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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Board instituted this CBM Review because it found that it was “more 

likely than not that Petitioner would prevail in establishing unpatentability of 

claims 1, 12-25, 30-32, 42, and 43” under 35 U.S.C. § 101.  Institution Decision, 

Paper No. 19 at 26 (P.T.A.B. Mar. 4, 2014) (“ID”).  Nothing in the Patent Owner’s 

Response (“POR”) changes the reasoned and correct conclusions of the Board.   

Alice reaffirmed that claims directed to abstract ideas, without limitations 

sufficient to tie them down, are patent ineligible.  Rather than address this 

standard, Patent Owner (“PO”) concocts its own misguided tests for patent-

eligibility that have no basis in precedent and run afoul of the holdings in Alice and 

CyberSource.   

II. CLAIM CONSTRUCTION 

The Board’s constructions in the Institution Decision were correct, and 

should be adopted in the Final Decision.1  Under the guise of “lexicography,” PO’s 

proposed construction of “commission engine” represents an improper attempt to 

amend claims, not construe them.  PO’s proposed constructions are unsupported by 

the claim language or the specification.  In any event, since PO proposes even 

broader constructions than already-adopted by the Board, these proposed 

                                                 
1 Indeed, PO does not challenge the Board’s constructions of “module,” 

“modules,” “backbone,” and “engine.”  POR 16.   
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