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I. INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to 35 U.S.C. §§ 311-319, Unified Patents Inc., (“Unified” or 

“Petitioner”) petitions the PTAB to institute inter partes review of claims 1, 4, 6, 7, 

10-13, and 16 of U.S. Patent No. 8,706,627 to Shore (“the ’627 Patent,” EX1001).   

The challenged claims use many words to recite several simple and obvious 

concepts directed to a remote, handheld, ticket-purchasing system.  Beyond these 

simple, obvious concepts, the claims are packed with long-known and 

conventional hardware limitations found in virtually every wireless, handheld 

device of the time, like “wireless communications hardware,” “a data storage 

device,” “a user input device,” “a microprocessor,” etc.  Tellingly, the ’627 Patent 

itself even admits that wireless, handheld devices, such as PDAs, were well known 

before the ’627 patent’s earliest priority date, Feb. 10, 2000.  (EX1001, 25:13-141; 

8:45-48; 9:12-14).  Thus, the only allegedly “inventive” aspect of the ’627 Patent is 

its secure-purchase functionality, but that too was well known before 2000.   

In fact, the claimed functionality amounts only to accessing a website, 

requesting an “authorization certificate” (or electronic ticket), exchanging payment 

and security information, downloading the certificate, and storing the certificate in 

memory.  (EX1001, cl. 1; Figs. 12a-12d).  All these steps were well known before 

2000.  (See, e.g., EX1005, Fig. 5).  Because the ’627 Patent claims well-known 

                                                            
1 For all exhibits, the citations refer to page number/column number:line numbers. 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


 

2 
 

functionality performed by an admittedly well-known wireless, handheld device, 

the challenged claims should be canceled as obvious.           

II. MANDATORY NOTICES  

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.8(a)(1), Petitioner provides the following 

mandatory disclosures: 

A. Real Party-in-Interest 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.8(b)(1), Petitioner certifies that Unified is the real 

party-in-interest, and further certifies that no other party exercised control or could 

exercise control over Unified’s participation in this proceeding, the filing of this 

petition, or the conduct of any ensuing trial.  See EX1002. 

B. The Patent Owner 

 The ’627 Patent is assigned to Sentegra, LLC (“Sentegra”). 

C. Related Matters 

The ’627 Patent has been asserted in the following pending litigations, none 

of which involve Unified: 

1. Sentegra, LLC v. Asus Computer International, No. 1:15-cv-03768 

(S.D.N.Y. May 15, 2015); 

2. Sentegra, LLC v. Samsung Electronics America, Inc., No. 1:15-cv-

09266 (S.D.N.Y. Nov. 24, 2015); 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
	� Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

	� Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
	� With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

	� Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
	� Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

	� Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


