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I. Introduction 

Patent Owner Trilogy Development Group, Inc.1 and Petitioner Ford Motor 

Company had 19-year business relationship. During most of this time, Ford 

licensed Trilogy’s patented Automotive Configuration Management (ACM) 

software and used this software as the backbone of its worldwide data 

infrastructure.  (Ex. 2010, Complaint, pp. 1-2, in Versata Development Group, Inc. 

et al. v. Ford Motor Co., (E.D. Tex. filed May 7, 2015).)  In 2011, to avoid paying 

licensing fees, Ford began a project to replace ACM with internally-developed 

software. Trilogy contends that this replacement software is a copy of ACM. (See 

generally Ex. 2010.) 

Now, Ford requests inter partes review on Trilogy’s U.S. Patent No. 

7,882,057 (“the ’057 patent”). The ’057 patent relates to database techniques to 

describe different ways that a product, such as an automobile, can be configured. 

This Petition is one of two that Ford filed on the ’057 patent, each directed to a 

                                           
1 Trilogy, Inc. acquired Versata, Inc. in 2006, at which point portions of Trilogy 

were merged with Versata, Inc. as part of a reorganization. (See Ex. 2007, Versata 

Company Report.) For convenience, herein Patent Owner refers to both companies 

as Trilogy. 
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