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

MARSHALL DIVISION 
 
BYTEWEAVR, LLC, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
DATABRICKS, INC., 
 

Defendant. 

§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
 

 
 
 
 
JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 
 
 
CIVIL ACTION NO. ____________ 

PLAINTIFF’S ORIGINAL COMPLAINT FOR PATENT INFRINGEMENT 

Plaintiff BYTEWEAVR, LLC files this Complaint in this Eastern District of Texas (the 

“District”) against Defendant Databricks, Inc. for infringement of U.S. Patent No. 6,839,733 (the 

“’733 patent”), U.S. Patent No. 7,949,752 (the “’752 patent”), U.S. Patent No. 6,965,897 (the 

“’897 patent”), U.S. Patent No. 7,082,474 (the “’474 patent”), U.S. Patent No. 8,275,827 (the 

“’827 patent”), U.S. Patent No. 6,862,488 (the “’488 patent”), and U.S. Reissued Patent No. 

RE42153 (the “’153 patent”)  (collectively referred to as the “Asserted Patents”). 

THE PARTIES 

1. BYTEWEAVR, LLC (“BYTEWEAVR” or “Plaintiff”) is a Texas limited liability 

company, with registered address at 17350 State Hwy 249, Suite 220, Houston, Texas 77064. 

2. On information and belief, Defendant Databricks, Inc. (“Databricks” or 

“Defendant”) is a corporation formed and organized under the laws of Delaware with its principal 

executive offices and corporate headquarters located at 160 Spear Street, San Francisco, CA 94105. 

Databricks is registered to do business in Texas. See TEXAS SECRETARY OF STATE, 

https://direct.sos.state.tx.us/ at Filing No. 804532217 (showing that Databricks has been registered 
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since 2022 as a foreign corporation in Texas) (last visited Oct. 11, 2023). Databricks’ registered 

agent in Texas is United Agent Group Inc. located at 5444 Westheimer #1000, Houston, TX 77056.  

3. Databricks was founded in 2013, and in September of 2023, announced a valuation 

of $43 billion dollars See Databricks Raises Series I Investment at $43B Valuation, DATABRICKS, 

https://www.databricks.com/company/newsroom/press-releases/databricks-raises-series-i-

investment-43b-valuation. Over 50% of Fortune 500 companies use Databricks’ platforms. 

4. On information and belief, Databricks provides data management and analytics via 

“combin[ing] the best elements of data lakes and data warehouses to help you reduce costs and 

deliver on your data and AI initiatives faster,” referred to as the “Databricks Lakehouse.” See The 

Databricks Lakehouse Platform, DATABRICKS, https://www.databricks.com/product/data-

lakehouse (last visited Oct. 12, 2023).  Databricks is “a unified, open analytics platform for building, 

deploying, sharing, and maintaining enterprise-grade data, analytics, and AI solutions at scale.” See 

What is Databricks?, DATABRICKS, https://docs.databricks.com/en/introduction/index.html (last 

visited January 23, 2024).  

5. In 2020, Databricks introduced the “Lakehouse,” which was based on open source 

data formats such as Apache Parquet, and Hadoop. See What is a Lakehouse?, DATABRICKS, 

available at https://www.databricks.com/blog/2020/01/30/what-is-a-data-lakehouse.html (Last 

visited on December 15, 2023). The Databricks Lakehouse is based on a variety of open-source 

data lake and data warehouse technologies such as Hadoop and Apache Parquet. See Lakehouse: A 

New Generation of Open Platforms that Unify Data Warehousing and Advanced Analytics?, 

MICHAEL ARMBRUST, available at https://www.cidrdb.org/cidr2021/papers/cidr2021_paper17.pdf 

(January 2021).  
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6. On information and belief, the Databricks Lakehouse Platform includes several 

different products including at least Databricks SQL (a serverless data warehouse), Delta Lake, 

Unity Catalog, Databricks Marketplace, and Data Intelligence Platform. See Databricks SQL, 

DATABRICKS,  https://www.databricks.com/product/databricks-sql (last visited on December 15, 

2023); Delta Lake on Databricks, DATABRICKS,  https://www.databricks.com/product/delta-lake-

on-databricks (last visited on December 15, 2023); Unity Catalog, DATABRICKS,  

https://www.databricks.com/product/unity-catalog (last visited on December 15, 2023);  

Databricks Marketplace, DATABRICKS,  https://www.databricks.com/product/marketplace (last 

visited on December 15, 2023);  Data Streaming, DATABRICKS,  

https://www.databricks.com/product/data-streaming (last visited on December 15, 2023). The Data 

Intelligence Platform “integrates with cloud storage and security in [the customer’s] cloud account, 

and manages and deploys cloud infrastructure on” behalf of the customer. See What is Databricks?, 

DATABRICKS, https://docs.databricks.com/en/introduction/index.html (last visited January 23, 

2024). 

7. The Databricks Lakehouse Platform and their components are utilized by customers 

of Databricks across industries, including Energy, Financial Services, Telecommunications, 

Technology, Advertising, and Healthcare and Life Sciences, among many others. See Databricks 

for Industry, DATABRICKS, https://www.databricks.com/solutions (last visited December 15, 2023); 

Industry Solutions, DATABRICKS, https://www.databricks.com/solutions/accelerators (last visited 

December 22, 2023). On information and belief, Databricks collects revenues and profits from the 

installation, licensing, and use of the Databricks Lakehouse Platform. See Databricks Pricing, 

DATABRICKS, https://www.databricks.com/product/pricing (last visited December 15, 2023). 
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Databricks, for example, offers a “Pay as you go” pricing model where the price is based on the 

Databricks Unit or “DBU”. See id.   

8. On information and belief, Defendant Databricks on its own and/or via subsidiaries, 

distributors, and affiliates maintains a corporate and commercial presence in the United States, 

including in Texas and this District. Defendant maintains its business presence in the U.S. and Texas 

via at least the following activities: 1) distributing and providing its Databricks Platforms, among 

other products and services of Databricks, to customers; 2) maintaining an online presence 

(https://www.databricks.com) that solicits sales and sales inquiries of and provides customer 

support for Databricks products and services; 3) registering to do business in Texas; 4) employing 

persons across the world who support the development of products and services and provide 

customer support to U.S. residents and companies, and 5) employing persons in the United States, 

including residents of Texas and this District. For example, Defendant employs Texas residents in 

at least one location in the Plano, Texas area at 6900 Dallas Pkwy, Suite 02-106, Plano, Texas 

75024. See, e.g., Worldwide Locations, DATABRICKS, 

https://www.databricks.com/company/contact/office-locations (showing Databricks locations in 

the U.S. and Texas). Thus, Defendant Databricks does business in the United States, the state of 

Texas, and in the Eastern District of Texas. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

9. This action arises under the patent laws of the United States, namely 35 U.S.C. §§ 

271, 281, and 284-285, among others. 

10. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331 and 

1338(a). 
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11. On information and belief, Defendant Databricks is subject to this Court’s specific 

and general personal jurisdiction pursuant to due process and/or the Texas Long Arm Statute, due 

at least to its substantial business in this State and this District, including: (A) at least part of its 

infringing activities alleged herein, including its registration to do business in Texas, which 

purposefully avail the Defendant of the privilege of conducting those activities in this state and this 

District and, thus, submits itself to the jurisdiction of this Court; and (B) regularly doing or soliciting 

business, engaging in other persistent conduct targeting residents of Texas and this District, and/or 

deriving substantial revenue from infringing goods offered for sale, sold, and imported and services 

provided to and targeting Texas residents and residents of this District vicariously through and/or 

in concert with its alter egos, intermediaries, agents, distributors, importers, partners, customers, 

subsidiaries, affiliates, and/or consumers. 

12. For example, Databricks has corporate offices in the United States, including in 

Texas. Databricks owns or leases a corporate office in this district at 6900 Dallas Pkwy, Suite 02-

106, Plano, Texas 75024. See Worldwide Locations, DATABRICKS, 

https://www.databricks.com/company/contact/office-locations (last visited Oct. 12, 2023).  

13. Such a corporate and commercial presence by Defendant Databricks furthers the 

development, design, manufacture, importation, distribution, sale, offering for sale, and use of 

Defendant’s infringing data management and analytics products and services in Texas, including in 

this District.  

14. Databricks utilizes a Partner Connect program to allow for the easy and quick 

integration of the Databricks Lakehouse platform with companies all over the country. See Partner 

Connect, DATABRICKS, https://www.databricks.com/partnerconnect (last visited Dec. 22, 2023). 

Through utilization of its business segments and partners Databricks has committed acts of direct 
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and/or indirect patent infringement within Texas, this District, and elsewhere in the United States, 

giving rise to this action and/or has established minimum contacts with Texas such that personal 

jurisdiction over Databricks would not offend traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice. 

15. On information and belief, Databricks has placed and continues to place infringing 

data management and analytics products and services, including the Databricks Platforms and their 

components into the U.S. stream of commerce. See Databricks Pricing, DATABRICKS, 

https://www.databricks.com/product/pricing (last visited Oct. 12, 2023).  Databricks has placed 

such products and services into the stream of commerce with the knowledge and understanding that 

such products and services are, will be, and continue to be sold, offered for sale, and/or imported 

into the State of Texas and this District. See Litecubes, LLC v. Northern Light Products, Inc., 523 

F.3d 1353, 1369-70 (Fed. Cir. 2008) (“[T]he sale [for purposes of § 271] occurred at the location 

of the buyer.”); see also Semcon IP Inc. v. Kyocera Corporation, No. 2:18-cv-00197-JRG, 2019 

WL 1979930, at *3 (E.D. Tex. May 3, 2019) (denying accused infringer’s motion to dismiss 

because plaintiff sufficiently plead that purchases of infringing products outside of the United States 

for importation into and sales to end users in the U.S. may constitute an offer to sell under § 271(a)). 

16. Venue is proper in this District pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1391(c) and 1400(b). As 

alleged herein, Defendant Databricks has committed acts of infringement in this District. As further 

alleged herein, Defendant Databricks, via its own operations and employees located there, has a 

regular and established place of business in this District. Databricks’ regular and established place 

of business is at least at 6900 Dallas Pkwy, Suite 02-106, Plano, Texas 75024, which according to 

publicly available records is located in Collin County. Accordingly, Databricks may be sued in this 

district under 28 U.S.C. § 1400(b). 
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17. On information and belief, Defendant Databricks has significant ties to, and 

presence in, the State of Texas and the Eastern District of Texas, making venue in this District both 

proper and convenient for this action. 

THE ASSERTED PATENTS AND TECHNOLOGY 

18. The Asserted Patents cover various aspects of network systems extensible by users 

as subscribers to a network service. Such extensibility by users of network services includes 

interaction with the network by creating, copying, modifying, editing, and deleting agents. Such 

agents are invoked by users to consume service resources. Such network systems further include 

automation of validation of equipment and/or processes via a user interface and validation 

processing engine. 

19. The ’733 patent involves at least admitting a user to a network system wherein at 

least one agent is operable to consume a service resource (e.g., CPU, memory resource, etc.) while 

utilizing a service to perform a task for the user. The user is allowed to create, modify, or delete the 

agent within the network system.  

20. The ’752 patent involves at least receiving, using a computing device, data for 

creating a network-based agent. An execution of the network-based agent is invoked in response to 

receiving a URL that defines a type of event and identifies the agent. Invoking execution of the 

network-based agent uses a service and a service resource that is consumed by the network-based 

agent for performing the invoking operation. The result of the operation is communicated over a 

network communication link.  

21. The ’488 patent involves at least automating, in a computing environment, the 

validation of equipment and/or processes for use, for example, in a pharmaceutical and/or bio-

technology manufacturing facility. A user interface is provided that accepts and/or displays data 
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representative of validation processing and/or validation workflow management information. A 

validation processing engine is provided that comprises a processing rule that operates to produce 

validation protocol information. 

22. The ’897 patent involves at least arranging data in a data file on a mixed format 

physical layout. This layout has a plurality of fixed-sized fields, a plurality of variable-sized fields, 

and a plurality of offset slots. The fixed-sized fields are of a first size and the offset slots are of a 

second size. The data on the mixed format physical layout is divided into the fixed-sized fields and 

the variable sized fields.  The data of the variable sized fields and the fixed-sized fields is 

compressed. 

23. The ’474 patent involves at least receiving client requests from server systems to use 

a distributed processing system to process a workload. The first workload is sent to a host distributed 

device. An index defining a location of data required to process the first workload is sent to the host 

distributed device. The data is accessed from a first data address in the index. And the index is 

updated to include a storage address of storage coupled to the host distributed device as a location 

of the data.  

24. The ’827 patent involves at least configuring a distributed processing system with 

distributed devices coupled to a network. The devices include client agents that process workloads 

for the system. The client agents have software-based network attached storage (NAS) components 

that assess unused or underutilized storage resources in distributed devices. The NAS devices have 

storage resources related to the unused or underutilized storage resources. The system processes 

data storage or access workloads and enables the distributed devices to store location information 

associated with data stored by the distributed devices through the use of client agents. At least one 
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of the distributed devices is enabled to function as a stand-alone dedicated NAS device through the 

use of the client agents.  

25. The ’153 patent involves at least a server system coupled to a network with network-

connected distributed client systems having under-utilized capabilities. The client systems run a 

client agent program to provide workload processing for a project of a distributed computing 

platform. The server system distributes project workloads to the client systems and distributes initial 

project and poll parameters to the client systems. Poll communications are received from the client 

systems during the processing of project workloads and a dynamic snapshot information of a current 

project status is provided based on the poll communications. The poll communications are analyzed 

to determine whether to modify the initial project and poll parameters, which indicate how many 

client systems are active in the project. If fewer client systems are desired, including within a polling 

response communications, the number of actively participating client systems is reduced. And if a 

greater number of client systems is desired, then client systems are added to active participation in 

the project. The poll response communications are sent to the client systems to modify the initial 

project and poll parameters, depending on the analysis of the poll communications. The steps of 

receiving and analyzing poll communications and sending poll response communications are 

repeated to dynamically coordinate project activities of the client systems during project operations. 

26. On information and belief, a significant portion of the operating revenue of 

Defendant is derived from the development, design, manufacture, distribution, licensing, sale, 

offering for sale, and use of Databricks’ data management and analytics products and services, 

including the Databricks Lakehouse Platforms and their components. See, Databricks Raises Series 

I Investment at $43B Valuation, DATABRICKS, https://www.databricks.com/company/ 

newsroom/press-releases/databricks-raises-series-i-investment-43b-valuation (last visited 
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December 15, 2023). For example, Defendant Databricks utilizes its subsidiaries, distributors, 

resellers, vendors, contractors, dealers, installers, trainers, and other partners to provide data 

management and analytics products and services and related products and services to consumers. 

For the year 2023, Defendant reported a $1.5 billion revenue run rate. Id. In 2023, Defendant 

reported over 10,000 global customers and over 50% of the Fortune 500 utilizing the Databricks 

Lakehouse Platform. Id. Thus, the majority of Databricks’ revenue derives from Databricks’ data 

management and analytics products and services distributed, licensed, sold and offered for sale by 

consumers in the United States. 

27. The Asserted Patents cover Defendant’s data management and analytics products 

and components, software, services, and processes related to same that cover various aspects of 

network systems extensible by users as subscribers to a network service, including such network 

systems that allow a user to interact with the network by creating, copying, modifying, editing, and 

deleting agents to support consumption of network services and/or allow a user to provide for 

automation of validation of equipment and/or processes via a user interface and validation 

processing engine (collectively referred to herein as the “Accused Instrumentalities”). See, e.g., The 

Databricks Data Intelligence Platform, DATABRICKS, https://www.databricks.com/product/data-

intelligence-platform (last visited Dec. 18, 2023). Defendant’s infringing Accused Instrumentalities 

include, but are not limited to, components of  Databricks Lakehouse Platform, including, but not 

limited to networks, methods, processes, software, firmware, distributions, infrastructure, 

environments, interfaces, hosts, tools, data connections, databases, resources, and related services 

provided to partners, users, customers, clients, and consumers via at least Databricks SQL, Delta 

Lake, Unity Catalog, Databricks Marketplace, Data Intelligence Platform, and Databricks Spark 

Applications. 
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28. The Asserted Patents, including claim 37 of the ’733 patent, cover Accused 

Instrumentalities of Defendant that utilize Databricks’ Lakehouse, which, as described below, 

provides a managed machine learning lifecycle system including and interfacing with MLflow. 

Databricks provides a web-based interface for interacting with MLflow to load, train, run, and track 

using Databricks clusters. The MLflow model utilizes different Databricks services such as 

Databricks’ file system for defining the path of the MLflow model. 

 
See What is Databricks, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/introduction/index.html (last visited October 17, 2023) 
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mlflow, DATABRICKS, 
https://web.archive.org/web/20190828125229/https://databricks.com/mlflow (accessible 
at least in August 28, 2019). 

 
29. As shown below, a user may be added to a workspace and provided with credentials 

for registration and admission to the Databricks network system.  

 

https://docs.databricks.com/en/administration-guide/users-groups/index.html 

30. MLflow is a managed machine learning lifecycle system that includes a model 

management system.  
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See Introducing the MLflow Model Registry, DATABRICKS, 
https://www.databricks.com/blog/2019/10/17/introducing-the-mlflow-model-registry.html 
(last visited Dec. 15, 2023).   
31. Databricks provides access to the Databricks Jobs Scheduler and auto-managed 

clusters to use with MLflow, allowing users to schedule workflows and/or perform a variety of 

tasks.  
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See MLflow, DATABRICKS, 
https://web.archive.org/web/20190828125229/https://databricks.com/mlflow 

 

 
See Log, load, register, and deploy MLflow models, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/mlflow/models.html (last visited Dec. 15, 2023).   

 
32. As shown below, the user creates an agent, via a MLflow model, which is operable 

to perform a task for the user, such as tracking metrics, parameters, and artifacts, packaging models 

and reproductible ML projects, and deploying models to batch or real-time serving platforms.  
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See Introducing the MLflow Model Registry, DATABRICKS, 
https://www.databricks.com/blog/2019/10/17/introducing-the-mlflow-model-
registry.html (last visited Dec. 15, 2023).   

 
33. Performance of tasks utilizing the Databricks Platforms, including Lakehouse, 

consume resources. For Lakehouse, Databricks quantifies the consuming of resources with DBUs. 

As explained below, a DBU quantifies the amount of data processed and the amount of compute 

resources used.  
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See Databricks Pricing FAQ, DATABRICKS, https://www.databricks.com/product/pricing 
(last visited October 17, 2023).  

 
34. The user, can create, modify, or delete the agent (e.g., a model in MLflow) within 

the network system. For example, the MLflow editor allows a Databricks user create, modify, or 

delete the model. 

 

See Databricks Extends MLflow Model Registry with Enterprise Features, DATABRICKS, 
https://www.databricks.com/blog/2020/04/15/databricks-extends-mlflow-model-registry-
with-enterprise-features.html (last visited December 15, 2023). 
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See Databricks Extends MLflow Model Registry with Enterprise Features, DATABRICKS, 
https://www.databricks.com/blog/2020/04/15/databricks-extends-mlflow-model-registry-
with-enterprise-features.html (last visited December 15, 2023). 
 
35. The Asserted Patents, including claim 24 of the ’752 patent, cover Accused 

Instrumentalities of Defendant that practice a method comprising the steps of receiving, using a 

computing device (e.g., Databricks server), data (e.g., cluster definition, cluster name, etc.) for 

creating a network-based agent (e.g., a cluster). As shown below, Databricks Workflows allow a 

user to create and manage clusters. 
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See Introducing Databricks Workflows, DATABRICKS, 
https://www.databricks.com/blog/2022/05/10/introducing-databricks-workflows.html 
(last visited December 15, 2023). 

 
36. A cluster is a set of hosts running inter-dependent services. For creating a cluster, 

data such as cluster definition, number of nodes, types of service, cluster name, etc. are provided 

by the user.  

 
See Introduction to Databricks Workflows, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/workflows/index.html (last visited December 15, 2023). 

 
37. When the user clicks on ‘New Job Cluster’, the creation of a cluster is triggered. 
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See Create and run Databricks Jobs, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/workflows/jobs/create-run-jobs.html (last visited December 
15, 2023). 

 
38. When the user clicks on ‘Run now’ URL, it displays a new ID corresponding to the 

job and starts the execution of the job by showing status as ‘Running,’ demonstrating that the 

Databricks server is invoking and beginning the execution of the cluster.  

 

See Create Databricks Jobs, DATABRICKS, available on 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=z0I-vUTq8Z0 (last visited December 15, 2023). 
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See Create Databricks Jobs, DATABRICKS, available on 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=z0I-vUTq8Z0 (last visited December 15, 2023). 

 
39. In response to receiving a URL, the type of event is defined (e.g., notifications when 

a job run starts, completes successfully, or fails) and identifies the network-based agent to execute 

(e.g., a Job in Workflows).  

 
See Configure Jobs in Databricks, CLOUDFITNESS, 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DwGi8AGE37M (last visited December 15, 2023). 
 
40. As shown below, the cluster executes multiple service types as defined for the cluster 

by the user.  
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See Compute, DATABRICKS, https://docs.databricks.com/en/clusters/index.html (last 
visited December 15, 2023). 

 
See Create and run Databricks Jobs, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/workflows/jobs/create-run-jobs.html (last visited 
December 15, 2023). 
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41. The resources for these services are consumed and subsequently measured by 

Databricks by using DBUs. 

 

 
See Best practices: Cluster configuration, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/clusters/cluster-config-best-practices.html (last visited 
December 15, 2023). 
42. A result of the cluster creation and start operations (e.g., resource utilization status) 

is communicated by the Databricks server over a network communication link. As shown below, 

when the services execute their specific jobs, Databricks communicates the result to the user. 

 
See Add email and system notifications for job events, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/workflows/jobs/job-notifications.html (last visited 
December 15, 2023). 
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See Tutorial - Schedule a Job and Automate a Workload, DATABRICKS ACADEMY, 
https://www.databricks.com/resources/demos/videos/data-engineering/schedule-a-job-
and-automate-a-workload (last visited December 15, 2023). 

 
43. The Asserted Patents, including claim 11 of the ’488 patent, cover Accused 

Instrumentalities of Defendant that practice in a computing environment (e.g., the Databricks 

Lakehouse Platform) a method to automate the validation of equipment and/or processes for use in 

a pharmaceutical and/or bio-technology manufacturing facility. As shown below, the Databricks 

Lakehouse Platform is being used for pharma and biotech application to automate analytics 

workflows. 
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See Healthcare and Life Sciences, DATABRICKS, 
https://www.databricks.com/solutions/industries/healthcare-and-life-sciences (last visited 
December 15, 2023). 

 
44. As shown below, the Databricks Lakehouse Platform allows a user to automate the 

data flow validation process by using Databricks Workflow.  

 
See Introducing Databricks Workflows, DATABRICKS, 
https://www.databricks.com/blog/2022/05/10/introducing-databricks-workflows.html 
(last visited December 15, 2023).  
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See Databricks Workflows, DATABRICKS, https://www.databricks.com/product/workflows 
(last visited December 15, 2023).  

 
45. The Databricks Workflow provides a user interface (e.g., Databricks Workflow Job 

UI) with a dialog box capable of accepting and/or displaying data (e.g., details about creating jobs 

with various parameters). 
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See Create your first workflow with a Databricks job, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/workflows/jobs/jobs-quickstart.html (last visited 
December 15, 2023). 

 
46. These tasks, parameters, and/or data contained within the user interface and/or 

dialog box are representative of validation workflow management information.  

 
See Pass context about job runs into job tasks, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/workflows/jobs/task-parameter-variables.html (last visited 
December 15, 2023) 
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47. As shown below, the Databricks Lakehouse platform allows a user to automate the 

data flow validation process by using Databricks Workflow. 

 

See Configure settings for Databricks jobs, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/workflows/jobs/settings.html (last visited December 15, 
2023). 
 
48. The Databricks Workflow allows a user to automate jobs and validate configuration 

by using various parameters. The Databricks Workflow Job user interface provides the user with 

an option to enter values for configuration properties and/or notification parameters that are 

required for creating a validation workflow job. Databricks servers check whether the defined 

parameter information for the job, input during the execution of the job, is valid or invalid. The 

execution of the job is configured to run only if the properties and other parameters are valid. 
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See Jobs API 2.0, DATABRICKS, https://docs.databricks.com/en/workflows/jobs/jobs-2.0-
api.html (last visited December 15, 2023). 
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See Create your first workflow with a Databricks job, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/workflows/jobs/jobs-quickstart.html (last visited 
December 15, 2023). 

 
49. The Asserted Patents, including claim 1 of the ’474 patent, cover Accused 

Instrumentalities of Defendant that practice a method comprising the steps of operating a distributed 

processing system having a network (e.g., virtual private network) coupling a multiplicity of Host 

distributed devices (e.g., multi-node clusters) for processing workloads (e.g., workloads) for the 

distributed processing system (e.g., distributed across multiple locations), a plurality of Client 

systems (e.g., user systems) requesting processing of the workloads, and a Server system (e.g., 

cluster manager) for selectively distributing the workloads from the plurality of Client systems for 

processing by the distributed processing system. 
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See Best practices: Cluster configuration, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/clusters/cluster-config-best-practices.html (last visited 
December 15, 2023). 
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See Scaling Data Analytics Workloads on Databricks, DATABRICKS, 
https://www.slideshare.net/databricks/scaling-data-analytics-workloads-on-databricks (last 
visited December 15, 2023). 
 

 

See Spark Applications, DATABRICKS, https://www.databricks.com/glossary/what-are-
spark-applications (last visited December 15, 2023). 
50. As shown below, a Databricks user can create a cluster for a workload through a 

server system (e.g. Cluster manager). 

 

See Databricks Cluster Manager and Jobs, DATABRICKS, 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=R-lZxbgw81Y (last visited December 15, 2023). 
 

Case 2:24-cv-00162   Document 1   Filed 03/08/24   Page 31 of 78 PageID #:  31



 
PLAINTIFF’S ORIGINAL COMPLAINT  
FOR PATENT INFRINGEMENT 32 

 
51. After a user creates or manages a cluster to process a workload, a host distributed 

device (e.g. new or existing cluster performing the workload) is selected to run the workload in part 

by selecting or allocating worker nodes of the new cluster. 

 

See id. 

52. The Host distributed device (e.g. the new or existing cluster) is sent an index of data 

addresses (e.g. cloud object storage location) which defines a location for data that is required to 

process the workload. 
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See What is the Databricks File System (DBFS)?, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/dbfs/index.html#interact-files (last visited December 15, 
2023). 
 

 

See Mounting cloud object storage on Databricks, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/dbfs/mounts.html (last visited December 15, 2023). 
 
53. The Databricks File System root storage is configured each time a new workspace 

is created to include the location of data to be accessed by a workspace for processing a cluster. 
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See What is the Databricks File System (DBFS)?, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/dbfs/index.html#interact-files (last visited December 15, 
2023). 
 
54. The index is updated to include a storage address (e.g. data address of cached data 

in a node’s local storage). 
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See Mounting cloud object storage on Databricks, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/dbfs/mounts.html (last visited December 15, 2023). 
 

55. The storage address of storage is coupled to a Host distributed device (e.g. node in 

a cluster performing a workload) as a location of the first data.  
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See Optimizing performance with caching on Databricks, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/optimizations/disk-cache.html (last visited December 15, 
2023). 
 
56. The Asserted Patents, including claim 1 of the ’897 patent, cover Accused 

Instrumentalities of Defendant that practice improving compression (e.g., by utilizing a deflate 

algorithm) of data (e.g., SQL data), which comprises arranging (e.g. mapping) the data on a mixed 

format physical layout (e.g., Avro data format) having a plurality of fixed-sized fields (e.g., Int, 

BigInt, Double, etc.), a plurality of variable-sized fields (e.g., String, Date, etc.) and a plurality of 

offset slots (e.g., reference values to replace redundant data blocks), the fixed-sized fields being of 

a first size (e.g., 4 bytes, 8 bytes etc.) and the offset slots being of a second size (e.g., size of 

reference values). 

 

See Databricks integrations overview, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/getting-started/connect/index.html (last visited December 
15, 2023). 
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See Load data using a Unity Catalog external location, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/ingestion/add-data/add-data-external-locations.html (last 
visited December 15, 2023). 
 
57. As shown below, Avro supports the compression type of “deflate.” 

 

See Avro file, DATABRICKS, https://docs.databricks.com/en/external-data/avro.html (last 
visited December 15, 2023). 
 
58. Data is either a fixed size field or a variable sized field. This data is mapped from 

SQL to Avro. 
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See Apache Avro Specification, APACHE, https://avro.apache.org/docs/1.11.1/specification/ 
(last visited December 15, 2023). 
 

 

See Avro file, DATABRICKS, https://docs.databricks.com/en/external-data/avro.html (last 
visited December 15, 2023). 
 
59. The deflate compression type utilized by Avro in the Databricks Lakehouse 

Platform, utilizes offset slots to compress the data.  
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See An Explanation of the Deflate Algorithm, Antaeus Feldspar, 
https://www.zlib.net/feldspar.html (August 23, 1997). 
 
60. Data is written to Avro files in a defined data structure which separates data into 

either a fixed or variable sized field. 

 

See Avro file, DATABRICKS, https://docs.databricks.com/en/external-data/avro.html (last 
visited December 15, 2023). 
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See Apache Avro Specification, APACHE, https://avro.apache.org/docs/1.11.1/specification/ 
(last visited December 15, 2023). 
 
61. Avro data can be compressed by the deflate compression type. 
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See Avro file, DATABRICKS, https://docs.databricks.com/en/external-data/avro.html (last 
visited December 15, 2023). 
62. The Asserted Patents, including claims 2 and 14 of the ’827 patent, cover Accused 

Instrumentalities of Defendant that practice configuring a distributed processing system of a 

plurality of distributed devices (e.g., cluster nodes) coupled to a network (e.g., virtual private 

network), wherein the plurality of distributed devices include respective client agents (e.g., 

executors) configured to process respective portions of a workload for the distributed processing 

system (e.g., distributed across multiple locations). 

 

See Best practices: Cluster configuration, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/clusters/cluster-config-best-practices.html (last visited 
December 18, 2023). 
 

 

See Create a cluster, DATABRICKS, https://docs.databricks.com/en/clusters/configure.html 
(last visited December 18, 2023). 
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63. Particular distributed devices (e.g. a cluster and included worker nodes) within the 

plurality of distributed devices (e.g. clusters) have corresponding software-based network attached 

storage (NAS) components (e.g. instances). 

 

See Databricks on AWS, DATABRICKS, 
https://www.databricks.com/resources/demos/videos/partner/databricks-on-aws (last 
visited December 18, 2023). 
64. Instances define compute capacity such as CPU cores and storage resources 

available to the worker nodes for processing a workload. 
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See Pricing calculator, DATABRICKS, 
https://www.databricks.com/product/pricing/product-pricing/instance-types (last visited 
December 18, 2023). 
65. When an instance is launched, dedicated host computer and storage space is 

allocated to the cluster, including the nodes within that cluster, to perform workload processing. 

For example, Databricks worker nodes “run Spark executors and other services for proper 

functioning clusters.” Then “all the distributed processing happens on worker noders.” The cluster 

or node (e.g., clusters A, B, C, and D shown below) therefore has an available amount of dedicated 

storage resources related to unused and under-utilized storage resources.  

 
See Best practices: Cluster configuration, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/clusters/cluster-config-best-practices.html (last visited 
December 18, 2023). 

 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/clusters/configure.html 

 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/clusters/cluster-config-best-practices.html#cluster-sizing-

considerations 
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66. An instance allocated to a cluster or node (e.g., Databricks workers) has storage 

resources coupled to it. This storage is used by the node to read data from or write data to (e.g., 

intermediate results) during workload processing.  

 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=R-lZxbgw81Y 
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See Best practices: Cluster configuration, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/clusters/cluster-config-best-practices.html (last visited 
December 18, 2023). 
67. Distributed devices (e.g., worker nodes performing a workload) function as a 

location distributed device to store location information (e.g., storing IP addresses of the node) 

associated with data stored by the selected distributed devices. 

 

See Create a cluster, DATABRICKS, https://docs.databricks.com/en/clusters/configure.html 
(last visited December 18, 2023). 
68. The Asserted Patents, including claim 1 of the ’153 patent, cover Accused 

Instrumentalities of Defendant that practice a method of providing dynamic coordination of 

distributed client systems (e.g., Databricks worker nodes of a cluster) in a distributed computing 
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platform (e.g., in private or public subnets). The method provides a server system coupled to a 

network. 

 

See Databricks driver sizing impact on cost and performance, JEFFREY CHOU, 
https://synccomputing.com/databricks-driver-sizing-impact-on-cost-and-performance/ 
(last visited December 18, 2023). 
 

69. The client systems have under-utilized capabilities (e.g. on demand or spot 

instances) and runs a client agent program (e.g. worker nodes running a Spark executor) to process 

a workload for a job. 
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See Best practices: Cluster configuration, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/clusters/cluster-config-best-practices.html (last visited 
December 18, 2023). 
 

 

See Configure Clusters, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/archive/compute/configure.html (last visited December 18, 
2023). 
 

 
See What is Spark Executor, SPARK BY {EXAMPLES}, 
https://sparkbyexamples.com/spark/what-is-spark-executor/ (last visited December 18, 
2023). 
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70. The initial project and poll parameters are distributed to the client systems. 

 

See Monitor Delta Live Tables pipelines, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/delta-live-tables/observability.html#autoscaling (last 
visited December 18, 2023). 
 

 

See Databricks Cluster Manager and Jobs, DATABRICKS, 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=R-lZxbgw81Y (last visited December 15, 2023). 
 
71. Worker nodes are monitored to identify under-utilized nodes. 
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See Introducing Databricks Optimized Autoscaling on Apache Spark, DATABRICKS, 
https://www.databricks.com/blog/2018/05/02/introducing-databricks-optimized-auto-
scaling.html (last visited December 18, 2023). 
 
72. Databricks, based on the dynamic snapshot information, determines whether to add 

to or reduce the number of actively participating clients (e.g. nodes). 

 

See What is Enhanced Autoscaling?, DATABRICKS, https://docs.databricks.com/en/delta-
live-tables/auto-scaling.html (last visited December 18, 2023). 
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See Create a cluster, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/clusters/configure.html#enable-autoscaling (last visited 
December 18, 2023). 
73. The initial parameters of the project (e.g., number of worker nodes, 

spark.databricks.aggressiveWindowDownS parameter, automatic termination time, etc.) are 

modified depending on the decisions reached in the analyzing step (e.g. scaling up nodes, scaling 

down nodes, terminating nodes, etc.) and is/can be repeated. 
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See Create a cluster, DATABRICKS, 
https://docs.databricks.com/en/clusters/configure.html#enable-autoscaling (last visited 
December 18, 2023). 

 

See Unexpected cluster termination, DATABRICKS, 
https://kb.databricks.com/clusters/termination-reasons.html (last visited December 18, 
2023). 

COUNT I 

(INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. PATENT NO. 6,839,733) 

74. Plaintiff incorporates paragraphs 1 through 74 herein by reference. 

75. Plaintiff BYTEWEAVR is the assignee of the ’733 patent, entitled “Network system 

extensible by users,” with ownership of all substantial rights in the ’733 patent, including the right 

to exclude others and to enforce, sue, and recover damages for past and future infringements.  

76. The ’733 patent is valid, enforceable, and was duly issued in full compliance with 

Title 35 of the United States Code. The ’733 patent issued from U.S. Patent Application No. 
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09/712,712. The ’733 patent was granted on January 1, 2004 and expired on or about October 23, 

2018. 

77. Defendant has directly infringed one or more claims of the ’733 patent in this District 

and elsewhere in Texas and the United States. 

78. On information and belief, Defendant designs, develops, manufactures, imports, 

distributes, offers to sell, sells, and uses the Accused Instrumentalities, including via the activities 

of Databricks and its alter egos, intermediaries, agents, distributors, importers, partners, customers, 

subsidiaries, affiliates, and/or consumers. 

79. Defendant has directly infringed the ’733 patent via 35 U.S.C. § 271(a) by making, 

offering for sale, selling, importing and/or using the Accused Products, their components, and/or 

products containing the same that incorporate the fundamental technologies covered by the ’733 

patent to, for example, its alter egos, intermediaries, agents, distributors, importers, partners, 

customers, subsidiaries, affiliates, and/or consumers. Furthermore, on information and belief, 

Defendant develops and designs the Accused Instrumentalities for U.S. consumers, makes and sells 

the Accused Products outside of the United States, delivers those products and services to related 

entities, subsidiaries, distribution partners, resellers, vendors, installers, customers and other related 

service providers in the United States, or in the case that it delivers the Accused Instrumentalities 

outside of the United States it does so intending and/or knowing that those products are destined 

for the United States and/or designing those products for sale and use in the United States, thereby 

directly infringing the ’733 patent. See, e.g., Lake Cherokee Hard Drive Techs., L.L.C. v. Marvell 

Semiconductor, Inc., 964 F. Supp. 2d 653, 658 (E.D. Tex. 2013) (denying summary judgment and 

allowing presentation to jury as to “whether accused products manufactured and delivered abroad 
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but imported into the United States market by downstream customers … constitute an infringing 

sale under § 271(a)”). 

80. Furthermore, Defendant Databricks has directly infringed the ’733 patent through 

its direct involvement in the activities of its subsidiaries, and related entities and other U.S.-based 

subsidiaries (e.g., Mosaic ML, 8080 Labs Gmbh, Redash, and Cortex Labs), members, segments, 

companies, and/or brands of Defendant Databricks, including by designing the Accused Products 

for U.S. consumers and selling and offering for sale the Accused Products directly to its related 

entities and importing the Accused Instrumentalities into the United States for its related entities. 

On information and belief, U.S.-based members, segments, companies, and/or brands conduct 

activities that constitute direct infringement of the ’733 patent under 35 U.S.C. § 271(a) by 

importing, offering for sale, selling, and/or using those Accused Instrumentalities in the U.S. on 

behalf of and for the benefit of Defendant. Defendant is vicariously liable for the infringing conduct 

of members, segments, companies, and/or brands of Databricks (under both the alter ego and agency 

theories). On information and belief, Defendant Databricks and other U.S. based subsidiaries, 

members, segments, companies, and/or brands of Databricks are essentially the same company. 

Moreover, Databricks, as the parent company, has the right and ability to control the infringing 

activities of those entities such that Defendant receives a direct financial benefit from that 

infringement.  

81. For example, Defendant infringes claim 37 of the ’733 patent via the Accused 

Instrumentalities, namely data management and analytics products and components, software, 

services, and processes such as the Databricks Lakehouse Platforms and their components, 

including the Databricks SQL, Delta Lake, Unity Catalog, Databricks Marketplace, Data 

Intelligence Platform, and Databricks Spark Applications.  
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82. Those Accused Instrumentalities include a “method” comprising the limitations of 

claim 37. The technology discussion above and the example Accused Instrumentalities provide 

context for Plaintiff’s allegations that each of those limitations are met. For example, the Accused 

Instrumentalities include the steps of admitting a user to a network system wherein at least one 

agent is operable to consume a service resource while utilizing a service to perform a task for the 

user; and allowing the user to create, modify, or delete the agent within the network system. 

83. At a minimum, Defendant has known of the ’733 patent at least as early as the filing 

date of this Complaint.  

84. Plaintiff BYTEWEAVR has been damaged as a result of Defendant’s infringing 

conduct described in this Count. Defendant is thus liable to BYTEWEAVR in an amount that 

adequately compensates BYTEWEAVR for its infringements, which, by law, cannot be less than a 

reasonable royalty, together with interest and costs as fixed by this Court under 35 U.S.C. § 284. 

COUNT II 

(INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. PATENT NO. 7,949,752) 

85. Plaintiff incorporates paragraphs 1 through 85 herein by reference. 

86. Plaintiff BYTEWEAVR is the assignee of the ’752 patent, entitled “Network system 

extensible by users,” with ownership of all substantial rights in the ’752 patent, including the right 

to exclude others and to enforce, sue, and recover damages for past and future infringements.  

87. The ’752 patent is valid, enforceable, and was duly issued in full compliance with 

Title 35 of the United States Code. The ’752 patent issued from U.S. Patent Application No. 

10/995,159. The ’752 patent was granted on May 24, 2011 and expired on or about Aug. 13, 2022. 

88. Defendant has directly infringed one or more claims of the ’752 patent in this District 

and elsewhere in Texas and the United States. 
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89. On information and belief, Defendant designs, develops, manufactures, imports, 

distributes, offers to sell, sells, and uses the Accused Instrumentalities, including via the activities 

of Databricks and its alter egos, intermediaries, agents, distributors, importers, partners, customers, 

subsidiaries, affiliates, and/or consumers. 

90. Defendant has directly infringed the ’752 patent via 35 U.S.C. § 271(a) by making, 

offering for sale, selling, importing and/or using the Accused Products, their components, and/or 

products containing the same that incorporate the fundamental technologies covered by the ’752 

patent to, for example, its alter egos, intermediaries, agents, distributors, importers, partners, 

customers, subsidiaries, affiliates, and/or consumers. Furthermore, on information and belief, 

Defendant develops and designs the Accused Instrumentalities for U.S. consumers, makes and sells 

the Accused Products outside of the United States, delivers those products and services to related 

entities, subsidiaries, distribution partners, resellers, vendors, installers, customers and other related 

service providers in the United States, or in the case that it delivers the Accused Instrumentalities 

outside of the United States it does so intending and/or knowing that those products are destined 

for the United States and/or designing those products for sale and use in the United States, thereby 

directly infringing the ’752 patent. See, e.g., Lake Cherokee Hard Drive Techs., L.L.C. v. Marvell 

Semiconductor, Inc., 964 F. Supp. 2d 653, 658 (E.D. Tex. 2013) (denying summary judgment and 

allowing presentation to jury as to “whether accused products manufactured and delivered abroad 

but imported into the United States market by downstream customers … constitute an infringing 

sale under § 271(a)”). 

91. Furthermore, Defendant Databricks has directly infringed the ’752 patent through 

its direct involvement in the activities of its subsidiaries, and related entities and other U.S.-based 

subsidiaries (e.g., Mosaic ML, 8080 Labs Gmbh, Redash, and Cortex Labs), members, segments, 
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companies, and/or brands of Defendant Databricks, including by designing the Accused Products 

for U.S. consumers and selling and offering for sale the Accused Products directly to its related 

entities and importing the Accused Instrumentalities into the United States for its related entities. 

On information and belief, U.S.-based members, segments, companies, and/or brands conduct 

activities that constitute direct infringement of the ’752 patent under 35 U.S.C. § 271(a) by 

importing, offering for sale, selling, and/or using those Accused Instrumentalities in the U.S. on 

behalf of and for the benefit of Defendant. Defendant is vicariously liable for the infringing conduct 

of members, segments, companies, and/or brands of Databricks (under both the alter ego and agency 

theories). On information and belief, Defendant Databricks and other U.S. based subsidiaries, 

members, segments, companies, and/or brands of Databricks are essentially the same company. 

Moreover, Databricks, as the parent company, has the right and ability to control the infringing 

activities of those entities such that Defendant receives a direct financial benefit from that 

infringement.  

92. For example, Defendant infringes claim 24 of the ’752 patent via the Accused 

Instrumentalities, namely data management and analytics products and components, software, 

services, and processes such as the Databricks Lakehouse Platforms and their components, 

including the Databricks SQL, Delta Lake, Unity Catalog, Databricks Marketplace, Data 

Intelligence Platform, and Databricks Spark Applications.  

93. Those Accused Instrumentalities include a “method” comprising the limitations of 

claim 24. The technology discussion above and the example Accused Instrumentalities provide 

context for Plaintiff’s allegations that each of those limitations are met. For example, the Accused 

Instrumentalities include the steps of receiving, using a computing device, data for creating a 

network-based agent; invoking, using the computing device, and in response to receiving a URL 
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defining a type of event and identifying the network-based agent, execution of the network-based 

agent, wherein the invoking comprises using a service and a service resource configured to be 

consumed by the network-based agent for performing the operation, and wherein a discrete unit of 

the service resource is exhausted upon being consumed by the network-based agent; and 

communicating, using the computing device, a result of the operation over a network 

communication link. 

94. At a minimum, Defendant has known of the ’752 patent at least as early as the filing 

date of this Complaint.  

95. Plaintiff BYTEWEAVR has been damaged as a result of Defendant’s infringing 

conduct described in this Count. Defendant is thus liable to BYTEWEAVR in an amount that 

adequately compensates BYTEWEAVR for its infringements, which, by law, cannot be less than a 

reasonable royalty, together with interest and costs as fixed by this Court under 35 U.S.C. § 284. 

COUNT III 

(INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. PATENT NO. 6,862,488) 
96. Plaintiff incorporates paragraphs 1 through 96 herein by reference. 

97. Plaintiff BYTEWEAVR is the assignee of the ’488 patent, entitled “Automated 

validation processing and workflow management,” with ownership of all substantial rights in the 

’488 patent, including the right to exclude others and to enforce, sue, and recover damages for past 

and future infringements.  

98. The ’488 patent is valid, enforceable, and was duly issued in full compliance with 

Title 35 of the United States Code. The ’488 patent issued from U.S. Patent Application No. 

10/190,368. The ’488 patent was granted on March 1, 2005 and expired on or about April 9, 2023. 
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99. Defendant has directly infringed one or more claims of the ’488 patent in this District 

and elsewhere in Texas and the United States. 

100. On information and belief, Defendant designs, develops, manufactures, imports, 

distributes, offers to sell, sells, and uses the Accused Instrumentalities, including via the activities 

of Databricks and its alter egos, intermediaries, agents, distributors, importers, partners, customers, 

subsidiaries, affiliates, and/or consumers. 

101. Defendant has directly infringed the ’488 patent via 35 U.S.C. § 271(a) by making, 

offering for sale, selling, importing and/or using the Accused Products, their components, and/or 

products containing the same that incorporate the fundamental technologies covered by the ’488 

patent to, for example, its alter egos, intermediaries, agents, distributors, importers, partners, 

customers, subsidiaries, affiliates, and/or consumers. Furthermore, on information and belief, 

Defendant develops and designs the Accused Instrumentalities for U.S. consumers, makes and sells 

the Accused Products outside of the United States, delivers those products and services to related 

entities, subsidiaries, distribution partners, resellers, vendors, installers, customers and other related 

service providers in the United States, or in the case that it delivers the Accused Instrumentalities 

outside of the United States it does so intending and/or knowing that those products are destined 

for the United States and/or designing those products for sale and use in the United States, thereby 

directly infringing the ’488 patent. See, e.g., Lake Cherokee Hard Drive Techs., L.L.C. v. Marvell 

Semiconductor, Inc., 964 F. Supp. 2d 653, 658 (E.D. Tex. 2013) (denying summary judgment and 

allowing presentation to jury as to “whether accused products manufactured and delivered abroad 

but imported into the United States market by downstream customers … constitute an infringing 

sale under § 271(a)”). 
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102. Furthermore, Defendant Databricks has directly infringed the ’488 patent through 

its direct involvement in the activities of its subsidiaries, and related entities and other U.S.-based 

subsidiaries (e.g., Mosaic ML, 8080 Labs Gmbh, Redash, and Cortex Labs), members, segments, 

companies, and/or brands of Defendant Databricks, including by designing the Accused Products 

for U.S. consumers and selling and offering for sale the Accused Products directly to its related 

entities and importing the Accused Instrumentalities into the United States for its related entities. 

On information and belief, U.S.-based members, segments, companies, and/or brands conduct 

activities that constitute direct infringement of the ’488 patent under 35 U.S.C. § 271(a) by 

importing, offering for sale, selling, and/or using those Accused Instrumentalities in the U.S. on 

behalf of and for the benefit of Defendant. Defendant is vicariously liable for the infringing conduct 

of members, segments, companies, and/or brands of Databricks (under both the alter ego and agency 

theories). On information and belief, Defendant Databricks and other U.S. based subsidiaries, 

members, segments, companies, and/or brands of Databricks are essentially the same company. 

Moreover, Databricks, as the parent company, has the right and ability to control the infringing 

activities of those entities such that Defendant receives a direct financial benefit from that 

infringement.  

103. For example, Defendant infringes claim 11 of the ’488 patent via the Accused 

Instrumentalities, namely data management and analytics products and components, software, 

services, and processes such as the Databricks Lakehouse Platforms and their components, 

including the Databricks SQL, Delta Lake, Unity Catalog, Databricks Marketplace, Data 

Intelligence Platform, and Databricks Spark Applications.  

104. Those Accused Instrumentalities include, “[i]n a computing environment[,] a 

method to automate the validation of equipment and/or processes for use in a pharmaceutical and/or 
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bio-technology manufacturing facility” comprising the limitations of claim 11. The technology 

discussion above and the example Accused Instrumentalities provide context for Plaintiff’s 

allegations that each of those limitations are met. For example, the Accused Instrumentalities 

include the steps of providing a user interface capable of accepting and/or displaying data 

representative of validation processing and/or validation workflow management information, 

wherein said user interface has at least one dialog box populated with validation processing and/or 

validation workflow management information; providing a validation processing engine, said 

validation processing engine comprising at least one processing rule that operates on validation 

processing information selected through said user interface to produce validation protocol 

information.. 

105. At a minimum, Defendant has known of the ’488 patent at least as early as the filing 

date of this Complaint.  

106. Plaintiff BYTEWEAVR has been damaged as a result of Defendant’s infringing 

conduct described in this Count. Defendant is thus liable to BYTEWEAVR in an amount that 

adequately compensates BYTEWEAVR for its infringements, which, by law, cannot be less than a 

reasonable royalty, together with interest and costs as fixed by this Court under 35 U.S.C. § 284. 

COUNT IV 

(INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. PATENT NO. 6,965,897) 

107. Plaintiff incorporates paragraphs 1 through 107 herein by reference. 

108. Plaintiff BYTEWEAVR is the assignee of the ’897 patent, entitled “Data 

Compression Method and Apparatus,” with ownership of all substantial rights in the ’897 patent, 

including the right to exclude others and to enforce, sue, and recover damages for past and future 

infringements.  
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109. The ’897 patent is valid, enforceable, and was duly issued in full compliance with 

Title 35 of the United States Code. The ’897 patent issued from U.S. Patent Application No. 

10/065,513. The ’897 patent was granted on November 15, 2005 and expired on or about August 

10, 2023. 

110. Defendant has directly infringed one or more claims of the ’897 patent in this District 

and elsewhere in Texas and the United States. 

111. On information and belief, Defendant designs, develops, manufactures, imports, 

distributes, offers to sell, sells, and uses the Accused Instrumentalities, including via the activities 

of Databricks and its alter egos, intermediaries, agents, distributors, importers, partners, customers, 

subsidiaries, affiliates, and/or consumers. 

112. Defendant has directly infringed the ’897 patent via 35 U.S.C. § 271(a) by making, 

offering for sale, selling, importing and/or using the Accused Instrumentalities, their components, 

and/or products containing the same that incorporate the fundamental technologies covered by the 

’897 patent to, for example, its alter egos, intermediaries, agents, distributors, importers, partners, 

customers, subsidiaries, affiliates, and/or consumers. Furthermore, on information and belief, 

Defendant develops and designs the Accused Instrumentalities for U.S. consumers, makes and sells 

the Accused Instrumentalities outside of the United States, delivers those products and services to 

related entities, subsidiaries, distribution partners, resellers, vendors, installers, customers and other 

related service providers in the United States, or in the case that it delivers the Accused 

Instrumentalities outside of the United States it does so intending and/or knowing that those 

products are destined for the United States and/or designing those products for sale and use in the 

United States, thereby directly infringing the ’897 patent. See, e.g., Lake Cherokee Hard Drive 

Techs., L.L.C. v. Marvell Semiconductor, Inc., 964 F. Supp. 2d 653, 658 (E.D. Tex. 2013) (denying 
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summary judgment and allowing presentation to jury as to “whether accused products manufactured 

and delivered abroad but imported into the United States market by downstream customers … 

constitute an infringing sale under § 271(a)”). 

113. Furthermore, Defendant Databricks has directly infringed the ’897 patent through 

its direct involvement in the activities of its subsidiaries, and related entities and other U.S.-based 

subsidiaries (e.g., Mosaic ML, 8080 Labs Gmbh, Redash, and Cortex Labs), members, segments, 

companies, and/or brands of Defendant Databricks, including by designing the Accused 

Instrumentalities for U.S. consumers and selling and offering for sale the Accused Instrumentalities 

directly to its related entities and importing the Accused Instrumentalities into the United States for 

its related entities. On information and belief, U.S.-based members, segments, companies, and/or 

brands conduct activities that constitute direct infringement of the ’897 patent under 35 U.S.C. § 

271(a) by importing, offering for sale, selling, and/or using those Accused Instrumentalities in the 

U.S. on behalf of and for the benefit of Defendant. Defendant is vicariously liable for the infringing 

conduct of members, segments, companies, and/or brands of Databricks (under both the alter ego 

and agency theories). On information and belief, Defendant Databricks and other U.S. based 

subsidiaries, members, segments, companies, and/or brands of Databricks are essentially the same 

company. Moreover, Databricks, as the parent company, has the right and ability to control the 

infringing activities of those entities such that Defendant receives a direct financial benefit from 

that infringement.  

114. For example, Defendant infringes claim 1 of the ’897 patent via the Accused 

Instrumentalities, namely data management and analytics products and components, software, 

services, and processes such as the Databricks Lakehouse Platforms and their components, 

including the Databricks SQL, Delta Lake, Unity Catalog, Databricks Marketplace, Data 
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Intelligence Platform, Databricks Spark Applications and related data storage and compression 

techniques.  

115. Those Accused Instrumentalities include a “method for improving compression of 

data” comprising the limitations of claim 1. The technology discussion above and the example 

Accused Instrumentalities provide context for Plaintiff’s allegations that each of those limitations 

are met. For example, the Accused Instrumentalities include the steps of arranging the data on a 

mixed format physical layout having a plurality of fixed-sized fields, a plurality of variable-sized 

fields and a plurality of offset slots, the fixed-sized fields being of a first size and the offset slots 

being of a second size; dividing the data on the mixed format physical layout into the fixed-sized 

fields and the variable sized fields; and compressing the data of the variable sized fields and the 

fixed-sized fields. 

116. At a minimum, Defendant has known of the ’897 patent at least as early as the filing 

date of this Complaint.  

117. Plaintiff BYTEWEAVR has been damaged as a result of Defendant’s infringing 

conduct described in this Count. Defendant is thus liable to BYTEWEAVR in an amount that 

adequately compensates BYTEWEAVR for its infringements, which, by law, cannot be less than a 

reasonable royalty, together with interest and costs as fixed by this Court under 35 U.S.C. § 284. 

COUNT V 

(INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. PATENT NO. 7,082,474) 
118. Plaintiff incorporates paragraphs 1 through 118 herein by reference. 

119. Plaintiff BYTEWEAVR is the assignee of the ’474 patent, entitled “Data sharing 

and file distribution method and associated distributed processing system,” with ownership of all 
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substantial rights in the ’474 patent, including the right to exclude others and to enforce, sue, and 

recover damages for past and future infringements.  

120. The ’474 patent is valid, enforceable, and was duly issued in full compliance with 

Title 35 of the United States Code. The ’474 patent issued from U.S. Patent Application No. 

09/602,803. The ’474 patent was granted on July 25, 2006 and expired on or about December 3, 

2022. 

121. Defendant has directly infringed one or more claims of the ’474 patent in this District 

and elsewhere in Texas and the United States. 

122. On information and belief, Defendant designs, develops, manufactures, imports, 

distributes, offers to sell, sells, and uses the Accused Instrumentalities, including via the activities 

of Databricks and its alter egos, intermediaries, agents, distributors, importers, partners, customers, 

subsidiaries, affiliates, and/or consumers. 

123. Defendant has directly infringed the ’474 patent via 35 U.S.C. § 271(a) by making, 

offering for sale, selling, importing and/or using the Accused Instrumentalities, their components, 

and/or products containing the same that incorporate the fundamental technologies covered by the 

’474 patent to, for example, its alter egos, intermediaries, agents, distributors, importers, partners, 

customers, subsidiaries, affiliates, and/or consumers. Furthermore, on information and belief, 

Defendant develops and designs the Accused Instrumentalities for U.S. consumers, makes and sells 

the Accused Instrumentalities outside of the United States, delivers those products and services to 

related entities, subsidiaries, distribution partners, resellers, vendors, installers, customers and other 

related service providers in the United States, or in the case that it delivers the Accused 

Instrumentalities outside of the United States it does so intending and/or knowing that those 

products are destined for the United States and/or designing those products for sale and use in the 
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United States, thereby directly infringing the ’474 patent. See, e.g., Lake Cherokee Hard Drive 

Techs., L.L.C. v. Marvell Semiconductor, Inc., 964 F. Supp. 2d 653, 658 (E.D. Tex. 2013) (denying 

summary judgment and allowing presentation to jury as to “whether accused products manufactured 

and delivered abroad but imported into the United States market by downstream customers … 

constitute an infringing sale under § 271(a)”). 

124. Furthermore, Defendant Databricks has directly infringed the ’474 patent through 

its direct involvement in the activities of its subsidiaries, and related entities and other U.S.-based 

subsidiaries (e.g., Mosaic ML, 8080 Labs Gmbh, Redash, and Cortex Labs), members, segments, 

companies, and/or brands of Defendant Databricks, including by designing the Accused 

Instrumentalities for U.S. consumers and selling and offering for sale the Accused Instrumentalities 

directly to its related entities and importing the Accused Instrumentalities into the United States for 

its related entities. On information and belief, U.S.-based members, segments, companies, and/or 

brands conduct activities that constitute direct infringement of the ’474 patent under 35 U.S.C. § 

271(a) by importing, offering for sale, selling, and/or using those Accused Instrumentalities in the 

U.S. on behalf of and for the benefit of Defendant. Defendant is vicariously liable for the infringing 

conduct of members, segments, companies, and/or brands of Databricks (under both the alter ego 

and agency theories). On information and belief, Defendant Databricks and other U.S. based 

subsidiaries, members, segments, companies, and/or brands of Databricks are essentially the same 

company. Moreover, Databricks, as the parent company, has the right and ability to control the 

infringing activities of those entities such that Defendant receives a direct financial benefit from 

that infringement.  

125. For example, Defendant infringes claim 1 of the ’474 patent via the Accused 

Instrumentalities, namely data management and analytics products and components, software, 
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services, and processes such as the Databricks Lakehouse Platforms and their components, 

including the Databricks SQL, Delta Lake, Unity Catalog, Databricks Marketplace, Data 

Intelligence Platform, Databricks Spark Applications, and related data storage and compression 

techniques. 

126. Those Accused Instrumentalities include a “method operating a distributed 

processing system having a network coupling a multiplicity of Host distributed devices for 

processing workloads for the distributed processing system, a plurality of Client systems requesting 

processing of the workloads, and a Server system for selectively distributing the workloads from 

the plurality of Client systems for processing by the distributed processing system” comprising the 

limitations of claim 1. The technology discussion above and the example Accused Instrumentalities 

provide context for Plaintiff’s allegations that each of those limitations are met. For example, the 

Accused Instrumentalities include the steps of receiving a request by the Server system from one 

of the plurality of Client systems to use the distributed processing system to process a first 

workload; sending the first workload to a first Host distributed device selected from the multiplicity 

of Host distributed devices; sending to the first Host distributed device an index of one or more data 

addresses defining a location of first data required to process the first workload; accessing the first 

data from a first data address selected from the one or more data addresses in the index; and updating 

the index to include a storage address of storage coupled to the first Host distributed device as a 

location of the first data. 

127. At a minimum, Defendant has known of the ’474 patent at least as early as the filing 

date of this Complaint.  

128. Plaintiff BYTEWEAVR has been damaged as a result of Defendant’s infringing 

conduct described in this Count. Defendant is thus liable to BYTEWEAVR in an amount that 
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adequately compensates BYTEWEAVR for its infringements, which, by law, cannot be less than a 

reasonable royalty, together with interest and costs as fixed by this Court under 35 U.S.C. § 284. 

COUNT VI 

(INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. PATENT NO. 8,275,827) 

129. Plaintiff incorporates paragraphs 1 through 129 herein by reference. 

130. Plaintiff BYTEWEAVR is the assignee of the ’827 patent, entitled “Software-based 

network attached storage services hosted on massively distributed parallel computing networks,” 

with ownership of all substantial rights in the ’827 patent, including the right to exclude others and 

to enforce, sue, and recover damages for past and future infringements.  

131. The ’827 patent is valid, enforceable, and was duly issued in full compliance with 

Title 35 of the United States Code. The ’827 patent issued from U.S. Patent Application No. 

09/834,785.  

132. Defendant has directly and/or indirectly infringed (by inducing infringement) one or 

more claims of the ’827 patent in this District and elsewhere in Texas and the United States. 

133. On information and belief, Defendant designs, develops, manufactures, imports, 

distributes, offers to sell, sells, and uses the Accused Instrumentalities, including via the activities 

of Databricks and its alter egos, intermediaries, agents, distributors, importers, partners, customers, 

subsidiaries, affiliates, and/or consumers. 

134. Defendant has directly infringed the ’827 patent via 35 U.S.C. § 271(a) by making, 

offering for sale, selling, importing and/or using the Accused Instrumentalities, their components, 

and/or products containing the same that incorporate the fundamental technologies covered by the 

’827 patent to, for example, its alter egos, intermediaries, agents, distributors, importers, partners, 

customers, subsidiaries, affiliates, and/or consumers. Furthermore, on information and belief, 
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Defendant develops and designs the Accused Instrumentalities for U.S. consumers, makes and sells 

the Accused Instrumentalities outside of the United States, delivers those products and services to 

related entities, subsidiaries, distribution partners, resellers, vendors, installers, customers and other 

related service providers in the United States, or in the case that it delivers the Accused 

Instrumentalities outside of the United States it does so intending and/or knowing that those 

products are destined for the United States and/or designing those products for sale and use in the 

United States, thereby directly infringing the ’827 patent. See, e.g., Lake Cherokee Hard Drive 

Techs., L.L.C. v. Marvell Semiconductor, Inc., 964 F. Supp. 2d 653, 658 (E.D. Tex. 2013) (denying 

summary judgment and allowing presentation to jury as to “whether accused products manufactured 

and delivered abroad but imported into the United States market by downstream customers … 

constitute an infringing sale under § 271(a)”). 

135. Furthermore, Defendant Databricks has directly infringed the ’827 patent through 

its direct involvement in the activities of its subsidiaries, and related entities and other U.S.-based 

subsidiaries (e.g., Mosaic ML, 8080 Labs Gmbh, Redash, and Cortex Labs), members, segments, 

companies, and/or brands of Defendant Databricks, including by designing the Accused 

Instrumentalities for U.S. consumers and selling and offering for sale the Accused Instrumentalities 

directly to its related entities and importing the Accused Instrumentalities into the United States for 

its related entities. On information and belief, U.S.-based members, segments, companies, and/or 

brands conduct activities that constitute direct infringement of the ’827 patent under 35 U.S.C. § 

271(a) by importing, offering for sale, selling, and/or using those Accused Instrumentalities in the 

U.S. on behalf of and for the benefit of Defendant. Defendant is vicariously liable for the infringing 

conduct of members, segments, companies, and/or brands of Databricks (under both the alter ego 

and agency theories). On information and belief, Defendant Databricks and other U.S. based 
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subsidiaries, members, segments, companies, and/or brands of Databricks are essentially the same 

company. Moreover, Databricks, as the parent company, has the right and ability to control the 

infringing activities of those entities such that Defendant receives a direct financial benefit from 

that infringement.  

136. For example, Defendant infringes at least claims 2 and 14 of the ’827 patent via the 

Accused Instrumentalities, namely data management and analytics products and components, 

software, services, and processes such as the Databricks Lakehouse Platforms and their 

components, including the Databricks SQL, Delta Lake, Unity Catalog, Databricks Marketplace, 

Data Intelligence Platform, Databricks Spark Applications, and related data storage and 

compression techniques.  

137. Those Accused Instrumentalities include “[a] computer-implemented method” 

comprising the limitations of claim 1. The technology discussion above and the example Accused 

Instrumentalities provide context for Plaintiff’s allegations that each of those limitations are met. 

For example, the Accused Instrumentalities include the steps of configuring a distributed processing 

system of a plurality of distributed devices coupled to a network, wherein the plurality of distributed 

devices include respective client agents configured to process respective portions of a workload for 

the distributed processing system, wherein the respective client agents for particular distributed 

devices of the plurality of distributed devices have corresponding software-based network attached 

storage (NAS) components configured to assess unused or under-utilized storage resources in 

selected distributed devices of the plurality of distributed devices; representing with the 

corresponding software-based NAS component that the selected distributed devices respectively 

comprise NAS devices having an available amount of storage resources related to the unused and 

under-utilized storage resources for the selected distributed devices; processing one or more of data 
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storage or access workloads for the distributed processing system by accessing data from or storing 

data to at least a portion of the available amount of storage resources to provide NAS service to a 

client device coupled to the network; enabling at least one of the selected distributed devices to 

function as a location distributed device to store location information associated with data stored 

by the selected distributed devices through use of the respective client agents for the particular 

distributed device; and enabling at least one of the selected distributed devices to function as a 

stand-alone dedicated NAS device through use of the respective client agents for the particular 

distributed device. 

138. At a minimum, Defendant has known of the ’827 patent at least as early as the filing 

date of this Complaint.  

139. On information and belief, since at least the above-mentioned date when Defendant 

was on notice of its infringement, Defendant has actively induced, under 35 U.S.C. § 271(b), 

importers, distribution partners, vendors, reseller partners, dealers, customers, installers, 

consumers, users and other related service providers that import, distribute, purchase, offer for sale, 

sell, or use the Accused Instrumentalities that include or are made using all of the limitations of one 

or more claims of the ’827 patent to directly infringe one or more claims of the ’827 patent by using, 

offering for sale, selling, and/or importing the Accused Products. Since at least the date of notice 

provided above, Defendant conducts infringing activities with knowledge, or with willful blindness 

of the fact, that the induced acts constitute infringement of the ’827 patent. On information and 

belief, Defendant intends to cause, and has taken affirmative steps to induce, infringement by 

importers, distribution partners, reseller partners, vendors, dealers, customers, installers, 

consumers, users, and other related service providers by at least, inter alia, the following: 1) sales 

and marketing activities that promote the infringing use of the Accused Instrumentalities, 2) 
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utilizing partners to create and/or maintain established distribution channels for the Accused 

Instrumentalities into and within the United States, 3) designing, developing, manufacturing the 

Accused Instrumentalities in conformity with U.S. laws, regulations, and market standards, 4) 

distributing or making available training, certifications, demos, webinars, events, resource libraries, 

documentation, instructions and/or manuals for the Accused Instrumentalities to purchasers and 

prospective buyers, 5) testing and certifying the features in the Accused Instrumentalities, and/or 6) 

providing technical support, upgrades and migrations, professional or tutorial services for the 

Accused Instrumentalities to purchasers in the United States. See, e.g., Databricks Support Policy, 

DATABRICKS, https://www.databricks.com/support (detailing the services provided to customers 

regarding the Databricks Platforms including data management, analytics products, components, 

software, services, and processes); Partner Connect, DATABRICKS, 

https://www.databricks.com/partnerconnect (“Partner Connect makes it easy for you to discover 

data, analytics and AI tools directly within the Databricks platform — and quickly integrate the 

tools you already use today”) (last visited Dec. 22, 2023). Such support services and partnering 

provide convenience, added functionality and value that induces partners and consumers to license, 

use, and incorporate the Defendant’s data management and analytics products and components, 

software, services, and processes into their own network systems and businesses. See, e.g., 

Databricks for Industry, DATABRICKS, https://www.databricks.com/solutions  (providing use cases 

for Databricks’ products and services in different industries including “Communications, Media, & 

Entertainment,” “Financial Services,” “Healthcare and Life Sciences,” and “Public Sector”) (last 

visited Oct. 13, 2023).  Thus, these activities further infringe or induce infringement of the ’827 

patent. 
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140. On information and belief, despite having knowledge of the ’827 patent and 

knowledge that it is directly and/or indirectly infringing one or more claims of the ’827 patent, 

Defendant has nevertheless continued its infringing conduct and disregarded an objectively high 

likelihood of infringement. Each of Defendant’s infringing activities relative to the ’827 patent have 

been, and continue to be, willful, wanton, malicious, in bad-faith, deliberate, consciously wrongful, 

flagrant, characteristic of a pirate, and an egregious case of misconduct beyond typical infringement 

such that Plaintiff is entitled under 35 U.S.C. § 284 to enhanced damages up to three times the 

amount found or assessed.  

141. Plaintiff BYTEWEAVR has been damaged as a result of Defendant’s infringing 

conduct described in this Count. Defendant is thus liable to BYTEWEAVR in an amount that 

adequately compensates BYTEWEAVR for its infringements, which, by law, cannot be less than a 

reasonable royalty, together with interest and costs as fixed by this Court under 35 U.S.C. § 284. 

COUNT VII 

(INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. REISSUED PATENT NO. RE42153) 
142. Plaintiff incorporates paragraphs 1 through 142 herein by reference. 

143. Plaintiff BYTEWEAVR is the assignee of the ’153 patent, entitled “Dynamic 

coordination and control of network connected devices for large-scale network site testing and 

associated architectures,” with ownership of all substantial rights in the ’153 patent, including the 

right to exclude others and to enforce, sue, and recover damages for past and future infringements.  

144. The ’153 patent is valid, enforceable, and was duly issued in full compliance with 

Title 35 of the United States Code. The ’153 patent issued from U.S. Patent Application No. 

10/190,368. The ’153 patent was granted on March 1, 2005 and expired on or about March 26, 

2022. 

Case 2:24-cv-00162   Document 1   Filed 03/08/24   Page 72 of 78 PageID #:  72



 
PLAINTIFF’S ORIGINAL COMPLAINT  
FOR PATENT INFRINGEMENT 73 

145. Defendant has directly infringed one or more claims of the ’153 patent in this District 

and elsewhere in Texas and the United States. 

146. On information and belief, Defendant designs, develops, manufactures, imports, 

distributes, offers to sell, sells, and uses the Accused Instrumentalities, including via the activities 

of Databricks and its alter egos, intermediaries, agents, distributors, importers, partners, customers, 

subsidiaries, affiliates, and/or consumers. 

147. Defendant has directly infringed the ’153 patent via 35 U.S.C. § 271(a) by making, 

offering for sale, selling, importing and/or using the Accused Instrumentalities, their components, 

and/or products containing the same that incorporate the fundamental technologies covered by the 

’153 patent to, for example, its alter egos, intermediaries, agents, distributors, importers, partners, 

customers, subsidiaries, affiliates, and/or consumers. Furthermore, on information and belief, 

Defendant develops and designs the Accused Instrumentalities for U.S. consumers, makes and sells 

the Accused Instrumentalities outside of the United States, delivers those products and services to 

related entities, subsidiaries, distribution partners, resellers, vendors, installers, customers and other 

related service providers in the United States, or in the case that it delivers the Accused 

Instrumentalities outside of the United States it does so intending and/or knowing that those 

products are destined for the United States and/or designing those products for sale and use in the 

United States, thereby directly infringing the ’153 patent. See, e.g., Lake Cherokee Hard Drive 

Techs., L.L.C. v. Marvell Semiconductor, Inc., 964 F. Supp. 2d 653, 658 (E.D. Tex. 2013) (denying 

summary judgment and allowing presentation to jury as to “whether accused products manufactured 

and delivered abroad but imported into the United States market by downstream customers … 

constitute an infringing sale under § 271(a)”). 
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148. Furthermore, Defendant Databricks has directly infringed the ’153 patent through 

its direct involvement in the activities of its subsidiaries, and related entities and other U.S.-based 

subsidiaries (e.g., Mosaic ML, 8080 Labs Gmbh, Redash, and Cortex Labs), members, segments, 

companies, and/or brands of Defendant Databricks, including by designing the Accused 

Instrumentalities for U.S. consumers and selling and offering for sale the Accused Instrumentalities 

directly to its related entities and importing the Accused Instrumentalities into the United States for 

its related entities. On information and belief, U.S.-based members, segments, companies, and/or 

brands conduct activities that constitute direct infringement of the ’153 patent under 35 U.S.C. § 

271(a) by importing, offering for sale, selling, and/or using those Accused Instrumentalities in the 

U.S. on behalf of and for the benefit of Defendant. Defendant is vicariously liable for the infringing 

conduct of members, segments, companies, and/or brands of Databricks (under both the alter ego 

and agency theories). On information and belief, Defendant Databricks and other U.S. based 

subsidiaries, members, segments, companies, and/or brands of Databricks are essentially the same 

company. Moreover, Databricks, as the parent company, has the right and ability to control the 

infringing activities of those entities such that Defendant receives a direct financial benefit from 

that infringement.  

149. For example, Defendant infringes claim 1 of the ’153 patent via the Accused 

Instrumentalities, namely data management and analytics products and components, software, 

services, and processes such as the Databricks Lakehouse Platforms and their components, 

including the Databricks SQL, Delta Lake, Unity Catalog, Databricks Marketplace, Data 

Intelligence Platform, Databricks Spark Applications, and related data storage and compression 

techniques.  
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150. Those Accused Instrumentalities include “[a] method of providing dynamic 

coordination of distributed client systems in a distributed computing platform” comprising the 

limitations of claim 1. The technology discussion above and the example Accused Instrumentalities 

provide context for Plaintiff’s allegations that each of those limitations are met. For example, the 

Accused Instrumentalities include the steps of providing at least one server system coupled to a 

network; providing a plurality of network-connected distributed client systems, the client systems 

having under-utilized capabilities and running a client agent program to provide workload 

processing for at least one project of a distributed computing platform; utilizing the server system 

to distribute workloads for the at least one project to the client systems and to distribute initial 

project and poll parameters to the client systems; receiving poll communications from the client 

systems during processing of project workloads by the client systems, wherein a dynamic snapshot 

information of current project status is provided based at least in part upon the poll communications; 

analyzing the poll communications to determine whether or not to make one or more modification 

to the initial project and poll parameters, wherein the modifications to the initial project and poll 

parameters utilize the dynamic snapshot information to determine whether to change how many 

client systems are active in the at least one project, and if a fewer number is desired, including 

within a polling response communications a reduction in the number of actively participating 

clients, and if a greater number is desired, adding client systems to active participation in the at least 

one project; sending the poll response communications to the client systems to modify the initial 

project and poll parameters depending upon one or more decisions reached in the analyzing step; 

and repeating the receiving, analyzing and sending steps to dynamically coordinate project activities 

of the plurality of client systems during project operations. 
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151. At a minimum, Defendant has known of the ’153 patent at least as early as the filing 

date of this Complaint.  

152. Plaintiff BYTEWEAVR has been damaged as a result of Defendant’s infringing 

conduct described in this Count. Defendant is thus liable to BYTEWEAVR in an amount that 

adequately compensates BYTEWEAVR for its infringements, which, by law, cannot be less than a 

reasonable royalty, together with interest and costs as fixed by this Court under 35 U.S.C. § 284. 

 
CONCLUSION 

153. Plaintiff is entitled to recover from Defendant the damages sustained by Plaintiff as 

a result of Defendant’s wrongful acts in an amount subject to proof at trial, which, by law, cannot 

be less than a reasonable royalty, together with interest and costs as fixed by this Court. 

154. Plaintiff has incurred and will incur attorneys’ fees, costs, and expenses in the 

prosecution of this action. The circumstances of this dispute may give rise to an exceptional case 

within the meaning of 35 U.S.C. § 285, and Plaintiff is entitled to recover its reasonable and 

necessary attorneys’ fees, costs, and expenses. 

JURY DEMAND 

155. Plaintiff hereby requests a trial by jury pursuant to Rule 38 of the Federal Rules 

of Civil Procedure. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
156. Plaintiff requests that the Court find in its favor and against Defendant, and that 

the Court grant Plaintiff the following relief: 

A. A judgment that Defendant have infringed the Asserted Patents as alleged herein, directly 

and/or indirectly by way of inducing infringement of such patents;  
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B. A judgment for an accounting of damages sustained by Plaintiff as a result of the acts of 

infringement by Defendant;  

C. A judgment and order requiring Defendant to pay Plaintiff damages under 35 U.S.C. § 284, 

including up to treble damages as provided by 35 U.S.C. § 284, and any royalties determined 

to be appropriate; 

D. A judgment and order requiring Defendant to pay Plaintiff pre-judgment and post-judgment 

interest on the damages awarded;  

E. A judgment and order finding this to be an exceptional case and requiring Defendant to pay 

the costs of this action (including all disbursements) and attorneys’ fees as provided by 35 

U.S.C. § 285; and 

F. Such other and further relief as the Court deems just and equitable. 
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Dated:  March 8, 2024 Respectfully submitted, 
 
/s/ Jeffrey R. Bragalone                 
Jeffrey R. Bragalone (lead attorney) 
Texas Bar No. 02855775 
E-mail: jbragalone@bosfirm.com 
Terry A. Saad  
Texas Bar No. 24066015 
E-mail: tsaad@bosfirm.com 
Marcus Benavides 
Texas Bar No. 24035574 
E-mail: mbenavides@bosfirm.com 
Brandon V. Zuniga 
Texas Bar no. 24088720 
E-mail: bzuniga@bosfirm.com 
Mark M.R. Douglass 
Texas Bar No. 24131184 
Email: mdouglass@bosfirm.com 
BRAGALONE OLEJKO SAAD PC 
901 Main Street 
Suite 3800 
Dallas, Texas 75202 
Telephone: (214) 785-6670  
Facsimile: (214) 785-6680  
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