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I. INTRODUCTION 

Throughout its Response (“POR”), Patent Owner (“TT”) casts its invention 

as the “features and functionality of a GUI tool.”  POR, 6.  But that’s not what is 

claimed.  Rather, the claims recite method steps that use a GUI to receive market 

information, compute values based on that information, and then display the 

computed values at locations on a screen – i.e., to perform basic computer 

functions.  The claims make no mention of a “tool,” nor do they include structure, 

other than a generic “computing device,” for performing the recited functions.  

And the specification states that those functions can be accomplished using 

conventional components and programming techniques.  See, e.g., ‘556 patent, Fig. 

3; 3:59-4:11, 5:1-9, 5:49-6:14, 6:46-58.  There is nothing new about the 

information being displayed, and TT admits that it is not processed or used to 

generate new data.  See POR, 32-33 (asserting that its GUI does not “change” 

data).  Consequently, recent appellate guidance removes any doubt that TT’s 

claims fail Section 101.   

Specifically, in Electric Power, LLC, v. Alstom S.A., the court held ineligible 

“claims [that] do not go beyond requiring the collection, analysis, and display of 

available information in a particular field, stating those functions in general terms, 

without limiting them to technical means for performing the functions that are 

arguably an advance over conventional computer and network technology.”  Elec. 

Power Grp., LLC v. Alstom S.A., No. 2015-1778, 2016 WL 4073318, at *1 (Fed. 
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Cir. Aug. 1, 2016).  Here, TT’s claims recite the display of information in a 

particular field, namely financial markets, and do so without limiting them to any 

unconventional technological means.  Indeed, the patent expressly discloses that 

“the present invention [is] appropriate for use in any electronic trading screen, and 

work[s] particularly well with a trading screen similar to that shown in [prior art] 

FIG. 2.”  ‘556 patent, 3:8-11.  Consequently, TT’s claims fall squarely within the 

definition of patent-ineligible subject matter. 

TT’s other arguments are similarly flawed as discussed below.  Accordingly, 

the Board should find TT’s claims patent-ineligible. 

II. TT’S CLAIMED METHOD OF DISPLAYING MARKET 
INFORMATION IS NOT A TECHNOLOGICAL ADVANCE 

The first six pages of the POR disingenuously recasts its claimed method as 

a “GUI tool,” based on an inapt analogy to a physical device.  In doing so, TT 

attempts to mask the fact that its purported invention is nothing more than a 

method of using a GUI that includes steps for receiving market information, 

computing profit & loss (“P&L”) values based on that information, and then 

displaying the P&L values at locations on a screen – all basic computer functions.  

The claims do not recite a “tool,” nor do they include structure for performing the 

recited functions, other than a generic “computing device.”   

Despite these facts, TT argues that its claims are eligible because “no claim 

… is merely directed to calculating a P&L value or simply displaying financial 

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.


