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I. PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

The claimed invention is directed to patent-eligible subject matter—the 

structure, make-up, and functionality of an innovative graphical user interface 

(“GUI”) tool. As discussed below, the claimed invention satisfies both steps of the 

two-part test set forth in Alice. Furthermore, the claimed invention does not qualify 

for covered business method review (CBMR) jurisdiction. As such, the Board 

should confirm the patentability of the challenged claims.  

II. OVERVIEW OF THE CLAIMED INVENTION 

A. Prior Art – Order Ticket and Figure 2-Style Screen  

In the electronic-trading industry, both prior to the invention of the ’304 

patent and for a period thereafter, there was a widely accepted conventional 

wisdom regarding the design of a GUI tool for order entry on electronic exchanges. 

This conventional wisdom is best illustrated by two types of GUI tools—order 

entry tickets and Figure 2-style screens. Ex.2169, ¶¶44-58. GUI tools such as these 

represented the engrained conventional wisdom and state of the art regarding how 

electronic trading GUIs for professional traders were best designed and 

constructed. Id. 

Order entry tickets were commonly used to enter and send orders to an 

electronic exchange. Id. at ¶45. Though the structure and make-up of a ticket could 

vary, the conventional construction provided a GUI, usually in the form of a 

window, with areas for a trader to fill out order parameters (e.g., price, quantity, an 
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identification of the item being traded, buy or sell). Order tickets were known as

being accurate for order entry but slow. Conventional order tickets are still widely

used today.

Another type of GUI tool permitted users to enter and send orders by

directly interfacing with displayed prices (e.g., through the use of a mouse). Id. at

1[44-58. Figure 2 of the ’304 patent (reproduced with annotations below) illustrates

an example of one common GUI tool. Figure 2-style tools were ubiquitous by the

time of the invention. The overwhelming majority of these GUI tools were

constructed to provide designated locations for displaying the best bid price and

best ask price in the GUI. Id. at 1147.
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The structure, make—up, and functionally of the GUI tool shown in Figure 2

is as follows. Id. at 1149. The Figure 2 screen includes a BidPrc column 203 with

locations (e.g., cells) to display bid prices and an AskPrc column 204 adjacent to

the BidPrc column with locations (e.g., cells) to display ask prices. Id. The best bid

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
  Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

  Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
  With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

  Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
  Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

  Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


