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I. Introduction		
 

Bungie, Inc. (“Bungie” or “Petitioner”) filed the current Petition (“Petition”) 

for inter partes review of claims 1-3, 7-8, and 11-20 of U.S. Patent No. 8,145,998 

(“the ’998 patent” or “Leahy”) on June 1, 2015. In the Petition, Bungie challenges 

claims 1-3, 7, 8, 11, 12, 16, 18, and 20 of the ‘998 patent as allegedly obvious over 

three references, including U.S. Patent No. 5,659,691 issued to Durward et al. 

(“Durward”) (Ex. 1008), an article entitled Touring Virtual Reality Arcades by 

David Tracey (“Tracey”) (Ex. 1025), and a manual for the computer game 

Marathon (“Marathon”) (Ex. 1021).  

In Grounds 2-3, Bungie also challenges claims 13-15 and 17as allegedly 

obvious over Durward in view of Tracey and Marathon, further in view of separate 

secondary references, including U.S. Patent No. 5,021,976 to Wexelblat et al. 

(“Wexelblat”) (Ex. 1020), and U.S. Patent No. 5,777,621 to Schneider 

(“Schneider”) (Ex. 1019). Finally, in Ground 4, Bungie challenges claim 19 as 

allegedly obvious over Durward in view of “A Software Architecture for the 

Construction and Management of Real-Time Virtual Worlds” by David Pratt 

(“Pratt”) (Ex. 1027). 
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