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Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.107(a), Patent Owner, Software Rights Archive, 

LLC,  submits this Preliminary Response to the Petition for Inter Partes Review of 

U.S. Patent No. 5,832,494 (“’494 patent”) filed by Facebook, Inc. (“Facebook”), 

LinkedIn Corp. (“LinkedIn”), and Twitter, Inc. (“Twitter”) (together the 

“Petitioners”). 

I. STATEMENT OF THE PRECISE RELIEF REQUESTED 

The Board should deny, at least in part, the petition for two independent 

reasons. 

First, Petitioners have failed to meet the threshold set forth in 35 U.S.C. § 

314(a) for institution of inter partes review based on Grounds 4 and 5, which 

allege, respectively, that claims 18-20, 48, and 49 are anticipated and obvious in 

view of Rodger H. Thompson, “The Design and Implementation of an Intelligent 

Interface for Information Retrieval,” University of Massachusetts, Computer and 

Information Science Department, Thesis, COINS Technical Report 88-89, pp. 1-

216, 1989 (“Thompson”) (Ex. 1214, Parts 1-5).  Petitioners have failed to show 

that there is a reasonable likelihood that they would prevail in showing that any of 

the claims are unpatentable in view of Thompson.  As is clear from Thompson 

itself, as well as Petitioners’ limited citations to the reference’s actual disclosure, 

Thompson fails to teach, and would not have suggested, numerous features of 

claims 18-20, 48, and 49.   
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