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 SAP filed a petition seeking a covered business method patent review of 

Versata’s 6,553,350 (’350) patent pursuant to section 18 of the Leahy-Smith 

America Invents Act (AIA).
1
  An oral hearing was held on April 17, 2013.  This 

decision is a final written decision under 35 U.S.C. § 328(a) as to the patentability 

of the challenged claims.  Based on the record presented, we hold that Versata’s 

’350 claims 17, and 26-29 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 101. 

 

I. Background 

 In 2007, Versata sued SAP for infringement of the ’350 patent.  The case 

proceeded to trial and a jury found infringement by SAP and awarded damages. 

Ex. 2039 (Jury Verdict).  The district court denied SAP’s post trial motion 

challenging the infringement verdict, but held a new trial on damages.  In the 

second trial, the jury awarded lost-profits and reasonable royalty damages.  

The district court upheld those awards.  Patent Owner Preliminary Response 7 

(“Prel. Resp.”), Paper 29. 

 Both parties appealed the district court’s final judgment to the U.S. Court of 

Appeals for the Federal Circuit on October 11, 2011.  Versata Software, Inc. v. 

SAP America, Inc., Nos. 2012-1029, -1049.  Of note, SAP did not appeal the 

district court’s claim construction, and the validity of the ’350 patent was not an 

issue on appeal.  Prel. Resp. 8.  The Federal Circuit affirmed the jury’s 

infringement verdict and damages award but vacated and remanded a permanent 

injunction as overbroad.  Versata Software Inc. v. SAP America Inc., 106 USPQ2d 

1649 (Fed. Cir. 2013). 

 SAP filed a petition with the United States Patent and Trademark Office 

(“Office”) on September 16, 2012, challenging claims 17 and 26-29 of the         

                                           
1
 Pub. L. No. 112–29, 125 Stat. 284 (2011). 
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’350 patent as unpatentable for failing to comply with 35 U.S.C. §§ 101, 102, and 

112, 1
st
 and 2

nd
 paragraphs.  Petition (“Pet.”), Paper 1.   Versata filed a patent 

owner preliminary response opposing the institution of the review.  On         

January 9, 2013, the Patent Trial and Appeal Board (“Board”) granted the petition 

and instituted the trial proceeding.  The Board concluded that SAP demonstrated 

that claims 17 and 26-29 were more likely than not unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 

§§ 101 and 102, but denied the petition as to 35 U.S.C. § 112, 1
st
 and 2

nd
 

paragraphs.  Decision on Institution of a Covered Business Method Patent Review 

(“Decision”), Paper 36. 

 SAP requested that the trial be expedited with respect to the patentability of 

Versata’s claims under 35 U.S.C. § 101.  Motion, Paper 40.  Versata opposed the 

request, alleging that bifurcating the § 101 and § 102 issues had the potential to 

prolong the proceeding and increase costs, contrary to the purposes of the AIA.  

Opposition, Paper 42.  SAP, however, agreed to forgo its challenge on the ground 

of unpatentability under § 102, if the Board were to enter the requested expedited 

schedule.  Renewed Request, Paper 44.  In light of SAP’s agreement to forgo the 

§ 102 challenge, the Board granted SAP’s request to expedite the trial schedule.  

Decision Conduct of the Proceeding, Paper 45. 

 Versata filed a patent owner response to the petition, contending that the 

challenged claims are patentable under § 101 and that the Board had employed an 

incorrect claim construction standard in construing the ’350 patent claims.  

Response (“PO Resp.”), Paper 51.  SAP’s reply to the patent owner response 

maintained that the claims are unpatentable and that the Board had construed the 

claims properly.  “Pet. Reply,” Paper 58.     

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Case CBM2012-00001  

Patent 6,553,350 

 

 4 

 Both parties requested an oral hearing.  See 35 U.S.C. § 326(a)(10) and 37 

C.F.R. § 42.70(a).  A hearing was held on April 17, 2013, a transcript of which 

appears in the record.  Record of Oral Hearing, Paper 66. 

 

II. Versata’s ’350 Patent
2
 

 Versata’s ’350 patent is directed to a method and apparatus for pricing 

products and services.  Ex. 1001, ’350 patent, 3:9-13.  The central concept of the 

’350 patent involves hierarchies and the hierarchal arrangement of data.  Ex. 1005, 

¶ 20.     

 The ’350 patent states that its “invention operates under the paradigm of 

WHO (the purchasing organization) is buying WHAT (the product).”  The ’350 

patent, 3:24-25.  An example of the WHO/WHAT paradigm is depicted in Figure 1 

of the ’350 patent below: 

 

 

                                           
2
 This background section appears also in the Decision, 3-5. 
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According to the ’350 patent, the WHO/WHAT paradigm was known in the prior 

art.  Id., Fig. 1, 4:16-18.  The ’350 patent, however, states that prior art pricing 

tables for WHO/WHAT (customer/products) required large tables of data.  Id., 

1:52-59.   

 The ’350 patent invention is said to improve upon the prior art and reduce 

the need for large tables of data by arranging customers into a hierarchy of 

customer groups and products into a hierarchy of product groups.  Id., 3:24-27, 41-

42.  Specifically, in the ’350 patent, WHO is defined by creating an organizational 

hierarchy of organizational groups, where each group represents a characteristic of 

the organizational group.  Id.  An example of an arrangement of an organization 

customer group is depicted below in Fig. 4A of the ’350 patent: 

 

 

  

Similarly, a product group hierarchy for products (WHAT) is also defined.  Id., 

Fig. 4B, 4:26-28.  Pricing information is then associated with the customer and 

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.


