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I. Prior Art Analysis- Examining Oracle's Existing Patentsin Al and CRM

Oracle Inc.'s argument for patent infringement against Salesforce's US20210174372A1 patent application hinges on a comprehensive analysis of their existing patentsin the fields of artificial
intelligence (Al) and customer relationship management (CRM). To establish a strong case, Oracle must demonstrate that their prior art predates and encompasses the key innovations claimed by
Saesforce.

Oracle has long been a pioneer in database management systems and enterprise software, including CRM solutions. Their portfolio likely includes numerous patents related to Al integration in
business applications, particularly in the context of CRM systems. These patents would form the foundation of their prior art analysis.

One of Oracle's strongest arguments may revolve around their early adoption of Al technologiesin CRM platforms. Oracle has invested heavily in Al and machine learning capabilities,
integrating them into their CRM offerings well before the filing date of Salesforce's patent application. This early innovation could be evidenced by patents describing Al-powered chatbots,
natural language processing for customer interactions, and intelligent data analysis within CRM contexts.

Oracle could point to specific patents that describe methods for using Al entitiesto interact with CRM platforms, a core claim in Salesforce's application. For instance, Oracle may have patents
detailing systemsthat allow Al agents to access, modify, and retrieve CRM data based on user interactions. These patents might cover the fundamental processes of receiving user input, altering
CRM content, and continuously retrieving and transmitting CRM data— all key elements of Salesforce's claimed invention.

Furthermore, Oracle's prior art likely includes patents related to multi-tenant architecturesin CRM systems. The multi-tenant approach, which allows multiple customers to share a single instance
of software while maintaining dataisolation, isacrucial aspect of modern cloud-based CRM solutions. Oracle could argue that their existing patents already cover the implementation of Al
entities within such multi-tenant environments, potentially invalidating Salesforce's claims of novelty in this area.

Another critical area of Oracle's prior art analysis would focus on the integration of Al with enterprise computing platforms. Oracle has extensive experience in devel oping enterprise software
solutions, and their patent portfolio likely includes innovationsin API design and implementation for AI-CRM integration. They could argue that the methods described in Salesforce's
application for connecting Al entities with CRM platforms via APIs are already covered by Oracle's existing patents.

Oracle's analysis might also highlight patents related to personalized customer interactions using Al. This could include methods for interpreting user intent, generating appropriate responses, and
adapting to user behavior over time. If Oracle can demonstrate that their patents already describe sophisticated Al-driven customer interaction systems within CRM platforms, it could
significantly weaken Salesforce's claims of innovation in this area.

The concept of continuous data retrieval and real-time updates in CRM systems, another key aspect of Salesforce's application, might aso be covered by Oracle's existing patents. Oracle could
present prior art describing methods for maintaining up-to-date CRM data and providing real-time insights to users through Al-powered interfaces.

In addition to specific technological components, Oracle's prior art analysis would likely emphasize the overall system architecture described in their existing patents. If Oracle can demonstrate
that their patents already outline a comprehensive framework for integrating Al entities with CRM platforms, including data flow, user interactions, and system components, it could cast doubt
on the novelty of Salesforce's claimed invention.

Oracle's argument could be further strengthened by presenting evidence of commercial products or services that implemented the patented technologies prior to Salesforce's filing date. This
could include documentation of Oracle CRM solutions featuring Al-powered chatbots or intelligent assistants, demonstrating that the concepts claimed by Salesforce were already in practical
use.



To bolster their case, Oracle might also conduct a detailed claim-by-claim analysis, mapping each element of Salesforce's patent claims to specific disclosuresin Oracl€'s prior art. This
meticulous approach would aim to show that every aspect of Salesforce's claimed invention was aready covered by Oracle's existing patents, leaving no room for novelty or non-obviousness.

In conclusion, Oracle's prior art analysis would seek to establish a comprehensive picture of their existing patentsin Al and CRM technol ogies. By demonstrating that their patent portfolio
already coversthe key innovations claimed by Salesforce, Oracle aimsto invalidate Salesforce's patent application and protect their own intellectual property rightsin this crucial technological

domain. The strength of Oracle's argument will ultimately depend on the specific contents of their prior patents and their ability to draw clear connections between their existing intellectual
property and Salesforce's claimed invention.



I1. Claim Comparison - Mapping Salesfor ce's Patent Claimsto Oracle's Patents

When comparing the claims of Salesforce's patent US20210174372A1 to Oracle's existing patents, several key areas of potential infringement emerge. Oracle's established presence in the CRM
and database management space provides a strong foundation for their argument that Salesforce's patent encroaches on their intellectual property.

One of the primary areas of comparison is the integration of Al entities within CRM platforms. Oracle has long been a pioneer in incorporating artificial intelligence into their enterprise
solutions, including CRM systems. Their patents likely cover methods for Al-driven data analysis, automated customer interactions, and intelligent decision-making within CRM environments.
Salesforce's patent, which focuses on using Al entities to provide information to end users, appears to tread on similar ground.

For instance, Salesforce's claim of an Al entity receiving user input changes to the CRM platform and modifying relevant contents based on those changes closely aligns with functionalities that
Oracle haslikely patented in their Al-enhanced CRM systems. Oracle could argue that they have previously established methods for Al-driven data modification in response to user inputs,
making Salesforce's claim non-novel.

The continuous data reception from the CRM platform by the Al entity, as described in Salesforce's patent, is another area where Oracle may claim prior art. Oracl€'s extensive work in real-time
data processing and integration within enterprise systems suggests they may have patents covering similar functionalities. The ability to maintain a constant data flow between Al components
and the CRM platform is crucial for providing up-to-date information and insights, a feature Oracle has likely addressed in their existing patents.

Salesforce's patent also describes the Al entity's capability to handle user requests for subsets of CRM data and transmit this data as needed. This functionality closely aligns with Oracle's
expertise in data management and retrieval within CRM systems. Oracle could argue that their patents already cover sophisticated methods for intelligent data querying and transmission, making
Salesforce's claimsin this area derivative rather than innovative.

The natural language processing (NLP) component mentioned in Salesforce's patent, which allows the Al to interpret user intent, is another point of contention. Oracle has invested heavily in
NLP technologies and likely holds patents covering the application of NLP in CRM contexts. They could argue that Salesforce's implementation of NLP for interpreting user intent in CRM
interactions is not sufficiently distinct from Oracle's existing patented methods.

Furthermore, the multi-tenant architecture described in Salesforce's patent, which allows for shared resources across multiple organizations while maintaining data security, is an areawhere
Oracle has significant expertise and likely patent coverage. Oracle's long history in database management and cloud computing suggests they have devel oped and patented sophisticated multi-
tenant architectures for CRM and other enterprise applications.

Oracle could also paint to their patents related to chatbot integration within CRM systems. The functionality described in Salesforce's patent, where an Al entity performs chatbot-like interactions
with users, is likely covered by Oracl€'s existing patents on automated customer service and Al-driven communication within CRM platforms.

The method of altering CRM data based on Al interpretations of user input, as outlined in Salesforce's patent, may infringe on Oracl€'s patents covering intelligent data management in CRM
systems. Oracle has likely patented techniques for dynamically updating CRM records based on Al analysis of user interactions, making Salesforce's claimsin this area potentialy derivative.

Oracle could further argue that their patents cover the specific APl integrations described in Salesforce's patent, which alow the Al entity to interact with the CRM platform. Given Oracle's
extensive work in developing APIs for enterprise software integration, they likely have patents that encompass similar methods of connecting Al components with CRM systems.

In conclusion, the comparison of Salesforce's patent claims to Oracle's existing patents reveals numerous areas of potential infringement. Oracle's established presencein the CRM, Al, and
enterprise software domains provides a strong foundation for their argument that Salesforce's patent does not introduce novel concepts but rather repackages functionalities already covered by



Oracle'sintellectua property. The similaritiesin Al integration, data management, multi-tenant architecture, and user interaction methods all support Oracle's position that their prior patents
encompass the key elements of Salesforce's claimed invention.



[11. Novelty and Non-Obviousness - Challenging the Uniqueness of Salesforce's I nvention

The Salesforce patent application US20210174372A1 presents several challenges when evaluating its novelty and non-obviousness, particularly in light of Oracle's existing patents and industry
trends. Oracl€e's position that this patent violates their prior art and lacks the necessary uniqueness for patentability has merit based on severa key factors.

Firstly, the core concept of integrating artificial intelligence entities into customer relationship management (CRM) platformsis not inherently novel. The use of Al-powered chatbots for
customer interactions has been a growing trend in the industry for years. Oracle, asamajor player in the enterprise software and CRM space, likely has substantial prior art in this domain. The
key features described in Salesforce's patent, such as an Al entity interacting with a CRM platform and updating content based on user commands, may well be covered by Oracle's existing
patents or considered obvious extensions of known technologies.

The patent's emphasis on using Al to improve customer interactions and facilitate dataretrieval from CRM systemsin a streamlined manner also raises questions about its non-obviousness.
These objectives have been longstanding goals in the CRM industry, and the application of Al to achieve them could be seen as anatural progression rather than a revolutionary invention. Oracle
could argue that practitioners skilled in the art would have found it evident to combine existing Al technologies with CRM systems to enhance user interactions and data management.

Furthermore, the multi-tenant architecture described in the Salesforce patent is a common approach in cloud-based enterprise software. Oracle, being a pioneer in database and enterprise
software, likely has extensive prior art related to multi-tenant systems and data management techniques. The patent's claims regarding the dynamic creation of virtual applications based on tenant-
specific metadata may not represent a significant departure from existing practicesin the field.

The patent's description of the Al module interpreting user intent and providing appropriate responses is another area where Oracle could challenge the invention's uniqueness. Natural language
processing and intent recognition are well-established fieldsin Al, and their application to customer service scenarios has been explored extensively. Oracle may have patents covering similar
functionalitiesin their own Al and CRM offerings.

Additionally, the integration of the Al entity with the CRM platform, including the ability to retrieve and update customer data, isalogical extension of existing CRM capabilities. Oracle could
argue that their prior patents already cover such integrations, and Salesforce's implementation does not offer any non-obvious improvements.

The patent's claims regarding the continuous reception of CRM data and transmission of subsets based on user requests also face challenges in terms of novelty and non-obviousness. These
functionalities are fundamental to modern CRM systems, and Oracle likely has prior art demonstrating similar data handling techniques.

From alegal perspective, Oracle's argument would likely focus on the doctrine of anticipation and obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 88 102 and 103. To challenge the patent's novelty, Oracle would
need to demonstrate that asingle prior art reference discloses al the claimed elements of Salesforce's invention. For obviousness, Oracle could argue that the combination of known elements
from multiple prior art references would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art.

The KSR v. Teleflex case (2007) provides relevant precedent for evaluating obviousness. The Supreme Court's decision in this case emphasized that a combination of familiar elements according
to known methodsis likely to be obvious when it does no more than yield predictable results. Oracle could argue that Salesforce's patent merely combines known Al and CRM technologiesin a
predictable manner, failing to meet the non-obviousness standard set by KSR.

Moreover, the Federal Circuit's decision in Apple Inc. v. Samsung Electronics Co. (2016) reinforced the importance of considering the scope and content of prior art, the differences between the
prior art and the claims at issue, and the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art when evaluating obviousness. Oracle would likely present evidence addressing these factors to support their
position.



In conclusion, Oracle's viewpoint challenging the novelty and non-obviousness of Salesforce's patent US20210174372A1 has substantial merit. The patent's core concepts appear to be logical
extensions of existing technologiesin the Al and CRM domains, areas where Oracle has significant expertise and likely prior art. The combination of Al entities with CRM platforms for
improved customer interactions and data management could be seen as an obvious development to those skilled in the art. Oracl€'s extensive patent portfolio in enterprise software and database
technologies provides a strong foundation for arguing that Salesforce's claimed invention lacks the necessary uniqueness and inventive step required for patentability. While the ultimate
determination would require a detailed analysis of Oracle's specific prior art and the exact claims of Salesforce's patent, Oracle's position appears to have a solid basis for challenging the patent's
validity on grounds of lack of novelty and obviousness.



V. Technical Similarities- Identifying Overlapping Functionalities and M ethodologies

The technical similarities between Oracle's existing patents and Salesforce's patent application US20210174372A1 present a compelling case for potential infringement. Oracle's established
presence in the CRM and Al integration space provides a solid foundation for their argument, as many of the functionalities described in Salesforce's application align closely with Oracle's prior
innovations.

One of the key areas of overlap liesin the integration of Al entities, specificaly chatbots, with CRM platforms. Oracle has long been at the forefront of developing intelligent interfaces for
customer relationship management, and their existing patents likely cover various aspects of Al-driven interactions within CRM environments. Salesforce's application describes an Al entity that
receives user inputs, updates CRM data, and provides responses based on CRM system data — functionalities that Oracle may argue are already covered by their patented technologies.

The continuous data reception and real -time update capabilities outlined in Salesforce's application are another point of potential infringement. Oracle's CRM solutions have incorporated similar
features for years, allowing for dynamic data management and instant responsiveness. The specific methods described by Salesforce for maintaining this continuous flow of information and
facilitating real-time updates may well fall within the scope of Oracle's existing patents.

User request handling and the ability to retrieve specific subsets of datafrom the CRM system is another area where technical similarities are evident. Oracle's CRM platforms have long offered
sophisticated data retrieval and presentation capabilities, and their patents likely cover various methods for efficiently processing and responding to user queries. Salesforce's description of their
Al entity's ability to handle requests for specific data subsets and transmit this information back to the user closely mirrors functionalities that Oracle has previously developed and patented.

The integration with various communication platforms, as described in Salesforce's application, is another potential point of contention. Oracle's CRM solutions have been designed to work
seamlessly across multiple communication channels, and their patents likely cover methods for facilitating transactions and communications through diverse platforms. Salesforce's emphasis on
effective interaction with various communication platforms may infringe upon Oracle's existing intellectual property in this area.

The use of APIsfor data transactions, highlighted in Salesforce's application, is a critical component of modern CRM systems. Oracle has been a pioneer in developing robust APIs for
integrating Al systems with existing CRM frameworks. Their patents likely cover numerous methods and systems for utilizing APIs to facilitate data exchange between Al entities and CRM
platforms. Salesforce's reliance on APIsfor similar purposes may well fall within the scope of Oracle's patented technologies.

The multi-tenant architecture described in Salesforce's application is another area where Oracle can argue for technical similarity and potential infringement. Oracle has long been aleader in
developing secure, scalable multi-tenant systems for CRM and other enterprise applications. Their patents likely cover various aspects of multi-tenant data management, including methods for
securely partitioning data, managing tenant-specific metadata, and dynamically generating virtual applications. Salesforce's description of their multi-tenant system, including the shared database
and dynamic creation of virtual applications, bears striking similarities to technologies that Oracle has previously developed and patented.

The query generation and data processing capabilities outlined in Salesforce's application also align closely with functionalities that Oracle has likely patented. Oracle's CRM solutions have long
incorporated sophisticated query generators and data processing engines to efficiently retrieve and manipulate large volumes of data. The methods described by Salesforce for generating queries
based on user input and processing data in bulk operations may infringe upon Oracle's existing patents in these areas.

Furthermore, the overall system architecture described in Salesforce's application, including the server components, client devices, and the interactions between them, bears significant
resemblance to architectures that Oracle has developed and patented over the years. The specific arrangement and interaction of components such as processors, memory, communication devices,

and user interfaces may fall within the scope of Oracle's existing patents.

In conclusion, the technical similarities between Salesforce's patent application and Oracl€e's existing technologies are numerous and substantial. From the core functionalities of Al-driven CRM



interactions to the underlying system architectures and data management techniques, there are multiple points where Salesforce's described invention appears to overlap with technologies that
Oracle haslikely aready patented. While the specific details of Oracle's patents would need to be carefully compared with Salesforce's claimsto definitively establish infringement, the overall
alignment in functionalities and methodol ogies provides a strong basis for Oracle's argument. The pervasive nature of these similarities across multiple aspects of the CRM and Al integration

space strengthens Oracl€'s position in any potential legal action against Salesforce.



V. CRM Integration - Arguing Oracle'sPrior Coverage of AI-CRM Integrations

Oracle Inc. has a strong argument regarding their prior coverage of AI-CRM integrations, which potentialy invalidates Salesforce's patent US20210174372A 1. The integration of artificial
intelligence with customer relationship management systems has been a key focus area for Oracle for many years, predating Salesforce's patent application.

Oracle's existing patents likely cover various aspects of Al-driven CRM functionality, including automated customer interactions, real -time data processing, and intelligent response systems.
These technologies form the cornerstone of modern CRM platforms, and Oracle has been at the forefront of their development and implementation.

One of the primary arguments Oracle can make is that the core concepts outlined in Salesforce's patent - such as using Al entities to interact with CRM software, altering CRM content based on
user input, and transmitting relevant datato end-users - are not novel inventions but rather iterations of existing technologies that Oracle has already patented and implemented in their products.

Oracle's history of innovation in the CRM space provides a solid foundation for their claim. Their CRM solutions have long incorporated Al-driven features for improving customer interactions,
data management, and business intelligence. These existing implementations serve as tangible evidence of Oracle's prior art in the field of AI-CRM integration.

The concept of using chatbots or Al entities to interface with CRM systems, as described in Salesforce's patent, is not a new invention. Oracle can argue that they have previously developed and
patented similar technologies that enable automated customer interactions through Al-powered interfaces integrated with their CRM platforms. This prior implementation of Al-driven customer
interaction systems strengthens Oracl€'s position in challenging the novelty of Salesforce's patent claims.

Furthermore, Oracle can point to their existing patents that cover methods for real-time data processing and updates within CRM systems. The ability to alter CRM content in real-time based on
user inputs, as claimed in Salesforce's patent, is likely aready encompassed by Oracle's earlier patents on dynamic data management in CRM platforms.

Oracle's multi-tenant architecture patents also play a crucial rolein this dispute. The multi-tenant system described in Salesforce's patent application, which allows multiple organizations to share
a common database while maintaining data isolation, is a concept that Oracle has extensively developed and patented. Oracle can argue that their existing patents on multi-tenant architectures for
CRM systems cover the same principles outlined in Salesforce's application, further undermining its claims of novelty.

Theintegration of Al with CRM systems to provide automated responses and personalized customer experiences is another area where Oracle can demonstrate prior art. Their existing patents
likely cover methods for analyzing customer data, determining intent, and providing tailored responses - all key components of the Al-driven CRM interaction described in Salesforce's patent.

Oracle can aso highlight their long-standing implementation of application programming interfaces (APIs) for integrating Al functionalities with CRM platforms. The APl module described in
Salesforce's patent for facilitating communication between the Al entity and the enterprise computing platform islikely covered by Oracle's existing patents on CRM system integration and data
exchange protocols.

The query generation and data processing techniques outlined in Salesforce's patent application for efficiently retrieving and processing CRM data are al so areas where Oracle can claim prior
coverage. Oracl€e's extensive work in database management and CRM data processing has resulted in numerous patents that likely encompass similar methodologies for querying and processing
CRM datain rea-time.

Moreover, Oracle can argue that the virtual application generation described in Salesforce's patent, where applications are dynamically created based on tenant-specific metadata, is not a novel
concept but rather an extension of existing technologies that Oracle has previously developed and patented for their multi-tenant CRM solutions.

In challenging Salesforce's patent, Oracle can emphasize that the combination of these various elements - Al-driven interactions, real-time data processing, multi-tenant architecture, and dynamic



application generation - does not constitute a new invention but rather represents an obvious combination of existing technologies, al of which Oracle has previously devel oped, patented, and
implemented in their CRM offerings.

Thelegal precedent for patent invalidity based on prior art and obviousness supports Oracle's position. Under U.S. patent law, an invention must be novel and non-obvious to be patentable. If
Oracle can demonstrate that their existing patents and implementations cover the key aspects of Salesforce's claimed invention, or that the combination of these elements would have been
obvious to a person skilled in the art, they can make a compelling case for patent invalidity.

In conclusion, Oracle's extensive history in CRM and Al integration, coupled with their portfolio of relevant patents, provides a strong foundation for their argument against the validity of
Salesforce's patent. By demonstrating prior coverage of AI-CRM integrations across various aspects - from user interfaces to data processing and multi-tenant architectures - Oracle can
effectively challenge the novelty and non-obviousness of Salesforce's patent claims. This comprehensive approach, backed by tangible implementations and existing patents, strengthens Oracle's
position in any potentia legal proceedings regarding the alleged infringement.



V1. Data Management Techniques - Asserting Oracle's Patented Data Handling M ethods

Oracle Inc. can assert its patented data handling methods as a key argument in its potential lawsuit against Salesforce regarding patent US20210174372A1. The company's established patentsin
data management techniques provide a strong foundation for challenging the novelty and non-obviousness of Salesforce's proposed invention.

Oracle has long been at the forefront of database management systems and enterprise software solutions. Their portfolio includes numerous patents covering various aspects of data handling,
particularly in the context of customer relationship management (CRM) systems. These existing patents can be leveraged to argue that Salesforce's application does not introduce sufficiently
novel or non-obvious methods for data management within Al-enhanced CRM platforms.

One of the core elements of Salesforce's patent application is the interaction between Al entities (chatbots) and the underlying CRM software platform. This interaction involves complex data
management processes, including data retrieval, modification, and storage. Oracle can argue that its existing patents already cover similar data handling techniques in the context of Al-enhanced
enterprise systems.

For instance, Oracle likely holds patents on methods for efficiently querying and retrieving data from large-scal e databases, which isa crucial component of any Al-driven CRM system. The
company can argue that Salesforce's proposed system relies on these fundamental data retrieval techniques without introducing significant improvements or novel approaches.

Furthermore, Oracle's patents may cover sophisticated data modification methods that allow Al entities to update CRM records based on user interactions. This capability is central to Salesforce's
patent application, but Oracle can contend that their existing patents already encompass such functionality. By demonstrating that their patented methods enable similar data modification
processes, Oracle can challenge the non-obviousness of Salesforce's claimed invention.

Another critical aspect of data management in Salesforce's application is the continuous data stream maintained between the Al entity and the CRM platform. Oracle can argue that its patents
already cover methods for maintaining real-time data connections between various components of enterprise systems, including Al modules. By highlighting these existing patents, Oracle can
assert that Salesforce's approach to managing data streams does not constitute a patentable innovation.

The multi-tenant architecture described in Salesforce's application is another area where Oracle can leverage its existing patents. Oracle has long been aleader in multi-tenant database systems,
and its patents likely cover various aspects of dataisolation, security, and management in shared environments. By demonstrating that their patented methods already address the challenges of
data handling in multi-tenant CRM systems, Oracle can argue that Salesforce's application does not introduce novel solutions in this domain.

Data security and access control are crucial components of any enterprise CRM system, particularly when Al entities are involved. Oracle's extensive experience in database security likely
translates to arobust portfolio of patents covering data protection methods. The company can argue that Salesforce's proposed system relies on similar security mechanisms without introducing
significant innovations. This argument can further support Oracle's claim that the data handling techniques described in Salesforce's application are not patentable due to lack of novelty and non-
obviousness.

Oracle can also focus on the data processing techniques described in Salesforce's application, particularly those related to interpreting user intent and generating appropriate responses. The
company likely holds patents covering natural language processing and machine learning methods for understanding user queries and extracting relevant information from databases. By
demonstrating that their existing patents already enable similar functionality, Oracle can challenge the patentability of Salesforce's proposed data handling methods.

Theintegration of external data sources with the CRM platform, as described in Salesforce's application, is another area where Oracle can assert its existing patents. Oracle's enterprise software
solutions often involve complex data integration capabilities, and the company likely holds patents covering methods for seamlessly incorporating external datainto CRM systems. By
highlighting these patents, Oracle can argue that Salesforce's approach to data integration does not constitute a patentable innovation.



In addition to specific data handling techniques, Oracle can leverage its patents related to the overall architecture of Al-enhanced CRM systems. The company's experience in devel oping
enterprise software solutions likely translates to patents covering the design and implementation of systems that integrate Al entities with traditional CRM platforms. By demonstrating that their
existing patents already describe similar system architectures, Oracle can challenge the novelty of Salesforce's proposed invention.

Oracle's argument can be further strengthened by highlighting the company's long-standing expertise in data management and its history of innovation in the field. By presenting atimeline of its
relevant patents and products, Oracle can establish itself as a pioneer in Al-enhanced enterprise systems and data handling techniques. This historical context can support the argument that
Salesforce's application does not introduce sufficiently novel or non-obvious methods to warrant a new patent.

In conclusion, Oracle Inc. can build a compelling case against Salesforce's patent application US20210174372A1 by asserting its extensive portfolio of patents covering various aspects of data
handling in enterprise systems. By demonstrating that its existing patents already encompass the key data management techniques described in Salesforce's application, Oracle can challenge the
novelty and non-obviousness of the proposed invention. This approach leverages Oracl€e's established expertise in database management and enterprise software solutions to argue that
Salesforce's application does not introduce patentable innovations in the field of Al-enhanced CRM systems.



VII. Multi-Tenant Architectures - Highlighting Oracle's Existing M ulti-Tenant System Patents

Oracle Inc. has a strong argument for potential patent infringement by Salesforce.com, Inc. regarding the multi-tenant architecture described in patent application US20210174372A 1. Oracle's
existing patents in multi-tenant systems provide a solid foundation for their claim, as they have been pioneers in developing and implementing such architectures for enterprise software,
including Customer Relationship Management (CRM) systems.

Oracle's multi-tenant architecture patents likely cover fundamental aspects of shared resource management, data isolation, and scalability that are essential to modern cloud-based CRM systems.
These patents would describe methods for efficiently allocating computing resources across multiple tenants while maintaining data security and performance. Salesforce's patent application,
which outlines an Al-powered chatbot integrated with a CRM platform, inevitably relies on similar multi-tenant principles to function effectively in a cloud environment.

The core of Oracle's argument would likely focus on how Salesforce's proposed system leverages multi-tenancy concepts that Oracle has already patented. For instance, Salesforce's application
describes a shared database (530) accessed by multiple tenants through a common application platform (510). This architecture bears striking similarities to Oracle's patented multi-tenant
database systems, which allow multiple customers to share a single database instance while keeping their data logically separated.

Oracle could argue that Salesforce's method of creating dynamic virtual applications (528) based on tenant-specific metadata (538) infringes on Oracle's patents related to on-demand application
generation in multi-tenant environments. Oracle has likely patented techniques for efficiently generating and managing tenant-specific applications within a shared infrastructure, which appears
to be akey component of Salesforce's proposed system.

Furthermore, Oracle may contend that Salesforce's query generator (514), responsible for efficiently retrieving data from the shared database based on user queries and access privileges, infringes
on Oracl€'s patented methods for managing data access in multi-tenant systems. Oracle's existing patents likely cover sophisticated techniques for enforcing data isolation and security in shared
database environments, which are crucial for multi-tenant CRM systems.

The data processing engine (512) described in Salesforce's application, which handles bulk data processing tasks such as uploads, downloads, and updates, may also infringe on Oracl€'s patents
related to efficient data management in multi-tenant architectures. Oracle has likely patented methods for optimizing these operations across multiple tenants while maintaining system
performance and data integrity.

Oracle could also argue that Salesforce's approach to creating and managing virtual applications (528) based on tenant-specific data infringes on Oracle's patents related to application
customization and extensibility in multi-tenant environments. Oracle's existing patents likely cover techniques for dynamically generating and modifying applications based on tenant-specific
requirements while maintaining a shared codebase.

Theintegration of Al capabilities with the multi-tenant CRM platform, as described in Salesforce's application, may also infringe on Oracle's patents if they have previously patented methods for
incorporating Al or machine learning technologies into multi-tenant enterprise software systems. Oracle could argue that their existing patents cover the fundamental architecture and methods
necessary to implement Al-powered features in a multi-tenant environment efficiently.

Oracle's argument would likely emphasize that while Salesforce's application focuses on Al-powered chatbot functionality, the underlying multi-tenant architecture and data management
techniques are not novel and are already covered by Oracle's existing patents. They could contend that Salesforce's innovation is merely an implementation of Al on top of a multi-tenant CRM
platform, rather than a fundamental advancement in multi-tenant architecture itself.

To strengthen their case, Oracle would need to provide specific examples from their existing patents that closely match the multi-tenant aspects of Salesforce's application. They would likely
highlight similarities in database structure, resource allocation methods, data isolation techniques, and application customization approaches.



Oracle could also argue that allowing Salesforce's patent application to be granted would unfairly limit Oracle's ability to innovate and expand upon their own multi-tenant technologies. They
might contend that Salesforce's application, if approved, could potentially block Oracle from implementing similar Al-powered features on their own multi-tenant CRM platforms, despite Oracle
having pioneered the underlying architecture.

In conclusion, Oracle Inc. has a compelling argument that Salesforce's patent application US20210174372A1 infringes upon their existing multi-tenant system patents. The similaritiesin
architecture, data management techniques, and application generation methods provide a strong basis for Oracle's claim. While Salesforce's focus on Al-powered chatbots may be innovative, the
underlying multi-tenant infrastructure appears to rely heavily on concepts and methods that Oracle has likely aready patented. The outcome of this potential legal dispute would depend on a
detailed analysis of the specific claimsin Oracle's existing patents and how closely they align with the multi-tenant aspects of Salesforce's proposed system.



V111, Doctrine of Equivalents - Expanding Oracle's Claim Scopeto Cover Salesforce's | nvention

The Doctrine of Equivalentsisacrucia legal principlein patent law that allows patent holders to assert infringement even when the accused product or process does not literally infringe on the
patent claims. This doctrine expands the scope of patent protection beyond the literal wording of the claims, providing a more comprehensive safeguard for inventors' rights. In the case of Oracle
Inc. vs. Salesforce, Oracle could potentialy leverage this doctrine to argue that Salesforce's patent US20210174372A 1 infringes upon their existing patents.

To successfully apply the Doctrine of Equivalents, Oracle would need to demonstrate that Salesforce's Al-powered CRM system performs substantially the same function, in substantially the
same way, to achieve substantially the same result as Oracle's patented technology. This "function-way-result" test is a cornerstone of the doctrine and would be central to Oracl€e's argument.

Oracle could begin by identifying specific claimsin their existing patents that cover Al-enhanced CRM functionalities. They would then need to show how Salesforce's patent, while potentially
using different terminology or specific implementation details, ultimately achieves the same core functionality. For instance, if Oracle's patents describe a method for using Al to interpret user
gueries and retrieve relevant CRM data, they could argue that Salesforce's Al entity that "receives user input” and "alters contents within the CRM software platform” is essentially performing
the same function.

The key to Oracle's argument would be demonstrating that any differences between their patented technology and Salesforce's invention are insubstantial. This could involve a detailed technical
analysis of both systems, highlighting similarities in their underlying architectures, data flow processes, and user interaction models. Oracle might argue that while Salesforce's patent uses terms
like "Al entity" or "chat-bot," these are merely linguistic variations describing fundamentally similar Al-driven customer interaction systems.

Oracle could aso focus on the intended outcomes of both technologies. If their patents describe improvements in customer service efficiency, personalized user experiences, or streamlined data
management within CRM systems, they could argue that Salesforce's invention aims to achieve these same results. The fact that both systems integrate Al capabilities with CRM platformsto
enhance user interactions and data manipulation could be presented as evidence of their fundamental equivalence.

Another aspect Oracle might explore is the concept of "known interchangeability.” If they can demonstrate that elements of Salesforce's system would be recognized by persons skilled in the art
as interchangeable with elementsin Oracle's patented technology, this would strengthen their case for infringement under the Doctrine of Equivalents. For example, if Oracle's patents describe a
specific method of natural language processing for interpreting user queries, and Salesforce's system uses a different but functionally similar method, Oracle could argue that these are known
interchangeabl e elements within the field of Al-enhanced CRM systems.

It'simportant to note that the application of the Doctrine of Equivalentsis not without limitations. The doctrine cannot be used to expand a patent's scope to cover the prior art or to encompass
what was disclaimed during the patent prosecution process. Oracle would need to carefully review the prosecution history of their relevant patents to ensure they haven't made any statements or
amendments that would preclude them from now asserting a broader scope of protection.

Additionally, Oracle should be prepared to address potential counterarguments from Salesforce. Salesforce might claim that their technology represents a substantial improvement over existing
systems, including those patented by Oracle. They could argue that their specific implementation of Al entities within a CRM context offers unique advantages or solves problems in ways not
contemplated by Oracl€'s patents. To counter this, Oracle would need to demonstrate that any improvements or unique features in Salesforce's system are either insignificant or fall within the
natural evolution of the technology described in Oracl€'s patents.

The timing of the respective patents and patent applications could also play a crucial role in Oracle's argument. They would need to establish that their relevant patents predate Salesforce's
application, and that the technology described in their earlier patents encompasses the core functionalities claimed by Salesforce. This temporal aspect is critical in establishing the validity of
Oracle's infringement claim under the Doctrine of Equivalents.



Oracle might also consider the broader implications of their argument on the Al and CRM technology landscape. They could argue that allowing Salesforce's patent to stand without
acknowledging its equivalence to Oracle's earlier innovations could stifle competition and innovation in the field. By framing their case as a defense of legitimate patent rights and a stand against
overly broad patent claims, Oracle could potentially gain both legal and public relations advantages.

In conclusion, Oracle's use of the Doctrine of Equivalentsto expand their claim scope and cover Salesforce's invention would require a multifaceted approach. They would need to meticulously
analyze both their own patents and Salesforce's application, demonstrate substantial similarities in function, way, and result, and address potential counterarguments and limitations. While the
doctrine provides a powerful tool for patent holders to protect their innovations beyond literal infringement, its application requires careful legal and technical argumentation. The outcome of
such a case would likely hinge on the specific details of the patents involved and the court's interpretation of the doctrine in the context of Al-enhanced CRM technologies.



IX. Induced Infringement - Examining Salesforce's Role in Encouraging I nfringement by Users

Induced infringement isa critical aspect of patent law that Oracle Inc. could leverage in its potential lawsuit against Salesforce.com, Inc. regarding patent US20210174372A1. Thislegal doctrine
holds that a party can beliable for patent infringement if they actively encourage or assist othersin directly infringing a patent, even if they do not directly infringe themselves.

In the context of Oracle's case against Salesforce, the argument for induced infringement would center on Salesforce's role in encouraging its users to utilize the Al-powered chatbot functionality
described in the patent, which Oracle claims violatesits prior patents. Oracle could argue that by implementing, marketing, and providing support for this feature, Salesforce is knowingly
inducing its customers to infringe upon Oracle'sintellectual property.

To establish a case for induced infringement, Oracle would need to demonstrate several key elements:

1. Direct infringement by Salesforce's users: Oracle must show that Salesforce's customers are actually using the Al chatbot functionality in away that directly infringes upon Oracle's patents.
This could involve documenting specific instances where Salesforce users employ the chatbot to modify CRM data or interact with the system in ways covered by Oracle's existing patents.

2. Salesforce's knowledge of the patent: Oracle would need to prove that Salesforce was aware of Oracle's patents and the potential infringement. This could be demonstrated through evidence of
prior communications between the companies, public statements, or industry knowledge of Oracle's technologies.

3. Salesforce's intent to induce infringement: Oracle must show that Salesforce took active steps to encourage its users to employ the potentially infringing functionality. This could include
marketing materials, user guides, or customer support documentation that promotes the use of the Al chatbot features.

4. Salesforce's knowledge that its actions would induce infringement: Oracle would need to establish that Salesforce knew or should have known that its actions would lead to infringement of
Oracle's patents by its users.

To support these arguments, Oracle could point to specific aspects of Salesforce's patent and its implementation:

1. The patent's description of Al entities interacting with a CRM software platform to receive user input and alter CRM platform content closely mirrors functionalities that Oracle claims are
covered by its existing patents.

2. Salesforce's marketing materials and product documentation that encourage usersto leverage the Al chatbot for customer interactions and data management could be seen as actively
promoting infringing behavior.

3. Theintegration of the Al chatbot with Salesforce's CRM platform, as detailed in the patent, could be viewed as facilitating and streamlining the infringing activities of users.

4. Salesforce's provision of APIs and development tools that allow customers to customize and extend the Al chatbot functionality might be seen as further encouraging infringement by enabling
users to more deeply integrate the potentially infringing technology into their operations.

Oracle could argue that Salesforce's actions go beyond merely providing a product with potential infringing uses and instead constitute active encouragement of infringement. By offering the Al
chatbot as a core feature of its CRM platform and promoting its benefits for customer interaction and data management, Salesforce could be seen as inducing its customers to engage in activities
that Oracle claimsinfringe upon its patents.



Furthermore, Oracle might contend that Salesforce's position as a major player in the CRM market amplifies the impact of its induced infringement. With alarge customer base and significant
market influence, Salesforce's promotion and implementation of the allegedly infringing technology could lead to widespread adoption and, consequently, more extensive infringement of
Oracl€e's patents.

To strengthen its case, Oracle could present evidence of specific instances where Salesforce's customers have used the Al chatbot functionality in ways that directly infringe upon Oracl€e's
patents. This could include case studies, user testimonials, or data on feature usage that demonstrates how Salesforce's induced infringement has resulted in tangible harm to Oracl€'s intellectual
property rights.

Additionally, Oracle might argue that Salesforce's actions undermine the value of Oracle's patents and its position in the market. By allegedly appropriating Oracle's patented technol ogies and
encouraging widespread use among its customer base, Salesforce could be seen as diminishing the competitive advantage that Oracle's innovations should provide.

In response to these arguments, Salesforce would likely contend that its Al chatbot functionality represents an independent innovation that does not infringe upon Oracl€e's patents. They might
argue that any similarities in functionality are due to common industry practices or obvious solutions to known problems in the field of CRM and Al integration.

Salesforce could also assert that it has taken reasonabl e steps to avoid infringement, such as conducting patent clearance searches or obtaining legal opinions on the validity of its technology.
They might argue that their promotion and support of the Al chatbot feature is based on a good-faith belief in the legitimacy of their own innovation.

The outcome of any legal action based on induced infringement would depend on the specific evidence presented and the court's interpretation of patent law. However, by focusing on
Salesforce's role in encouraging and facilitating the use of potentially infringing technology, Oracle could present a compelling case for induced infringement that goes beyond simple allegations
of direct patent violation.



X. Damages and I njunctive Relief - Assessing Potential Remediesfor Oracle's L osses

If Oracle cannot establish lost profits, they may seek reasonable royalties - the amount awilling licensor and licensee would have agreed upon for use of the patented technology. The Georgia-
Pacific factors, from Georgia-Pacific Corp. v. United States Plywood Corp., guide courts in determining reasonable royalties. These factors include royalties received for licensing the patent,
rates paid for similar patents, and the nature and scope of the license.

Enhanced damages may be available if Oracle can prove willful infringement. Under 35 U.S.C. § 284, courts can increase damages up to three times the amount found or assessed. The Supreme
Court in Halo Electronics, Inc. v. Pulse Electronics, Inc. emphasized that enhanced damages are reserved for egregious cases of misconduct beyond typical infringement. Oracle would need to
show Salesforce's conduct was willful, wanton, malicious, bad-faith, deliberate, consciously wrongful, flagrant, or characteristic of a pirate.

Injunctive relief is another potential remedy. Oracle could seek a permanent injunction to prevent Salesforce from further use of the allegedly infringing technology. The Supreme Court's
decision in eBay Inc. v. MercExchange, L.L.C. established a four-factor test for permanent injunctions in patent cases. Oracle would need to demonstrate: (1) irreparable injury, (2) inadeguacy of
monetary damages, (3) balance of hardships favoring an injunction, and (4) public interest not disserved by an injunction.

Courts have been more hesitant to grant injunctions in cases between direct competitors where monetary damages can adequately compensate the patent holder. However, if Oracle can show that
Salesforce's continued infringement would cause irreparable harm to their market position or reputation, an injunction may be more likely.

Alternatively, Oracle might seek a compulsory license, where Salesforce would be ordered to pay ongoing royalties for continued use of the patented technology. This approach balances Oracle's
right to compensation with the potential public interest in continued availability of Salesforce's products.

In calculating damages, the entire market value rule may come into play. Thisrule allows for damages based on the entire value of a multi-component product if the patented feature is the basis
for customer demand. However, courts have applied this rule cautiously, requiring strong evidence that the patented feature drives demand for the entire product.

The doctrine of apportionment is also relevant, requiring that damages be limited to the incremental value that the patented invention adds to the end product. In cases involving complex
software like CRM systems, accurately apportioning value to specific patented features can be challenging and may require sophisticated economic analysis.

Oracle might also seek prejudgment interest on damages, which compensates for the time value of money between the infringement and the judgment. The rate of interest istypically at the
court's discretion.

In addition to these remedies, Oracle could potentially recover attorney fees under 35 U.S.C. § 285 if they can provethisis an "exceptional case." The Supreme Court in Octane Fitness, LLC v.
ICON Health & Fitness, Inc. defined an exceptional case as one that stands out from others with respect to the substantive strength of a party's litigating position or the unreasonable manner in
which the case was litigated.

The specific remedies awarded would depend on the strength of Oracle's infringement case, the nature and extent of Salesforce's alleged infringement, and the impact on Oracl€e's business. Courts
aim to make the patent holder whole while avoiding overcompensation or punitive measures unless willful infringement is proven.

In conclusion, Oracle has several potential avenues for recovering damages and obtaining relief if they can prove patent infringement by Salesforce. The court would likely consider a
combination of monetary damages, possible injunctive relief, and other remedies to address Oracl€e's |osses while balancing the interests of both parties and the public. The specific outcome
would depend on the facts of the case, the strength of Oracle's evidence, and the court's application of relevant patent law principles and precedents.
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