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I. INTRODUCTION 

Frontline concedes that “[a] claim that does nothing more than recite an ab-

stract idea and then state that the idea should be implemented on a computer is not 

patent-eligible; it is akin to simply taking a law of nature and saying ‘apply it.’”  

Frontline Response at 24.  Frontline, however, never explains why its claims do 

more than recite an abstract idea—automated substitute fulfillment—implemented 

on a computer. 

Frontline relies heavily on the declaration of its expert, Edward Yourdon 

(Frontline Ex. 2003), but Mr. Yourdon never reviewed the Board’s decision insti-

tuting this proceeding and he disclaimed any intention to address the scope of any 

claim.  CRS Ex. 1013 at 4-5, 43-44.  The thrust of his testimony was that comput-

ers, web sites, and databases had to be “intentionally programmed,” but he conced-

ed that the elements recited in the claims were not “specially” programmed or for-

matted in the sense of requiring anything out of the ordinary or even requiring any 

particular types of computers, web sites, or databases programmed or formatted in 

any particular way.  CRS Ex. 1013 at 8-14, 19-20, 23-27, 33-42. 

The ‘151 patent neither claims nor discloses anything other than a generic 

system and method for automated substitute fulfillment.  This is not eligible for pa-

tent protection. 
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