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On March 22, 2013, Petitioner SAP America, Inc. (“SAP”) petitioned the 

United States Patent Office to institute a post-grant review of claims 1-6 and 11 of 

U.S. Patent No. 8,037,158 to Lakshmi Arunachalam (“the ‘158 patent”).  On 

September 19, 2013, the Patent Trial And Appeal Board instituted a covered 

business method review of the ‘158 patent as Case No. CBM2013-00013 

(CBM2013-00013, Paper No. 15).  

Here, Petitioner SAP petitions the United States Patent Office to institute a 

second post-grant review of the ‘158 patent, this time of claims 4-6, 9 and 10 

(collectively, the “challenged claims” or “claims under review”).  A copy of the 

‘158 patent is provided as SAP 1001. 

Accompanying this petition is a request for joinder of this trial with 

CBM2013-00013 under § 42.222.   

I. Mandatory Notices (37 C.F.R. § 42.8(a)(1)) 

Real Party In Interest:  The real party-in-interest of Petitioner is SAP 

America. 

Related Matters:  The following current proceedings may affect or be affected 

by a decision in this proceeding:   

In the United States Patent and Trademark Office: Covered Business Method 

review CBM2013-00013 (U.S. Patent No. 8,037,158); Inter Partes Review 
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IPR2013-00194 (U.S. Patent No. 8,108,492); and Inter Partes Review IPR2013-

00195 (U.S. Patent No. 5,987,500). 

U.S. Patent No. 8,037,158 is involved in the following current proceedings that 

may affect or be affected by a decision in this proceeding: 

In the District of Delaware: Pi-Net International, Inc v. Citizens Financial 

Group, Inc. (No. 1:12-cv-00355); Bank of America, N.A. and Merrill Lynch, 

Pierce, Fenner & Smith, Inc. (No. 1:12-cv-00280); JP Morgan Chase & Co. (No. 

1:12-cv-00282); Capital One Financial Corporation et al. (No. 1:12-cv-00356); 

Sovereign Bank, N.A. (No. 1:12-cv-00354); UBS Financial Services (No. 1:12-cv-

00353); Wilmington Trust Company et al. (No. 1:12-cv-00281); and WSFS 

Financial Corporation et al. (No. 1:12-cv-00352).  

In the Central District of California: Pi-Net International, Inc. v. 1st Valley 

Credit Union (No. 5:12-cv-01989); Cal Poly Federal Credit Union (No. 2:12-cv-

09703); In-Land Valley Federal Credit Union (No. 5:12-cv-01990); Media City 

Community Credit Union (No. 2:12-cv-09699); and South Bay Credit Union, (No. 

2:12-cv-09705). 

In the Northern District of California: Pi-Net International, Inc. v. 

Commonwealth Central Credit Union (No. 5:12-cv-05730); My Credit Union (No. 

3:12-cv-05733); and San Jose Credit Union (No. 4:12-cv-05732). 
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