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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
MARSHALL DIVISION

VERSATA SOFTWARE, INC.,, f/k/a
TRILOGY SOFTWARE, INC.;
VERSATA DEVELOPMENT GROUP,
INC.,, f/k/a TRILOGY DEVELOPMENT
GROUP, INC,; and VERSATA
COMPUTER INDUSTRY SOLUTIONS,
INC., f/k/a TRILOGY COMPUTER
INDUSTRY SOLUTIONS, INC., CIVIL ACTION NO. 2:07-CV-153-CE
Plaintiffs,

A JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

SAP AMERICA, INC. and SAP AG,

L L L LT LT L S LY LD L S LA LD LI S S

Defendants.

VERSATA’S RESPONSE TO
SAP’S RENEWED MOTION FOR JUDGMENT AS A MATTER OF LAW OR NEW
TRIAL REGARDING LIABILITY ISSUES (DKT. NO. 351)

VERSATA EXHIBIT 2093
SAP v. VERSATA
CASE CBM2012-00001
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