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I, Dwight E. Crevelt, hereby declare the following: 

 

I. BACKGROUND AND QUALIFICATIONS 

1. I am an expert in the field of design and operation of gaming machines 

and systems for the casino industry. 

2. I am the founder and presently president of Crevelt Computer System, 

Inc., a gaming business consulting and engineering development company that is 

located and incorporated in Las Vegas, Nevada.  I founded Crevelt Computer in 

1977.    Although I discuss my expert qualifications in more detail below, I also 

attach as [Appendix A] a recent and complete curriculum vitae, which details my 

educational and professional background. 

3. My formal, post-high school education started at the University of Las 

Vegas in 1973.  I continued my education at the U.S. Naval Academy from 1975 to 

1977.  I then attended Iowa State University, where I received my Bachelor of 

Science degree in Computer Engineering in 1979. 

4. My professional experience in the casino gaming industry started in 

1974, when I joined Gamex Industries as a software engineer.  As a software 

engineer, I designed and developed casino game management systems, including 

an on-line slot accounting and monitoring system, and I also maintained Gamex’s 

on-line casino table game accounting system.  I was also responsible for 
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maintaining the system that monitored the play of table games and slot machines as 

installed in Caesar’s Palace, Las Vegas. 

5. In 1977, I started my own consulting company, Crevelt Computer 

System, Inc., and near the end of 1977 I worked at United Audio Visual as a 

software engineer developing audio/video controllers for multimedia shows.   

6. From 1979 to 1980, I continued to work in the gaming industry as a 

computer engineer for Sircoma (later becoming IGT).  At Sircoma, I developed 

various gaming machines, including video Poker, video Blackjack, video Red Dog 

and Whirlwin.  I also had responsibility for maintaining the software for the video 

slot machines.  I also acted as a technical gaming control liaison, which involved 

providing the Nevada Gaming Control Board staff with technical information 

regarding the company’s gaming devices.  The Nevada Gaming Control Board 

regulates the gaming industry in Nevada, overseeing the licensing and compliance 

of casinos as well as manufacturers and the equipment used in gaming. 

7. In 1981, I worked for Mills-Jennings as a Director of Corporate 

Research.  In this role, I assembled and supervised a research and development 

team that designed a complete line of video casino gaming machines and an on-

line casino accounting system. 
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8. From 1984 to 1986, as a consultant with Crevelt Computer System 

Inc., I worked with Electronic Data Technologies, where I designed and developed 

the first complete on-line Player Tracking System. 

9. From 1988 to 1996, I worked for Electronic Data Technologies (EDT) 

and International Game Technologies (IGT).  I was responsible for design, 

development and implementation of player tracking and accounting systems for 

casino games.  Specifically, I was responsible for the development, deployment 

and support for over 150 installations of the SMART system and the first cashless 

system utilized by Caesar’s Palace, Las Vegas.  In 1995, I was promoted to 

Product Manager for Cashless Applications.  In this role, I prepared business plans 

and strategies for implementing cashless gaming products, including IGT’s first 

SMART card-based cashless gaming system installed at SBM in Monte Carlo.  I 

also spent time evaluating casino-related intellectual property, particularly patents, 

especially those pertaining to cashless gaming and progressive systems. 

10. As a consultant with Crevelt Computer Systems, I have worked with 

many gaming equipment manufacturers on the design and development of casino 

gaming devices, including slots, video games, Keno and Bingo systems.  I also 

have provided independent laboratory analysis of games for regulators in New 

South Wales, Australia and the state of Mississippi.  Additionally, I have 

conducted mathematical analyses for casino gaming devices. 
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11. From 1998-2013, Crevelt Computer System was a Partner in 

FootTraffic Promotional Gaming LLC.  As a Partner with FootTraffic Promotional 

Gaming LLC, I have designed, developed, managed and marketed a series of 

promotional games for casinos, retailers and trade shows.  These are free-play 

games that are designed to bring or attract patrons to the casino with an 

opportunity to win cash and prizes.  These games have been very successful and 

several have been incorporated into permanent promotions at several casinos, 

including Peppermill Casino (Reno), Casino Fandango (Carson City), and Silver 

Legacy (Reno). 

12. In sum, I have over thirty years of engineering and management 

experience in the gaming industry, both as a consultant and an employee.  During 

this time, I have worked extensively with OEMs, casinos, casino gaming regulators 

and agencies worldwide, including the Nevada Gaming Control Board.  I am also 

the co-author of two books that relate to the casino gaming industry – Slot 

Machine Mania and Video Poker Mania – which are still in publication twenty 

years after they were first published.  Additionally, I have been interviewed for 

numerous magazines, radio programs and television shows regarding gaming 

machines and the casino industry, including appearances on Secrets Revealed (a 

documentary on The Learning Channel) and High Rollers (a documentary on the 

Discovery Channel).  Throughout my career, I have kept up to date with the latest 
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developments in the casino industry by subscribing to casino-related trade 

publications and attending casino gaming shows.  In addition, I am a named 

inventor on six United States patents related to casino gaming systems (i.e., 

cashless and progressive gaming systems). 

13. I have been retained as an expert in various cases and, as expert for 

Japan Cash Machine (JCM) v Mars Electronics Inc (MEI) Nevada 2:05-CV-

01433-RCJ (RJJ), was qualified as an expert in the Hardware and Software Design 

and Development of Gaming Machines and Gaming Systems. Including; Player 

Tracking Systems, Cashless Systems, Progressive Systems and Promotional 

Systems. 

14. I have been retained by Petitioners and am submitting this declaration 

to offer my independent expert opinion concerning certain issues raised in the 

petition for inter partes review (“Petition”).  My compensation is not based on the 

substance of the opinions rendered here.  As part of my work in connection with 

this matter, I have studied U.S. Patent No. 8,454,432 (“the ‘432 patent”), including 

the respective written descriptions, figures, claims, in addition to the original file 

history and U.S. Patent Nos. 5,816,918 (“the ‘918 patent”) and 6,007,426 (“the 

‘426 patent”). Moreover, I have reviewed the Petition for Inter Partes Review of 

the ‘432 patent and also considered the following references: 

Petitioners Ex. 1007 Page 6



 7 

• U.S. Patent No. 8,454,432 to Matthew F. Kelly, et al. (“the ‘432 

Patent”) entitled, “Method for Providing Network Gaming 

System,” filed on December 9, 2011, and issued on June 4, 

2013 [Exhibit 1001] 

 

• U.S. Patent No. 5,618,232 to Martin (“Martin”) entitled, “Dual 

Mode Gaming Device Methods and Systems,” filed on March 

23, 1995, and issued on April 8, 1997 [Exhibit 1002] 

 

• U.S. Patent No. 5,539,450 to Handelman (“Handelman”) 

entitled, “Methods and Systems for Providing Additional 

Service Application in Pay Television,” filed on June 21, 1993, 

and issued on July 23, 1996 [Exhibit 1003] 

 

• U.S. Patent No. 5,811,772 to Lucero (“Lucero”) entitled, 

“Gaming Machine System Operable with General Purpose 

Charge Cards,” filed on September 20, 1996, and issued on 

September 22, 1998 [Exhibit 1004] 
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• U.S. Patent No. 6,036,601 to Heckel (“Heckel”) entitled, 

“Method for Advertising Over a Computer Network Utilizing 

Virtual Environments of Games,” filed February 24, 1999 and 

issued on March 14, 2000 [Exhibit 1006] 

 

• U.S. Appln. Ser. No. 08/628,490 to Kelly et al. (“Kelly ‘490”), 

entitled “Redemption Game for Awarding Specific Prized, and 

filed on April 5, 1996 [Exhibit 1005] 

 

• U.S. Patent No. 5,816,918 to Kelly, et al. (“the ‘918 Patent”), 

entitled, Prize Redemption System for Games, filed on 

November 14, 1996 and issued on October 6, 1998 [Exhibit 

1009] 

 

• U.S. Patent No. 6,007,426 to Kelly, et al. (“the ‘426 Patent”), 

entitled “Skill Based Prize Games for Wide Area Networks,” 

filed on March 17, 1998 and issued on December 28, 1999 

[Exhibit 1010] 

 

 

Petitioners Ex. 1007 Page 8



 9 

II. OPINION 

A. Level of a Person Having Ordinary Skill in the Art 

15. In determining the characteristics of a hypothetical person of ordinary 

skill in the art of the ‘432 Patent at the time of the claimed invention, I considered 

several factors, including the type of problems encountered in the art, the solutions 

to those problems, the rapidity with which innovations are made in the field, the 

sophistication of the technology, and the education level of active workers in the 

field.  I also placed myself back in the time frame of the claimed invention, and 

considered the students who I had taught and with whom I had worked at that 

time.  In my opinion, a person of ordinary skill in the art would be a person having 

a bachelor’s degree in computer science or computer engineering, or in a related 

field, with 2-4 years of experience in designing or developing network-based user-

interactive systems.  Experience and technical training may substitute for 

educational requirements, while advanced degrees may substitute for experience. 

16. Based on my education, training, and professional experience in the 

field of the claimed invention, I am familiar with the level and abilities of a person 

of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the claimed invention.  Additionally, I was 

a person having ordinary skill in the art as of the filing date of the ‘432 Patent. 
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III. BACKGROUND OF THE TECHNOLOGY 

A. Background Regarding Player Tracking and Slot Accounting 
Systems  

17. Gaming machines were first connected online to a central computer 

system in January 1975, when Gamex Industries revealed its online Slot 

Accounting and Security System at the London AMOA show.  The system was 

subsequently installed in Caesars Palace Las Vegas.  The communication network 

was modeled after Gamex’s Table Game Accounting System that was at the time 

operational in the Caribe Hilton in San Juan Puerto Rico.  Each gaming machine 

had a unique address and was polled by the central computer system using a series 

of multiplexers throughout the casino.  The gaming machine would return a serial 

data stream of accounting and security data.  (Appendices B-F) 

18. In response to Gamex’s development, Bally Mfg. developed its first 

Slot Data System (SDS) and installed it in the Las Vegas Hilton in the late 1970’s. 

This system had a central computer system monitoring individual signals from the 

gaming machines on the casino floor. 

19. In the early 1980’s, I worked on designing and developing online slot 

accounting and security systems for various companies, including Mills-Jennings, 

a company that had contracts to develop systems for Steve Wynn/Golden Nugget 

and Harrah’s Casino.  The Golden Nugget system was to provide a complete 

accounting system that would eliminate the need to count the coins collected from 
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the gaming machines.  The Harrah’s contract was to complete development on 

their in-house developed slot machine and to provide an online slot accounting 

system to go along with them.  Both of these casinos ultimately canceled 

development of these projects in light of economic conditions.  Additionally, 

similar systems had limited success in the market because they did not directly 

produce revenue for the casino and the revenue savings provided by those systems 

– primarily resulting from minimizing or eliminating accounting and security 

losses – were not seen to be sufficient to justify the cost of the systems. 

20. In 1984, Electronic Data Technologies (EDT), a subsidiary of IGT, 

developed and installed the first casino-wide online Player Tracking and Slot 

Accounting System.  By 1996, that EDT system, which was originally called the 

EDT Action System and was later renamed the SMART System, was installed in 

over 150 locations worldwide.  This represented a larger installation base than that 

of all competing systems combined.  The EDT system became the model for most 

subsequent systems, including those from Bally, Casino Data Systems (CDS) and 

Grips.  

21. The Player Tracking concept is simply to award bonuses to players for 

their play.  Typically, a player would enroll in a Player’s Club at a casino-run 

booth.  Upon enrolling, the player typically would receive a player identification 

card.  Then, whenever the player inserted his card into a card reader attached to the 
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gaming machine, he would be greeted with a message and an updated player 

account balance reflecting the bonus points in the player’s account.  During 

gaming machine play, the player might receive ‘y’ bonus points for every ‘x’ coins 

played.  These bonus points are tracked by the system, and the player could redeem 

them for merchandise, cash, comps (complementary meals, room, shows, etc.) or 

other items the casino desires to make available.  (Slot Machine Mania 1988, 

pp186-188; Video Poker Mania 1991, pp120-121)   

22. The basic flow of information from a player tracking unit in a gaming 

machine to a player tracking system is as follows:  Upon insertion of the player 

identification card into the card reader of a player tracking unit installed in a 

gaming machine, a message is sent to the host system to retrieve the player’s 

account information.  The account information is looked up in the system’s 

database using the account number from the card.  The player’s account balance, 

name, and any other necessary data is then sent back from the host computer/server 

to the player tracking unit in the gaming machine.  While the player’s card remains 

inserted, all of the player’s play activity is tracked by the system.  While the player 

is playing, periodic play activity messages are sent to the host to update real-time 

displays and to provide a backup in case of equipment failures.  When the player 

removes his card, his play activity information is sent to the host, where the system 

updates the player’s account balance.   
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23. Every gaming machine in a player tracking or slot accounting system 

has a unique address associated with it.  That unique address code enables the host 

computer or server in the system to transmit information to and receive 

information from the gaming machine and to track gaming machine accounting 

information.  Casinos often provide different bonuses to players playing selected 

subsets of gaming machines on the casino floor.  Those subsets of gaming 

machines are typically selected according to certain code groups based upon 

criteria such as denomination (e.g., $.05, .25, $1, etc), machine type (e.g., slot, 

poker, reels, video), manufacturer, and location on the floor.  Each group has its 

own bonus conversion rate to allow incentives for players to play the machines in 

that group.  For example nickel machines may award 1 bonus point for every 20 

coins played and/or won, while new dollar video games just placed on the floor 

may award 2 bonus points for each dollar played.  These machine groups and the 

bonus conversions assigned to those groups are configured and updated at a host 

workstation and stored in the database.   

24. The system also included an additional table for comps.  This table was 

based upon earning ‘x’ dollars for ‘y’ dollars in play.  This table was configured by 

groups like the bonus table however, it was tracked separately.  The value in this 

field was frequently used by casinos to determine if a player had played enough to 

earn certain comps or even to provide a cash award back to the player.  
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25. The EDT system described above included various hardware 

components, including Slot Machine Interface Boards (SMIBs), Data Collection 

Units (DCUs), a Front End Controller (FEC), a File Server/Transaction Processor, 

and a series of computer workstations on a token-ring network.  Those computer 

workstations were designed to handle various tasks, such as administration, 

accounting, player enrollment, player redemptions, jackpots/hopper fills, slot 

maintenance, marketing and promotions, coin scale interface, and security.   

26. The SMIB is a microprocessor-based device including erasable 

programmable read-only memory (EPROM) and random access memory (RAM), 

along with an alpha-numeric display for messages, a card reader for reading a 

player identification card, several lights and buttons to facilitate player interaction 

with the system, an interface board to provide signal conditioning for the 

connections to the gaming machine, and a serial interface to the DCU.  The SMIB 

monitored the following signals from the gaming machine: coin in, coin out, coin 

to drop, jackpots, handle pulls, slot door, drop door, and tilt/blackout.  This 

allowed the SMIB to monitor the gaming machine and report accounting and 

security information to the central system.  Additionally, the SMIB provided the 

system interface to the player via the card reader and display. 

27. The DCU is a microprocessor-based store and forward device.  Each 

DCU continuously polls the SMIBs to which it is connected (up to 32 per DCU) 
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for accounting, security, and player tracking transaction information, and forwards 

that information to the FEC of the host computer system.  The DCU also stores 

configuration data from the host computer system and forwards it to the SMIBs.  

Additionally, the DCU sends player tracking transaction response information 

from the host computer system to the SMIBs. 

28. The FEC is a computer workstation on the host system network.  The 

FEC’s primary function is to handle communications with the DCUs and SMIBs 

and the Host System.  This included downloading configuration data, polling the 

DCUs, and responding to the messages received from the floor.  Some messages, 

such as a message indicating card insertion, were handled directly by the FEC, 

while others, such as card removal messages and accounting updates, were sent to 

the transaction processor.  

29. The Host System consists of several file servers and workstations on a 

token-ring network.  All workstations were configured to operate and download 

their programs over the network, and the host system transactions were 

client/server based.  This allowed all workstations to be used for any process based 

upon its login and password. 

30. The host workstations are user input devices that allow casino 

personnel to access, configure, and monitor the data in the system.  The basic 

functions of the host workstations include: 
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a. Club Functions – functions include player enrollment, account 

establishment, card issue, bonus point redemption, and account adjustments. 

b. Marketing – functions include bonus and comp table setup, promotion 

tracking, player activity reports, mailings, player group setup and tracking, 

temporary card setup, Hot Player Monitor, and Active Player Monitor. 

c. Slot Accounting – functions include gaming machine address setup, 

gaming machine performance reports, coin scale interface, bill counter interface, 

and drop reconciliation. 

d. Jackpot/Fills – functions include process requests for hand pay 

jackpots and hopper fills. 

e. Maintenance – functions include maintenance monitoring and repair 

tracking. 

f. Security – functions include security monitoring for slot machine and 

drop doors and jackpots. 

 
31. Other features of player tracking systems included real time 

monitoring displays for Hot Players, Active Players, Jackpots and Fills.  Hot 

Players were patrons playing ‘x’ dollars within ‘y’ minutes on a gaming machine 

without using a player tracking card.  The casino would select subsets of gaming 

machines and assign the rates of play to each group.  This data was sent to the 

SMIBs where it would be used to generate a message if the predetermined 
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condition was met.  Active Players were players using their cards in the machine, 

these player were displayed in different colors based upon their total play history. 

B. Background Regarding Bonusing, Promotions, and Cashless 
Gaming  

32. By 1989 and 1990, most major casinos had player tracking systems.  

Every system provider and casino was looking for ways to differentiate itself from 

the competition.  Automating existing promotions provided one way to do so, and 

some casinos (e.g., Sands Atlantic City, Hilton Hotels Nevada, MGM Las Vegas, 

Harrah’s Entertainment) developed their own system for this purpose.  Among the 

promotions known at that time were bus promotions, double jackpot time, double 

bonus point time, cash back, and cashless gaming.  “One casino even modified its 

system to give players of regular slot machines extra payouts if they are using their 

club card.”  (Video Poker Mania, 1991, p122). 

33. Bus Promotions have long been part of Nevada and Atlantic City 

casino marketing campaigns.  In such a promotion, a group of people would travel 

by bus to the casino, and upon exiting the bus, each player would be given a roll of 

quarters and a coupon for a free buffet at the casino.  The goal of the promotion 

was to encourage the players to wager the coins provided on the gaming machines 

on the casino’s floor, and the casino hoped that the players would ultimately wager 

some of their own money as well.  However, there was no way to ensure that the 

patrons acted accordingly, and many just kept the money and ate the free meal.  As 
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described above, automated player tracking systems allowed the casino to give 

these patrons a player identification card to use when playing the machines.  This 

allowed the casino to track the activity of the players in the group, in order to 

determine who should be invited back.   

34. The next request was to have the money put on the player tracking card 

and loaded directly onto the gaming machine vs. giving the player cash.  EDT’s 

Instant Keno was the first truly online cashless gaming system.  The system was 

installed in the 4 Queens Hotel in Las Vegas NV during 1990. This system allowed 

a player to deposit cash on account and then play the Instant Keno game machines 

using these funds with the provided ID card. Winnings were credited to the central 

account. (U.S. Patent No. 5,326,104 to Crevelt) (Appendices G-I) 

35. Double Jackpot Time has been a downtown Las Vegas staple since the 

early 1970’s.  In such a promotion, the casino would announce “Its Double Jackpot 

Time” and would announce how long the promotion would last.  During the 

duration of the promotion, whenever a player won a jackpot on a machine, the 

casino would pay the player cash to double the amount of the jackpot awarded on 

the gaming machine.  By way of example, the Pioneer Club in downtown Las 

Vegas had every machine tied into a large board that would display the machine 

number whenever a jackpot was won. 
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36. Double Bonus Point Time was a player tracking bonus point equivalent 

of the long standing Double Jackpot Time promotion.  The Double Bonus Point 

Time feature allowed the casino to select groups of machines for which player 

tracking bonus points accrued for game play would be multiplied by a factor of 2 

or some other value for a specified period of time.  This promotion was designed to 

provide an incentive for players to play certain machines (e.g., dollar video slot 

machines) and/or to play at certain hours (e.g., 2-3 AM).  Initially the start and stop 

commands were issued at a host computer workstation and later these were 

programmed to occur on a schedule. 

37. A cashback promotion permitted the player to convert bonus points 

into credits to be wagered on a gaming machine.   

38. Cashless gaming systems permitted players to transfer credits between 

a gaming machine and an account on a host computer system so that the player 

could play gaming machines in a casino without carrying currency and coins from 

game to game.   

39. Cashback and Cashless systems were initially a challenge to 

implement in the early 1990’s because gaming machines were not configured with 

serial communication ports.  As a result, the only method to get credits on and off a 

gaming machine without actually inserting coins or cashing coins out of the 

machine was to effectively “trick” the machine using the coin in and coin out 
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signals.  Because these early – and rather crude – cashless systems replicated the 

electrical signals that accompanied coin in and coin out, the gaming machines 

operated as if they were being played with coins.  The first implementation of the 

Sands Cash system operated in this manner.   Similarly, a company by the name of 

Seven’s Unlimited produced a line of bill acceptors to be used in gaming machines 

that used this same method for cashless play.   (Slot Machine Mania 1988, pp225-

226) 

40. One problem with online systems in the early 1990’s resulted from the 

variety of different meters involved.  More specifically, those systems maintained 

one set of accounting meters, while each gaming machine contained its own sets of 

mechanical meters and internal electronic meters.  These meters had to be 

physically read, recorded, and reconciled for accounting purposes.  The 

development and use of a serial number chip in the gaming machine harness 

allowed data from the various meters to be read and sent to the host along with the 

gaming machine accounting data.  Once the unique serial number for each gaming 

machine was added to the system database, as discussed above, the system could 

track if a particular gaming machine was moved and associate and reconcile the 

accounting data related to that machine.  This greatly simplified the process and 

eliminated the problems discussed above related to multiple meters. 
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41. In response to these needs, gaming machine manufacturers started 

producing machines with serial communication ports in the early 1990’s.  

However, each manufacturer had its own protocol.  For example, Bally developed 

its proprietary Complex Serial and Simple Serial protocols to be used in Bally 

games.  IGT developed its proprietary SAS protocol to be used in IGT games.  

CDS and WMS Gaming also developed similar proprietary protocols to be used in 

their own games.  These protocols allowed the system to read the electronic meters 

directly from the gaming machine and use them for accounting, thereby 

eliminating the reconciliation process.  Eventually, the commands necessary to 

transfer credits on and off the gaming machines – commands that were necessary 

for cashless gaming features – were included in these protocols. (U.S. Patent Nos. 

5,371,345 and 5,470,079 to LeStrange) 

42. In approximately 1993, the Sands Casino in Atlantic City developed its 

own player tracking system that included a feature called Action Cash.  The Sands 

Action Cash system allowed a patron to put money on account in the system and 

then transfer the funds from the account to the gaming machine for play.  After 

playing a gaming machine, the player could transfer any funds left on the credit 

meter, along with any winnings from game play, back to his player account.  The 

player could also cash these “player owned” funds out of the gaming machine’s 

coin hopper if the hopper had the necessary capacity for the disbursement.  Further 
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still, the system included “Action Cash” — promotional funds from the casino that 

the casino could deposit into the players account.  These promotional funds were 

“non-cashable,” because they could be transferred to and from the gaming machine 

using the system, but they could not be cashed out at the machine.  Since these 

non-cashable promotional funds had to be wagered on the gaming machines, this 

system provided a solution to the well-known bus promotion problem described 

above (in which casino guests would take the rolls of quarters given to them by the 

casino but would not wager that money on the casino’s gaming machines). In 

addition, this system provided casinos with opportunities to craft new promotions 

with the assurance that the promotional credits given to players would be wagered 

on that casino’s machines.   

43. When the MGM casino opened in Las Vegas in 1993, it used a player 

tracking system developed in-house.  Its casino floor also included approximately 

400 coinless gaming machines.  These gaming machines had no coin handling 

capabilities whatsoever.  Instead, they relied upon bill acceptors to put money on 

the machine and printed bar coded tickets to cash out any credits left on the 

machine.  These tickets could be taken to a cashier to be redeemed for cash, or they 

could be inserted into another gaming machine to play.  Because this cashless 

system was ahead of its time, it was never really accepted by players, and the 

gaming machines were later converted back to regular coin play.   
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44. In 1994, Caesars Palace Las Vegas and IGT jointly developed and 

installed an online cashless system called “Request.”  The Request system allowed 

a player to open an account at the cage, where he would receive an ATM-style 

card.  The player was then able to go to a gaming machine transfer funds from his 

account to the gaming machine using his Request card.  Once the funds were 

transferred to the gaming machine, the player could then wager those funds and 

play.  Upon completion of play, the player could then transfer the credits on the 

gaming machine back to his player account.  The Request system therefore enabled 

players, especially in the high limit area, to move between gaming machines 

without having to worry about exchanging tokens.  (Crevelt U.S. Patent Nos. 

5,902,983; 6,347,738; 6,547,131) 

45. The Request system at Caesars Palace communicated with the gaming 

machine using the IGT SAS 3.x protocol.  The system was designed to enable a 

player to use his bank ATM card to transfer funds to the gaming machine.  

Because those funds belonged to the player from the outset (as compared to 

promotional funds given to the player by the casino), the player was permitted to 

cash them out at will from the gaming machine hopper.  Funds of this type that can 

be cashed out at the player’s election are known as “cashable credits.”   

46. The Request system also used non-cashable credits – credits that could 

only be transferred to and from the players’ account on the system.  Since the 
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initial installations at Caesars Palace were in the ‘High Limit Slots’ area, where 

$100 and $500 dollar machines are located, the casino required that the credits be 

non-cashable credits to prevent a player from laundering money or circumventing 

the federal currency reporting requirements by, for example, depositing cash at the 

cage and then withdrawing other (laundered) currency from the gaming machines.  

The Request system was also configured to provide the player with promotional 

credits – casino funds deposited into the player’s account as an incentive or award.  

However, once these promotional credits were transferred to the gaming machine, 

they had to be wagered.  These promotional credits could not be cashed out of the 

hopper or transferred back to the player’s account.  

C. Background Regarding the SAS Protocol 

47. With the proliferation of player tracking and slot monitoring systems, 

the casinos desired the ability to extract more information from the gaming 

machine. Additionally, they desired the ability to add and remove credits from the 

gaming machines to provide additional promotions and game play flexibility. 

48. As discussed above, originally, gaming device manufacturers did not 

have serial communication capabilities designed into the gaming devices. This 

required player tracking system developers to “hard wire” signals into the gaming 

device to monitor its activity. The systems had to maintain separate accounting 

meters that had to be manually reconciled with the internal meters of the gaming 
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devices. Additionally, if player tracking systems wanted to add or remove credits 

from the gaming device, it was necessary to interrupt the coin handling signals and 

“fool” the machine into accepting or cashing out credits. 

49. Around 1990, gaming device manufacturers started adding serial 

communication capability to their machines and, to utilize the feature, 

manufacturers developed their own protocols to communicate with the machines. 

Bally’s protocol was called SDS and IGT’s protocol was DLI (Direct Link 

Interface), which was later renamed to SAS (Slot Accounting System). Other 

gaming device and system manufacturers developed their own protocols. However, 

IGT had the largest installed base of gaming machines and player tracking systems, 

with Bally in second.  Their two protocols dominated. 

50. Initially these protocols contained commands to extract the internal 

accounting meters along with expanded exception reporting. These protocols were 

generally licensed to system and gaming manufacturers with non-disclosure 

agreements. This enabled most manufacturers to interface to the most devices and 

systems and to minimize development expenses by primarily supporting SDS and 

SAS. 

51. When the ability to transfer credits on and off the gaming device 

became available, the protocol licenses became more restrictive. The protocols 

were released to gaming device manufacturers for use in the gaming devices only. 
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This was to allow the gaming device to communicate with that manufacturers 

system. However, the protocols were held back for use by other system providers 

to prevent the creation of additional competition. 

52. Casinos and developers became frustrated because each gaming device 

generally had its own communication protocol.  In order for a player tracking 

system to interface with multiple gaming devices of the floor of any particular 

casino, a different set of code had to be written for each manufacturers’ gaming 

device protocol (or whichever protocol it supported).  

53. IGT dominated the installed base of gaming devices in casinos and 

SAS became a de facto standard. A group called GAMMA was formed in the mid 

1990’s with the goal of developing an industry standard protocol. IGT put forth 

SAS to be that standard and over the next several years, GAMMA (eventually 

renamed GSA - “Gaming Standards Association”) and IGT came to an agreement 

that the SAS protocol would become the industry standard. 

D. WIDE AREA NETWORK GAMING SYSTEMS  

54. Wide area networked gaming systems have been around since the late 

1980’s. IGT’s Megabucks was the first system that networked gaming machines in 

multiple casinos around the state of Nevada together to create a large progressive 

jackpot. A central server system was connected via phone lines to a controller in 

each casino. The casino controller was connected to the gaming machines as well 
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as signs and displays. IGT is the primary supplier of these wide area progressive 

systems and they are operating in most gaming jurisdictions around the world.  

55. In the early 1990’s more states were interested in expanding their 

lottery systems. Video lottery was the result. In short the IGT Megabucks style 

system was used as the base. The gaming machines used bill validators to accept 

cash and the hoppers were removed to require a patron to go to a cashier station to 

receive their winnings. 

56. By the mid 1990’s cashless gaming, Internet gaming and downloadable 

gaming functions were developing. Internet gaming was illegal in the US and most 

operations were done offshore. Antigua and the Cook Islands were two locations 

that embraced Internet gaming. Initially Internet gaming used downloaded clients 

to a person’s personal computer to access the network and provide the rich 

graphics desired. All decisions and actual gaming functions were carried out by the 

host to prevent cheating, and the PC was merely a display. Many companies like 

Boss Media produced and ran these sites as early as 1996.  As the browser 

technology advanced with javascript, java, flash, etc., these Internet sites were able 

to operate without the downloaded client for graphics and everything would be 

sent to the browser on demand. 

57. The Gaming industry was very active in creating downloadable 

systems. The first of these included the ability to download new firmware to the 
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machines bill validator and player tracking systems. Since these devices were 

called ‘associated equipment’ to the gaming device the gaming regulators were 

able to approve the controls and procedures necessary for their implementation. 

The concept of downloading the actual gaming machine software was being 

pursued and was demonstrated at the G2E show by the middle of the decade. There 

were many gaming machines at the time that used internal CD-ROMs and similar 

drives to hold the actual game software, so moving to a downloadable version was 

not a technological leap. It, however, took regulators and manufacturers longer to 

agree on safeguards and controls before these could make it to market. 

IV. PRIORITY 

58. I understand that the “priority date” of a patent is typically the date on 

which the application is filed.  I understand, however, that the claims of a patent 

may be entitled to an earlier priority date than the filing date of the application if 

the patent makes a priority claim (e.g., as a continuation or continuation-in-part) to 

an earlier application and the subject matter of the patent was adequately disclosed 

in the earlier application within the line of priority and all intervening applications.  

I understand the subject matter was adequately disclosed if it would satisfy the 

written description requirement of 35 U.S.C. § 112, ¶ 1, described below. 

59. The written description requirement of 35 U.S.C. § 112, ¶ 1 provides 

that the patent specification must convey with reasonable clarity to one of ordinary 
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skill in the art that the inventor was in possession of the claimed invention as of the 

filing date of the application leading to issuance of the patent1. 

60. Possession is shown by describing the invention with all of its 

limitations using such descriptive means as words, structures, figures, diagrams, 

formulas, etc., that fully set forth the claimed invention. 

61. In order for a patent claim to satisfy the written description 

requirement, the specification must convey with reasonable clarity to one of 

ordinary skill in the art that the patentee invented what was claimed in the claim. 

62. The written description requirement mandates that an inventor provide 

enough detail in the patent application to show that, at the time of filing the patent 

application, the inventor actually had in mind what is later purported to be the 

invention, from the perspective of one of ordinary skill in the art at the time. 

63. The purpose of the written description requirement of 35 U.S.C. § 112, 

¶ 1 is to ensure that the claims of the invention do not overreach the scope of the 

inventor’s contribution to the field as set forth in the patent specification. As such, 

the written description requirement of 35 U.S.C. § 112, ¶ 1 requires that the claims 

of a patent can be no broader than the supporting disclosure set forth in the 

specification. 

                                                
1 A patent specification “shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner 
and process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any 
person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make, 
and use the same. . . .”  35 U.S.C. § 112, ¶ 1. 
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64. The level of detail required to satisfy the written description 

requirement varies depending on the nature and scope of the claims and on the 

complexity and predictability of the relevant technology.  For generic claims, a 

number of factors can be utilized for evaluating the adequacy of the disclosure, 

including the existing knowledge in the particular field, the extent and content of 

the prior art, the maturity of the science or technology, and the predictability of the 

aspect at issue. 

65. The written description analysis is governed by a comparison between 

the claims of the invention and the disclosures set forth in the specification.     

66. I was asked to consider the ‘432 patent’s Fig. 9 and the accompanying 

disclosure at 11:14-25 and 12:3-64 relating to a prize database server receiving 

various identification codes, including a user identification code, and upon receipt 

of those codes, downloading and executing on the game apparatus an installer.  

Specifically, I was asked to consider whether this disclosure appears in or is 

supported by U.S. Patent Nos. 5,816,918 or 6,007,426, to which I understand the 

‘432 patent claims priority. 

67. Looking to the ‘918 and ‘426 patents, I do not see any disclosure in 

either of those patents that corresponds to or provides support for the disclosure in 

the ‘432 patent at 11:14-25 or 12:3-64.  Instead, the disclosures at Fig. 9 and 

11:14-25 and 12:3-64 are brand new, as compared to the ‘918 and ‘426 patents, 
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and would have been understood to be brand new by a person of ordinary skill in 

the art. 

68. The only disclosures in the ‘918 and ‘426 patents relating to receiving 

information identifying a user is where a player “input[s] some form of 

identification to access certain features of the game unit 10, such as to access a 

credit account storing previously-accumulated prize credits, a tournament, prizes to 

be sent to the player’s address, etc.” Ex. 1009, ‘918 Patent at 22:3-7, 21:31-42.  

But none of these disclosures pertain to transmitting an installer or other software 

to the game apparatus from the server in response to a request containing 

information identifying a user. 

69. The ‘918 and ‘426 patents do describe a game unit downloading a 

game that has been selected. Ex. 1009, ‘918 Patent at 16:60-63.  However, to one 

of ordinary skill in the art, this disclosure teaches that a server transmits a selected 

game to a game unit in response to receiving a request identifying a game unit, not 

a user.  This is an important difference.  To a skilled artisan in the field at the time, 

it would be typical and expected for a central server to receive a request identifying 

a game machine and, in response, transmit game client software to the game 

machine, such as for loading a new game to networked game machines.   

70. One of ordinary skill in the art would not understand the ‘918 and ‘426 

patents to be describing transmitting any game client software to a game machine 
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in response to receiving any request containing information identifying a user.  Nor 

do the ‘918 and ‘426 patents reasonably suggest to a person of ordinary skill in the 

art that the inventors were in possession of such a feature as an aspect of their 

invention at the time of filing of those patents.  

71. Therefore, in my opinion, a person of ordinary skill in the art would 

not have understood from the disclosures of the ‘918 or ‘426 patents that the 

inventors of the ‘432 patent were in possession of an invention that included 

“transmitting a game client software” in response to a request identifying a user at 

the time of filing of the ‘918 and ‘426 patents. 

V. INVALIDITY UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 103 

A. Legal Framework 

72. I understand that, under 35 U.S.C. §102(b), a U.S. or foreign patent 

qualifies as prior art to an asserted patent if the date of issuance of the patent is 

more than one year before the earliest effective filing date of the asserted patent.2  I 

further understand that a printed publication, such as an article published in a 

magazine or trade publication, constitutes prior art to an asserted patent if the 

publication occurs more than one year before the earliest effective filing date of the 

asserted patent. 

                                                
2 Title 35, section 102(b) of the United States Code providers: “A person shall be entitled to a 
patent unless (b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a 
foreign country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of 
the application for patent in the United States.” 
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73. I understand that, under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e), a U.S. patent qualifies as 

prior art to the asserted patent if the application for that patent was filed in the 

United States before the invention of the asserted patent.3 

74. I understand that documents and materials that qualify as prior art can 

be used to invalidate a patent claim as anticipated (35 U.S.C. § 102) or as obvious 

(35 U.S.C. § 103). 

i. Anticipation 

75. I understand that a patent is only valid when the invention claimed in 

the patent is new, useful, and non-obvious in light of the “prior art.”  Prior art is 

generally the state of technology in the relevant field at the time of the invention 

and includes such documentary materials as patents and publications, as well as 

evidence of actual uses or sales of a technology within the United States.  

Categories of prior art include: (1) anything that was publicly known or used in the 

United States by someone other than the inventor before the inventor made his 

invention; (2) anything that was in public use or on sale in the United States more 

than one year before the application for the patent was filed by the inventor; (3) 

                                                
3 Title 35, section 102(e) of the United States Code provides: “A person shall be entitled to a 
patent unless (e) the invention was described in - (1) an application for patent, published under 
section 122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for 
patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States 
before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed 
under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for the purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application 
designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English 
language.”  
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anything that was patented or described in a printed publication anywhere in the 

world before the inventor made his invention; (4) anything that was patented or 

described in a printed publication anywhere in the world more than one year before 

the inventor filed the application for the patent; (5) anything that was invented by 

another person in this country before the inventor made his invention so long as the 

other person did not abandon, suppress, or conceal his prior invention; and (6) 

anything that was described in a patent that issued from a patent application filed 

in the United States or certain foreign countries before the inventor made his 

invention. 

76. I understand that a person cannot obtain a patent on an invention if 

someone else has already made the same invention.  If an invention is not new, 

then the invention has been “anticipated” by the prior art. 

77. I understand that the implicit or inherent disclosures of a prior art 

reference may anticipate the claimed invention.  Therefore, a claim is “anticipated” 

by the prior art if each and every limitation of the claim is found, either expressly 

or inherently, in a single item of prior art. 

78. I also understand that a single prior art reference may incorporate by 

reference disclosures from other prior art references and still be considered a single 

reference.  But to incorporate matter by reference, a host document must contain 

language clearly identifying the subject matter which is incorporated and where it 
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is to be found and a mere reference to another application, or patent, or publication 

is not an incorporation of anything therein.  That is, the host document must 

identify with detailed particularity what specific material it incorporates and 

clearly indicate where that material is found in the various documents. 

ii. Obviousness 

79. I understand that a person cannot obtain a patent on an invention if his 

invention would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 

time the invention was made. A conclusion of obviousness may be founded upon 

more than a single item of prior art.  In determining whether prior art references 

render a claim obvious, courts consider the following factors: (1) the scope and 

content of the prior art, (2) the differences between the prior art and the claims at 

issue, (3) the level of skill in the pertinent art, and (4) secondary considerations of 

non-obviousness. In addition, the obviousness inquiry should not be done in 

hindsight. Instead, the obviousness inquiry should be done through the eyes of one 

of skill in the relevant art at the time the patent was filed. 

80. I may consider the scope and content of the prior art including the fact 

that one of skill in the art would regularly look to the disclosures in patents, trade 

publications, journal articles, industry standards, requests for comment published 

by standard setting organizations, and materials from industry conferences.  I 

believe that all of the references that my opinions are based upon are well within 
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the range of references a person of ordinary skill in the art would consult to address 

the type of problems described in the Challenged Claims. 

81. I understand that the United States Supreme Court revised the standard 

for determining whether a patent is obvious in 2007.  Specifically, I understand 

that the existence of an explicit teaching, suggestion, or motivation to combine 

known elements of the prior art is a sufficient, but no longer necessary, condition 

to a finding of obviousness.  Thus, the teaching-suggestion-motivation test is not to 

be applied rigidly in an obviousness analysis.  Therefore, in determining whether 

the subject matter of a patent claim is obvious, neither the particular motivation nor 

the avowed purpose of the patentee controls.  Instead, the important consideration 

is the objective reach of the claim.  In other words, if the claim extends to what is 

obvious, then the claim is invalid.  I further understand the obviousness analysis 

often necessitates consideration of the interrelated teachings of multiple patents, 

the effects of demands known to the design community or present in the 

marketplace, and the background knowledge possessed by a person having 

ordinary skill in the art.  All of these issues may be considered to determine 

whether there was an apparent reason to combine the known elements in the 

fashion claimed by the patent. 

82. I also understand that in conducting an obviousness analysis, a precise 

teaching directed to the specific subject matter of the challenged claim need not be 
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sought out because it is appropriate to take account of the inferences and creative 

steps that a person of ordinary skill in the art would employ.  I understand that the 

prior art considered can be directed to any need or problem known in the field of 

endeavor at the time of invention and can provide a reason for combining the 

elements of the prior art in the manner claimed.  In other words, the prior art need 

not be directed towards solving the same specific problem as the problem 

addressed by the patent.  Further, the individual prior art references themselves 

need not all be directed towards solving the same problem.  Under the revised 

standard, common sense is important and should be considered.  Common sense 

teaches that familiar items may have obvious uses beyond their primary purposes. 

83. I also understand that the fact that a particular combination of prior art 

elements was “obvious to try” may indicate that the combination was obvious even 

if no one attempted the combination.  If the combination was obvious to try 

(regardless of whether it was actually tried) or leads to anticipated success, then it 

is likely the result of ordinary skill and common sense rather than innovation.  I 

further understand that in many fields it may be that there is little discussion of 

obvious techniques or combinations, and it often may be the case that market 

demand, rather than scientific literature or knowledge, will drive the design.  I 

understand that a combination must do more than yield predictable results to be 

non-obvious. 
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84. Because the claims must be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 

art at the time of the invention, I understand that the factors to consider in 

determining the level of ordinary skill in the art include (1) the educational level 

and experience of people working in the field at the time the invention was made, 

(2) the types of problems faced in the art and the solutions found to those 

problems, and (3) the sophistication of the technology in the field. 

85. I understand that at least the following rationales may support a finding 

of obviousness:  

• Combining prior art elements according to known methods to yield 
predictable results; 

• Simple substitution of one known element for another to obtain 
predictable results; 

• Use of a known technique to improve similar devices (methods, or 
products) in the same way; 

• Applying a known technique to a known device (method, or product) 
ready for improvement to yield predictable results; 

• “Obvious to try”—choosing from a finite number of identified, 
predictable solutions, with a reasonable expectation of success; 

• A predictable variation of work in the same or a different field of 
endeavor, which a person of ordinary skill would be able to 
implement; 

• If, at the time of the alleged invention, there existed a known problem 
for which there was an obvious solution encompassed by the patent’s 
claims; 

• Known work in one field of endeavor may prompt variations of it for 
use in either the same field or a different one based on design 
incentives or other market forces if the variations would have been 
predictable to one of ordinary skill in the art; and/or 

• Some teaching, suggestion, or motivation in the prior art that would 
have led one of ordinary skill to modify the prior-art reference or to 
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combine prior-art reference teachings to arrive at the claimed 
invention. 

 

86. I understand that even if a prima facie case of obviousness is 

established, the final determination of obviousness must also consider "secondary 

considerations" if presented. In most instances, the patentee raises these secondary 

considerations of non-obviousness. In that context, the patentee argues an 

invention would not have been obvious in view of these considerations, which 

include: (a) commercial success of a product due to the merits of the claimed 

invention; (b) a long-felt, but unsatisfied need for the invention; (c) failure of 

others to find the solution provided by the claimed invention; (d) deliberate 

copying of the invention by others; (e) unexpected results achieved by the 

invention; (f) praise of the invention by others skilled in the art; (g) lack of 

independent simultaneous invention within a comparatively short space of time; 

(h) teaching away from the invention in the prior art. 

87. I further understand that secondary considerations evidence is only 

relevant if the offering party establishes a connection, or nexus, between the 

evidence and the claimed invention. The nexus cannot be to prior art features. The 

establishment of a nexus is a question of fact. 
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B. Martin 

88. I was asked to consider a few discrete issues with respect to Martin.  I 

provide my opinions below. 

89. First, I was asked to consider whether the system controller in Martin 

(see, e.g., Martin, at 3:66-4:30, 2:3-9, 5:45-49; Fig. 1) would be considered a 

“server” to one of skill in the art as that term is used in claim 1.  It is my opinion, 

as one of skill in the art, that the system controller of Martin is a “server.” 

90. A person of ordinary skill in the art would understand the broadest 

reasonable meaning of “server” to include at least any computer, system, or 

program that performs centralized functions or manages centralized resources and 

responds to and serves the requests of another program, such as a client. 

91. Martin describes gaming machines that communicate with a system 

controller that can be located remotely, to perform various functions. The 

communications are two-way.  Ex. 1002, Martin at 5:45-49.  One such function is 

that the scoring circuitry of each gaming machine communicates with the account 

balance register “in accordance with the success or lack of success of the player” 

and increments or decrements the account balance register accordingly.  Ex. 1002, 

Martin at 3:66-4:13.  Another function that the system controller provides on 

behalf of each gaming machine, via the account balance register, is that it controls 

payouts of the gaming machines, whether by credit, cash or tokens. Ex. 1002, 
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Martin at 4:42-53.  Another function that the communications capability provides 

is that players on the gaming machines are able to request an online catalog or 

menu from the system controller. Ex. 1002, Martin at 5:49-62.  The central system 

controller performs these functions for “a plurality of electronic game machines” in 

communication with the central system controller.  Ex. 1002, Martin at 11:49-66; 

12:46-60.  

92. Thus, because the system controller performs certain functions at the 

request of or on behalf of the gaming machines, such as maintaining an account 

balance and receiving orders for drinks, it is my opinion that Martin discloses a 

“server” as required by claim 1, within the broadest reasonable meaning of that 

term as described above. 

93. I was also asked to consider whether Martin discloses a “database 

server” as required by claim 4. According to Martin, the system controller includes 

an “account balance register” that is connected with the scoring circuitry of the 

gaming machine to increase or decrease the account balance.  The system 

controller also provides an online catalog or menu of items such as drinks, food, or 

merchandise that can be ordered by players.  Thus, it is my understanding that an 

account balance register would store, organize, and update various data, including, 

for example, data relating to the current value of accounts, available items to order, 

orders placed by players, etc.   
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94. A person of ordinary skill in the art would understand the broadest 

reasonable meaning of “database” to include at least an organized collection of 

data and that a “database server” is a server that provides services related to an 

organized collection of data.  I further note that claim 5, which depends from claim 

4, states that the “database server” and the “server” may be the same. 

95.  Therefore, it is my opinion that it would have been obvious to utilize a 

“database server” as the system controller of Martin as the term is used in claims 4 

and 5 of the ‘432 patent. Further, to the extent that it is found that the system 

controller is not a “server”, it is my opinion that it would have been obvious to one 

of ordinary skill in the art to modify Martin to include a server to perform the same 

functions.  This would have been well within the level of ordinary skill in the art at 

the time and would have had a reasonable expectation of success. 

96. Finally, I was asked to consider whether Martin discloses an 

“application programming interface” as used in claim 7.  An “application 

programming interface” (API) specifies how software modules interact with each 

other. An API specifies how the processes transfer information, the data to be 

transferred, the format of the data, any error checking correction, etc.   APIs have 

been an integral form of programming since the inception of the computer. APIs 

are used by processes within a given machine, between multiple machines in a 
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local network and for wide area networks like the Internet for accessing databases, 

receiving inputs, and sending outputs to and from other computer hardware. 

97. The ‘432 Patent discloses that software components, including, for 

example, “a communicator module,” “a buffer module,” a “game module,” and a 

“modem module” constitute an API. Ex. 1001, ‘432 Patent at 15-24. Additionally, 

as described by the ‘432 Patent, the API executes calls or functions in order to 

communicate necessary information to, for example, a server.  Ex. 1001, ‘432 

Patent at 7:22-8:48. The ‘432 Patent discloses a “beginGame” call where “the 

server is given the number of credits to be played and attempts to debit the player’s 

account.” ‘432 Patent at 7:52-61. The ‘432 Patent also discloses a “getAvailable 

Credits” call that “is used prior to each game as a way of displaying to the player a 

number of credits that are available.” Ex. 1001, ‘432 Patent at 8:23-26.  

98. Martin similarly teaches that a centrally located system operator 

controller can provide account balance information to each player. Ex. 1002, 

Martin at 4:8-12. Martin also discloses that the system operator accepts funds for 

wagering, “where the funds are translated into an account balance.” Martin at 4:27-

29.  Based on these disclosures, it is my opinion that Martin discloses an 

application programming interface that is used to allow the system operator 

controller to perform calculations on behalf of the game machine. 
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C. Handelman 

99. As with Martin, I was asked to consider whether Handelman discloses 

a “server” and a “database server” under the broadest reasonable interpretation of 

those terms as those terms are used in claims 1, 4, 5, and 26. I refer generally to my 

statements above relating to what one of ordinary skill in the art would understand 

to be within the broadest reasonable interpretation of a “server” and “database 

server” in these claims in the context of the ‘432 patent.   

100. Handelman discloses an “accounting apparatus” located on the 

network computer.  Ex. 1003, Handelman at 7:17-33.  The accounting apparatus 

increases or decreases a subscriber’s account depending on the whether the 

subscriber wins or loses the game it plays. Similarly, an accounting apparatus 

increases or decreases the subscriber’s account based on purchases made. 

Handelman at 9:11-20. The amounts are stored in a gaming account register and 

shopping account register, respectively. Handelman at 13:12-59, 20:23-37, Figs. 

10A, 10B, 18.  Handelman also discloses “control circuitry” that administers 

gaming and shopping functionality. Handelman at 7:4, 9:3-4, Figs. 1, 3, 9A-B, 

19A-B. The gaming “control circuitry” provides available game and game options 

to the user for selection, such as providing “betting combinations” for the user to 

select. Handelman at 24:35-43, 23:46-55, 27:23-28:6, Figs. 8, 33. The shopping 

Petitioners Ex. 1007 Page 44



 45 

“control circuitry” provides available products to the user for purchase. Handelman 

at 26:59-27:10, Fig. 18.  

101. The accounting apparatus receives and processes subscriber requests, 

updates account balance registers, organizes data, and generates control messages 

and announcements that are transmitted to game units and subscribers. Handelman 

at 12:31-13:59, 16:4-49, 19:17-20:40, Figs. 10A, 10B, 15A, 15B, 20A, 20B. The 

accounting apparatus does so for all of the subscriber units in the network.  

Handelman at Figs. 5, 6, 7:17-20 (“The accounting apparatus 24 may be operated 

as part of the pay television network accounting system, and may debit and credit, 

losses and winnings as the case may be to the subscribers’ pay television 

accounts.”). According to Handelman, the accounting apparatus “interfaces” with 

the control circuitry for administering financial transactions related to gaming and 

shopping. Handelman at 7:13-17, 9:11-15. The accounting apparatus and control 

circuitry are illustrated as being separate functional components. Handelman at 

Figs. 1, 3. It is my opinion that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 

in the art to modify Handelman to include a single server to perform the functions 

of the accounting apparatus and control circuitry. It is also my opinion that such a 

server implementation would be capable of storing, organizing, and updating data 

relating to the current value of the subscriber’s account and, therefore, would be 

within the broadest reasonable interpretation of a database server. This would have 
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been well within the level of ordinary skill in the art at the time and would have 

had a reasonable expectation of success. 

D. Lucero 

102. I was also asked to consider whether Lucero discloses a “server” and a 

“database server” as those terms are used in claims 4 and 5. I refer generally to my 

statements above relating to what one of ordinary skill in the art would understand 

to be within the broadest reasonable interpretation of a “server” and “database 

server” in these claims in the context of the ‘432 patent. 

103. Lucero describes a network gaming environment where gaming 

devices in the network communicate with an “intermediate processing system” or 

“processing facility,” which in turn communicates with remote financial 

institutions. Ex. 1004, Lucero at 8:33-41, Fig. 6. According to Lucero, the 

intermediate processing system is provided with, for example, a user’s charge card 

account information and processes the information to determine whether the player 

already has an account in the system. If not, the processing system opens an 

account. Lucero at 11:29-38. The intermediate processing system “keeps track of 

the net playing credit as the player plays games of chance” and communicates such 

information to remote financial institutions Lucero at 8:44-46, 6:11-24.  The 

intermediate processing system maintains gaming accounts and subaccounts for 
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players, where “the associated data is stored as a variable length record in a 

computer database.” Lucero at 12:44-50, Fig. 9.  

104. In my opinion, the intermediate processing system of Lucero 

processes, stores, organizes and updates data and, therefore, is within the broadest 

reasonable interpretation of a “database server.”  To the extent that it is found that 

the intermediate processing system or processing facility are not a “server” or 

“database server”, it is my opinion that it would have been obvious to one of 

ordinary skill in the art to modify Lucero to include a server to perform the same 

functions.  This would have been well within the level of ordinary skill in the art at 

the time and would have had a reasonable expectation of success. 

105. I was also asked to consider whether Lucero discloses an “application 

programming interface” as used in claim 7. I refer generally to my statements 

above relating to what one of ordinary skill in the art would understand to be 

within the broadest reasonable interpretation of an “application programming 

interface” in this claim in the context of the ‘432 patent. Similar to the teachings of 

‘432 Patent and as discussed above, Lucero teaches that the intermediate 

processing system maintains subscriber accounts and subaccounts, crediting and 

debiting the account based on the user’s gameplay. Lucero at 5:60-6:24. As such, 

the intermediate processing system performs calculations on behalf of the user’s 

gaming machine. Lucero also discloses that prior to playing a game, the player’s 
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gaming machine obtains a credit balance from the intermediate processing system 

so that it can display the number of credits that are available in the account. Lucero 

at 7:16-21, 9:49-59. Based on these disclosures, it is my opinion that Lucero 

discloses an application programming interface that is used to allow the accounting 

apparatus to perform calculations on behalf of the game machine. 

E. Lucero and Martin 

106. It is my opinion that it would have been obvious to a person having 

ordinary skill in the art to combine the system described in Martin with the 

additional functionalities described by Lucero.  

107. Lucero and Martin both describe systems relating to gaming machines 

that can be used in connection with gambling activities.  Ex. 1002, Martin at 

Abstract; Ex. 1004, Lucero at Abstract.  Lucero and Martin also describe systems 

that involve the use of credit cards to obtain credits for use in the gaming machine 

through contacting a remote location.  Ex. 1002, Martin at Abstract; Ex. 1004, 

Lucero at Abstract. 

108. Lucero describes a system that allows, among other things, a player to 

request credit from the gaming machine that he is sitting at without having to leave 

the machine. Ex. 1004, Lucero at Abstract, 2:14-27, 7:34-48.  Lucero describes 

that a player may use a general purpose credit card, or coins or tokens, to request 

credits to be used in the gaming environment.  Ex. 1004, Lucero at 2:14-27, 2:40-
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54, 4:62-67, 5:7-27. Lucero describes that a player’s account is increased or 

decreased depending on whether he wins or loses the games he chooses to play.  

Ex. 1004, Lucero at 2:54-62, 6:12-22, 7:45-47, 8:17-22.  When a player decides 

that he is finished playing, Lucero describes that a player may select the manner in 

which he cashes in his account, including by electing to receive cash or tokens. Ex. 

1004, at 5:3-6.  The tokens are used to obtain additional credits for playing a 

gaming machine. Ex. 1004, 4:62-67, 9:15-18. 

109. The system in Martin also describes a system by which a player may 

request credits from a remote, central location through the use of a credit card.  Ex. 

1002, Martin at 3:66-4:30.  The player’s “account balance register” is increased or 

decreased depending on the results of playing.  Ex. 1002, Martin at 4:2:3-9, 3:66-

4:5, 4:54-60.  The account balance register controls all payouts made by the 

gaming machine.  Ex. 1002, Martin at 4:45-53. The central location in Martin, or 

system operator, may house the account balance register and, therefore, the gaming 

machines are capable of two-way communications with the system operator Ex. 

1002, Martin at 5:45-49.  Martin also describes an “ordering mode” in which 

players can request an online catalog containing items available for purchase, such 

as food, drinks and merchandise.  Ex. 1002, Martin at 5:45-62, 11:30-42.  The cost 

of items purchased via the “ordering mode” can be deducted from the player’s 

account balance register.  Ex. 1002, Martin at 5:57-62. As was the case at the time, 
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providing players, or potential players, with a plethora of options served to keep, or 

get, people at gaming stations – an obviously desirable outcome for gaming 

operators.  By the time of the purported invention of the ‘432 Patent, and as an 

example of providing such options, it was well known to those of ordinary skill in 

the art that players could be provided with options for cashing in their accounts and 

providing the players a way to request a selection of those options. This concept is 

expressly described by Lucero, but not in detail.  

110. Upon reading the disclosure of Martin, therefore, a skilled artisan 

would have recognized that modifying the system of Lucero to provide a player, 

upon request, with the ability to select the manner in which to cash out his account 

would be desirable.  Both Martin and Lucero recognize that payouts can be 

controlled from a central location. 

111. Lucero also describes maintaining an account that includes various 

types of credits and that a player may select the type of credits that he wishes to 

use to wager. Ex. 1004, Lucero at 3:25-53, 13:16-39.  Further, Lucero describes 

that a player may have multiple accounts and provides that these accounts may be 

“linked” together.  Lucero at 12:25-13:15. As one of ordinary skill at the time, and 

also based on Lucero, it would have been obvious that multiple accounts could be 

used by one or more players.  
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112. This combination of these known functionalities is nothing more than 

adding features from Martin to the gaming system of Lucero.  One of ordinary skill 

would have achieved this modification by merely programming the gaming 

machine in Lucero to permit a player to request and make selections as taught by 

Martin. This combination, therefore, simply expands upon the express teachings of 

Lucero to provide a selectable payout method.   

113. It would have been natural and nothing more than the application of 

ordinary skill and common sense to expand upon the teachings of Lucero with 

respect to electable payouts.  It would have been similarly natural to modify Martin 

to accommodate for the maintenance of various types of credits in sub-accounts 

and attributing value to those items as described by Lucero. 

114. Accordingly, it is my opinion that it would have been obvious to a 

person having ordinary skill in the art to combine the features of Lucero with the 

gaming system of Martin.  This combination could have been accomplished using 

known methods in the art and would have yielded predictable results with a 

reasonable expectation of success and without undue experimentation.   

F. Kelly ‘490 and Heckel 

115. It is my opinion that it would have been obvious to a person having 

ordinary skill in the art to combine the system described in Kelly ‘490 with the 

functionalities described by Heckel.  
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116. Both Kelly ‘490 and Heckel relate generally to network gaming.  Ex. 

1005, Kelly ‘490 at 34:32-35:10.  Kelly ‘490 contemplates that its software may be 

stored and used at a user’s home computer. Kelly ‘490 at 8:14-16. Kelly ‘490 

further describes a system in which, during operation of a game, a user may 

request and be presented with a selection of items available in the game. Kelly ‘490 

Patent at 31:7-27.  A user’s account is debited or credited depending on gameplay.  

Kelly ‘490 at 31:28-32:18.  Kelly ‘490 further discloses that remote locations or 

centralized services may perform various functionalities of the system, such as 

maintaining an account with ticket account information along with the player’s 

identification information, or a prize server.  Kelly ‘490 at 31:28-32:18, 38:9-13. 

117. Heckel also describes a network gaming system, including software 

that can be stored and executed on a user’s personal computer. Ex. 1006, Heckel at 

Fig. 1.  The user obtains the software by requesting and downloading the software 

from a game server only after providing a user ID and password. Heckel at 4:35-

43.  Heckel expressly describes that his system can be used with Internet games, 

such as poker or craps.  Heckel at 2:5-8.  In addition to a game server and user 

computer, Heckel also describes an ad server to be used in connection with its 

system to provide targeted advertising to sponsors.  Heckel at 2:59-61, 2:63-3:3. 

118. As one of skill in the art, it is my opinion that it would have been 

obvious to combine Heckel and Kelly ‘490 to provide game software as described 
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in Kelly ‘490 that is downloaded by a user as provided for in Heckel, i.e., after 

providing user identification information.  

119. In particular, one of skill in the art would have recognized that the 

software delivery system described in Heckel would be beneficial to increasing the 

number of players (and therefore, revenue generated) that use the networked games 

in Kelly ‘490.  Specifically, this combination would provide users with the 

convenience of playing a gambling game from the comfort of their own home, as 

expressly contemplated by both Kelly ‘490 and Heckel.  This could have been 

achieved merely by utilizing the game server of Heckel, accompanied by its use of 

user identification information, to provide the gaming software as described in 

Kelly ‘490.  This combination would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 

skill in the art and would have yielded predictable results with a reasonable 

expectation of success and without undue experimentation.  In addition, Heckel 

provides another aspect of its invention – targeted, in-game advertising.  Ex. 1006, 

Heckel at 2:35-3:3, 4:35-5:27.  This would also obviously be a desirable 

modification to Lucero, as it would benefit the players, the game operators and also 

the advertisers (which could be related to the game operators, such as dining or 

stores in a casino). 

120. As noted above, Kelly discloses that a player may store his credits and 

identification information electronically at a centralized service. Kelly ‘490 at 
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31:28-33:9.  Kelly similarly describes that information relating to gameplay and 

identification information can be stored at a central database. Kelly ‘490 at 37:20-

20.  Thus, upon reading this disclosure, it would have been obvious to one of 

ordinary skill in the art to store account information with player identification 

information at a central database server. 

G. Lucero and Heckel 

121. It is my further opinion that it would also have been obvious to a 

person having ordinary skill in the art to combine the system described in Lucero 

with the functionalities described by Heckel.  

122. As described above, Lucero relates to a network gaming environment 

in which a player has an account, maintained at a remote facility, that is debited 

and credited based on gameplay.  Also described is that a player using this system 

can request a selection of items in connection with playing a game, such as the 

type of wagering units to be used.  

123. Lucero further describes an embodiment in which its gaming software 

can be used with a “personal computer, personal digital assistants (PDAs) and 

portable computers” having the “appropriate software” from “virtually any location 

so long as a connection to the processing facility is provided for each player.” 

Lucero at 9:29-46, 10:3-6.  By doing so, the system creates “electronic gaming 

tables.”  Lucero at 9:67-10:3. 
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124. For reasons similar to those described in the above combination of 

Kelly ‘490 and Heckel, it would have been obvious to combine the software 

delivery system of Heckel, including the use of user identification information, to 

provide the gaming software in Lucero.  More specifically, in the gaming industry, 

the biggest concern is getting people in, and keeping them at their seats (whether it 

be at a casino or over the Internet), where they have opportunities to win money.  

This combination advances this goal dramatically by increasing the number of 

players to anyone with access to a computer and the Internet.  In addition, Heckel 

provides another aspect of its invention – targeted, in-game advertising.  Ex. 1006, 

Heckel at 2:35-3:3, 4:35-5:27.  This would also obviously be a desirable 

modification to Lucero, as it would benefit the players, the game operators and also 

the advertisers (which could be related to the game operators, such as dining or 

stores in a casino).  

125. Moreover, such a combination would have been little more than the 

combination of the delivery method of Heckel with the software of Lucero, 

resulting in a system having a game server for delivering software (as described in 

Heckel), a database server for maintaining account balances (as described in 

Lucero) in communication with a user computer having the appropriate gaming 

software for communicating with all servers (as described in both Lucero and 

Heckel). 

Petitioners Ex. 1007 Page 55



Petitioners Ex. 1007 Page 56



  

Dwight E. Crevelt 
 
502 E 560th Rd 
Walnut Grove MO 65770 
702-858-8294 
 
 
Dwight Crevelt is a Businessman, Engineer and Author with over 40 years experience in 
the gaming industry, including extensive work with Gaming Regulators and Agencies 
worldwide. Dwight also provides expert witness services for patent infringement cases. 
 
Dwight is co-author of the books Slot Machine Mania and Video Poker Mania.  Also, he 
is believed to be the author of the first Computer Program Disassembler, it was written 
for CDC160/NCR310 in 1971.  He holds the 6 patents as inventor for Cashless and 
Progressive Gaming Systems. 
 
Education: 
  

Received BS in Computer Engineering from Iowa State University - 1979 
Attended the US Naval Academy - 1975-77 
Attended University of Las Vegas - 1973-74 
Graduated from Chaparral High School  - 1975 

 
 
Experience: 
 
Crevelt Computer System, Inc. - President/Owner 1977-present            

Gaming Business Consulting/Engineering Development 
 

7C’s Winery – Co-owner 2005- Present 
 

FootTraffic Promotional Gaming LLC - Partner 1998- 2013 
Provides promotional games to Casinos, Retail and Trade Shows  

 
International Game Technology  - 

Product Manager Cashless Applications 1995-1996 
Prepare business plan and strategies for implementing cashless gaming 
products.  Including the use of Smartcards, ATM/Debit cards and Internet 
Gaming. 

 
Manager/Director Las Vegas Engineering 1991-1995 

Responsible for design, development and implementing player tracking and 
accounting systems.  This included responsibility for the development, 
deployment and support of over 150 installations of the SMART System 
and the first cashless system utilized by Caesar’s Palace, Las Vegas.  

 
Electronic Data Technologies - Special Projects 1988-1991 

Technical Gaming Regulatory Liaison 
Evaluate new technologies and prepare business plans for their implementation. 

 
Crevelt Computer System - IGT/EDT Contract 1984-1986 
  Designed and developed the first complete on-line Player Tracking System. 
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Experience: (continued) 
 
Mills-Jennings - Director of Corporate Research 1981 

Primary Gaming Regulatory Liaison  
Assembled an R&D team for the development of a complete line of video gaming   
machines and an on-line accounting system. 

 
Sircoma (IGT) - computer engineer 1979-80 

Developed various gaming machines. 
Technical Gaming Control Liaison 

 
United Audio Visual - software engineer 1977 

Developed Audio / Video Controllers 
 
Gamex Industries - software engineer 1974-75 

Designed and developed an on-line Slot Accounting and Monitoring System.  
Maintained Gamex's on-line Casino Table Game Accounting System. 

 
 
 
Member of the following organizations:  
 

US Navy League 
National Eagle Scout Association 
American Philatelic Society  

 
Listed in the following Biographies:  
 

Marquis Who's Who in the West  
Marquis Who's Who in the World 
Marquis Who's Who in Finance and Industry 
Marquis Who's Who of Emerging Leaders in America  
IBC Men of Achievement 
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