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I. Nature and Stage of the Proceedings 

Acceleration Bay originally asserted that EA, Take-Two, and Activision infringed claims 

from six patents (the ’344, ’966, ’634, ’147, ’069, and ’497 patents). D.I. 1; 455 D.I. 1; 453 D.I. 

1.1 Prior summary judgment rulings have left only the allegations that all accused games infringe 

’147 patent claim 1 and that the accused NHL and Plants vs. Zombies (“PvZ”) games infringe the 

asserted claims of the ’344 and ’966 patents to the extent EA tests those games internally in the 

United States. See Acceleration Bay LLC v. Activision Blizzard, Inc., 324 F.Supp.3d 470, 478-79, 

485-87 (D. Del. 2018) (“Activision”) (holding certain claims invalid); Acceleration Bay LLC v. 

Electronic Arts Inc., No. 16-454-RGA, 2019 WL 1376036 (D. Del. Mar. 27, 2019) (“EA”) (address 

claims not found invalid in Activision). After those decisions, the Court granted Take-Two’s 

motion for summary judgment of non-infringement of all asserted patent claims. Acceleration Bay 

LLC v. Take-Two Interactive Software, Inc., No. 16-455-RGA, 2020 WL 1333131 (D. Del. Mar. 

23, 2020) (“Take-Two”). Shortly thereafter, the Court sua sponte stayed this case pending the 

resolution of the appeal of Take-Two, noting that “the resolution of that appeal will likely simplify 

the remaining issues in this case and likely indicate whether any of my prior decisions need to be 

revisited.” D.I. 561 (4/21/20 order). The Federal Circuit has now affirmed Take-Two. Acceleration 

Bay LLC v. 2K Sports, Inc., 15 F.4th 1069 (Fed. Cir. 2021) (“Acceleration Bay”). In the wake of 

that affirmance, the Court granted EA’s request for leave to file the present motion. D.I. 579 

(11/4/21 hearing tr.) at 31:15-20. 

1 “453 D.I.” refers to the docket of Acceleration Bay LLC v. Activision Blizzard, Inc., C.A. No. 16-
453-RGA and “455 D.I.” refers to the docket of Acceleration Bay LLC v. Take-Two Interactive 
Software, C.A. No. 16-455-RGA. 
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II. Summary of the Argument 

The only remaining patents in this case are the ’344, ’966, and ’147 patents, each of which 

explicitly require that the accused network or broadcast channel be “m-regular.” Acceleration’s 

infringement arguments for the “m-regular” limitation are the same as those it fully litigated and 

lost in Take-Two. Acceleration chose not to appeal those key rulings. Those rulings have full 

collateral estoppel (or “issue preclusion”) effect in this case.  

The Court has construed each asserted claim in this case to require the accused videogame 

networks to be configured to maintain m-regularity, meaning the default structure of the network 

is that every “participant” in the network must connect to exactly the same number of participants. 

As in Take-Two, Acceleration’s infringement theories for EA’s networks here, even if taken as 

true, cannot satisfy this Court’s claim constructions. 

In Take-Two, Acceleration fully litigated three issues that, if given proper collateral 

estoppel effect here, establish non-infringement across all remaining claims.  

First Issue: Where an incomplete network for an accused game includes a server that 

“transfers data back and forth between other network participants,” the network is not m-regular 

because the server participant will necessarily have more connections than the other participants. 

Take-Two at *9. Here, as in Take-Two, Acceleration’s experts acknowledge that the accused 

networks include a server participant that is connected to and transfers data back and forth between 

every player participant. This makes m-regularity, and thus infringement, impossible, as the Court 

recognized in Take-Two. Collateral estoppel bars re-litigation of this issue.

Second Issue: A network is not “configured to maintain” m-regular connections where the 

network’s connections are determined by player decisions or where “rules and constraints … cause 

the gameplay network to converge to the same number of connections for each participant.” Take-

Two at *7-8. Here, as in Take-Two, Acceleration has argued that the EA games were m-regular as 

Case 1:16-cv-00454-RGA   Document 581   Filed 11/22/21   Page 5 of 25 PageID #: 47764

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.


