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Patent-Eligibility:  Vague Feelings  or An MBA Framework Fact? 
Sigram Schindler,  


TU Berlin & TELES Patent Rights International GmbH
 

PROPOSAL FOR STUDY1.a):	 By its "Mayo/Biosig/Alice, MBA" framework, the Supreme Court requires 
an ETCI1.b) embodying a patent-noneligible invention/TT0 to be patent-
eligible if and only if it embodies also an application/A and an inventive 
concept, here called inAC1.b). 

The Supreme Court thereby induced a simple refined Alice test – here 
called “patent-eligibility granted/-ing, PEG” test – resolving the patent-
eligibility problem of Substantive Patent Law (“SPL”) deterministically. 

This renders the outcome of an ETCI’s PEG test as an “MBA frame-
work fact” and any – hitherto unavoidable – vague feelings about this 
ETCI superfluous. 

EXPLANATION    
This explanation of this "proposal for study" focuses on ETCIs, as they are model based1.b) and hence 
subject to a patent-eligibility analysis. This caused the Supreme Court to launch its MBA framework.   

Accordingly, it shows in Section II – after an introductory Section I – that using the MBA framework in 
testing an ETCI for its being patent-eligible, as required by the Supreme Court’s Alice decision, presents 
this ETCI’s patent-eligibility question in a light dramatically simplifying it. It namely shows that the hither-
to unlimited preemptivity embodied by any model based invention/TT01.b), rendering it patent-noneligible 
due to social fairness considerations about the SPL, actually may be “limited” alias “tied to” a particular 
application – and thus remains patent-eligible, as not affecting its use in other applications. This more-
over clearly incentivizes the search for further applications for a model based invention/TT0 right from 
applying for patent protection for it, i.e. meeting a fundamental national R&D objective.  

Thus the Supreme Court, by its Alice decision cut a Solomonic judgment as to developing ETCIs – 
between the commercial interests of inventors and investors and the fairness interests of the public. 

1 .a This submission by the author has the broader USPTO context of its patent quality initiative [245,244,251,258,259]. 
Accordingly, many of the following elaborations are highly redundant to earlier FSTP reports, even reusing their wordings.
Backward references are identified by [XXXnnn], whereby “XXX” identifies a document in the Reference List and “nnn” an 
item identifier therein, e.g. [2582.a)]. If these elaborations and reports differ, this does not mean they contradict or devaluate
each other as they often serve different purposes and/or only didactical clarifications – and/or express improved insights2.a). 

Moreover: The following elaborations, though clarifying the just quoted presentations, are rigorous abbreviations and 
simplifications of them, too. I.e.: Their full understanding is hardly possible without consulting their presentations of details.

The decisive value of the following elaborations is that they present one of the several key advantages enabled by the 
Supreme Court’s framework: Here its inducing the ”refined Alice test” alias “patent eligibility granted/-ing, PEG” test, for 
any ETCI usually easily deciding, whether it is patent-eligible or not, thus definitively resolving this hitherto big problem – by 
deciding , whether the preemptivity of the ETCI at issue is sufficiently limited for granting it the status of patent-eligibility.  
.b E/CTCI = emerging/classic technology claimed invention. An ETCI’s description is “model” based at least in part on
purely intangible/intellectual/mental/fictional items, while a CTCI’s description gets along without this extension of the world 
of material artifacts by purely mental yet very rational – as “separated” and “layered” – “inCs underlying models” [259]. 

An ETCI is a pair <invention/TT0, application/A> and denotes a patent-(non)eligible subject matter.  

Thereby holds: TT0 = “Technical Teaching 0”, denotes the mental “point 0” of all respective SPL consideration.


 .c The following mirrors advanced System Design [2] and in particular "Mathematical Artificial Intelligence, MAI" [2585.a)]4). 
.d What the MBA framework’s notion ‘preemptivity’ of an ETCI means, ought to be clearly understood: “An ETCI is called 
preemptive iff it is hard to exclude that its scope4) comprises a today not thought of ETCI* and for the future this ex-
clusion is principally impossible.” I.e.: An ETCI’s TT0 being obvious today or in the future renders this ETCI preemptive. 

While it is hard to think of an alternative preemptivity definition, it would deviate from this one only marginally.
The above quoted publications demonstrate the application of this preemptivity definition, within ETCIs’ PEG test, by re-

considering CAFC and ET DC decisions – for the DDR/Myriad/Cuozzo/Motio ETCIs – and the FSTP-Test seen as ETCI.3.d) 
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I. Basic Remarks as to the “Preemptivity” Phenomenon of the Supreme Court's MBA Framework1.d) 

The patent community (especially USPTO’s IEG) is not yet aware of the tight interrelation between pre-
emptivity and patent-eligibility, i.e. has an intellectual “preemptivity white spot”1.d) – due to its reluctance 
to exhaustively discussing and accepting the Supreme Court’s MBA framework, as explained by 
[258,259]. Thus, it erroneously assumes a “missing link” in the MBA framework: Namely, a “red line” that 
separates patent-eligible ETCIs of some limited preemptivity (urgently needed by investors and sup-
ported by social consensus, as by the Supreme Court’s Mayo decision clearly identified) from patent-
noneligible as totally unlimited preemptive2.a) ETCIs (as patents socially intolerable by several strong 
reasons, see Mayo). But the MBA framework unquestionably does define this line – as shown next. 

While Mayo/Alice indeed solely tell that it is socioeconomically very problematic to grant patents to 
unlimited preemptive ETCIs – thus causing their patent-eligibility problem – they both refrain from requir-
ing to grant patents only to totally nonpreemptive ETCIs. Especially Alice clearly states: “An unlimited 
preemptive TT0 is transformed by an application A with an inventive concept into a patent-eligible sub-
ject matter <TT0,A> that is α) significantly more [than this TT0] 2.b), and is β) of limited preemptivity”. 

This means that A achieves this ETCI’s patent-eligibility  iff this pair <TT0,A> α’) fulfills the uniform 
and objective condition for β’) its being of limited preemptivity, as all its originally unlimited preemptivity 
is tied to A’s use of TT0. It then is also qualitatively more2.b). The conjunction of these “two Alice re-
quirements” – α)˄β) ≡ α’)˄β’) – thus indeed represent a ‘uniform and objective condition’2.c) for trans-
forming an unlimited preemptive TT0 into a patent-eligible subject matter ETCI of limited preemptivity 
outside of a limited part of the scope of A2.d), identified by this ETCI’s inventive concept, inAC3.c). 

I.e., this conjunction is the clarification of this explicit Alice statement and shows that there is no alleged-
ly missing link in the Supreme Court’s MBA framework. It solely had been hard to recognize, due to the 
hitherto non-clarified notions of scope(ETCI)4) and especially of preemptivity1.d). 

Hence, in Sections II.1/2, the exhaustive interpretation of the MBA framework enables ETCIs’ PEG test 

 in retrospective form: to check this ETCI for granted patent-eligibility by its limited preemptivity, and 
 in prospective form: for granting the patent-eligibility of ETCI’s continuations by designing and 

drafting its specification controlled by its retrospective PEG test of Section II.1. 

I.e.: In total, Section II shows, how to dependably achieve ETCIs’ MBA framework based patent-eligibility 
and preserve it over their continuations – what any on innovations depending enterprise urgently needs.  

2 .a The term “unlimited” is to be understood broadly as “unexpected”/”unpredicted”/’undefined”/”unrestricted in use”/… pre-
emptivity causing this big problem. “Limited” preemptivity – standing for its being “expected”/”predicted”/’defined”/”restricted 
in use”/… – is highly welcome, as absolutely indispensable for incentivizing investments into R&D for ETCIs (always being
preemptive) [244VI.2]. But how about an ETCI expected to be of limited preemptivity during its patent’s lifetime but going off
limits during this period? The Supreme Court’s Alice decision provides a solomomic answer to this question, shown next.   

Namely: This answer is based on the insight that the scope4) of a patent for a subject matter <TT0,A> is disjoint to the 
scope of the subject matter <TT0,B> with B≠A3.b), as the notion of scope of a subject matter is defined by its ERTS [244].
This implies that TT0 is “patented as to its by A restricted use only” – i.e. if an ETCI’s preemptivity exceeds bounds (as 
disclosed by its specification), the by its patent thus caused violation of the social fairness principle [237] is reduced to a
part of this application/A area – for many ETCIs tightly definable by the USPTO’s resp. policy, prior to granting it the patent.      
.b […] added for logically explicitly completing the statement. Thus, quantitatively <TT0,A> is trivially more than TT0.
 
.c hence necessary & sufficient, see also2.d)
 

.d The below items (i)-(x) explain why α)’˄β’) is the ideal2.c) MBA framework based criterion indicating the transformability
 
of an unlimited preemptive and hence patent-noneligible <TT0,Φ> into a patent-eligible <TT0,A> by granting patent protec-
tion to TT0’s unlimited preemptivity iff TT0 is applied in conjunction with A (i.e. whether used by A or not [122]). 

.e This logic conjunction must not be seen as A modifies TT0 by overwriting one of its properties – then not TT0 is trans-
formed into subject matter <A,TT0>, but some TT0* from TT0 derived by A – as then nothing of the following changes. 
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II.1 The Retrospective PEG Test of an ETCI  

Describing an ETCI by “inCs” [259] enables refining Alice’s compound notion modeling its patent-

eligibility criterion – α)/β) ≡ α’)/β’) – and thus showing exactly&precisely [24413)] what, for a patent-

(non)eligible subject matter <TT0,A>, this uniform and objective2.c) criterion (= condition) is. As the latter 

is equivalent to the PEG test – just being the evident procedural representation of this declarative 

criterion – several of its details are summarized by the items (i)-(x), after first presenting this criterion 

and proving its exactly (mathematically) modelling the Supreme Court’s Alice decision. 

Due to this refinement, this uniform and objective condition for a subject matter <TT0,A> to be patent-

eligible – although its TT0, i.e. its <TT0,Φ>, is unlimited preemptive – may be represented as [258FIG2]: 

“An ETCI alias subject matter <TT0,A>, with <TT0,Φ> patent-noneligible as unlimited preemptive,  
is by A transformed to patent-eligibility iff ETCI passes the FSTP-test1-5  ˄ AEC\E-COM(ΦTT0)≠Φ”. 

FIG 1: The “Patent-Eligibility Granted, PEG”-Test 

This is the MBA framework based sole criterion3.a) deciding, whether some ETCI is patent-eligible or not! 

It states an ETCI’s such property – its patent-(non)eligibility – as MBA fact, i.e. stops guessing about an 

ETCI’s patent-(non)eligibility by feelings. It exactly mirrors3.b) the Supreme Court’s Alice decision. 

Alice puts this criterion by means of the SPL key notion of ‘inventive Alice concept, inAC’3.c) that it introdu-

ced into SPL to this end – which hence is clarified, again by of the FSTP-Test [258FIG2], as follows. 

An ETCI’s “inventive Alice concept, inAC” is by the Alice decision the set AEC\E-COM(ΦTT0), consisting 

of the set of ∀ this transformation warranting “elementary inventive Alice concept(s), E-inAC”. 

Then inAC≠Φ, for an ETCI, implies3.b): Any of its elementary inventive Alice concepts E-inTT0,ACs =∷ 
TT0,Askϵ TT0,AEC, and the more its inventive Alice concept E-TT0,AinAC, transforms its patent-noneligible as 

unlimited preemptive embedded subject matter <TT0,Φ>, into a quantitatively and qualitatively “more”, 

namely into ETCI=<TT0,A>, as TT0,AskϵCOM(ATT0)\COM(ΦTT0)2.b) ˄ ETCI’s preemptivity is limited by A.    

3.a I.o.w.: The existence of this objective & uniform – BRIMBA based (see the ETCI’s FSTP-Test [258 FIG2] – criterion for an
ETCI’s patent-eligibility, evidently bars all the hitherto esoteric views on this issue and hopefully terminates all the accordingly 
legally erroneous decisions about it, as rightfully felt and complained about by virtually all innovations depending economies 
to the USPTO [252]. This expectation is supported by the fact that this criterion – derived from the MBA framework by its
exhaustive yet rigorously rational interpretation – once familiar with it, will be recognized to be the only one, evidently. 
.b This granting patent protection only to <TT0,A>’s unlimited preemptivity – i.e. not to an other <TT0,B>’s unlimited
preemptivity if B≠A – is indeed established, as follows from the next paragraph (assuming the simplification that ∃ only 1    
E-COM(ATT0)=ERT(ATT0)4) and that ETCI passes the FSTP-test1-5 ). 

Proof by contradiction that this criterion correctly models the Supreme Court’s Alice decision, i.e. by assuming the con-
trary were true. This means2.e) ∃B≠A ˄ AK=BK≥1 ˄ E-COM(ATT0)=ERT(ATT0)=ERT(BTT0)= E-COM(BTT0)4). 

From this assumption and the above AEC\E-COM(ΦTT0)≠Φ follows2.e) that Ask= Bsk ∀kϵ[ΦK+1, AK]=[ΦK+1, BK], and as 
this equality holds for the first ΦK Bsk, too, this evidently contradicts the assumption that for this B holds: B≠A. q.e.d. 

The notion of an inventive concept, inC, as defined by the Supreme Court’s Mayo decision, is the basis of defining by 
Alice the notion of an ETCI’s inAC, yet the latter represents – as of α)/β) ≡ α’)/β’) – significantly more than an inC (in other
ways, this applies also to other Alice categories of inCs, not discussed in detail, here, e.g. natural phenomena or abstract 
ideas modelling inCs, as the Supreme Court’s Alice decision suggested). 
.d The objective PEG test’s decision about an ETCI being patent-eligible – uniform across all areas of emerging techno-
logies – is by the MBA framework totally based on this ETCI’s preemptivity properties. Vastly dropping preemptivity as the
basis for this patent-eligibility decision, as the IEG currently does, would again raise the question, what the rationale should 
be to uniformly and objectively base it on.  And vastly dropping the uniformity and objectivity requirement as to ETCIs’ SPL
precedents is multiply excluded by the Supreme Court’s MBA framework.1.d) 

.c 
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The following remarks (i)-(x) help grasping the working of this condition for an ETCI to be patent-eligible. 

For this condition – it is a declarative statement (i.e. nonprocedural) about an ETCI, nevertheless it 

immediately shows how to verify/falsify it for this ETCI procedurally – namely holds: It   

(i)	 is indeed exhaustive, as imposing on an ETCI tested exactly the limitations that Alice imposes on it. 
(ii)	 is decidable [2] as composed of one or finitely many inCs, each being finite. 
(iii)	 is trivially to check procedurally, once ETCI’s AEC is determined and approved by FSTP-test1-5  
(iv)	 is met, if ∃ a single whatsoever E-TT0,AinAC. 
(v)	 is met by any ETCI with COM(TT0)=Φ if only TT0,AinAC≠Φ – as is the case in the CAFC’s DDR decision: Its 

TT0 is obvious, but its specification discloses a TT0,AinAC. 
(vi)	 is not met by an ETCI with TT0,AinAC=Φ, as TT0 by its specification then cannot be disclosed to be composed 

from a simpler TT0* and an A* such that for <TT0*,A*> holds TT0*,A*inAC≠Φ – as this would imply that already 
holds TT0,AinAC≠Φ, contradicting the precondition. This is the case in Alice due to its negligent specification 
of application A of the resp. patent (explained in earlier FSTP papers). 

(vii)	 may be tightened by adding a further restriction to this condition, e.g. that |TT0,AinAC|≥3. This tightened 
condition preserves its sufficiency but loses its necessity, i.e. may simplify procedurally figuring out that an
ETCI satisfies SPL – although would erroneously determine the contrary for other ETCIs, while this contrary 
would be wrong by Alice and the above criterion.  

(viii) may not be relaxed – i.e. is the minimal patent-eligibility limitation exerted on an ETCI’s TT0 of unlimited 
preemptivity. 

(ix)	 may no longer be sufficiently powerful for an ETCI only 1 second after its patent being granted – though
ETCI’s patent-eligibility remains preserved – due to ETCI being made-up by means of a natural phenome-
non E-crC, for which during this 1 second became evident that its E-crTS must be expanded by an element, 
for preserving its commercial appeal. This points to the patent-eligibility granting test in Section II.24). 

(x)	 is easily usable by the prospective PEG test, as indicated by (ix) – hitherto thought of never before by the
patent community’s patent-eligibility discussion, always focused on only ETCIs’ retrospective patent-
eligibility tests only. I.e.: Any innovations based enterprise definitively needs this evident look-ahead
capability of an ETCI’s patent-eligibility test, as by the prospective PEG test provided5.c). 

Finally: At the first glance, this notion of an ‘inventive Alice concept, inAC’ may seem oversophisticated. 

Yet, at a second glance one would recognize that the trivialities of its semi-mathematical MAI represen-

tation [258FIG2] – unavoidable for preciseness, as otherwise it were impossible to model exactly&pre-

cisely the indispensable refinement of the MBA framework, in particular its extremely meaningful tying 

an invention’s/TT0’s unlimited preemptivity to an application/A, i.e. without unnecessarily restricting this 

ETCI’s specific preemptivity – are misleadingly pretending this nonexistent sophistication. I.e., principal-

ly the Alice decision resolved the patent-eligibility problem in a straightforward way (if the seemingly 

‘mathematical frills’ are ignored, yet being indispensable for finding and communicating it precisely). 

It remains to be seen, whether the patent community will take this way, i.e. will perceive the above con-

junctive patent-eligibility criterion, α)˄β) ≡ α’)˄β’), to be met by an ETCI as too limiting or as too relax-

ing. While ●) further relaxing this criterion would invite patent applications the SPL precedents about 

which would with all likelihood become inconsistent, ●)tightening it and still achieving its vast accep-

tability seems to be impossible and unwise. This criterion hence will prevail as it is, by all likelihood. 

4 Thereby it turns out that not only the notion of an ETCI’s total “inventivity”1.c) and its adjectives2.a) must be clearly under-
stood, but also its notion of scope – although extremely important and extremely blurring if not mathematically defined, also 
hitherto nowhere clearly defined by the pertinent literature about SPL precedents about ETCIs, neither the pre-Mayo nor 
the post-Mayo literature, i.e. for the first time delivered by earlier publications of the FSTP-Project (see the Reference List). 

The scope(ETCI) ∷= {∀ E-realization tupels of ETCI} = {∀ERTs(ETCI)}, whereby any ERT(ETCI) is defined by this 
ETCI’s FSTP-Test [258FIG2] as one of its K-tupels1.c). W.l.o.g., by the simplification3.b) only a single <s1,s2,…,sK> exists.     
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II.2: The Prospective PEG-Test of an ETCI 

After the retrospective ‘patent-eligibility granted’ test of an ETCI in Section II.1, now the prospective 
‘patent-eligibility granting’ test of an ETCI is outlined, i.e. the PEG test warranting that – just as patent-
eligibility has been granted to its ETCI’s patent(application) due to its specification – it will be granted 
also to its continuations, based on disclosures comprised by its specification.  

The prospective PEG test is designed to work for all foreseen continuations of the ETCI’s patent(appli-
cations) specification, i.e. disclosed by it5.a). Specific simple classes of continuations are briefly identified 
by the next sentences for outlining how to proceed in a general continuation: The prospective PEG test 
may e.g. leverage on the fact that, for an ETCI = <TT0,A>, in the specification of its patent(application) 
the disclosures of ‘its currently unused E-inCs of A’ [251], i.e. of E-inCs5.b) unused by its claim’s wording 
and due to A, are statable independently of the disclosures of its TT0’s E-inCs, and vice versa. This may 
simplify presenting that ETCI’s above necessary and sufficient patent-eligibility condition inAC≠Φ even-
tually may become true, as it then may depend e.g. only on A’s disclosures.  

Designing/Drafting a patent(application) specification’s disclosures in this hitherto unusual way – such 
that this necessary and sufficient condition is met by a later continuation – establishes the fundament for 
the usefulness of the prospective ‘patent-eligibility granting, PEG’ test, evidently being procedural. 

This, again, requires a further notional refinement – here of the notion of an ETCI’s specification.  

Let “RA” stand for “A’s equivalence class, EA”, defined by requiring that AEC is the same ∀B∈EA, i.e. 
AC⊆BC and BC\AC is irrelevant – reduced to RA by excluding any B∈EA, unless the specification ●)firstly 
discloses B (which would be verified for B by its meeting the retrospective PEG test, except its test3) 
and ●)secondly explains that and why its subject matter <TT0,B> is useful. 

If an ETCI specification is so drafted, ETCI’s respective continuation would not again raise its SPL satis-
faction question except test3 (including its patent-eligibility FSTP-test6) – otherwise usually occurring.  

The “Patent-Eligibility Granting, PEG” test alias “prospective PEG” test, warrants the patent-eligibility for 
any continuation of a patent-eligible ETCI = <TT0,A> with patent-noneligible TT0  iff  ETCI’s specifi-
cation is designed/drafted such that ∀<TT0*,B> it discloses also holds: B∈RA ˄ <TT0*,B>inAC≠Φ5.b). 

FIG 2: The “Patent-Eligibility Granting, PEG”-Test 

In total, the intended advantage enabled by the PEG test ought to be: It should unfold all only possible 
SPL potentials in favor of supporting generating and protecting ETCIs, in particular those deserving long 
time funding as requiring long term research efforts & being of high risk nature. The pace of such ETCIs’ 
broadening their penetration into all areas of the life-cycle as widely understood by emerging technolo-
gies – always being model-based, i.e. merely intellectually controlled and more and more becoming 
unlike the classical inventions hitherto protected by patent law, yet – catapults such ETCIs into a key 
role as to assessing not only the wealth of the US society, but also as to improving its well-feelings as 
evidently facilitating everyday life and prolongating life time. 

5 .a Also an ETCI continuation’s specification may be augmented, if the scope(ETCI) is not expanded but just clarified, here 
not elaborated on. 
.b   for avoiding misunderstandings, instead of simply writing ”E-inCs”, it were necessary to write ”ETCIE-inCs”=”TT0,AE-inCs”, 
for not mixing these up with “E-inACs”, as the latter term denotes a set of specific ones of the ”TT0,AE-inCs”. I.e.: The middle 
“A” stands for the ETCI independent “Alice” decision, the leading “A” stands for an ETCI dependent “application”.   
.c   The prospective PEG test enables designing an infinite variety of patent-eligible potential continuations by drafting
different complexities and/or variations of the specification of an ETCI’s patent application such that they already envision
these continuations. 



 

        

 
   

 
   

    

            
  
   

 
 
 
  
   
 
 
 
  
  
 
 
   

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
  
 
   
 
  
  
   
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
   

  
 
   

 
  
 
 
  
 
 
  
   
  
  
 
   

  

  
   
   
 
  
  
  
 
   
 
 
  

 

   
 

 
  

 
  
 
 
 
  
  
  
 
 
 
 
    
  
  
  
   
  
  
   
 
  
   
  
   
 
 
 
  
  
  
  
  
 
  
  
 
  
 
   

 
 
  

 
  
 
 
 
  
 
   
  
  
  

 
 

 
  
  
 
  
  
  
  
  

 
  

 
 
    
 
 
   
  
  
  
 
  
 

 
   

 
  

   

  

 
 

  
   

 
  
 
 
  
   

 
  
  

 
   

 
 
  
 
 
   
 
  
 
  
   

  
 
   
    
  
  
  
 
 
    
  
  
  
 
   
 
  
  
 

  
  
  

   
 

     
 

  
 

   
   

  
 
  
   
  
 
  
     
   
 
  
   
  
 

 
    

   
  
    
 
 
   
 
   

 
   

 
    
  
 
 

 
   

 
 
  

  
 
  
  
   
  
  
 
 
  
  
                         
 
 
 
 
  
 

 
   

  
   
   
   
  
 
  
 
  

 
 

 
 

USPTO_12.02.2016_PEG_test_V.1-DOSCfinal 	 page 6 of 6 

The FSTP-Project’s Reference List 

FSTP = Facts Screening/Transforming/Presenting (Version_of_12.02.2016*)) 
Most of the author’s below papers are written in preparation of [182] – i.e. are not intended to be self-explaining independently of their predecessors. 

[1]	 S. Schindler: “US Highest Courts’ Patent Precedents in Mayo/Myriad/CLS/Ultramercial/LBC: ‘Inventive Concepts’ [136] S. Schindler: “Tutorial on Commonalities Between System Design and SPL Testing”.*). 
Accepted – ‘Abstract Ideas’ Next? Patenting Emerging Tech. Inventions Now without Intricacies”*). [137] S. Schindler: “The Rationality of a Claimed Invention’s (CI’s) post-Mayo SPL Test – It Increases CI’s Legal Quality and 

[2]	 AIT: “Advanced Information Tech.” alias “Artificial Intelligence Technology” denotes cutting edge IT areas, e.g. Professional Efficiency in CI’s Use”, in prep. 
Knowledge Representation/Description Logic/Natural Language (NL)/Semantics/Semiotics/System Design. [138] S. Schindler: “The USSC Guid. to Robust ET CI Patents”, ICLPT, Bangkok, 22.01.2015*). 


MAI: “Mathematical Artificial Intelligence”, the resilient fundament of AIT.  [139] USSC: Order as to denial [121], 14.10.2014*).
 
[3]	 R. Brachmann, H. Levesque: “Knowledge Represent. & Reasoning”, Elsevier, 2004. [140] S. Schindler: “§ 101 Bashing or § 101 Clarification”, published 27.10.2014*). 
[4]	 F. Baader, D. Calvanese, D. McGuiness, D. Nardi, P. Patel-Schneider: “The Description Logic Handbook”, Camb. UP, [141] BGH, “Demonstrationsschrank” decision*). 

2010. [142] B. Wegner, S. Schindler: “A Mathematical KR Model for Ref. Cl. Int. & Constr. II”, in prep... 
[5]	 S. Schindler: “Math. Model. Substant. Patent Law (SPL) Top-Down vs. Bottom-Up”, Yokohama, JURISIN 2013*). [143] … Press, …… to go into [137]………… 
[6]	 S. Schindler, “FSTP” pat. appl.: “THE FSTP EXPERT SYSTEM”, 2012*). [144] “Turmoil …..”, see program of AIPLA meeting, DC, 23.10.2014 
[7]	 S. Schindler, “DS” pat. appl.: “AN INNOVATION EXPERT SYSTEM, IES, & ITS PTR-DS”, 2013*). [145] “Dark side of Innovation”, …… see [137] 
[8]	 S. Schindler, J. Schulze: “Technical Report #1 on ‘902 PTR”, 2014. [146] D. Kappos: About his recent west coast meetings, AIPLA, DC, 23.10.2014.  
[9]	 S. Schindler: “Patent Business – Before Shake-up”, 2015*). [147] CAFC, Transcript of the Hearing in Biosig case, 29.10.2014*). 
[10]	 SSBG's AB to CAFC in LBC, 2013*). [148] R. Rader: Confirming that socially inacceptable CIs as extremely preemptive, such as for example [119]2), should be 
[11]	 S. Schindler, “inC” pat. appl.: “inC ENABLED SEMI-AUTO. TESTS OF PATENTS”, 2013*). patent-eligible, AIPLA meeting, DC, 24.10.2014. 
[12]	 C. Correa: “Handbook on Prot. of IP under WTO Rules”, EE, 2010. [149] A. Hirshfeld: Announcing the PTO’s readiness to consider also hypothetical CIs into its resp. guideline, AIPLA meeting, 
[13]	 N. Klunker: "Harmonisierungsbest. im mat. Patentrecht”, MPI, 2010. DC, 24.10.2014. 
[14]	 “USPTO/MPEP: “2111 Claim Interpretation; Broadest Reason. Interpretation”). [150] S. Schindler: “Alice-Tests Enable ‘Quantifying’ Their Inventive Concepts … – A Tut. about this Key to Increasing a
[15]	 S. Schindler: “KR Support for SPL Precedents”, Barcelona, eKNOW-2014*). Patent’s Robustness“, USPTO&GWU, 06.02.2015*), see also [175]*). 
[16]	 J. Daily, S. Kieff: “Anything under the Sun Made by Humans SPL Doctrine as End. Instit. for Comm. Innovation”, [151] S. Schindler: “Biosig, Refined by Alice, Vastly Increases the Robustness of Patents – A Tutorial about this Key to 

Stanford/GWU*). Increasing a Patent’s Robustness”, in prep.“*). 
[17]	 CAFC En banc Hearing in LBC, 12.09.2013. [152] S. Schindler: ”Auto. Deriv./Reprod. of Legal Argument Chains, Protecting Patens Against SPL Attacks”, Singapore, 
[18]	 USSC: SSBG’s AB in CLS, 07.10.2013*). ISPIM, 09.12.2014*). 
[19]	 USSC: SSBG’s AB in WildTangt, 23.09.2013*). [153] S. Schindler: “Practical Impacts of the Mayo/Alice/Biosig-Test – A Tutorial about … Patent`s Robustness”, 2015 IP 
[20]	 USPTO, “Intellectual Property and the US Economy: INDUSTR. IN FOCUS”, 2012*). Scholars Roundt., Drake Uni. Law School, 27.03.2015*) 
[21]	 K. O'Malley: Keynote Address, IPO, 2013*). [154] CAFC Decision in Interval, 10.09. 2014*). 
[22]	 S. Schindler, “An Inventor View at the Grace Period”, Kiev, 2013*). [155] S. Schindler: “A Tutorial into (Operating) Sys. Design and AIT Terms/Notions on Rigorous ETCIs' Analysis by the 
[23]	 S. Schindler, “The IES and inC Enabled SPL Tests”, Munich, 2013*). Patent Com. “, in prep. 
[24]	 S. Schindler, “Two Fund. Theorems of ‘Math. Innovation Science’”, Hong Kong, ECM-2013*). [156] CAFC Decision in DDR, 05.12. 2014*). 
[25]	 S. Schindler, A. Paschke, S. Ramakrishna, “Form. Leg. Reas. that an Inven. Satis. SPL”, Bologna, JURIX-2013*). [157] USPTO: “2014 Int. Guidance on Pat. Subj. M. Eli. & Examples: Abs. Ideas”, 16.12.2014*). 
[26]	 USSC: SSBG’s AB in Bilski, 06.08.2009*). [158] USSC’s Order as to denial [92], 08.12.2014*). 
[27]	 T. Bench-Capon, F. Coenen: “Isomo. and Legal Knowledge Based Systems”, AI&Law, 1992*). [159] CAFC Decision in Myriad, 17.12.2014*). 
[28]	 N. Fuchs, R. Schwitter. "Att. to Con. E.", 1996. [160] S. Schindler: “The USSC Mayo/Myriad/Alice  Decisions, The PTO’s Implementation by Its IEG, The CAFC’s DDR & 
[29]	 A. Paschke: “Rules / Logic Programming in the Web”. 7. ISS, Galway, 2011. Myriad Recent Decisions – Clarifications&Challenges”*), publ. 14.01.2015*), its short version*), and its PP 
[30]	 K. Ashley, V. Walker, “From Info. to Arg. Retr. for Legal Cases”, Bologna, JURIX-2013*). presentation at USPTO, 21.01.2015*).. 
[31]	 CAFC, H. in Oracle / Google, “As to Copyrightability of the Java Platf.”, 06.12.2013. [161] S. Schindler: ”The IES: Phil. & Func. &, Ma. F. – A  Proto.”, 7. GIPC, Mumbai, 16.01.2015*). 
[32]	 S. Schindler, “A KR Based Inno. E. Sys. (IES) for US SPL Preceds”, Phuket, ICIIM-2014*). [162] CAFC Decision in CET, 23.12.2014*). 
[33]	 S. Schindler, “Status Report about the FSTP Prototype”, Hyderabad, GIPC-2014. [163] S. Schindler: “The USSC’s Mayo/Myriad/Alice Decisions: Their Overinterpret. vs. Oversimplification of ET CIs – 
[34]	 S. Schindler, “Status of the FSTP Prototype”, Moscow, LESI, 2014. Scientific. of SPL Prec. as to ET CIs in Action: The CAFC’s Myriad & CET Decisions”, USPTO, 07.01.2015*). 
[35]	 S. Schindler, IPR-MEMO: “STL, SCL, and SPL – STL Tests seen as SCL Tests seen as SPL Tests”, in prep. [164] J. Schulze, D. Schoenberg, L. Hunger, S. Schindler: “Intro. to the IES UI of the FSTP-Test“, 7. GIPC, Mumbai, 
[36]	 S. Schindler, “Boon and Bane of Inventive Concepts and Refined Claim Construction in the Supreme Court's New 16.01.2015*). 

Patent Precedents", Berkeley, IPSC, 08.08.2014*). [165] “ALICE AND PATENT DOOMSDAY IN THE NEW YEAR”, IPO, 06.01.2015*). 
[37]	 D. Bey, C. Cotropia, "The Unreasonableness of the BRI Standard", AIPLA, 2009*). [166] S. Schindler: “Today’s SPL Precedents and Its Perspectives, Driven by ET CIs”, 7. GIPC, Mumbai, 15.01.2015*). 
[38]	 CAFC, Transcript of the Hearing in TELES vs. CISCO/USPTO, 08.01.2014*). [167] R. Sachs: “A Survey of Pat. Inv. since Alice”. F&W LLP, Law360, New York, 13.01.2015*). 
[39]	 CAFC, Transcript of the en banc Hearing in CLS vs. ALICE, 08.02.2013*). [168] S. Schindler: “PTO’s IEG Forum – Some Aftermath”, publ. 10.02.2015*). 
[40]	 SSBG's Brief to the CAFC in case '453*). [169] Agenda of this Forum on [157], Alexandria, USPTO, 21.01.2015*). 
[41]	 SSBG's Brief to the CAFC in case '902*). [170] G. Quinn: “Patent Eli. For. Discuss. Ex. Appli. of Mayo/Myriad/Alice”, IPWatchd, 21.01.2015*) 

[42]	 SSBG's Amicus Brief to the CAFC in case CLS, 06.12.2012*). [171] S. Schindler: “Semiotic Impacts of the Supreme Court’s Mayo/Biosig/Alice Decisions on Legally Analyzing ETCIs”*). 
[43]	 S. Schindler, “LAC” pat. appl.: „Semi-Auto. Gen./Custom. of (All) Confirmative Legal Arg. Chains (LACs) in a CI`s SPL [172] USSC Decision in Teva, 20.01.2015*). 

Test, Enabled by Its Inventive Concepts”, 2014*). [173] USSC Dec. in Pullman-Standard, 27.04.1982*). 
[44]	 R. Rader, S. Schindler: Panel disc. "Patents on Life Sciences", Berlin, LESI, 2012. [174] USSC Decision in Markman, 23.04.1996*). 
[45]	 USSC: SSBG’s AB as to CIIs, 28.01. 2014*). [175] S. Schindler: “A Patent’s Robustn. & ‘Double Quantifying’ Its InCs as of Mayo/Alice”, WIPIP. USPTO&GWU, 
[46]	 S. Schindler: "Autom. Deriv. of Leg. Arg. Chains (LACs) from Arguable Subtests (ASTs) of a Claimed Invention's Test 06.02.2015*). 

for Satisfying. SPL", U Warsaw, 24.05.2014*). [176] R. Rader: Questions as to the FSTP-Test, WIPIP, USPTO&GWU, 06.02.2015. 
[47]	 S. Schindler: "Auto. Generation of All ASTs for an Invention's SPL Test".*). [177] D. Karshtedt: “The Completeness Requ. in Pat Law”, WIPIP, USPTO&GWU, 06.02.2015*). 
[48]	 USPTO/MPEP, “2012 Proc. for Subj. Mat. Eli. ... of Pro. Claims Inv. Laws of Nature”, 2012*). [178] O. Livak: “The Unresol. Ambiguity of Patent Claims”, WIPIP, USPTO&GWU, 06.02.2015*). 
[49]	 USPTO/MPEP, Supp. Ex. Guideli. for Determ. Compli. with 35 U.S.C. 112; MPEP 2171*). [179] J. Miller: “Reasonable Certain Notice”, WIPIP, USPTO&GWU, 06.02.2015*) 

[50]	 NAUTILUS v. BIOSIG, PFC, 2013*). [180] S. Ghosh: “Demarcating Nature After Myriad”, WIPIP, USPTO&GWU, 06.02.2015*) 

[51]	 BIOSIG, Respondent, 2013*) [181] CAFC Decision in Cuozzo, 04.02.2015*). 
[52]	 Public Knowledge et al., AB, 2013*). [182] S. Schindler: “Patent/Innovation Technology and Science”, Textbook, in prep. 
[53]	 Amazon et al., AB, 2013*). [183] S. Schindler: “The Mayo/Alice SPL Ts/Ns in FSTP-T&PTO Init.”, USPTO, 16.03.2015*). 
[54]	 White House, FACT SHEET - ... the Presid.’s Call to Str. Our PS and Foster Inno., 2014*). [184] S. Schindler: “PTOs Efficiency Increase by the FSTP-Test, e.g. EPO and USPTO”, LESI, Brussels, 10.04.2015*). 
[55]	 B. Russel: “Principia Mathematica”, see wikipedia. [185] R. Chen: Commenting politely on “tensions” about the BRI, PTO/IPO-EF Day, 10.03.2015. 
[56]	 CAFC Decision Phillips v. AWH Corp., 12.07.2005 [186] A. Hirshfeld: Rep. about the PTO’s progress of the IEG work, PTO/IPO-EF Day, 10.03.2015. 
[57]	 M. Adelman, R. Rader, J. Thomas: "Cases and Materials on Patent Law", West AP, 2009. [187] P. Michel: Moderating the SPL paradigm ref. by Mayo/Alice, PTO/IPO-EF Day, 10.03.2015. 
[58]	 SSBG's Amicus Brief to the Supreme Court as to its (In)Definiteness Quest’s, 03.03, 2014*). [188] P. Michel: Asking this panel as to diss. of Mayo/Alice, PTO/IPO-EF Day, 10.03.2015. 
[59]	 S. Schindler, “UI” pat. appl.: “An IES Cap. of S-Auto. Gen./Invoking All LACs  in the SPL Test of a CI, Ean. by  InCs”, [189] M. Lee: Luncheon Keynote Speech, PTO/IPO-EF Day, 10.03.2015*). 

2014*). [190] A. Hirshfeld: Remark on EPQI’s ref. of pat. ap. examination, PTO/IPO-EF Day, 10.03.2015. 
[60]	 S. Schindler: "Auto. Der. of All Arg. Chains Leg. Def. Patenting/Patented Inventions", ISPIM, Montreal, 6.10.2014, [191] 16th Int. Roundt. on Sem., Hilo, 29.04.2015*). 

update*). [192] M. Schecter, D. Crouch, P. Michel: Panel Disc., Patent Quality Summit, USPTO, 25.03.2015. 
[61]	 H. Wegner: "Indf., the Sl. Giant in SPL", www. laipla.net/hal-wegners-top-ten-patent-cases/.  [193] Finnegan: 3 fund. current uncert. on SPL prec, Patent Quality Summit, USPTO, 25.03.2015. 
[62]	 .a) CAFC decision on reexamination of U.S. Pat. No. 7,145,902, 21.02.2014*). [194] S. Schindler, B. Wegner, J. Schulze, D. Schoenberg: “post-Mayo/Biosig/Alice – The Precise Meanings of Their New 
[63]	 .b) CAFC decision on reexamination of U.S. Pat. No 6,954,453, 04.04.2014*). SPL Terms”, publ. 08.04.15*). 
[64]	 B. Wegner, S. Schindler: "A Mathe. Structure Modeling Inventions", Coimbra, CICM-2014*). [195] R. Stoll: “Fed. Cir. Cases to Watch on Softw. Pat. – Planet Blue”, Patently-O, 06.04.2015*). 
[65]	 SSBG’s Petition to the CAFC for Rehearing En Banc in the ‘902 case, 18.04.2014*). [196] See the panel at the IPBCGlobal’2015, San Francisco, 14-16.06.2015*).. 
[66]	 CAFC: VEDERI vs. GOOGLE, 14.03.2014 [197] S. Schindler: “Mayo/Alice – The USSC’s Requirement Statement as to Semiotics in SPL & ETCIs, USPTO, 
[67]	 CAFC: THERASENSE decision, 25.05.2011 06.05.2015r*). 
[68]	 B. Fiacco: Amicus Brief to the CAFC in VERSATA v. SAP&USPTO, 24.03.14*). [198] S. Schindler: “Pats’ Abs. Robust. & the FSTP-Test”, LESI 2015, Brussels 18.04.2015*), DBKDA 2015 Rome 
[69]	 USSC, Transcript of the oral argument in Alice Corp. v. CLS Bank, 31.03.2014*). 27.05.2015. 
[70]	 R. Rader, Keyn. Sp: “Pat. Law and Liti. Ab.”, ED Tex Bench and Bar Conf., 01.11.2013*). [199] B. Wegner: “The FSTP Test – Its Mathe. Assess. of an ET CI’s Practical and SPL Quality”, LESI 2015, Brussels, 
[71]	 S. Schindler, Keynote Speech: “eKnowledge of SPL – Trail Blazer into the Innovation Age”, Barcelona, eKNOW-2014*). 18.04.2015*). and DBKDA 2015, Rome, 27.05.2015. 
[72]	 .a) S. Schindler: “The Sup. Court’s ‘SPL Init.’: Sci. Its SPL Interpreta. Removes 3 Everg. SPL Obscurities”, PR, [200] D. Schoenberg: “The FSTP Test: A SW Sys. for Ass. an ET CI’s Pract. and SPL Quality”, LESI 2015 Brussels 

08.04.2014*). 18.04.2015 and DBKDA 2015 Rome 27.05.2015*). 
.b) S. Schindler: “The Supreme Court’s ‘SPL Initiative’: Sci. Its SPL Int. Rem. 3 Everg. SPL Obsc. and En. Auto. in a [201] Panel: “Patent Prosecution Session”, AIPLA, LA, 31.04.2015. 

CI’s SPL Tests and Arg. Chains”, Honolulu, IAM2014S, 18.07.14*). [202] S. Schindler:; “The Notion of “InC”, Fully Scientized SPL, and “Controlled Preemptive” ETCIs”, published by 
[73]	 .a) USPTO/MPEP: “2014 Procedure For Subject Matter Eligibility Analysis Of Claims Reciting Or Involving Laws Of 11.06.2015*). 

Nature/Natural Principles, Natural Phenomena, And/Or Natural Products”, [48,49], 2014*). [203] I. Kant, http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/kant/. 
.b) MEMORANDUM: “Prelim. Examin. Instructions in view of Alice v. CLS”*). [204] J. Lefstin: “The Three Faces of Prometheus: A Post-Alice Jurisprudence of Abstraction”, N.C.J.L.&TECH, July 2015*). 

[74]	 B. Wegner: "The Mathematical Background of Proving an InCs Based Claimed Inv. Satisfies SPL”, 7. GIPC, Mumbai, [205] CAFC Decision in Biosig, 27.04.2015*). 
16.01.2015.*) [206] USSC Petition for Cert in ULTRAMERCIAL vs, WILDTANGENT, May 2015. . 

[75]	 CAFC Order as to denial [65], 27.05.2014 [207] K.-J. Melullis, report about a thus caused problem with a granted patent at the X. Senate of the German BGH. 
[76]	 D. Crouch: “En Banc Fed. Cir. Panel Changes the Law of Claim Construction”, 13.07.2005*). [208] S. Schindler: “Reach of SPL Prot. for ETCIs of Tied Preemptivity”, published by 25.06.2015*). 
[77]	 Video of the USPTO Hearing, 09.05.2014*). [209] CAFC Decision in Ariosa, 12.06.2015*) 

[78]	 R. Rader, Keynote Speech at GTIF, Geneva, 2014 and LESI, Moscow, 2014 [210] S. Braswell: “All Rise for Chief Justice Robot”, Sean Braswell, 07.06.2015*) 

[79]	 S. Schindler: “On the BRI-Schism in the US NPS …”, publ. 22.05.2014.*) [211] S. Schindler: “The Cons. of Ideas Mo. USSC’s MBA-Semiotics and its Hi-Level”, in prep. 
[80]	 USSC: SSBG’s PfC in the ‘902 case, Draft_V.133_of_ [121], publ. 14.07.2014*). [212] R. Merges: “Uncertainty, and the Standard of Patentability”, 1992*). 
[81]	 S. Schindler: “To Whom is Interested in the Supreme Court’s Biosig Decision”*) [213] CAFC Decision in Teva, 18.06.2015*) 

[82]	 R. DeBerardine: “Inno.Corp.Per.”, FCBA*). [214] K. O’Malley, B. Lynn, A. Weiss, M. Cooper: “Pat. Lit. Case Man.: Reforming the Pat. Lit. Proc. …”, FCBA, 25.06.2015. 
[83]	 SSBG’s Petition to the CAFC for Rehearing En Banc in the ‘453 case, 09.06.2014*). [215] R. Chen, A. Bencivengo, N. Kelley, J. Reisman: “Claim Construct.”, FCBA, 26.06.2015. 
[84]	 CAFC’s Order as to denial [83], 14.07.2014*). [216] P. Naik, C. Laporte, C, Kinzig, T. Chappel, K. Gupta: “Chan. IP Norms and their Effect on Inno. in Bio-/Pharmaceut.-
[85]	 CAFC: “At Three Decades”, DC, 2012. /High-Tech Sectors of the Corporate World”, FCBA, 27.06.2015. 
[86]	 S. Schindler Foundation: “Transatlantic Coop. for Growth and Security”, DC, 2011. [217] S. Schindler: “The US NPS: The MBA Framework a Rough Diamond – but Rough for Ever? Teva will Cut this Diamond 
[87]	 DPMA: “Recent Developments and Trends in US Patent Law“, Munich, 2012. and thus Create a Mega-Trend in SPL, Internat.”, publ.  21.07.2015*). 
[88]	 FCBA: “Inno., Trade, Fis. Real.”, Col. S., 2013. [218] B. Russel: “Principles of Mathematics”, see Wikipedia. 
[89]	 LESI: GTIF, Geneva, 2014. [219] I. Kant: “The Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science “, Wikipedia. 
[90]	 FCBA: “Sharp. C. Man.”, Asheville, N.C., 2014 [220] CAFC Decision in LBC, 23.06.2015*).. 
[91]	 B. Wegner, S. Schindler: "A Math. KR Model for Ref. Cl. Cons. II", subm. for publication. [221] CAFC Decision in Cuozzo, 08.07.2015*).. 
[92]	 SSBG’s Petition for Writ of Certiorari to the Supreme Court in the ‘453 case, 06.10.2014*). [222] CAFC Decision in Versata, 09.07.2015*).. 
[93]	 E. Morris: “What is ‘Technology’?”, IU I.N.*) [223] CAFC Decision in Int. Ventures, 06.07.2015*).. 
[94]	 E. Morris: “Alice, Artifice, and Action – and Ultramercial”, IU I.N., 08.07.2014*). [224] J. Duffy, J. Dabney: PfC, 13.08.2009*). 
[95]	 S. Schindler, ArAcPEP-MEMO: “Artifice, Action, and the Pat.-Eli. Prob.”, in prep., 2014. [225] S. Schindler: “A PS to an Appraisal to the USSC’s Teva Decision: CAFC Teaming-up with PTO for Barring Teva – and 
[96]	 A. Chopra: “Deer in the Headlights. Response of Incumbent Firms to …  ”, School of Management, Fribourg, 2014*). this entire ‘ET Spirit’ Framework?”, pub 27.07.2015*). 
[97]	 S. Schindler, DisInTech-MEMO: “R&D on Pat. Tech.: Eff. and Safety Boost.”, in prep., 2014. [226] R. Stoll, B. LaMarca, S. Ono, H. Goddard, N. Hoelder: “Challenging Software-Business Method Pat. Eli. in Civil Actions 
[98]	 G. Boolos, J. Burgess, R. Jeffrey: “Computability and Logic”, Cambridge UP, 2007. and Post Grant Review”, CASRIP, Seattle, 24.07.2015. 
[99]	 A. Hirshfeld, Alexandria, PTO, 22.07.2014*). [227] A. Serafini, D. Kettelberger, J. Haley, J. Krauss: „Biotech and Pharma Patents Eligi.:“, CASRIP, Seattle, 24.07.2015. 
[100]	 C. Chun: “PTO’s Scrutiny on Software Patents Paying Off”, Law360, N.Y.*). [228] D. Kettelberger, see [227] 
[101]	 P. Michel, Keynote, PTO, 22.07.2014. [229] Justice Breyer: “Archimedes Metaphor”, [69]*). 
[102]	 D. Jones, Alexandria, PTO, 22.07.2014. [230] I. Kant: https://en.wikipedia. com/wiki/Immanuel_Kant. & I. Kant: *Critique of Pure Reason”, https://en.wikipedia.com/w-
[103]	 R. Gomulkiewicz, Seattle, CASRIP, 25.07.14. iki/I_Kant. 
[104]	 M. Lemley, Seattle, CASRIP, 25.07.2014. [231] I. Kant: *Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals”, https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Groundwork_of _the Metaphysics_of 
[105]	 D. Jones, Seattle, CASRIP, 25.07.2014. Morals. 
[106]	 B. LaMarca, Seattle, CASRIP, 25.07.2014. [232] I. Kant: *Categorical Imperative”, https:/en. wikipedia.org/wiki/Categorical_Imperative  
[107]	 J. Duffy, Seattle, CASRIP, 25.07.2014. [233] I. Kant: *Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics”, https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ Prole-
[108]	 J. Pagenberg, Seattle, CASRIP, 25.07.2014. gomena_to_Any_Future_Metaphysics. 
[109]	 M. Adelman, Seattle, CASRIP, 25.07.2014. [234] J. Dabney: “The Return of the Inventive Concept?”, 06.12.2012*). 
[110]	 B. Stoll, Seattle, CASRIP, 25.07.2014. [235] USPTO: "July 2015 Update on Subj. Matter Eligibility", 30.07.2015*) 

[111]	 R. Rader, Seattle, CASRIP, 25.07.2014. [236] Concepts, http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/concepts/. 
[112]	 E. Bowen, C. Yates: “Justices Should Back Off Patent Eligibility, …”, L360*). [237] S. Schindler: “The Sol. of the Patent-Eligibility/Preemptivity Prob. – Rooted in Kant”, in prep. 
[113]	 S. Schindler: “The CAFC’s Rebellion is Over – The Supreme Court, by Mayo/Biosig/Alice, Provides Clear Guidance as [238] R. Hanna: “Kant and the Foundations of Analytic Philosophy”, OUP, 2001. 

to Pat. ETCIs”, published 07.08.2014*). [239] S. Koerner: “The Philosophy of Mathematics”, DOVER, 2009 
[114]	 S. Elliott: “The USPTO Patent Subj. Matter Eligi. Guidance TRIPSs”, 30.07.2014*). [240] USSC: PfC by Cuozzo*). 
[115]	 W. Zheng: “Exhausting Patents”, Berkeley, IPSC, 08.08.2014*). [241] S. Schindler: “Draft of an Amicus Brief to the USSC in Cuozzo supporting“, publ. 05.11.2015*). 
[116]	 R. Merges: “Independent Invention: A Limited Defense of Absolute Infringement Liability in Patent Law”, Berkeley, [242] Panel: “The Evolving Landscape at PTAB Proceedings”, AIPLA, DC, 22.10.2015 

IPSC, 08.08.2014*). [243] M. Lee: Publ. Interview at Opening Plenary Session, AIPLA, DC, 21.10.2015. 
[117]	 J. Sarnoff, Berkeley, IPSC, 08.08.2014. [244] S. Schindler: “The IEG’s July 2015 Update & the ‘Patent‐Eligibility Granted/‐ing, PEG’ Test”, publ. 18.12.2015*) 

[118]	 H. Surden: “Principles of Problematic Pats”, Berkeley, IPSC, 08.08.2014*). [245] M. Lee: USPTO Director's Forum, „Enhanced Patent Quality Initiative: Moving Forward”, 06.11.2015*). 
[119]	 www.zeit.de/2013/33/multiple-sklerose-medikament-tecfidera/seite-2*). [246] ISO/OSI Reference Model of Open Systems Interconnection, see Wikipedia. 
[120]	 J. Merkley, M. Warner, M. Begich, M. Heinrich, T. Udal: “Letter to Hon. Penny Pritzker”, DC, 06.08.2014*). [247] S. Graham (LAW.COM): Q&A With AIPLA President Denise DeFranco, 13.11.2015*). 
[121]	 USSC: SSBG’s PfC in ‘902 case, 25.08.2014*). [248] USSC Decision in Parker vs. Flook, 22.06.1978*). 
[122]	 D. Parnas, see Wikipedia. [249] CAFC Denial of En Banc Petition in Ariosa v. Sequenom, 02.12.2015*). 
[123]	 E. Dijkstra, see Wikipedia. [250] D. Crouch (Patently-O): Federal Circuit Reluctantly Affirms Ariosa v. Sequenom and Denies En Banc Rehearing, 
[124]	 S. Schindler: “Computer Organization III”, 3. Semester Class in Comp. Sc., TUB, 1974-1984. 03.12.2015*) 

[125]	 S. Schindler: “Nonsequential Algorithms”, 4. Semester Class in Comp. Sc., TUB, 1978-1984. [251] S. Schindler: “Patent-Eligibility and the “Patent-Eligibility Granted/-ing , PEG” Test, resp. the CAFC Objectively 
[126]	 S. Schindler: “Optimal Satellite Orbit Transfers”, PhD Thesis, TUB, 1971. Counters the Supreme Court’s MBA Framework, by its DDR vs. Myriad/ Cuozzo Decisions]”, publ. 05.01.2016*). 
[127]	 USSC Decision in KSR ….. [252] E. Coe: “Michelle Lee Steers USPTO Through Choppy Waters”, Law360 , 09.12.2015*)..*) available at 

USSC Decision in Bilski ….. [253] USSC Cert Petitions in Halo v. Pulse and Stryker v. Zimmer, 22.06.2015 
USSC  Decision in Mayo ….. [254] CAFC Oral Argument in McRo v. Bandai, 11.12.2015 
USSC Decision in Myriad ….. [255] CAFC Oral Argument in Lexmark v. Impression, 02.10.2015 
USSC Decision in Biosig ….. [256] CAFC Decision in Carnegie v. Marvell, 04.08.2015 
USSC  Decision in Alice …. [257] S. Schindler: “A PS as to the Motio Decision ….”,,publ. 11..01.2016*). 

[128]	 R. Feldman: “Coming of Age for the Federal Circuit”, The Green Bag 2014, UC Hastings. [258] S. Schindler: “BRIPTO by the USPTO  or BRIMBA by the Supreme Court?, publ  03.02.2016, *). 
[129]	 G. Quinn: “Judge Michel says Alice Decision ‘will create total chaos’”, IPWatch,*). [259] S. Schindler: “Classical Limitations or MBA Framework’s Inventive Concepts?”, publ. 08.02.2016*),
[130]	 G. Frege: “Function und Begriff“, 1891. [260] S. Schindler: “Patent-Eligibility: Vague Feelings or an MBA Fact?”, publ. 12.02.2016*) 

[131]	 L. Wittgenstein: “Tract. logico-philoso.”, 1918. 
[132]	 B. Wegner, MEMO: “About relations (V.7-final)”, 25.04.2013*). 
[133]	 B. Wegner, MEMO: “About con. of pre. /con., scope and solution of problems”, 20.08.2013. *) available at www.fstp-expert-system.com 
[134]	 B. Wegner, MEMO: “A refined relat. between domains in BADset and BEDset”, 18.09.2014. 
[135]	 H. Goddard, S. Schindler, S. Steinbrener, J. Strauss: FSTP Meeting, Berlin, 29.09.2014. 

http:www.fstp-expert-system.com
www.zeit.de/2013/33/multiple-sklerose-medikament-tecfidera/seite-2
http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/concepts
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki
https:/en
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Groundwork_of
http:25.07.14
https://en.wikipedia.com/w
https://en.wikipedia
http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/kant
http:18.07.14
http:24.03.14
http:08.04.15



