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Patent Owner’s (“PO”) construction of “physical playfield” is correct because
it is consistently supported by the intrinsic and extrinsic evidence, and common
sense. Petitioner’s arguments to the contrary are unpersuasive, as explained below.
L. A “PHYSICAL PLAYFIELD” IS “A BOUNDED PHYSICAL PLAY

SPACE”; THERE ARE NO “UNBOUNDED” EMBODIMENTS,
WHICH WOULD BE NONSENSICAL

Contrary to Petitioner’s arguments, PO’s construction does not exclude
embodiments of a physical playfield. Petitioner alleges that the specification teaches
examples of an “unbounded” “physical playfield” in the specification, but there is
no such embodiment. As PO explained, the first quotation Petitioner relies on—*“[A]
physical playfield (e.g., the physical world, a physical environment, or a defined
physical playfield)”—supports PO’s construction. POPR, 20-23. It does not imply
that some playfields are bounded and some are not and does not say that the entire
world is a “physical playfield,” which would be nonsensical. It would indeed render
the term meaningless to equate a physical playfield with the entire world; a user

would always be on, and never off, the playfield.! The examples in the quotation

"It is well-understood, common sense that a “playfield” has boundaries defining
whether one is on, or off, the playfield. As the iconic Hank Aaron said, ‘“My motto

was always to keep swinging. Whether I was in a slump or feeling badly or having
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above distinguish that some physical playfields are from the “physical world” or a
“physical environment,” e.g., marked pieces of land such as a backyard, a soccer
field, or a “square area of a military base” (Ex. 1001, 12:14-15, 5:31-32), and some
are “defined physical playfields,” such as a playmat, which is not a piece of land but
is another type of physical playfield (id., 2:40-3:3, 3:24-26, 8:55-9:2, 9:27-33).

Further, Earth as a whole is not described as a physical playfield, including in
Petitioner’s second citation, “the game world corresponds to an actual area of the
physical world (such as the planet Earth or New York City).” Ex. 1001, 11:17-19.
That quote states that an “area of the physical world” (i.e., a bounded physical play
space) corresponds to the game world—not the whole physical world.

The term “physical playfield” is mentioned in the specification six more
times. In every such instance, which Petitioner ignores, the specification again
clearly supports PO’s construction. Id., 2:67-3:3 (“physical playfield perimeters”);
3:49-50; 3:53-55; 6:15-17 (describing FIG. 3 clearly depicting a bounded space);
6:50-52 (describing FIG. 13 clearly depicting a bounded space); 7:27-30.

Petitioner next argues incorrectly that the claims recite an augmented reality

system. Reply, p.2. But “augmented reality” appears nowhere in any claim.

troubles off the field, the only thing to do was keep swinging.” This wisdom

leverages a playfield’s boundaries, to apply on-field lessons to life off of the field.
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Petitioner’s additional arguments in Section II are inapposite. The POPR did
not argue that each example is required by the challenged claims; however, all of the
examples do show the specification’s consistent usage of the term “physical
playfield” to mean a bounded play space, which is common sense. Even in
embodiments in which “actual playfield data may not be stored at all so that only
virtual playfield data is stored,” which the Reply points to, the specification states it
also stores “scaling information to convert the information to information useable
on a particular actual playfield.” Ex. 1001, 12:32-35. Petitioner cuts its quotation
halfway through the sentence. However, scaling information is the correspondence
between physical and virtual playfield sizes (id., FIG. 3, 10:29-15:3), and imposes
boundaries on the physical playfield. Whether the bounded play space is scanned
before or during gameplay is irrelevant. Petitioner’s selective quote also omits that
it refers to a “landscape of a pre-determined area (e.g., a particular square area of
a military based [sic]) . . . being scanned as a game is playing,” which likewise
confirms that the playfield (pre-determined area) is bounded. /d., 5:28-36.

II. THE EXTRINSIC EVIDENCE IS RELEVANT

Petitioner argues nonsensically that because the boundaries of the play space
need not be hard rails, the dictionary definitions do not apply. Like the challenged
patent, the dictionaries describe bounded physical play spaces without hard physical

boundaries like rails, confirming a POSITA’s understanding of “physical playfield.”
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