I have made the suggested corrections in punctuation 

and have modified the claim language to create  “means plus function” format where intended

The prior art cited in Harrington is nonanalogus in it is not in the field of the applicants endeavor and is not pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant is concerned.

Obviousness rejection

Harrington teaches a method of conducting auctions, particularly original issuer municipal bond auctions (col. 6 lines 10-16)(col. 1 lines 12-16). The Harrington invention is particularly useful in the “primary” or “new issue” market for the process of underwriting securities, wherein an underwriter (“bidders” col. 6 line 26) purchases a bond or note issue from the municipality (“Issuer” col. 6 line 11) to resell it to the general public. It does not provide for the trading of said securities once they are issued or purchased by the underwriter and as such is not pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant is concerned.. The applicants field of endeavor is in the trading of financial securities or instruments and does not involve in any manner the primary or original issue market.

The  prior art structure of Harrington  is not capable of performing the intended use as recited in the preamble.

I have modified claims 1,13 and 17 to more specifically define the scope of 

What I claim as my invention    

The totality of the prior art must be considered, and proceeding contrary to accepted wisdom in the art is evidence of nonobviousness

Bidders are defined as underwriters in Harrington col6(26)
the scope of the claims was fully commensurate with the specification.
