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Application No. Applicant(s)
15/457,816 Levanon et al.

Office Action Summary Examiner Art Unit AlA Status
DAVID R LAZARO 2455 No

-- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address --
Period for Reply

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTHS FROM THE MAILING
DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION.

Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed

after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication.
- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication.
- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133).

Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any

earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b).

Status
1) Responsive to communication(s) filed on 6/12/18.
[J A declaration(s)/affidavit(s) under 37 CFR 1.130(b) was/were filedon
2a)[¥] This action is FINAL. 2b) [ This action is non-final.

3)(J An election was made by the applicant in response to a restriction requirement set forth during the interview on
; the restriction requirement and election have been incorporated into this action.

4)(J Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is
closed in accordance with the practice under £x parfe Quayle, 1935 C.D. 11, 453 O.G. 213.

Disposition of Claims*
5) Claim(s) 25-36,39-50,53-64,67-78 and 81-86 is/are pending in the application.

5a) Of the above claim(s) _____is/are withdrawn from consideration.
6) [J Claim(s) ____is/are allowed.
7) Claim(s) 25-36,39-50,53-64,67-78 and 81-86 is/are rejected.
8) [J Claim(s) ____is/are objected to.
9) [0 Claim(s) _____ are subject to restriction and/or election requirement
* If any claims have been determined allowable, you may be eligible to benefit from the Patent Prosecution Highway program at a

participating intellectual property office for the corresponding application. For more information, please see
http://www.uspto.gov/patents/init_events/pph/index.jsp or send an inquiry to PPHfeedback@uspto.gov.

Application Papers
10)(J The specification is objected to by the Examiner.
11)(J The drawing(s) filed on _____is/are: a)("] accepted or b)[] objected to by the Examiner.
Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a).
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d).
Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119

12)(J Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f).
Certified copies:

a)d Al b)(J Some** ¢)(J None of the:
1.0 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received.
2.0 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No.

3.0 Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)).

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

Attachment(s)
1) Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 3) [ Interview Summary (PTO-413)
. . Paper No(s)/Mail Date
2) Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08a and/or PTO/SB/08b) 4) [ Other:
Paper No(s)/Mail Date 8/24/18, —
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office
PTOL-326 (Rev. 11-13) Office Action Summary Part of Paper No./Mail Date 20180514
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Application/Control Number: 15/457,816 Page 2
Art Unit: 2455

Notice of Pre-AlA or AlA Status

The present application is being examined under the pre-AlAfirst to invent provisions.

Response to Arguments
1. The examiner thanks the applicant for clarifying the claim language and providing support for
the claim amendments.
2. The rejection of claims under 35 USC 112(a) and (b) regarding the “local store” subject matter

are withdrawn based on the amendment.
Response to Arguments
3. Applicant's arguments filed 01/04/2018 concerning Reddy not teaching the “local embedded

server” elements are moot based on the new grounds of rejection.

4. Applicant's arguments concerning Claim 28 are moot based on the new grounds of rejection.

5. Applicant's arguments concerning Chiarabini not being prior art have been fully considered but
they are not persuasive. The examiner acknowledges that 09/513,441, of which Chiarabini claims
priority, does appear to lack description regarding the use of threaded requests. Accordingly, regarding
this subject matter, the examiner agrees Chiarabani is only entitled to the filing date of 08/24/2001.

6. However, while applicant is claiming priority to 12/27/2000 based on filed provisional
applications, these provisional applications do not describe the use of threaded requests and thread
pools. Provisionals 60/258,468 and 60/258,467 describe concurrent downloads, however the
concurrent downloads are not described as using a threaded mechanism or any type of pool for
requests. Accordingly, claims directed towards the broader concurrent downloading are entitled to the

12/27/2000 priority date. Claims directed towards using threads and a thread pool are only entitledto
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the 12/24/2001 priority date associated with 10/035,987 now US 7,644,131 which does describe the use
of threadsand thread pools. Therefore Chiarabini is proper prior art for these claims. The examiner also
makes note that Heimshoth (US 5,764,915) also teaches the use of threads for concurrent requests (See
Col. 21).

3. Applicant further arguesthat Chiarabini does not disclose a thread pool, stating, “ Chiarabani
merely discusses starting new threads until saturation of connection. In contrast, the pending claims
specify a thread pool, which allows a number of threads to be created and reused over and over again
for subsequent requests, making resource utilization of the client device more efficient.” The examiner
disagrees. Chiarabani specifically identifies that it checks if the number of current threadsis above a
threshold and suggests a number between4 and 8. Thus thereis a particular number of threads
available for requests for image data. The claim language does not provide any specific technical details
concerning a pool of threads. As such, it is not clearas to why this grouping of threads in Chiarabani is

not within the scope of a “pool” of threads.

7. Applicant arguesin relation to claim 34 and 81, “As specified in Applicant's claims, a wireless
device may be operative to select a defined data parcelin order to provide for progressive resolution
enhancement. Reddy, onthe other hand, requires that the user "fly" close to a particular area before the
system will request a higher-resolution tile of the area.... The Terra Vision 11 svstem performs this fixed,
iraple algorithm in response to the user's proximity to any parcticolor te, it does not ollow for selection
and retrieval to be done “gutomatically without specific user input, in response to the navigational input”
a5 specified in the pending cloims”
8. Applicant’s arguments seem to indicate that Reddy has the progressive resolution required in
the claims, however Reddy also requires the user to “fly” close to the area. The examiner interpretsthe

input of a user “flying” close to an area as navigationinput. Itis not clear how applicant is excluding this
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type of navigationinput in terms of the scope “automatically without specific user input, in response to
the navigational input”. The user “flying” close to an area s just as applicant has provided in support of
the limitation noted in the 6/12/18 remarks, i.e. “No user input beyond navigation input to define

viewing frustrum”.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103
In the event the determination of the status of the application as subject to AIA35 U.S.C. 102
and 103 (or as subject to pre-AlA 35 U.S.C. 102 and 103) is incorrect, any correction of the statutory
basis for the rejection will not be considered a new ground of rejection if the prior art relied upon, and
the rationale supporting the rejection, would be the same under either status.
The following is a quotation of pre-AlA 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness
rejections set forth in this Office action:

(a) Apatent maynotbe obtained though theinventionis notidentically disclosed or described as set
forth in section 102, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patentedand the
priorartaresuchthatthe subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the
invention wasmade to a person havingordinaryskill inthe artto which said subject matter pertains.
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made.

9. Claims 25, 27, 29, 30, 32-34, 39, 41, 43, 44, 46-48, 53, 55, 57, 58, 60-62, 67, 69,71, 72, 74-76,
and 81-86 is/are rejected under pre-AlA35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over “TerraVisionll:
Visualizing Massive Terrain Databases in VRML” by Reddy et al. (Red dy) in view of US 6,492,985 by
Mutz et al. (Mutz).

Examiner’s Note: This rejection based on Reddy is made with reference to the various Petitions
for Inter Partes Review in the relatedissued Patents. Consideration of and response to this rejection
should be madein light of the support and evidence provided in each of these Petitions. Based on the
broader scope of the instant claims, the Hornbacker reference was not deemed necessary for the

rejection.
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