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DR.LAKSHMI ARUNACHALAM 

222 Stanford Avenue, Menlo Park, CA 94025 

TEL: (650) 690-0995 

FAX: (650) 854-3393 

Email: laks22002@yahoo.com 

Pro Se Defendant 

 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA, OAKLAND DIVISION 

 

SAP AMERICA, INC., 

 Plaintiff, 

                           v. 

LAKSHMI ARUNACHALAM, 

 Defendant 

Case No.: 4:13-CV-1248 PJH 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 

 

A Notice is hereby given that Defendant, Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam (“Dr. Arunachalam”), 

hereby timely appeals to the United States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit from: 

1. The Order entered in this case on 4/2/2019 (D.I. 102)  Re Cross Motions For Summary 

Judgment And Vacating Hearing, in which the court concluded [in violation of the Constitution 

and the Law of the Land as declared in Fletcher v. Peck, 10 U.S. 87 (1810) that a Grant is a 

Contract that cannot be rescinded by the absolute highest authority, and ignoring that Fletcher 

governs patent law,  and not consistent with Procedural Rules and Law of the Land ⸻ the 

Fletcher Challenge ⸻ and Law of the Case and without considering material prima facie 

evidence of Patent Prosecution History nor applying the Federal Circuit’s Aqua Products Inc. 

v. Matal, Fed. Cir. Case No. 15-1177, October 4, 2017 reversal of all Orders that failed to 

consider the entirety of the record⸻ Patent Prosecution History, and all without a hearing and 

denying Dr. Arunachalam due process, making it hazardous, expensive and burdensome for 

Dr. Arunachalam to have access to the Court, all in violation of the Constitution.] corruptly, 

disparately, baselessly  that the doctrine of collateral estoppel renders each of the claims of the 
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patents-in-suit invalid, and denying Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment, and granting  

summary judgment in favor of SAP on Dr. Arunachalam’s counterclaims and granting SAP’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment  on its claim for a declaratory judgment of non-infringement, 

all without any basis in facts or the law or patent statutes.   

2. The Judgment entered in this case on 4/2/2019 (D.I.103) denying Defendant’s Motion for 

Summary Judgment, and granting summary judgment in favor of SAP on Dr. Arunachalam’s 

counterclaims and granting SAP’s Motion for Summary Judgment on its claim for a 

declaratory judgment of non-infringement, without a hearing.  

Please see the attached document in lieu of the Appeal filing fee of $505.  The 

aforementioned Orders are attached herewith as Exhibits. A Certificate of Service is attached.  

      Respectfully Submitted,  

April 17, 2019    

222 Stanford Avenue    Pro Se Defendant,  

Menlo Park, CA 94025   Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam  

650.690.0995, laks22002@yahoo.com  
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DR.LAKSHMI ARUNACHALAM 

222 Stanford Avenue, Menlo Park, CA 94025 

TEL: (650) 690-0995 

FAX: (650) 854-3393 

Email: laks22002@yahoo.com 

Pro Se Defendant 

 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA, OAKLAND DIVISION 

 

SAP AMERICA, INC., 

 Plaintiff, 

                           v. 

LAKSHMI ARUNACHALAM, 

 Defendant 

Case No.: 4:13-CV-1248 PJH 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam, hereby certify that on April 17, 2019, a true and correct copy of the 

foregoing document along with the document in lieu of the filing fee of $505, along with the 

Exhibits of the Orders was filed with the Court and electronically served through the CM/ECF 

system which will send a notification of such filing to all counsel of record. I further certify that 

on April 17, 2019, I sent two more copies (one copy marked as Chambers’ Copy) of the same via 

the U.S. Post Office to deliver to:  

Clerk of Court, 

U.S. District Court for the Northern District of California, Oakland Division 

Ronald V. Dellums Federal Building & United States Courthouse 

1301 Clay Street 

Oakland, CA 94612.   

  

       DATED: April 17, 2019          

     

222 Stanford Avenue    Pro Se Defendant,  

Menlo Park, CA 94025   Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam  

650.690.0995, laks22002@yahoo.com  
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EQUITABLE ENFORCEMENT OF 

ADMINISTRATIVE [CONSTITUTIONAL] REDRESS 

‘IN THE INTEREST OF JUSTICE AND FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS’ 

FOR 

FEE WAIVER TO ACCESS THE COURT  

‘A THING CONTINUES TO EXIST AS LONG AS IS USUAL WITH THINGS OF THAT NATURE’ 

Defendant/Appellant compliantly moves the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 

Federal Circuit and/or this District Court to grant ‘ADMINISTRATIVE 

[CONSTITUTIONAL] REDRESS’ authorizing the CLERK OF THE COURT to ‘WAIVE THE 

FILING FEE’ for the attached Notice of Appeal filing on equitable (extraordinary) 

circumstances regarding the question of due process itself; denied, by the Trial 

Court.   Hindering such access to the courts by making it hazardous, difficult and 

expensive; which, has continued (with things of that nature) was procedurally an 

integral part relied upon [By the Court and Clerks.] against Appellant [Disparately, 

excluded from the Equal Protection of the Federal Circuit’s  Reversal in Aqua 

Products’ existing.  Now, existing before this Tribunal to concede — 

compromisingly in furtherance —; which, this Tribunal must not abide by. 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

UNDISPUTED FACTS IN SUPPORT OF 

EQUITABLE CONSIDERATION OF ENTITLED CONSTITUTIONAL 

REDRESS 
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I. For decades, the USPTO, its CERTIFIED ATTORNEY MEMBERS, and APPEALS 

BOARD (PTAB) have been corruptly using (Ultra vires) a ‘REEXAMINING PROCESS-

ON-REQUEST’ —  by Infringers, Competitors, and Others [So vested(-ly) interested 

in having Defendant/Appellant’s ‘GOVERNMENT CONTRACT GRANTED PATENT’ 

rescinded—in—‘Breach’ thereof).  Without, considering ‘PATENT PROSECUTION 

HISTORY’; concertedly,  by venue to the Federal Circuit Court to adjudicate the 

PTAB’s ‘INVALIDATING REEXAMINATION’; complained, of by Appellant [On 

‘FIRST IMPRESSION’ conflicting ‘CONSTITUTIONAL ISSUE’ —(prohibiting)— 

‘INVALIDATING GOVERNMENT ISSUED GRANTS’  which all Federal Courts have 

(concertedly) failed to adjudicate.   In 2011, the Legislature enacted ‘America 

Invents Act’.  Authorizing, by inserted provision of the same ‘Reexamination 

Process’.  Subsequently, ‘Constitutional[-ized]’ by Supreme Court declaration in 

Oil States; concertedly, with the Federal Circuit’s ‘POST-REVERSAL’ in its AQUA 

PRODUCTS case; preempting, notice of the decades-long silence (as fraud) of the 

PTAB’s ‘BREACH OF CONTRACT GRANT’ EFFECTUATED BY THE ‘CORRUPTED 

REEXAMINING PROCESS’ [Requiring the Agency to ‘Duly Consider’ the entire 

‘Patent Claim’ [and applying  ‘PATENT PROSECUTION HISTORY’.] — in the 

‘INVALIDATING PROCESS’ self.   Further, requiring the Agency to ‘REDRESS ALL 

REEXAMINATION REQUESTS (FRAUDULENTLY) ENFORCED’ [One being 

Defendant/Appellant’s; which, the ‘REVERSING CIRCUIT COURT’ — specifically 
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EXCLUDED from the (entitled) ‘REVERSAL REDRESS’ — Object — to avoid 

adjudicating the countervailing: ‘MANDATED PROHIBITION’ — incidentally 

— comforting the abusive object of the infringers’ (18) requests to reexamine 

Defendant/Appellant’s patent contract grant. 

II. Excluding, Defendant/Appellant from enjoying the benefit of the Federal 

Circuit’s reversal and wanton ‘FAILURES TO ADJUDICATE’ the ‘MANDATED 

PROHIBITION’ has unduly been oppressive, difficult, and very expensive [For no 

good public or private reason other than ‘CAPITALIZING ON THEIR COLLECTIVE 

SILENCE’.].  COMPOUNDED, by the Supreme Court; concertedly, enjoining the 

Separation of Powers Clause; by, — Allowing the ‘LEGISLATIVE ACT’ to 

‘ADJUDICATIVE(-LY) QUASI-REVERSE’ the ‘LAW OF THE LAND—MANDATED 

PROHIBITION’ against rescinding government issued contract grants, once issued; 

inciting, the INFRINGERS to continue ‘NON-PAYMENT OF ROYALTIES’ owed to 

Defendant/Appellant — Cumulatively, resulting in this Prayer; for, EQUITABLE 

ENFORCEMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE [CONSTITUTIONAL] REDRESS. 

ANY CONSTITUTIONSAL LAW BOOK CLEARLY DISCLOSES   

III. The courts may ultimately decide that the decisions of administrative  

officers, with or without a hearing according to circumstances, are due process of 

law, but the final decision of this ultimate question cannot be  conclusively confided 

to any non-judicial tribunal.  Any legislative attempt to do this, whether by direct 
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denial of access to the courts upon this question, or by hindering such access by 

making resort to the courts upon it difficult, expensive, or hazardous, all alike violate 

the constitutional provision. 

CONCLUSIVELY 

 If the parties to litigation have been given a fair hearing in their case, in a 

manner appropriate to the occasion, neither can complain that his property has been 

taken without due process merely because a court has erroneously decided against 

him.  Due process does not assure a correct decision, buy only a fair hearing1.  The 

requirement of due process does, however, entitle a litigant to an honest, though not 

a learned tribunal.    If a litigant is injured through the corruption or fraud of the 

court or other body disposing of his case, s/he is entitled to redress under this 

constitution2.   

Respectfully prayed for,     April 17, 2019 

. 

s/     Lakshmi Arunachalam        

Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam,   

Pro Se Defendant/Appellant. 

222 Stanford Avenue, Menlo Park, CA 94025 

Tel: 650 690 0995; laks22002@yahoo.com 

                                                           
1 CENTRAL LAND CO. V. LAIDLEY, 159 U.S. 103 

 
2
 FALLBROOK IRRIGATION DISTRICT V. BRADLEY, 164 U.S. PP. 167-70; LOUISVILLE & 

NASHVILLE RAILWAY CO. V. KENTUCKY, 183 U.S. PP. 515-16; C.B. & Q. RAILWAY V. 

BABCOCK, 204 U.S.585. 
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EXHIBITS 
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(“SAP”) Lakshmi Arunachalam’s

(“Dr. Arunachalam”) 

10, 2019, is VACATED.  Having read the parties’ 

A.

infringement of Dr. Arunachalam’s patents: U.S. Patent Nos. 8,037,158 (“the ’158 

atent), 5,987,500 (“the ’500 atent”) and 8,108,492 (“the ’492 atent”

“ suit”).  Net International, Inc. (“Pi Net”), Dr. Arunachalam’s 

s c

“PTAB”). Dkt
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reviews and defendant’s 

(henceforth “ ”)

Net’s appeal

Net’s petition for 

(the “

”)

Subsequent to the district court’s decision in 

’s dismissal of the appeal

Dr. Arunachalam’s 

“the final decision in 

s are invalid.”  

B.

[T]he ’158, ’492, and ’500 patents, [ ] share a specification and 
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relate to methods and apparatuses for providing “real
b.”  When the 

“configurable value
time transactions on the World Wide Web,” comprising 

“means for switching to a transactional application in res

transaction request.”  Another aspect of the inventions was a 

C.

that there is “no genuine dispute as to any material fact and the movant is entitled to 

judgment as a matter of law.” 
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The Federal Circuit applies “the law of the regional circuit to the general 

”

“However, for any aspects that may have special or unique application to patent cases, 

is applicable.”  

That includes “issues of issue preclusion that implicate 

l Circuit’s] own previous decisions.”  

“ ” also known as collateral estoppel, “is designed to bar[ ] 

rmination.”  

“

”

“[W]here a patent has been declared invalid in a proceeding in which the patentee 

dity of the patent.”  

ollateral estoppel is not limited “to patent claims 

whether collateral estoppel should apply.”  

“If the differences between 
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question of invalidity, collateral estoppel applies.”  

D.

’ ’

’500

“VAN switch,” “switching,” “service network” “value

”  

“grant[ed] [JPMorgan’s] motion for non

” 

s

Federal Circuit dismissed Dr. Arunachalam’s subsequent appeal

which requires “one skilled in the art, having read the 

1 plaintiff only asserted infringement of claim 4 of the ’158 Patent, 

2 court also found that the “patents
description.”  

JPMorgan’s

JPMorgan’s
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‘undue experimentation.’”  

(internal citation omitted).  Claim 4 of the ’158 patent, claims 1–
–11 of the ’492 patent, and claims 1– – –

and claim 35 of the ’500 patent were fou
–11 of the ’158 patent, claim 

12 of the ’492 patent, and claim 17 of the ’500 patent were not 

evidence of the ’158 patent teaches how to make or use the 
“point of service application” limitation also recited in claims 1–

–11; and the remaining ’492 and ’500 pat

’ ’

’

defendant’s

s

’158 ’ ’500

’s

The two remaining ’158 claims are invalid because both claims depends on claim 

—
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’s finding that “nothing in the intrinsic 

evidence of the ’158 patent teaches how to make or use the ‘point of service application’ 

limitation”).  

’s

to the two remaining ’492 Patent claims.  Claim 9 depends on but does not cure the 

—

with respect the ’500 

Patent apply equally to the remaining 21 ’500 

11:26.  Second, independent claims 19 and 27 describe a “method for enabling 

object routing” or “[a]n object router.”  Dkt. 94

JPM

’s

“

practice the contemplated transaction” and whether the 

definite “was determined after Dr. Arunachalam’s company, represented by counsel, had 
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a full and fair opportunity to present argument, evidence and expert testimony.”  

None of Dr. Arunachalam’s argum

Dr. Arunachalam’s briefing

Dr. Arunachalam’s other arguments

2d 1035, 1037 (N.D. Cal. 2008) (“in the patent infringement

in another case.”).  For that reason, Dr. Arunchalam’s motion for summary 

SAP on Dr. Arunachalam’s counterclaims and GRANTS SAP summary judgment on its 
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plaintiff’s

plaintiff on all of defendant’s 

U.S. Patent Nos. 8,037,158 (“the 

’158 atent), 5,987,500 (“the ’500 atent”) and 8,108,492 (“the ’ atent”

infringement of the ’158 Patent, the ’500 Patent, and the ’492 Patent, 
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