
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF MISSISSIPPI 

SOUTHERN DIVISION 

 

CODING TECHNOLOGIES, LLC 

 

PLAINTIFFS 

 

v. 1:19-CV-994-LG-RHW 

 

MISSISSIPPI POWER COMPANY                            

DEFENDANTS 

 

MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER GRANTING 

DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO DISMISS 

 

 BEFORE THE COURT is the [20] Motion to Dismiss filed by Defendant 

Mississippi Power Company (“Mississippi Power”) in this patent infringement case.  

Plaintiff, Coding Technologies, LLC (“Coding Technologies”), filed a response, to 

which Defendant replied.  After consideration, the Court finds that pursuant to 35 

U.S.C. § 101 Patent No. 9,240,008 is invalid.  

BACKGROUND 

 Plaintiff Coding Technologies is the owner of the patent-in-suit, U.S. Patent 

No. 9,240,008 (“the ’008 Patent”).  Plaintiff describes the patent-in-suit, titled 

“Method for Providing Mobile Service Using Code-pattern,” in the following manner: 

The ’008 Patent teaches a method and apparatus for providing a 

mobile service with the use of code pattern. The mobile service reads 

the code pattern and converts the information recorded in the code 

pattern to produce content that may then be read by the human eye. In 

one aspect of the invention, a user simply takes a photograph of a code 

pattern, the invention decodes the photograph and recognizes URL 

information that is contained in the code pattern that is not 

recognizable by the human eye, the invention compares the content on 

the entire URL associated with the code pattern, transmits 

information to the associated URL, and then retrieves all content 

associated with that URL that corresponds with the code pattern.   
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(1st Am. Compl. ¶ 14, ECF No. 17).  Plaintiff alleges that, “Among other things, the 

’008 Patent teaches a method and apparatus for enabling the recognition and 

reading of a code pattern image that includes billing information.  “The invention 

provides for analyzing the image to obtain code pattern information corresponding 

to a billing database.  Payment of the bill is processed based on the billing and user 

information.”  (Id. at ¶ 15). 

The patent itself provides three independent claims—a method claim, an 

apparatus claim, and a system claim—which are the main subject of the parties’ 

dispute.  (’008 Patent 38:48-40:36, ECF No. 17-1).  The precise contours and 

characterization of the patent and claims are in dispute.  Specifically, the method 

claim recites: 

1. A method comprising: 

receiving a payment request message including a code pattern image 

from a terminal, wherein the code pattern image includes billing 

information and is photographed by a photographing unit in the 

terminal; 

analyzing the code pattern image to obtain code information 

corresponding to the code pattern image obtaining user information 

and billing information corresponding to the code information in 

reference of billing database; and 

processing payment of a bill based on the billing information and user 

information. 

(Id. at 38:48-60).  The apparatus claim relates “[a] terminal” comprised of  “a 

camera configured to capture a code pattern image having billing information, a 

processor configured to analyze the code pattern image to obtain code information 

corresponding to code pattern image obtaining user information and billing 

information corresponding to the code information in reference of billing database,” 

which processes a bill based on the billing and user information.  (Id. at 39:14-23).  
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The system claim is similar, incorporating “a communication interface configured to 

receive a payment request message including a code pattern image from a 

terminal,” which pattern includes billing information which may be photographed, 

and a processor similarly configured to analyze the information and process the bill.  

(Id. at 40:7-21).   

Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint alleges a patent infringement claim 

against Defendant, Mississippi Power, under 35 USC § 271.  Plaintiff alleges that 

Defendant “us[es] and/or incorporate[es] code patterns in connection with its service 

bills containing QR codes for automated payment, and any other similar products 

and services controlled by Defendant.”  (Id. at ¶ 23). 

The propriety and/or sufficiency of Plaintiff’s infringement allegations are not 

at issue in the pending Motion.  Instead, Defendant moves to dismiss on grounds 

that the subject-matter of the ’008 Patent is patent-ineligible under 35 U.S.C. § 101.  

(Mot. Dismiss, ECF No. 20).  

DISCUSSION 

I. Motion to Dismiss Standard 

Rule 12(b)(6) requires a complaint to “contain sufficient factual matter, 

accepted as true, to ‘state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face.’”  Ashcroft v. 

Iqbal, 556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009) (quoting Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 

570 (2007)).  “A claim has facial plausibility when the plaintiff pleads factual 

content that allows the court to draw the reasonable inference that the defendant is 

liable for the misconduct alleged.”  Id. (citing Twombly, 550 U.S. at 556).  The court 
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must accept all well-pleaded facts as true and view those facts in the light most 

favorable to the plaintiff.  King-White v. Humble Indep. Sch. Dist., 803 F.3d 754, 

758 (5th Cir. 2015).  This standard applies to complaints for patent infringement.  

Howard v. Ford Motor Co., No. 1:16cv127-LG-RHW, 2016 WL 4077260, at *2 (S.D. 

Miss. July 29, 2016).   

In considering this Rule 12(b)(6) Motion to dismiss, the Court examines 

Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint and the attached patent.  See Lone Star Fund V 

(U.S.), L.P. v. Barclays Bank PLC, 594 F.3d 383, 387 (5th Cir. 2010).  The United 

States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit has “exclusive jurisdiction of an 

appeal from a final decision of a district court of the United States . . . in any civil 

action arising under, or in any civil action in which a party has asserted a 

compulsory counterclaim arising under, any Act of Congress relating to patents.”  

28 U.S.C. § 1295(a)(1).  Based on the Federal Circuit’s jurisdiction, a “district court 

must . . . follow Federal Circuit precedent in a case arising under the patent laws.”  

Foster v. Hallco Mfg. Co., Inc., 947 F.2d 469, 475 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 

The parties dispute the extent to which the Court may dismiss a suit for 

patent ineligibility at the pleading stage.  Defendant cites cases in which “the 

Federal Circuit has repeatedly sanctioned grants of motions to dismiss for lack of 

patentable subject matter.”  Cedars Sinai Med. Ctr. v. Quest Diagnostic Inc., 2018 

WL 2558385, at *8 (C.D. Cal. 2018) (citing numerous recent Federal Circuit cases to 

that effect).  Plaintiff cites two Federal Circuit decisions in response.  See 

Phonometrics, Inc. v. Hosp. Franchise Sys., Inc., 203 F.3d 790, 793-94 (Fed. Cir. 
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2000) (quoting Brooks v. Blue Cross & Blue Shield, 116 F.3d 1364, 1368 (11th Cir. 

1997) (noting that Rule 12(b)(6) motions are “viewed with disfavor and rarely 

granted”); Ultramercial, Inc. v. Hulu, LLC, 722 F.3d 1335, 1338 (Fed. Cir. 2013) 

(“[I]t will be rare that a patent infringement suit can be dismissed at the pleading 

stage for lack of patentable subject matter.”).  However, both opinions were issued 

before the Supreme Court’s decision in Alice Corp. Pty. Ltd. v. CLS Bank Intern., 

573 U.S. 208 (2014), which set forth the legal framework now employed by the 

federal courts in the patentability analysis.  The courts in this Circuit have held 

that “[i]nvalidity under § 101 can be declared at the pleading stage if patent 

eligibility can be determined on the basis of materials properly considered on a 

motion to dismiss, purely as a matter of law, when claim construction is 

unnecessary.”  My Health, Inc. v. DeVilbiss Healthcare, LLC, 2017 WL 3836124, at 

*1 (E.D. Tex. 2017).1 

II. Patentability of the ’008 Patent 

 Our patent laws declare: “[w]hoever invents or discovers any new and useful 

process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or any new and useful 

improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor.”  35 U.S.C. § 101 (2020).  The 

                                            

1 The Court is mindful, however, of Plaintiff’s other concerns with the present 

Motion to Dismiss.  Specifically, the Court is aware (1) that “every issued patent is 

presumed to have been issued properly, absent clear and convincing evidence to the 

contrary,” see Ultramercial, 722 F.3d at 1338, (2) that “the analysis under § 101, 

while ultimately a legal determination, is rife with underlying factual issues,” Id., 

and (3) that “claim construction normally will be required.”  Id.  Such issues—the 

presumption of patentability, the possibility of factual issues, and the need for claim 

construction—may be addressed as they arise. 
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Supreme Court’s Alice decision creates a two-part framework for determining 

patent eligibility under § 101.  First, the Court must “determine whether the claims 

at issue are directed to one of those patent-ineligible concepts,” namely, “laws of 

nature, natural phenomena, and abstract ideas.”  Alice, 573 U.S. at 217.  “If so, we 

then ask, ‘[w]hat else is there in the claims before us?’  To answer that question, we 

consider the elements of each claim both individually and ‘as an ordered 

combination’ to determine whether the additional elements ‘transform the nature of 

the claim’ into a patent-eligible application.”  Id.  The second step is “a search for an 

‘inventive concept.’”  Id. at 217-18.  Defendant moves to dismiss on the grounds that 

the claims are both directed to an abstract idea and devoid of any inventive concept 

which could salvage it.  (Def.’s Mem. Supp. Mot. Dismiss 1, ECF No. 21).   

 A. Alice Step One 

 To satisfy the first part of the Alice patentability test, Defendant argues that 

the ’008 Patent is directed to an abstract idea.  (Def.’s Mem. Supp. Mot. Dismiss 13-

18, ECF No. 21).  “The Supreme Court has not established a definitive rule to 

determine what constitutes an ‘abstract idea.’”  Enfish, LLC v. Microsoft Corp., 822 

F.3d 1327, 1334 (Fed. Cir. 2016).  The Federal Circuit and Supreme Court “compare 

claims at issue to those claims already found to be directed to an abstract idea in 

previous cases.”  Id.  The Court, then, will undertake a similar comparative 

assessment for the first Alice test. 

 Before comparing the claims to those of other cases, the Court must first 

articulate their “basic thrust.”  Synopsys, Inc. v. Mentor Graphics Corp., 839 F.3d 
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1138, 1150 (Fed Cir. 2016).  In Synopsys, the Federal Circuit summarized patent 

claims as “translating a functional description of a logic circuit into a hardware 

component description of the logic circuit.”  Id.  In another case, the Federal Circuit 

described abstract claims as “1) collecting data, 2) recognizing certain data within 

the collected data set, and 3) storing that recognized data in memory.”  Content 

Extraction & Transmission LLC v. Wells Fargo Bank, Nat. Ass’n, 776 F.3d 1343, 

1347 (Fed. Cir. 2014).  The Court should not, however, describe the claims at a 

“high level of abstraction” which is “untethered from the language of the claims.”  

Enfish, 822 F.3d at 1337.   

Defendant argues that “the ‘Abstract, specification, and claims’ of the ’008 

Patent all make clear that the basic thrust of the claims is using a barcode on a 

mobile device to facilitate bill payment.”  (Def.’s Mem. Supp. Mot. Dismiss 14, ECF 

No. 21).  While Plaintiff argues that this statement generalizes and oversimplifies 

the claims, Plaintiff does not articulate an alternative for the Court to consider.  

(Pl.’s Mem. Supp. Resp. Opp. Mot. Dismiss 10, ECF No. 24).  Rather, the Court 

agrees that “the claims, without exception, are all directed solely to the use of a 

code pattern to facilitate bill payment.”  (See ’008 Patent 38:59-60, 39:22-23, 40:20-

21, ECF No. 17-1).  Moreover, the Patent describes the “code pattern image” as a 

barcode.  (See ’008 Patent 2:28-33, ECF No. 17-1).  Upon an independent reading of 

the specifications and claims, the Court finds that the claims are directed to the use 

of a barcode on a mobile device to facilitate or effectuate bill payment. 
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 Cognizant of the “basic thrust” of the ’008 Patent claims, the Court may now 

engage in comparison with prior cases.  To that end, Defendant cites a recent 

Federal Circuit decision finding comparable barcode-related claims directed to an 

abstract idea.  Defendant also argues that generic computer implementation of the 

billing process, as well as generic encoding and decoding processes, are abstract.  In 

contrast, Plaintiff argues that its claims are “an improvement to computer 

functionality itself” rather than “economic or other tasks for which a computer is 

used in is ordinary capacity.”  Enfish, 822 F.3d at 1336.  Plaintiff also argues that 

its claims are “necessarily rooted in computer technology in order to overcome a 

problem specifically arising in the realm of computer networks.”  DDR Holdings, 

LLC v. Hotels.com, LP, 773 F.3d 1245, 1257 (Fed. Cir. 2014).  

In Secured Mail Solutions LLC v. Universal Wilde, Inc., the Federal Circuit 

discussed patent “claims whereby a sender affixes an identifier on the outer surface 

of a mail object . . . before the mail object is sent,” after which “[c]omputers and 

networks are used to communicate the information about the mail object’s contents 

and its sender after the mail object is delivered.”  873 F.3d 905, 907 (Fed. Cir. 2017).  

The court found that these claims “are not directed to a new barcode format, an 

improved method of generating or scanning barcodes, or similar improvements in 

computer functionality.”  Id.  Some of the patents additionally recited a method to 

encode “sender data, recipient data, and shipping method data” with “a sender-

assigned unique identifier,” Id. at 907, but these claims “generically provide for the 

encoding of various data onto a mail object” without “set[ting] out how this is to be 
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performed.”  Id. at 910.  Rather, they recited the generic process whereby identifiers 

were stored in a database and retrieved by scanning a barcode.  Id.  The other sets 

of claims recited similar methods of communicating information about a mail object 

by using a unique identifier or personalized marking.  Id.  Hence, the claims were 

directed to “the abstract idea of using a marking affixed to the outside of a mail 

object to communicate information about the mail object.”  Id. 

The Court finds that the ’008 Patent is in all relevant respects similar to the 

barcode-related patents found to embrace an abstract idea as in Secured Mail.  The 

claims here recite a method whereby a billing transaction is facilitated by virtue of 

user and billing information encoded in a barcode.  Again, the claims do not set 

forth any particular method the barcode is to be generated or scanned, or any 

method of improving the speed, efficiency, or accuracy of barcode functionality.  

Plaintiff attempts to distinguish Secured Mail by pointing to its steps of obtaining 

code information from the barcode, obtaining user and billing data corresponding to 

the code information from a database, and processing bill payment based on that 

data.  (See Pl.’s Mem. Supp. Resp. Opp. Mot. Dismiss 13, ECF No. 24).  These steps 

simply recite the process whereby a computer decodes a barcode, resulting in the 

abstract performance of a transaction. 

Plaintiff does not explain or elaborate on its arguments that its claims 

“overcome a problem specifically arising in the realm of computer networks.”  DDR 

Holdings, 773 F.3d at 1257.  Billing transactions were common long before the 

advent of computer technology, and the ’008 Patent simply uses computers as tools 
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to facilitate a preexistent abstract commercial practice.  See Elec. Power Group, LLC 

v. Alstom S.A., 830 F.3d 1350, 1354 (Fed. Cir. 2016) (distinguishing claims 

improving “computers as tools” from those which improve “independently abstract 

ideas that use computers as tools”).  Moreover, DDR Holdings distinguished claims 

which “were directed to nothing more than the performance of an abstract business 

practice on the Internet or using a conventional computer.”  Id. at 1256.   

In addition, Plaintiff does not explain with any precision how its claims 

improve “computer functionality.”  Enfish, 822 F.3d at 1336.  Plaintiff does not 

argue that the claims contain improved methods for encoding or decoding 

information from barcodes or performing billing transactions.  Nor is any such 

hypothetical improvement detailed in the patent or the Complaint.  The Enfish 

Court distinguished claims that involve “economic or other tasks for which a 

computer is used in its ordinary capacity.”  Id.  Here, the barcode, a staple of 

modern commercial practice, is implemented with related computer equipment in 

an ordinary way to facilitate a billing transaction.  These claims seem to embody 

the sort of computer-implemented abstract idea which the Federal Circuit has 

consistently rejected.  The Court finds that the claims of the ’008 Patent are 

directed to an abstract idea, namely, the use of barcodes to facilitate a billing 

transaction. 

B. Alice Step Two 

Because the Court has found that the ’008 Patent is directed to an abstract 

idea, it must proceed to the second step of the Alice inquiry.  Here, the Court “must 
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examine the elements of the claim to determine whether it contains an ‘inventive 

concept’ sufficient to ‘transform’ the claimed abstract idea into a patent-eligible 

application.”  Alice, 573 U.S. at 221.  “Those ‘additional features’ must be more than 

‘well-understood, routine, conventional activity.’”  Intellectual Ventures I, LLC v. 

Eerie Indem. Co., 850 F.3d 1315, 1328 (Fed. Cir. 2017) (quoting Mayo Collaborative 

Servs. v. Prometheus Labs., Inc., 566 U.S. 66, 80 (2012)). 

Plaintiff notes that “[w]hether the claim elements or the claimed combination 

are well-understood, routine, conventional is a question of fact.”  Aatrix Software, 

Inc. v. Green Shades Software, Inc., 882 F.3d 1121, 1128 (Fed. Cir. 2018).  The 

Court may only review “the complaint, the patent, and materials subject to judicial 

notice” in determining the inventiveness of the claim elements.  Id.  Where “[t]here 

are concrete allegations in the . . . complaint that individual elements and the 

claimed combination are not well-understood, routine, or conventional activity,” or 

concrete allegations that the combination improves computer functionality, there is 

“no proper basis for rejecting those allegations as a factual matter.”  Id.   

However, the Court may still find “at the motion to dismiss stage” that the 

patent presents no inventive concept which renders it patentable, if the patent itself 

recites nothing more than basic or generic computer functions and components.  In 

re TLI Comm. LLC Patent Litig., 823 F.3d 607, 613-14 (Fed. Cir. 2016).  “[N]ot all 

allegations regarding inventiveness are sufficient to defeat a motion to dismiss, 

such as those ‘wholly divorced from the claims or the specification,’” but “‘plausible 
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and specific factual allegations that aspects of the claims are inventive are 

sufficient.’”  Wanker v. U.S., 2020 WL 521896, at *8 (Fed. Cl. 2020). 

Plaintiff alleges that the ’008 Patent “eliminates the need for hand typing 

certain information into a URL” (and thus the possibility of typographical or mental 

error) by “converting analog information to digital information, which is an 

improvement in the prior art.”  (1st Am. Compl. ¶ 16, ECF No. 17).  Plaintiff 

maintains that the claims consist of “a system of units that correspond to produce 

an inventive concept.”  (See id. ¶ 21(a)-(h)).  Plaintiff argues that these allegations 

constitute factual issues which preclude dismissal at the pleading stage. 

Defendant argues that the activities described in the claims—receiving 

messages, analyzing code image patterns, processing payment (’008 Patent 38:49-

60, ECF No. 17-1)—are routine computing tasks that do not require fact-finding or 

claim construction.  This Court agrees.  See, e.g., Cloud Satchel, LLC v. 

Amazon.com, Inc., 76 F. Supp. 3d 553, 563-64 (D. Del. 2014) (finding that “the steps 

of ‘transmitting’ and ‘receiving’ . . . do nothing more than recite functions that ‘can 

be achieved by any general purpose computer without special programming’”) 

(citing In re Katz Interactive Call Processing Patent Litig., 639 F.3d 1303, 1316 (Fed. 

Cir. 2011)).  The same is true of Plaintiff’s “analyzing” and “processing” steps.  See, 

e.g., Content Extraction,776 F.3d at 1348 (finding claims invalid where they utilized 

existing processing and scanning abilities “well-known at the time of filing”).  

There is no indication that these steps are performed by unconventional or 

inventive components.  The ’008 Patent explains that “the user can be provided with 
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the content providing service of the present invention using a conventional user 

terminal 10 equipped with a camera.”  (’008 Patent 10:32-35, ECF No. 17-1) 

(emphasis added); see also Elec. Power Grp., 830 F.3d at 1355 (rejecting claims 

where they did not “require[] anything other than off-the-shelf, conventional 

computer, network, and display technology for gathering, sending, and presenting 

the desired information”).  The terminal is described by the Patent as “[a] wireless 

communication terminal, such as a mobile phone, a Personal Communications 

Service (PCS) and a Personal Digital Assistant (PDA).”  (Id. 8:48-56); see also TLI, 

823 F.3d at 614 (rejecting that a “telephone unit” was an inventive addition where it 

was used as a camera phone and “behave[d] as expected”); Content Extraction,776 

F.3d at 1348 (holding claims invalid where the claims “merely recite[d] the use of 

this existing scanning and processing technology” to extract and store data from 

documents).  The Court cannot discern an inventive concept in claims which merely 

involve computers performing billing transactions, a standard commercial practice, 

through a sequence of standard computing tasks and using commonplace 

technology. 

The Court also notes that “[t]he use of barcodes was commonplace and 

conventional” as early as 2001, as was the concept of a barcode-encoded URL.  

Secured Mail, 873 F.3d at 912; see also Sarkissian Mason, Inc. v. Enter. Holdings, 

Inc., 955 F. Supp. 2d 247, 252 n.1 (S.D.N.Y. 2013) (holding that QR codes, a type of 

bar code, are “widely used to cause a Web page to download into the user’s 

smartphone when scanned with a mobile tagging app”) (citation omitted).  
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Defendant cites several district court opinions to the same effect.  See, e.g., Epic 

Tech., LLC v. Fitnow, Inc., 151 F. Supp. 3d 1245, 1251 (D. Utah 2015) (holding that 

a patent’s “recitation of a generic ‘computing device’ and conventional ‘bar codes’ is 

insufficient for transforming the abstract idea into something that is patent 

eligible”); Coqui Techs., LLC v. Gyft, Inc., 2018 WL 6033479, at *6 (D. Del. 2018) 

(holding that “[t]he application of barcodes, MMS messages, and devices with 

Internet access to a system comprising generic computing components for 

circulating electronic gift certificates is not an inventive concept”).   

Perhaps the most telling aspect of the ’008 Patent’s claims are its silence as 

to the means by which such computing tasks are to be performed.  See Clarilogic, 

Inc. v. FormFree Holdings Corp., 681 F. App’x 950, 955 (Fed. Cir. 2017) (holding a 

claim invalid were it did “not claim the technical manner in which financial data is 

gathered, analyzed, or output”); RecogniCorp, LLC v. Nintendo Co., Ltd., 855 F.3d 

1322, 1327 (Fed. Cir. 2017) (holding that another encoding and decoding process 

using “facial feature element codes” and “pictorial entity symbols” did “not 

transform the nature of the . . . claims into a patent-eligible application,” as the 

whole claim remained “directed to the abstract idea of encoding and decoding”).  

Plaintiff does not claim any specific, let alone inventive, computer algorithms or 

procedures which solidify the otherwise abstract ideas of receiving, analyzing, and 

processing.  Again, the Court cannot find an inventive concept where the claims, the 

Complaint, and Plaintiff’s opposition brief mere recite or describe generic computing 

tasks. 
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Further, Plaintiff alleged that the invention “consists of a system of units” 

which “produce an inventive concept.”  (1st Am. Compl. ¶ 21, ECF No. 17).  “The 

claims . . . recite non-generic components and[/]or components that operate in a non-

generic manner.”  (Id. at ¶ 22).  The Court need not accept these conclusory 

allegations as true.  Plaintiff’s argument, rather, is that the claim components—for 

instance, “a processor configured to analyze the code pattern image to obtain code 

information corresponding to the code pattern image”—specify non-generic 

functionality which transforms the system into a patent-eligible invention.  (Pl.’s 

Mem. Supp. Resp. Opp. Mot. Dismiss, 14, ECF No. 24).  Plaintiff argues that the 

processor must be capable of additional functionality such as decoding, obtaining 

information from a billing database, and processing payment.  (Id.).    

Plaintiff’s argument is unpersuasive.  As noted above, such activities are 

generic computer tasks which the invention uses to effectuate a longstanding 

commercial practice.  Again, “[m]erely reciting the use of a generic computer or 

adding the words ‘apply it with a computer’ cannot convert a patent-ineligible 

abstract idea into a patent-eligible invention.”  Secured Mail, 873 F.3d at 911.  

Plaintiff’s invocation of “additional software” needed to perform the generic 

computer tasks of decoding, receiving information, and processing payments fares 

no better.  Plaintiff has not pointed to any provision of the patent—or even an 

allegation in the Complaint—which claims or specifies the additional software 

needed for a processor to perform these functions, and the ability of computers to 

read barcodes was well-known at the time of filing.  See, e.g., Content Extraction, 
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776 F.3d at 1348 (holding claims invalid where they recited “the use of a scanner or 

other digitizing device to extract data from a document,” which was “well-known at 

the time of filing, as was the ability of computers to translate the shapes on a 

physical page into typeface characters”).  The Court finds that the functions at 

issue—decoding a barcode, retrieving information from a database, and processing 

payment based on the data—are even simpler and more well-known than the ability 

of computers to recognize typeface characters.  Regardless, Plaintiff has not 

specified or claimed the ethereal “additional software” which particularizes an 

otherwise generic processor performing well-known and understood activities.   

Under any objectively reasonable construction, “[t]he claims at issue here do 

not solve a technological problem.”  Coqui, 2018 WL 6033479, at *6.  Like the Coqui 

claims, which “provide[d] a conventional technological environment (i.e. computers 

and the Internet) in which to carry out the abstract idea of using electronic gift 

certificates,” Id., the claims here provide a conventional technological environment 

to carry out the decoding of a barcode and payment of a bill.  Moreover, the claims of 

the ’008 Patent, containing “no material difference” in respect to the above analysis, 

may be treated equivalently.  Bancorp Servs., LLC v. Sun Life Assur. Co. of Can., 

687 F.3d 1266, 1277 (Fed. Cir. 2012); see also Accenture Global Servs., GmbH v. 

Guidewire Software, Inc., 728 F.3d 1336, 1341 (Fed. Cir. 2013) (“[A] majority of the 

court held that system claims that closely track method claims and are grounded by 

the same meaningful limitations will generally rise and fall together.”)  The Court 
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does not find that the ’008 Patent claims present an inventive concept sufficient to 

render the abstract idea of using barcodes to facilitate bill payment patentable. 

CONCLUSION 

Having determined that U.S. Patent No. 9,240,008 is both directed to an 

abstract idea and is devoid of an “inventive concept” sufficient to transform it into a 

patent-eligible invention, the Court finds that it is invalid pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 

101.  See Alice Corp. Pty. Ltd. v. CLS Bank Intern., 573 U.S. 208 (2014).  

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the [20] Motion to 

Dismiss filed by Defendant Mississippi Power Company is GRANTED.  This 

lawsuit is hereby DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE. 

SO ORDERED AND ADJUDGED this the 4th day of June, 2020. 

       s/ Louis Guirola, Jr. 

     LOUIS GUIROLA, JR. 

      UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE   


