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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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The ’662 Patent

Ex. 1001, at 1.PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Providing In-Game “Hot Spots”

Ex. 1001, at 1:10-13, 1:64-2:6.Response, at 5-7.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Problems With Existing Video Games on Mobile Devices

Ex. 1001, at 1:31-44.Response, at 5-7.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Updating “Hot Spots” Provides Solution and Key Benefits

Ex. 1001, at 4:24-39.Response, at 5-7.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Updating “Hot Spots” Provides Solution and Key Benefits

Ex. 1001, at Fig. 2B.Response, at 5-7.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Updating “Hot Spots” Provides Solution and Key Benefits

Ex. 1001, at 6:4-7, 13:37-46.Response, at 5-7.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Exemplary Independent Claim 13 of the ’662 Patent

Ex. 1001, at 15:27-16:13.
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Grounds 1 & 3: Ho

PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ho Grounds

Petition, at 3.

Ground 35 U.S.C. Challenged Claims References
1 103 1-11, 13-19 Ho and Aoki
3 103 1-11, 13-19 Ho and Kim
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ho’s “Interactive Information Elements”

Ex. 1004, at Fig. 3.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Independent Claim 13 of the ’662 Patent

Ex. 1001, at 15:27-16:13.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ho Does Not Teach “Providing … User-Identification Information”

Ex. 1004, at 9:25-10:25.Sur-Reply, at 10.
Petition, at 24, 36.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Proposed “Combined Ho-Aoki System” (Ground 1)

See Petition, at 24. Ex. 1003, at ¶117.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Aoki’s Post-Game “Advertisement Charge Process”

Sur-Reply, at 10-14, 15.
Response, at 21-25, 27.

Ex. 1005, at [0088]-[0089].
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s New Reliance on Sturman, Chu, and/or Ellis is Improper

Sur-Reply, at 12-14.

Intel Corp. v. PACT XPP Schweiz AG, 
No. 2023-1537, 2024 WL 5068112, at *1-2 (Fed. Cir. Dec. 11, 2024)
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dependent Claims 14-20 of the ’662 Patent

Ex. 1001, at 16:14-31.Sur-Reply, at 15.
Response, at 27-28.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Independent Claim 1 of the ’662 Patent

Ex. 1001, at 14:36-52.



19
PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ho Does Not Teach Providing Ho’s Server With Specific Information

Ex. 1004, at 9:25-10:25.Sur-Reply, at 1-10.
Response, at 12-21.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Resorts to Hindsight Speculation by Dr. Zagal

Ex. 1003, at ¶115.Sur-Reply, at 2-3.
Response, at 11-15.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Resorts to Hindsight Speculation by Dr. Zagal

Ex. 1003, at ¶114.Sur-Reply, at 3-5.
Response, at 17-18.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dependent Claims 2-12 of the ’662 Patent

Ex. 1001, at 14:66-15:26.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ho Does Not Teach Any “Version Identifier”

Ex. 1004, at 9:25-10:25.Sur-Reply, at 7-10.
Response, at 19-21.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Again Resorts to Hindsight Speculation by Dr. Zagal

Ex. 1003, at ¶116.Sur-Reply, at 7-10.
Response, at 19-21.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s New Reliance on Hannay is Improper

Sur-Reply, at 9-10.

Intel Corp. v. PACT XPP Schweiz AG, 
No. 2023-1537, 2024 WL 5068112, at *1-2 (Fed. Cir. Dec. 11, 2024)
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Grounds 2 & 4: Jiau

PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Jiau Grounds

Petition, at 3.

Ground 35 U.S.C. Challenged Claims References
2 103 1-12, 13-20 Jiau and Aoki
4 103 1-12, 13-20 Jiau and Kim
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Jiau’s Virtual “Lots” and “Objects” Therein

Ex. 1006, at Fig. 11(d).
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Independent Claim 13 of the ’662 Patent

Ex. 1001, at 15:27-16:13.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Jiau Does Not Teach “Providing … User-Identification Information”

Ex. 1006, at Fig. 8.Sur-Reply, at 20-22.
Response, at 46-49.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Proposed “Combined Jiau-Aoki System” (Ground 2)

See Petition, at 43-44. Ex. 1003, at ¶171.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Aoki’s Post-Game “Advertisement Charge Process”

Sur-Reply, at 10-14, 22-23.
Response, at 21-25, 49-52.

Ex. 1005, at [0088]-[0089].
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s New Reliance on Sturman is Improper

Sur-Reply, at 12-14.

Intel Corp. v. PACT XPP Schweiz AG, 
No. 2023-1537, 2024 WL 5068112, at *1-2 (Fed. Cir. Dec. 11, 2024)
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Independent Claim 13 of the ’662 Patent

Ex. 1001, at 15:27-16:13.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Jiau Does Not Teach “Downloading” Hotspots

Ex. 1006, at 10:3-5.Sur-Reply, at 16-18, 23.
Response, at 33-37, 53. Ex. 1006, at 3:8-21.

Ex. 1006, at 2:4-6.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dependent Claims 14-20 of the ’662 Patent

Ex. 1001, at 16:14-31.Sur-Reply, at 15.
Response, at 27-28.



37
PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Resorts to Hindsight Speculation by Dr. Zagal

Ex. 1003, at ¶206.Sur-Reply, at 18-20, 23.
Response, at 42-46, 53.



38
PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Jiau Does Not Teach a “Second Hot Spot” Within a First Hot Spot

Ex. 1006, at Figs. 11(e)-(f).Sur-Reply, at 18-20, 23.
Response, at 42-46, 53.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Independent Claim 1 of the ’662 Patent

Ex. 1001, at 14:36-66.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dependent Claims 2-12 of the ’662 Patent

Ex. 1001, at 14:66-15:26.
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PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Jiau Does Not Teach Any “Version Identifier” for Downloaded Hotspot

Ex. 1006, at Fig. 17.Sur-Reply, at 18.
Response, at 37-42.
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End

PATENT OWNER’S DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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