UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
OHIO
CentralSquare Technologies, LL.C v. The National Board of Boiler

and Pressure Vessel Inspectors

CentralSquare Technologies - No. 2:25-CV-774 - Decided March 17, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Ohio addresses a patent-infringement
action involving CentralSquare Technologies’ 304 patent and the National Board of Boiler and
Pressure Vessel Inspectors’ Jurisdictional Reporting System. The court grants the defendant’s Rule
12(b)(6) motion, concluding that the asserted patent claims are directed to an abstract idea and lack an
inventive concept under the Alice framework. The court dismisses the complaint without prejudice,

denies leave to file a sur-reply, and grants an unopposed motion to amend infringement contentions.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Southern District of Ohio
WRITING FOR THE COURT Algenon L. Marbley

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Southern District of Ohio
DECIDED March 17, 2026

DOCKET 2:25-CV-774

DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved to dismiss the patent-infringement complaint under

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) on the ground that the
asserted patent claims were patent-ineligible under 35 U.S.C. § 101.
Plaintiff also moved for leave to file a sur-reply and moved unopposed

to amend its infringement contentions.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court construes the pleading in the
light most favorable to the nonmoving party, accepts well-pleaded
factual allegations as true, and draws reasonable inferences in that
party's favor, but need not accept legal conclusions or threadbare
recitals. Patent eligibility is a question of law that may contain
underlying factual questions and may be resolved at the pleading stage

when the allegations do not prevent resolution as a matter of law.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion; persuasive only

PARTIES CentralSquare Technologies, LLC v. The National Board of Boiler and
Pressure Vessel Inspectors

TOPICS
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PRACTICE AREAS

patent law  patent eligibility =~ civil procedure =~ commercial litigation

QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the court should permit CentralSquare to file a sur-reply.

2. Whether claim 1 was representative of the asserted patent claims for purposes of the § 101 analysis,

including claims 22 and 38 discussed by CentralSquare.
3. Whether claim construction was required before resolving patent eligibility under § 101.

4. Whether the asserted claims were directed to the abstract idea of managing, transferring, storing, and

reviewing inspection data among entities and jurisdictions using conventional computer components.

5. Whether the asserted claims contained an inventive concept sufficient to transform the abstract idea into
patent-eligible subject matter.

6. Whether the complaint should be dismissed without prejudice and whether CentralSquare should be

permitted to amend its complaint and infringement contentions.

HOLDINGS

1. Leave to file a sur-reply was properly denied because NBBI's reply did not raise new arguments and the

additional filing was unnecessary.

2. Claim 1 was representative of the patent's claims for the § 101 analysis, while the court also considered

claims 22 and 38 because CentralSquare expressly discussed them.

3. Claim construction was not required before resolving patent eligibility because CentralSquare did not
identify a proposed construction or explain how a different construction would alter the eligibility

analysis.

4. The asserted claims of Patent No. 7,181,304 were patent-ineligible because they were directed to the
abstract idea of organizing and transferring inspection data among entities and jurisdictions using

conventional computer components and lacked an inventive concept.

5. The complaint was dismissed without prejudice, and CentralSquare was permitted to file an amended
complaint addressing the deficiencies identified in the opinion.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



CentralSquare owns the Jurisdiction Online software platform for managing boiler, pressure-vessel, elevator, and
other required inspections across jurisdictions and entities. The USPTO issued CentralSquare's predecessor
Patent No. 7,181,304 in 2007. NBBI later launched the Jurisdictional Reporting System, an online platform for
tracking similar inspection and regulatory information, and CentralSquare alleged that the system directly

infringed at least claim 1 of the patent.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

CentralSquare filed the patent-infringement complaint on July 11, 2025. NBBI moved to dismiss, CentralSquare
opposed and sought leave to file a sur-reply, and CentralSquare later moved unopposed to amend its
infringement contentions. The court denied leave to file the sur-reply, granted dismissal without prejudice,
granted leave to amend the complaint subject to curing the identified deficiencies, and granted the unopposed

motion to amend infringement contentions.
DISPOSITION

dismissed
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