reference upon which Petitioners’ rely for all of 

their invalidity positions1—does not anticipate or render obvious any claim of the 

‘237 patent under a proper construction of the claims.   

Reason 1: Petitioners provide no argument or evidence under the proper 

claim construction to support their anticipation or obviousness challenges and 

therefore the petition should be denied.  Every claim of the ‘237 patent depends 

from claim 1, which recites a “method of playing a game … over an interactive 

computer system . . . having a host computer system.”  Every claim includes the 

steps of “playing a game of skill” in a “qualifying round” and a “playoff round” 

“between” a player “and the host computer.”  Walker fails to disclose a system 

                                                 
1 Petitioners rely on two other patents (“Demar” and “Hamilton”) in arguing that 
claims 6 and 7 of the ‘237 patent are obvious in view of Walker combined with 
Delmar and Hamilton. Pet. at p. 50.  However, those obviousness arguments do not 
relate to the “playing . . . between” limitations.   
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