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Office Action in Ex Parte Reexamination

-- The MAILING DA TE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address --

a. IZ Responsive to the communication(s) filed on 6/24/2013 by P0 and 8/26/2013 by 3PR.

D A declaration(s)/affidavit(s) under 37 CFR 1.130(b) was/were filed on

b. I] This action is made FINAL.

c. D A statement under 37 CFR 1.530 has not been received from the patent owner.

A shortened statutory period for response to this action is set to expire g month(s) from the mailing date of this letter.
Failure to respond within the period for response will result in termination of the proceeding and issuance of an ex paite reexamination
certificate in accordance with this action. 37 CFR 1.550(d). EXTENSIONS OF TIME ARE GOVERNED BY 37 CFR 1.550(c).
If the period for response specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a response within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days
will be considered timely.

Part I THE FOLLOWING ATTACHMENT(S) ARE PART OF THIS ACTION:

1. El Notice of References Cited by Examiner, PTO—892. 3. El Interview Summary, PTO—474.

2. D Information Disclosure Statement, PTO/SB/O8. 4. El .

Part II SUMMARY OF ACTION

1a. Claims 1 are subject to reexamination.

1b. Claimsj are not subject to reexamination.

2. Claimsj have been canceled in the present reexamination proceeding.

Claims are patentable and/or confirmed.

Claims 1-14 are rejected.

The drawings, filed on are acceptable.

D The proposed drawing correction, filed on has been (7a) I:I approved (7b)I:I disapproved.

3

4

5. Claims are objected to.

6

7

8
El Acknowledgment is made of the priority claim under 35 U.S.C. § 119( )—(d) or (f).

a) El All b) I] Some* c) I] None of the certified copies have

1 El been received.

2 El not been received.

3 [I been filed in Application No.j

4 [I been filed in reexamination Control No.

5 El been received by the International Bureau in PCT application No.

* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received.

9. El Since the proceeding appears to be in condition for issuance of an ex parte reexamination certificate except for formal
matters, prosecution as to the merits is closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 C.D.
11,453 O.G. 213.

10. D Other:

cc: Reuester (if thirdU.S. Patent and Trademark Office

PTOL-466 (Rev. 08-13) Ottice Action in Ex Parte Reexamination f EfiB6'é\lop2 130829
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Application/Control Number: 90/012,829 Page 2

Art Unit: 3992

Reexamination

1. The present application is being examined under the pre-AlA first to invent

provisions.

2. An Ex Parte Reexamination has been granted for claims 1-14 of U.S. 7,822,816

B2. See Order, mailed April 23, 2013. Patent Owner filed a PO Statement in Response

to the Order on 06/24/2013 and the Requester filed a reply to the PO's Statement on

08/26/2013.

References Submitted by Requester

3. The following references have been cited in the proposed rejections by the

Requester:

u.s. Patent No. 5,704,029 to Wright ("Wright")

U.S. Patent No. 6,477,373 to Rappaport et al. ("Rappaport")

U.S. Patent No. 6,584,464 to Warthen ("Warthen")

U.S. Patent App. No. 2002/0007303 to Brookler et al. ("Brookler")

European Patent Application EP 0779,759 to Rossmann ("Rossmann")

PCT Published Application WO 99/33390 to Benigno ("Benigno")
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Art Unit: 3992

U.S. Patent No. 5,991,771 to Falls et al. ("Falls")

U.S. Patent No. 5,442,786 to Bowen ("Bowen")

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action:

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains.
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made.

Issue 1

5. Claims 1-3 and 5-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over

Rossmann in view of Rappaport (see pages 29-80 of the Request for Reexamination

filed 04/03/2013, incorporated by reference).

These rejections on pages 29-80 of the Request for Reexamination filed

04/03/2013 are incorporated by reference.
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Application/Control Number: 90/012,829 Page 4

Art Unit: 3992

Issue 2

6. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Rossmann in

view of Rappaport and Bowen (see pages 80-85 of the Request for Reexamination filed

04/03/2013, incorporated by reference).

The rejection for claim 4 on pages 80-85 of the Request for Reexamination filed

04/03/2013 are incorporated by reference.

Issue 3

7. Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being obvious over

Rossmann in view of Falls (see pages 85-170 of the Request for Reexamination filed

04/03/2013, incorporated by reference).

These rejections on pages 85-170 of the Request for Reexamination filed

04/03/2013 are incorporated by reference.

Issue 4

8. Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Benigno

in view of Falls (see pages 170-277 of the Request for Reexamination 04/03/2013,

incorporated by reference).

These rejections on pages 170-277 of the Request for Reexamination filed

04/03/2013 are incorporated by reference.
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Application/Control Number: 90/012,829 Page 5

Art Unit: 3992

Issue 5

9. Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Benigno

in view of Rappaport (see pages 277-349 of the Request for Reexamination

04/03/2013, incorporated by reference).

These rejections on pages 277-349 of the Request for Reexamination filed

04/03/2013 are incorporated by reference.

Issue 6

10. Claims 1, 2, 5, 7, 11, and 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being

obvious over Wright in view of Worthen, Rappaport, and Brookler, (see pages 349-390

of the Request for Reexamination 04/03/2013, incorporated by reference).

These rejections on pages 349-390 of the Request for Reexamination filed

04/03/2013 are incorporated by reference.

Issue 7

11. Claims 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Wright in

view of Worthen, Rappaport, Brookler, and Rossman (see page 384 of the Request for

Reexamination 04/03/2013, incorporated by reference).
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Application/Control Number: 90/012,829 Page 6

Art Unit: 3992

The rejection for claim 12 on page 384 of the Request for Reexamination filed

04/03/2013 is incorporated by reference.

Response to Arguments

PO’s Response:

Issue 1

PO argues it is noted that the Rossmann reference assumes that a connection to

the server will always be available. PO refers to Declaration of John C. Hale Under 37

C.F.R. § 1.132 (hereinafter "Hale Declaration"), paragraph 6. PO argues there is no

suggestion or provision in this reference for the method of Rossmann to continue if

connectivity is not available.

On the other hand, PO argues the method of the '816 Patent specifically

contemplates that connectivity to a central server will not be continuously available

(Hale Declaration, paragraph 7). As such, it is intended to be operational within a

loosely networked environment as that term is defined in the patent ('816 Patent at Col.

4, Line 16 to Col. 5, Lines 1-5).

PO argues the Rapport Reference teaches a method of maintaining connectivity

of mobile terminals (Hale Declaration, paragraph 8). It teaches maintaining connectivity.

It does not teach handling interruptions in connectivity (Hale Declaration, paragraph 9).

RPX-‘I O03, p.8
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PO argues combining the Rossmann Reference and the Rappaport Reference does not

yield a method that is robustly intolerant of failures in connectivity as is taught by the

'816 Patent. lnstead, PO argues a reference that requires connectivity has been paired

with a method for maintaining connectivity, which does not yield the method of the '816

Patent (Hale Declaration, paragraph 10).

As such, PO argues Rossmann and Rappaport fail to raise a substantial new

question of patentability regarding claims 1-3 and 5-14.

Issue 2

PO argues as was noted previously with respect to Issue 1 that combining

Rappaport and Rossmann does not yield a method that is robustly intolerant of failures

in connectivity. Further, PO argues supplying the Bowen reference does not change the

basic combination. As such, it is believed that these references do not raise a

substantial new question of patentability with respect to claim 4.

Issue 3

Regarding Rossmann in view of Falls raising a substantial new question of

patentability regarding claims 1-14 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a), PO argues as was stated

above, the Rossmann reference assumes a connection to a server will always be

available (Hale Declaration, paragraph 6). There is no provision in this

reference for the method of Rossmann to continue if connectivity is not available.

RPX-‘I O03, p.9
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The Falls reference includes a system and method for synchronizing transactions in a

disconnectable network. The Falls reference specifically contemplates disconnection

between a mobile computer and a network (Hale Declaration, paragraph 14).

PO argues combining the Rossmann reference with the Falls reference will result

in an inoperable combination (Hale Declaration, paragraph 15). More particularly, PO

argues Rossmann assumes that the server will always be available and that additional

decks or cards can be fetched if needed. PO argues combining the Rossmann

reference with Falls does not provide a solution when additional decks are needed and

there is no connectivity. As such, the combination is inoperable.

In view of the foregoing, Rossmann and Falls do not raise a substantial new

question of patentability regarding claims 1-14.

Issue 4

Regarding Benigno in view of Falls raising a substantial new question of

patentability under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) for Claims 1-14, PO argues the instance of

"tokenizing" said to correspond to Patentee's "tokens" in the subject claims (Hale

Declaration, paragraph 17) fails because Benigno's "tokens" are not patentee's tokens.

By way of explanation, Patentee clearly indicates that tokens of the '816 Patent are

designed to be executed "...on any device, regardless of hardware differences or native

operating system differences among the plurality of the devices." '816 Patent at column

4, lines 55-60 (Hale Declaration, paragraph 19).

RPX-1 003, p. 1 O
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However, PO argues there is no evidence whatsoever that Benigno's "tokens"

have this property. In fact, PO argues the evidence points to the opposite conclusion,

i.e., that Benigno's "tokens" are customized to run on a single platform. See, for

example, Figure 4 of Benigno and its associated text (p. 46, lines 4-9) which indicates a

homogeneous computer network (Hale Declaration, paragraph 20).

PO argues it is improper to conclude that just because Benigno happens to use

the same term as patentee that the term is used the same way. In short, PO argues the

Examiner has failed to find anything in Benigno that teaches this particular aspect of the

instant invention. Thus, Benigno in view of Falls does not raise a substantial new

question of patentability with respect to claim 1-14.

Issue 5

PO essentially repeats the same arguments presented above with respect to

Issue 4 regarding Issue 5.

Issue 6

PO argues in the Warten Reference the term "tokenizing" merely means to take

a search query which has been entered into a computer program and convert it into a

list of words. That is all that the Warthen Reference teaches regarding tokenization. A

syntactic structure is derived from the list of words which is in turn reformed into

canonical forms by replacing synonyms with a canonical term (Warthen at Col. 5, Lines

45-47). The canonical structure is then matched against a semantic network to obtain

RPX-1 O03, p.11
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well-formed questions which are representative of the possible meanings for the initial

user query.

In contrast, PO argues Patentee's use of the word "token" is much different than

that of Warthen. In Patentee's claims 1, 2, 5-7, and 11-14, a plurality of tokens are

transmitted to a remote computing device and then at least a portion of them are

executed. Thus, tokens are executed by a remote device to implement the

questionnaire. The "token" of Patentee's claims is not a list of words as defined by the

Warthen Reference. As such, PO argues the Warthen Reference does not teach

tokenizing as is recited in Patentee's specification and claims.

Other Arguments

PO argues the reexamination should not go forward because the parties are in

litigation and cites several reasons why reexamination should not proceed (pages 8-10

of response).

Third Party Requester’s Response:

Issue 1

Regarding PO's argument that "the method of the '816 Patent specifically

contemplates that connectivity to a central server will not be continuously available. As

such, it is intended to be operational within a loosely networked environment as that

RPX-1 O03, p.12
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term is defined in the patent Patent Owner Statement at 3. Requester argues this is

not an argument for patentability, as it is not required by the claims. Specifically,

Requester argues claims 8-14 don't even mention the word "network" much less a

"loosely networked environment," so any effort to limit claims 8-14 to a "loosely

networked environment, is merely reading limitations from the specification into the

claims. Reading limitations into the claims is prohibited by at least MPEP §2111.01.

Further, claims 1-7 only require a "network" not a "loosely networked environment".

Requester argues the '816 patent states:

With regard to the present invention, the term "loosely networked" is used to

describe a networked computer system wherein devices on the network are tolerant of

intermittent network connections and, in fact, tolerant of the type of network connection

available. In particular, if any communication connection is available between devices

wishing to communicate, network transmissions occur normally, in real time. If a

network connection is unavailable at that moment, the information is temporarily stored

in the device and later transmitted when the connection is restored. Unless otherwise

specified, hereinafter the terms "network" or "networked" refer to loosely networked

devices. '816 at 4:61 -5:5.

Requester notes that the explicit statement in the ' 816 patent that the Patent

Owner refers to allows a "loosely networked" connection to be "tolerant of the type of

network connection available" including "if any communications connection is available

between the devices wishing to communicate, network transmissions occur normally, in

real time."

RPX-1 O03, p.13
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Accordingly, Requester argues it is irrelevant if the '816 patent "contemplates

that connectivity to a central server will not be continuously available" because the

reference discloses that when connectivity is continuously available, a connection will

exist. Communication will occur and be tolerant of the type of network connection

available.

Requester argues the limitations of the claims as well as the explicit definitions

provided in the '816 patent, render the Patent Owner's arguments with respect to Issue

No. 1 moot.

However, Requester argues should the Office disagree and require that the

"loosely networked environment" only operates as argued by Patent Owner in the

Patent Owner Statement, the combination of Rossmann and Rapport still teach this

limitation. As stated in the Request and accepted by the Office in the Order, ''It would

have been obvious to combine Rossmann with Rappaport so that when a connection

fails, as will predictably happen, the device can reconnect and send the information

upon reconnection. This would motivate a person of skill in the art to make the

combination since disconnections are a common occurrence and Rappaport teaches a

method of reconnection. See Rappaport at Abstract." EX parte Request at 27-28.

Requester argues despite Patent Owner's suggestion to the contrary, the

combination of Rappaport with Rossman teaches a method that is tolerant of

intermittent failures of a wireless connection.

RPX-1 O03, p.14
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Issue 2

Requester argues, as stated with respect to Issue No. 1, above, the claims do

not require a method that is "robustly intolerant of failures in connectivity." Instead, the

claims recite a "network" (claims 1-7) and "electronic communication" (claims 8-14).

Requester argues Rappaport in view of Rossman teaches both a "network" and

"electronic communication," and therefore, render the claims obvious. Requester argues

Patent Owner has provided no argument to the contrary, and in fact, does not dispute

the combination provides the feature of resuming connectivity upon a disconnection

event. The claims do not recite multiple disconnection events, only connection,

disconnection, followed by reconnection.

Issue 3

For Issue No. 3, Patent Owner raises nearly the same dispute of Issue No. 1,

except to further argue that the combination would be "inoperable." Patent Owner

Statement at 4. Requester argues Patent Owner's argument is based on an

unsupported assertion by their expert, Dr. Hale. Requester argues if the declaration is

considered, all that is stated is that the combination is inoperable because "[c]ombining

the Rossmann reference with Falls does not provide a solution when additional decks

are needed and there is no connectivity." Patent Owner Statement at 4. Requester

argues this statement is not related to any aspect of the claim and is tantamount to an

admission that Rossman in view of Falls teaches each limitation of the claims.

Requester argues Patent Owner presents a hypothetical that the combination is not

RPX-1 O03, p.15
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operable in a situation where no connectivity exists, yet additional decks are needed.

Requester argues the claims do not recite the argued "need" for additional decks and

the prior art need only disclose that which is claimed.

Requester argues the combination provides for a system that can encounter and

recover from failed or terminated connections. Specifically, Requester argues Falls

teaches that mobile devices can terminate connections and then reestablish those

connections. Falls at 3:16-35, 16:24-29, and 7:16-21. Upon reestablishment of the

connection, any requests will be processed and transmitted. Id. Accordingly, the

combination solves the problem of inevitable connection failure. Requester argues

nothing Patent Owner argues changes this fact, and reliance on Dr. Hale's testimony is

not warranted by the contents of the declaration. Since the only "evidence" of

inoperability is assertion, with no actual factual basis in the record, and Patent Owner

has basically admitted that all the elements of the claims are taught by the combination,

a rejection is proper in this instance.

Issue 4

Initially, Patent Owner states that the following quote is a definition of

"tokenization" as used within the claims:

In a preferred embodiment, a server is loosely networked to a plurality of

computers (handheld, laptop, or desktop). Each computer is equipped with an

operating system which allows common programming to execute on any device,

RPX-1 O03, p.16
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regardless of hardware differences or native operating system differences among

the plurality of devices. '816 patent at 4:55-60.

However, Requester argues tokens are not mentioned at all in this paragraph. It

is not clear how this is an express definition of tokenizing. Patent Owner also argues

that "there is no evidence whatsoever that Benigno's ‘tokens’ have this property —

operable when there exist hardware and operating system differences. Patent Owner

Statement at 5 (citing Benigno at FIG. 4 and 46:4-9). Requester fails to see any

indication that the system is "customized to run on a single platform" as argued by

Patent Owner. Figure 4, the basis of this statement, merely shows generic computers.

Patent Owner also cites to Benigno at 46:4-9, which reads:

In step 101, a nurse logs into a client computer 401. In step 102, the nurse, using

the client computer 401 (Figure 4) communicates with the server 402, in order to obtain

updated pathway instructions, etc., regarding what steps to perform during visit(s) for

one or more patient(s). The communication can take place via modern and standard

phone lines, via wireless transmission (e.g., cellular, etc.), via the Internet, or via any

other communication link.

Requester fails to see any indication that the "tokens" of Benigno are

"customized to run on a single platform" in the quoted section.

Finally, Patent Owner argues that "mere coincidence of vocabulary does not

raise a substantial new question of patentability." Patent Owner Statement at 5.

RPX-1 O03, p.17
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Requester argues Benigno specifically discloses that the questionnaire tokens

represent pathway instructions. Requester argues Patent Owner fails to consider the

teachings of the references as a whole in reaching its conclusion that the questionnaire

features disclosed by the combination do not disclose the tokenizing feature recited in

the claims.

Issue 5

The Patent Owner makes that same argument for Issue No. 5 as was made with

respect to Issue No. 4. Since there are no new arguments presented by Patent Owner

and the arguments are still not persuasive, Requester refers to the rebuttals provided

for Issue No. 4.

Issue 6

Patent Owner argues that "in the Warthen Reference the term 'tokenizing' merely

means to take a search query which has been entered into a computer program and

convert it into a list of words." Patent Owner Statement at 7. Requester argues Patent

Owner does not actually make a substantive argument as to the differences between

the tokens taught by Warthen versus the tokens recited in the claims. The purported

difference argued is that "Patentee' s use of the word 'token' is much different than that

of Warthen. In Patentee' s claims a plurality of tokens are transmitted to a remote

computing device and then at least a portion of them are executed." Patent Owner

Statement at 7. Requester argues devoid from this statement is any citation or proof

RPX-1 O03, p.18
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that the definition provided by Patent Owner is anything but attorney argument.

Requester argues merely saying that something is different is not sufficient to prevent

an obviousness rejection.

Requester argues Warthen teaches that a system can have a "[t]okenizer 150

convert[] the initial user query into a list of words and provides the list to parser 155.

One structure for conversion is an augmented transition network. Another approach to

tokenizing is to scan the initial user query and group the words into conceptual strings,

removing plurals and suffixes." Warthen at 5:28-33.

Requester argues the claims recite "tokenizing said questionnaire; thereby

producing a plurality of tokens representing said questionnaire." Specifically, the

Warthen tokenizer "converts the user query into a list of words" via an "augmented

transition network." So Warthen is converting, i.e., producing, a list of words, i.e.,

plurality of tokens, that provides a list, i.e., representing said questionnaire, to a parser.

This is entirely consistent with what the '816 patent describes for tokens: "As the client

enters questions and selects response types, server 24 builds a stack of questions and

responses, and assigns indices, or tokens, which point to each question or response."

'816 patent at 8:41 -43.

Requester argues Patent Owner provides no argument distinguishing the

Warthen tokens from the tokens of the claims at issue. Instead, merely saying that

tokens are not "a list of words" is not evidence that the tokenizing of the claims is not

taught by Warthen.

RPX-1 O03, p.19
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Further, Requester argues the Warthen reference is combined with Wright.

Wright teaches that a form engine "interprets one field at a time." Wright at Abstract.

Requester argues for a question to be interpreted by a form engine, it must be

executed, thereby being a "token" as argued by Patent Owner. lmportantly, Requester

argues Patent Owner "cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually

where the rejections are based on combinations of references." MPEP §2145(lV).

Accordingly, the combination of Wright in view of Rappaport, Warthen, Brookler,

and Rossmann render claims 1, 2, 5-7, and 11-14 of the '816 patent obvious.

Other Arguments

Regarding PO’s arguments that the reexamination should not go fon/vard

because the parties are in litigation, Requester disagrees and argues the Office must

proceed with special dispatch (pages 7-8 of the Requester’s Response).

Examiner’s Response:

Issue 1

Regarding PO and Declarant arguments that Rossmann assumes a connection

to the server is always available and Rappaport teaches a method of maintaining
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connectivity and the combination does not yield a method that is robustly intolerant of

failures in connectivity, Examiner disagrees.

Initially, the claims do not require a method be “robustly intolerant of failures in

connectivity”. The claims merely require establishing a network connection, terminating

a network connection and reestablishing a network connection.

Regarding PO's argument that "the method of the '816 Patent specifically

contemplates that connectivity to a central server will not be continuously available. As

such, it is intended to be operational within a loosely networked environment as that

term is defined in the patent Patent Owner Statement at 3. A "loosely networked

environment," is also not required by the claims.

Further column 4, line 61—column 5, line 5 of the ‘816 patent states “With regard

to the present invention, the term "loosely networked" is used to describe a networked

computer system wherein devices on the network are tolerant of intermittent network

connections and, in fact, tolerant of the type of network connection available. In

particular, if any communication connection is available between devices wishing

to communicate, network transmissions occur normally, in real time. If a network

connection is unavailable at that moment, the information is temporarily stored in the

device and later transmitted when the connection is restored. Unless otherwise

specified, hereinafter the terms "network" or "networked" refer to loosely networked

devices.” This section allows a "loosely networked" connection to be "tolerant of the

type of network connection available" including "if any communications connection is

available between the devices wishing to communicate, network transmissions occur
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normally, in real time." Accordingly, the reference discloses that when connectivity is

continuously available, a connection will exist. Communication will occur and be tolerant

of the type of network connection available.

Further, the combination of Rossmann and Rapport still teach this limitation even

as argued by the PO. As stated in the Request, ''It would have been obvious to combine

Rossmann with Rappaport so that when a connection fails, as will predictably happen,

the device can reconnect and send the information upon reconnection. This would

motivate a person of skill in the art to make the combination since disconnections are a

common occurrence and Rappaport teaches a method of reconnection. See Rappaport

at Abstract." Ex parte Request at 27-28. The combination of Rappaport with Rossman

teaches a method that is tolerant of intermittent failures of a wireless connection. As to

PO’s argument that Rappaport only teaches maintaining connectivity, Examiner

disagrees. See column 7, lines 44-63 and column 2, lines 44-58.

Issue 2

The claimed method does not recite a method that is "robustly intolerant of

failures in connectivity." Instead, the claims recite a "network" (claims 1-7) and

"electronic communication" (claims 8-14). Rappaport in view of Rossman teaches both

a "network" and "electronic communication," and therefore, render the claims obvious.

The combination provides the feature of resuming connectivity upon a disconnection

event. The claims do not recite multiple disconnection events, only connection,

disconnection, followed by reconnection.
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Issue 3

For Issue No. 3, Patent Owner and Declarant raise nearly the same dispute of

Issue No. 1, except to further argue that the combination would be "inoperable."

Regarding the argument that the combination is inoperable because "combining the

Rossmann reference with Falls does not provide a solution when additional decks are

needed and there is no connectivity”, Examiner notes this statement is not related to

any aspect of the claim. The claims do not recite the argued "need" for additional

decks.

The combination provides for a system that can encounter and recover from

failed or terminated connections. Specifically, Falls teaches that mobile devices can

terminate connections and then reestablish those connections. Falls at 3:16-35, 16:24-

29, and 7:16-21. Upon reestablishment of the connection, any requests will be

processed and transmitted. Id. Accordingly, the combination solves the problem of

inevitable connection failure and does not change the principle operation of the primary

reference or render the reference inoperable for its intended purpose.

Issue 4 and Issue 5

Patent Owner and Declarant argue Benigno’s tokens are not patentee’s tokens.

Patent Owner states that the following quote is a definition of "tokenization" as used

within the claims:
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In a preferred embodiment, a server is loosely networked to a plurality of

computers (handheld, laptop, or desktop). Each computer is equipped with an

operating system which allows common programming to execute on any device,

regardless of hardware differences or native operating system differences among

the plurality of devices. '816 patent at 4:55-60.

Tokens are not mentioned in this paragraph. This is not an express definition of

tokenizing. Patent Owner also argues that "there is no evidence whatsoever that

Benigno's ‘tokens’ have this property — operable when there exist hardware and

operating system differences. Patent Owner Statement at 5 (citing Benigno at FIG. 4

and 46:4-9). Examiner does not find that Benigno’s system is "customized to run on a

single platform" as argued by Patent Owner. Figure 4, the basis of this statement,

shows generic computers. Regarding PO’s citation to Benigno at 46:4-9, Examiner does

not see any indication that the "tokens" of Benigno are "customized to run on a single

platform".

Finally, Regarding PO’s argument that "mere coincidence of vocabulary does not

raise a substantial new question of patentability." Examiner notes Benigno specifically

discloses that the questionnaire tokens represent pathway instructions.

The Patent Owner makes that same argument for Issue No. 5 as was made with

respect to Issue No. 4. Since there are no new arguments presented by Patent Owner

and the arguments are still not persuasive, Examiner refers to the rebuttals provided

directly above.
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Issue 6

Patent Owner argues that "in the Warthen Reference the term 'tokenizing' merely

means to take a search query which has been entered into a computer program and

convert it into a list of words." PO argues "Patentee' s use of the word 'token' is much

different than that of Warthen. PO argues in Patentee' s claims a plurality of tokens

are transmitted to a remote computing device and then at least a portion of them are

executed."

Examiner disagrees.

Warthen teaches that a system can have a "[t]okenizer 150 convert[] the initial

user query into a list of words and provides the list to parser 155. One structure for

conversion is an augmented transition network. Another approach to tokenizing is to

scan the initial user query and group the words into conceptual strings, removing plurals

and suffixes." Warthen at 5:28-33.

The claims recite "tokenizing said questionnaire; thereby producing a plurality of

tokens representing said questionnaire." Specifically, the Warthen tokenizer "converts

the user query into a list of words" via an "augmented transition network." So Warthen is

converting, i.e., producing, a list of words, i.e., plurality of tokens, that provides a list,

i.e., representing said questionnaire, to a parser. This is entirely consistent with what

the '816 patent describes for tokens: "As the client enters questions and selects
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response types, server 24 builds a stack of questions and responses, and assigns

indices, or tokens, which point to each question or response." '816 patent at 8:41-43.

Further, Warthen is combined with Wright in addition to other references. Wright

teaches that a form engine "interprets one field at a time." Wright at Abstract. For a

question to be interpreted by a form engine, it must be executed, thereby being a

"token" as argued by Patent Owner.

Other Arguments

Regarding PO’s arguments that the reexamination should not go fon/vard

because the parties are in litigation, Examiner notes 35 USC 305 requires all

reexamination proceedings under this section, iiieiiiciing any eppeai to the Beard et

Patent Appeals and interferences, wiii be cendiietergi with speciei riispateh within the

Office. i’-‘my eases invelved in litigation, whether‘ they are reexamination proeeedings er

reissue appiicatiens, wiii have pi'ierity ever ali other cases. See MPEP 2261. 35 U.S.C.

302 perrriits a request fer ex pane reexamination to be iiied "at any time.” Requests for

ex parte reexeinination are trequei“itly tiled where the patent fer which reexamination is

requested is iiweived in coriciirrent iitigetien. Accordingly, reexamination wiii pibceed.
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Conclusion

Submissions

12. In order to ensure full consideration of any amendments, affidavits or

declarations, or other documents as evidence of patentability, such documents must be

submitted in response to this Office action. Submissions after the next Office action,

which is intended to be a final action, will be governed by the requirements of 37

CFR 1.116, after final rejection and 37 CFR 41.33 after appeal, which will be strictly

enforced.

Notification of Concurrent Proceedings

13. The patent owner is reminded of the continuing responsibility under 37 CFR

1.565(a) to apprise the Office of any litigation activity, or other prior or concurrent

proceeding, involving Patent No. 7,822,816 B2, throughout the course of this

reexamination proceeding. The third party requester is also reminded of the ability to

similarly apprise the Office of any such activity or proceeding throughout the course of

this reexamination proceeding. See MPEP §§ 2207, 2282 and 2286.

Extension of Time
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14. Extensions of time under 37 CFR 1.136(a) will not be permitted in these

proceedings because the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136 apply only to "an applicant" and

not to parties in a reexamination proceeding. Additionally, 35 U.S.C. 305 requires that

reexamination proceedings "will be conducted with special dispatch" (37 CFR 1.550(a)).

Extension of time in ex parte reexamination proceedings are provided for in 37 CFR

1.550(c).

15. All correspondence relating to this ex parte reexamination proceeding should be

directed:

By Mail to: Mail Stop EX Parte Reexam
Central Reexamination Unit

Commissioner for Patents

United States Patent & Trademark Office

P.O. Box 1450

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450

By FAX to: (571) 273-9900
Central Reexamination Unit

By hand: Customer Service Window

Randolph Building

401 Dulany Street

Alexandria, VA 22314

Registered users of EFS-Web may alternatively submit such correspondence via the

electronic filing system EFS-Web, at:

https://efs.usgto.gov/efiie/myportal/efswegistered

EFS-Web offers the benefit of quick submission to the particular area of the Office that

needs to act on the correspondence. Also, EFS-Web submissions are “soft scanned”
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(i.e., electronically uploaded) directly into the official file for the reexamination

proceeding, which offers parties the opportunity to review the content of their

submissions after the "soft scanning" process is complete.

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to the Central

Reexamination Unit at telephone number 571-272-7705.

/Rachna S Desai/

Primary Examiner
Central Reexamination Unit — Art Unit 3992

Conferees:

/JDC/

/Alexander J Kosowski/

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3992
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INTRODUCTION

On April 03, 2013, Third Party Requester, GEICO, (hereinafter “Requester”) submitted

an ex parte reexamination request, (“Request”) against U.S. Patent No. 7,822,816 (“the ‘816

patent”). The Office issued an Order Granting Reexamination (“Order”) on April 23, 2013.

Patent Owner filed a Patent Owner Statement on June 24, 2013 responding to the Order (“POS”).

Initially, Requester will address how the Patent Owner Statement is improper and should not be

considered. Then, Requester will address each argument put forward by the Patent Owner to

expressly rebut each contention made by Patent Owner.

1. Patent Owner’s Statement as filed on June 24, 2013 fails to present any ground for

which Office should grant relief

37 C.F.R. l.530(c) provides:

Any statement filed by the patent owner shall clearly point out why the subject

matter as claimed is not anticipated or rendered obvious by the prior art patents or

printed publications, either alone or in any reasonable combinations.

Patent Owner ignores section 1.530(c). First, Patent owner argues that Requester’s arguments

“fail to raise a substantial new question of patentability regarding” the claims Requested. See

POS at 3-7. Second, Patent Owner urges that the present reexamination should be stayed since

the parties are in litigation. POS at 8-10. Because Patent Owner does not “clearly point out why

the subject matter as claimed is not anticipated or rendered obvious,” the Office should issue an

Office Action rejecting each claim of the ‘816 patent.

II. Declaration of Dr. Hale

Patent Owner relies upon a declaration by Dr. Hale in support of its Patent Owner

Statement. The declaration, however, lacks probative evidentiary value. For example, the

declaration is devoid of any statement about whether Dr. Hale has an interest in this

reexamination proceeding. Further, Dr. Hale provides no indication of the relationship he has

with Patent Owner. It is not clear if he is a current employee, a hired expert, or has some working

relationship with Patent Owner. Further, Dr. Hale provides no indication of his compensation or

if his compensation is contingent upon him reaching the conclusion contained within the

declaration.

On a more substantive level, Dr. Hale provides no actual argument with respect to the

references. The declaration contains assertion after assertion, without any explanation as to why,
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in his opinion, a person of ordinary skill in the art would reach the conclusion in his declaration.

In a further shortcoming, Dr. Hale provides no indication of what he considers a person of

ordinary skill in the art and there is no indication that he is providing an opinion as to what a

person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the filing understood. Instead, it appears to be just

his opinion, which has no bearing on the present proceeding.

As an example of the bald assertions contained in the declaration, Dr. Hale states

“[c]ombining the Rossmann Reference with the Rappaport Reference does not yield a method

that is robustly tolerant of failures in connectivity. Instead, a reference that requires connectivity

has been paired with a method for maintaining connectivity. [Paragraph break removed.] Thus,

the combination does not teach the method of the ‘8l6 patent.” Hale Declaration at 10-1 1.

However, this is a mere conclusion devoid of any evidentiary underpinnings. Dr. Hale does not

dispute that one reference discloses the use a constant connection. Dr. Hale also does not dispute

that it is known that systems requiring network connection connections are subject to inevitable

signal failures. Dr. Hale, however, merely reaches the conclusion that a constant connection

system would somehow not benefit from a connectivity feature improvement that provides

interactivity in a constant connection environment, and also that can recover when there is a

break in connection. Dr. Hale simply reaches the opposite conclusion for no other reason than to

dispute the proposed combination, from his own personal perspective, and not from the

perspective of a person of ordinary skill in the art.

Further, it is Requester’s understanding that Dr. Hale is allegedly an expert in computer

science related fields, so his opinion as to legal implications of the combination, that is if the

combination renders the “method of the ‘8l6 patent” obvious, is of no moment. Technical

experts have no expertise in legal matters, and their opinion on legal matters should be given no

weight. Further to this point, Dr. Hale is apparently not aware that the analysis should focus only

on the claim language, not on the “method of the ‘8 l6,” whatever that entails.

Accordingly, the expert declaration of Dr. Hale is biased, devoid of any analysis or

evidentiary underpinnings, and engages in topics that are outside his area of expertise. The

entirety of the declaration should be given no weight and any reliance on it would be misplaced.
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III. Responses to Patent Owner Statement

A. Response to the introduction

Patent Owner initially argues that “Requestor has failed to submit references that raise a

substantial new question of patentability affecting the claims of the ‘8l6 patent, and/or in View of

the ongoing litigation between the parties.” Patent Owner Statement at 1-2. Patent Owner is not

able to “reverse” or “stay” the reexamination proceeding by complaining that the Office should

not have issued an Order. The only argument available to the Patent Owner is that the references

do not render the claims of the patent obvious. However, Patent Owner does not argue that the

art is deficient in any way. Further to this point, as will be explained herein below, the references

do in fact teach each and every limitation of the claims, and a non—final Office Action should

issue rejecting all claims as obvious over the art of record.

B. Response to "Issue No. 1"

Patent Owner argues that “the method of the ‘8l6 Patent specifically contemplates that

connectivity to a central server will not be continuously available. As such, it is intended to be

operational within a loosely networked environment as that term is defined in the patent. . ..”

Patent Owner Statement at 3. This is not an argument for patentability, as it is not required by the

claims. Specifically, claims 8-14 don’t even mention the word “network” much less a “loosely

networked environment,” so any effort to limit claims 8-14 to a “loosely networked environment,

is merely reading limitations from the specification into the claims. Reading limitations into the

claims is prohibited by at least MPEP §2l l 1.01. Further, claims 1-7 only require a “network” not

a “loosely networked environment”. The ‘8l6 patent states:

With regard to the present invention, the term "loosely networked" is used to

describe a networked computer system wherein devices on the network are

tolerant of intermittent network connections and, in fact, tolerant of the type of

network connection available. In particular, if any communication connection is

available between devices wishing to communicate, network transmissions occur

normally, in real time. If a network connection is unavailable at that moment, the

information is temporarily stored in the device and later transmitted when the

connection is restored. Unless otherwise specified, hereinafter the terms

"network" or "networked" refer to loosely networked devices.

‘8 16 at 4:6l—5:5. Requester notes that the explicit statement in the ‘8 l6 patent that the Patent

Owner refers to allows a “loosely networked” connection to be “tolerant of the type of network

connection available” including “if any communications connection is available between the

devices wishing to communicate, network transmissions occur normally, in real time.”
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Accordingly, it is irrelevant if the ‘8l6 patent “contemplates that connectivity to a central server

will not be continuously available” because the reference discloses that when connectivity is

continuously available, a connection will exist. Communication will occur and be tolerant of the

type of network connection available.

The limitations of the claims as well as the explicit definitions provided in the ‘8l6

patent, render the Patent Owner’s arguments with respect to Issue No. l moot.

However, should the Office disagree and require that the “loosely networked

environment” only operates as argued by Patent Owner in the Patent Owner Statement, the

combination of Rossmann and Rapport still teach this limitation. As stated in the Request and

accepted by the Office in the Order, “It would have been obvious to combine Rossmann with

Rappaport so that when a connection fails, as will predictably happen, the device can reconnect

and send the information upon reconnection. This would motivate a person of skill in the art to

make the combination since disconnections are a common occurrence and Rappaport teaches a

method of reconnection. See Rappaport at Abstract.” Ex parte Request at 27-28. Accordingly,

despite Patent Owner’s suggestion to the contrary, the combination of Rappaport with Rossman

teaches a method that is tolerant of intermittent failures of a wireless connection.

C. Response to "Issue No. 2"

Patent Owner argues that “combining Rappaport and Rosssman does not yield a method

that is robustly intolerant of failures in connectivity.” Patent Owner Statement at 4. However, as

stated with respect to Issue No. 1, above, the claims do not require a method that is “robustly

intolerant of failures in connectivity.” Instead, the claims recite a “network” (claims 1-7) and

“electronic communication” (claims 8-14). Rappaport in view of Rossman teaches both a

“network” and “electronic communication,” and therefore, render the claims obvious. Patent

Owner has provided no argument to the contrary, and in fact, does not dispute the combination

provides the feature of resuming connectivity upon a disconnection event. The claims do not

recite multiple disconnection events, only connection, disconnection, followed by reconnection.

D. Response to "Issue No. 3"

For Issue No. 3, Patent Owner raises nearly the same dispute of Issue No. 1, except to

further argue that the combination would be “inoperable.” Patent Owner Statement at 4. Patent

Owner’s argument is based on an unsupported assertion by their expert, Dr. Hale. As discussed

above in Section 11, Dr. Hale’s declaration should be given no weight. Even if the declaration is

4
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considered, all that is stated is that the combination is inoperable because “[c]ombining the

Rossmann reference with Falls does not provide a solution when additional decks are needed and

there is no connectivity.” Patent Owner Statement at 4. This statement is not related to any aspect

of the claim and is tantamount to an admission that Rossman in View of Falls teaches each

limitation of the claims. Patent Owner presents a hypothetical that the combination is not

operable in a situation where no connectivity exists, yet additional decks are needed. The claims

do not recite the argued “need” for additional decks. The prior art need only disclose that which

is claimed.

The combination provides for a system that can encounter and recover from failed or

terminated connections. Specifically, Falls teaches that mobile devices can terminate connections

and then reestablish those connections. Falls at 3: 16-35, 16:24-29, and 7: 16-21. Upon

reestablishment of the connection, any requests will be processed and transmitted. Id.

Accordingly, the combination solves the problem of inevitable connection failure. Nothing

Patent Owner argues changes this fact, and reliance on Dr. Hale’s testimony is not warranted by

the contents of the declaration. Since the only “evidence” of inoperability is assertion, with no

actual factual basis in the record, and Patent Owner has basically admitted that all the elements

of the claims are taught by the combination, a rejection is proper in this instance.

E. Response to "Issue No. 4"

Initially, Patent Owner states that the following quote is a definition of “tokenization” as

used within the claims:

In a preferred embodiment, a server is loosely networked to a plurality of

computers (handheld, laptop, or desktop). Each computer is equipped with an

operating system which allows common programming to execute on any device,

regardless of hardware differences or native operating system differences among

the plurality of devices.

‘816 patent at 4:55-60. However, tokens are not mentioned at all in this paragraph. It is not clear

how this is an express definition of tokenizing.

Patent Owner also argues that “there is no evidence whatsoever that Benigno’s ‘tokens’

have this property — operable when there exist hardware and operating system differences. Patent

Owner Statement at 5 (citing Benigno at FIG. 4 and 46:4-9). Requester fails to see any indication

that the system is “customized to run on a single platform” as argued by Patent Owner. Figure 4,
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the basis of this statement, merely shows generic computers. Patent Owner also cites to Benigno

at 46:4—9, which reads:

In step 101, a nurse logs into a client computer 401. In step 102, the nurse, using the

client computer 401 (Figure 4) communicates with the server 402, in order to obtain

updated pathway instructions, etc., regarding what steps to perform during visit(s) for

one or more patient(s). The communication can take place via modern and standard

phone lines, via wireless transmission (e.g., cellular, etc.), via the Internet, or via any
other communication link.

Requester fails to see any indication that the “tokens” of Benigno are “customized to run

on a single platform” in the quoted section.

Finally, Patent Owner argues that “mere coincidence of vocabulary does not raise a

substantial new question of patentability.” Patent Owner Statement at 5. Benigno specifically

discloses that the questionnaire tokens represent pathway instructions. Patent Owner fails to

consider the teachings of the references as a whole in reaching its conclusion that the

questionnaire features disclosed by the combination do not disclose the tokenizing feature recited

in the claims.

F. Response to "Issue No. 5"

The Patent Owner makes that same argument for Issue No. 5 as was made with respect to

Issue No. 4. Since there are no new arguments presented by Patent Owner and the arguments are

still not persuasive, Requester refers to the rebuttals provided for Issue No. 4.

G. Response to "Issue No. 6"

Patent Owner argues that “in the Warthen Reference the term ‘tokenizing’ merely means

to take a search query which has been entered into a computer program and convert it into a list

of words.” Patent Owner Statement at 7. Unfortunately, Patent Owner does not actually make a

substantive argument as to the differences between the tokens taught by Warthen versus the

tokens recited in the claims. The purported difference argued is that “Patentee’s use of the word

‘token’ is much different than that of Warthen. In Patentee’s claims a plurality of tokens are

transmitted to a remote computing device and then at least a portion of them are executed.”

Patent Owner Statement at 7. Devoid from this statement is any citation or proof that the

definition provided by Patent Owner is anything but attorney argument. Merely saying that

something is different is not sufficient to prevent an obviousness rejection.

Warthen teaches that a system can have a “[t]okenizer 150 convert[] the initial user query

into a list of words and provides the list to parser 155. One structure for conversion is an

6
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augmented transition network. Another approach to tokenizing is to scan the initial user query

and group the words into conceptual strings, removing plurals and suffixes.” Warthen at 5:28-33.

The claims recite “tokenizing said questionnaire; thereby producing a plurality of tokens

representing said questionnaire.” Specifically, the Warthen tokenizer “converts the user query

into a list of words” via an “augmented transition network.” So Warthen is converting, i.e.,

producing, a list of words, i.e., plurality of tokens, that provides a list, i.e., representing said

questionnaire, to a parser. This is entirely consistent with what the ‘8l6 patent describes for

tokens: “As the client enters questions and selects response types, server 24 builds a stack of

questions and responses, and assigns indices, or tokens, which point to each question or

response.” ‘8l6 patent at 8:41-43.

Patent Owner provides no argument distinguishing the Warthen tokens from the tokens of

the claims at issue. Instead, merely saying that tokens are not “a list of words” is not evidence

that the tokenizing of the claims is not taught by Warthen.

Further, the Warthen reference is combined with Wright. Wright teaches that a form

engine “interprets one field at a time.” Wright at Abstract. For a question to be interpreted by a

form engine, it must be executed, thereby being a “token” as argued by Patent Owner.

Importantly, Patent Owner “cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually

where the rejections are based on combinations of references.” MPEP §2l45(IV).

Accordingly, the combination of Wright in view of Rappaport, Warthen, Brookler, and

Rossmann render claims 1, 2, 5-7, and ll—l4 of the '8l6 patent obvious.

H. Response to "THIS REEXAMINATION SHOULD NOT GO FORWARD BECAUSE
THE PARTIES ARE IN LITIGATION"

Patent Owner complains that Requester is the only defendant who filed a reexamination

request and that the reexamination request should have been filed sooner. Patent Owner

Statement at 8. Patent Owner is referred to 35 U.S.C. 302 which states “Any person at any time

may file a request for reexamination by the Office of any claim of a patent on the basis of any

prior art cited under the provision of section 301 of this title.” The Office has a duty to accept

any filing that complies with the rules, as there is no restriction on who may file an ex parte

reexamination or when a party may file an ex parte reexamination. The Patent Owner’ s

comments to the contrary are irrelevant.
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Finally, Patent Owner asks the Office for “a stay of this reexamination proceeding.”

Patent Owner Statement at 8. Patent Owner identifies no authority for this extraordinary request.

Requester maintains that, rather than a stay, what is required is for the Office to proceed with

“special dispatch” as required by 35 U.S.C § 305. Further, in conformance with MPEP § 2261, it

is requested that this case been “priority over all other cases” so as to bring the issues related to

the patentability of the claims of the ‘816 patent to conclusion as soon as possible.

IV. CONCLUSION

For reasons stated above, the Office should maintain the adopted rejections proposed in

the Request for reexamination.

Please charge any necessary fees to the Novak Druce and Quigg deposit account

no. 14-1437.

Respectfully submitted,

/Jay J. Guiliano/

Novak Druce Connolly Bove + Quigg LLP

Jay J. Guiliano

Reg No. 41,810

NOVAK DRUCE CONNOLLY BOVE + Ryan M. Murphy

QUIGG LLP Reg. No. 66,285
1000 Louisiana Street

53rd Floor

Houston, Texas 77002

P: 713-571-3400

F: 713-456-2836
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Ihereby certify that this paper (along with any paper referred to as being
attached or enclosed) is being transmitted today via the Office electronic
filing system (EFS—Web) in accordance with 37 CFR §1.6 (a)(4).

Date: August 26, 2013 Signature: /Andrea S. Beck/
Printed Name: Andrea S. Beck

IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

In re Ex Parte Reexamination of: Control No.: 90/012,829

Inventors: Payne, David J. Confirmation No.: 6993

Patent No.: 7,822,816 Art Unit: 3992

Filed: April 3, 2013 Examiner: Rachna Singh Desai

Attorney Docket No.: 20351.RX816

For: SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR DATA

MANAGEMENT

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of this THIRD PARTY REQUESTER'S

RESPONSE TO THE PATENT OWNER STATEMENT OF JUNE 24, 2013 PURSUANT

TO 37 C.F.R. § 1.535 , together with all exhibits and attachments and supporting

documentation, has been served via U.S. First Class Mail on August 26, 2013, upon the

following:

Fellers Snider Blankenship

Bailey & Tippens

The Kennedy Building

321 South Boston, Suite 800

Tulsa, OK 74103-3318

/Andrea S. Beck/

Andrea S. Beck
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Multipart Description/PDF files in .zip description

Reexam Timely Requester's Reply to an Owner's Statement
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This Acknowledgement Receipt evidences receipt on the noted date by the USPTO ofthe indicated documents,

characterized by the applicant, and including page counts, where applicable. It serves as evidence of receipt similar to a
Post Card, as described in MPEP 503.

New Applications Under 35 U.S.C. 111

lfa new application is being filed and the application includes the necessary components for a filing date (see 37 CFR

1.53(b)-(d) and MPEP 506), a Filing Receipt (37 CFR 1.54) will be issued in due course and the date shown on this

Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the filing date of the application.

National Stage of an International Application under 35 U.S.C. 371

lfa timely submission to enter the national stage of an international application is compliant with the conditions of 35

U.S.C. 371 and other applicable requirements a Form PCT/DO/E0/903 indicating acceptance of the application as a

national stage submission under 35 U.S.C. 371 will be issued in addition to the Filing Receipt, in due course.

New International Application Filed with the USPTO as a Receiving Office

lfa new international application is being filed and the international application includes the necessary components for

an international filing date (see PCT Article 11 and MPEP 1810), a Notification of the International Application Number
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In re the Patent of: J. DAVID PAYNE

U.S. PATENT NO. 7,822,816

Confirmation No.2 6993

Art Unit: 3992

Application No.: 90/012,829
Examiner: RACHINA DESAI

Filed: 04/03/2013

Title: SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR DATA

MANAGEMENT

Attorney Docket No.: 46897/13-147

MAIL STOP AMENDMENT

Commissioner for Patents

P.O. Box 1450

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450

PATENT OWNER’S STATEMENT IN OPPOSITION TO ORDER GRANTING

REEXAMINATION OF U.S. PATENT NO. 7,822,816

MacroSolve, Inc. ("Patentee", hereinafter), the owner of the entire interest in U.S. Patent

No. 7,822,816 (the ‘"816 Patent" hereinafter) hereby tenders its Statement in Response to the

Order Granting Reexamination mailed April 23, 2013 ("Order", hereinafter) of the above-

identified patent. The requestors of the instant ex parte Reexamination, i.e., GEICO

Corporation, GEICO Casualty Company, GEICO General Insurance Company, GEICO

Indemnity Company, and Government Employees Insurance Company (collectively,

"Requestor") and Patentee have been involved in litigation in the U.S. District Court for the

Eastern District of Texas for over one year.‘

By way of summary, Patentee believes that the granting of reexamination is inappropriate

in this case in View of the fact that Requester has failed to submit references that raise a

‘ Macrosolve, Inc. v. GEICO Insurance Agency, Case No. 6:12~CD-74, US District Court for the Eastern District of
Texas.
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substantial new question of patentability affecting the claims of the '816 patent, and/or in View of

the ongoing litigation between the parties.

As such, Patent Owner hereby requests that the Order be reversed or, in the alternative,

that the instant reexamination be stayed pending the outcome of the patent infringement trial

identified above, or, that a decision on reexamination be held in abeyance at least until an order

from the trial court is entered with respect to the Requestor's motion to stay those proceedings.

1. REQUESTOR HAS FAILED TO SHOW THERE IS A SUBSTANTIAL NEW

QUESTION OF PATENTABILITY

Requester has identified eight references that are said to raise a substantial new question

of patentability:

U.S. Patent No. 5,704,029 to Wright ("Wright");

U.S. Patent No. 6,477,373 to Rappaport et al. ("Rappaport");

U.S. Patent No. 6,584,464 to Warthen ("Warthen");

U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0007303 to Brookler et al. ("Brooklet");

European Patent Application EP O779,759 to Rossmann ("Rossmann");

PCT Published Application WO 99/33390 to Benigno ("Benigno");

U.S. Patent No. 5,991,771 to Falls et al. ("Falls“); and

U.S. Patent No. 5,442,786 to Bowen ("Bowen").

These references form the basis for six issues raised by the Requester and considered by

the Examiner. Each such issue will be considered separately below.

A. Issue No. 1:

The Requester alleges that Rossmann in View of Rappaport raises a substantial new

question of patentability regarding claims 1-3 and 5-14 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) ORDER at page

3.
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RPX-‘I003, p.50



RPX-1003, p.51

7,822,816

In reply, it is noted that the Rossinann reference assumes that a connection to the server

will always be available. See Declaration of John C. Hale Under 37 C.F.R. §l.l32 (hereinafter

"Hale Declaration") attached hereto as Exhibit l, paragraph 6. There is no suggestion or

provision in this reference for the method of Rossmann to continue if connectivity is not

available.

On the other hand, the method of the '8l6 Patent specifically contemplates that

connectivity to a central server will not be continuously available (Hale Declaration, paragraph

7). As such, it is intended to be operational within a loosely networked environment as that term

is defined in the patent (‘S16 Patent at Col. 4, Line 16 to C01. 5, Lines 1-5).

The Rapport Reference teaches a method of maintaining connectivity of mobile terminals

(Hale Declaration, paragraph 8). It teaches maintaining connectivity. It does not teach handling

interruptions in connectivity (Hale Declaration, paragraph 9).

Combining the Rossmann Reference and the Rappaport Reference does not yield a

method that is robustly intolerant of failures in connectivity as is taught by the '816 Patent.

lnstead, a reference that requires connectivity has been paired with a method for maintaining

connectivity, which does not yield the method of the '8l6 Patent (Hale Declaration, paragraph

l0).

As such, Rossrnann and Rappaport fail to raise a substantial new question of patentability

regarding claims 1-3 and 5-14.

B. Issue No. 2:

The Requestor alleges that Rossmann in view of Rappaport and Bowen raises a

substantial new question of patentability regarding dependent claim 4 under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a).

ORDER at page 2.
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In reply, as was noted previously and incorporated herein by reference, combining

Rappaport and Rossmann does not yield a method that is robustly intolerant of failures in

connectivity. Further, supplying the Bowen reference does not change the basic combination.

As such, it is believed that these references do not raise a substantial new question of

patentability with respect to claim 4.

C. Issue No. 3:

The Requestor alleges that Rossmann in View of Falls raises a substantial new question of

patentability regarding claims 1-14 under 35 U.S.C. §lO3(a).

In reply, and as was stated above, the Rossmann reference assumes a connection to a

server will always be available (Hale Declaration, paragraph 6). There is no provision in this

reference for the method of Rossmann to continue if connectivity is not available.

The Falls reference includes a system and method for synchronizing transactions in a

disconnectable network. The Falls reference specifically contemplates disconnection between a

mobile computer and a network (Hale Declaration, paragraph 14).

Combining the Rossmann reference with the Falls reference will result in an inoperable

combination (Hale Declaration, paragraph 15). More particularly, Rossmann assumes that the

server will always be available and that additional decks or cards can be fetched if needed.

Combining the Rossmann reference with Falls does not provide a solution when additional decks

are needed and there is no connectivity. As such, the combination is inoperable.

In view of the foregoing, Rossmann and Falls do not raise a substantial new question of

patentability regarding claims 1-14.

27l32vl 4

RPX-‘I003, p.52



RPX-1003, p.53

7,822,816

D. Issue No. 4:

The Requestor alleges Benigno in view of Falls raises a substantial new question of

patentability under 35 U.S.C. §lO3(a) regarding Claims 1~l4. The Examiner opines that, among

others, that Benigno teaches that “. . .individual questions are ‘tokenized representations’ that are

communicated between the server and the mobile device via wireless network connections.”

ORDER at p. 16. This instance of “tokenizing” is said to correspond to Patentee’s “tokens” in

the subject claims (Hale Declaration, paragraph 17).

In reply, this argument fails because Benigno’s "tokens" are not patentee's tokens.

By way of explanation, Patentee clearly indicates that tokens of the ‘816 Patent are

designed to be executed “. . .on any device, regardless of hardware differences or native operating

system differences among the plurality of the devices.” ‘S16 Patent at column 4, lines 55-60

(Hale Declaration, paragraph 19).

However, there is no evidence whatsoever that Benigno’s “tokens” have this property. In

fact, the evidence points to the opposite conclusion, i.e., that Benigno’s “tokens” are customized

to run on a single platform. See, for example, Figure 4 of Benigno and its associated text (p. 46,

lines 4-9) which indicates a homogeneous computer network (Hale Declaration, paragraph 20).

It is improper to conclude that just because Benigno happens to use the same term as

patentee that the term is used the same way. A mere coincidence of vocabulary does not raise a

substantial new question of patentability. Given a correct reading of this reference there is no

new issue of patentability.

In short, the Examiner has failed to find anything in Benigno that teaches this particular

aspect of the instant invention. Thus, Benigno in view of Falls does not raise a substantial new

question of patentability with respect to claim 1-14.
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E. Issue No. 5:

The Requestor alleges Benigno in view of Rappaport raises a substantial new question of

patentability under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) regarding Claims 1-4. The Examiner opines, among

others, that Benigno teaches that “. . .individual questions are ‘tokenized representations’ that are

communicated between the server and the mobile device via wireless network connections.”

ORDER at p. 16. This instance of “tokenizing” is said to correspond to patentee’s “tokens” in

the subject claims.

In reply, this argument fails because Benigno's "tokens" are not patentee's tokens.

By way of explanation, patentee clearly indicates that tokens of the ‘E316 patent are

designed to be executed “. . .on any device, regardless of hardware differences or native operating

system differences among the plurality of the devices.” ‘8l6 Patent at column 4, lines 55-60.

(Hale Declaration, paragraph 19).

However, there is no evidence whatsoever that Benigno’s “tokens” have this property. In

fact, the evidence points to the opposite conclusion, i.e., that Benigno’s “tokens” are customized

to run on a single platform. See, for example, Figure 4 of Benigno and its associated text (p. 46,

lines 4-9) which indicates a homogeneous computer network (Hale Declaration, paragraph 20).

It is improper to conclude that just because Benigno happens to use the same term as

patentee that the term is used the same way. A mere coincidence of vocabulary does not raise a

substantial new question of patentability. Given a correct reading of this reference there is no

new issue of patentability.

In short, the Examiner has failed to find anything in Benigno that teaches this particular

aspect of the instant invention and, thus, the Examiner has failed to demonstrate a substantial

new question of patentability with respect to claims 1-14 in View of these references.
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F. Issue No. 6:

The Requester alleges Wright in View of Warthen, Rappaport, Brookler, and Rossmann

raises a substantial new question of patentability regarding claims 1, 2, 5—7, and ll~l4 under 35

U.S.C. §l03(a).

In reply, it is apparent that the Examiner relies on the Warthen Reference to provide

"tokens" for use with the combination. However, in the Warten Reference the term "tokenizing"

merely means to take a search query which has been entered into a computer program and

convert it into a list of words. That is all that the Warthen Reference teaches regarding

tokenization. A syntactic structure is derived from the list of words which is in turn reformed

into canonical forms by replacing synonyms with a canonical term (Warthen at Col. 5, Lines 45-

47). The canonical structure is then matched against a semantic network to obtain well-formed

questions which are representative of the possible meanings for the initial user query.

In contrast, Patentee's use of the word "token" is much different than that of Warthen. In

Patentee's claims 1, 2, 5-7, and l 1-14, a plurality of tokens are transmitted to a remote computing

device and then at least a portion of them are executed. Thus, tokens are executed by a remote

device to implement the questionnaire. The "token" of Patentee's claims is not a list of words as

defined by the Warthen Reference. As such, the Warthen Reference does not teach tokenizing as

is recited in Patentee's specification and claims.

As a consequence, the combination relied upon fails to teach a critical aspect of

Patentee's claimed invention and similarly fails to raise a substantial new question of

patentability.
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II. THIS REEXAMINATION SHOULD NOT GO FORWARD BECAUSE THE

PARTIES ARE IN LITIGATION

Since March of 2011, fifty-two cases have been filed in the U.S. District Court for the

Eastern District of Texas alleging infringement of the ‘8l6 Patent. Thirty—seven cases have been

resolved and 15 remain pending. Requestor is a defendant in one of the 15 remaining cases.

Reexamination has not been requested by any of the other defendants.

Requestor waited a full year after the infringement lawsuit was filed before requesting

reexamination. Requester has since filed a Motion to Stay the litigation pending the outcome of

this reexamination. A copy of Patentee's Response (hereinafter "Response") to Requestor's

Motion to Stay is attached hereto as Exhibit 2.

When the present request for reexamination was finally made by Requestor, it was for ex

parie reexamination, rather than inter partes reexamination, a choice that was made with the

obvious hopes of delaying the lawsuit as much as possible. Additionally, Requestor knew that

an ex parte reexamination would not have the same estoppel effect as an inter partes

reexamination, which would have precluded Requester from making the same invalidity

arguments in both the court and before the PTO (Response, page 1). Given Requester ‘s delay in

filing its request for reexamination and given Requester ’s strategic choice of an ex parte

reexamination, a stay of this reexamination is especially warranted.

A. Initiating Reexamination Would Undulv Prejudice Patentee

First, Requestor waiting more than a year after the lawsuit was filed, and more than seven

months after its final invalidity contentions were due, to make its reexamination request.

Requestor’s delay in seeking reexamination compounds the prejudicial delay that would result

from reexamination (Response, page 3).
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Second, Requestor chose to ask for ex parte reexamination, even though it could have

asked for a much faster inter partes review. The most recent statistics from the PTO show that

on average, an ex parte reexamination petition takes 25.4 months to process from the filing to

issuance of a certificate, without accounting for any appeals. In contrast, by law, a final

determination by the Board for inter partes review must be conclude much sooner. See 35

U.S.C. §3 l6(a)(l 1) (setting forth a one year period, extendable by no more than six months only

for good cause) (Response, pages 3-4).

B. The Case Is Ready For Trial

To date, the parties have exchanged infringement and invalidity contentions, additional

disclosures, written discovery, and are on the eve of claim construction. The parties have briefed

and the Court has reviewed and denied Requestor's motion to dismiss due to unpatentable subject

matter. Requestor's motion to transfer has been fully briefed. Requester took a third party

deposition related to tis on—sale defense. The claim construction hearing is set for September 26,

2013 (Response, page 6).

Finally, all of the references that are before the Patent Office in this reexamination are

also before the trial judge. The dates for Markman hearing and trial have been set. Discovery

has been exchanged and depositions taken (Response, page 7). The case is ripe for trial.

Requester has moved for a stay in the litigation and Patentee has opposed. The judge has

not yet ruled but Patentee expects the stay to be denied.

In view of the foregoing:

0 Patentee requests that the instant Order for Reexamination be withdrawn so that

the litigation may proceed; or, in the alternative,
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0 That the reexamination be suspended pending the ruling of the trial court with

respect to Requestor's motion to stay the proceedings, and if the trial court denies

Requestor's stay, that this reexamination be dismissed.

It makes little sense for the Patent Office to undertake reexamination when a trial court is

considering the same prior art. As such, Patentee hereby requests withdrawal and/or stay of the

instant reexamination.

Respectfully submitted,

 

 June 24 2013 . A‘ g *’

Date 8cott R. Zingerma,
Terry L. Watt, Re 2214
Fellers, Snider, Blankenship, Bailey & Tippens

321 S. Boston Ave, Suite 800

Tulsa, OK 74103-3318

Attorneys for Applicant(s)
Tel.: 918-599-0621

Fax: 918-583-9659

Customer No. 22206
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

In re the Patent of: J. DAVID PAYNE

U.S PATENT NO. 7,822,816

Confirmation No.2 6993

Art Unit: 3992

Application No.: 90/012,829
Examiner: RACHINA DESAI

Filed: 04/03/2013

Title: SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR DATA

MANAGEMENT

Attorne Docket No.: 46897/13-147

MAIL STOP AMENDMENT

Commissioner for Patents

P.O. Box 1450

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450

DECLARATION OF JOHN C. HALE, PI-LD

UNDER 37 C.F.R. §1.132

Sir:

1. l have been retained by counsel for Macrosolve, Inc, as the owner of U.S. Patent

No. 7,822,816 (the “8l6 Patent), to offer expert testimony with respect to the Request for

Reexamination regarding the ‘8l6 Patent and the references cited by the Requester, specifically

including the six issues set forth in the Order for Reexam dated April 23, 2013.

2. My Curium Vitae documenting the details of my professional experience,

publications and related information is attached hereto as Exhibit “A” and incorporated herein.

In summary, I am a tenured professor and the Tandy Endowed Chair in Bioinformatics and

Computational Biology of the Tandy School of Computer Science at the University of Tulsa,

Tulsa, Oklahoma. Also, I am an inventor with respect to an issued US. Patent and a pending

application. Based upon my education, training and experience, I am familiar with the
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technology which is the subject of the ‘816 Patent, the cited references and general U.S. Patent

Office practice and procedures.

3. I have reviewed the ‘8l6 Patent and each of the patent references asserted by

Requestor as set forth in the April 23 Order.

ISSUES NO. 1, 2, AND 6:

4. I have reviewed European Patent Application EP O779,759 to Alain Rossmann

(hereinafter the "Rossmann Reference").

5. I have also reviewed United States Patent No. 6,477,373 to Stephen S. Rappaport

(hereinafter the "Rappaport Reference").

6. The Rossrnann Reference assumes that a connection to the server will always be

available. There is no provision in this reference for the method of Rossmann to continue if

connectivity is not available.

7. The method of the ‘816 Patent specifically contemplates that connectivity to a

central server will not be continuously available.

8. The Rappaport Reference teaches a method of maintaining connectivity of mobile

terminals.

9. The Rappaport Reference teaches maintaining connectivity, it does not teach

handling discontinuities in connectivity.

10. Combining the Rossmann Reference with the Rappapoit Reference does not yield

a method that is robustly tolerant of failures in connectivity. Instead, a reference that requires

connectivity has been paired with a method for maintaining connectivity.

11. Thus, the combination does not teach the method of the ‘8l6 Patent.

27l24v2 2
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ISSUE NO. 3:

12. As stated above, the Rossinann Reference assumes that a connection to the server

will always be available. There is no provision in this reference for the method of Rossmann to

continue if connectivity is not available.

13. I have reviewed U.S. Patent No. 5,991,771 to Patrick T. Falls et al. (hereinafter

the "Falls Reference").

14. The Falls Reference includes a system and method for synchronizingtransactions

in a disconnectable network. The Falls Reference specifically contemplates disconnection

between a mobile computer and a network.

15. Combining the method of the Rossmann Reference, which assumes that a

connection to the server will always be available, with the Falls Reference, which teaches

disconnection, will result in an inoperable combination.

ISSUES NO. 4 AND 5:

16. I have reviewed PCT Published Application WO 99/33390 to Benedict Benigno

et al. (hereinafter the "Benigno Reference").

17. In the Order for Reexamination, the Examiner indicates, among others, that the

(6

Benigno Reference teaches, ...individual questions are ‘tokenized representations’ that are

communicated between the server and the mobile device via wireless network connections.”

ORDER at p. 16. This instance of “tokenizing” is said to correspond to patentee’s “tokens” in

the '816 Patent claims.

18. It is my opinion that the Order for Reexamination has misinterpreted the teachings

of the Benigno Reference.

27124v2 3
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19. By way of explanation, the ‘E316 Patent reads that tokens of the ‘816 Patent are

designed to be executed “. . .on any device, regardless of hardware differences or native operating

system differences among the plurality of the devices.” ‘8l6 Patent at column 4, lines 55-60.

20. However, there is no description in the Benigno Reference that “tokens” have this

property. In fact, the evidence points to the opposite conclusion, i.e., that Benigno’s “tokens” are

customized to run on a single platform. See, for example, Figure 4 of the Benigno Reference and

its associated text (p. 46, lines 4-9) which indicates a homogeneous computer network.

I hereby declare that all statements made herein of my own knowledge are true and that

all statements were made with the knowledge that willful false statements and the like so made

are punishable by fine or imprisonment, or both, under section 1001 of Title 18 of the United

States Code, and that such willful false statements may jeopardize the validity of the application

or any patent issued thereon.

Respectfully Submitted,

Dated: June 24, 2013 xi»
John C. Hale
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Enclosed is a copy of the latest communication from the United States Patent and Trademark

Office in the above identified ex parte reexamination proceeding (37 CFR 1.550(f)).

Where this copy is supplied after the reply by requester, 37 CFR 1.535, or the time for filing a

reply has passed, no submission on behalf of the ex parfe reexamination requester will be
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Control No. Patent Under Reexamination

. . 90/012,829 7822816

Order Granting / Denying Request For E _ A U _
Ex Parte Reexamination """“'"°' " ""

RACHNA DESAI 3992
 

--The MAILING DA TE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address--

The request for ex parte reexamination filed 03 April2013 has been considered and a determination has

been made. An identification of the claims, the references relied upon, and the rationale supporting the
determination are attached.

Attachments: a)I:I PTO-892, b)IXI PTO/SB/O8, c)I:I Other:

1. IX] The request for ex parte reexamination is GRANTED.

RESPONSE TIMES ARE SET AS FOLLOWS:

For Patent Owner's Statement (Optional): TWO MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication

(37 CFR 1.530 (b)). EXTENSIONS OF TIME ARE GOVERNED BY 37 CFR 1.550(c).

For Requester's Reply (optional): TWO MONTHS from the date of service of any timely filed

Patent Owner's Statement (37 CFR 1.535). NO EXTENSION OF THIS TIME PERIOD IS PERMITTED.

If Patent Owner does not file a timely statement under 37 CFR 1.530(b), then no reply by requester

is permitted.

2. E] The request for exparte reexamination is DENIED.

This decision is not appealable (35 U.S.C. 303(c)). Requester may seek review by petition to the

Commissioner under 37 CFR 1.181 within ONE MONTH from the mailing date of this communication (37

CFR1.515(c)). EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE SUCH A PETITION UNDER 37 CFR1.181 ARE
AVAILABLE ONLY BY PETITION TO SUSPEND OR WAIVE THE REGULATIONS UNDER

37 CFR 1.183.

In due course, a refund under 37 CFR 1.26 ( c ) will be made to requester:

a) I:I by Treasury check or,

b) I:I by credit to Deposit Account No.

c) I:I by credit to a credit card account, unless otherwise notified (35 U.S.C. 303(c)).

,0l'

/Rachna S Desail

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3992 
cc:Reguester ( if third party reguester )U.S. Patent and Trademark Office

PTOL-471 (Rev. 08-06) Office Action in Ex Parte Reexamination Part of Paper No. 20130416

RPX-‘I003, p.68



RPX-1003, p.69

Application/Control Number: 90/012,829 Page 2

Art Unit: 3992

DECISION GRANTING EX PARTE REEXAMINATION

Decision on Request

1. A substantial new question of patentability affecting claims 1-14 of US Patent

7,822,816 B2 to Payne (hereafter “Payne”) is raised by the third party request for ex

parte reexamination.

References Cited in the Request

us. Patent No. 5,704,029 to Wright ("Wright")

U.S. Patent No. 6,477,373 to Rappaport et al. ("Rappaport")

U.S. Patent No. 6,584,464 to Warthen ("Warthen")

U.S. Patent App. No. 2002/0007303 to Brookler et al. ("Brookler")

European Patent Application EP O779,759 to Rossmann ("Rossmann")

PCT Published Application WO 99/33390 to Benigno ("Benigno")

U.S. Patent NO. 5,991,771 to Falls et al. ("Falls")

U.S. Patent No. 5,442,786 to Bowen ("Bowen")
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Application/Control Number: 90/012,829 Page 3

Art Unit: 3992

Issues Raised by Request

Issue 1

The Requester alleges Rossmann in view of Rappaport raises a substantial new

question of patentability regarding claims 1-3 and 5-14 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a).

Rossmann was published on June 18, 1997 which predates the filing date of the

Payne patent. Rossmann is new art that has not been previously considered.

Rappaport was published on November 5, 2002 and filed on August 10, 2000

which predates the filing date of the Payne patent. Rappaport is new art that has not

been previously considered.

Issue 2

The Requester alleges Rossmann in view of Rappaport and Bowen raises a

substantial new question of patentability regarding claim 4 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a).

Rossmann was published on June 18, 1997 which predates the filing date of the

Payne patent. Rossmann is new art that has not been previously considered.

Rappaport was published on November 5, 2002 and filed on August 10, 2000

which predates the filing date of the Payne patent. Rappaport is new art that has not

been previously considered.

Bowen was published on August 15, 1995 which predates the filing date of the

Payne patent. Bowen is new art that has not been previously considered.
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Application/Control Number: 90/012,829 Page 4

Art Unit: 3992

Issue 3

The Requester alleges Rossmann in view of Falls raises a substantial new

question of patentability regarding claims 1-14 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a).

Rossmann was published on June 18, 1997 which predates the filing date of the

Payne patent. Rossmann is new art that has not been previously considered.

Falls was published on November 23, 1999 which predates the filing date of the

Payne patent. Falls is new art that has not been previously considered.

Issue 4

The Requester alleges Benigno in view of Falls raises a substantial new question

of patentability regarding claims 1-14 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a).

Benigno was published on July 8, 1999 which predates the filing date of the

Payne patent. Benigno is new art that has not been previously considered.

Falls was published on November 23, 1999 which predates the filing date of the

Payne patent. Falls is new art that has not been previously considered.

Issue 5

The Requester alleges Benigno in view of Rappaport raises a substantial new

question of patentability regarding claims 1-14 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a).

Benigno was published on July 8, 1999 which predates the filing date of the

Payne patent. Benigno is new art that has not been previously considered.
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Application/Control Number: 90/012,829 Page 5

Art Unit: 3992

Rappaport was published on November 5, 2002 and filed on August 10, 2000

which predates the filing date of the Payne patent. Rappaport is new art that has not

been previously considered.

Issue 6

The Requester alleges Wright in view of Warthen, Rappaport, Brookler and

Rossmann raises a substantial new question of patentability regarding claims 1, 2, 5-7,

and 11-14 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a).

Wright was published on December 30, 1997 which predates the filing date of the

Payne patent. Wright is new prior art that has not been previously considered.

Warthen was published on January 24, 2003 and filed on March 19, 1999 which

predates the filing date of the Payne patent. Warthen is new prior art that has not been

previously considered.

Rappaport was published on November 5, 2002 and filed on August 10, 2000

which predates the filing date of the Payne patent. Rappaport is new art that has not

been previously considered.

Brookler was published on January 17, 2002 and filed on April 30, 2001 which

predates the filing date of the Payne patent. Brookler is old art that is being presented

in a new light.

Rossmann was published on June 18, 1997 which predates the filing date of the

Payne patent. Rossmann is new art that has not been previously considered.
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Application/Control Number: 90/012,829 Page 6

Art Unit: 3992

The Payne Patent

2. The Payne Patent is generally directed to a method of managing data including

creating and tokenizing a questionnaire; thereby producing a plurality of tokens

representing the questionnaire. The plurality of tokens are transmitted to a remote

computing device which executes a portion of the plurality of tokens representing the

questionnaire at the remote computing device to collect a response from a user. A

portion of the response from the user is then transmitted from the user to the server

where it is stored.

Pertinent Prosecution History

3. Claims 1-14 are the current claims in the Payne Patent which issued October 26,

2010 from application 10/643,516 filed on August 19, 2003 which claims priority to

provisional application 60/404,491 which was filed on August 19, 2002.

The Payne Patent was originally filed with claims 1-11.

Examiner issued a non-final office action on 08/10/2006 in which claims 1 and 5

were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Lew, US 2004/0210472.

Claim 7 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Sendowski, US

2003/0198934. Claims 2-4, 6, and 9-11 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being

unpatentable over Lew in view of Sendowski. Claim 8 was rejected under 35 U.S.C.

103(a) over Sendowski in view of Joao, US 2001/0056374.
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Application/Control Number: 90/012,829 Page 7

Art Unit: 3992

A non-compliant amendment was filed on 02/12/2007 to which a notice of non-

compliant amendment was mailed on 04/30/2007.

On 05/08/2007, Applicant filed a response with amendments to claim 1. On

5/22/2007, the Examiner issued a final rejection. Claim 7 was rejected under 35 U.S.C.

102(e) as being anticipated by Sendowski, US 2003/0198934. Claims 1, 5, and 9 were

rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lew in view of Porter, US

6,163,811. Claims 2-4, 6, and 10-11 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being

unpatentable over Lew in view of Porter and further in view of Sendowski. Claim 8 was

rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Sendowski in view of Joao, US 2001/0056374.

On 09/24/2007, Applicant filed request for continued examination with a

response and an amendment amending claims 1 and 9 and adding new claims 12-16.

On 10/30/2007, Examiner issued a non—final rejection in which claims 7 and 13 were

rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Sendowski, US 2003/0198934.

Claims 1, 5, 9, 12, and 15-16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being

unpatentable over Lew in view of Porter, US 6,163,811. Claims 2-4, 6, and 10-11 were

rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lew in view of Porter and

further in view of Sendowski. Claim 8 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over

Sendowski in view of Joao, US 2001/0056374.

On 4/30/2008, Applicant filed a response and amendment amending claims 7

and 9. Examiner issued a non—final rejection on 09/04/2008. Claim 7 was rejected

under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Peters et al., US 5,842,195. Claim 8

was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peters in view of Joao.
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Application/Control Number: 90/012,829 Page 8

Art Unit: 3992

Claims 13-14 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peters

in view of Porter, US 6,163,811. Claims 1 and 3-5 were rejected under 35 U.S.C.

103(a) as being unpatentable over Peters in view of Porter. Claims 2 and 12 were

rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peters in view of Porter

and Brookler et al., US 2002/0007303. Claims 6 and 9-11 were rejected under 35

U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brookler in view of Gresham, US

2002/0160773. Claims 15-16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being

unpatentable over Brookler in view of Gresham in view of Porter.

Applicant filed a response with amendments on 02/04/2009. Claims 1, 2, 6-7, 9-

11 were amended, claims 12-16 were cancelled, and claims 17-21 were added.

Examiner issued a final rejection on 06/01/2009. Claims 1, 3-4, 7, 9-11, 17-19, and 21

were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peters in view of

Munyer, US 2002/0143610. Claim 2 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being

unpatentable over Peters in view of Munyer and Brookler et al. Claims 6 and 20 were

rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peters in view of Munyer

and Gresham. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over

Peters in view of Munyer and Joao.

On 05/03/2010, Applicant filed a request for continued examination with a

response and amendments. Claims 1, 7, 9, and 21 were amended, claims 5 and 12-16

were cancelled, and claims 22-24 were added.

On 09/07/2010, the Examiner issued a Notice of Allowance allowing claims 1-4,

5, 9-11, and 17-22. Claims 7-8 and 23-24 were cancelled. As the reasons for
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Application/Control Number: 90/012,829 Page 9

Art Unit: 3992

allowance, Examiner stated, “The cited prior arts fail to disclose or suggest transmitting

said plurality of tokens to a remote computing device via said first wireless modem or

wireless LAN network connection, terminating said first wireless modem or wireless

LAN network connection with said remote computing device, after said first wireless

modem or wireless LAN network connection is terminated, executing at least a

portion of said plurality of tokens representing said questionnaire at said remote

computing device to collect a response from a user, establishing a second

wireless modem or wireless LAN network connection between said remote

computing device and a server, after said second wireless modem or wireless

LAN network connection is established, transmitting at least a portion of said

response from the user to said server via said second wireless modem or

wireless LAN network connection in conjunction with all other limitations in the

claim. ”

Substantial New Question

4. In view of the prosecution history, it is considered that the evaluation of a prior art

reference (or combination of references) that teaches or suggests transmitting said

plurality of tokens to a remote computing device via said first wireless modem or

wireless LAN network connection, terminating said first wireless modem or wireless

LAN network connection with said remote computing device, after said first wireless

modem or wireless LAN network connection is terminated, executing at least a
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Application/Control Number: 90/012,829 Page 10

Art Unit: 3992

portion of said plurality of tokens representing said questionnaire at said remote

computing device to collect a response from a user, establishing a second

wireless modem or wireless LAN network connection between said remote

computing device and a server, after said second wireless modem or wireless

LAN network connection is established, transmitting at least a portion of said

response from the user to said server via said second wireless modem or

wireless LAN network connection, would raise a substantial new question of

patentability.

Detailed Analysis

Issue 1

The Requester alleges Rossmann in view of Rappaport raises a substantial new

question of patentability regarding claims 1-3 and 5-14 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a).

Rossmann teaches a card deck wherein each of the cards is a single operation

and can be communicated to a computer from a server and from a computer to a server

through any known two-way data communication network. Rossmann p. 6, lines 31-37,

p. 15, lines 8-12, p. 14, lines 35-38, p. 26, lines 5-6, and p. 28, lines 39-41.

Rossmann discloses on page 9, lines 4-8 and figure 2A that an initial card deck is

transmitted to a cell phone including an introductory display card and a choice card.

Each data type is compressed to facilitate optimal transfer over the two way
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Application/Control Number: 90/012,829 Page 11

Art Unit: 3992

communication network. For example, Rossmann discloses the verbs in the telephone

interaction description language are compressed using a binary tokenization and

graphics are compressed using run length limited compression and text is compressed.

See page 14, lines 55-58. The instructions in the telephone interaction description

language and in the terminal interaction language are grouped into a deck and a card.

See page 15, lines 2-7.

Further, since each of the cards in the card deck can be transmitted through a

single operation, the connection is effectively established and terminated with each

transmission. See p. 6, lines 31-37, p. 15, lines 8-12, p. 14, lines 35-38, p. 26, lines 5-6,

and p. 28, lines 39-41.

After the user response data is processed at the mobile device, the cards are

then transmitted to a server for collection and processing. Rossmann p. 9, lines 15-18;

p. 11, line 43 -p. 12, line 2, and p. 15, lines 23-27.

Rappaport teaches that the number of channels available for cellular sessions is

limited, and data transfers can be interrupted (i.e., terminated) to allow for real-time

communication. Rappaport at 7:44-63. Furthermore, Rappaport teaches that the data

can be processed while the data connection is not in use, because the mobile device

continues to function "undisturbed by link failures" and "in a manner that is transparent

to end users." Rappaport at 2:44-58. Accordingly, the mobile devices can continue to

process data in a transparent manner, as if the data connection is still available, in

anticipation of reestablishing the connection.
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Application/Control Number: 90/012,829 Page 12

Art Unit: 3992

Since these teachings are directly related to subject matter considered as the

basis for allowability of the patent claims, it is considered that a reasonable examiner

would consider evaluation of the teachings of Rossmann in view of Rappaport as

important in deciding patentability of at least claims 1-3 and 5-14.

Issue 2

The Requester alleges Rossmann in view of Rappaport and Bowen raises a

substantial new question of patentability regarding dependent claim 4 under 35 U.S.C.

103(a).

As it has been determined with respect to Issue 1 that Rossmann in view of

Rappaport raises a substational new question of patentability with respect to

independent claim 1, it is agreed that Rossmann in view of Rappaport and Bowen

raises an SNQ with respect to dependent claim 4 for the same reasons explained under

''Issue 1'' above. Further, Bowen teaches that it was well known in the art to develop

questionnaires based on "hierarchical data tree[s]" where "the system first creates a

vertical leg of the data tree, before creating horizontal branches Bowen at Abstract.

Since these teachings are directly related to subject matter considered as the

basis for allowability of the patent claims, it is considered that a reasonable examiner

would consider evaluation of the teachings of Rossmann in view of Rappaport and

Bowen as important in deciding patentability of at least claim 4.
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Application/Control Number: 90/012,829 Page 13

Art Unit: 3992

Issue 3

The Requester alleges Rossmann in view of Falls raises a substantial new

question of patentability regarding claims 1-14 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a).

Rossmann teaches a card deck wherein each of the cards is a single operation

and can be communicated to a computer from a server and from a computer to a server

through any known two-way data communication network. Rossmann p. 6, lines 31-37,

p. 15, lines 8-12, p. 14, lines 35-38, p. 26, lines 5-6, and p. 28, lines 39-41.

Rossmann discloses on page 9, lines 4-8 and figure 2A that an initial card deck is

transmitted to a cell phone including an introductory display card and a choice card.

Each data type is compressed to facilitate optimal transfer over the two way

communication network. For example, Rossmann discloses the verbs in the telephone

interaction description language are compressed using a binary tokenization and

graphics are compressed using run length limited compression and text is compressed.

See page 14, lines 55-58. The instructions in the telephone interaction description

language and in the terminal interaction language are grouped into a deck and a card.

See page 15, lines 2-7.

Further, since each of the cards in the card deck can be transmitted through a

single operation, the connection is effectively established and terminated with each

transmission. See p. 6, lines 31-37, p. 15, lines 8-12, p. 14, lines 35-38, p. 26, lines 5-6,

and p. 28, lines 39-41.
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After the user response data is processed at the mobile device, the cards are

then transmitted to a server for collection and processing. Rossmann p. 9, lines 15-18;

p. 11, line 43 -p. 12, line 2, and p. 15, lines 23-27.

Falls teaches that even though the system is disconnected from the network

communications, a "virtual network" will allow the mobile device to continue normal

operations. Falls at Abstract and 3:16-35. The questionnaire can then be synchronized

upon reestablishing the network connection. Falls at Abstract and 3:16-35. Further,

Falls teaches that the mobile devices can be disconnectable from the server, and that

the cards transmitted can be synchronized after a disconnection occurs. Falls at

Abstract, 3:16-35, 5:21-31, and 35:47-63.

Since these teachings are directly related to subject matter considered as the

basis for allowability of the patent claims, it is considered that a reasonable examiner

would consider evaluation of the teachings of Rossmann in view of Falls as important in

deciding patentability of at least claims 1-14.

Issue 4

The Requester alleges Benigno in view of Falls raises a substantial new question

of patentability regarding claims 1-14 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a).

Benigno teaches a questionnaire based on creating a standard of care for

treatment of patients that keeps nurses and doctors in constant communication.

Benigno at 46:4-9 and 22-24. The nurse is able to answer questions in the
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questionnaire and based on the responses provided by the patient, the information is

updated in the server and subsequent questions are asked. Benigno at 12:17-31. This

also allows for individual questions to be used throughout multiple questionnaires,

thereby increasing efficiency of the questionnaire database. Id. The individual questions

are "tokenized representations" that are communicated between the server and the

mobile device via wireless network connections. Benigno at 19:10-24, 13:1 -10, and

46:4-9. The mobile device can be disconnected from the network communications due

to losing the connection as is inevitable in wireless communication or due to the nurse

closing the connection. Benigno at 46:4—24 and FlG.1A. Further, as shown in FIG. 1B,

the modem of the system dials at the beginning of each communication step 102, 105,

and 110. Dialing each time is only necessary if the modem is disconnected. The nurse

can continue to input data into the questionnaire, even though the system is

disconnected from the network communications. Benigno at 46:16-28. The

questionnaire is then stored. Benigno at 23:10.

Falls teaches that even though the system is disconnected from the network

communications, a "virtual network" will allow the mobile device to continue normal

operations. Falls at Abstract and 3:16-35. The questionnaire can then be synchronized

upon reestablishing the network connection. Falls at Abstract and 3:16-35. Further,

Falls teaches that the mobile devices can be disconnectable from the server, and that

the cards transmitted can be synchronized after a disconnection occurs. Falls at

Abstract, 3:16-35, 5:21-31, and 35:47-63.
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Since these teachings are directly related to subject matter considered as the

basis for allowability of the patent claims, it is considered that a reasonable examiner

would consider evaluation of the teachings of Benigno in view of Falls as important in

deciding patentability of at least claims 1-14.

Issue 5

The Requester alleges Benigno in view of Rappaport raises a substantial new

question of patentability regarding claims 1-14 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a).

Benigno teaches a questionnaire based on creating a standard of care for

treatment of patients that keeps nurses and doctors in constant communication.

Benigno at 46:4-9 and 22-24. The nurse is able to answer questions in the

questionnaire and based on the responses provided by the patient, the information is

updated in the server and subsequent questions are asked. Benigno at 12:17-31. This

also allows for individual questions to be used throughout multiple questionnaires,

thereby increasing efficiency of the questionnaire database. Id. The individual questions

are "tokenized representations" that are communicated between the server and the

mobile device via wireless network connections. Benigno at 19:10-24, 13:1 -10, and

46:4-9. The mobile device can be disconnected from the network communications due

to losing the connection as is inevitable in wireless communication or due to the nurse

closing the connection. Benigno at 46:4-24 and FlG.1A. Further, as shown in FIG. 1B,

the modem of the system dials at the beginning of each communication step 102, 105,

and 110. Dialing each time is only necessary if the modem is disconnected. The nurse
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can continue to input data into the questionnaire, even though the system is

disconnected from the network communications. Benigno at 46:16-28. The

questionnaire is then stored. Benigno at 23:10.

Rappaport teaches that the number of channels available for cellular sessions is

limited, and data transfers can be interrupted (i.e., terminated) to allow for real-time

communication. Rappaport at 7:44-63. Furthermore, Rappaport teaches that the data

can be processed while the data connection is not in use, because the mobile device

continues to function "undisturbed by link failures" and "in a manner that is transparent

to end users." Rappaport at 2:44-58. Accordingly, the mobile devices can continue to

process data in a transparent manner, as if the data connection is still available, in

anticipation of reestablishing the connection.

Since these teachings are directly related to subject matter considered as the

basis for allowability of the patent claims, it is considered that a reasonable examiner

would consider evaluation of the teachings of Benigno in view of Rappaport as

important in deciding patentability of at least claims 1-14.

Issue 6

The Requester alleges Wright in view of Warthen, Rappaport, Brookler and

Rossman raises a substantial new question of patentability regarding claims 1, 2, 5-7,

and 11-14 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a).
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Wright and Warthen teach a system that creates a questionnaire and tokenizes

that data of that questionnaire. Wright at ABSTRACT and 13:38-67; Warthen at

ABSTRACT and 2:1 -1 1.

Rappaport teaches that the number of channels available for cellular sessions is

limited, and data transfers can be interrupted (i.e., terminated) to allow for real-time

communication. Rappaport at 7:44-63. Furthermore, Rappaport teaches that the data

can be processed while the data connection is not in use, because the mobile device

continues to function "undisturbed by link failures" and "in a manner that is transparent

to end users." Rappaport at 2:44-58. Accordingly, the mobile devices can continue to

process data in a transparent manner, as if the data connection is still available, in

anticipation of reestablishing the connection.

Brookler teaches that the tokenized data can be transmitted using multiple

network connections, and processed at the server. See paragraph [0033] and figure 1.

Rossmann teaches a report can be printed. See page 11, lines 4-8.

Since these teachings are directly related to subject matter considered as the

basis for allowability of the patent claims, it is considered that a reasonable examiner

would consider evaluation of the teachings of Wright in view of Warthen, Rappaport,

Brookler and Rossman as important in deciding patentability of at least claims 1, 2, 5-7,

and 11-14.
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Conclusion

Extensions of Time

6. Extensions of time under 37 CFR 1.136(a) will not be permitted in these

proceedings because the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136 apply only to "an applicant" and

not to parties in a reexamination proceeding. Additionally, 35 U.S.C. 305 requires that

ex parte reexamination proceedings "will be conducted with special dispatch" (37

CFR 1.550(a)). Extensions of time in ex parte reexamination proceedings are provided

for in 37 CFR 1.550(c).

Amendment in Reexamination Proceedings

7. Patent owner is notified that any proposed amendment to the specification and/or

claims in this reexamination proceeding must comply with 37 CFR 1.530(d)—(j), must be

formally presented pursuant to 37 CFR § 1.52(a) and (b), and must contain any fees

required by 37 CFR § 1.20(c). See MPEP § 2250(lV) for examples to assist in the

preparation of proper proposed amendments in reexamination proceedings.

Submissions

8. If the patent owner fails to file a timely and appropriate response to any Office

action or any written statement of an interview required under 37 CFR § 1.560(b), the
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ex parte reexamination proceeding will be terminated, and the Director will proceed to

issue a certificate under 37 CFR §1.57O in accordance with the last Office action.

Service of Papers

9. After the filing of a request for reexamination by a third party requester, any

document filed by either the patent owner or the third party requester must be served on

the other party (or parties where two or more third party requester proceedings are

merged) in the reexamination proceeding in the manner provided in 37 CFR 1.248. See

37 CFR1.550(f).

Notification of Concurrent Proceedings

10. The patent owner is reminded of the continuing responsibility under 37 CFR

1.565(a) to apprise the Office of any litigation activity, or other prior or concurrent

proceeding, involving Patent No. 7,822,816 B2 throughout the course of this

reexamination proceeding. The third party requester is also reminded of the ability to

similarly apprise the Office of any such activity or proceeding throughout the course of

this reexamination proceeding. See MPEP §§ 2207, 2282 and 2286.

Correspondence
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11. All correspondence relating to this ex parte reexamination proceeding should be

directed:

By Mail to:

By FAX to:

By hand:

Mail Stop Ex Parte Reexam
Central Reexamination Unit

Commissioner for Patents

United States Patent & Trademark Office

P.O. Box 1450

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450

(571) 273-9900
Central Reexamination Unit

Customer Service Window

Randolph Building

401 Dulany Street

Alexandria, VA 22314

Registered users of EFS-Web may alternatively submit such correspondence via the

electronic filing system EFS-Web, at:

https://efs.uspto.gov/efiIe/myportal/efs—registered

EFS-Web offers the benefit of quick submission to the particular area of the Office that

needs to act on the correspondence. Also, EFS-Web submissions are “soft scanned”

(i.e., electronically uploaded) directly into the official file for the reexamination

proceeding, which offers parties the opportunity to review the content of their

submissions after the "soft scanning" process is complete.

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to the Central

Reexamination Unit at telephone number 571-272-7705.
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/Rachna S Desai/

Primary Examiner
Central Reexamination Unit — Art Unit 3992

Conferees:

/Adam L Basehoar/

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3992

/Alexander J Kosowski/

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3992
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Application/Control No. Applicant(s)/Patent Under
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Doc code: IDS PTO!SBf08a (01-10). . . . . A df th h 0713112012. OMB 0651-0031

Doc description: Information Disclosure Statement (IDS) Filed U_s_ Patent and Tragzggfk O‘:;::eU_§"EfiEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it contains a valid OMB control number.

Application Number

Filing Date 2013-04-03

INFORMATION DISCLOSURE First Named Inventor 7,822,816

STATEMENT BY APPLICANT A“ Unit |
( Not for submission under 37 CFR 1.99)

Examiner Name

Attorney Docket Number |20351.RX816

U.S.PATENTS Rem°Ve

E).(‘?m*iner Cite Patent Number Kind Issue Date Na“.“° of Patentee or Applicant ::1Jee\1::'i:toEuar:::g|ei:e<:' \R|:|::ant
Initial No Code1 of cited Document .

Figures Appear

1 5704029 1997-12-30 Gerald V. Wright, Jr.

2 6477373 B1 2002-11-05 Rappaport et al.

3 6584464 B1 2003-06-24 David Warthen

4 5991771 1999-11-23 Falls et al.

5 5442766 1995-08-15 Robert E. Bowen

If you wish to add additional U.S. Patent citation information please click the Add button. Add

U.S.PATENT APPLICATION PUBLICATIONS Rem°Ve

Examiner . Publication Kind Publication Name of Patentee or Applicant PageS’C°|umn5'Line5 Where
. . ,, Cite No . Relevant Passages or RelevantInitial Number Codel Date of cited Document .

Figures Appear

1 20020007303 A1 2002-01-17 Brookler et al.

If you wish to add additional U.S. Published Application citation information please click the Add button. Add

FOREIGN PATENT DOCUMENTS R9m°Ve
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Application Number

Filing Date 2013-04-03

IN FORMATION DISCLOSU RE First Named Inventor 7,822,816

STATEMENT BY APPLICANT Ar, Unit |
( Not for submission under 37 CFR 1.99)

Examiner Name

Attorney Docket Number |20351.RX816

 
Name of Patentee or Pages,Co|umns,Lines

Examiner Cite Foreign Document A "cant of cited where Relevant
' ' Number3 ' pp Passages or Relevant

Document Figures Appear

1 0779759 1997-06-18 Alain Rossmann
2 99/33390 1999-07-08

If you wish to add additional Foreign Patent Document citation information please click the Add button Add

NON-PATENT LITERATURE DOCUMENTS R9m0Ve 

Include name of the author (in CAPITAL LETTERS), title of the article (when appropriate), title of the item

(book, magazine, journal, serial, symposium, catalog, etc}, date, pages(s), volume-issue number(s), T5

publisher, city and/or country where published.

Examiner Cite

If you wish to add additional non-patent literature document citation information please click the Add button Add

EXAMINER SIGNATURE

Examiner Signature /Raghna l_)g.sa§/ Date Considered Q4,/19,/£2913

*EXAM|NER: Initial if reference considered, whether or not citation is in conformance with MPEP 609. Draw line through a

citation if not in conformance and not considered. Include copy of this form with next communication to applicant.

1 See Kind Codes of USPTO Patent Documents at www.USPTO.GOV or MPEP 901.04. 2 Enter office that issued the document, by the two-letter code (WIPO
Standard ST.3). 3 For Japanese patent documents, the indication of the year of the reign of the Emperor must precede the serial number of the patent document.
4 Kind of document by the appropriate symbols as indicated on the document under WIPO Standard ST.16 if possible. 5 Applicant is to place a check mark here if
English language translation is attached.
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Reexamination Application/Control No. App|icant(s)/Patent Under
Reexamination

90012829 7822816

Requester Correspondence Address: |:| Patent Owner IXI Third Party

NDQ SPECIAL REEXAM GROUP
‘I000 LOUSIANA STREET

F|FTY—TH|RD FLOOR

HOUSTON, TX 77002 
LITIGATION REVIEW XI /Rs[)/ 04/19/2013

(examiner initials) (date)
Case Name Director Initials

6:13cv207

6:13cv206

6:13cv205

6:13cv204

6:13cv202

6:13cv201

6:13cv199

6:13cv198

6:13cv203

6:13cv98O
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U.S. Patent and Trademark Office R)gRJKT
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Reexamination Application/Control No. App|icant(s)/Patent Under
Reexamination

90012829 7822816

Certificate Date Certificate Number

LITIGATION REVIEW IXI /RsD/ 04/19/2013
examiner initials date

Case Name Director Initials

 

6:13cv979

6:13cv978

6:13cv977

6:13cv976

6:13cv975

6:13cv917

6:13cv916

6:13cv915

6:13cv744

6:13cv743

6:13cv418

6:13cv417

6:12Cv416

6:12Cv389

6:12Cv388
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Reexamination Application/Control No. App|icant(s)/Patent Under
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90012829 7822816

Certificate Date Certificate Number

LITIGATION REVIEW IXI /RsD/ 04/19/2013
examiner initials date

Case Name Director Initials

 

6:12Cv387

6:12Cv385

6:12Cv384

6:12Cv193

6:1 2CV1 94

6:12Cv91

6:12Cv92

6:12Cv76

6:12Cv74

6:12Cv44

6:12Cv45

6:12Cv46

6:12Cv47

6:12Cv48

6:11Cv685
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6:11Cv686

6:11Cv688

6:11Cv689

6:11Cv69O

6:11Cv693

6:11Cv691

6:11Cv694

6:11Cv692

6:11Cv687

6:1 1 cv523

6:11Cv49O

6:1 1CV287

6:‘|1CV194

6:‘|1CV10‘|

U.S. Patent and Trademark Office

Reexamination

LITIGATION REVIEW IX

Application/Control No. App|icant(s)/Patent Under
Reexamination

90012829 7822816

Certificate Date Certificate Number

/RSD/
examiner initials

Case Name

COPENDING OFFICE PROCEEDINGS

04/1 9/2013
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Director Initials
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Addrcss:COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS

P.O. Box I45Q _ ‘
Alexandria. Virginia 223 I 3-I450
www.usplo.gov

 
APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE ‘ FIRST NAMED INVENTOR ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. CONFIRMATION NO.

90/0|2,829 04/03/20I3 78228 I6 203SI .RX8 I 6 6993

22206 7590 04/23/20|3

FELLERSSNIDER BLANKENSHIP
BAILEY & TIPPENS DESAI. RACHNA SINGH

THE KENNEDY BUILDING

321 SOUTH BOSTON SUITE 300 A“ “N” *”"’E“ ””MBE*‘

TULSA, OK 74103-3318 3992

MAIL DATE DELIVERY MODE

04/23/2013 PAPER

Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding.

The time period for reply, if any, is set in the attached communication.
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
 

Commissioner for Patents
United States Patents and Trademark Office

P.O.Box i450
Alexandria, VA 223l3-I450

www,uspI0.gov

 
THIRD PARTY REQUESTERS CORRESPONDENCE ADDRESS Date:

NDQ SPECIAL REEXAM GROUP MMLED
1000 LOUISIANA STREET

FIFTY-THIRD FLOOR APR 2 2 2913

HOUSTON, TX 77002 mm REEXAMIWON um

EX PARTE REEXAMINATION COMMUNICATION TRANSMITTAL FORM

REEXAMINATION CONTROL NO. 90012829
PATENT NO. : 7822816

ART UNIT : 3992

Enclosed is a copy of the latest communication from the United States Patent and Trademark

Office in the above identified ex parte reexamination proceeding (37 CFR 1.550(f)).

Where this copy is supplied after the reply by requester, 37 CFR 1.535, Or the time for filing a

reply has passed, no submission on behalf of the ex parte reexamination requester will be

acknowledged or considered (37 CFR 1.550(9)).
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Patent For Which Reexamination
is Requested

7,822,816

-- The MAILING DA TE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address. --

 

 
Ex Parte Reexamination Interview

Summary — Pilot Program for Waiver of
Patent Owner's Statement

Control No.

90/012,829
Examiner  
Rachna Desai

 
 All participants (USPTO official and patent owner): 
 (1) Alicia Kelley-Collier CRU Paralegal 
 (2) Scott Zingerman 35,422 
 

 Date of Telephonic interview: April 18, 2013. 

  
The USPTO official requested waiver of the patent owner’s statement pursuant to the pilot program for waiver of
patent owner’s statement in ex parte reexamination proceedings.‘

 
 I:] The patent owner agreed to waive its right to file a patent owner’s statement under 35 U.S.C. 304 in the event

reexamination is ordered for the above-identified patent.  

  E] The patent owner did not agree to waive its right to file a patent owner's statement under 35 U.S.C. 304 at this
time.

 

   The patent owner is n_ot required to file a written statement of this telephone communication under 37 CFR 1.560(b) or

otherwise. However, any disagreement as to this interview summary must be brought to the immediate attention of

the USPTO, and no later than one month from the mailing date of this interview summary. Extensions of time are

governed by 37 CFR 1.550(c).

 

 

   *For more information regarding this pilot program, see Pilot Program for Waiver of Patent Owner's Statement in Ex

Parte Reexamination Proceedings, 75 Fed. Reg. 47269 (August 5, 2010), available on the USPTO Web site at

http://www.uspto.gov/patents/law/notices/2010.jsp. 
 IX] USPTO personnel were unable to_ reach the patent owner. 
   The patent owner may contact the USPTO personnel at the telephone number provided below if the patent owner

decides to waive the right to file a patent owner’s statement under 35 U.S.C. 304.

  
 

/A. Kel|ey-Co||ier/ (571) 272-6059
Signature and telephone number of the USPTO official who contacted or attempted to contact the patent owner.
 

 cc: Requester (if third party requester) 

 
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office Paper No.
PTOL-2292 (08-10) Ex Parte Reexamination Interview Summary— Pilot Program for Waiver of Patent Owner's Statement
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Litigation Search Report CRU 3999

To: Rachna Desaé From: Alicia Kelley-Collier
Location: CRU Location: CRU 3999

Art Unit: 3992 MDE 5A74

Sate: 4/‘E?’/'13 Phone: (571) 272-6059

Case Seriai Number: 90./$12,829

U.S. Patent No.: 7,822,816

a|icia.ke||ey@uspto.gov

l) I performed a KeyCite Search in Westlaw, which retrieves all history on the patent including any litigation.

2) I performed a search on the patent in Lexis CourtLink for any open dockets or closed cases.

3) I performed a search in Lexis in the Federal Courts and Administrative Materials databases for any cases found.

4) I performed a search in Lexis in the IP Journal and Periodicals database for any articles on the patent.

5) I performed a search in Lexis in the news databases for any articles about the patent or any articles about litigation on

this patent.

Litigation found for this patent:

6:13cv207 Open 6:12cv416 Open 6:11cv691 Closed

6:13cv206 Open 6:12cv389 Closed 6:11cv693 Closed

6:13cv205 Open 6:12cv388 Closed 6:11cv694 Closed

6:13cv204 Open 6:12cv387 Open 6:11cv692 Closed

6:13cv202 Open 6:12cv385 Open 6:11cv687 Closed

6:13cv201 Open 6:12cv384 Closed 6:11cv523 Closed

6:13cv200 Open 6:12cv193 Closed 6:11cv490 Closed

6:13cv199 Open 6:12cv194 Closed 6:11cv287 Open 4/17/13 Motion to Stay Reexam

6:13cv198 Open 6:12cv91 Closed 6:11cv194 Closed

6:13cv203 Open 6:12cv92 Closed 6:11cv101 Closed

6:12cv980 Open
6:12cv979 Closed 6:12cv76 Closed

6:12cv978 Closed 6:12cv74 Open

6:12cv977 Open 6:12cv44 Closed

6:12cv976 Open 6:12cv45 Closed

6:12cv975 Closed 6:12cv46 Open
6:12cv917 Closed 6:12cv47 Closed

6:12cv916 Open 6:12cv48 Closed

6:12cv915 Closed 6:11cv685 Open

6:12cv744 Open 6:11cv686 Closed
6:12cv743 Closed 6:11cv688 Closed

6:12cv418 Closed 6:11cv689 Closed

6:12cv417 Closed 6:11cv690 Closed
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Westlaw Delivery Summary Report for KELLEY-COLLIER,A

Date/Time of Request: Wednesday, April 17, 2013 11:20 Central
Client Identifier: 7822816

Database: KEYCITE-HIST

Citation Text: US PAT 7822816

Service: KeyCite
Lines: 523

Documents: 1

Images: 0

The material accompanying this summary is subject to copyright. Usage is governed by contract with Thomson Reuters,
West and their affiliates.
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Date of Printing: Apr 17, 2013

KEYCITE

Q US PAT 7822816 SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR DATA MANAGEMENT‘, Assignee: Macrosolve, Inc.

(Oct 26, 2010)

History

Direct History

=> 1 SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR DATA MANAGEMENT, US PAT 7822816, 2010 WL

4199807 (U.S. PTO Utility Oct 26, 2010)

Patent Family

2 DATA MANAGING METHOD, INVOLVES TOKENIZING QUESTIONNAIRE TO PRO-

DUCE NUMBER OF TOKENS REPRESENTING QUESTIONNAIRE, AND EXECUTING

PORTION OF TOKENS REPRESENTING QUESTIONNAIRE TO COLLECT RESPONSE

FROM USER, Derwent World Patents Legal 2004-21376]

3 DATA MANAGEMENT METHOD, INVOLVES EXECUTING PORTION OF TOKENS REP-

RESENTING QUESTIONNAIRE AT REMOTE COMPUTING DEVICE TO COLLECT RE-

SPONSE FROM USER, Derwent World Patents Legal 2011-B80477

Assignments

4 Action: ASSIGNMENT OF ASSIGNORS INTEREST (SEE DOCUMENT FOR DETAILS).

Number of Pages: 003, (DATE RECORDED: Aug 19, 2003)

Patent Status Files

.. Patent Suit(See LitAlert Entries),

.. Patent Suit(See LitAlert Entries),

.. Patent Suit(See LitAlert Entries),

.. Patent Suit(See LitAlert Entries),

.. Patent Suit(See LitAlert Entries),

.. Patent Suit(See LitAlert Entries),

.. Patent Suit(See LitAlert Entries),

.. Patent Suit(See LitAlert Entries),

.. Patent Suit(See LitAlert Entries),

.. Patent Suit(See LitAlert Entries),

.. Patent Suit(See LitAlert Entries),
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16 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. RUELALA, INC. ET AL, (E.D.TEX. Feb 26, 2013) (NO.

6: 13CV00206), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

17 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. STAPLES, INC. ET AL, (E.D.TEX. Feb 26, 2013) (NO.

6: 13CV00207), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

13 .\/IACROSOLVE, INC. V. PANDORA MEDIA, INC, (E.D.TEX. Feb 26, 2013) (NO.

6: 13CV00205), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

E9 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. NORDSTROM, INC. ET AL, (E.D.TEX. Feb 26, 2013) (NO.

6: 13CV00204), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

20 .\/IACROSOLVE, INC. V. GILT GROUPE HOLDINGS, INC. ET AL, (E.D.TEX. Feb 25, 2013)

(NO. 6:13CV00201), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

21 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. GAMESTOP CORP. ET AL, (E.D.TEX. Feb 25, 2013) (NO.

6: 13CV00200), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

22 .\/IACROSOLVE, INC. V. FANDANGO, INC. ET AL, (E.D.TEX. Feb 25, 2013) (NO.

6: 13CV00199), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

23 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. COSTCO WHOLESALE CORPORATION, (E.D.TEX. Feb 25, 2013)

(NO. 6:13CV00198), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

24 .\/IACROSOLVE, INC. V. KOHL'S DEPARTMENT STORES, INC. ET AL, (E.D.TEX. Feb 25,

2013) (NO. 6: 13CV00202), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

25 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. THE KROGER CO, (E.D.TEX. Feb 25, 2013) (NO. 6:13CV00203),

(35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

26 .\/IACROSOLVE, INC. V. HOME DEPOT U.S.A., INC, (E.D.TEX. Dec 21, 2012) (NO.

6: 12CV00976), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

27 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. WALGREEN CO, (E.D.TEX. Dec 21, 2012) (NO. 6:12CV00975), (35

USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

28 .\/IACROSOLVE, INC. V. DOLLAR THRIFTY AUTOMOTIVE GROUP, INC. ET AL,

(E.D.TEX. Dec 21, 2012) (NO. 6:12CV00979), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

29 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. SKYMALL, INC, (E.D.TEX. Dec 21, 2012) (NO. 6:12CV00977), (35

USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

30 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. SUPERSHUTTLE INTERNATIONAL CORP, (E.D.TEX. Dec 21,

2012) (NO. 6: 12CV00978), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

31 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. CVS PHARMACY, INC, (E.D.TEX. Dec 21, 2012) (NO.

6: 12CV00980), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

32 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. SEARS HOLDINGS MANAGEMENT CORPORATION ET AL,

(E.D.TEX. Dec 04, 2012) (NO. 6:12CV00916), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

33 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. BED BATH & BEYOND, INC, (E.D.TEX. Dec 04, 2012) (NO.

6: 12CV00915), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

34 .\/IACROSOLVE, INC. V. STARWOOD HOTELS & RESORTS WORLDWIDE, INC,

(E.D.TEX. Dec 04, 2012) (NO. 6:12CV00917), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

35 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. AMERICAN EXPRESS COMPANY, (E.D.TEX. Oct 05, 2012) (NO.

6:12CV00743), (35 USC 271)

36 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. REDBOX AUTOMATED RETAIL, LLC, (E.D.TEX. Oct 05, 2012)
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(NO. 6:12CV00744), (35 USC 271)

MACROSOLVE, INC. V. TARGET CORPORATION, (E.D.TEX. Jun 26, 2012) (NO.

6:12CV00418), (35 USC 271)

MACROSOLVE, INC. V. LQ MANAGEMENT L.L.C, (E.D.TEX. Jun 26, 2012) (NO.

6:12CV00417), (35 USC 271)

MACROSOLVE, INC. V. FAREPORTAL, INC, (E.D.TEX. Jun 26, 2012) (NO. 6: 12CV00416),

(35 USC 271)

.\/IACROSOLVE, INC. V. JETBLUE AIRWAYS CORPORATION, (E.D.TEX. Jun 19, 2012)

(NO. 6:12CV00387), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

MACROSOLVE, INC. V. CUMULUS MEDIA, INC, (E.D.TEX. Jun 19, 2012) (NO.

6: 12CV00389), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

, MACROSOLVE, INC. V. KAYAK SOFTWARE CORPORATION, (E.D.TEX. Jun 19, 2012)

(NO. 6:12CV00388), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

. .\/IACROSOLVE, INC. V. JPMORGAN CHASE & CO. ET AL, (E.D.TEX. Jun 18, 2012) (NO.

6:12CV00384), (35 USC 271)

MACROSOLVE, INC. V. LINKEDIN CORPORATION, (E.D.TEX. Jun 18, 2012) (NO.

6:12CV00385), (35 USC 271)

MACROSOLVE, INC. V. BANK OF AMERICA CORPORATION ET AL, (E.D.TEX. Mar 23,

2012) (NO. 6: 12CV00193), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

' MACROSOLVE, INC. V. MOVIETICKETS.COM, INC, (E.D.TEX. Mar 23, 2012) (NO.

6: 12CV00194), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

MACROSOLVE, INC. V. INTER-CONTINENTAL HOTELS CORPORATION ET AL,

(E.D.TEX. Feb 27, 2012) (NO. 6: 12CV00092), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

MACROSOLVE, INC. V. AOL INC, (E.D.TEX. Feb 27, 2012) (NO. 6:12CV00091), (35 USC

271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

.\/IACROSOLVE, INC. V. MARRIOTT INTERNATIONAL, INC, (E.D.TEX. Feb 17, 2012) (NO.

6: 12CV00076), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

, MACROSOLVE, INC. V. GEICO INSURANCE AGENCY, INC. ET AL, (E.D.TEX. Feb 17,

2012) (NO. 6: 12CV00074), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

, MACROSOLVE, INC. V. YELP! nu11INC, (E.D.TEX. Jan 30, 2012) (NO. 6:12CV00048), (35

USC 271)

MACROSOLVE, INC. V. WAL-MART STORES, INC, (E.D.TEX. Jan 30, 2012) (NO.

6:12CV00047), (35 USC 271)

' MACROSOLVE, INC. V. NEWEGG, (E.D.TEX. Jan 30, 2012) (NO. 6:12CV00046), (35 USC

271)

MACROSOLVE, INC. V. HYATT CORPORATION, (E.D.TEX. Jan 30, 2012) (NO.

6:12CV00045), (35 USC 271)

MACROSOLVE, INC. V. HIPMUNK, INC, (E.D.TEX. Dec 21, 2011) (NO. 6:11CV00689), (35

USC 271)

MACROSOLVE, INC. V. UNITED AIR LINES, INC, (E.D.TEX. Dec 21, 2011) (NO.

6: 1 1CV00694), (35 USC 271)
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57 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. TRAVELOCITY.COM LP, (E.D.TEX. Dec 21, 2011) (NO.

6:11CV00693), (35 USC 271)

58 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. THE HERTZ CORPORATION, (E.D.TEX. Dec 21, 2011) (NO.

6:11CV00688), (35 USC 271)

59 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. SOUTHWEST AIRLINES CO, (E.D.TEX. Dec 21, 2011) (NO.

6: 1 1CV00692), (35 USC 271)

60 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. CONTINENTAL AIRLINES, INC, (E.D.TEX. Dec 21, 2011) (NO.

6: 1 1CV00687), (35 USC 271)

61 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC, (E.D.TEX. Dec 21, 2011) (NO.

6:11CV00685), (35 USC 271)

62 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. HOTELS.COM, L.P, (E.D.TEX. Dec 21, 2011) (NO. 6: 1 1CV00690),

(35 USC 271)

63 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. AVIS RENT A CAR SYSTEM, LLC, (E.D.TEX. Dec 21, 2011) (NO.

6: 1 1CV00686), (35 USC 271)

64- MACROSOLVE, INC. V. PRICELINE.COM INCORPORATED, (E.D.TEX. Dec 21, 2011) (NO.

6:11CV00691), (35 USC 271)

65 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. WHOOP, INC, (E.D.TEX. Oct 03, 2011) (NO. 6:11CV00523), (35

USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

66 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. AT&T INC. ET AL, (E.D.TEX. Sep 15, 2011) (NO. 6:11CV00490),

(35 USC 271)

67 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. ANTENNA SOFTWARE, INC. ET AL, (E.D.TEX. Jun 06, 2011)

(NO. 6:11CV00287), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

68 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. CANVAS SOLUTIONS, INC. ET AL, (E.D.TEX. Apr 18, 2011) (NO.

6: 1 1CV00194), (35 USC 271 PATENT INFRINGEMENT)

69 MACROSOLVE, INC. V. BRAZOS TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION ET AL, (E.D.TEX. Mar

04, 2011) (NO. 6:11CV00101), (35 USC 271)

Litigation Alert

7'0 Derwent LitAlert P2012-26-60 (Jun 19, 2012) Action Taken: CAUSE - 35 USC 271 - COM-
PLAINT FOR PATENT INFRINGEMENT

'71 Derwent LitAlert P2012-26-61 (Jun 19, 2012) Action Taken: CAUSE - 35 USC 271 - COM-
PLAINT FOR PATENT INFRINGEMENT

72 Derwent LitAlert P2012-26-62 (Jun 19, 2012) Action Taken: CAUSE - 35 USC 271 - COM-
PLAINT FOR PATENT INFRINGEMENT

73 Derwent LitAlert P2012-25-28 (Jun 18, 2012) Action Taken: CAUSE - 35 USC 271 - COM-
PLAINT FOR PATENT INFRINGEMENT

7'4 Derwent LitAlert P2012-25-29 (Jun 18, 2012) Action Taken: CAUSE - 35 USC 271 - COM-
PLAINT FOR PATENT INFRINGEMENT

'75 Derwent LitAlert P2012-13-162 (Mar 23, 2012) Action Taken: cause - 35 USC 271 - complaint

for patent infringement

76 Derwent LitAlert P2012-13-163 (Mar 23, 2012) Action Taken: cause - 35 USC 271 - complaint
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for patent infringement

'77 Derwent LitAlert P2012-09-98 (Feb 27, 2012) Action Taken:
PATENT INFRINGEMENT

78 Derwent LitAlert P2012-09-99 (Feb 27, 2012) Action Taken:
PATENT INFRINGEMENT

79 Derwent LitAlert P2012-08-41 (Feb 17, 2012) Action Taken:

patent infringement

80 Derwent LitAlert P2012-08-42 (Feb 17, 2012) Action Taken:

patent infringement

81 Derwent LitAlert P2012-05-74 (Jan 30, 2012) Action Taken:

patent infringement

82 Derwent LitAlert P2012-05-83 (Jan 30, 2012) Action Taken:

patent infringement

83 Derwent LitAlert P2012-05-84 (Jan 30, 2012) Action Taken:

patent infringement

84 Derwent LitAlert P2012-05-85 (Jan 30, 2012) Action Taken:

patent infringement

85 Derwent LitAlert P2012-05-86 (Jan 30, 2012) Action Taken:

patent infringement

86 Derwent LitAlert P2012-26-01 (Jan 30, 2012) Action Taken:

83’ Derwent LitAlert P2012-26-06 (Jan 30, 2012) Action Taken:

88 Derwent LitAlert P2012-26-07 (Jan 30, 2012) Action Taken:

89 Derwent LitAlert P2012-26-08 (Jan 30, 2012) Action Taken:

90 Derwent LitAlert P2012-01-22 (Dec 21, 2011) Action Taken:
PLAINT FOR PATENT INFRINGEMENT

91 Derwent LitAlert P2012-01-23 (Dec 21, 2011) Action Taken:

patent infringement

92 Derwent LitAlert P2012-01-24 (Dec 21, 2011) Action Taken:

patent infringement

93 Derwent LitAlert P2012-01-25 (Dec 21, 2011) Action Taken:

patent infringement

94 Derwent LitAlert P2012-01-26 (Dec 21, 2011) Action Taken:

patent infringement

95 Derwent LitAlert P2012-01-27 (Dec 21, 2011) Action Taken:

patent infringement

96 Derwent LitAlert P2012-01-28 (Dec 21, 2011) Action Taken:

patent infringement

97 Derwent LitAlert P2012-01-29 (Dec 21, 2011) Action Taken:

patent infringement

98 Derwent LitAlert P2012-01-30 (Dec 21, 2011) Action Taken:

© 2013 Thomson Reuters. All rights reserved.
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patent infringement

99 Derwent LitAlert P2012-01-31 (Dec 21, 2011) Action Taken: cause - 35 USC 271 - complaint for

patent infringement

100 Derwent LitAlert P2011-40-60 (Oct 03, 2011) Action Taken: cause - 35 USC 271 - complaint for
PATENT INFRINGEMENT

101 Derwent LitAlert P2011-38-21 (Sep 15, 2011) Action Taken: CAUSE - 35 USC 271 - COM-
PLAINT FOR PATENT INFRINGEMENT

102 Derwent LitAlert P2011-24-31 (Jun 06, 2011) Action Taken: cause - 35 USC 271 - complaint for
PATENT INFRINGEMENT

103 Derwent LitAlert P2011-21-35 (Apr 18, 2011) Action Taken: cause - 35 USC 271 - complaint for
PATENT INFRINGEMENT

104 Derwent LitAlert P2011-10-40 (Mar 04, 2011) Action Taken: cause - 35 USC 271 - complaint for

patent infringement

Prior Art (Coverage Begins 1976)

105 APPARATUS AND METHOD FOR PROVIDING COMPENSATION FOR ADVERTISE-

MENT VIEWING AND/OR PARTICIPATION AND/OR FOR SURVEY PARTICIPATION, US

PAT APP 20010056374 (U.S. PTO Application 2001)

106 BRANCHING SCRIPT ENGINE, US PAT APP 20030198934 (U.S. PTO Application 2003)

107 COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEMS FOR AIRCRAFT INCLUDING WIRELESS SYSTEMS, US

PAT APP 20020160773Assignee: Tenzing Communications, Inc., (U.S. PTO Application 2002)

108 COMPUTER VOTING SYSTEM WHICH PREVENTS RECOUNT DISPUTES, US PAT APP

20020143610 (U.S. PTO Application 2002)

109 METHOD AND APPARATUS FOR PREPARATION OF A DATABASE DOCUMENT IN A

LOCAL PROCESSING APPARATUS AND LOADING OF THE DATABASE DOCUMENT

WITH DATA FROM REMOTE SOURCES, US PAT 5842195Assignee: Dolphin Software Pty

Ltd, (U.S. PTO Utility 1998)

1 E0 METHOD AND SYSTEM FOR GENERATING AND DEPLOYING A MARKET RESEARCH

TOOL, US PAT APP 20030126010 (U.S. PTO Application 2003)

111 METHOD FOR MAPPING, TRANSLATING, AND DYNAMICALLY RECONCILING DATA

BETWEEN DISPARATE COMPUTER PLATFORMS, US PAT 5666553Assignee: Puma Tech-

nology, Inc., (U.S. PTO Utility 1997)

112 MOBILE SURVEYS AND POLLING, US PAT 7310350Assignee: Oracle International Corpora-

tion, (U.S. PTO Utility 2007)

113 MULTI-WAY INTERACTIVE EMAIL PERFORMING FUNCTIONS OF NETWORKS AND

THE WEB, US PAT APP 20020107931Assignee: SerVZone.Com, Inc., (U.S. PTO Application

2002)

114 SYNCHRONIZATION OF DATABASES USING FILTERS, US PAT 6212529Assignee: Puma

Technology, Inc., (U.S. PTO Utility 2001)

1 E5 SYNCHRONIZATION OF DATABASES WITH DATE RANGE, US PAT 6141664Assignee:

Puma Technology, Inc., (U.S. PTO Utility 2000)
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116 SYNCHRONIZATION OF DISPARATE DATABASES, US PAT 5684990Assignee: Puma

Technology, Inc., (U.S. PTO Utility 1997)

117 SYNCHRONIZATION OF RECURRING RECORDS IN INCOMPATIBLE DATABASES, US

PAT 5943676Assignee: Puma Technology, Inc., (U.S. PTO Utility 1999)

113 SYNCHRONIZING DATABASES, US PAT 6405218Assignee: Pumatech, Inc., (U.S. PTO Util-

ity 2002)

1 E9 SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR THE ACCURATE COLLECTION OF END—USER OPINION

DATA FOR APPLICATIONS ON A WIRELESS NETWORK, US PAT APP 20050009465 (U.S.

PTO Application 2005)

120 SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR CONDUCTING A REAL- TIME SURVEY, US PAT APP

20040210472 (U.S. PTO Application 2004)

121 SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR SEARCHING, FINDING AND CONTACTING DATES ON
THE INTERNET IN INSTANT MESSAGING NETWORKS AND/OR IN OTHER METHODS

THAT ENABLE IMMEDIATE FINDING AND CREATING IMMEDIATE CONTACT, US

PAT APP 20030093405 (U.S. PTO Application 2003)

122 SYSTEM FOR AND METHOD OF COLLECTING AND POPULATING A DATABASE WITH

PHYSICIAN/PATIENT DATA FOR PROCESSING TO IMPROVE PRACTICE QUALITY

AND HEALTHCARE DELIVERY, US PAT 6151581Assignee: PulseGroup Inc., (U.S. PTO

Utility 2000)

123 SYSTEM FOR CONDUCTING ELECTRONIC SURVEYS, US PAT APP 20020007303 (U.S.

PTO Application 2002)

124 SYSTEM, METHOD, AND COMPUTER PROGRAM PRODUCT FOR CUSTOMIZING

CHANNELS, CONTENT, AND DATA FOR MOBILE DEVICES, US PAT 6421717Assignee:

AVantGo, Inc., (U.S. PTO Utility 2002)

125 TOKEN BASED SOURCE FILE COMPRESSION/DECOMPRESSION AND ITS APPLICA-

TION, US PAT 6163811Assignee: Wildseed, Limited, (U.S. PTO Utility 2000)

126 VIRTUAL HUMAN INTERFACE FOR CONDUCTING SURVEYS, US PAT

6826540Assignee: Virtual Personalities, Inc., (U.S. PTO Utility 2004)

127 WEB BASED VOTING TRACKING AND REPORTING SYSTEM, US PAT APP 20040117244

(U.S. PTO Application 2004)

© 2013 Thomson Reuters. All rights reserved. RPX—‘I 003, p_ ‘I O9



RPX-1003, p.110

543516 (xii?) 7822816 Ociaber 26, 2010

LJNE 'E'ED PA'i'Ea‘\§'1' AND 'i'E'~2ADEEv‘:AF?.K Of~"E~"EL’}E GH.u“.N'i'ED PA'E'EN'E'

?‘$:3£28‘i 6

Get Qrawing Sheet 1 GE 8
Access PDF 0? r;')€E§c§a§ Patten": *

Qrcier Pa?em‘. Hie History '\:'\irappea' from =JfEEDE'~'AX®
Link to «i3EaEms S-3-::Ei-an

C22<:%c>be:' 26, 2010

Sysient and rmngthod far data managemem

REEXfi’a?=.9E—LE TE GATE:

NOTE SE C)? Li TE GATE ON

Ev‘=acF{osoive, lm: V. Brazos Techsmlogy Cavrporatécm et .31, Fiied a‘\fi.:—1rch 21311, DC. ET} Doc,
E\E-CE. 6:1 '1cv“:0E

NOTE OF TE C-‘ATE

)1
Evfiacfiosaive‘ Inc v. Scaiuiions‘ inc et ai, Fiied Aprii 18. .201 DAG. Texcu, Doc. No.
6: E ‘ar:v‘:94

\

NOTE GE OF Li TE GATE ON

Esfia-::R<:-3-cnive, me xx. Aaficenna S-zrfiwans-, inc et ai, FéE<3-d June: 6, 2011, DC. EAD. Texas, D-3:43. :’\5«:-A
t“:-:E‘:(:v287’

NQTE CE OF LE TE «:3!-RTE ON

Esfsa-rsfimsoive, Inc v. ATELT Em: et ai, FElecESe§>Een1be:‘ 15, 21311, DB. ED‘ Doc, No. 6-:E1cv49C:

NOTE GE OF L: TE GATE ON

E\.":acFiosoive, Inc v. ‘Nimop, inc. Filed Octciser 2011. E-LL-. Texas. Doc. No. 02‘iEC‘~/523

NOTE OF TE C-‘ATE

i‘\3Ev‘:a<:Fa’0soive, ETEC,‘ V. Amer'i<;are Airiirres, Emt, Fiied Decternber 21, 011 E'J.=C3, E':'.E'J. Doc. Na.
6:E‘sr:v‘E585

NOTE GE OF Li TE GATE ON

Exfisxcficsaive, inc ax. Avis Rent A Car System LL-C3, E-‘Med E1=ecesnbe:' 21, 2011, DC. E-LE). Texas, Doc. No.
t“:-:E‘:a:vr38t":-

NOTECE LETEGATEC-:"x5

Es/’sa-::E-Ta:-3-cnive, inc ‘\.". C-zrmiraesntai Aéréines, inc, FEE-3-2:3 D-3-zzember 21, 201 '1, ERCI 22.31 Texas, Doc. No.
E‘-:E‘:cv€>‘8'i’

E\EC>TE CE (3? LE TE C3!-RTE ON

E\.":acE'~20sc2is.re, Em: v. Hiprm,=:‘1Ea, me, Fiied Efiecerrmer 21, 2011, DI}. EID. Doc. N9. 6-:E1c:v€589

RPX-1 O03, p.110



RPX-1003, p.111

N-QTECE Q2: I__ETEC-‘V-“\TEOE\E

EVEa.<:FE0soEVe, Eric; V. Hc;1eis.c:orn, LP, Fiied E'}ec:ernbe:' 21, 2011, 13.6}. 13.1"). DEM’). :'\Ec;. €3:11cv89{}

NOTECE LETEGATEC-:‘»E

1‘s/’aa-zfimsoive, Ere V. Prirseiirnacorra Erwcmporaied, Fiied Decembea‘ 21, 2611, 1.3.0. E13. Texas, 1300. No.
E‘-:1‘:cV691

NOTE CE OF TE

1\.'EacE'~20s<2is.Ie, Em: V. Sc2uEEw..'esE AirEir1e.<5{,‘-0, Filed Decermjet“ 21, 2011, DC}. Dears. No,
8:11cv6S2

NOTE CE CJF LE T1 GKEJTE (EN

1\.":acF-'iosoiVe, inc V. The Hertz C:3rpor‘aiEon, Fiied December 21, 21;‘? 1, DC. ED. Texas, 306. No.
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i‘v’sa-::R«3s-cnlve, lnc v. A-til E; c, Filed February 2?, 2012, ED. Texas, Dec. No. 6:12cv9‘E

NOTECE OF

ix.iaci'~2es:c2is.re, lm: v. lreier-C3c2:'itireeraial Hotels C;erpc2a'aiicra ail, Fiied E~"eb.='uary 27, 2012, Di"). EID.
Texas, Dec. No. 8:12.m/G2

NOTE CE CJF Li Ti GATE (EN

iv‘:aci-Eesclve, inc v. Bank of America Ccrporeiion ei zii, Fileci Marci’: 23, 2012. ED. Texas. Doc. No.
511298.493

i\E-()Tii‘“E OF LiTECiATiON

iv‘:acR0eclv»5s, inc v. l‘»r'l«3vieii<3i<eie.«:-zim, in-3:, Fil-eci ivlarcli 23, 2012, DC. ED. Texas, Dec. No. 6:12cv‘l94

i\iQ'l'i GE C334" Li Ti C:‘4A'l'i O:‘\i

iviacficsalvei inc v. .Jpmm'gan Ci'x;»:i3e & Co ell Filed June 41;, D.«,,. ED. Texas, Dec. No.
t“:-:i2t:v384

NOTECE LETEGATEC-:‘»i

i‘v’s~.”—L-::i-2::-3-cnlve, lrc v. Linkesclin C-zirpereiic-n, Fiied June ‘E8, 2012, DC. ED. Texas, D-ac. N-:i_ 6:‘E2cv38:>

NOTECE OF

i\.":acFiosolve, inc v. Gumuius Meciia, inc‘ Fiied June 2012‘ D.C. ED. Texas‘ Dec. i\i=;i.t‘-:12cv38i

i‘~£OTié3E OF l.iTiGATi<3s‘£

iv‘=acFiescive, Inc v. Jetbiue Airwvaye -Cmperaiicn, Fiied June “£3, D.«f3. ED. Texas, Do-7:. Ne,
E321i~2¢3‘v‘387

NOTE OF Ti C-‘ul'5."l'i

Maicficscvive, inc; V. Kayak Scafiware Corpcaraiiere, -Juries 19, 2012, DI}. ED. Dec, No.
6: i2r:v3'r38

i\iQ'l'i CE C355 Li Ti GA'l'i {EN

i\i’s~.”—L-::i-2::-3-cnlve, lrc v. Fareportal, inc, Filed .Jun<3- 26, 2012, ED. Texas, Dec! No. 6:1.4cv4‘Ea

NOTECE OF

i\.":aci'~’,esc2is.Ie, inc v. LQ l\r'lane.gerneni LLC,‘-, Filed Jime 26, 2012, D.’}. EID. Dec. No. 2“:-:‘:f2c:v.~$1?’

i\i-C)Tii‘“E OF LETEGATEON

i‘v‘=acFiescive, lm: v. Tiargei Cos‘;:ao:'aii:_m, Fiied June Texas, Doc. No. 6:12cv4“i8

i\iQ'l'i CE C355 Li Ti GA'l'i {EN

iv’seicr‘a3eclve. inc. v. American Emrese Gmnpeiny‘ Fiiec‘ October 2012, D13. ED. Texas‘ Doc. Ne.
6:i2a:v7«=‘1f-

NOTE CE Li Ti GATE
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:'x_ f‘‘- -«
Maercasnlxie, me. xx. Fiecitzcax AL.-tornated Reiaii. LLC3, Filed Oember 2:71 , -mu. Eb. Doc. No.
8:12cv?’44

E“EC}TE '}E CJF Li TE GATE (EN

Ev‘:acres=;rlve, Enc. v. Beci Bath & Beyond, Inc.‘ Fiied December 4, 2012. EB-. Texas. Doc. No.
.F>‘:12c:v'-W5

NOTE (“E 0&7 Li TE GATE

:4“
?v‘=acros:3lve, Ens, v. Hoidings ?v‘=ar=agemen. Vorpmation ei ai, Fiieci Dersembea‘ 4, 2012, 0.0. El’).
Texas, Doc. No. {-3212 -

NOTE TE GATE

Ev‘:aE<::“o:~t<3Eve, Ens. v. S>‘Ea:'wood Hoieis & Restarts W:3rEu'wide, EE’if.2., Fiied Decsember 2012, D1,}. ED.

Texas, Doc. No. 8:12cvEE‘i7

N£)'i'E CE 034' L: TE C:‘4A'Ti (EN

E‘v’eacr‘osoEve, inc. v. Cos‘-ice Whmeeale Gm'peraEi:3n‘ Fiied E-7ebr'=.:;»:Ery 25, 2"13. ED. Texas. Doc. Na.
6:E3c:v‘:98

NOTE CE LE TE GATE

E‘v’sa-zzrcnsolv-3, En-3:. mu Fae -2:13-Ago, inc. <3-E F§Eed February 2013, 3.3 SD. Texas, Doc. No. 8:‘l.’5cv‘I9§

E\EC>TE CE (3? LE TE GATE ON

Eva-rsrosolve, En-5:. v. Gamestop -Czvrp. et ai, Fiied Feb:‘u.:=_ry 2013, DI), ED. Texas, Doc. No.
6:‘E3cv20G

NOTE CE OF TE

LJ «-1 (LI >~" ‘LU (D L) C. L“ 2 C‘
Ev‘:acres=;rEve, Enc. v. Giit Ga'=;rLepe 3-Ecidinge. inc. eat aE, Filed February 2113, DC. E5 .
5:13cv2G1

NOTE CE CJF Li TE GATE (EN

Tv‘:acros-zslve, Ens. v. E<-:»E"=E's Department Sta:-res, inc. e‘: ai, Fii-3-ci F»ssE::r:.eary 25, 2013, DC. ETD. Texas,
Doc. Ne. 6:1?-c:v202

NOTECE OF L§TEGAT§<3s‘£

E‘v‘=acr“os0E'»'e, Ens, V. The Eircager Fiied February 21313, DB. ED. Doc, No. 6:E3cv2i33

E\EQTE CE C355 Li TE <:‘4ATi {EN

E‘v’eacr‘osoEve, inc. v. Noz'cEsis'=;rm, inc. e‘: 211, Fiied February 28, A013‘ DISA ED. Texas‘ Doc. E\E=;r.
t“:-:E3cv204

NOTE CE LE TE GATE

U C) "1E U --E -:13 >4 533 “-113 U 0 g‘: Z O -3}‘: an *3 <1 '\> 12.7 .*_x-,Eva-srosolve, V. Pandora Media, Enc., Fiied Feitaruary 2013,

E\EC>TE CE (3? LE TE GATE ON
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N-QTECE I__§TEC-‘u-“\T§O§\£

Fv‘:a1c::“o:~t<3l'«;<=2, inc. v. Siaples, inc. et ai, Filed F'eb:“Lzary 25, 201?-, ED. Doc. No. 8:13<;v207

ENVENTQR: Payhe, David -1 Broken Arrow, Okiafmzna, Uniied ‘:'>"ta'tes o1Amea'ica(U3), Uniied Stzztes

ca? America 5;)

AP?§..«NQ: 643516 (10)

FELEE3-13£§"1‘E:August 19, 2003

GRAN”i"E£}~DATE: Qc:tc;be.~' 26, 2010

PRiOfiiTY:Au-gust 19121;‘-O3 - 10643516, Limited States of America (US)

ASS: GNEE~?RE-ESSUE:

Augusi 19. .2003 - ASSlG1\1e‘v1E:‘~£T OF ASSEGNORS ENTEREST (SEE DOCUMENT F-C-FE E)-ETAE LS).,
Ev‘:A=C3F~‘:QSOLVE, EN{3., 5800 EAST Sir<-';LL‘{ DF?.l‘~iE:', '§'L!LSA, C)Z»<LAHQ:’v1A, :’5TA'1'E:'5:3 OF AMERECJA

(US), 74135, F-ieei and FFELiT1E!NUE‘E":bEsE‘[ (}“:441r3/G844

ASS: €3NEE~AT~1$$L$E:

Fv‘:acros-zslve, Enc., Tuisa, Dkiahoma, United States of fxmeri-::a (US), ijnitxeaj 43-am p-any 1:-r

caa'pc:ra1tioz'e (O2)

LEGi1°.i_,~REP: F-3=l1»:se‘s, Snider, Biankenshigz, Baits:-y §~1Ti;:3-;:—ens, WC).

P153-TYPE: October 28, 2016 ~ Patent with a p:u:=.~grant pubiicaiécm

Pi.§B~C{)1..§?~§TRY: United States =31‘ Arnerica (US)

LEGAL-STATUS:

Augusst 19, 3003 ~ ASSIGNMENT

FE LE 1~EGxLANG: English (EN) (ENG)

Pi.§B~LANG: Engiésh (EN) {ENG}

REL-DA‘1”;i°».:

Prcavistiorrai Appiicaiiora Na. 60-iO44191,Au§;a;st 19, 2002, F’E:’\‘Dii‘d('£

Prior Rsbiication 200400346821, February 2004, Pateewt Appiication Pubiirsaiécm (A1)

BS-i‘u‘§A§1’\§~CL:7G9#206

1.33-vi3=.DE3L-«CL: '7U9#2G-3, '2/'{J9#224

CL: 709

SEA§°‘€6’f3H~Fi.§3: 708#203, 7’{}S3#223. ?’G9#:22<1-

1P€3~§‘J‘ii-°¢E NxCiL: [8] {J15#1}’3(‘2U{J&‘-01131)Advar1Cedlrwei'xtive 20101026 (.5. F I--1 US)

1?-‘£3-ADEEL-CL: [81 GGESQ O30%%C3C1(2012G“iG1) Advamsed iewE.=P?.i\/e 20111231 (A1 R M EF“)

PR1 1°\!§~EXNifi: DiI“::"1, Khafih Q

.°‘~°°.$ST-EI3{§‘&J§R:Tran, :‘\ég§'1i"v"
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REE‘-'~ CE TED:

0”‘! September 0, ‘t 99.7, Cr-cizi-er, Unite-:i States -at America (Lit?)

Nove:‘trber 4, 100?, Boothhy, United at America {U:’:3‘;

November 24, 1998, F'etere et at, United of America (US)

Atiguet 24, Beethby, ttnited States of Amerirse (US)

Oeteher 31, 2000, Bootttby, United ot Arrtei'ir;e. (LJS)

1, November‘ 2000, t<ratteeh et at, United of America (LES)

1, December 19. .2000, Porter, United States oi Arnerice (US)

April 3, 2001, 55CJC3t‘§'tby et LJi’tit‘.—’:}(i States of Arherirre (US)

8, June 11, 2002, E~0Oit1by, United States of America (US)

'.7,.itity16,2002, Kiebe ei at, United States et America -(L18)

0, i\tevemt:ei' 30, 2004-, Plartteo at, Liniteri at America {U:’:3‘;

‘, December 18, 200?’, Sham et at, Lihitect States of America (LES)

-5F53'i’4, December I-20-0t, Joao, ttrrttee‘ States of Amerirse (US)
20020007..

cars:Cr;co3:an:15‘:-.13‘:U1 4:»M-----~:9com:3: 3T‘w.'}CI)~J-O‘.-1.1-"1-r.'1=n-312-{E-CZ<DL’3‘.~ ->-01100)-*--*£rJ:"a.3-5-5-C7) =rvi-:rtoc<nc:>o>—x-zcacn ->-M--<3203'~..‘tor" c.t=».<:1r.>c-
54 ...r.

: ‘x
i. , Je.rri;a:“y 1?’, 2002, Breoklei et ttrritett Stetee of Arherir:a (Ln.

, Au-gtist 8, 22002, Sirgh et United States of America. (US)

October 200.2, Mkinyer, Limited States of America (US)

October 31, 2002, Cirreeham et at, Liraited Arrzerirse (L155)

isitay 15, 2003, May-3=r, Unite-ii States -at Am-ertca (U53)

Jtriy 3, 2003, Barrte-Stevin, Limited States et America (US)

C.‘«otet>er" 23, 200.3, :’:}ehe'eweki at, United at America {U:’:3‘;

June ‘:7, 2004, Scott, Lintted States of America (US)

C-etetser 21, 2004, Lew ei at, United States oi Arnerice tLl”‘)

tten=.ie.ry 13, 2005, et United States of Arhei'ir:e (US)

, N-zwemiz-er, 2001, Weriot thtetteetuat Property <_:i‘-gantzati-an (WEPO) {W0}

2;} "it

C3--‘.0(AW

P0PC?t\.‘ C}C)C‘ C7.C3C3 T\3TVS)’" ...C3C3‘' ...c...r...; '.'."'.t-312- 0‘CA.‘'31':3“'-J ‘-J""'
CO9.’

E\'!i'\'JTY) $737:) C-353' C-3C-3 3....>. ——~CDf\.'1' ‘N!C0... F\:'C0C345“MEC37‘$ ‘-.3A‘CA3--*-E C}‘J’!('13

©I‘.JI\._‘. -'-('.'.‘tC.‘, <'.DU‘i~1‘='-J3=~C).‘tC.«.‘r('.-O "'1 C:3__L L'A‘~'f.CJC) '\-3»

NQN-FATENT Lt't”ERA‘t”URE:

Petsee, et 31., “WAP—Baeed personalise-ct heeith care services”; Preceedin-gas of the 232‘-ct Artriual

ihterhetiortet Conierertee of the EEEE Engtrteering irr t\:1eciicii'ie errri E-ietogy Seeiety. .200-t -Cimrterence

Pro-rseedings. -',',E=’v‘tE-53f: ii1s;taht_u_ri, Turkey, Oct. 25~28, 2001, Ahnuai thteinatiehal Conference of the IEEE

Ei‘l-§tt"‘:i3!E3!i‘§i"tg in i‘x.r1.\.i-:».i. i at C:-tint’. 23, Oct. 2001 pg:-_ 3536-3539.

Giirerdet, M, et at, Eiftctertt Represenitaiticm end Streaming of ><l’~.:’tL -Jentehit Over the irtiernet

f‘vtediun“=", fvttiltimedia ahct Expo, 2000. t€3tv‘=E 2000. 2000 iEEE ihterhatiehai Cehferenrse or: New ‘trek,

NY, USA, Jot. 30, 2000, pp. 670703.

Arterwrrtetrs: “WA? i3Enez'y (ML Ceritent E7-r;rrrnat”, ihterrtet Document [Qa'ilii'iei, Jun. 24, pp. 1-14.

 

QQRE TERWE3: computer, itarothet-ct, user, rtetw-zrrtr, questionnaire, server‘, interface, software,

operetirtg system, netwert<ed, provider, timer, wireteee, ri:et<.to_e, eitopeer, ieraeely, tekerr, eoitected,

remote, er_t_t.=tp_r:.et:t, stored, autrsmatioalty, trahsrnittect, piegrantnttimgg, gatherth-3;, dataitaaee, rnedirsai

servie-3, transmission, pit:-aze. so-r, -zzornpited

ENGLE $§-i~AB$T:

A method for the merregemeht er‘ eoitected trern a remote oerrrputirrg device ihettrdihg the etepe

43?: creating at questionnaire; tranemittti1r,t the qtieetiohhaire to remote computer; exeoutih-3;

r.§=.restEerti'i;»:rire in the rerrtete computer te prerrtpt .51 trees" tor reepertees tr; CtLt9S‘H0i’tS at the

e_ite.<5tEonhe.ii'e; ti'e,rrsmittthg the reeporreee tr: e. eever via a network; making the responses evaiiebie on

the Web. Preferably, rsornputere used in -rsermersttisn with irvehtive methmt are loosety t’t6*itI‘iOt‘i<x?:s’_t' ih

that rtetwerk rsenneotiorts tzaetweert cr;rrrtt';=oriter‘s are not eiweye avaiiebie ertci. when .£tC0t‘i:"1t.-'3L';iiL'm is net
availettte, date etcaiett at e rrerie of the rretwork and tierrsmitterfi the eeriieet time when a

eohneotiort is avaitabie. In ehe pi‘eterrect emhodiiheitt, inventive methmt weed to ootlerst ex.rrve';

data and to make the restmnsee to the survey evaitabie to El ciiertt in viriuetty reet time ever the
irtteihet.

NQ—C3F—t$i.Ai MS: 14

EXPJH-’L~(3LAi M: 1

N{3~0F~F§ GU§°§E$: 5
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hi0~DRWNG»§-'-‘P: 6

PA§~'§El\t"f— PAT4 NFC:

CROSS REFERENCE 23iEl._ATED APPl..iCi'3tTl ON

i_{)D=.”Jl]'Tttis appiirzatien eieirns the benefit et U.5_~T. Prevlsleriai Appiipatiert hie. 504',"-1-(74,491 tiied Aug.

$Ui‘l!lliiiA§%‘¥’:

BACKGROUND OF THE ll‘=l’\.:'El\lTlC:»lxl

'OO02]1. Fieid ea‘ the lriverttien

'G0{J3-]"i"ne present invention reiates to a system oi rseinputihg devices for the celleetien end

nartegemerit et iritermatieh. iyiere _eartieule.rty, hut hat by way of limitation. the present invention

'eiates to a system tee‘ collecting and managing irtrz-rmatioh including a pluieiity er‘ computer devices

ccseiy hetw=;ir'i<ecl te at server and en eeeraitimg system fer e con'xputer which provides a number at

teetures taveiehte fer use in the irwehtive system.

'GO{J4]2. E-aci<grcuhd at the invention

0035-]'v‘iriueliy all business software applications irwiaive the cl:-ile-zztien <3-t’ irtrz-rmatieh in some iorm or

errother. Where ihterma'tieri gathered away from the rsohvehiense of St desktop, worlrere have

traditleheiily entered the inicrrnaiien en paper forms. This data is then entered lhte at computer‘ in a

second step. This extra step leads to delays and inac-zzuierzies which are -zzostiy and, more imgz-r3-rtantly,
unnecessary.

[0006] i-iandheid ca:-mputers are weit ltnewn in art. in tact st;-zzh c«:—mpirters presently avaiiabie

trern numerous menutacturers etlering a vast essertment ot eperaitimgi systems and l'ierdwat'e

centigui'atlehe. While such devices came in host of variations, generaily handheld cemputers include

an L-"D display, method fer -getherirg menuat put, storage, and a variety er‘ machine ihtert-e~.ces,

a LESSB pert, a serial pert, 

[O0Ct.7]:'-‘is with their desktop, and laptop c-ziunterpaits, a handheld c-:im;:3-Liter wlii also in-elude an

eperatlrig sjystern wnlelt prevides are eperatel“ lnteriarse, iiie menagernent, and staridardized l/O, well

as ta-rsilitating the running of appiicetieh prdr._t_rarhs. Thus far, hartdheid operating systems mimi-5: these

or’ deslxtr:-p and Sept-:i;:— systems, despite tact tltet handheld devices are typiceity used it“: e -ctitterent

rnahher arid have radipeity ditterent i'eseurt:es.

[{JG08]As with ether types at computers, handheld CfJmt'}Lj‘ietS su-tier from cernpetibilily issues.

espeeialljy ire the eperatieri et epplieatieri pregreins. Generaliy speaking, settwere programs must

typicaliy he taliered to a specific iarhliy at pi‘<3r:essm“e and tr; a specific eperatirtg system. lviest

ai)§JllC8.‘il'Jl'iS are deveicaped in a high level langdege and then cempiiecl fer‘ e speciiie target preeeseer.

As ditteient irrahLn‘ar:t=.rrers select ditterent prer:essers, ah applieatieri written tel one tamiiy et

processors m uet be recent piled to execute in a processor of a different tarhity. Even when two

rrtehutacttirers seierst cernpattihle prcceescrs, it they rshese ditlereht e_eera'ting svstems, appiicaticns

written fer ehe devlr; wlli prehattiy net l’til‘t eerreetly en the other device. Since the eperatirig sjysterri

pievides access to the varleue hardware resources and m enages the tiie system, ls aim est

uhtetl'iernabie that the operetirtg systems of indepericlent authors V’-.'Oi.lld he C‘JlTl_L‘Et‘-fibité, i.ll'iieSS erie

speeifieaiiy out to eepy the ether. Thus, partieuiar applirsetlens terid tr: prev»: up aletirid partieuiar

temiiy of devices which share an eperatirg system and, uniorturtetraiy, the appticetioh may not be

evaiiehie for non--rsoinpetihle devices.
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EUUU9]A!’i€3iitei" issue which is commcri to all computers is the transferahiiity ot stored intormatiore,

speciticaiiy, ahiiity to move tlies trom machirte-tc~machine, White most handheid computers inciude

ah irhared port tor oi:-rnmurticating with other infrared devices, inciu-ziing other handheids, tiies

trahsierred ira such a marther may not he usahie by soitware on the receiving device. This is especiaiiy

true of intcrmatlen termattett tor a particuiar‘ appilcatlert as a word processor, spread sheet

program, data base manager, or the iike.

[{tCrtC3]Tc overcome the necessity of compiilng a _ercgram for a partlcuiar machine, an appticatiort may

be written in an interpreted ianguage, or a ianguage which can be compiled to produce an irrterntediate

iareguage a language that somewhere hetweeri source code and object code) such l-code

or tokens. in such a scheme, each device is provided with a rurt~time package which can execute the

oompiied i--code or tokens, the ruhtime package having been written tor that particuiar device, thus,

oriiy the ruri—time package needs to he moditied in order to port a program to a new computing

ertvironmertt. Once the run—time package is any appiicatiort authored in the ianguage and

which has been compiied to i--code wiii run on the target device. Lihforrtunateiy, such languages

typicaiiy iack eftective ootlmizatiori arid generaity do not provide a broad range of support tor hardware

resources. i-tegardiess -at the language seiected, whether‘ com piied, interpreted, or whatever, sottware

coding requires at ieast a nominal degree ct program rnir'rg sitili to create the application program.

[CtC=t i]F’erhaps because handhei-ct computers are hot as evoived as their desktop counterparts, or

because it is typicaiiy cumbersome to enter information. or maybe dtie to the ci a true front-

rurrrier in o,oerating systems, hahdheid computers have not inspired the fuii rarige of sottvvare products

avaiiai:—ie for iarger computers. The resuit has been a rather limited seiection of retail software

applications for hahdheid devices as cernpared with their desktop counterparts, such software aimed

primar'lij\,r or'rgarilzatici'ta.i tcois, e—rhaii, and games. iiowever, at the other end at the spectrum,

custom programs tail-tired tor a specitic custom hen-:ihel-ct computers are gaining momentum in

repiacing rnarttial terms which are otteh titled--out in remote areas, away irom a desktop,

mah=utacti_irinr__t inventory, quaiity il":Et_i'_‘u‘:‘:Ct§Cti'tS, deiivery systems, and the like. One reason for

increasing; movement toward the use of hen-ziheid computers for data gathering tasks is that they can

be easiiy transported to the source of the and have the inicrm ation direotiy entered into them.

thereitay eliminating the potentiaiiy errer~prene step of iT:fil":tial data entry of irttermation on previously

contpieted paper ti:-rms. Eiiminating the extra step additioneiiy saves unnecessary iabor, and aiiows the

data to be entered in a more timeiy iashicrr.

[OOi2] Sue to their incredipie portehiiity, handheids partici.rierly weii suited to this type ot data

gathering, despite an obvious oi set‘tware infrastructure in this area. The present trend is tor a

business to cemmissien the atrthorirtg of a custom program aimed at a par‘ticr.iiar heed, White the cost

or’ such an eppii-cation is usualiy high, ac-::ur‘-aey ot intormation, the timeiiness ot the

iratcrrhation, ahd the accessihliity of the irafcrrrtatioh are iikelv worth the cost. in fact, white scch

systems seem cost prohibitive te develop, irt marry cases the actuai cost on a per‘~data~entry itaasis

may prove to :—e reiatively smeii, especiaily in tight ot the tirneiiness and aCCLii'E.C‘y' ass-zieiateci with reai
time data coliection.

[CtC='t3]To deveiop software for a handheld computer, custom program is typiceiiy deveioped and

tested on a Earger system. Where the deveioper is satisfied with the program, it is compiied tor a

partlcuiar target device and transterrecl to handheld devices thr‘ex_rgh a cemmunication lt users are

using more than one type of device, the same program must tested and compiled for each type of

device, it a change is i'eqtili'ed, the deveicper must maize the change on the development system and

re—transter the entire pr‘egr'am to each target device,

i_{)(i‘i«'-‘iiirt a tvpicai gatherirrg apoiicaticre, intormatiore is entered into custom designed torms cra

handheld c-zimputer. Eventuaiiy, the data entered in the handheid finds its way to database,

which typicaliy iocated on a server which is accessiioie to those needing the information or from

which it may be accessed by other programs st,=ch as accounting systems, materials mariagerhent

pr‘-ti-grants, Present day servers are weli suited to the oi inform ation management and

generaiiy provide bread access to and se -rchabiiity to celiected data.

[0015-]Ohepr‘opiem area in such i:—ec-:im es apparent when the data is transferred from the
handheld to the server. Wi'rile it wouid seem that wireiess intertaces and handheids were made for

each other, the marriage of the two net without its owrt set proloiems. Wireless interfaces tail irate
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a rii,=rnber of ditterent categories. At one e;<ti'erhe is the infrared ("lE'~t“) port ctterz tound on handheid

devices. The range of this type of interface is ueualiy tirnited to a few and typicaity supperte
transter or’ ‘:15 kbaud, or less.

[0C3t6]enother method for wireiess communication is via a wireless lecat area network or “Wt..At\t." A

typicat exampie of a WLAN is that defined by the iEE.t-E 802.11 standard. When a handheld Ct.',‘mt.'}=.i‘t8l‘ is

edriipped with a WLAt\t interface, the device can corn :“:'i irraicate with other cpmpi.-ters aiso edtrippett with

a Wt-Ai\i intertarse, or even comptsters networked to a WLAN equipped cdrnptster by a wired network.

Typicalty, WLAi‘t interfaces provide a range ct severai hundred teet. As tong as a handheld is within the

ct another ‘v‘v’i_Al’\l edaiipped ccrncuter, the networia connection edntimous. Wireless lccat

networks spurt rates trorn a few thousand hits per seoend up to least miition bits per

second, depene'ing on the par'ticular standard ernpioyed.

[0017] ‘Yet another known wireiess interta-rse for handheld cempirters is a CD230 interface, CDivtA
interface, GrSt‘v’l intertace, or sirniiar wiretess intertace er rnedeni. Wttile there are spine variations,

these systems are otter: huiit ’c'1.i’f)t£t‘t(i a celttilar phone rietwdrk and provide coverage sirhiiar to that of a

ceituiar phone, typieaity natienai, or even internati-zrnai, ceve-rage. Such intertaces witl experience

seine gaps in service as can be expected with E1 cett phone. While strch systems provide an

e>rceptionail_y wide area of coverage, they typically do so at lirnited bandwidth, eg. 19.2 E-;baud.

[G018-]Ot course handhetd devices are not iirnited to vviretess cernrnunicatisns. Typicatiy such devices

can be ccreriected to aracther ccrhpaiter through a iinlversai seriai hiss -"" connection, an RS-232

connection, an Ethernet -zzcnneetion on a property egiripped device, er similar hardwired connection.

White these interfaces range trorh moderately paced te the extrernely test, they are e;<cep'tiohalty

reiiabie, at Beast white the connection is in piece. Ltrifcrtunateiy, tew enviicrirrients weil suited to

tethering a hanctheid to altow a ccntinu-zitis wired cennecticn.

\[0019] it can be seen that perhaps the greatest ttrawbactr using a handhetd tor data gathering as

part ot a iarger system are the timitations at the data link: 1: it is Lintikeiy that the data link witi always

t

/

be aveilapte; and 2 the bandwidth ct rncst oi the practicat wireiess options is restrictive. Presentiy

are twp metheds tor deaiing with the probterr: et data availahitity. In one scheme, data

transmitted as it is cetle-tzted. The advantage or’ such a scheme is that the database updated in rest

iirne and represents current The riisadvantages are, fer atl practicat purposes, the scheme is

limited systems using wireiess interta-rse and when the wireiess Emit is net e_eei‘ational, generaiiy
data cannot be entered.

[{tO20]Altei“nativety, entered data can he stored tocaliy on handhettt and transrriitted in a batch

process when tii‘lt’{ is estatotished. The advantage or’ this system that it is toier-ant -zit gaps in the

edrnrhi,=nicaticn Elnk and works wetl with wired transfers of data, Llntortiihately, is not deiivered in

reai time and the may be somewhat stale, depending on the iength ot tirrie hetween the

ccitection or‘ data and presence of the link.

[{tO2t]The issue at bandwidth may be prettaiematirs on several tronts. it programs are updated

periodieatly, the entire program nnrst be sent and time to retoad may be objectionabte in the

opposite direction, it iarge amounts or’ data are cotlected, it may he time consuming to send the data

ooiiected trorn the handhetd to the server, particuiarly when pertormer_i in a batch tashien.

E0022] it is thus an dhject oi the present invention to provide an operating system for a handheld

corriputer which wilt atlrsvv a program to execute an any handhetd cr3m_r:.x_iter.

[0023] it is a turther cbiect the present invention to provide an operating system for a hahdheid

computer wherein programming changes witl only necessitate incrernentai transfers of program
ins'tructior'rs.

[W324] it is stiti a ttirther object ot the present invention to provide an -ziperating system for a handheld

computer wherein may be transferred among devices without a transtaiien or conversion.

[0025] it is yet a further object of the present invention to previde an operating system tor a handhetd

computer wherein programrning steps and data are tetrenized to reduce the toad on a ccnirntihicaiien
channet tinite bandwidth.
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[0028] it is yet a further ehject of the present invention to provide a system of hetvveriaeci computers in

which modifications to a c-:im;:3-Liter program tor a remote computer are sent in reai time to the remote

c:erhputei' and are irrtpierrienteri imrhediateiy arid .seernie.ssiy without the requirerrient oi user
ihstaiietion.

SUiv’iiviAF:‘r OF THE INVENTION

i_{iO27’]'i'he present invention provides a system and method for the rrtartagement oi iittor'rrtation which

soives prehiems and aiieviates the needs discussed ebove. its broadest the present

irtven ion is a method designed to accempiieh the ioiiowing:

ti Aiiow any correptrterifst (desktops, iaptops, handheids. portahies, etc.) to he used to

-fsapture intorrn atien;

2) Transfer information to a center {via tiie trahster methods as a netvvorir,

to inetiirie, hut not neceesariiyi Internet based) in a form that the data center can

recognize;

3) Aiiew artether coiriptiterisi to access the iritorrrtatien and dcwriioari it from the data

center in a format that can he i‘ee.diiy Li ed r‘e-gerdiess of the format in which the ori-ginai

inform etion was gathered.

[0O3‘i]in a preferred emittodirnent, a server is iooseiy hetvvmiaeci a pitiraiity of eornputers iihendheid,

iaptop, or desktop). Each computer equipped with an operating s3,isitem which aiiows common

pregrarrirriirig to e><ec:ute on any device, regardiess or’ hardware ditter'ences or native operating system

diiterences among the oiurality devices.

[OD—32]Witit regard to the present invention, the term “tooseiy networt<ed" used to describe a

networked computer‘ system wherein devices or: the hetweiit are tolerant of intermittent hetwerit

cennections end, in tact. toieraht of the type of network corinectioh ayaiiabie. in partictiiar, ii any

cornrriuriication connection is avaiiabie between devices wishing to communir;a’re, networt<

transmissions occur normatiy, in reat time. it a network. connection is uiteveiiatate at that moment, the

information is terricor'erii§,i stored in the device end tater ti'ar'iemitteri when the connection is restored.

Unless otherwise specified, hereinafter the terms “rietwori~;" or rietwctr'ir.ed” refer to Ieoseiv networked
devices.

[OG33]'i'hus, the operating system may thot.-ght of as device irtdittererit and ecritrnuriicatiorr charirrei

inctitterent. in the preterre-:i emhodim ent, any computer can execute any program deveiooed tor the

inventive system and witi com municete with other rherrtbere oi the s3,isitem through any corhrhtinicetion
method the devi-7: can find avaiiacle.

[{JG34]The operating system provided in each comptiter device eiiowe the use or‘ a common iristr=.:ctien

set in any such device, t‘E‘:g’:”5:Eii’di€:‘:f:3S oorncatihiiity between the devices, wherein “instruction

set" is used herein to mean the commands, tokens, that are recognized by the operatirg system

as veiid instructions. tiniiiae conventional computer programs. the oeera'ting system employed in the

inventive system eiievvs inorementai changes to the program without the need to reioad the entire

program. .»'3t-ct-ziitienatiy, a pro-gzrarnrnin-g -zzhan-ge made at a centrai etti-::e wiii autom aticaity crop to

iooseiy netwerkeci computers dispersed throughetit the tieid.

[CiC=35]in one aspect oi the invention, branciting ie-gic depending on the or-:2-giants are created for
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handheld or other computer devices by simpiji; entering duestioris and providing response specitic;e,tieh,

in the term of a ouestionh.:=.ire, tor the end—i_iser. Thus, no partici_iie.r pinmfrant min-3; siriii is required to

generate programs ti:-r -gathering. As vvili be appreciated by those familiar with data cotlection,

date can be colieoted posing a series of e_i.=estiens, or otherwise prornptirig tor specific input item

the Laser, as in rnahner used with paper forms. A number of usetiii siiosystems, which may aireacty

be present in the hanciheid device, or easiiy ericied tater, may he utiiized se that at some at the

intorinatiori which is r'espensive to the desigrieri o_:iestionrie.ii“e may be coiieoted autoinaticeiiy rather

than entered rhenuaily, time and‘ ihtmrhetioh it device inclucies a G ‘S receiver,
etc.

[0O36]in another aspect of the present invention, the pro-ggrarh and user i“esponses are coded in such a-F

or’ the networking options for handheld devices provide iirriited tmridvvirith, best use may be rharie or’

the avaiiabte titi‘otigh_pL.=t by coding, or tokenizing, program information and i“eepei1ee:s.

t_€t0—f3?’_liri practice, a program is created hy entering a series ct prompts and providing direction tor how

the systern is to re-so-cind to particuier responses. This process of data gathering may then be

performed by a person having no programming slriti vvhatseever. The program may then be sent to aii.

or seiected, computer devices on the network ‘those devices having conriectiori may irri m edieteiy be

uectateci. Those ctevices in which a network. connection is ..sinper‘ariiy not available wiii be update-:i
vvheri the connection is next restered.

 

[O0Ztt3]Tite user or’ the c-cimptiter devi-ce is then prompted for specific input. As user enters

the nettvvorfs. cpnnectiori avaiiabie, the intorrnatieri is irnrneciiaieiy sent to the server. it the netvvprk

connec:tiori is imavailabie, the iriformatiori is stored iocaiiy in the he.ndheio' device and fserit upon

restoration ot the network connection. At the server, the ihterrnetion is typi-c°_ily processed upon

receipt such that users of the data have reai time, er viriueiiy reai time, information availehie.

[OG3Et]iit anether as:—ect oi the invention, the inve-ntive system may be provided to end users

accor‘ding to an appiication service prcvicier ("/3iSl'-"”) business method. A‘:'5Pe are an emerging trend in

the computer software inctcstry. Traditionaiiy, a company seeking a software solution would either

acquire a preprogramme-ct package which suits needs or con‘ mission the prograrnrning or’ custom

software. in many instances preprograrnrneci soitvvar‘e urtaveiiabie or requires too in any

comproiriises to be attractive. In either case, the sottvvare purche.eeci and, invariahiy, represents

large capital expense to the company. Once purchased, n‘roditieatii3-ns, evoititionai upgrades, changing

rnanagernerti practices, and the litre, result in additiohai to keep the sct‘tvvere up-ic--e'a'te.

[CtC=40]in contrast an ASP typicaiiy provides software on a pay—es—yei.i~gc» basis. An i’-XS? typieaity

provides ct.-stein, or serrti-ciistorn sottvvare to companies. Eaei user is biiieri tor the time it iises the

sottvvaie actvethtages to end‘ user are tJ§'_WtOUS. There is no crippiihg up~tront expense,

mi:-diticaticns and upgrades the responsibiiity oi‘ the ASP. it the sottvvare does not perform

setistactoriiy the c=.rstomer sirripiy waiias away and never iricurs large On the A55? side, the

software vendor enjoys rectirring income and the ability to adapt same software iTi octet to

numerc-i.is customers. While ditterihg sii-ghtiy from the traditionai ASP mo-Ciel, the present invention is

perticuiariy weii suited to e, per—transaetion biiling rriedei.

[{JG4t]With regard to the current system, an ASP can provide a web site which eilcvvs users te huiici an

e.pplicetior'i on line, possihiy vvithout inourririg any expense. Orice the c=.istorrier is satistied with the

piumgtirant, it can autometicaity ciepioyeci to designated computer devices within the system. When

user provides input, the computer device can tihd a direct netvverk connection to the ASP er, more

iii<eiy, find an interrtet connection and report the data to the via the ihternet connection. Once

received at the ASP, the date can be pr-cicessect and is avaitaiz-le for viewing or use by the client

virtueiiy irietaritly via the lnternet. Thus. date eritereci at any location may be viewed the ciiehi in
reai time, woi"idvvid:.

W42] i--urther objects, features, and advantages of the present invention wilt be apparent to those

skiiled in the art tipon examining the accompanying dravrings and upon reading the tollowing

description of the preierre-:i em 5::-<3-din": ents.

DEW DESC:
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EF DE:’5CRi P'l'i(}N OF 'l'til':' l'JF?.AWl l\l3:3

E9043‘ Flt}. t provides a oiagrarh ot the inventive system.

73 C: -i>~ #- FEG. provides diagram of the inventive system as used for torrn creation.

Cl) C) .53». .r_\-;~_ PEG. 3 provides a riiagram of the inventive system as used for information ooliection and revievv,

Gr. rt depicts seqtrence ot tasks for colieoting"; ri through the use prior systems.

i004?‘ Fifi. 5 depicts the tasks of Flt}. 4 Lit§li;:ing the inventive system.

[0048 Fla. 6 work tiow diagram of an ernbo-climent utilizing the inventive system.

DETi.')E$€3:

DESCET-Til F-‘Tl Olxl OF THE PREFERRED El‘v'lBODi r"./‘iEi‘£TS

["0048] explaining the present invention in it is important to understand‘ that the invention

is not limited in its ap;:—li-zzation to the details of «:onstru«:tion illustrated and steps -cles-orihed

herein. The irrventrorr capable of other embodirnents and of being oraotioed or carried out in a variety

ways. it is to he understood that the ehraeeoiegy and terminology ernpieyed herein is for

}.“:i.ii’lC>CtS£‘:‘ ot -zies-zzription and not of lirnitation.

[{tO5O]?ieterrii1g new to the drawings, wherein like reference numerals indicate the sarne parts

thrr:-Lighosit the several views, a diagram of the inventive system is shown in FE-3. 1. Typically, the

system tor data rnanegement ‘ttfr includes: at least one server 24 oreierabiy having an lnternet

connection 28; a plurality handheld computers 2&3? operated remoteiy from server 24, each

handheld 26-32 including a netvvorii conne-zzti-tin 3<i.~38, respectiveiy, tor ioosely hetvvori<ih-gt handneids

23-32 to server 24; and a computer 22 connected to the lnternet for providing adrnirristra't§or'r oi the

system and for revievirihggt collected by the system.

[€i0:S1_l5:3ei'ver' 24 shown preterahl_v oonnecteri to the inter net 26 and toosely rretvvorked to hendhelri

computers 28-32 throu-gth connections ;'34~38, respectively. wilt be apparent those siriiled in the

art, netvvorir. connection 26 could instead be locai area netvvorir or private vvi-:ie area netvvork.

ffiimiiarty, eonherztions 34-38 may be any one of a. nurnher of options! connections which ultim atety

connect remote device to server 24. way of exarnpie and not limitation, connection 34 eouid he a

simple dial on eonrrestion through St oonverrtionei telephone tine to connect handheld 23 ciireotiy to

server 24. At the time, connection 36 could‘ be an infrared connection between handheid Si}

and a destrtep eornputer (not sltevirri) which in turn, connected to server 25> via the Internet.
Connection 138 could be a vvireless modem, i.e., a COPE) interteoe, a CDMA intertaoe‘ EL interteoe,

an anaiog eeliailar modern, or the iike, which either estahlisltes a riireot connection with server 24 or

establishes an ihternet connection to reach server 24 via the iriternet. options would inoiucle a

wireiess LAN connection. E1 direct RS--232 connection. 51 docking station oonnecteri to IEtCl‘5ti3l41lGlC)

computer, etc. it shot.-iri he noted that, regardless the type of r:onner:tion, hamthetds 23-32 are

uitimately oenneotaloie to server 25> in a ioeeely hetwerired fashion.

[0052] it should" he noted that handheld computers 28-32 need not he the same typx, or even

corhpatihle devices. a part of the inventive system each rernote device, preferably a handhelcl

computer, provided with art o_eera't§ng instruction system vvhish overlays its native operating

system. Once eriaiieoed with the QES, a remote device can he progharnmed aoooirdirtg to methods

-zies-zzribed hereinafter. Any pr-cngrent developed under the inventive system wilt run or any handh-aid

sornptrter eqoieoed with the Git? and tiles on one such handheld vviit transler treety to any other

handhelrl or any oornoaiter connected to the inventive systerh,
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[{tC=53]As noted above, with r‘e-:;e.i‘d to the present invention, the terrn “iooseiy networked" is used to

describe a netw-:»i‘l<e-:i computer system wherein devices on the- network are toierant <3-t’ intermittent

network connections. in particuiar, if any G(JfTifTt1Ji"ti€:'c‘i.'ti(Ji‘i connection ayailahie 'oetweeh devices

wishing to corn municate, network transn“=issions scour normaiiy, in real time. it a networir connection is

unavailacie. the information temporarily stored in the device and tater transmitted when the

connection is restored. Unless otherwise specified, hereinafter the terms "network" or "netwcri<ed“

refer to iesseiy networked devices.

[0054] it shouid also he noted that the inventive systerrt is inrtitierent to the particuiar type or’

communication channel used tor connections 3ri~3$. Thus, hy way at exarnpie and not iimitatisn, while

connection 35 might today he iFt iini< to a cieshtop corricuter which accesses server 24 via the

ihternet, tcrracrrow, hehdheid 33 might estabiish a connection 36 with server 24 via a CDPD interface.

particuiar seiected wiii he the first evaiiebie link.

i_€}O5:“:-]'i'he inventive eysterre may be thought of tai<.irtg on two distinct modes eperation.

shown in FEC3. 2, system provi-cies an administrative function. From any compute-1'22 connected to

the internet 283, a client can access server 24 to administer the inventive system. At:irninistr‘aticn

irryoives such icrrh creation. rrranagernent, and vaiiri *tion; user setup, and rhanagernent or’

system security.

O05“:-]iri terms of the present lrrventiorr. ha.hrihelo' ccrrtptrters tavcred icr their pmtattiilty and their

ness in -gathering data from the tieid, whether the tieid is a st-zicirro-sin tor a manufacturing
it

[tiO5'.7]Accsi'ciiiig to the preferred arrangement, data may be gathered by prompting the user via the

handheld 28 with a series of eisestions or statem each which caiis tor a response. This series ct

questions or statements wiil have been constructed on computer 22 and reciuced to E43-l<tE‘:l:i.~'ied term tar

transmission to the handheld 28. For purposes et the instant riiscicsure, the series oi

‘ions./statements wiil coiiectiveiy he referred to as cgisestionnaire. As wiil be discussed in -greater

detaii oelew, the questionnaire actualiy designed to inciu-cie internai branching iogic which is

irnplerriented by the i-ience, with regard to the present invention, the terms “prcgrarn” and

are used interchan-ggealoiy with s’.‘:_i..=eStlOi”:t7i§tli’e.

 

{JG;i8]:‘-‘tn important aspect ct the invention is the ease with which a client can create a torrn ans‘

 

lNi

ciient uses a c-zimgz-uter 22 having access to the lhternet 25 te communicate with server 24. its part <3-t’

the adrhiriistrative tunction provided by systern ‘tit, corrrptrter 22 provides a we'c~'oased intertac which

eilsws a client ts create a questionnaire. as a first step, preferahly, the ciient seiects a type ot question

trerh a iist -at standard question types. This iist woui-:i inciude aiternatives tor the way the questi-an is

posed to the user, tor exarnple vistral or vocal, and the type of answer to expect, whether yes./ho.

rnuitipie riarrative, nurnericai,

i_€i059]As the ciient creates a iist ot diiestiorre, syrnbcis from a. tool bar rnay he used to control

cohr_i'itionai branching based on the user‘s response. As client enters questions and setects response

types, server 24 cuiids a stack ct questions and responses, and assigns ihdices, er tokens, which point

to each question or response. Each toiteri oreterabiy corresponds to logicai, rhathema.tice.l, or

branching operation and preteraitaiy selected and made pert ot the questionnaire throu-qgh a

graphicai user ir'rter'tace. By this in echahisrn, a user is ahle to create a series of e_uestiohs, the precise

nature or’ which is dependent on the trser‘e responses. For exam_ole, the rtuestionriaire designer rnight

desire to create a torrn that asks user dittereht questions; depending on whether the user was

male or ternaie. in order to do this, the designer would enter the questions ("Are you a man or

wcrnah’?"); seiect a response (a "pop tip” iist ct two entries rn ate and terraaie); a toireri (branch it

“maie"); assign that taken to this question; anti, specify an “ehr:i" iocation for “hranch" =,’i.e.,

tirst question asked oi "rriales“).

[O060]tftfheit the questionnaire 40 com ptete, server‘ 24 sends the stack of questions and detine-ti

responses to the appropriate hanriheld devices, as represented by handheld 23, via the lseseiy

raetwcrized connection 34. In adriitieri, sewer 24 sends the cperatihg.; iogic for that qtrestirahrtaire,
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which is simpii; a iist oi tokens which point to the {'£_tJ-’:}Sii(,‘el“:i~T and r'esponses to each question as well

tokens for program controi er math operations. wilt be apparent thoee siriiied in the a

question or response is rape-ated within the questionnaire oniy a pointer need he rep:-.ate<:i in

program iist, not the entire question.

[0O5t]Accerding to another preterred arrangement, there is provided E1 system, suhstantieiiy as

defined above, wherein the qtiestionnaire which is transmitted to the handheid can ii’lCl“‘t'3:“:’i‘tT-i’l'£'c'1,ii"\v,'

updateci on each networked hanr_theid 28, rather than resending the entire questionnaire. For example,

it a question is modified or reoiaceri, the new e_uestien and E1 new iist are the eniy li'ii'Ji'iiiEt’tiGl‘i which

need to he transrnitted to the handheid device 28, This inorerrientei update eapahiiity dr'errietir:aiiy

reduces quantity oi ooin_r:.uter instruotiohe required to update a form. it should noted that, it

connection 34 is present, the program update wilt take piace virtueiiy at the same time the client

finishes questionnaire 4% computer 22. it the rietworit connection una.va.ilahie, the up wiil

happen automati-rsaily soon as the connection 34 is reetereci.

[€iO82_l'i'iur'ning next to Fit}. 3, in a preferred errihodirnerit the user wiil initiate the execution of the

-zguestionnaire accor-ziing t instructions previousiy provide-ct to him or he For exampie, the user might

pe instructed to initiate the questionnaire as seen as he or she puils into the dr‘ive--rat iane of e take--putt

This wouiri the case it the e_uestionnaire were designed to coiieet iniormatiori regartting

service at that estai:-lishment. in such an event, the questionnaire might contain questions reiated to

service time, cieaniiness, triendiiness oi the empicyees, etr;., aii of which wnuid ootentialiy be pt

interest to the owrier./‘eiierit. "the riser wili pretera'eiy respond to each qtiestion in turn, the qtrestioris

being ;:3-resente-d according to the iogic defined by the ciient and 1:3-Liiit into the questionnaire. in some

instances, the text at the euesticrt might instruct the user to perterm acts and/or wait until a rsertein

event happens r'espondirig (e.g., Put: up to the tal<e~otrt window. How long was it hetore you

received y-our <3-rder?"‘} The user’s responses to items in the questionnaire stored within the-

lteii'irihelt:i 28 as they are collected. in some cases, the qtiestiennaire logic; might eliow the tiser to skip

etrestions and (optionaiiyi return tltern later. Additienaiiy, questionnaire tteeigner might inoiutte
a T-Cii{iE‘:l": that initiates a iinai review at data coiiecteci from the user in this instance to certain

that sit “required" dtiestiens, (which have preierahiy peen so designated by marking them with the

appropriate token) have been answered. Faiiure by the user to respond to a required question wiii

resuit in the OiS pr-:im;::-ting user ter a i‘tE‘:3lC>-Cil":S‘E!.

 

[0Oi33]Severai options are avaiiahle for the transmission of rreepehees trorn handneid 28 to server 24.

First, r*i3--gzardie-ss ot the avaiiabiiity of connection 1'34, responses may he stored ii:-caiiy at handheid 23

untii the inrrn iuily cernpleted and then sent as .51 hetci'i to server 24. This transter may optiona.liji;

occur atstontatioaliy, or upon direction of the user as epeoitied by the oiient during the oreation of the

term. it the iinh is not ayaiiabie at the time -at compietion ot the term, transmission wiii 1::-e

E3.i_£'£f)i"ii’c'1.'£i€:’c'1.ii’\_,' tintil connection 34 is restored.

[O054]Aiternativei3,r, selected responses, or aii responses, he izonti-gored to transmit immediately

upon $l“:‘i?'y, assurrting oi course that connection 34 is a.va.ilahie. This option is particuierly irriportarit

where the user of handheid 28 has entered information which might be indioative of a prohiern with a

process or indicate an emergency. Again, it connection 34 is unavaiiabie, mediate transmissions wilt

aiso he tJi‘ii.ii connection is avaiiehie.

[{JG65]:‘-‘vs data trcm a handheld is received at server 24 it is processed, as necessary, she‘ piaced in a

where it can be accessed via the internet 25. A oiient can then use a computer 22 with

internet access to review or use data from virtuaiiy anywhere in the worid.

[tiD€36]'i'iur'nirig next to G. wherein a prior art system huiit around paper forms shown, in the

past, a paper form had to be created, printed, and deiivered to a user at the term. Armed with the

tnrrrt. the i.ti3ei' had to complete the assigned task and cpmpiete the term retiecrtimg nizasewetierts rrtede

during the it the user rieiayed in tiiiing east the tortn, these observations were subject to the

ihao-our‘aoies aseooiated with human memory. A oompieteci term was then typioaliy deiivered to yet

another person ter entry betore the information was tinaliy evailepie to others in the company. As

wiil be appreciated by those terriiiiar with $5tjf.3i'E operations, whether a restiit oi‘ tirireadahie forms or a

resuit of human error at data entry, this step is responsibie tor a significant ieyei of errors.

[{)L‘i’3.7]'i'=.irriing to i"-'i»’.E. 5, in contrast to prior systems, with the present system, a torrn may he
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entered on~lihe, the term is auterrraticeiiy sent to the handheid computer of the user, usuaily within

seoends, the user enters data direotiy at iooatiori of the i.=ser's assigned eiimiriatihg memory

err-zrrs, and made avaiiabie to others in organization in irirtuaily reai time fashion. Thus, not ohiy

is the data almost ihstantiy availahie, at least two setirces of error, the rnernery er’ the peer and data

entry, have been eiimiriateci.

iOL“.:t38]Ari exarrtpie of where the inventive system is par'ticulariy usetui is in the area of i"iiyS5.‘l‘.r’:,‘*l“_§.'

shoppers. iviahy restaurant chains and retaii chain stores ernpioy mystery shoppers to patronize one of

the chairrs estabiishrnents and report on the experiertce. in the area of fast food, at in ysitery shopper

might, for exempie, use the drive threi.-gh window to purchase a hr'es.ir.test sandwich and a cup of
oottee.

i'O0t3.,'J Prior to the trip to the restaurant, an em pioyee of the olieht restainant deveiops a questionnaire
an

i
d enters it on the web at the ASP that is providing mystery shopper support service. In

case, he r'estaur'errt is interested in the weitihg tirne pi their patrchs, the service provided to their

patreris, and the quaiity oi the food served. A questionnaire is designed to eiieit stier intorrrratieri from

the snepperf u er. The resuits or’ the mystery shopp-er‘s experience will be compared to do-aiity

stertpiards estabiished for the entire chain and used to rate the trahchiseer'owrier oi perticoier
restaurants.

[0O?{}]As the rnyster'§,r shopper enters the perltihg iett the shopper will be prompted to enter a store

number or ioeatieh. it the handheid computer is equipped with a GPS receiver, this intor'rriatioi'i eeuid

he entered autom atioaiiy. Oi course the time and date tr-om the com puter's reai time Ci0Ci’{

preferably rersorcieri in the form. As the shopper reaches the em‘ of the drive through line. she starts a

timer on the hand heid eornpdter, preterabiy by “tappirig“ on the tape or’ the harrdheid in the

appropriate re-griorr or’ the s-::re-.n_ when the speaker is rea-zzhed, the first timer is stopped and a seoenei
timer is started.

 

[0071] it the shopper is asked to wait before Ol’d>E!i‘l;’l", a second timer is started and a third timer is

started. Upon a request for her order‘ the rnysitery shopper stops the previotrs timers and yet a teorth

timer started. She orders her breakfast sandwich and oettee and pulis forward in tine. Whiie sitting in

line, the hahdheid computer asks if the speaker could he cieariy understood, it the menu was in good

shape, and it the area around the menu appeared‘ neat and clean.

[0072] Upon reachirg the window, the shopper presses a button which stops the fourth timer and starts

at iitth timer. As her money is taken. the iitth timer is stopped and yet a sixth timer is started. She

pays with a twenty cieliar hiii and, upon receiving her change, notes the so-rsurarsy of her ohange,

whether the person at win-ciew is pleasant, stops the sixth timer and starts a seventh timer.

[0073] Upon receiving her food the seventh timer stopped and she puiis into a parking piaee to

sam pie the t’-tie-:i and measure the terrtperature ot the cettee with a tem per-e.ti.rre probe atta-zzhed to her

handheld r:ornpi,=ter. entering her impression er’ the sandwich, the eornpt.-ter a tew dtiestierrs

about the number of cars in pariairig iot i§tl":d the genera! appearance of the

[€i07zi]As the shopper enters the East response, the modern attached to her hire
the ASP and deiivers coiieoteci which is torwardeci to a database where a. o

steif ot the restatrrant oitein, only seconds after the shopper has taker: her first bite of ti

dheid contacts

; essihie by the
‘re sahdwich.

[{iO?5]i\iete that the user's interaction with the hariciheid in the _orevious example was aii ttetined by

topic that the oiieht has incorporated into the questionnaire when it was designed. The text oi the

directions to the user i’e.g., "Puii tip to the drive~ih window.") has 'eeen designed into the

qtrestiorrnaire. Aciciiticiiraiiy, preterehiy there wiil he tokens that represent "timers“ which designed

to metre eesy for the user to enter eiapsed time intermatioh in response to a dtiestien (e.g.. the user

rnight he asked to tap the screen a first time to the timer running and a second time to stop

with the eiapsed time being atitornatieaiiy calcuiated and stored as a response to a ciie-nt -::;i.restion}_

r;3iear'i;.u e goei ot the instant sgrsterri is to provide a client with the tocis necessary to duioiriy and easiiy

construct a eorripiex giiestionrteire which presents the user with questions which adaptiveiy

eieoted according to the wishes of the designer.

[{iC:78]A ser:onr_t' exam pie of where the inventive system is partiouiarly useful the area of transfer by
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e medicai service provider of e petierits rnedioai intorrnation to an insurance corrrpehy foilowirig

treatment. in this example, data is exchantted between computers {hano'heids, desktops, iaptops; etc.)

different iecations in a se-sure manner with-zrut providing an outside ;:3-arty access to the secure

iriternei computer network of the rnedicei service provider (iviSP), The rnedieai service provid. r is

preterabiy a however, it understood that this term could incir_rde oiinics, minor emergency

centers, physicians offices or any such provider of medical care./treatrnent.

[M277] iviodern medical service providers are oohtinuaiiy striving to deveiop ET: ethods transferring

rnedioai records and data to insurance companies for rapid ciairns processing which the

rrainirnurrr of rnarruel iorms generation, hanu'iirig, processing, and entry. lvioreover, pressure, both

pubiicly and ie-ggislativeiy, is being appiied to the heaithc.:=.re industry as whole to protect the privacy

ot this data inciuding centidehtiai patient irtformation. As a r'esui't, transmission ot medical irtfcrmation

in secure, gerieraliy encrypted formats is required. However, such methods of data transfer require

high ievei of coordination between the medical service providers and the insurance companies, both or’

which are reiuotani to aiiow the other‘, and especialiy third parties, access to their databases and

network haro'ware necessary to achieve these ieveis ot eooioirratiorr.

[{Jt)?’8]Ti're present system can be ernpieyed to in anage the data flow in a rn anner that provides secure

data transfer between without the necessity of either party aiiowing outside to its

respective storage systems. in this embodiment, the medical eivice provider can use the system

to design or update the medical iorms described above or scntrarsi with the ASP to deveiop and

update such iorrns.

[{JG'§’9] Referring to a system riiagrarn shown depicting rnedioai services provider ‘E23 (i'v’iSP),

ASP 13%} and insurance com panies test}, ‘:42, and 144. the rnedicai torrns can be designed

arid/or update-:i seamlessiy by the MS?’ or ASP as shown in ‘£22. The cornputers of i‘vt53P wouid be

equipped with the inventive thereon to ;»:rilew forms design, br'anci'ring logic. and cryptic data

transfer at 122. Once the medicai form is designed, medical information can be entered onto the torn“:

(s) in the system toiiowin-gr treatment by the :’v‘iSi-‘~. On-::e entered, the data is converted to tokenized

term by the =.1>iSter encrypted transfer to the ASP 13%} according to step ‘:24. in this way. a patients

in dicai is continuously, seamiessiy and transferred between M59123 and ASP ‘S 3&3.

[G080]C’:nce the ASP 136 receives the telrenized data from 1 2t} pursuant to iransier 324. the

data is stored in a stande.rd database or a database customized for each insurance company within ASP

‘£38. in a preferre-:i arrangement, 1'-‘i€aPwili then afert one or more of the reievant insurance

providers 14113, 142, and/or ‘E44 that data is present and avaiiahie for irrr retrievai from the

database or’ AS?” 13$. In the aiternative, the system could he ernhodied such that insurance providers

“tam, ‘:42, and text wouid periodicaily query ASP ‘i 36 on a set time intervai regarding the presence of
rretorrnetion.

[OO8‘i]:'-‘it the time insurance providers tea, 142, and/or 144 aware that data is present and

avaiiabie from AS9133, the insurariee provider can the ASP via. a giobai corrrputer netvvori<

such the internet for retrievai of such information. Typioaliy, access to information maintained by

.2’-‘i53P 136 is restricted by password or other SilT‘iii8_i‘ security measures. lrsurance provicler 346, 14-2,

and/or tea can then download d from ASP 3 25¢} which is either erierypted in a standard iorrrret or in

format which is customizzed tor the insurance provider (and may also enoi‘3,ir_ited). The download

step depicted by arrows ‘E32, t3-fit arrri ‘E363, respectively.

[0Ci82]ih this embodiment, the customer of ASP ‘i 39, typi-salty iv‘=8P 12%, wouitt he hilied for the

ir'ai'rsaetior'r or by the veiurne of data transrnitted.

[0Or_‘3]Accordihgiy, a secure method of transfer of medical information between iv‘=SP ‘i 31.‘? and

insurance providers ‘tab, 342, andr'or 144 is defined using the method and apparatus of the present
irivention.

[0084] By way of exarnpie and net iirnitationst various preferred embodiments of the instant invention
wiil irreluo'e a number of o'esirabie or traits such as: 128-bit rflerticorrri end~to—erid wireiess

security; abiiity oi the administrator to ciean «erroneous data; ali data and administrative transactions

on one or more sersu-re servers; iorrn question responses are tirne starnped; centraiized eniine

repository oi torrn responses; the cornpiete form is a.va.ilable for review or update on the Web;
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r;onte><t—seresitive heip; from the c;trstorrrer"s perspective, the system is srsaiabie and tlexible; users,

questionnaires, and responses in anageapie as groups; exrtaortation to CSV, XLS, Xi\fii.., as weil as

any other format or e>:terraE appiicatéon; abiiity to define muitipl-3 tcrrn adrniristratcrs; terms

depioyahie wir'elessiy over the interreet; error checking tor dropped oorrneetien in iooseiy rtetwer'l~:ee'

envirenn“=ent; a provider of the service can otter secondary services as torin desirgit oonsuitirr-3;

services; partialiy completed terrrrs can be saved and restarted; aliewa date to be gainereri in

\e’il"*.L£'c'1ri§"\v.’ arty term factor, i.e. web, harteneid, phone, iaptop, and the iike; the ciieret can irrsperst

ii":Cii'v‘§Citial responses iron“: a form; rnuitipie €erir=e can be in ads avaiiabie on same device; online data

repert generaiieh and pubiisnimg trern gathered responses: C3D‘iiCt:"lEtl authentication oi tjSt:'3l’.‘3I responses

can be srrbieeted to hotrrerting and vaiie tien iogie; reai—tirrre aersessihiiitv to tor ETE responses trorrr an

interrret connected desktop; responses retrievairile or aoeessibie anywhere in werid via a provider's

web site; iGbi.t:3i dtiestien hrancnirvg logic; uniimited adrr'iir'iistra'tive oentrci of the user, eg. a user‘ can

he prevented irons onrnpietireg form snore there once: arirninistrative nierarehy aliowing some
adrninistratcrs to view other aolininistrators’ data, aiioweol; web based service eiirninatea the need for

oiieht instaiiaticn: archival oi oid iorrns and responses: Laser interiacee brahdabie with cerporate

ieerrtity; ability to oloree, or modity, existing torins into a new term; ahiiitv to Create strrnrnary reports

with intr:-rntatéve charts; oust-omizai:-le reports can be designed to meet oiéents‘ specitéc needs; detinaiz-le

start arm‘ stop dates for terms allow cehtrcl at a time frame over which date can be gathereci; abiiity to

ll“:C§LidE5 pit:tt,=res in questiorte; responses from ‘l'c'1rl'iC3L£55i‘t'}i':'?'iC3'C?-}.i"i rn. rged irate a oorrarrzon report;

pita:-he r3aii er:-m;:«ieti-tin <3-t tcrrns; administrators can be provideci with predetired question and form

libraries: responses can be reviewed prior to siibrnitting; print form responses ircrh the remote

eornputer; airirnihietraitiye rsontroi ot rriiestionria.ii“e aesthetics; software deveiopere kit can be proviried

by the service provider; language rzontrots availabie during do-esti-tin -zievetopment, speii one-zzk,

thesaurus‘ translation of rnuiti-ianguege terms, extended character ete; various events can be

triggered from within a torrrr; and reports can b viewed on the rerraote eornputer.

[GO85]"i'nus, the present invention is weii aciap'ted to carry out the ebjersts and attain the encis and

advantages rrrentioned above wet? as those inherent therein. While presentiy preferred embodirnents

have been described tor p r;3-<3-ses of this -ziisciosure, rtirnercus changes and n‘r«:—<:iitir3atir:-ns wiii be

apparent to those slriiieci in the art. Srirsit changes and rhoditicaticns are encompassed within the spirit
or’ this invention.

ENGLE St-rt—Ct.Ai hits:

1:teiUi‘i“:i:f.“: Top Patent

What is ciairneci is:

1. A rrretitoe tor rrranaigirrg data irreiudirrg the oi:

{at creating -questionnaire c-:im;:—risin-g a series ot -zgtresticns;
3 _

-(ta) tokenizirg said questionnaire; thereby producing a pturaiity or‘ tokens representing said

questionnaire;3 -

{(2) estaihiishirrg a wireiees rnnriern or LAN rretwmir. connection with a remote

computing devise;

to) traharnir.r.ing saiol phrraiity ot telrehs to a remote ooinptrtirtg device via said first wireiess
rr‘r«:—<:iern or wireiess LAN network conne-::ti-tin;

3 _

-(e) terminating said iir= t wireless modern or wireiess LAN netwerk rsortnection with said rernete

oornputirrg devio .;3 -

0/
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if) after said first wireiees modem er wireieszez i-A:‘\i rieiwerk cormeeiieiw is iermiriaied, exeoisting

at least 231 p-zirtiori oi said piiiraiity of tokens reoreseniihg said duesti-cinnaére at said remoie

ceriiputihg device is C(Jiie€:’£ a i“es_;>oi:ee frern a user;,, -

estabiishirig a second wireless medsrti er wireiese LAN !’iE3i“»Iii€Ji“k oermectiiori between said

remote o-:im;:-Litérig -cievioe anci 3 serves‘;

(h) after said second wireless iTis’Js’_‘:'E,°i’i”: er wireiezezs i.Ai~i network oehriectien estapiieiied,

is'2ii'ismittErig ai least a poriisn of saici resperise from the user to said server via said second
wireiess mederh er wiieiess LAN reeiweria or>rii'iec:iieri; and

9 _

{ii ste.='irig iiahsrriiiied resperise server.

.2. The meiheci ioi managing daia oi ciaim 1 iurtiier comprising ihe step of:

(j) trarisieiing said response to :3. form at a‘e-eognizabie by a pariirsuiar ceineister §I)i’Ogi‘{.-“iiT=; and

(K) accessing the traesiaieci :‘eepeiiee from a eempiiter executing said peitioisiai‘ computes‘
prsgrairi.

The method fer iT={.-“ii'iagii‘i{._1_ tiata et cieiri“: ‘i wherein eiep ie) iriciuciezez the sisbsteps of:

(a) oreaiirig a ciuesiioniisire by:
U "

(i) enteririg a series oi quesiieris iz'im IEiC1LiE.‘.‘3iiiZ3!’ii‘:8iii'¢3 design oempuier oisgram;

(ii) ideniitying wiihiii said qiiesiiermaire design oempuiei oisgram the ‘type 0? i"53i3pO:"i"‘G

aiiewed for each qisestiori of said series of duesiieret; are
0 ..

(iii) ideittiiyinrg within said qiiestiomieire design computer _i:.rogre.m a preri-rshihg pair: in saiti

C{LieSTi0i"ii”‘:E3iii’8 ti:-r eecii p-zissébie res;:3-43-nee is each duesii-tin of said series of -questions.

4. The method for maria-qgirig data of oiaim i V\’i”i-.‘E.‘i‘E.°if”= step (Lo) ihoiiides the of:

(is) 'toi<enizing said ques't§os'ina§i'e thereiay producimgi a piuraiiiy oi iskens z'ei';resen't§iig saici

qiiestiennaire by:

(i) eesi-gghing at ieeet one token to each question of said series et cgiieeiioris;
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(ii) assigning least one token to each res:«onse -zzaiied for in said series of dieestiorts to

iC.i-’&!‘1iif3,' the type at reseertse required; and
O ._

(iii) assighitig at feast €3!‘1$i0k$i“: is east bramtti ih said duesticarmaire te identity the

i‘iE‘:-C2;LiiE‘-Sid g:-rogram oohtroi associated with sai-d 1::-ranch.

5. A rhethod fer rhedityirig {'£_tir’:}S’ti(Ji“:i’i'c‘1ii'$ used in management e.c:csi'dirag to the rhethsd of eieirr:

t meiudmg the ot:

tie.) mekirtg at least she ii’iE§?'€3rTt€*i’i‘§'<’:1§ oreange is a psttiere et the duestiermaire;3 -

{bi ‘i:‘.)f<.€-i’iiZti“:g said at ieaet (Ji“:e ireeremeretei change is questieririaire;3 -

4

(:2) trareest trig at least a portieri ef said tekeres resuitirtg from stee (D) is a remote iooseiy

networked -rsomputihg device, said trartsmitted tokens ooittprising less than entire tokenized

ques'tiohriair‘e; IELi'id33 _

  

iheor;:i=;ira'tihg said transmitted tokens into said questidnhaire at said ieeseiy neitworked

remete C(JfTi_§.}LJ‘ii!’ig devie ttiei'ehy msdiiyiiig said qtieetierirtaire.

6. A method for managing data according to claim 1, wh-ere-irt said first wireless modem or wireiess
LAN raetwstit oermectfioh and said sec:ei'is' wireiess modem 0?‘ wireless LAN hetwerk eererieotisrt a

same wireiess modem or wiaeiess t.As‘\i rietwerit -rsortnerstieh.

7. The method of eiaim 1 turther i!‘1C§L£di!‘1g pet'tdt'niirtg at the steps (c)~(i<) for at twe

different remote computing device types usirrt the same tokens.

8. A rhethod fer rhertagireg data transfers between Ci):“ri;'3tJ?E3i’S§rif.211Jd§rigt‘h$ steps of:

-(3) «:2»:-Eating a questi-zmhaite at a first site in a first CCiiYi§Zr!.l?.rEBi’;
3 -

{bi tditenizing said giiestimmaire, thereby prociucihg a tokenized qt;-esti-zmnaire;
3 _

-(<3) bringing a remote o-:im;:3-Liter irit-ti eiectri:-hic ccnmmunioation with said first «3-dmgduter;
3 -

(G) tsensahittirtg said ‘liJi<;‘53i'iE.'iF3Ci questiohrieir‘s to said remote cempuiter;3 _

-(e) ren'iovis'ig said remete comptiter i‘r=;irn eiecirenic cdmmuriioatioh with said first computer;3 -

(it within said remote computer, using said transmitteci toi<enized qtiestiehnaire te diatain at
Beast eras riser reeeeriee;
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ig) sierirg said a‘: ieasi. one user i‘iE‘:S§I)-Zii":S-'5.‘ within said i‘iE‘:iT‘i-Ziiri‘: -::ompui-er;
3

-(hi modifying said quesiidrihaii'e wiiih iiicreineiiieii rsiieiriges eii a secdmi soinpiiter iooaieci at :51
steeorid sire;

9 _

{ii oiactihg staid remote oorripizier iriie eie<tii'ir:a oeiri fTiLJi"iif:'c'1,’Eif.3i“: with said second ctorripuier;
9, -

;’__i‘,‘- ‘crarisrnii‘i‘iiig staid iriereriieriiai ctiiaiiges from said seocthd oorripizier in said remote C(JfTi_§.}i_£‘ie‘i’:
9 _

(k) iTE(Jdi‘i‘y'ii‘ig said iiensiriiiied iokeriized Q1J€-$i‘i0i’ifEaii"€- iri said remoie oorripuier with said

ihorerrirs-h‘rai changes, thereby creating a in odiiied iokerriz-3-d driesiienrraire;88

ii) removin-gr said rerrio‘re izoiripiiter fri:-rri eieoirohic i:-dininuhicari-cm with said sis-con-:i czomputei‘;3

-(m) within said remote o-:im;::-i.i‘rer, rising said modified iokenized (3iLirE‘:3iii3-E’iE'7£1ii'EBii3- rii:-rain ieasi

one eiciriiiionai user response;
9 -

in) placing said ieindis con'ipuie:" inio eieoironirg eoniriirinisaiiorr wiih a server;
9 -

-(<3) iransmiiiing said at ieasi: one user r'esp=;ir'ise is said server;
9 -

(pi ‘i:"ELf‘:.‘3:“:’ii‘-f‘-fii‘:Q said eii ieasi she a(IiCii‘ii£Ji'iEli user response to said server;
9 -

sioririg said irmrsirritieci ai: ieast one user respdi'ise and said at iezrsi one addiiidriai user

response at said server;9 _

-U“) preparing a report usiiig any of said at one user resoorise and said ieasi one

aciciiiiriiiai user resiaonse; and,
9 -

is) displaying ieasi a portion 3-?’ said r-3;:-«:—ri on a visiiaiiy praro-e;:—?.ibi«a in -edium;
9 _

-(fr) periorrnimg zit ieast steps (d)--(oi using er‘: ieast iwo Cii'i‘i‘53i'F3fi‘i remote odrn;:iLi*-ting device iypes

using rhe same ioiaeiis.

'7
9. The method for managing data iransie-is b-!‘i‘v"JiE‘:iE‘:i": izoiripiite-i‘s a»

rsoiripiiier arid said second ooiripiiter a starrie c:orri_ouier,

(P
er:-rdin-gs to claim 8 wherein said first

I

7

ii.) The ineiiiiz-<:i for inernagirrg ciata ii‘ahsiers between cemeuiers £1Ct3'ii‘-Z2:ii‘:g io eiaim 9 wherein said

server and said iirsi CCJi’i‘:;'J!Jf.Si“ said ooirrpiiier.

(

‘E A m etnod for coils-iziirg survey from a user eiamprisiiig the sides of:
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{aft oreatihg cgtiestiormeire crsmprisirr-3; a series st r_t_:iestEor=s;

(is) tdireriizirg seid duestiohreire; thereby producing a piuieiity oitoirertsreg:)reser1tihr._t_

questiormeire;5 -

(C) steriitg said ;:ii=.ir‘eiEty of trzkens on EtCOi’i'ipL1iGi' i'ee<:i;»:tbie rrtedium an .51 first computer‘;3 _

pi;'icirtg E1 handiteid remote CCt:“i’i§ZiLi‘fEi‘ig device into eieotronic C()=’E'ii’E1Lji’1iL';aiiL'm with said iirst

ct3iri_;3ute.r;
9 _

(e) trertsirzittihg said piuieiity of toirerrs to iieridtreid remote cteinputirig devir: .;
as -

{ti tasking; iieridtreid remete tterreptitirig device out of eiecttrrmirs ecsrririiiiriisetieri with said iirst

C-:im;::-Liter;

-(-gt) after said handheld rem ca:-mptitih-gs -zievéce i":£iS been taken -ziut <3-t’ E3‘iEEC‘Ii‘-Cii":iC

corriri'iunicetic:n with said first computer‘,(‘X

(g ) executing at least 51 pcirtion oi said piuraiity of tokens representing said questioitnaite

or: sets herrdheid remote computing device to eoiieot respehse from a user, end,
0 ..

stdrihg wittairi seid remote ceioetitin-3; device said reepehse from the user;

-(hi pie-zzihg said handheld remote ca:-m;:—e.itih-gs device into eie-zztrohic -zzommuraicetion with a second

corriputer:
3 -

{ii trerisntittirig‘; at e pdr'tic2i't of said resecarrse stored witiiir: said herrdiieid remote CQi’Ti§'3li‘§'ti“:g

device to said seeehd eeir1ei_iter; and,

{ii terrhih-3; e vieueiiy pea‘-rseptibie repert item any of sets at ieest }i3C32”£iOi‘i et seid response

A method ter eoiiectiog survey date from a Laser eeodrding to eieim i1,V\’§”iE3‘i‘t‘:‘:ii”= step (j) cemmises

the step of ;:3-rériting a report from any of said t’eS;Z?-43-E1812‘: to treitsiriitteci.

13. A method for ceiieeiirg survey data item a user aceoixttirr-3; to oieim it, whereih said first oonteutei‘

and said sq;-con-ct -zzomputer are 3 same :3-timgz-Liter.

14, A method ier mer_tEtyi=7-3; e queetieririeire iri data rhariagemeht aecerdihg te the method er‘

cieim it, further c-:im;::-résérag the steps «at:

{kt E’i":akti":{._1_ least ehe iricrerheriiei shah-gge tr; e portior: ot said qriestioititeireg,, _
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{1} imkeiwizing said at Eeasi one ii":L’:i‘i‘:‘:i‘fii‘:‘:i":i:Eii change to said questimiwnaiie;
3

(mi tra:nsn“=ittin{__; at ieasi a power“: of E2£3.§d?.C35‘{E3T1Si‘:‘:‘:E2i}i'[iE7-Q; fmm step {K} to said remoie hancihelci

compuiing device, said iransmiiied ioiteris cixrnprising iess than iiie entire 'ioi<enizeci

quesiicmmaireg and,
,, _

(:1) iri<;c:rpc;raiirig said ia'aP:~tmitted ioizerrs mm said _U8S'Ei(Ji“:i’i’c'lii'€‘ at said rernote c:<3m_r>i,=iin§;

device, ih»:si‘<3-i:-y incremeniaiiy changin-gz said -zguestéoneiaire.

$‘s"$~LOA§3~DATE: i‘sIiai'Ch 2013

Source: Legai :> .i3.i'ea of Law - By Tnpic :~ Patent Law :.~ Find Patents > Uiiiity, Design anti Piani‘.

 

Terms: paia“ia:?’Sfi2B‘iE
View: Fiiii

Date/Tirne: ‘v‘\.’s;*.c;Tne.<.:c:ie3.y; Aprii 17, 2813 -- 12:22 PM EDT

A':;-out Le:<isi\iea><is Priva-3‘: Puiiczy i Terms; & Ccridiiicris § <3:-ni.ac'i Us;
iiapyrigght 2(J'13 E.e:<isNe2><i:;, a division of Rrsed Eisewier inc. »"«ii rights rrsserxled.
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1. iu1aca'a8eive Fiies P;»:i1en1 inifrimgientenii Suits Agai:"r3i Yei_:: erred Newegg; Brings Teiai Xiumiyer =31‘

=C3mrr_;;iai:1ie Fiied to 5-2 Cernmrey Defends tries; inteiiectruei Preperry in iv‘:ebiie Ape :’:3pa.c:e,

Viarkeiwire, February 15, 2312 Wednesday 4:00 AM GMT, , 489 words, TUi..SA, OK; Feb 15,
2012

E\': . Fiies T-‘~a?_en1 inirin-gzemeni a’-‘against ‘1’eig3- And Newegg, :’v‘iarE<e1 News T-‘~Libiisi1ir1g, February
., . eanesaa :1 , .1 wens1" 2fi12W1 1y2’31Ai\iiP‘~‘i 581 1

(:3 _ :'v’iacroSr3ive Fiies Peieni iz'riz'inger1":er11 Suii Agair1si :'v’ier‘z'ioiii, e‘vi;»:irf><e'1‘.riiis'e. .+"-ebwiary 28, .2012

Tuesday -8:00 ANT rC:‘iii.«'i'i', , -4-81 wards, 'i'iJL5:3A, OK; Feb 28, 2012

4-, :’viac;re€5c;ive iriitiaies Patent Ei’ifQi’CG:“:’iei"1'£ Acsticsrisa; Files Suii Agairisai Feur C}0:“:’ii‘.)'c'1i’ii$.‘5 fer

infringement of its Ni-:»3::-ii-3 1'-‘app Patent; Tw-:1 Experi-eameci Patent Liiigaiiaz-n Firms V‘v’<3-ri<ir:-g -an

G=;r:'i~:ir1gez'ir:y :'v’ier‘keiwire, March ‘:5, 2011 Tuesday 4:09 AM -:'i:".."iT, 1 £528 worde, TULSA,
OK; i\iiar1i3,2011

5, Pa.ieri1 irifr1n§;:rnerii Sizii Ageirist ?via.rr1o‘i‘i, :'v1eri~;e1 News; Pi;bii.shir‘:g, Fe'm'=.sa.ry 28, 2012

Tuesday 8:09 Aivi PST, , 509 words

6. M.?.Ca‘£1S0i‘Je files patent infrirwgenweni iaweuit against seven companies, Daiameraitcar

s‘£ewsVi;‘ie‘e, Sep1er‘:‘: ber 27‘, 2011 Tuesday 6:29 Aivi GP‘: T, , TECHi‘\iDLO-33’ S;
'i'i';'i_1':'(.}rCJiviis/iLii\Ji{;A'i'101xi55, 1-4-5 Wm-(is

}_ MEDL Signs Deal 10 Provide EP Beneifii to Mebiie App Deveioper‘s., i3enz_ir1ge.com, March 12,
21313, 3221311736, 882 worcie

8. =’viacreSr3Eve Féiee Paiem §:11‘:‘irigemer1i Lawsuit Agais13i iviarrieii ~ Quirsk Paste, RTT a‘\£ews

{Unit-eci States), February 28, 22012 Tuesday, 161 war-zis

Cf! . s‘sa1a«3a‘<:-53oive- Fiies T-‘aiem Enfria1-gzemerui Lawsuit Against ikriarriaz-11 — Ckuick Fa-::’rs, RT? N13-we

-(iirxiied States), February 201:2 TLie3day. 151 words

113:. MEDL Mobiie pmvides app deveiepm rie~:work access to iv’aeicr‘eSoii,re peierrts, i\f:arkeiLiz'ie

:‘\iewsWire {E~"ermeriy Da.1a.meri11or), ivi arch 22, 2013 i'~'.~'ic1e_y 11:22 Aivi G=’vi'1'i, , 'i'E=CJH1\if.‘)L(.‘«(_-W &
- .ECQi\fsi‘v1LiNiCATEONE3, 140 irros‘r_is3 

Soiircez News 81 Business > C~i)i’E1b§§‘Eé?(i Seurces > News, .3231 (Engiish, Fi.iiiTex1)

Teams: ?'§$22§$15 or ?,822,816
View: Cite

Date/"Time: Wedi1esday', Aprii 17, 2013 ~ 12:24 PM EDT

»’>":.-out i.e:\'isi\ie><i:3 g Priva-3y Poiicy i Terme 8» Cenciiiiens § iieniect Us
Copyrighi 2013 Le:<isNexEs, a division of Reed Eisevier E7191 Ail rights reserved.
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2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 28311, *

i‘V‘:I3iCF?.OS»’.)L‘¢’E, ENC), Plainiiff, vs, LIEJKEDIN GO?iPOEiAT'lON, Defei’1da.rn‘,

N0. F5:12Cvi385 W--IS--JDL

IJNITETJ STATES CCU IT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRECT OF TEXAS, T‘r'i..Ei3i DTVIS ON

2013 LL55. Dist. LEXISS 28311

Febriiary 2013, Decided

February 5, 2033, Fiied

SUSSEGUENT HESTQRV: iv‘:e‘cie:'i denied by iviaerefioive, inc. v. Liriiaedin Core, 2013 U.5_~T, Dist.

27229 (E.D. Te-xx, Feb. 27, 2013)-

CCELENSEL: [*1] For Jarnes Kriewies, Mediates‘: -James W iénowiee, iiawevvies irfledietions, Tyier, TX.

For i~.»’ieer‘oSoEve, ire... Piai:"rii‘f‘i‘: Caiifi Tee! Cowper. Kris Yue Teng. Larry Dean TE"rerrip3ez'r. Jr. Zachariah

Harrira-qgten, Matthew J Artenelii, Anteneiii, Her“rim3ten & Therrqtaeeaw i..i..P, Heusten, TX; Dayrnori Jeffrey

Rembin, Eiizebetii L Dei-Tieux, Sidney Ciaivéra Dapshaw, iii, Ciapshaw Def-iieux: LLP, C-siadewaiee‘, TX.

For i..inker_iin Corperaiien, Deferarrient, Counter Ciaimani: Davie‘ E Finkelsora, LEAD ATTQRNE Derek H
Swanson, McGuire Woods ~ Riciima:-nd, Riiziwm-tire, W-‘i; Deren R Daciss, Shanr:-an i‘».r'le.rie Dames, The

Dacus Firm. C, Tyier, TX.

Fa:-r JerE$iue Airways ilorgtmation, Ca:-nsa:-ii-ciete--:i Civii Aaziiaz-n 6: i2«:v3i3?, Ctonsoi Deferaderi: Casey Lee

Griifith, LEAD A'i'T'Oi'4:NE‘{, Mieiiaei i‘{i9i’T1CiiL£i<._. Klem creek K=.sbasta_. LLP — Kirby
Blair Drake, Kienichuk ifiubaeta Deilas, TX.

Fer“ Fare-periai, inc., Cieriseiiriaied Civil Acstieri rfS:‘:2c:v4i8, Cerise! Defenriarai: Birrirm S Ehriieh,

HA-C3 VECE, Ladas & Parry E..i..P, Ciwicege, EL; Debra Eiaine GLEWSI’, Yarijmisgh Wiicex, Pi..i..-C3, Tyier, TX;

Herbert A Ye_ri:»r'«:—ugh, iii, I-Rita:-rney a‘: Law, Tyier, TX.

For Tar-gget Corperetiera, -Qereeiidaterrz Civii A-rstien 6:12r:v418, Cerise! Defendam: R§Ct§’1.'.-“U“Ci S Zemeek,

LEAD ATTORNEY, P-aui An-zirew [* 2] Dysen, FLiEbs‘igi*fi. & Jaworski LL?’ — :"‘i-ZiLiST-Zii":, Houston, TX; D-an

Duncan Davisen, Fuibrighi 8: ..£awersi-;i — Dalias, Daiias, {Sheila Kadura, Fuib.='igh*. & ..iawer“ski, LLP —
Austin, Austin, TX.

Fer I‘sIiar;re=’:3eive, lrec:., {";euraie:' Deferadant: Daiiff Deeper", Kris Yue Terig, Larry Dean Thornpson, -Jr,

Zecher“iah Harringiori, Iviattinew -J Aritzmeili, Ariiorreiii, Harringiorr & ThOiT‘:pSOf“= i..i-:3’, Heueieaw, TX.

JUDGES: JOHN D, LOVE, STATE-‘:3 iViAGii-§'i'RAT'E JUDGE.

@533 NE SN BY: JOE-ii‘\i D. LOVE

QPENEQN

JURY EFEEVEANDEEB

REPGRT AND EiE€3?CZ9§ie’iE‘a:%Ei‘\E{3£‘aTi QM DE iJi‘~3i TEE} $'§'ATE$ MAGE STRATE JUDGE

Be-r’-:ir‘«e the Court is Defendant Liri<edir1 Ca:-rporaiiiz-n's {"Liri<edir:") Moria:-ns to Dismiss F-zir Faiiure t-ti

a Diairr: pursuant re =Jii.-ie12(iv){6) ef ihe Rizies oi Civii Precediire, (Dee. Nos. 12, 22)

Ti":E9 matters: have been fuiiy briefee. (Dec. 18, 17, 20, 30, 34). For the reasons
E€‘I:'31‘I>E!Ci§7¢E‘:i'rE,>§i‘:,'[hE3‘ Ci:-Liri HEGQMEEENDS DENYE N6 ‘the Moth:-ns.
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Pieiriiitf ivlacrosoive, irtc. (“EX/iecresoive") tiied its eriginai centpiaint eh June ailegirg

irtrihgemeht -:if US. Patent No. 7,822,816 ("the ‘E316 ;:—ateht")i -(Di:-<3. No. 1) ("=I3Gtvti'*LAiNt"). Oh August

24, 2012, Lll“:kedlfi tited its first ritetieh to dismiss l‘»’iaereselve's erigihei seirteieiht f.)iii’SLi'c'lTit‘ te

FED,f3:tCiV.Pt t2(b)(8) Ne. 12). Then, [*3] oh Seetentber 21312, ivtacroseive fiiett eh

Amehdet: Corrtcittiht with Lini<edih’s consent. (Docs tic. t9} -("f3‘>.i\.:tEi‘iL'JEi.‘2 -Citstirtt-*LAti\1't"‘)_ SLibSt.%t'£_Uei’tiiy. eh

October 15, 2012, Lihizeriih filed the irtsterit rnetien to eriyfeii direct infringement claims

asserteizi in lvtecrosohzes amen-ds--ct izotnpisint pursuant to FED}-t.Ct\/.57’. t2{b}(8). {D-dc. ixi-ti. :22).

 an initial ritetter, the Court t‘3%Ei3{Zé?\tii‘siiEi’sii3$ DEt“»i‘r't NG Lihkedin‘s iirst metieh ts dismiss

iviaci“oeelve‘s ori-gtihat eontptsiht puissant ts FED.Ri<3l‘ii'.i-3 t2(b)(6ji {Dc-::. ixi-ti. 1:2) most, as

iviacroselve has since arhended its corhpiztirtt. (E)-cc. hie. 1‘).

Regardirg Lihkedlnfls second motii:-n ti:- dismiss {Dc-3:. N-Zi_ :22), Linkedih brings motion to dismiss t’-zir

"teiiute te state a stain": upon which reiiet can be granted” before the Getirt en the basis that "the

eileged patented metheds sahhet he perterrned seieiy i_ini~;ediri," (Duct. Ne. 22, at 1). As such, the

entire lC>i‘E‘:lT‘tlSiE‘: tor 5._li’il{tE‘:dit"t'E: motion to dismiss cutsueht tc 112(c)(6) is tiawed. 5._iiil{tE‘:-C2533": does not

attack. the sut'iiciertcy of the eleadihg, nor does it (her can it) eliege that e ciairh et ii'it‘i'ihgemeht eouici

riot serve a basis ter Hatiter, Liht<edth's erttire erguirtent ifll“ disirtissai is based can the premise

that it is imgz-ossiizz-le [* 4] tor Linkedin to ihirirge the ‘S16 Patent because each claimed tneth-ti-ct

requires pertormahce by two asters. (Dec. Ne. at 3). 1 Whether Linkedin can or cannot ceriorth the

sile-gted etsinted methods of the ‘S16 Patent is a duestien infrihgeirient not suited fer a t2ifi_t){8)

inquiry. Stu-::h a detertninatich is net chs that -zzouid be rest:-ived oh the piesdih-gas. ThE!i‘iE‘:fCti'iE‘:, the Court
RECGMMENBS BENYE Na i_ihltedih‘s MC3'ttO:"i te E)-isrriiss.

§‘~”(}t3T?«i€3"i”E$

As it startds ih pieedihgs, l\r'iesi'eseive has aiieged in arriertded t:erripie.Eht that Lihkedirt E
ictirectiy ihtrir=ges the ‘S16 Patent througit its evtrn use of its rrioioite eppiioatiohs. ifttitlztxtttiie Ct3t¢Pt_tAtttT
at 3. Accordingly, MEL-C:l”Ct.‘3Cl\/-3‘ cl-ties aliege that Link.edlh pertornts aii ot methods on its 1
awn. Fer f2(i:i)’£-3) ettrcoses, the Court takes the facts eiieged as true. See EPCO Carbon Dicixide

Preds. inc. ‘J. JP fviergae t3'he.se Bank, :16? F.3d 488, 487 (5th Cir. 2006) ("tlte eilegetichs iri

ct:-mgaiaint must be iicereiiy Cl3-i’tSTi'LiEBCl in favor or’ the plaintiff, and facts g:-leaded ii“: the cotnpiaint

must he ’t'.£tl<t5m tr‘tie.") W§'tetites' these facts oath er L'3a:"ii'tC3'i he estabiished a dispute that canrtet

he i‘eeoived eh the pieactirigs.

CQNCLUSEGN

For ail the t'i:-regoih-gt reas-tins, the Ci:-tart RECQMMENDS [* 5] that Lihkedih’s i\:l«:—tions he EEENE ED.

Within ieurteeri (tit) days after receipt of the iviagistitete Judge's Ftepert, any party rney serve end his

written ehje-rstiehs to the findings and recomrriehdatiens contained in Report. A party's failure to tiie

writteh ehjeetimis to the tindihgs, cemzittsiohs and :’8Ct.',‘fi‘tl’itt-'3T‘:d£3.ii'CJi't.‘E‘. contaiheci in this Report within

teurteeh (14) days after" being served with e C€3_;>_‘,/ sheii her that natty trern de ii-f.>t/-5.) review by the

district judge ef those findings, -rsortelusiens amt reoeihihehi_tatiot7s arid, except on grouhtts oi piaih

ester‘ hem apeeliete review of Llf‘:OiC)j¢3C‘i‘53Ci--‘K0 'i.£tC:‘li.t:ELl findings and iegai eerteliisions accepted ahd

adopted by the district court. fiicaztggiass =/. United States Auto. As.<;'.rt, 79 F.3d t-2115, M30 (5th Cir.

1996}

$i{3i\iEtl39this19th day set Becembet, 261 ‘t. Se QREEEREEE and $iGi’siEi.3 this 5th day st‘

February, 2313.

Jehri Love

J-:')l--iixi D. LOVE

Uixii TED STATES t\,r'lA«i3i STRATE .,tiJD-GE

Source: Leggai > Area of Law - E331 Tegeie :> Patent Law :> Find Cases 2. Patertt Cases free‘: Federai

RPX-1 O03, p.134



RPX-1003, p.135

Ceurts and Adniinifitrative Materiaisz

Terms: ?'§$22§$‘i5 or ?,822,8'i6
View: Fiiii

Date/Tirne: ‘v‘\.’s;*.c;Tne.<.:c:ie3.y; Aprii 17, 2813 -- 12:26 PM EDT
«

Signai Legend:
Warnirag: Negative i:‘<“.-atmzt-ht indicated

-fhzesiioned: Vaiiciity questioned by citing refs

Cauiitm: Pemsibie rirsgaiive treeaimeeni
i"osiiive tr‘eat;'nei'it is ii'ir:.'icaied 
Citing Rrsizs, Witi": Araaiysizs Avaiiabis:
Citation information ax/aiiabie 

" Ciick an arw Shepa:‘o":; sigma? to Shepardizeéi ihat case.

Abmut Le=xisNexEs § Privacy Poiicy § Terms 34 Conciiié ns E Contact Us
Ccpyrigiii © 2013 Lsxishiexis. ea divisi-‘:ri of Reed Eisseavier inc. .:’-‘xii rights reset‘/ed.
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Swit-th Ciieni 5 P;'e-fererxcea § E-Eeip [ Sign Out

 Get a Elocurazent $i19pam"s‘“ Mere Hisimry Maris 
  

  
A3! Patent Law Pubiic Fiecsrds g;L‘;L,'m,$5 News 8; Business F-‘Brad A Sceurce 

s\.\.\.\.\.\.\.\.\.\.\.\.\.\.\.\§

 
Easy Search How if?!) E.,, _. ‘ . _ _ ,_,
Ems: ierma: foe your search, and the Le,\:isNexis 1:-zrvi-2-'35 will k"’ml"m’ 5O‘”CeS‘
return the most re -want resuiis. Easy Search is opfimizeci for
short searck: queries (two or three terms}. anti does not require
speciiézt search syntax.

View Tuimials

  »:is g Privacy" § Term:3& ('3-3n(£§‘?ions § Contact Usi-\':.~-31,-t Lexi ,
2013 Le><isNs .:s, a division 0:‘ Reed 55_lsevie:' inc‘ All rights rese:'\/ed.Copyrigh 
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N-0 B-zmumentss Fsmnd

 
Na do-zumerrts were §o=.:n<1' for yr;-ur S$£E:fCh ‘lerms

"'?3;‘i2€§‘i is car 7,322,816 “

Ciick "E.<éi’r. Sat-a:‘ch" re“.-‘rL1rntoihe2 search farm and modify your search,

Efiuggeastic.-ns:
I a C‘.§*.ec:-«L for speiling errors.

we Rrsrrmv . somr: Search terms,

as Use more common seami‘: terms, such as those iisteci in ‘Suggested '=.".:'ords and
Concepts."

as Use a iracs restrictive date range.
re beiween ‘terms; ‘to sa=:.>.rch for one ieran er the ether. 

Edit Search

A'ooLxt Lexisfxlexis E Priva-sy Poiirzy E ‘Terms & Conditions § C0n?.ac;t Us
iiapyrigght 2(J'13 E.e:<isNe2><i:;, a division of Riifid Eisewier inc. »"«ii rights rrsserxled.
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US District Court Civil Docket

6:13cv207

lliiacmsoivef. Eric. V. Staples, inc. et at

This case was :‘eis'is\ie~:.i imam the cméri on Satu:‘da'g:, April 13. 2013
 

‘ : 02/ 26/ 2013 ifiasss OPEN

Judge Michael H. Schneider slfmsssol: No

': Magistrate Judge John D. Love $‘v:.s§.s.=§ss: 35:271

‘" : Patent (830) \\5\.s='\,.~‘ Plaintiff

Patent Infringement §§e:\:ses:“s:*§ .:*m\:s;=:s;\;*:: $0

‘: None :\.5<.~i‘,< Patent
.:6:11cv00101

‘: Federal Question

 
‘\.§§§$§:§'SS:‘\‘§$§ _.<“’¢‘§‘:{‘~$ :“«:~‘\~$

Macrosolve, Inc. Matthew J Antonelli
Plaintiff LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3005
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Matt@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
Fax: 713-581-3020

Email:Kris@aht|awfirm.Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
Fax: 713/581-3020

Email:Larry@aht|awfirm.Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430
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Staples, Inc.
Defendant

Staples Contract & Commercial, Inc.
Defendant
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02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

03/07/2013

03/07/2013

10

11

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3003
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Zac@aht|awfirm.Com

Califf Teal Cooper
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com

Robert Martin Abraham sen
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Wolf Greenfield & Sacks PC
600 Atlantic Ave

Boston , MA 02210
USA
617-646-8000
Fax: 617-646-8646

Email:Rabrahamsen@wo|fgreenfie|d.Com

Robert Martin Abraham sen
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Wolf Greenfield & Sacks PC
600 Atlantic Ave

Boston , MA 02210
USA
617-646-8000
Fax: 617-646-8646

Email:Rabrahamsen@wo|fgreenfie|d.Com
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COMPLAINT against All Defendants ( Filing fee $ 350 receipt number 0540-4016202.), filed by
MacroSo|ve, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Civil Cover Sheet)(Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE by MacroSo|ve, Inc. of Related Cases (Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Matthew J Antonelli on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli,
Matthew) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Larry Dean Thompson, Jr on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Thompson, Larry) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Zachariah Harrington on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Harrington, Zachariah) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Kris Yue Teng on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Teng, Kris)
(Entered: 02/26/2013)

SUMMONS Issued as to Staples Contract &amp; Commercial, Inc., Staples, Inc. and emailed to
pltf for service. (Attachments: # 1 Summons(es))(k|b) (Entered: 02/27/2013)

Judge Michael H. Schneider and Magistrate Judge John D. Love added. (mjc, ) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

Notice of Filing of Patent/Trademark Form (AO 120). AO 120 mailed to the Director of the U.S.
Patent and Trademark Office. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered: 02/27/2013)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. Staples Contract &amp; Commercial, Inc.
served on 2/27/2013, answer due 3/20/2013. (klb) (Entered: 03/07/2013)

SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. Staples, Inc. served on 2/27/2013, answer
due 3/20/2013. (klb) (Entered: 03/07/2013)
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03/20/2013 12 Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re Staples,
|nc..( Abrahamsen, Robert) (Entered: 03/20/2013)

03/20/2013 13 * * * FILED IN ERROR. INCORRECT DOCUMENT. D|SREGARD.* * * Defendant‘s Unopposed First
Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re Staples Contract &amp; Commercial,
Inc..( Abrahamsen, Robert) Modified on 3/20/2013 (gsg). (Entered: 03/20/2013)

03/20/2013 14 Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re Staples
Contract &amp; Commercial, Inc..( Abrahamsen, Robert) (Entered: 03/20/2013)

03/20/2013 Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint is granted
pursuant to Local Rule CV-12 for Staples Contract &amp; Commercial, Inc. to 4/19/2013. 30
Days Granted for Deadline Extension.(k|b) (Entered: 04/02/2013)

Ax\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\\\xx\\\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\\\xx\\\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\\\xx\\\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\\\xx\\\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\
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6.13cv206

iaiiacmsolve, Eric. V. fiueiaia, inc. st at

This case was :‘eis'is\ie~:.i imam the cméri on Satu:‘da'g:, April 13. 2013
 

‘ : 02/ 26/ 2013 ifiasss OPEN

Judge Michael H. Schneider slfmsssol: No

': Magistrate Judge John D. Love $‘v:.s§.s.=§ss: 35:271

‘" : Patent (830) \\5\.s='\,.~‘ Plaintiff

Patent Infringement §§e:\:ses:“s:*§ .:*m\:s;=:s;\;*:: $0

‘: None :\.5<.~i‘,< Patent
.:6:11cv00101

‘: Federal Question

 
‘\.§§§$§:§'SS:‘\‘§$§ _.<“’¢‘§‘:{‘~$ :“«:~‘\~$

Macrosolve, Inc. Matthew J Antonelli
Plaintiff LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3005
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Matt@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
Fax: 713-581-3020

Email:Kris@aht|awfirm.Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
Fax: 713/581-3020

Email:Larry@aht|awfirm.Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430
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Ruelala, I nc.
Defendant

Retail Convergence.Com, LP
Defendant
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02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

03/07/2013

03/07/2013
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Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3003
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Zac@aht|awfirm.Com

Califf Teal Cooper
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com

Lance Vincent
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Ritcheson Lauffer & Vincent

2 American Center 821 Ese Loop 323, Suite 530
903/535/2900

Tyler , TX 75701
USA
Fax: 903-533-8646

Email: Lancev@r||awfirm .Net

Lance Vincent
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Ritcheson Lauffer & Vincent

2 American Center 821 Ese Loop 323, Suite 530
903/535/2900

Tyler , TX 75701
USA
Fax: 903-533-8646

Email: Lancev@r||awfirm .Net
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COMPLAINT against All Defendants ( Filing fee $ 350 receipt number 0540-4016197.), filed by
MacroSo|ve, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Civil Cover Sheet)(Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE by MacroSo|ve, Inc. of Related Cases (Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Matthew J Antonelli on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli,
Matthew) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Larry Dean Thompson, Jr on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Thompson, Larry) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Zachariah Harrington on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Harrington, Zachariah) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Kris Yue Teng on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Teng, Kris)
(Entered: 02/26/2013)

SUMMONS Issued as to Retail Convergence.com, LP, RueLaLa, Inc. and emailed to pltf for
service. (Attachments: # 1 Summons(es))(k|b) (Entered: 02/27/2013)

Judge Michael H. Schneider and Magistrate Judge John D. Love added. (mjc, ) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

Notice of Filing of Patent/Trademark Form (AO 120). AO 120 mailed to the Director of the U.S.
Patent and Trademark Office. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered: 02/27/2013)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. Retail Convergence.com, LP served on
2/27/2013, answer due 3/20/2013. (klb) (Entered: 03/07/2013)

SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. RueLaLa, Inc. served on 2/27/2013, answer
due 3/20/2013. (klb) (Entered: 03/07/2013)
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03/19/2013 12 Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re RueLaLa,
|nc..( Vincent, Lance) (Entered: 03/19/2013)

03/19/2013 13 Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re Retail
Convergence.com, LP.( Vincent, Lance) (Entered: 03/19/2013)
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6.13cv205

£’«1iacmsoEve,Enc.v..Par:dora Media, me.

This case was :‘eis'ie\ie~:.i imam the cméri on Satu:‘da'g:, April 13. 2013
 

‘ : 02/ 26/ 2013 ifiasss OPEN

Judge Michael H. Schneider slfmsssol: No

': Magistrate Judge John D. Love $‘v:.s§.s.=§ss: 35:271

‘" : Patent (830) \\5\.s='\,.~‘ Plaintiff

Patent Infringement §§s:\:ses:“s:*§ .:*m\:s;=:s;\;*:: $0

‘: None :\.5<.~i‘,< Patent
.:6:11cv00101

‘: Federal Question

 
‘\.§§§$§:§'SS:‘\‘§$§ _.<“’¢‘§‘:{‘~$ :“«:~‘\~$

Macrosolve, Inc. Matthew J Antonelli
Plaintiff LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3005
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Matt@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
Fax: 713-581-3020

Email:Kris@aht|awfirm.Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
Fax: 713/581-3020

Email:Larry@aht|awfirm.Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430
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Pandora Media, I nc.
Defendant
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02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

03/12/2013

03/12/2013

03/25/2013
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Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3003
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Zac@aht|awfirm.Com

Califf Teal Cooper
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com

Michael J Sacksteder
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Fenwick & West - San Francisco
555 California Street 12th Floor

San Francisco , CA 94104
USA
415/875-2300
Fax: 415/281-1350

Email:Msacksteder@fenwick.Com
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COMPLAINT against All Defendants ( Filing fee $ 350 receipt number 0540-4016195.), filed by
MacroSo|ve, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Civil Cover Sheet)(Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE by MacroSo|ve, Inc. of Related Cases (Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Matthew J Antonelli on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli,
Matthew) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Larry Dean Thompson, Jr on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Thompson, Larry) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Zachariah Harrington on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Harrington, Zachariah) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Kris Yue Teng on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Teng, Kris)
(Entered: 02/26/2013)

SUMMONS Issued as to Pandora Media, Inc. and emailed to pltf for service. (klb) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

Judge Michael H. Schneider and Magistrate Judge John D. Love added. (mjc, ) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

Notice of Filing of Patent/Trademark Form (AO 120). AO 120 mailed to the Director of the U.S.
Patent and Trademark Office. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered: 02/27/2013)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re Pandora
Media, Inc..( Sacksteder, Michael) (Entered: 03/12/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint is granted
pursuant to Local Rule CV-12 for Pandora Media, Inc. to 4/22/2013. 30 Days Granted for Deadline
Extension.(k|b) (Entered: 03/14/2013)

SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. Pandora Media, Inc. served on 2/28/2013,
answer due 4/22/2013. (mjc, ) (Entered: 03/25/2013)

;,’.W. .,,_. {'1 4’)
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US District Court Civil Docket

6:13cv204

liiiacrosoive, inc. V. Nomsirom, me. et at

This case was :‘eis'is\ie~:.i imam the cméri on Satu:‘da'g:, April 13. 2013
 

‘ : 02/ 26/ 2013 ifiasss OPEN

Judge Michael H. Schneider slfmsssol: No

': Magistrate Judge John D. Love $‘v:.s§.s.=§ss: 35:271

‘" : Patent (830) \\5\.s='\,.~‘ Plaintiff

Patent Infringement §§e:\:ses:“s:*§ .:*m\:s;=:s;\;*:: $0

‘: None :\.5<.~i‘,< Patent
.:6:11cv00101

‘: Federal Question

 
‘\.§§§$§:§'SS:‘\‘§$§ _.<“’¢‘§‘:{‘~$ :“«:~‘\~$

Macrosolve, Inc. Matthew J Antonelli
Plaintiff LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3005
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Matt@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
Fax: 713-581-3020

Email:Kris@aht|awfirm.Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
Fax: 713/581-3020

Email:Larry@aht|awfirm.Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430
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Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3003
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Zac@aht|awfirm.Com

Califf Teal Cooper
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com

Nordstrom, Inc. Melvin RWi|cox , III
Defendant ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Yarbrough - Wilcox, PLLC
100 E. Ferguson, Suite 1015
Tyler , TX 75702
USA
903.595.1133
Fax: 903.595.0191

Emai|:Mrw@yw-Lawfirm.Com

Hautelook, Inc. Melvin RWi|cox , III
Defendant ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Yarbrough - Wilcox, PLLC
100 E. Ferguson, Suite 1015
Tyler , TX 75702
USA
903.595.1133
Fax: 903.595.0191

Emai|:Mrw@yw-Lawfirm.Com

, .::- ~‘\.,. , -“
Q :3‘ :“‘ §\‘.~c\‘ ‘ SS‘:

“\ ,. .
‘ \ \. .~ §2-L:.$ s. u;/

. .~\ \» .. .
$A E. ‘> 0 ‘L33 Qt-III 7”.‘ ,1, , /1‘.22

02/26/2013 1 COMPLAINT against All Defendants ( Filing fee $ 350 receipt number 0540-4016181 .),
filed by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Civil Cover Sheet)(Cooper, Califf) (Entered:
02/26/2013)

02/26/2013 2 NOTICE by MacroSo|ve, Inc. of Related Cases (Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

02/26/2013 3 NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Matthew J Antonelli on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

02/26/2013 4 NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Larry Dean Thompson, Jr on behalf of MacroSo|ve,
Inc. (Thompson, Larry) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

02/26/2013 5 NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Zachariah Harrington on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Harrington, Zachariah) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

02/26/2013 6 NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Kris Yue Teng on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Teng,
Kris) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

02/27/2013 7 SUMMONS Issued as to HauteLook, |nc., Nordstrom, Inc. and emailed to pltf for service.
(Attachments: # 1 Summons(es))(k|b) (Entered: 02/27/2013)

02/27/2013 Judge Michael H. Schneider and Magistrate Judge John D. Love added. (mjc, ) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

02/27/2013 8 Notice of Filing of Patent/Trademark Form (AO 120). AO 120 mailed to the Director of
the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered: 02/27/2013)

02/27/2013 9 CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli, Matthew)
(Entered: 02/27/2013)

03/11/2013 10 * * * DEFICI ENT FILING. SEE ENTRY 11 FOR CORRECTED Fl L|NG.* * * Unopposed MOTION
for Extension of Time to File Answer /Respond to Plaintiff's Complaint by HauteLook,
|nc., Nordstrom, Inc.. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Wi|cox, Melvin)
Modified on 3/12/2013 (gsg). (Entered: 03/11/2013)
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03/12/2013

03/12/2013

03/13/2013

03/25/2013

03/25/2013

04/15/2013

04/16/2013

11

12

13

14

15

16

Unopposed MOTION for Extension of Time to File Answer or Otherwise Respond to the
Complaint by HauteLook, |nc., Nordstrom, Inc.. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed
Order)(Wi|cox, Melvin) (Entered: 03/12/2013)

NOTICE of Deficiency regarding the Unopposed Motion, entry 10 submitted. No
certificate of conference. Correction should be made by See entry 11 for corrected filing.
(gsg) (Entered: 03/12/2013)

ORDER granting 11 Motion for Extension of Time to Answer. Defendants shall have to 4-
20-2013, to Answer or Otherwise Respond to Plaintiff's Complaint. Signed by Magistrate
Judge John D. Love on 03/13/13. cc:attys 3-13-13 (mll, ) (Entered: 03/13/2013)

SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. HauteLook, Inc. served on
2/28/2013, answer due 3/21/2013. (mjc, ) (Entered: 03/25/2013)

SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. Nordstrom, Inc. served on
2/28/2013, answer due 3/21/2013. (mjc, ) (Entered: 03/25/2013)

Unopposed MOTION for Extension of Time to File Answer or Otherwise Respond to
Plaintiff's Complaint by HauteLook, |nc., Nordstrom, Inc.. (Attachments: # 1 Text of
Proposed Order)(Wi|cox, Melvin) (Entered: 04/15/2013)

ORDER granting 15 Motion for Extension of Time to Answer. Defendants have up to 5-
06-2013, to Answer or Otherwise Respond to Plaintiff's Complaint. Signed by Magistrate
Judge John D. Love on 04/16/13. (mll, ) (Entered: 04/16/2013)

Events

< br> since&nbsp|ast
< br> fu||&nbspupdate

Events

< br> since&nbsp|ast
< br> fu||&nbspupdate
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6.13cv202

iviacrosoive, inc. V. iioiws Department Stores, Eric. at at

This case was :‘eis'is\ie~:.i imam the cméri on Satu:‘da'g:, April 13. 2013
 

‘ : 02/ 25/ 2013 ifiasss OPEN

Judge Michael H. Schneider slfmsssol: No

': Magistrate Judge John D. Love $‘v:.s§.s.=§ss: 35:271

‘" : Patent (830) \\5\.s='\,.~‘ Plaintiff

Patent Infringement §§e:\:ses:“s:*§ .:*m\:s;=:s;\;*:: $0

‘: None :\.5<.~i‘,< Patent
.:6:11cv00101

‘: Federal Question

 
‘\.§§§$§:§'SS:‘\‘§$§ _.<“’¢‘§‘:{‘~$ :“«:~‘\~$

Macrosolve, Inc. Matthew J Antonelli
Plaintiff LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3005
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Matt@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
Fax: 713-581-3020

Email:Kris@aht|awfirm.Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
Fax: 713/581-3020

Email:Larry@aht|awfirm.Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430
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Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3003
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Zac@aht|awfirm.Com

Califf Teal Cooper
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com

Kohl's Department Stores, Inc. John M Jackson
Defendant ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Jackson Walker - Dallas
901 Main Street Suite 6000

Dallas, TX 75202-4207
USA
214/953-6109

Emai|:Jjackson@jw.Com

Kohl's Corporation John M Jackson
Defendant ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Jackson Walker - Dallas
901 Main Street Suite 6000

Dallas, TX 75202-4207
USA
214/953-6109

Emai|:Jjackson@jw.Com

\.\x. '‘ *\‘«. ..
‘~‘<§T\§§ T3? \‘. \.‘.~ :-.>‘....

02/25/2013 1 COMPLAINT against All Defendants ( Filing fee $ 350 receipt number 0540-4015115.),
filed by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Civil Cover Sheet)(Cooper, Califf) (Entered:
02/25/2013)

02/25/2013 2 NOTICE by MacroSo|ve, Inc. of Related Cases (Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 02/25/2013)

//II

02/26/2013 3 NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Matthew J Antonelli on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

02/26/2013 4 NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Larry Dean Thompson, Jr on behalf of MacroSo|ve,
Inc. (Thompson, Larry) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

02/26/2013 5 NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Zachariah Harrington on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Harrington, Zachariah) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

02/26/2013 6 NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Kris Yue Teng on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Teng,
Kris) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

02/27/2013 7 SUMMONS Issued as to Kohl's Corporation, Kohl's Department Stores, Inc. and emailed
to pltf for service. (Attachments: # 1 Summons(es))(k|b) (Entered: 02/27/2013)

02/27/2013 Judge Michael H. Schneider and Magistrate Judge John D. Love added. (mjc, ) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

02/27/2013 8 Notice of Filing of Patent/Trademark Form (AO 120). AO 120 mailed to the Director of
the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered: 02/27/2013)

02/27/2013 9 CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli, Matthew)
(Entered: 02/27/2013)

03/07/2013 10 SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. Kohl's Department Stores, Inc.
served on 2/28/2013, answer due 3/21/2013. (klb) (Entered: 03/07/2013)

03/07/2013 11 SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. Kohl's Corporation served on
2/28/2013, answer due 3/21/2013. (klb) (Entered: 03/07/2013)

03/12/2013 12 Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re

RPX-1 003, p. 1 50
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Koh|‘s Corporation, Koh|‘s Department Stores, Inc..( Jackson, John) (Entered:
03/12/2013)

03/12/2013 Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint is
granted pursuant to Local Rule CV-12 for Kohl's Corporation to 4/22/2013; Kohl's
Department Stores, Inc. to 4/22/2013. 32 Days Granted for Deadline Extension.(k|b)
(Entered: 03/14/2013)

04/12/2013 13 Defendant‘s Unopposed Second Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint
re Kohl's Corporation, Koh|‘s Department Stores, Inc..( Jackson, John) (Entered:
04/12/2013)

04/16/2013 14 Unopposed MOTION for Extension of Time to File Answer or Otherwise Respond to Events
Plaintiffs Original Complaint by Kohl's Corporation, Kohl's Department Stores, Inc.. <br>since&nbsp|ast
(Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Jackson, John) (Entered: 04/16/2013) <br>fu||&nbspupdate

A\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\
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6.13cv201

fnfiacmsoive, inc. ‘J. Gilt Groups Hoidings, Eric. at al

This case was :‘eis'is\ie~:.i imam the cméri on Satu:‘da'g:, April 13. 2013
 

‘ : 02/ 25/ 2013 ifiasss OPEN

Judge Michael H. Schneider slfmsssol: No

': Magistrate Judge John D. Love $‘v:.s§.s.=§ss: 35:271

‘" : Patent (830) \\5\.s='\,.~‘ Plaintiff

Patent Infringement §§e:\:ses:“s:*§ .:*m\:s;=:s;\;*:: $0

‘: None :\.5<.~i‘,< Patent
.:6:11cv00101

‘: Federal Question

 
‘\.§§§$§:§'SS:‘\‘§$§ _.<“’¢‘§‘:{‘~$ :“«:~‘\~$

Macrosolve, Inc. Matthew J Antonelli
Plaintiff LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3005
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Matt@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
Fax: 713-581-3020

Email:Kris@aht|awfirm.Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
Fax: 713/581-3020

Email:Larry@aht|awfirm.Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430
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Gilt Groupe Holdings, Inc.
Defendant

Gilt Groupe, Inc.
Defendant

Gilt City, Inc.
Defendant

2”"
/

.\ 3". K:(1,

02/25/2013

02/25/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

1

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3003
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Zac@aht|awfirm.Com

Califf Teal Cooper
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com

John M Jackson
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Jackson Walker - Dallas
901 Main Street Suite 6000

Dallas, TX 75202-4207
USA
214/953-6109

Emai|:Jjackson@jw.Com

John M Jackson
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Jackson Walker - Dallas
901 Main Street Suite 6000

Dallas, TX 75202-4207
USA
214/953-6109

Emai|:Jjackson@jw.Com

John M Jackson
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Jackson Walker - Dallas
901 Main Street Suite 6000

Dallas, TX 75202-4207
USA
214/953-6109

Emai|:Jjackson@jw.Com

COMPLAINT against All Defendants ( Filing fee $ 350 receipt number 0540-4015110.),
filed by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Civil Cover Sheet)(Cooper, Califf) (Entered:
02/25/2013)

NOTICE by MacroSo|ve, Inc. of Related Cases (Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 02/25/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Matthew J Antonelli on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Larry Dean Thompson, Jr on behalf of MacroSo|ve,
Inc. (Thompson, Larry) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Zachariah Harrington on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Harrington, Zachariah) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Kris Yue Teng on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Teng,
Kris) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

SUMMONS Issued as to Gilt City, Inc., Gilt Groupe Holdings, Inc., Gilt Groupe, |nc.and
emailed to pltf for service. (Attachments: # 1 Summons(es), # 2 Summons(es))(k|b)
(Entered: 02/27/2013)

Judge Michael H. Schneider and Magistrate Judge John D. Love added. (mjc, ) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

27’? Z’) £1‘. .,,_. {'1 4’)
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02/27/2013 8 Notice of Filing of Patent/Trademark Form (AO 120). AO 120 mailed to the Director of

02/27/2013

03/07/2013

03/07/2013

03/07/2013

03/15/2013

03/15/2013

04/16/2013

9

10

11

12

13

14

the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered: 02/27/2013)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli, Matthew)
(Entered: 02/27/2013)

SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. Gilt City, Inc. served on 2/28/2013,
answer due 3/21/2013. (klb) (Entered: 03/07/2013)

SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, |nc..
2/27/2013, answer due 3/20/2013. (klb) (Entered:

SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, |nc..
2/27/2013, answer due 3/20/2013. (klb) (Entered:

Gilt Groupe Holdings, Inc. served on
03/07/2013)

Gilt Groupe, Inc. served on
03/07/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re
Gilt City, Inc., Gilt Groupe Holdings, Inc., Gilt Groupe, |nc..( Jackson, John) (Entered:
03/15/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint is
granted pursuant to Local Rule CV-12 for Gilt City, Inc. to 4/20/2013; Gilt Groupe, Inc.
to 4/20/2013; Gilt Groupe Holdings, Inc. to 4/20/2013. 30 Days Granted for Deadline
Extension.(k|b) (Entered: 03/18/2013)

Unopposed MOTION for Extension of Time to File Answer or Otherwise Respond to
Plaintiff's Original Complaint by Gilt City, Inc., Gilt Groupe Holdings, Inc., Gilt Groupe,
|nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Jackson, John) (Entered: 04/16/2013)

Events

< br> since&nbsp|ast
< br> fu||&nbspupdate

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx'\.'\
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6.13cv200

iiiiacrosoivef, inc. 1!. Gamestop Corp. et at

This case was :‘eis'is\ie~:.i imam the cméri on Satu:‘da'g:, April 13. 2013
 

‘ : 02/ 25/ 2013 ifiasss OPEN

Judge Michael H. Schneider slfmsssol: No

': Magistrate Judge John D. Love $‘v:.s§.s.=§ss: 35:271

‘" : Patent (830) \\5\.s='\,.~‘ Plaintiff

Patent Infringement §§e:\:ses:“s:*§ .:*m\:s;=:s;\;*:: $0

‘: None :\.5<.~i‘,< Patent
.:6:11cv00101

‘: Federal Question

 
‘\.§§§$§:§'SS:‘\‘§$§ _.<“’¢‘§‘:{‘~$ :“«:~‘\~$

Macrosolve, Inc. Matthew J Antonelli
Plaintiff LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3005
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Matt@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
Fax: 713-581-3020

Email:Kris@aht|awfirm.Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
Fax: 713/581-3020

Email:Larry@aht|awfirm.Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430
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Gamestop Corp.
Defendant

Gamestop, Inc.
Defendant

'/"4
* ,\ \ .\

3 x‘: T\ §2-

02/25/2013

02/25/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

03/20/2013

03/21/2013

10

11

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3003
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Zac@aht|awfirm.Com

Califf Teal Cooper
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com

Todd M Siegel
LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Klarquist Sparkman LLP
121 Sw Salmon Street Suite 1600

Portland , OR 97204
USA
503/595-5300
Fax: 503/595-5301

Email:Todd.Siege|@k|arquist.Com

Todd M Siegel
LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Klarquist Sparkman LLP
121 Sw Salmon Street Suite 1600

Portland , OR 97204
USA
503/595-5300
Fax: 503/595-5301

Email:Todd.Siege|@k|arquist.Com

”/1 21/3
;/,1

\
.,,/; /14’ 51/Z

/
3% S S. .33“: .§nu.

COMPLAINT against All Defendants ( Filing fee $ 350 receipt number 0540-4015102.), filed by
MacroSo|ve, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Civil Cover Sheet)(Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 02/25/2013)

NOTICE by MacroSo|ve, Inc. of Related Cases (Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 02/25/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Matthew J Antonelli on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli,
Matthew) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Larry Dean Thompson, Jr on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Thompson, Larry) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Zachariah Harrington on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Harrington, Zachariah) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Kris Yue Teng on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Teng, Kris)
(Entered: 02/26/2013)

SUMMONS Issued as to GameStop Corp., GameStop, Inc. and emailed to pltf for service.
(Attachments: # 1 Summons(es))(k|b) (Entered: 02/27/2013)

Judge Michael H. Schneider and Magistrate Judge John D. Love added. (mjc, ) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

Notice of Filing of Patent/Trademark Form (AO 120). AO 120 mailed to the Director of the U.S.
Patent and Trademark Office. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered: 02/27/2013)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re GameStop
Corp., GameStop, |nc..( Siegel, Todd) (Entered: 03/20/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed Corrected First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re
GameStop Corp., GameStop, |nc..( Siegel, Todd) (Entered: 03/21/2013)
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03/21/2013 Defendant‘s Unopposed CORRECTED First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint
is GRANTING pursuant to Local Rule CV-12 for GameStop, Inc. to 5/3/2013; GameStop Corp. to
5/3/2013. 43 Days Granted for Deadline Extension.( sm, ) (Entered: 03/21/2013)

03/25/2013 12 SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. GameStop Corp. served on 2/28/2013, answer
due 5/3/2013. (mjc, ) (Entered: 03/25/2013)

03/25/2013 13 SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. GameStop, Inc. served on 2/28/2013, answer
due 5/3/2013. (mjc, ) (Entered: 03/25/2013)

Copyright © 2013 LexisNexis CourtLink, Inc. All rights reserved.
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US District Court Civil Docket
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6.13cv199

iaiiacmsoive, inc. ‘.9’. Fandango, inc. at at

This case was :‘eis'is\ie~:.i imam the cméri on Satu:‘da'g:, April 13. 2013
 

‘ : 02/ 25/ 2013 ifiasss OPEN

Judge Michael H. Schneider slfmsssol: No

': Magistrate Judge John D. Love $‘v:.s§.s.=§ss: 35:271

‘" : Patent (830) \\5\.s='\,.~‘ Plaintiff

Patent Infringement §§e:\:ses:“s:*§ .:*m\:s;=:s;\;*:: $0

‘: None :\.5<.~i‘,< Patent
.:6:11cv00101

‘: Federal Question

 
‘\.§§§$§:§'SS:‘\‘§$§ _.<“’¢‘§‘:{‘~$ :“«:~‘\~$

Macrosolve, Inc. Matthew J Antonelli
Plaintiff LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3005
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Matt@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
Fax: 713-581-3020

Email:Kris@aht|awfirm.Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
Fax: 713/581-3020

Email:Larry@aht|awfirm.Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430
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Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3003
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Zac@aht|awfirm.Com

Califf Teal Cooper
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com

Fandango, Inc. Dan Duncan Davison
Defendant LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Fulbright & Jaworski - Dallas
2200 Ross Avenue Suite 2800

Dallas, TX 75201
USA
214/855-8000
Fax: 12148558200

Email:Ddavison@fu|bright.Com

Richard S Zem bek

LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Fulbright & Jaworski LLP - Houston
Fulbright Tower 1301 Mckinney Suite 5100
Houston , TX 77010-3095
USA
713/651-5283
Fax: 17136515246

Email:Rzembek@fu|bright.Com

Paul Andrew Dyson
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Fulbright & Jaworski LLP - Houston
Fulbright Tower 1301 Mckinney Suite 5100
Houston , TX 77010-3095
USA
713-651-5391
Fax: 713-651-5246

Email:Pdyson@fu|bright.Com

Fandango Llc Dan Duncan Davison
Defendant LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Fulbright & Jaworski - Dallas
2200 Ross Avenue Suite 2800

Dallas, TX 75201
USA
214/855-8000
Fax: 12148558200

Email:Ddavison@fu|bright.Com

Richard S Zem bek

LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Fulbright & Jaworski LLP - Houston
Fulbright Tower 1301 Mckinney Suite 5100
Houston , TX 77010-3095
USA
713/651-5283
Fax: 17136515246

Email:Rzembek@fu|bright.Com

Paul Andrew Dyson
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
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Fulbright & Jaworski LLP - Houston
Fulbright Tower 1301 Mckinney Suite 5100
Houston , TX 77010-3095
USA
713-651-5391
Fax: 713-651-5246

Email:Pdyson@fu|bright.Com

Fandango Media, Llc Dan Duncan Davison
Defendant LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Fulbright & Jaworski - Dallas
2200 Ross Avenue Suite 2800

Dallas, TX 75201
USA
214/855-8000
Fax: 12148558200

Email:Ddavison@fu|bright.Com

Richard S Zem bek

LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Fulbright & Jaworski LLP - Houston
Fulbright Tower 1301 Mckinney Suite 5100
Houston , TX 77010-3095
USA
713/651-5283
Fax: 17136515246

Email:Rzembek@fu|bright.Com

Paul Andrew Dyson
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Fulbright & Jaworski LLP - Houston
Fulbright Tower 1301 Mckinney Suite 5100
Houston , TX 77010-3095
USA
713-651-5391
Fax: 713-651-5246

Email:Pdyson@fu|bright.Com

Fandango Marketing, Llc Dan Duncan Davison
Defendant LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Fulbright & Jaworski - Dallas
2200 Ross Avenue Suite 2800

Dallas, TX 75201
USA
214/855-8000
Fax: 12148558200

Email:Ddavison@fu|bright.Com

Richard S Zem bek

LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Fulbright & Jaworski LLP - Houston
Fulbright Tower 1301 Mckinney Suite 5100
Houston , TX 77010-3095
USA
713/651-5283
Fax: 17136515246

Email:Rzembek@fu|bright.Com

Paul Andrew Dyson
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Fulbright & Jaworski LLP - Houston
Fulbright Tower 1301 Mckinney Suite 5100
Houston , TX 77010-3095
USA
713-651-5391
Fax: 713-651-5246

Email:Pdyson@fu|bright.Com
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02/25/2013

02/25/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

03/07/2013

03/07/2013

03/07/2013

03/07/2013

03/20/2013

03/20/2013

03/20/2013

03/20/2013

03/21/2013

03/21/2013

03/21/2013

‘(
§

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19
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COMPLAINT against All Defendants ( Filing fee $ 350 receipt number 0540-4015097.), filed by
MacroSo|ve, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Civil Cover Sheet)(Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 02/25/2013)

NOTICE by MacroSo|ve, Inc. of Related Cases (Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 02/25/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Matthew J Antonelli on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli,
Matthew) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Larry Dean Thompson, Jr on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Thompson, Larry) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Zachariah Harrington on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Harrington, Zachariah) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Kris Yue Teng on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Teng, Kris)
(Entered: 02/26/2013)

SUMMONS Issued as to Fandango LLC, Fandango Marketing, LLC, Fandango Media, LLC,
Fandango, Inc. and emailed to pltf for service. (Attachments: # 1 Summons(es), # 2 Summons
(es), # 3 Summons(es))(k|b) (Entered: 02/27/2013)

Judge Michael H. Schneider and Magistrate Judge John D. Love added. (mjc, ) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

Notice of Filing of Patent/Trademark Form (AO 120). AO 120 mailed to the Director of the U.S.
Patent and Trademark Office. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered: 02/27/2013)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. Fandango LLC served on 2/27/2013, answer
due 3/20/2013. (klb) (Entered: 03/07/2013)

SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. Fandango Marketing, LLC served on
2/27/2013, answer due 3/20/2013. (klb) (Entered: 03/07/2013)

SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. Fandango Media, LLC served on 2/27/2013,
answer due 3/20/2013. (klb) (Entered: 03/07/2013)

SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. Fandango, Inc. served on 2/27/2013, answer
due 3/20/2013. (klb) (Entered: 03/07/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re Fandango
LLC.( Zembek, Richard) (Entered: 03/20/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re Fandango
Marketing, LLC.( Zem bek, Richard) (Entered: 03/20/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re Fandango
Media, LLC.( Zem bek, Richard) (Entered: 03/20/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re Fandango,
|nc..( Zembek, Richard) (Entered: 03/20/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint is GRANTED
pursuant to Local Rule CV-12 for Fandango Media, LLC to 4/19/2013; Fandango LLC to
4/19/2013; Fandango, Inc. to 4/19/2013; Fandango Marketing, LLC to 4/19/2013. 30 Days
Granted for Deadline Extension.( sm, ) (Entered: 03/21/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Dan Duncan Davison on behalf of Fandango LLC, Fandango
Marketing, LLC, Fandango Media, LLC, Fandango, Inc. (Davison, Dan) (Entered: 03/21/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Paul Andrew Dyson on behalf of Fandango LLC, Fandango
Marketing, LLC, Fandango Media, LLC, Fandango, Inc. (Dyson, Paul) (Entered: 03/21/2013)
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US District Court Civil Docket
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6.13cv198

iiiiacmsoive, inc. V. Costco Wholesaie Corporation

This case was :‘eis'is\ie~:.i imam the cméri on Satu:‘da'g:, April 13. 2013
 

‘ : 02/ 25/ 2013 ifiasss OPEN

Judge Michael H. Schneider slfmsssol: No

': Magistrate Judge John D. Love $‘v:.s§.s.=§ss: 35:271

‘" : Patent (830) \\5\.s='\,.~‘ Plaintiff

Patent Infringement §§e:\:ses:“s:*§ .:*m\:s;=:s;\;*:: $0

‘: None :\.5<.~i‘,< Patent
.:6:11cv00101

‘: Federal Question

 
‘\.§§§$§:§'SS:‘\‘§$§ _.<“’¢‘§‘:{‘~$ :“«:~‘\~$

Macrosolve, Inc. Matthew J Antonelli
Plaintiff LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3005
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Matt@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
Fax: 713-581-3020

Email:Kris@aht|awfirm.Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
Fax: 713/581-3020

Email:Larry@aht|awfirm.Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430
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Costco Wholesale Corporation
Defendant

»2/
;.~‘\ .K o .\

:.$ :2 {E,,

02/25/2013

02/25/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

03/20/2013

03/20/2013

03/25/2013

04/12/2013

04/12/2013

10

11

12

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3003
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Zac@aht|awfirm.Com

Califf Teal Cooper
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com

Richard S Zem bek

LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Fulbright & Jaworski LLP - Houston
Fulbright Tower 1301 Mckinney Suite 5100
Houston , TX 77010-3095
USA
713/651-5283
Fax: 17136515246

Email:Rzembek@fu|bright.Com

\"\\‘
M}"/14

/
1//J~‘~ 5- as so ax. <0/; 1/,.

COMPLAINT against All Defendants ( Filing fee $ 350 receipt number 0540-4015072.), filed by
MacroSo|ve, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Civil Cover Sheet)(Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 02/25/2013)

NOTICE by MacroSo|ve, Inc. of Related Cases (Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 02/25/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Matthew J Antonelli on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli,
Matthew) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Larry Dean Thompson, Jr on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Thompson, Larry) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Zachariah Harrington on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Harrington, Zachariah) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Kris Yue Teng on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Teng, Kris)
(Entered: 02/26/2013)

SUMMONS Issued as to Costco Wholesale Corporation and emailed to pltf for service. (klb)
(Entered: 02/27/2013)

Judge Michael H. Schneider and Magistrate Judge John D. Love added. (mjc, ) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

Notice of Filing of Patent/Trademark Form (AO 120). AO 120 mailed to the Director of the U.S.
Patent and Trademark Office. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered: 02/27/2013)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re Costco
Wholesale Corporation.( Zem bek, Richard) (Entered: 03/20/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint is granted
pursuant to Local Rule CV-12 for Costco Wholesale Corporation to 4/20/2013. 30 Days Granted
for Deadline Extension.(k|b) (Entered: 04/02/2013)

SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. Costco Wholesale Corporation served on
2/28/2013, answer due 3/21/2013. (mjc, ) (Entered: 03/25/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed Second Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re Costco
Wholesale Corporation.( Zem bek, Richard) (Entered: 04/12/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed Second Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint is
GRANTED pursuant to Local Rule CV-12 for Costco Wholesale Corporation to 5/5/2013. 15 Days
Granted for Deadline Extension.( sm, ) (Entered: 04/12/2013)
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6.13cv203

iiiiacmseive, inc. v. The Kroger Co.

This case was retrieved from the court on NEQ“fia¥.: February 25, 2013
 

 
Filexi: 02/ 25/ 201 3 ifissss OPEN

Judge Michael H. Schneider slfmsssol: No

': Magistrate Judge John D. Love $‘v:.s§.s.=§ss: 35:271

‘" : Patent (830) \\5\.s='\,.~‘ Plaintiff

Patent Infringement §§s:\:ses:“s:*§ .:*m\:s;=:s;\;*:: $0

None :\.5<.~i‘,< Patent
~;‘;?~=;:‘3ss:" .L§:\:*\‘.Eu\.\:: 6:11cv00101

6:11cv00101
6:11cv00101
6:11cv00101
6:11cv00101
6:11cv00101
6:11cv00194
6:11cv00101
6:11cv00194

\-.5\:‘;‘§s.=o2§~\‘.:§s“\\.;\: Federal Question

§..s:=s.\;;ss\::; .~“3s§‘§i§%‘i‘§§3\ s

Macrosolve, Inc. Matthew J Antonelli
Plaintiff LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3005
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Matt@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
Fax: 713-581-3020

Email:Kris@aht|awfirm.Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
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The Kroger Co.
Defendant

\‘\ _\ 2 .
§\.«‘ 33‘: $3

02/25/2013

02/25/2013

02/26/2013

02/26/2013
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Fax: 713/581-3020

Em ail: Larry@aht|awfirm .Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3003
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Zac@aht|awfirm.Com

Califf Teal Cooper
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com

Raymond L Sweigart
LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman - VA
1650 Tysons Blvd Floor 14
Mclean , VA 22102
USA
703-770-7900
Fax: 703-770-7901

Email:Raymond.Sweigart@pi||sbury|aw.Com

Robert Michael Fuhrer
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman - VA
1650 Tysons Blvd Floor 14
Mclean , VA 22102
USA
703/770-7543
Fax: 703/770-7901

Email:Robert.Fuhrer@pi||sbury|aw.Com

Samuel Eugene Stubbs
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Pillsbury Winthrop
909 Fannin Suite 2000

Houston , TX 77010
USA
713/276-7645
Fax: 12815826473

Emai|:Sam.Stubbs@pi||sbury|aw.Com

11/
. ,.\
:\3.\§x

COMPLAINT against All Defendants ( Filing fee $ 350 receipt number 0540-4015119.),
filed by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Civil Cover Sheet)(Cooper, Califf) (Entered:
02/25/2013)

NOTICE by MacroSo|ve, Inc. of Related Cases (Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 02/25/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Matthew J Antonelli on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Larry Dean Thompson, Jr on behalf of MacroSo|ve,

Events

< br> since&nbsp|ast
< br> fu||&nbspupdate

Events

< br> since&nbsp|ast
< br> fu||&nbspupdate

Events
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02/26/2013

02/26/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

02/27/2013

03/07/2013

03/15/2013

03/15/2013

03/19/2013

03/19/2013

10

11

12

13

Inc. (Thompson, Larry) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Zachariah Harrington on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Harrington, Zachariah) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Kris Yue Teng on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Teng,
Kris) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

SUMMONS Issued as to The Kroger Co. and emailed to pltf for service. (klb) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

Judge Michael H. Schneider and Magistrate Judge John D. Love added. (mjc, ) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

Notice of Filing of Patent/Trademark Form (AO 120). AO 120 mailed to the Director of
the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered: 02/27/2013)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli, Matthew)
(Entered: 02/27/2013)

SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, Inc.. The Kroger Co. served on
2/28/2013, answer due 3/21/2013. (klb) (Entered: 03/07/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re
The Kroger Co..( Stubbs, Samuel) (Entered: 03/15/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint is
granted pursuant to Local Rule CV-12 for The Kroger Co. to 4/22/2013. 30 Days Granted
for Deadline Extension.(k|b) (Entered: 03/15/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance - Pro Hac Vice by Raymond L Sweigart on behalf of The
Kroger Co.. Filing fee $ 100, receipt number 0540-4051256. (Sweigart, Raymond)
(Entered: 03/19/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance - Pro Hac Vice by Robert Michael Fuhrer on behalf of
The Kroger Co.. Filing fee $100, receipt number 0540-4051282. (Fuhrer, Robert)
(Entered: 03/19/2013)
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US District Court Civil Docket

6:12cv980

liiiacmsoive, inc. V. Cvs Pharmacy? inc.

This case was retrieved from the court on Wednesday, April 17, 2013
 

‘ : 12/21/2012 ifissss OPEN

Judge Michael H. Schneider slfmsssol: No

': Magistrate Judge John D. Love $‘v:.s§.s.=§ss: 35:271

‘" : Patent (830) \\5\.s='\,.~‘ Plaintiff

Patent Infringement §§s:\:ses:“s:*§ .:*m\:s;=:s;\;*:: $0

‘: None :\.5<.~i‘,< Patent
.:6:11cv00101

‘: Federal Question

 
‘\.§§§$§:§'SS:‘\‘§$§ _.<“’¢‘§‘:{‘~$ :“«:~‘\~$

Macrosolve, Inc. Matthew J Antonelli
Plaintiff LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3005
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Matt@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
Fax: 713-581-3020

Email:Kris@aht|awfirm.Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
Fax: 713/581-3020

Email:Larry@aht|awfirm.Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430
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Cvs Pharm acy, I nc.
Defendant

12/21/2012

01/02/2013

01/02/2013

01/02/2013

01/02/2013

01/02/2013

01/02/2013

01/02/2013

01/15/2013

01/18/2013

01/18/2013

01/29/2013

02/06/2013

02/15/2013

10

11

12

13

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3003
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Zac@aht|awfirm.Com

Califf Teal Cooper
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com

Charles Ainsworth
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Parker Bunt & Ainsworth

100 E Ferguson Suite 1114
Tyler , TX 75702
USA
903/531-3535
Fax: 903/533-9687

Email:Char|ey@pbaty|er.Com
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COMPLAINT against CVS Pharmacy, Inc. ( Filing fee $ 350 receipt number 0540-3928172.), filed
by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 816 Patent, # 2 Civil Cover Sheet)(Cooper, Califf)
(Entered: 12/21/2012)

Judge Leonard Davis added. (mll, ) (Entered: 12/26/2012)

Notice of Filing of Patent/Trademark Form (AO 120). AO 120 mailed to the Director of the U.S.
Patent and Trademark Office. (Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Cooper, Califf) (Entered:
01/02/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Kris Yue Teng on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Teng, Kris)
(Entered: 01/02/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Larry Dean Thompson, Jr on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Thompson, Larry) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Matthew J Antonelli on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli,
Matthew) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Zachariah Harrington on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Harrington, Zachariah) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

SUMMONS Issued as to CVS Pharmacy, Inc. and emailed to pltf for service. (klb) (Entered:
01/02/2013)

Order reassigning this case to United States District Judge Michael H. Schneider per General
Order 13-3. Please see Appendix D: Addendum Regarding Cases Assigned to Judge Schneider.
Judge Leonard Davis no longer assigned to the case. (tlh, ) (Entered: 01/15/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re CVS
Pharmacy, Inc. (Ainsworth, Charles) (Entered: 01/18/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint is granted
pursuant to Local Rule CV-12 for CVS Pharmacy, Inc. to 2/24/2013. 30 Days Granted for Deadline
Extension.(k|b) (Entered: 01/23/2013)

SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. CVS Pharmacy, Inc. served on 1/4/2013,
answer due 2/24/2013. (mjc, ) (Entered: 01/29/2013)

ORDER REFERRING CASE to Magistrate Judge John D. Love for all pretrial proceedings. Signed by
Judge Michael H. Schneider on 02/06/13. cc:attys 2-07-13(m||, ) (Entered: 02/07/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed Second Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re CVS
Pharmacy, |nc.(Ainsworth, Charles) (Entered: 02/15/2013)
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02/15/2013 Defendant‘s Unopposed Second Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint is granted
pursuant to Local Rule CV-12 for CVS Pharmacy, Inc. to 3/11/2013. 14 Days Granted for Deadline
Extension.(k|b) (Entered: 02/21/2013)

02/26/2013 14 ORDER for Plaintiff to file a notice that the case is ready for scheduling conference. Signed by
Magistrate Judge John D. Love on 2/26/2013. (gsg) (Entered: 02/27/2013)

03/07/2013 15 Unopposed MOTION for Extension of Time to File Answer re 1 Complaint by CVS Pharmacy, Inc..
(Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Ainsworth, Charles) (Entered: 03/07/2013)

03/08/2013 16 ORDER granting 15 Motion for Extension of Time. Defendant CVS Pharmacy Inc shall have to 3-
13-2013 to answer or otherwise respond to Plaintiffs‘ Complaint for Patent Infringement. Signed
by Magistrate Judge John D. Love on 03/08/13. cc:attys 3-08-13 (mll, ) (Entered: 03/08/2013)

03/13/2013 17 Agreed MOTION to Stay Pending Settlement by CVS Pharmacy, Inc.. (Attachments: # 1 Text of
Proposed Order)(Ainsworth, Charles) (Entered: 03/13/2013)

03/18/2013 18 ORDER granting 17 Motion to Stay. All deadlines are STAYED for 30 days, up to and including 4-
12-2013. Parties shall submit closing documents by 4-12-2013. Signed by Magistrate Judge John
D. Love on 03/18/13. cc:attys 3-18-13 (mll, ) (Entered: 03/18/2013)

04/11/2013 19 Agreed MOTION to Stay Deadlines Pending Settlement by CVS Pharmacy, Inc.. (Attachments: # 1
Text of Proposed Order)(Ainsworth, Charles) (Entered: 04/11/2013)

04/12/2013 20 ORDER granting 19 Motion to Stay. All Deadlines are STAYED up to and including 4-26-2013.
Parties shall submit closing documents no later than 4-26-2013. Signed by Magistrate Judge John
D. Love on 04/12/13. (mll, ) (Entered: 04/12/2013)

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx'\.'\
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US District Court Civil Docket

6:12cv979

Eiiiacmsaive, free. ‘if. Bsifar Thrifty Automotive Group, ms. at at

This case was r-strisveti from the <:.ms:‘t on Stzszsjay. §‘§ias'sE's 10, 2013
k\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\V‘

“ '—: : 12/ 21/ 2012 itoaiss: CLOSED

‘ : Judge Michael H. Schneider sifiaxssacl: Yes : Magistrate Judge John D. Love i‘>‘;ss:s.=ts: 35:271

  Patent (830) “: Plaintiff

Patent Infringement siszmzsxxi: $0

i‘.3Qs:;\:>.=;: None s‘.?~e:::s.s'§;;\:\:§s.‘~:~:: Patent
~;‘;?~=;:‘3ss:" .L§:\:cEu\.\:: None

\5s.=:‘§ss5Sx‘.~:$ss:‘s: Federal Question

t.:\:s~\;3e:s~o:s _.s‘m0~s sn-\:~s

Macrosolve, Inc. Califf Teal Cooper
Plaintiff ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com

Dollar Thrifty Automotive Group, Inc.
Defendant

Dollar Rent-A- Car, I nc.
Defendant

Thrifty, I nc.
Defendant

'0

12/21/2012 1 COMPLAINT against Dollar Rent-A-Car, |nc., Dollar Thrifty Automotive Group, |nc., Thrifty, Inc.
( Filing fee $ 350 receipt number 0540-3928324.), filed by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1
Exhibit A [816 Patent], # 2 Civil Cover Sheet)(Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 12/21/2012)

12/21/2012 Judge Leonard Davis added. (mll, ) (Entered: 12/26/2012)

12/28/2012 2 NOTICE by MacroSo|ve, Inc. Notice of Dismissal Without Prejudice (Attachments: # 1 Text of
Proposed Order)(Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 12/28/2012)

01/15/2013 3 Order reassigning this case to United States District Judge Michael H. Schneider per General
Order 13-3. Please see Appendix D: Addendum Regarding Cases Assigned to Judge Schneider.
Judge Leonard Davis no longer assigned to the case. (tlh, ) (Entered: 01/15/2013)

02/06/2013 4 ORDER REFERRING CASE to Magistrate Judge John D. Love for all pretrial proceedings. Signed by
Judge Michael H. Schneider on 02/06/13. cc:attys 2-07-13(m||, ) (Entered: 02/07/2013)

02/11/2013 5 ORDER granting 2 Notice of Dismissal filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. Signed by Judge Michael H.
Schneider on 02/11/13. cc:attys 2-11-13(m||, ) (Entered: 02/11/2013)
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FINAL JUDGMENT. The parties shall take nothing and all pending motions are DENIED AS MOOT.
All costs are to be borne by the party that incurred them. All claims, counterclaims, and third-
party claims in the instant suit are DISMISSED in their entirety. The Clerk of the Court is directed
to close this case. Signed by Judge Michael H. Schneider on 02/11/13. cc:attys 2-11-13(m||, )
(Entered: 02/11/2013)

02/11/2013 6

xxxx\\\\\xx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xxxxxxxxxxx\\\\\xxxxxxxxxxx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xx\\\\\xxxx\\\\\xx\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

Copyright © 2013 LexisNexis CourtLink, Inc. All rights reserved.
* * * THIS DATA IS FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY * * *
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US District Court Civil Docket

6:12cv978

Eiéiacmsoive, me. ‘:3’. Supershuttie international Corp.

This case was retrieved from the court on Wednesday, April 17, 2013
 

‘ : 12/ 21/ 2012 ifissss CLOSED

Judge Michael H. Schneider slfmssaol: Yes

': Magistrate Judge John D. Love $‘v:.s§.s.=§ss: 35:271

‘" : Patent (830) \\5\.s='\,.~‘ Plaintiff

Patent Infringement §§s:\:ses:“s:*§ .:*m\:s;=:s;\;*:: $0

‘: None :\.5<.~i‘,< Patent
.:6:11cv00101

‘: Federal Question

 
‘\.§§§$§:§'SS:‘\‘§$§ _.<“’¢‘§‘:{‘~$ :“«:~‘\~$

Macrosolve, Inc. Matthew J Antonelli
Plaintiff LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3005
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Matt@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
Fax: 713-581-3020

Email:Kris@aht|awfirm.Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
Fax: 713/581-3020

Email:Larry@aht|awfirm.Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430
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Supershuttle I nternational Corp.
Defendant

Super Shuttle Dfw, Inc.
Defendant

2”"
/

.\ 3". K:(1,

12/21/2012

12/21/2012

01/02/2013

01/02/2013

01/02/2013

01/02/2013

01/02/2013

01/02/2013

01/02/2013

01/11/2013

01/15/2013

‘\\:\.‘
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Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3003
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Zac@aht|awfirm.Com

Califf Teal Cooper
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com

Sid Leach

LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Snell & Wilmer - Phoenix
One Arizona Center
400 E Van Buren

Phoenix , AZ 85004-2202
USA

(602) 382-6372
Fax: 16023826070

Emai|:S|each@sw|aw.Com

Sid Leach

LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Snell & Wilmer - Phoenix
One Arizona Center
400 E Van Buren

Phoenix , AZ 85004-2202
USA

(602) 382-6372
Fax: 16023826070

Emai|:S|each@sw|aw.Com

\ ~
\ (avg
‘ ix.-.\\up

w .. . . . .‘:—.
\s:\:~cess:e:;.
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COMPLAINT against SuperShutt|e International Corp. ( Filing fee $ 350 receipt number 0540-
3928314.), filed by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit A [816 Patent], # 2 Civil Cover
Sheet)(Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 12/21/2012)

Judge Leonard Davis added. (mll, ) (Entered: 12/26/2012)

Notice of Filing of Patent/Trademark Form (AO 120). AO 120 mailed to the Director of the U.S.
Patent and Trademark Office. (Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Cooper, Califf) (Entered:
01/02/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Kris Yue Teng on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Teng, Kris)
(Entered: 01/02/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Larry Dean Thompson, Jr on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Thompson, Larry) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Matthew J Antonelli on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli,
Matthew) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Zachariah Harrington on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Harrington, Zachariah) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

SUMMONS Issued as to SuperShutt|e International Corp. and emailed to pltf for service. (klb)
(Entered: 01/02/2013)

Return of Service Executed as to SuperShutt|e International Corp. on 1/3/2013, by personal
service; answer due: 1/24/2013. (mll, ) (Entered: 01/14/2013)

Order reassigning this case to United States District Judge Michael H. Schneider per General
Order 13-3. Please see Appendix D: Addendum Regarding Cases Assigned to Judge Schneider.
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Judge Leonard Davis no longer assigned to the case. (tlh, ) (Entered: 01/15/2013)

02/06/2013 11 ORDER REFERRING CASE to Magistrate Judge John D. Love for all pretrial proceedings. Signed by
Judge Michael H. Schneider on 02/06/13. cc:attys 2-07-13(m||, ) (Entered: 02/07/2013)

02/26/2013 12 AMENDED COMPLAINT For Patent Infringement against All Defendants, filed by MacroSo|ve, |nc..
(Attachments: # 1 Exhibit U.S. Pat. No. 7,822,816)(Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

02/26/2013 13 ORDER for Plaintiff to file a notice that the case is ready for scheduling conference. Signed by
Magistrate Judge John D. Love on 2/26/2013. (gsg) (Entered: 02/27/2013)

02/28/2013 14 SUMMONS Issued as to SuperShutt|e International Corp. and emailed to pltf for service.
(Attachments: # 1 Summons(es))(k|b) (Entered: 02/28/2013)

03/07/2013 15 SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. SuperShutt|e International Corp. served on
2/28/2013, answer due 3/21/2013. (klb) (Entered: 03/07/2013)

03/21/2013 16 Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re
SuperShutt|e International Corp..( Leach, Sid) (Entered: 03/21/2013)

03/21/2013 17 Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re Super
Shuttle DFW, |nc..( Leach, Sid) (Entered: 03/21/2013)

03/22/2013 Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint is GRANTED
pursuant to Local Rule CV-12 for SuperShutt|e International Corp. to 4/22/2013; Super Shuttle
DFW, Inc. to 4/22/2013. 30 Days Granted for Deadline Extension.( sm, ) (Entered: 03/22/2013)

03/25/2013 18 SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. Super Shuttle DFW, Inc. served on 2/28/2013,
answer due 4/22/2013. (mjc, ) (Entered: 03/25/2013)

03/29/2013 19 NOTICE by MacroSo|ve, Inc. of Dismissal of Defendants With Prejudice (Attachments: # 1 Text of
Proposed Order)(Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 03/29/2013)

04/03/2013 20 ORDER OF DISMISSAL OF SUPERSHUTTLE granting 19 Notice filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. ORDERED
that SSI is dismissed from this action with prejudice. Each party shall bear its own attorneys fees
and costs. Signed by Judge Michael H. Schneider on 4/3/2013. (gsg) (Entered: 04/04/2013)

04/03/2013 21 FINAL JUDGMENT. ORDERED that all claims, counterclaims, and third-party claims in the instant
suit be DISMISSED. Signed by Judge Michael H. Schneider on 4/3/2013. (gsg) (Entered:
04/04/2013)

Copyright © 2013 LexisNexis CourtLink, Inc. All rights reserved.
* * * THIS DATA IS FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY * * *
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US District Court Civil Docket

6:12cv977

iaiiacmsoive, inc. ‘.9’. Skymali, inc.

This case was retrieved from the court on Wednesday, April 17, 2013
 

Fileoi: 12/ 21/ 201 2 ifissss OPEN

Judge Michael H. Schneider slfmsssol: No
3~§\\.‘2~*:‘~‘~* ‘“:‘s;: Magistrate Judge John D. Love isimssiss: 35:271

 :='a‘§m'e 5‘: ss.:’:‘'‘:: Patent (830)

Patent Infringement §)s:\:ses:“s:*§ .:‘\.=~.\:s;=~..=.§\;*:: $0

None :\.5<.~i‘,< Patent
.:6:11cv00101

‘: Federal Question 

‘\.:‘t$;3‘e:\::‘*o§s§ ..<“m¢~s sums

Macrosolve, Inc. Matthew J Antonelli
Plaintiff LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3005
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Matt@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
Fax: 713-581-3020

Email:Kris@aht|awfirm.Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
Fax: 713/581-3020

Email:Larry@aht|awfirm.Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430
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Skym all, I nc.
Defendant

\‘\ _\ 2 .
§\.«‘ 33‘: $3

12/21/2012

12/21/2012

01/02/2013

01/02/2013

01/02/2013

01/02/2013

01/02/2013

01/02/2013

01/02/2013

01/11/2013

01/15/2013 10

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3003
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Zac@aht|awfirm.Com

Califf Teal Cooper
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com

Glenn s Bacal
PRO HAC VICE

[Term: 03/21/2013]
Bacal Law Group, PC
6991 E Cam elback Road Suite D-102

Scottsdale , AZ 85251
USA
480.245.6233
Fax: 480.245.6231

Email:Glenn.Baca|@baca|group.Com

Jennifer Parker Ainsworth
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Wilson Robertson & Cornelius PC

909 Ese Loop 323 Suite 400
P.O. Box 7339

Tyler, TX 75711-7339
USA
903-509-5000
Fax: 903-509-5092

Em ail : Jainsworth@wi|son|awfirm .Com

“ Q {ES {1/11 9/}.
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COMPLAINT against SkyMa||, Inc. ( Filing fee $ 350 receipt number 0540-3928280.), filed by
MacroSo|ve, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit A [816 Patent], # 2 Civil Cover Sheet)(Cooper,
Califf) (Entered: 12/21/2012)

Judge Leonard Davis added. (mll, ) (Entered: 12/26/2012)

Notice of Filing of Patent/Trademark Form (AO 120). AO 120 mailed to the Director of the U.S.
Patent and Trademark Office. (Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Cooper, Califf) (Entered:
01/02/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Kris Yue Teng on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Teng, Kris)
(Entered: 01/02/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Larry Dean Thompson, Jr on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Thompson, Larry) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Matthew J Antonelli on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli,
Matthew) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Zachariah Harrington on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Harrington, Zachariah) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

SUMMONS Issued as to SkyMa||, Inc. and emailed to pltf for service. (klb) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

Return of Service Executed as to SkyMa||, Inc. on 1/3/2013, by personal service; answer due:
1/24/2013. (mll, ) (Entered: 01/14/2013)

Order reassigning this case to United States District Judge Michael H. Schneider per General
Order 13-3. Please see Appendix D: Addendum Regarding Cases Assigned to Judge Schneider.
Judge Leonard Davis no longer assigned to the case. (tlh, ) (Entered: 01/15/2013)
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01/24/2013 11 NOTICE of Attorney Appearance - Pro Hac Vice by Glenn s Bacal on behalf of SkyMa||, |nc.. Filing
fee $ 100, receipt number 0540-3968340. (Bacal, Glenn) (Entered: 01/24/2013)

01/24/2013 12 Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re SkyMa||,
|nc..( Bacal, Glenn) (Entered: 01/24/2013)

01/24/2013 Defendant‘s Unopposed Yes Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint is granted
pursuant to Local Rule CV-12 for SkyMa||, Inc. to 2/23/2013. 30 Days Granted for Deadline
Extension.(k|b) (Entered: 01/29/2013)

02/06/2013 13 ORDER REFERRING CASE to Magistrate Judge John D. Love for all pretrial proceedings. Signed by
Judge Michael H. Schneider on 02/06/13. cc:attys 2-07-13(m||, ) (Entered: 02/07/2013)

02/25/2013 14 ANSWERto1 Complaint and Affirmative Defenses by SkyMa||, |nc..(Ainsworth, Jennifer)
(Entered: 02/25/2013)

02/27/2013 15 NOTICE by MacroSo|ve, Inc. of Readiness for Scheduling Conference (Cooper, Califf) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

03/20/2013 16 MOTION to Withdraw as Attorney by SkyMa||, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)
(Bacal, Glenn) (Entered: 03/20/2013)

03/21/2013 17 ORDER granting 16 Motion to Withdraw as Attorney. Attorney Glenn s Bacal terminated. Signed
by Magistrate Judge John D. Love on 3/21/13. (mjc, ) (Entered: 03/21/2013)

04/09/2013 18 ORDER TO MEET, REPORT, AND APPEAR. Scheduling/Status Conference set for 5/10/2013 09:30
AM before Magistrate Judge John D. Love. Signed by Magistrate Judge John D. Love on 04/09/13.
(mll, ) (Entered: 04/09/2013)

A\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

Copyright © 2013 LexisNexis CourtLink, Inc. All rights reserved.
* * * THIS DATA IS FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY * * *

RPX-1 O03, p.178



RPX-1003, p.179

 

US District Court Civil Docket

6:12cv976

E1:iacrosoEve,Er'ac.v.§-iorsm Depot U.$.A., me.

This case was retrieved from the court on Wednesday, April 17, 2013
 

Fileoi: 12/ 21/ 201 2 ifissss OPEN

Judge Michael H. Schneider slfmsssol: No
3~§\\.‘2~*:‘~‘~* ‘“:‘s;: Magistrate Judge John D. Love isimssiss: 35:271

 :='a‘§m'e 5‘: ss.:’:‘'‘:: Patent (830)

Patent Infringement §)s:\:ses:“s:*§ .:‘\.=~.\:s;=~..=.§\;*:: $0

None :\.5<.~i‘,< Patent
.:6:11cv00101

‘: Federal Question 

‘\.:‘t$;3‘e:\::‘*o§s§ ..<“m¢~s sums

Macrosolve, Inc. Matthew J Antonelli
Plaintiff LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3005
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Matt@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
Fax: 713-581-3020

Email:Kris@aht|awfirm.Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
Fax: 713/581-3020

Email:Larry@aht|awfirm.Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430
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Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3003
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Zac@aht|awfirm.Com

Califf Teal Cooper
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com

Home Depot U.S.A., Inc. Jeffrey Lance Johnson
Defendant ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

DLA Piper USA LLP-Houston
1000 Louisiana
Ste 2800

Houston , TX 77002-5005
USA
713/425-8445
Fax: 713/300-6045

Email:Jeffrey.Johnson@d|apiper.Com

Nicholas G Papastavros
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

DLA Piper LLP - Boston
33 Arch Street 26th Floor

Boston , MA 02110
USA
617/406-6019
Fax: 617-406-6119

Email:Nick.Papastavros@d|apiper.Com

Home Depot U.S.A., Inc. Jeffrey Lance Johnson
Counter Claimant ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

DLA Piper USA LLP-Houston
1000 Louisiana
Ste 2800

Houston , TX 77002-5005
USA
713/425-8445
Fax: 713/300-6045

Email:Jeffrey.Johnson@d|apiper.Com

Macrosolve, Inc. Matthew J Antonelli
Counter Defendant LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3005
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Matt@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
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Fax: 713-581-3020

Email: Kris@aht|awfirm .Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
Fax: 713/581-3020

Email:Larry@aht|awfirm.Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3003
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Zac@aht|awfirm.Com

Califf Teal Cooper
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com
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COMPLAINT against Home Depot U.S.A., Inc. ( Filing fee $ 350 receipt number 0540-3928272.),
filed by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit A [816 Patent], # 2 Civil Cover Sheet)
(Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 12/21/2012)

Judge Leonard Davis added. (mll, ) (Entered: 12/26/2012)

Notice of Filing of Patent/Trademark Form (AO 120). AO 120 mailed to the Director of the U.S.
Patent and Trademark Office. (Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Cooper, Califf) (Entered:
01/02/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Kris Yue Teng on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Teng, Kris)
(Entered: 01/02/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Larry Dean Thompson, Jr on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Thompson, Larry) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Matthew J Antonelli on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli,
Matthew) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Zachariah Harrington on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Harrington, Zachariah) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

SUMMONS Issued as to Home Depot U.S.A., Inc. and emailed to pltf for service. (klb) (Entered:
01/02/2013)

Return of Service Executed as to Home Depot U.S.A., Inc. on 1/3/2013, by personal service;
answer due: 1/24/2013. (mll, ) (Entered: 01/14/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re Home
Depot U.S.A., Inc. (Johnson, Jeffrey) (Entered: 01/14/2013)

Order reassigning this case to United States District Judge Michael H. Schneider per General
Order 13-3. Please see Appendix D: Addendum Regarding Cases Assigned to Judge Schneider.
Judge Leonard Davis no longer assigned to the case. (tlh, ) (Entered: 01/15/2013)
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01/23/2013 Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint is granted
pursuant to Local Rule CV-12 for Home Depot U.S.A., Inc. to 2/25/2013. 30 Days Granted for
Deadline Extension.(k|b) (Entered: 01/23/2013)

02/06/2013 12 ORDER REFERRING CASE to Magistrate Judge John D. Love for all pretrial proceedings. Signed by
Judge Michael H. Schneider on 02/06/13. cc:attys 2-07-13(m||, ) (Entered: 02/07/2013)

02/25/2013 13 ANSWERto1 Complaint, COUNTERCLAIM against MacroSo|ve, Inc. by Home Depot U.S.A., |nc..
(Johnson, Jeffrey) (Entered: 02/25/2013)

02/25/2013 14 CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by Home Depot U.S.A., Inc. identifying Corporate
Parent The Home Depot, Inc. for Home Depot U.S.A., |nc.. (Johnson, Jeffrey) (Entered:
02/25/2013)

02/26/2013 15 ANSWERto 13 Answer to Complaint, Counterclaim of Home Depot U.S.A., Inc. by MacroSo|ve,
|nc..(Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

02/27/2013 16 NOTICE by MacroSo|ve, Inc. of Readiness for Scheduling Conference (Cooper, Califf) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

02/28/2013 17 NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Nicholas G Papastavros on behalf of Home Depot U.S.A., Inc.
(Papastavros, Nicholas) (Entered: 02/28/2013)

04/09/2013 18 ORDER TO MEET, REPORT, AND APPEAR. Scheduling/Status Conference set for 5/10/2013 09:30
AM before Magistrate Judge John D. Love. Signed by Magistrate Judge John D. Love on 04/09/13.
(mll, ) (Entered: 04/09/2013)

Copyright © 2013 LexisNexis CourtLink, Inc. All rights reserved.
* * * THIS DATA IS FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY * * *
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US District Court Civil Docket

6:12cv975

Wlacmsolve, Eric. V. Walgreen Co.

This case was retrieved from the court on Wednesday, April 17, 2013
 

‘ : 12/ 21/ 2012 ifissss CLOSED

Judge Michael H. Schneider slfmssaol: Yes

': Magistrate Judge John D. Love $‘v:.a§.s.=§ss: 35:271

‘" : Patent (830) \\5\.s='\,.~‘ iZ‘>esnaswI: Both

Patent Infringement §§s:\:ses:“s:*§ .:*m\:s;=:s;\;*:: $0

‘: None :\.5<.~i‘,< Patent
. : None 
‘: Federal Question

‘\.§§§$§:§'SS:‘\‘§$§ _.<“’¢‘§‘:{‘~$ :“«:~‘\~$

Macrosolve, Inc. Matthew J Antonelli
Plaintiff LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3005
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Matt@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
Fax: 713-581-3020

Email:Kris@aht|awfirm.Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
Fax: 713/581-3020

Email:Larry@aht|awfirm.Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430
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Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3003
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Zac@aht|awfirm.Com

Califf Teal Cooper
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com

Walgreen Co. Douglas Ray McSwane , Jr
Defendant ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Potter Minton, a Professional Corporation
110 N College Avenue Suite 500
Tyler , TX 75702
USA
903/597-8311
Fax: 9035930846

Email:Dougmcswane@potterminton.Com

John C Alemanni
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton LLP NC
1001 W Fourth Street

Winston-Salem , NC 27101
USA
336/607-7311
Fax: 336-607-7500

Email:Jalemanni@ki|patricktownsend.Com

Michael T Morlock
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton LLP NC
1001 W Fourth Street

Winston-Salem , NC 27101
USA
336/607-7300
Fax: 336/607-7500

Email:Mmor|ock@ki|patricktownsend.Com

Stephen E Baskin
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton - Washington
60714th St Nw Suite 900

Washington , DC 20005
USA
202-508-5899
Fax: 202-585-0044

Email:Sbaskin@ki|patrickstockton.Com

Walgreen Co. Douglas Ray McSwane , Jr
Counter Claimant ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Potter Minton, a Professional Corporation
110 N College Avenue Suite 500
Tyler , TX 75702
USA
903/597-8311
Fax: 9035930846

Email:Dougmcswane@potterminton.Com

John C Alemanni
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
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Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton LLP NC
1001 W Fourth Street

Winston-Salem , NC 27101
USA
336/607-7311
Fax: 336-607-7500

Email:Jalemanni@ki|patricktownsend.Com

Michael T Morlock
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton LLP NC
1001 W Fourth Street

Winston-Salem , NC 27101
USA
336/607-7300
Fax: 336/607-7500

Email:Mmor|ock@ki|patricktownsend.Com

Stephen E Baskin
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton - Washington
60714th St Nw Suite 900

Washington , DC 20005
USA
202-508-5899
Fax: 202-585-0044

Email:Sbaskin@ki|patrickstockton.Com

Macrosolve, Inc. Matthew J Antonelli
Counter Defendant LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3005
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Matt@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
Fax: 713-581-3020

Email:Kris@aht|awfirm.Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
Fax: 713/581-3020

Email:Larry@aht|awfirm.Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3003
Fax: 713-581-3020
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Em ail : Zac@aht|awfirm .Com

Califf Teal Cooper
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com
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COMPLAINT against Walgreen Co. ( Filing fee $ 350 receipt number 0540-3928248.), filed by
MacroSo|ve, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit A [816 Patent], # 2 Civil Cover Sheet)(Cooper,
Califf) (Entered: 12/21/2012)

Judge Leonard Davis added. (mll, ) (Entered: 12/26/2012)

Notice of Filing of Patent/Trademark Form (AO 120). AO 120 mailed to the Director of the U.S.
Patent and Trademark Office. (Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Cooper, Califf) (Entered:
01/02/2013)

Notice of Filing of Patent/Trademark Form (AO120). AO120 mailed to the Director of the U.S.
Patent and Trademark Office. (Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Cooper, Califf) (Entered:
01/02/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Kris Yue Teng on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Teng, Kris)
(Entered: 01/02/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Larry Dean Thompson, Jr on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Thompson, Larry) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Matthew J Antonelli on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli,
Matthew) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Zachariah Harrington on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Harrington, Zachariah) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

SUMMONS Issued as to Walgreen Co. and emailed to pltf for service. (klb) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

Return of Service Executed as to Walgreen Co. on 1/3/2013, by personal service; answer due:
1/24/2013. (mll, ) (Entered: 01/14/2013)

Order reassigning this case to United States District Judge Michael H. Schneider per General
Order 13-3. Please see Appendix D: Addendum Regarding Cases Assigned to Judge Schneider.
Judge Leonard Davis no longer assigned to the case. (tlh, ) (Entered: 01/15/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint regarding
Walgreen Co.( McSwane, Douglas) (Entered: 01/18/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint is granted
pursuant to Local Rule CV-12 for Walgreen Co. to 2/25/2013. 30 Days Granted for Deadline
Extension.(k|b) (Entered: 01/23/2013)

ORDER REFERRING CASE to Magistrate Judge John D. Love for all pretrial proceedings. Signed by
Judge Michael H. Schneider on 02/06/13. cc:attys 2-07-13(m||, ) (Entered: 02/07/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Stephen E Baskin on behalf of Walgreen Co. (Baskin,
Stephen) (Entered: 02/18/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by John C Alemanni on behalf of Walgreen Co. (Alemanni, John)
(Entered: 02/18/2013)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Michael T Morlock on behalf of Walgreen Co. (Morlock,
Michael) (Entered: 02/18/2013)

* * * FILED IN ERROR. DISREGARD AND SEE ENTRY 19 FOR CORRECTED Fl LI NG.* * * Wa|green‘s
Unopposed Second Application for Extension of Time to Answer Com p|aint.( McSwane, Douglas)
Modified on 2/22/2013 (gsg). (Entered: 02/22/2013)

Unopposed MOTION for Extension of Time to File Answer by Walgreen Co.. (Attachments: # 1
Text of Proposed Order)(McSwane, Douglas) (Entered: 02/22/2013)
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02/26/2013 20 ORDER granting 19 Motion for Extension of Time to Answer re 1 Complaint. ORDERED that
defendant has until March 12, 2013 to answer, move, or otherwise respond to plaintiffs
complaint. Signed by Magistrate Judge John D. Love on 2/26/2013. (gsg) (Entered: 02/26/2013)

02/26/2013 21 ORDERED that Plaintifffile a notice that the case is ready for scheduling conference. Signed by
Magistrate Judge John D. Love on 2/26/2013. (gsg) (Entered: 02/27/2013)

03/12/2013 22 ANSWERto 1 Complaint, COUNTERCLAIM against MacroSo|ve, Inc. by Walgreen Co..(A|emanni,
John) (Entered: 03/12/2013)

03/15/2013 23 Joint MOTION to Stay All Deadlines by MacroSo|ve, |nc., Walgreen Co.. (Attachments: # 1 Text of
Proposed Order)(Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 03/15/2013)

03/18/2013 24 ORDER granting 23 Motion to Stay. All deadlines are stayed to 4-15-2013. Parties are ORDERED
to submit closing documents no later than 4-15-2013. Signed by Magistrate Judge John D. Love
on 03/18/13. cc:attys 3-18-13 (mll, ) (Entered: 03/18/2013)

04/04/2013 25 Joint MOTION to Dismiss Walgreen Co. With Prejudice by MacroSo|ve, |nc., Walgreen Co..
(Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 04/04/2013)

04/08/2013 26 ORDER granting 25 Motion to Dismiss. All claims and counterclaims made by MacroSo|ve and
Walgreen against each other in this action are dismissed with prejudice. Each party shall bear its
own attorneys‘ fees and costs. Signed by Judge Michael H. Schneider on 04/07/13. cc:attys 4-08-
13 (mil, ) (Entered: 04/08/2013)

04/08/2013 27 FINAL JUDGMENTthat parties take nothing and that all pending motions are DENIED AS MOOT.
All costs are to be borne by the party that incurred them. All claims, counterclaims, and third-
party claims in the instant suit are DISMISSED in their entirety. The Clerk of the Court is directed
to close this case. Signed by Judge Michael H. Schneider on 04/07/13. cc:attys 4-08-13(m||, )
(Entered: 04/08/2013)

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\m

Copyright © 2013 LexisNexis CourtLink, Inc. All rights reserved.
* * * THIS DATA IS FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY * * *
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US District Court Civil Docket

6:12cv917

Eiéiacmsoive, Eras. V. Starwoofi Hotels 3: Resorts Worldwide, me.

This case was reisiev-ed from the com: on T§ms's:§a‘,:‘. F-stsrasa:",:‘ 2812313
 

‘ : 12/ 04/ 2012 ifiasss CLOSED

Judge Michael H. Schneider slfmssaol: Yes

': Magistrate Judge John D. Love $‘v:.s§.s.=§ss: 35:271

‘" : Patent (830) \\5\.s='\,.~‘ Plaintiff

Patent Infringement §§s:\:ses:“s:*§ .:*m\:s;=:s;\;*:: $0

‘: None :\.5<.~i‘,< Patent
.:6:11cv00101

‘: Federal Question

 
‘\.§§§$§:§'SS:‘\‘§$§ _.<“’¢‘§‘\{‘~$:“«:~\\~$

Macrosolve, Inc. Califf Teal Cooper
Plaintiff ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
Fax: 713-581-3020

Email:Kris@aht|awfirm.Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
Fax: 713/581-3020

Email:Larry@aht|awfirm.Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430
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Starwood Hotels & Resorts Worldwide, Inc.
[Term: 02/25/2013]
Defendant

4,/ ,,, 4/

12/04/2012

12/04/2012

12/04/2012

12/05/2012

12/13/2012

12/13/2012

12/13/2012

12/13/2012

12/13/2012

12/13/2012

12/19/2012

12/26/2012

12/26/2012

01/15/2013

01/28/2013
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11

12

13

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3003
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Zac@aht|awfirm.Com

Matthew J Antonelli
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3005
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Matt@aht|awfirm.Com

Jeffrey Lance Johnson
LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
DLA Piper USA LLP-Houston
1000 Louisiana
Ste 2800

Houston , TX 77002-5005
USA
713/425-8445
Fax: 713/300-6045

Email:Jeffrey.Johnson@d|apiper.Com

.,., .,, .,,/',“‘3‘<§:\‘:s§§¥:\
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COMPLAINT against Starwood Hotels &amp; Resorts Worldwide, Inc. ( Filing fee $ 350 receipt
number 0540-3901108.), filed by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Civil Cover Sheet)
(Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered: 12/04/2012)

NOTICE by MacroSo|ve, Inc. of Related Cases (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered: 12/04/2012)

Judge Leonard Davis added. (mll, ) (Entered: 12/05/2012)

SUMMONS Issued as to Starwood Hotels &amp; Resorts Worldwide, Inc. and emailed to pltf for
service. (klb) (Entered: 12/05/2012)

Notice of Filing of Patent/Trademark Form (AO 120). AO 120 mailed to the Director of the U.S.
Patent and Trademark Office. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered: 12/13/2012)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Larry Dean Thompson, Jr on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Thompson, Larry) (Entered: 12/13/2012)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Zachariah Harrington on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Harrington, Zachariah) (Entered: 12/13/2012)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Califf Teal Cooper on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Cooper,
Califf) (Entered: 12/13/2012)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Kris Yue Teng on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Teng, Kris)
(Entered: 12/13/2012)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered:
12/13/2012)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re Starwood
Hotels &am p; Resorts Worldwide, Inc. (Johnson, Jeffrey) (Entered: 12/19/2012)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint 10 is granted
pursuant to Local Rule CV-12 for Starwood Hotels &amp; Resorts Worldwide, Inc. to 1/28/2013.
30 Days Granted for Deadline Extension.( mll, ) (Entered: 12/26/2012)

SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. Starwood Hotels &am p; Resorts Worldwide,
Inc. served on 12/6/2012, answer due 1/28/2013. (mjc, ) (Entered: 12/27/2012)

Order reassigning this case to United States District Judge Michael H. Schneider per General
Order 13-3. Please see Appendix D: Addendum Regarding Cases Assigned to Judge Schneider.
Judge Leonard Davis no longer assigned to the case. (tlh, ) (Entered: 01/15/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed Second Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re
Starwood Hotels &amp; Resorts Worldwide, Inc. (Johnson, Jeffrey) (Entered: 01/28/2013)
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01/28/2013 Defendant‘s Unopposed Second Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint is granted
pursuant to Local Rule CV-12 for Starwood Hotels &amp; Resorts Worldwide, Inc. to 2/11/2013.
14 Days Granted for Deadline Extension.(k|b) (Entered: 01/29/2013)

02/06/2013 14 ORDER REFERRING CASE to Magistrate Judge John D. Love for all pretrial proceedings. Signed by
Judge Michael H. Schneider on 02/06/13. cc:attys 2-07-13(m||, ) (Entered: 02/07/2013)

02/11/2013 15 Unopposed MOTION for Extension of Time to File Answer by Starwood Hotels &amp; Resorts
Worldwide, Inc.. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Johnson, Jeffrey) (Entered:
02/11/2013)

02/13/2013 16 ORDER granting 15 Motion for Extension of Time to Answer re 1 Complaint. Starwood Hotels
&amp; Resorts Worldwide, |nc.s deadline to answer Plaintiffs Original Complaint for Patent
Infringement (Dkt. 1) is extended until February 25, 2013. Signed by Magistrate Judge John D.
Love on 2/13/2013. (gsg) (Entered: 02/13/2013)

02/20/2013 17 Joint MOTION to Dismiss Starwood Hotels &amp; Resorts Worldwide, Inc. With Prejudice by
MacroSo|ve, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Cooper, Califf) (Entered:
02/20/2013)

02/25/2013 18 ORDER GRANTING 17 Joint MOTION to Dismiss Starwood Hotels &am p; Resorts Worldwide, Inc.
With Prejudice filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. All claims and counterclaims made by MacroSo|ve and
Starwood against each other in this action are dismissed with prejudice. Signed by Judge Michael
H. Schneider on 2/25/2013. (gsg) (Entered: 02/27/2013)

02/25/2013 19 FINAL JUDGMENT. ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that all claims, counterclaims, and third-
party claims in the instant suit be DISMISSED in their entirety. Signed by Judge Michael H.
Schneider on 2/25/2013. (gsg) (Entered: 02/27/2013)

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

Copyright © 2013 LexisNexis CourtLink, Inc. All rights reserved.
* * * THIS DATA IS FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY * * *
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US District Court Civil Docket

6:12cv916

Eiiiacrosolve, inc. V. Sears Holdings Management Corporation at at

This case was retrieved from the court on Wednesday, April 17, 2013
 

Fileoi: 12/ 04/ 201 2 ifissss OPEN

Judge Michael H. Schneider slfmsssol: No
3~§\\.‘2~*:‘~‘~* ‘“:‘s;: Magistrate Judge John D. Love isimssiss: 35:271

 :='a‘§m'e 5‘: ss.:’:‘'‘:: Patent (830)

Patent Infringement §)s:\:ses:“s:*§ .:‘\.=~.\:s;=~..=.§\;*:: $0

None :\.5<.~i‘,< Patent
.:6:11cv00101

‘: Federal Question 
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Macrosolve, Inc. Califf Teal Cooper
Plaintiff ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
Fax: 713-581-3020

Email:Kris@aht|awfirm.Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
Fax: 713/581-3020

Email:Larry@aht|awfirm.Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430
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Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3003
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Zac@aht|awfirm.Com

Matthew J Antonelli
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3005
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Matt@aht|awfirm.Com

Sears Holdings Management Corporation John Hanson Barr , Jr
Defendant LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Bracewell & Giuliani - Houston
711 Louisiana St Suite 2300

Houston , TX 77002-2770
USA
713/221-1242
Fax: 17132223206

Email:John.Barr@bg||p.Com

John Allen Yates
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Bracewell & Giuliani - Houston
711 Louisiana St Suite 2300

Houston , TX 77002-2770
USA
713-221-1375
Fax: 713-222-3296

Email:Jay.Yates@bg||p.Com

Sears Holdings Corporation John Hanson Barr , Jr
Defendant LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Bracewell & Giuliani - Houston
711 Louisiana St Suite 2300

Houston , TX 77002-2770
USA
713/221-1242
Fax: 17132223206

Email:John.Barr@bg||p.Com

John Allen Yates
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Bracewell & Giuliani - Houston
711 Louisiana St Suite 2300

Houston , TX 77002-2770
USA
713-221-1375
Fax: 713-222-3296

Email:Jay.Yates@bg||p.Com

Sears, Roebuck And Co. John Hanson Barr , Jr
Defendant LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Bracewell & Giuliani - Houston
711 Louisiana St Suite 2300

Houston , TX 77002-2770
USA
713/221-1242
Fax: 17132223206

Email:John.Barr@bg||p.Com

John Allen Yates
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Kmart Corporation
Defendant

Kmart Holding Corporation
Defendant

Bate §

12/04/2012 1

12/04/2012 2

12/04/2012

12/05/2012 3

12/13/2012 4

12/13/2012 5

12/13/2012 6

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Bracewell & Giuliani - Houston
711 Louisiana St Suite 2300

Houston , TX 77002-2770
USA
713-221-1375
Fax: 713-222-3296

Email:Jay.Yates@bg||p.Com

John Hanson Barr , Jr
LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Bracewell & Giuliani - Houston
711 Louisiana St Suite 2300

Houston , TX 77002-2770
USA
713/221-1242
Fax: 17132223206

Email:John.Barr@bg||p.Com

John Allen Yates
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Bracewell & Giuliani - Houston
711 Louisiana St Suite 2300

Houston , TX 77002-2770
USA
713-221-1375
Fax: 713-222-3296

Email:Jay.Yates@bg||p.Com

John Hanson Barr , Jr
LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Bracewell & Giuliani - Houston
711 Louisiana St Suite 2300

Houston , TX 77002-2770
USA
713/221-1242
Fax: 17132223206

Email:John.Barr@bg||p.Com

John Allen Yates
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED
Bracewell & Giuliani - Houston
711 Louisiana St Suite 2300

Houston , TX 77002-2770
USA
713-221-1375
Fax: 713-222-3296

Email:Jay.Yates@bg||p.Com
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COMPLAINT against All Defendants ( Filing fee $ 350 receipt number 0540-3901075.), filed by
MacroSo|ve, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Civil Cover Sheet)(Antone||i, Matthew) (Entered:
12/04/2012)

NOTICE by MacroSo|ve, Inc. of Related Cases (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered: 12/04/2012)

Judge Leonard Davis added. (mll, ) (Entered: 12/05/2012)

SUMMONS Issued as to Kmart Corporation, Kmart Holding Corporation, Sears Holdings
Corporation, Sears Holdings Management Corporation, Sears, Roebuck and Co. and emailed to
pltf for service. (Attachments: # 1 Summons(es), # 2 Summons(es), # 3 Summons(es), # 4
Summons(es))(k|b) (Entered: 12/05/2012)

Notice of Filing of Patent/Trademark Form (AO 120). AO 120 mailed to the Director of the U.S.
Patent and Trademark Office. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered: 12/13/2012)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Larry Dean Thompson, Jr on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Thompson, Larry) (Entered: 12/13/2012)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Zachariah Harrington on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.

RPX-1 O03, p.193



RPX-1003, p.194

12/13/2012

12/13/2012

12/13/2012

12/17/2012

12/17/2012

12/17/2012

12/26/2012

12/26/2012

12/26/2012

01/02/2013

01/15/2013

01/22/2013

01/22/2013

01/31/2013

02/05/2013

02/05/2013

02/06/2013

02/22/2013

02/22/2013

02/27/2013

04/09/2013

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

(Harrington, Zachariah) (Entered: 12/13/2012)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Califf Teal Cooper on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Cooper,
Califf) (Entered: 12/13/2012)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Kris Yue Teng on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Teng, Kris)
(Entered: 12/13/2012)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered:
12/13/2012)

Return of Service Executed as to Kmart Corporation on 12/6/2012, by personal service; answer
due: 12/27/2012. (mll, ) (Entered: 12/17/2012)

Return of Service Executed as to Sears Holdings Corporation on 12/6/2012, by personal service;
answer due: 12/27/2012. (mll, ) (Entered: 12/17/2012)

Return of Service Executed as to Kmart Holding Corporation on 12/6/2012, by personal service;
answer due: 12/27/2012. (mll, ) (Entered: 12/17/2012)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re Kmart
Corporation, Kmart Holding Corporation, Sears Holdings Corporation, Sears Holdings Management
Corporation, Sears, Roebuck and Co..( Yates, John) (Entered: 12/26/2012)

SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. Sears Holdings Management Corporation
served on 12/6/2012, answer due 12/27/2012. (mjc, ) (Entered: 12/27/2012)

SUMMONS Returned Executed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. Sears, Roebuck and Co. served on 12/6/2012,
answer due 12/27/2012. (mjc, ) (Entered: 12/27/2012)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint 13 is granted
pursuant to Local Rule CV-12 for Kmart Holding Corporation to 1/28/2013; Sears, Roebuck and
Co. to 1/28/2013; Sears Holdings Corporation to 1/28/2013; Sears Holdings Management
Corporation to 1/28/2013; Kmart Corporation to 1/28/2013. 30 Days Granted for Deadline
Extension.( mll, ) (Entered: 01/02/2013)

Order reassigning this case to United States District Judge Michael H. Schneider per General
Order 13-3. Please see Appendix D: Addendum Regarding Cases Assigned to Judge Schneider.
Judge Leonard Davis no longer assigned to the case. (tlh, ) (Entered: 01/15/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re Kmart
Corporation, Kmart Holding Corporation, Sears Holdings Corporation, Sears Holdings Management
Corporation, Sears, Roebuck and Co..( Yates, John) (Entered: 01/22/2013)

Defendant‘s Unopposed Second Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint is granted
pursuant to Local Rule CV-12 for Km art Holding Corporation to 2/3/2013; Sears, Roebuck and Co.
to 2/3/2013; Sears Holdings Corporation to 2/3/2013; Sears Holdings Management Corporation
to 2/3/2013; Kmart Corporation to 2/3/2013. 15 Days Granted for Deadline Extension.(k|b)
(Entered: 01/23/2013)

Unopposed MOTION for Extension of Time to File Answer by Kmart Corporation, Kmart Holding
Corporation, Sears Holdings Corporation, Sears Holdings Management Corporation, Sears,
Roebuck and Co.. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Barr, John) (Entered: 01/31/2013)

ORDER granting 18 Motion for Extension of Time to Answer re 18 Unopposed MOTION for
Extension of Time to File Answer. Answer is due by 2/22/2013. Signed by Judge Michael H.
Schneider on 2/5/13. (mjc, ) (Entered: 02/05/2013)

Set/Reset Deadlines: Kmart Corporation answer due 2/22/2013; Kmart Holding Corporation
answer due 2/22/2013; Sears Holdings Corporation answer due 2/22/2013; Sears Holdings
Management Corporation answer due 2/22/2013; Sears, Roebuck and Co. answer due
2/22/2013. (mjc, ) (Entered: 02/05/2013)

ORDER REFERRING CASE to Magistrate Judge John D. Love for all pretrial proceedings. Signed by
Judge Michael H. Schneider on 02/06/13. cc:attys 2-07-13(m||, ) (Entered: 02/07/2013)

ANSWERto 1 Complaint by Kmart Corporation, Kmart Holding Corporation, Sears Holdings
Corporation, Sears Holdings Management Corporation, Sears, Roebuck and Co..(Barr, John)
(Entered: 02/22/2013)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by Kmart Corporation, Kmart Holding Corporation,
Sears Holdings Corporation, Sears Holdings Management Corporation, Sears, Roebuck and Co.
(Barr, John) (Entered: 02/22/2013)

NOTICE by MacroSo|ve, Inc. of Readiness for Scheduling Conference (Cooper, Califf) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

ORDER TO MEET, REPORT, AND APPEAR. Scheduling/Status Conference set for 5/10/2013 09:30
AM before Magistrate Judge John D. Love. Signed by Magistrate Judge John D. Love on 04/09/13.
(mll, ) (Entered: 04/09/2013)
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US District Court Civil Docket

6:12cv915

iiiiacmsoivef. inc. 1!. Bed Bath 3: Beyond, inc.

This case was retrieved from the court on Wednesday, April 17, 2013
 

‘ : 12/ 04/ 2012 ifissss CLOSED

Judge Michael H. Schneider slfmssaol: Yes

': Magistrate Judge John D. Love $‘v:.a§.s.=§ss: 35:271

‘" : Patent (830) \\5\.s='\,.~‘ iZ‘>esnaswI: Both

Patent Infringement §§s:\:ses:“s:*§ .:*m\:s;=:s;\;*:: $0

‘: None :\.5<.~i‘,< Patent
. : None 
‘: Federal Question

‘\.§§§$§:§'SS:‘\‘§$§ _.<“’¢‘§‘\{‘~$:“«:~\\~$

Macrosolve, Inc. Califf Teal Cooper
Plaintiff ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
Fax: 713-581-3020

Email:Kris@aht|awfirm.Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
Fax: 713/581-3020

Email:Larry@aht|awfirm.Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

RPX-1 O03, p.196



RPX-1003, p.197

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3003
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Zac@aht|awfirm.Com

Matthew J Antonelli
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3005
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Matt@aht|awfirm.Com

Bed Bath & Beyond, Inc. Neil J McNabnay
Defendant LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Fish & Richardson - Dallas
1717 Main St. Suite 5000

Dallas, TX 75201
USA

(214)747-5070
Fax: 12147472091

Emai|:Mcnabnay@fr.Com

Bed Bath & Beyond, Inc. Neil J McNabnay
Counter Claimant LEAD ATTORNEY; ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Fish & Richardson - Dallas
1717 Main St. Suite 5000

Dallas, TX 75201
USA

(214)747-5070
Fax: 12147472091

Emai|:Mcnabnay@fr.Com

Macrosolve, Inc. Califf Teal Cooper
Counter Defendant ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
Fax: 713-581-3020

Email:Kris@aht|awfirm.Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
Fax: 713/581-3020
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Em ail: Larry@aht|awfirm .Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3003
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Zac@aht|awfirm.Com

Matthew J Antonelli
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3005
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Matt@aht|awfirm.Com
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COMPLAINT against Bed Bath &amp; Beyond, Inc. ( Filing fee $ 350 receipt number 0540-
3901037.), filed by MacroSo|ve, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Civil Cover Sheet)(Antone||i, Matthew)
(Entered: 12/04/2012)

NOTICE by MacroSo|ve, Inc. of Related Cases (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered: 12/04/2012)

Judge Leonard Davis added. (mll, ) (Entered: 12/05/2012)

SUMMONS Issued as to Bed Bath &amp; Beyond, Inc. and emailed to pltf for service. (klb)
(Entered: 12/05/2012)

Notice of Filing of Patent/Trademark Form (AO 120). AO 120 mailed to the Director of the U.S.
Patent and Trademark Office. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered: 12/13/2012)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Larry Dean Thompson, Jr on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Thompson, Larry) (Entered: 12/13/2012)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Zachariah Harrington on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc.
(Harrington, Zachariah) (Entered: 12/13/2012)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Califf Teal Cooper on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Cooper,
Califf) (Entered: 12/13/2012)

NOTICE of Attorney Appearance by Kris Yue Teng on behalf of MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Teng, Kris)
(Entered: 12/13/2012)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by MacroSo|ve, Inc. (Antonelli, Matthew) (Entered:
12/13/2012)

Return of Service Executed as to Bed Bath &amp; Beyond, Inc. on 12/6/2012, by personal
service; answer due: 12/27/2012. (mll, ) (Entered: 12/17/2012)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint re Bed Bath
&amp; Beyond, |nc..( McNabnay, Neil) (Entered: 12/18/2012)

Defendant‘s Unopposed First Application for Extension of Time to Answer Complaint 11 is granted
pursuant to Local Rule CV-12 for Bed Bath &amp; Beyond, Inc. to 1/28/2013. 30 Days Granted
for Deadline Extension.( mll, ) (Entered: 12/26/2012)

Order reassigning this case to United States District Judge Michael H. Schneider per General
Order 13-3. Please see Appendix D: Addendum Regarding Cases Assigned to Judge Schneider.
Judge Leonard Davis no longer assigned to the case. (tlh, ) (Entered: 01/15/2013)

ANSWERto 1 Complaint , Affirmative Defenses, COUNTERCLAIM against MacroSo|ve, Inc. by Bed
Bath &amp; Beyond, |nc..(McNabnay, Neil) (Entered: 01/28/2013)

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT filed by Bed Bath &am p; Beyond, Inc. (McNabnay, Neil)
(Entered: 01/28/2013)

ANSWERto 13 Answer to Complaint, Counterclaim of Bed Bath &amp; Beyond, Inc. by
MacroSo|ve, |nc..(Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 01/29/2013)
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02/06/2013 16 ORDER REFERRING CASE to Magistrate Judge John D. Love for all pretrial proceedings. Signed by
Judge Michael H. Schneider on 02/06/13. cc:attys 2-07-13(m||, ) (Entered: 02/07/2013)

02/27/2013 17 NOTICE by MacroSo|ve, Inc. of Readiness for Scheduling Conference (Cooper, Califf) (Entered:
02/27/2013)

03/19/2013 18 Joint MOTION to Stay All Deadlines by Bed Bath &amp; Beyond, |nc., MacroSo|ve, |nc..
(Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Cooper, Califf) (Entered: 03/19/2013)

03/20/2013 19 ORDER granting 18 Motion to Stay. All deadlines are stayed to 4-19-2013. Parties are ORDERED
to submit closing documents no later than 4-19-2013. Signed by Magistrate Judge John D. Love
on 03/20/13. cc:attys 3-20-13 (mll, ) (Entered: 03/20/2013)

04/10/2013 20 Joint MOTION to Dismiss Bed Bath &am p; Beyond, Inc. With Prejudice by Bed Bath &am p;
Beyond, |nc., MacroSo|ve, |nc.. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Cooper, Califf)
(Entered: 04/10/2013)

04/15/2013 21 ORDER granting 20 Motion to Dismiss. All claims and counterclaims made by MacroSo|ve and
Defendant Bed Bath &amp; Beyond Inc against each other in this action are dismissed with
prejudice. Each party shall bear its own attorneys‘ fees and costs. Signed by Judge Michael H.
Schneider on 04/15/13. (mll, ) (Entered: 04/15/2013)

04/15/2013 22 FINAL JUDGMENT that the parties take nothing and that all pending motions are DENIED AS
MOOT. All costs are to be borne by the party that incurred them. All claims, counterclaims, and
third-party claims in the instant suit are DISMISSED in their entirety. The Clerk of the Court is
directed to close this case. Signed by Judge Michael H. Schneider on 04/15/13. (mll, ) (Entered:
04/15/2013)
 

Copyright © 2013 LexisNexis CourtLink, Inc. All rights reserved.
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US District Court Civil Docket

6:12cv744

iiiiacmsoive, inc. V. Recibox Automated Retaii, Lie

This case was :‘eis'is\ie~:.i imam the cméri on Satu:‘da'g:, Apsii ($6. 2013
 

§‘E§e‘\~:: 10/ 05/ 201 2 ifissss OPEN

Judge Michael H. Schneider slfmsssol: No
3~§\\.‘2~*:‘~‘~* ‘“:‘s;: Magistrate Judge John D. Love isimssiss: 35:271

 :='a‘§m'e N ss.:’:"‘:: Patent (830)

Patent Infringement §)e:\:ses:“s:*§ .:‘\.=~.\:s;=~..=.§\;*:: $0

None :\.5<.~i‘,< Patent
.:6:11cv00101

‘: Federal Question 
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Macrosolve, Inc. Califf Teal Cooper
Plaintiff ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3013
Fax: 713-581-3020

Emai|:Ca|iff@aht|awfirm.Com

Kris Yue Teng
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713-581-3000
Fax: 713-581-3020

Email:Kris@aht|awfirm.Com

Larry Dean Thompson , Jr
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430

Houston , TX 77006
USA
713/581-3006
Fax: 713/581-3020

Email:Larry@aht|awfirm.Com

Zachariah Harrington
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTI CED

Antonelli, Harrington & Thompson LLP
4200 Montrose Blvd
Ste 430
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