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I. Introduction		
 

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

for inter partes review of claims 1-8, 10, 12, and 14-16 of U.S. Patent No. 

8,082,501 (“the ‘501 patent” or “Leahy”) on June 1, 2015. In the Petition, Bungie 

challenges claims 1-6, 12, 14, and 15 of the ‘501 patent as allegedly anticipated by 

U.S. Patent No. 5,659,691 issued to Durward et al. (“Durward”) (Ex. 1008), and 

challenges claims 1-6, 12, 14, and 15 as allegedly obvious over “RING: A Client-

Server System for Multi-User Virtual Environments” authored by Thomas A. 

Funkhouser (“Funkhouser”) (Ex. 1005), in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,521,014 to 

Sitrick (“Sitrick”) (Ex. 1013). 

Bungie also challenges claims 7-8, 10, and 16 as allegedly obvious over 

Funkhouser in view of Sitrick, and Durward, each in view of separate secondary 

references including Thomas A. Funkhouser, Adaptive Display Algorithm for 

Interactive Frame Rates During Visualization of Complex Virtual Environments 

(“Funkhouser ‘93”) (Ex. 1017), 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). 
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