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I. Introduction. 

The petition should be denied.  Petitioner’s alleged grounds of invalidity 

under § 101 and § 112 are nothing more than mere attorney argument and are 

unsupported by any evidence.  Although Petitioner contends the claims of the ’659 

patent are patent-ineligible, Petitioner ignores the actual language of the challenged 

claims in the petition and fails to provide any evidence of what was well-

understood, routine, and conventional in the art.  Petitioner’s assertions that the 

claims lack sufficient written description and are indefinite are also nothing more 

than attorney argument and fail to analyze the claims from the perspective of a 

person of ordinary skill.  Notwithstanding Petitioner’s failure to meet its burden, 

the challenges raised in the petition also fail on their merits.  The invention 

disclosed in the ’659 patent is a technological improvement to graphical user-

interfaces.  The ’659 patent’s claims are definite, and its disclosure satisfies the 

written description requirement.  The Board should deny Petitioner’s request and 

not institute review.               

II. The ’659 Patent. 

The ’659 patent generally discloses “a game program and a game processing 

method of a game in which a plurality of characters battle against each other.”  Ex. 

1001, 1:23-24.  According to the ’659 patent, “card game[s] in which the user 

plays against other users or against the computer using cards collected in the 
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