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I. INTRODUCTION 

Covered business method review was instituted for U.S. Patent 7,942,317 

(“the ‘317 Patent”) claim 18 as being directed to patent-ineligible subject matter 

under 35 U.S.C. § 101.  Decision - Institution of Covered Business Method Patent 

Review 37 C.F.R. § 42.208, Paper 15 at 13 (PTAB April 10, 2015). 

Claim 18 of the ‘317 Patent is directed to statutory subject matter because it 

claims a solution “necessarily rooted in computer technology in order to overcome 

a problem specifically arising in the realm of computer networks.”  DDR Holdings, 

LLC v. Hotels.com, L.P., 773 F.3d 1245, 1257 (Fed. Cir. 2014).  In particular, 

claim 18 of the ‘317 Patent addresses the problem of data content piracy on the 

Internet by providing for legitimate acquisition of content data by transmitting 

requested data to the requester after receiving payment data from the requester, and 

in connection with reading payment distribution information from a data store.  Ex. 

1201, ‘317 Patent at 28:24-33. 

As demonstrated below, claim 18 of the ‘317 Patent does not result in 

inappropriate preemption of the “idea of paying for data” (Petition, Paper 1 at 4) or 

the “idea of paying for and controlling access to content” (Ex. 1217, Declaration of 

Anthony J. Wechselberger (hereinafter “the Wechselberger Declaration”) at ¶ 66).  

Nor is there any evidence that a disproportionate amount of future innovation is 

foreclosed by claim 18 of the ‘317 Patent. 
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