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Introduction 
 

 U.S. Patent 8,533,860 (the “‘860 patent”) claims methods, 

systems, and apparatuses for facilitating access rights to digital content 

among a plurality of data processing devices. In stating the reasons for 

allowance of claims 1 through 30 of the ‘860 patent, the Examiner 

recognized that although the prior art included methods for facilitating 

access rights between a plurality of devices, no reference included the 

steps of “establishing a connection with . . . a verified web service” and 

“requesting at least one identification reference from the at least one 

communications console . . . .” via the connection with the verified web 

service. (Ex. 2001.)  

 The Board should decline to institute inter partes review of the ‘860 

patent. Petitioner Sony Network Entertainment International LLC 

(“Sony”) cannot show a reasonable likelihood of prevailing on any of the 

grounds raised in the petition because each of the four references Sony 

cites (DeMello, Pestoni, Wiser, and Cooper) fails to teach the ‘860 

patent limitations that the USPTO has already determined to be novel 

and nonobvious. Specifically, DeMello, Pestoni, Wiser, and Cooper are 

cumulative to the two prior art references the Examiner believed to be 
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closest to the invention claimed in the ‘860 patent (Baiya and Wimmer). 

None of the cited art teaches, discloses, or in any way renders obvious 

the claimed process of establishing a connection with a verified web 

service and requesting an identification reference from a device through 

that connection. 

In short, the United States Patent and Trademark Office already 

reviewed the questions raised in the Sony’s Petition. Therefore, no basis 

exists to institute proceedings under 35 U.S.C. § 314.   

Background 

Overview of the ‘860 Patent 

Written Description 

The ‘860 patent claims methods, systems, and apparatuses that 

“work as a front-end to encrypted files as an authorization agent for 

decrypted access.” (‘860 patent, 5:37-39.)1 Thus, the invention claimed in 

the ‘860 patent is akin to a gatekeeper who authorizes access to the 

encrypted digital content behind him.  

Fig. 1, for example, shows a system containing six modules that 

lay at the front-end of the encrypted content:  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
1	
  The ‘860 patent has been filed as Exhibit 1001 with the Petition.  
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