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Attorney Docket N0.: M1103. 70 799U301
MS Ref. N0.: MS 312979.02

SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

RELATED APPLICATIONS

[0001] This application is a continuation of, and accordingly claims the

benefit under 35 U.S.C. § 120 of, U.S. Patent Application No. 11/193,586, entitled

“Selection-based item tagging,” which was filed in the U.S. Patent and Trademark

Office on July 29, 2005.

BACKGROUND

[0002] With the proliferation of computing devices has come a dramatic
increase in available information that seems to be exponentially growing each year.

This requires that storage technology keep pace with the growing demand for data

storage. Vast amounts of data can now be stored on very small devices that are easily

transported and accessible almost anywhere in the world via the Internet. Data

retrieval techniques have expanded in scale to also meet the growth of stored data.

Advances in search engines and other ‘data mining’ techniques facilitate in the

extraction of relevant data. Easy retrieval of information is paramount in the

utilization of stored data. The harder the data is to retrieve, the more likely it will not

be accessed and utilized. On the far end of the retrieval spectrum, if the data cannot

be found and retrieved at all, then technology has failed despite the ability to store the

data. Its value will lie dormant until technology once again advances to allow full

access to the data.

[0003] Frequently, it is the timeliness of the information that makes its value
substantial. The value of retrieving information at a desired point in time can be
profound. A doctor operating on a patient may need access to additional surgical
procedures or patient information during the surgery ~ making information retrieval a

possible life and death action at that moment. Although this is an extreme example, it
shows that the patient information, such as allergies to medicines, may be of a much

lesser value to the doctor after the surgery should the patient die on the operating table
due to an allergic reaction. Thus, having vast amounts of data is of little value if the

data is not organized in some fashion to allow its retrieval. Therefore, data storage
techniques such as databases utilize various methods to store the data so that it can be
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retrieved easily. Database search engines also utilize different techniques to facilitate

in increasing the speed of data retrieval.

[0004] Most people familiar with an office environment will readily recognize

an office filing cabinet. It typically has four or five drawers that contain paper files

that are stored in folders inside the cabinet. This office concept of organizing was

carried over into the computer realm in order to more easily transition new users to

computer technology. Thus, typically, computer files are stored in folders on a

computer’s hard drive. Computer users organize their files by placing related files in

a single folder. Eventually, this too became unwieldy because a folder might have

several hundred or even a thousand files. So, users began to use a hierarchy of folders

or folders-within-folders to further breakdown the files for easier retrieval. This aided

retrieval but also required users to “dig” deeply into the folders to extract the folder

with the desired information. This was frequently a daunting task if there were large

hierarchies of folders.

[0005] The folder concept, however, is often challenged by those users who

do not agree that an item only belongs to a single folder. They frequently desire to

associate a file with several folders to make it easier to find. Some just copy a file

into different folders to alleviate the problem. That, however, uses more storage

space and, thus, is not highly desirable for large quantities of information. To

circumvent this, users have begun to “mark” or “tag” the files or data to indicate an

association rather than placing them in a folder. A tag is generally an arbitrary text

string associated with an item that is utilized to recall that item at a later time. By

tagging the item, the user is not required to place it in a folder and force it into a

single category. A user has the flexibility of tagging and, thus, associating different

types of items such as graphics, text, and/or data and the like. It also allows a user to

apply multiple tags to the same item. Thus, a user can tag a picture of a mountain as a

‘vacation picture’ to enable recalling it as a vacation photo and also as ‘desktop

wallpaper’ to enable recalling it as a background image on a computer screen. This is

accomplished without requiring the actual item to be moved or placed into a folder.

etc.

[0006] Despite the apparent power and flexibility afforded by tagging in

contrast to utilizing folders, the folder concept still dominates most of today’s

computer users. The folder concept is easy to understand and to implement. It is

“intuitive” for those who work or have worked in office environments and only
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requires a user to drag and drop an item into a folder to associate it with other items.

In sharp contrast, current tagging techniques are cumbersome and require a user to dig

deeply into associated data of the item, typically requiring opening several computer

windows and having ‘expert-like’ knowledge in order to correctly tag the item. For

these reasons, tagging has not been well received by most users, despite its powerful

potential. To overcome a user’s unwillingness to utilize complicated implementation

procedures, tagging has to be as intuitive and easy as the folder concept. Only then

will users begin to embrace tagging as a replacement for the filing concept that

originated from the traditional office environment.

SUMMARY

[0007] The following presents a simplified summary of the subject matter in

order to provide a basic understanding of some aspects of subject matter

embodiments. This summary is not an extensive overview of the subject matter. It is

not intended to identify key/critical elements of the embodiments or to delineate the

scope of the subject matter. Its sole purpose is to present some concepts of the subject

matter in a simplified form as a prelude to the more detailed description that is

presented later.

[0008] The subject matter relates generally to information retrieval, and more

particularly to systems and methods for tagging items based on user selections of

items. The item selections along with user inputs are leveraged to provide users with

automated item tagging with minimal impact to the user, allowing easy recall of the

tagged items at another time. Further user interaction with additional windows and

other interfacing techniques are not required to save the tag with the item. Thus, for

example, the user can select items and begin typing a tag which is automatically

associated with the selected items. In other instances, tagging suggestions can be

supplied based on a user’s selection. For example, if the items selected are known to

be dog related, a tag of “dog” can be suggested to the user based on the selection of

the dog related items. In another instance, tagging suggestions can be dynamically

supplied based on a user’s input action. For example, if a user types “gr,” a tag of

“graphics” can be suggested to the user. Tagging suggestions can also be formulated

automatically based on user data and/or tags and the like associated with selections by

an external source. For example, if a user is determined to be a doctor, medical

related terminology tag sets can be downloaded from the Internet and included in the
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supplied tag suggestions. Thus, the systems and methods herein provide an extremely

convenient manner in which to add tags to items and can, if desired, employ machine

learning to facilitate tag determination. This increases the value of the tagged items

by providing greater item access flexibility and allowing multiple associations (or

tags) with each item.

[0009] To the accomplishment of the foregoing and related ends, certain

illustrative aspects of embodiments are described herein in connection with the

following description and the annexed drawings. These aspects are indicative,

however, of but a few of the various ways in which the principles of the subject

matter may be employed, and the subject matter is intended to include all such aspects

and their equivalents. Other advantages and novel features of the subject matter may

become apparent from the following detailed description when considered in

conjunction with the drawings.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS

[0010] FIG. 1 is a block diagram of a selection-based tagging system in

accordance with an aspect of an embodiment.

[0011] FIG. 2 is another block diagram of a selection—based tagging system in

accordance with an aspect of an embodiment.

[0012] FIG. 3 is yet another block diagram of a selection-based tagging

system in accordance with an aspect of an embodiment.

[0013] FIG. 4 is an illustration of a user interface with selected items in

accordance with an aspect of an embodiment.

[0014] FIG. 5 is an illustration of a user interface with a tag input by a user for

selected items in accordance with an aspect of an embodiment.

[0015] FIG. 6 is an illustration ofa user interface showing a user input tag

added to an item tag list in accordance with an aspect of an embodiment.

[0016] FIG. 7 is an illustration ofa user interface displaying items with a

specific item tag in accordance with an aspect of an embodiment.

[0017] FIG. 8 is an illustration of a user interface with a suggested tag in

response to a user input in accordance with an aspect of an embodiment.

[0018] FIG. 9 is a flow diagram of a method of facilitating item tagging in

accordance with an aspect of an embodiment.
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[0019] FIG. 10 is another flow diagram of a method of facilitating item

tagging in accordance with an aspect of an embodiment.

[0020] FIG. 11 is yet another flow diagram of a method of facilitating item

tagging in accordance with an aspect of an embodiment.

[0021] FIG. 12 illustrates an example operating environment in which an

embodiment can function.

[0022] FIG. 13 illustrates another example operating environment in which an
embodiment can function.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION

[0023] The subject matter is now described with reference to the drawings,

wherein like reference numerals are used to refer to like elements throughout. In the

following description, for purposes of explanation, numerous specific details are set

forth in order to provide a thorough understanding of the subject matter. It may be

evident, however, that subject matter embodiments may be practiced without these

specific details. In other instances, well-known structures and devices are shown in

block diagram form in order to facilitate describing the embodiments.

[0024] As used in this application, the term “component” is intended to refer

to a computer-related entity, either hardware, a combination of hardware and

software, software, or software in execution. For example, a component may be, but

is not limited to being, a process running on a processor, a processor, an object, an

executable, a thread of execution, a program, and/or a computer. By way of

illustration, both an application running on a server and the server can be a computer

component. One or more components may reside within a process and/0r thread of

execution and a component may be localized on one computer and/0r distributed

between two or more computers. A “thread” is the entity within a process that the

operating system kernel schedules for execution. As is well known in the art, each

thread has an associated “context” which is the volatile data associated with the

execution of the thread. A thread’s context includes the contents of system registers

and the virtual address belonging to the thread’s process. Thus, the actual data
comprising a thread’s context varies as it executes.

[0025] Ad-hoc item tags are simple text—based strings that are a useful form of

organization for end users. Existing systems today that apply tags require
cumbersome dialog boxes and/or menus that interrupt the user’s thought process and
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work flow. The systems and methods herein provide an improved user interface for

applying tags automatically when the user has made a selection of items to be tagged

and/0r provides an input such as, for example, typing any character on a keyboard.

Tags can be added to items without entering a complex mode and/or substantially

interrupting current activity. The type of tag that the user is typing is determined

based on factors that can include the item selected, other tags applied to similar items

and/0r used recently, and/or the most commonly used tags and the like. In one

instance, if the user has selected one or more items and begins to type, tagging mode

is entered automatically and a tag buffer collects key strokes to facilitate

determination of the tag type.

[0026] In FIG. I, a block diagram of a selection-based tagging system 100 in

accordance with an aspect of an embodiment is shown. The selection—based tagging

system 100 is comprised of a selection-based tagging component 102 that interfaces

with a user 104 and an item source 106. The selection-based tagging component 102

interacts with the user 104 and provides a means for the user 104 to select items from

the item source 106. When a selection is detected by the selection-based tagging

component 102, it 102 provides the user with a suggested tag for that selection. In

other instances, the selection-based tagging component 102 can wait for the user 104

to provide an input subsequent and/0r prior (if associated with the subsequent

selection) to the selection before the selection—based tagging component 102 responds

with a suggested tag. In that scenario, the selection—based tagging component 102 can

respond dynamically to the user’s input and relay tag suggestions as the user 104

provides inputs. For example, the selection-based tagging component 102 can

respond with tag suggestions that utilize each character that the user 104 types into a

keyboard, providing a list of tag suggestions that utilize at least some of the typed

characters. The selection-based tagging component 102 can also provide tag

suggestions by heuristically determining the tag based on a selected item, a tag

associated with a similar item, a recently utilized tag, a commonly used tag, a rule-

based criterion, and/or a heuristic-based criterion. The input provided by the user 104

can be a mouse click, a keyboard keystroke as mentioned, a visual indicator (e.g., eye

scanning techniques that determine where and at what a user is looking), and/or an

audible indicator (e.g., verbal commands and the like to instruct a computing device

what to select, what to input, and what choices to select, etc.). The item source 106

can be a local and/or remote depository of data and the like. Typically, databases are
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utilized for information storage and retrieval. The tags provided by the user 104 and

generated by the selection-based tagging component 102 can be stored with the

associated data in the item source 106 if desired. Tags can also be associated on

newly created data not yet stored in the item source 106.

[0027] Turning to FIG. 2, another block diagram of a selection-based tagging

system 200 in accordance with an aspect of an embodiment is illustrated. The

selection-based tagging system 200 is comprised of a selection-based tagging

component 202 that interfaces with a user 204 and an item source 206. The selection-

based tagging component 202 is comprised of a user interface 208 and a tagging

component 210. The user interface 208 provides the user 204 with a means to view

and/or select items from the item source 206. The user 204 can obtain tag

suggestions for item selections from the tagging component 210 via the user interface

208. The user 204 can also input tags for a selection of items to the tagging

component 210 via the user interface 208. The tagging component 210 can also

access the item source 206 to locate additional tag information, like tags. other

associated tags, and/or other associated items and the like to facilitate tag

determinations and/0r storage. When the user 204 selects at least one item via the

user interface 208, the tagging component 210 determines a suggested tag based on,

in part, the selected item itself. It 210 can look for other similar tags that are related

to the item and provide those as suggestions. It 210 can also suggest commonly used

tags, most recently used tags, anaVor tags based on user data such as, for example,

preferences, profession, work topic (e.g., a graphics designer working on a project is

most likely working on ‘graphics,’ eta), and/0r activity and the like.

[0028] The tagging component 210 can also utilize the user interface 208 to

detect when the user 204 is providing an input such as a keystroke and/0r mouse click

and the like (described supra). This input which is subsequent and/0r prior to the

selection of the item or items allows the tagging component 210 to attempt guesses

for possible tag suggestions for the user 204. For example, if the user 204 inputs a
6‘ 7! £6 37g, the tagging component 210 can list possible tags that begin with the letter g

’3 ‘6such as, for example, “graphics, group A,” “group B,” “green,” and/0r “garage” and

the like. As the user 204 types more characters (i.e., inputs), the tagging component

210 dynamically responds by providing tag suggestions that can mimic the characters

disclosed up to that point. In a similar fashion, if the tagging component 210

recognizes a sequence of characters that has associations other than based directly on
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the characters, it 210 can display those tag suggestions as well. For example, the user

204 can type “horn” for home and the tagging component 210 can respond with a tag

suggestion that was previously used by the user 204 and/or synonymous such as

“house” and the like.

[0029] Looking at FIG. 3, yet another block diagram of a selection-based

tagging system 300 in accordance with an aspect of an embodiment is depicted. The

selection-based tagging system 300 is comprised of a selection-based tagging

component 302 that interfaces with a user 304, an item source 306, optional user data

312, optional machine learning 314, and optional external tag sources 316. The

selection-based tagging component 302 is comprised of a user interface 308 and a

tagging component 310. The user interface 308 interacts with the user 304 to receive

and/or provide information related to items from the item source 306. The item

source 306 can be local and/or remote to the interface and/or the selection—based

tagging component 302. In a typical interaction, the user interface 308 detects a

selection of at least one item by the user 304. The information relating to what items

are selected is passed to the tagging component 310. The tagging component 310

determines at least one tag suggestion based on various parameters and/or data. The

user 304 can then respond by selecting a suggested tag and/or the user 304 can

provide a user input such as, for example, by typing on a keyboard various characters

and the like. The user input obtained by the tagging component 310 via the user

interface 308 is utilized to form additional tag suggestions for relaying to the user 304

via the user interface 308. The input based tag suggestions are then utilized by the

user 304 to make a tag selection and/or the user 304 can directly input a different tag

altogether. The selected and/0r direct input tag is then obtained by the tagging

component 310 and utilized to tag the selected items. The utilized tags are then

relayed to the user via the user interface 308 at appropriate times to facilitate the user

304 in recalling items based on tag information. The tagging component 310 can also

directly store the tags with the selected items in the item source 306 if desired.

[0030] The tagging component 310 can also heuristically determine the tag

based on a selected item, a tag associated with a similar item, a recently utilized tag, a

commonly used tag, a rule-based criterion, and/or a heuristic—based criterion.

Optional machine learning 314 can also be employed to learn tag suggestions.

Optional user data 312 (e.g., user environment data, directly entered by the user 304

data, and/or indirectly derived data and the like) can also be utilized by the tagging
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component 310 to determine tag suggestions. The tagging component 3 l 0 is not

limited to only utilizing internally obtained and/or local information. Optional

external tag sources 316 (e.g., global network connections, local network connections,

and/0r manually entered data and the like) can also be employed to provide additional

information to facilitate tag suggestions. For example, if the user 304 is determined to

be a lawyer (determined from the optional user data 312), the tagging component 310

can obtain tag information related to attorneys via the Internet. The Internet obtained

attorney tag list can then be utilized to facilitate in formulating tag suggestions that

are more appropriate for that particular user. Optional machine learning 314 can also

be employed, in this example, to account for the likelihood that one tag suggestion is

better than another. One skilled in the art will appreciate the power and flexibility

achievable utilizing the systems and methods described herein over traditional

manually entered tags that required a user to ‘dig deeply’ into file parameters to set

tags. Thus, this technology allows the user 304 to just select and type/choose a tag

and move on to other work without breaking their concentration.

[0031] Simple text—based strings or tags are a very useful form of organization

for users. They allow a variety of items to be easily recalled later utilizing only a

single tag. The tag itself is free—form - there is no interpretation of the tag by the

computing device. Utilization of tagging has several advantages over traditional

folder systems. For one, tagged items can be stored on separate computing devices in

different locations. If the computing devices are connected in some manner, retrieval

of the items using the tags can be achieved easily. Thus, the retrieval of tagged

information is independent of where the items are stored. This is a substantial benefit

to users who frequently employ multiple computing devices and/or users who have

portable computing devices and require easy synchronization of files between

devices. Tagging also excels in allowing items to have multiple tags. That is, an item

can belong to multiple groups and associations without requiring the item to be

moved or copied into many different locations, saving storage space and increasing

the value of the item through increased utilization. Tagging is also beneficial for data

mining. It allows a system to glean additional knowledge from the tags and also their

associations with items that would otherwise not be obtainable. For example, to a

computer system, a picture is a grouping of pixels. The computer system cannot

necessarily interpret the true meaning or value of the picture. With tags, however,
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dates, people, places, and times can be tagged to the picture allowing the computer

system to gain more knowledge regarding what the picture represents to the user.

[0032] Despite the great virtues of tags, existing systems which allow users to

apply tags, however, require cumbersome dialog boxes and/or menus which interrupt

the user’s thought process and work flow. As a result, these systems have failed to

encourage users to use tags regularly, effectively limiting the success of tags as an

organizational construct in desktop computer systems. In sharp contrast, the systems

and methods herein make tagging more natural, less interruptive, easier, and more

approachable for end users. Users can add tags to items without entering a complex

mode and/or substantially interrupting their current activity.

[0033] Tags can be applied without opening a dialog box, menu, and/or other

selection user interface. This allows smooth transitions to taggingvand back to other

work. The tags can be applied automatically when a user has made a selection of

items to be tagged and/or types any character at a keyboard. Tag suggestions can be

obtained by heuristically guessing which tag a user is typing based on, for example,

the item selected, other tags applied to similar items, other tags that have been used

recently, most commonly used tags, and/or any other rule-based and/or heuristic

criteria and the like. For example, if a user is looking for a house, they may tag items

with “house” during the day. On the next day, the same user may have forgotten the

previous day’s tag and start to tag items with “home.” Thus, at the moment the user is

applying tags, they can be reminded that they previously used “house” instead of

“home,” saving them from utilizing multiple tags when they did not intend to do so.

In this manner, users are reminded of similar tags by automatically and dynamically

providing a list of tags that start with the same characters. Moreover, the similarity

process can be extended to include similar items rather than just similar tags. So, if a

user previously tagged a word processing document with a particular tag, the next

word processing document they attempt to tag can prompt a display of the previous

document’s tag.

[0034] Tagging systems can also utilize tag reconciliation. Tag sets from

multiple users can be compared and adjusted, improved, and/0r added to another tag

set and the like. In a similar manner, tags can be mapped to formal taxonomies. For

example, ifa user is a doctor and a tagging system notices that the user is tagging with

terms akin to the medical profession, the tagging system can go to, for example, an

online service and retrieve a medical profession tag set and/or upload the user’s tag
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set (with the user’s permission). This allows the tagging system, for example, to

download all commonly used tags for doctors and to provide relevant tag suggestions

to the user.

[0035] The tagging system can contain both automatic tags generated by the

tagging system and explicit tags from a user. By distinguishing between the two types

of tags easily, a user can be alerted to their confidence level with regard to the tags. A

user may have high confidence in their explicit tags and lesser confidence in system

generated tags. Users may also desire to make system tags their own by accepting

them via a user interface mechanism. Thus, users may locate documents, for

example, without totally agreeing or disagreeing with the tags associated with those

documents. If they decide that the system tags are to their liking, they can change

them to explicit tags. By doing so, the tagging system can learn from. the changes and

even employ machine learning techniques to facilitate in providing better tag,

suggestions. Both agreeing with a system generated tag and disagreeing with a

system generated tag, can be utilized to increase the “intelligence” of the tagging

system. Likewise, taking no action can also be employed in the learning process.

[0036] As an example user interface, given a display of items, such as the list

of files presented in a desktop file window, if the user has selected one or more items

utilizing the user interface and begins to type, a light ‘tagging mode’ can be entered

with the following characteristics:

- display a special icon and/0r text message indicating that tagging is active

- accumulate each key a user types into a “tag buffer”

- use this tag buffer to guess at likely tags

- display the current “best guess” tag in a textual readout associated with the

window

- allow a user to choose between “tag guesses” using cursor arrows

- allow a user to choose whether to accept guesses or simply use the buffer as is

— if a user hits the escape key (or similar), exit tagging mode

— if the user hits the enter / return key (or similar), apply the items to the tag

In addition, if an automated tag and an explicit tag (one entered by a user) are both

presented to the user, each type of tag can be distinguished utilizing different sizes,

fonts, colors, and/0r symbols and the like. The above user interface characteristics
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are meant to be a representative process and one skilled in the art can appreciate that

many variations are possible and are still within the scope of the disclosed subject

matter herein. In general, once the tags are applied to the selected items, they are

automatically utilized by the system to organize and retrieve content.

[0037] Additional examples of user interfaces are shown in FIGs. 4-8 and

facilitate to illustrate the ease at which a user can tag selected items. FIG. 4 shows a

user interface 400 with selected items 402-406. The user interface 400 has a window

410 that allows a user to select items and another window 408 that shows tags already

created. In this example, a user has selected three items 402-406 that they would like

to tag. In FIG. 5, a user interface 500 with a tag 502 input by a user for selected items

504-508 are illustrated. The tag 502 is “graphics” and the user input is marked by an

icon 510 to indicate to the user that tagging is occurring. For this example, the user

has typed “graphics” and when the enter key is pressed on the keyboard, the tag 502 is

associated with the selected items 504-508. For FIG. 6, a user interface 600 depicts a

user input tag 602 added to an item tag list 604 after a user has entered and/0r

selected the tag 602 for a selection of items (not shown). The tag list 604 allows the

user to quickly find items associated with the tags in the list. FIG. 7 shows a user

interface 700 displaying items 704 with a specific item tag 702, namely “graphics.”

Thus, the user has selected a tag 702 from the tag list, and the resulting associated

items 704 are then displayed to the user. FIG. 8 depicts a user interface 800 with a

suggested tag “graphics” 802 in response to a user input “gr” 804 for a selected item

806. In this example, the user has typed the letters “gr” on a keyboard and a

suggested tag has been provided based on that user input, namely “graphics.” A

tagging icon 808 is also displayed during the process to notify the user that a tagging

process is occurring.

[0038] In view of the exemplary systems shown and described above,

methodologies that may be implemented in accordance with the embodiments will be

better appreciated with reference to the flow charts of FIGS. 9-1 l. While, for

purposes of simplicity of explanation, the methodologies are shown and described as

a series of blocks, it is to be understood and appreciated that the embodiments are not

limited by the order of the blocks, as some blocks may, in accordance with an

embodiment, occur in different orders and/or concurrently with other blocks from that

shown and described herein. Moreover, not all illustrated blocks may be required to

implement the methodologies in accordance with the embodiments.
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[0039] The embodiments may be described in the general context of

computer-executable instructions, such as program modules, executed by one or more

components. Generally, program modules include routines, programs, objects, data

structures, etc., that perform particular tasks or implement particular abstract data

types. Typically, the functionality of the program modules may be combined or

distributed as desired in various instances of the embodiments.

[0040] In FIG. 9, a flow diagram ofa method 900 of facilitating item tagging

in accordance with an aspect of an embodiment is shown. The method 900 starts 902

by detecting a user selection of at least one item on a computing interface 904. The

user selection can be achieved, for example, by clicking and dragging a pointing

device over an item or set of items, by utilizing verbal (audible) commands to select,

and/or by utilizing visual cueing such as eye movement detection devices and the

like. A user computing interface input is then detected, and the input is utilized as a

tag for the item(s) without the necessity of further user interaction 906, ending the

flow 908. This allows for quick and easy tagging without costly and time consuming

interruptions of the user. It is also intuitive and does not require a lengthy learning

curve for proper utilization. The input can be, for example, keystrokes from a

keyboard and/0r another type of input device and the like. This permits a user to

select, type, and tag quickly.

[0041] Referring to FIG. 10, another flow diagram ofa method 1000 of

facilitating item tagging in accordance with an aspect of an embodiment is depicted.

The method 1000 starts 1002 by detecting a user selection of at least one item on a

computing interface 1004. The user selection can be achieved, for example, by

clicking and dragging a pointing device over an item or set of items, by utilizing

verbal (audible) commands to select, and/or by utilizing visual cueing such as eye

movement detection devices and the like. The user is then provided with at least one

item tag suggestion in response to the user selection 1006, ending the flow 1008. By

automatically providing a tag suggestion in response to a selection, new and/or

duplicate tags can be avoided and/0r better tags can be found easily. This helps to

prevent a user from using a tag called “home” one day and then a tag called “house”

the next day, etc. The suggested tag can also be associated tags to make a user aware

of several possible choices.

[0042] Looking at FIG. 11, yet another flow diagram of a method 1 100 of

facilitating item tagging in accordance with an aspect of an embodiment is illustrated.
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The method 1100 starts 1102 by detecting a user selection of at least one item on a

computing interface and a user computing interface input 1 104. Typically, the input

is subsequent to the user selection so that the association can be made that the input

relates to the selection. However, it is possible to provide an input and then associate

it with a subsequent item selection. Although this technique is unlikely, it is still

within the scope of the subject matter disclosed herein. The user is then provided

with at least one item tag suggestion in response to the user input 1 106, ending the

flow 1108. The tag suggestion is typically dynamically generated as the input is

obtained. For example, tag suggestions are provided as a user types characters on a

keyboard as the input. The more characters, the more focused the tag suggestions

become. This facilitates a user in speeding up the process of finding appropriate tags

for the selected items with minimal user impact.

[0043] In order to provide additional context for implementing various aspects

of the embodiments, FIG. 12 and the following discussion is intended to provide a

brief, general description of a suitable computing environment 1200 in which the

various aspects of the embodiments may be implemented. While the embodiments

have been described above in the general context of computer—executable instructions

of a computer program that runs on a local computer and/or remote computer, those

skilled in the art will recognize that the embodiments may also be implemented in

combination with other program modules. Generally, program modules include

routines, programs, components, data structures, etc., that perform particular tasks

and/or implement particular abstract data types. Moreover, those skilled in the art

will appreciate that the inventive methods may be practiced with other computer

system configurations, including single—processor or multi—processor computer

systems, minicomputers, mainframe computers, as well as personal computers, hand-

held computing devices, microprocessor-based and/or programmable consumer

electronics, and the like, each of which may operatively communicate with one or

more associated devices. The illustrated aspects of the embodiments may also be

practiced in distributed computing environments where certain tasks are performed by

remote processing devices that are linked through a communications network.

However, some, if not all, aspects of the embodiments may be practiced on stand-

alone computers. In a distributed computing environment, program modules may be

located in local and/or remote memory storage devices.
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[0044] As used in this application, the term “component” is intended to refer

to a computer-related entity, either hardware, a combination of hardware and

software, software, or software in execution. For example, a component may be, but

is not limited to, a process running on a processor, a processor, an object, an

executable, a thread of execution, a program, and a computer. By way of illustration,

an application running on a server and/or the server can be a component. In addition,

a component may include one or more subcomponents.

[0045] With reference to FIG. 12, an exemplary system environment 1200 for

implementing the various aspects of the embodiments include a conventional

computer 1202, including a processing unit 1204, a system memory 1206, and a

system bus 1208 that couples various system components, including the system

memory, to the processing unit 1204. The processing unit 1204 may be any

commercially available or proprietary processor. In addition, the processing unit may

be implemented as multi-processor formed of more than one processor, such as may

be connected in parallel.

[0046] The system bus 1208 may be any of several types of bus structure

including a memory bus or memory controller, a peripheral bus, and a local bus using

any of a variety of conventional bus architectures such as PCI, VESA, Microchannel,

ISA, and EISA, to name a few. The system memory 1206 includes read only memory

(ROM) 1210 and random access memory (RAM) 1212. A basic input/output system

(BIOS) 1214, containing the basic routines that help to transfer information between

elements within the computer 1202, such as during start-up, is stored in ROM 1210.

[0047] The computer 1202 also may include, for example, a hard disk drive

1216, a magnetic disk drive 1218, e.g., to read from or write to a removable disk

1220, and an optical disk drive 1222, e.g., for reading from or writing to a CD—ROM

disk 1224 or other optical media. The hard disk drive 1216, magnetic disk drive

1218, and optical disk drive 1222 are connected to the system bus 1208 by a hard disk

drive interface 1226, a magnetic disk drive interface 1228, and an optical drive

interface 1230, respectively. The drives 1216—1222 and their associated computer-

readable media provide nonvolatile storage of data, data structures, computer-

executable instructions, etc. for the computer 1202. Although the description of

computer-readable media above refers to a hard disk, a removable magnetic disk and

a CD, it should be appreciated by those skilled in the art that other types of media

which are readable by a computer, such as magnetic cassettes, flash memory cards,
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digital video disks, Bernoulli cartridges, and the like, can also be used in the

exemplary operating environment 1200, and further that any such media may contain

computer-executable instructions for performing the methods of the embodiments.

[0048] A number of program modules may be stored in the drives 1216-1222

and RAM 1212, including an operating system 1232, one or more application

programs 1234, other program modules 1236, and program data 1238. The operating

system 1232 may be any suitable operating system or combination of operating

systems. By way of example, the application programs 1234 and program modules

1236 can include an item tagging scheme in accordance with an aspect of an

embodiment.

[0049] A user can enter commands and information into the computer 1202

through one or more user input devices, such as a keyboard 1240 and a pointing

device (e.g., a mouse 1242). Other input devices (not shown) may include a

microphone, a joystick, a game pad, a satellite dish, a wireless remote, a scanner, or

the like. These and other input devices are often connected to the processing unit

1204 through a serial port interface 1244 that is coupled to the system bus 1208, but

may be connected by other interfaces, such as a parallel port, a game port or a

universal serial bus (USB). A monitor 1246 or other type of display device is also

connected to the system bus 1208 via an interface, such as a video adapter 1248. In

addition to the monitor 1246, the computer 1202 may include other peripheral output

devices (not shown), such as speakers, printers, etc.

[0050] It is to be appreciated that the computer 1202 can operate in a

networked environment using logical connections to one or more remote computers

1260. The remote computer 1260 may be a workstation, a server computer, a router,

a peer device or other common network node, and typically includes many or all of

the elements described relative to the computer 1202, although for purposes of

brevity, only a memory storage device 1262 is illustrated in FIG. 12. The logical

connections depicted in FIG. 12 can include a local area network (LAN) 1264 and a

wide area network (WAN) 1266. Such networking environments are commonplace in

offices, enterprise-wide computer networks, intranets and the Internet.

[0051] When used in a LAN networking environment, for example, the

computer 1202 is connected to the local network 1264 through a network interface or

adapter 1268. When used in a WAN networking environment, the computer 1202

typically includes a modem (e.g., telephone, DSL, cable, etc.) 1270, or is connected to
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a communications server on the LAN, or has other means for establishing

communications over the WAN 1266, such as the Internet. The modem 1270, which

can be internal or external relative to the computer 1202, is connected to the system

bus 1208 via the serial port interface 1244. In a networked environment, program

modules (including application programs 1234) and/or program data 1238 can be

stored in the remote memory storage device 1262. It will be appreciated that the

network connections shown are exemplary and other means (e.g., wired or wireless)

of establishing a communications link between the computers 1202 and 1260 can be

used when carrying out an aspect of an embodiment.

[0052] In accordance with the practices of persons skilled in the art of

computer programming, the embodiments have been described with reference to acts

and symbolic representations of operations that are performed by a computer, such as

the computer 1202 or remote computer 1260, unless otherwise indicated. Such acts

and operations are sometimes referred to as being computer-executed. It will be

appreciated that the acts and symbolically represented operations include the

manipulation by the processing unit 1204 of electrical signals representing data bits

which causes a resulting transformation or reduction of the electrical signal

representation, and the maintenance of data bits at memory locations in the memory

system (including the system memory 1206, hard drive 1216, floppy disks 1220, CD-

ROM 1224, and remote memory 1262) to thereby reconfigure or otherwise alter the

computer system's operation, as well as other processing of signals. The memory

locations where such data bits are maintained are physical locations that have

particular electrical, magnetic, or optical properties corresponding to the data bits.

[0053] FIG. 13 is another block diagram of a sample computing environment

1300 with which embodiments can interact. The system 1300 further illustrates a

system that includes one or more client(s) 1302. The client(s) 1302 can be hardware

and/or software (e.g., threads, processes, computing devices). The system 1300 also

includes one or more server(s) 1304. The server(s) 1304 can also be hardware and/or

software (e.g., threads, processes, computing devices). One possible communication

between a client 1302 and a server 1304 may be in the form of a data packet adapted

to be transmitted between two or more computer processes. The system 1300

includes a communication framework 1308 that can be employed to facilitate

communications between the client(s) 1302 and the server(s) 1304. The client(s)

1302 are connected to one or more client data store(s) 1310 that can be employed to
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store information local to the client(s) 1302. Similarly, the server(s) 1304 are

connected to one or more server data store(s) 1306 that can be employed to store

information local to the server(s) 1304.

[0054] It is to be appreciated that the systems and/or methods of the

embodiments can be utilized in item tagging facilitating computer components and

non-computer related components alike. Further, those skilled in the art will

recognize that the systems and/or methods of the embodiments are employable in a

vast array of electronic related technologies, including, but not limited to, computers,

servers and/or handheld electronic devices, and the like.

[0055] What has been described above includes examples of the

embodiments. It is, of course, not possible to describe every conceivable combination

of components or methodologies for purposes of describing the embodiments, but one

of ordinary skill in the art may recognize that many further combinations and

permutations of the embodiments are possible. Accordingly, the subject matter is

intended to embrace all such alterations, modifications and variations that fall within

the spirit and scope of the appended claims. Furthermore, to the extent that the term

“includes” is used in either the detailed description or the claims, such term is

intended to be inclusive in a manner similar to the term “comprising” as “comprising”

is interpreted when employed as a transitional word in a claim.
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CLAIMS

What is claimed is:

1. A method for applying tags to files of a file system, the method

comprising:

operating at least one programmed processor to carry out a series of acts, the

series of acts being identified by executable instructions with which the at least one

programmed processor is programmed, the series of acts comprising:

detecting, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a

window of a graphical user interface, a selection by a user of at least one

particular file of the one or more files;

receiving, following detecting of the selection and while the information

regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window, an input from the

user of one or more characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply

to the at least one particular file; and

following detecting of the selection and receiving of the input, displaying

in the window at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one

particular file, the at least one suggested tag being suggested based at least in

part on the input.

2. The method of claim 1, wherein the series of acts further comprises:

in response to a second input from the user selecting a particular tag of the at

least one suggested tag displayed in the window, storing the particular tag in

association with the at least one particular file.

3. The method of claim 1, wherein the series of acts further comprises:

determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the input

from the user.

4. The method of claim 3, wherein determining the at least one suggested

tag comprises determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on a

first tag previously applied to one of the at least one particular file, a second tag
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previously applied to a file similar to the at least one particular file, a recently-applied

tag, and a commonly-applied tag.

5. The method of claim 3, wherein determining the at least one suggested

tag comprises querying an external data source of tags.

6. The method of claim 5, wherein querying the external data source of

tags comprises transmitting to the external data source information about the at least

one particular file.

7. The method of claim 5, wherein querying the external data source of

tags comprises transmittingto the external data source information about the user.

8. The method of claim 7, wherein transmitting to the external data

source information about the user comprises transmitting information about a user’s

preferences, profession, a current project on which the user is working, and/or a

current activity in which the user is engaging.

9. The method of claim 1, wherein detecting the selection of the at least

one particular file while the information regarding one or more files is displayed in a

window of a graphical user interface comprises detecting the selection while metadata

regarding files stored in a folder of a file system is displayed in the window.

10. At least one computer-readable storage medium encoded with

computer—executable instructions that, when executed, cause a computer to carry out a

method for applying tags to files of a file system, the method comprising:

displaying information regarding one or more files of a file system in a

window of a graphical user interface;

detecting, while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in

the window, a selection by a user of at least one particular file of the one or more

files;

receiving, following detecting of the selection and while the information

regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window, an input from the user of
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one or more characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to the at least

one particular file;

following detecting of the selection and receiving of the input, determining at

least one suggested tag based at least in part on the input from the user, the at least

one suggested tag including at least some of the input;

displaying in the window the at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at

least one particular file; and

in response to detecting a user selection of a tag of the at least one suggested

tag displayed in the window, applying the selected tag to the at least one particular

file.

11. The at least one computer—readable storage medium of claim 10,

wherein determining the at least one suggested tag comprises determining the at least

one suggested tag based at least in part on a first tag previously applied to one of the

at least one particular file, a second tag previously applied to a file similar to the at

least one particular file, a recently-applied tag, and a commonly-applied tag.

12. The at least one computer-readable storage medium of claim 10,

wherein the method further comprises:

generating an automatic tag based at least in part on an analysis of content of a

file;

storing the automatic tag in association with the file; and

displaying the automatic tag to the user in a different manner from at least one

explicit tag applied to the file by the user.

13. The at least one computer—readable storage medium of claim 12,

wherein displaying the automatic tag to the user in the different manner comprises:

displaying to the user each tag associated with the file and, for each tag, an

associated confidence level of the tag, wherein the automatic tag has a lower

confidence value than the at least one explicit tag.

14. The at least one computer-readable storage medium of claim 13,

further comprising:

monitoring user interaction with automatic tags associated with files; and
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learning, based at least in part on the user interaction, information about user

preferences regarding tags; and

generating at least one additional tag based at least in part on the information

about user preferences regarding tags.

15. The at least one computer—readable storage medium of claim 10,

wherein determining the at least one suggested tag comprises determining a suggested

tag that includes all of the one or more characters of the input from the user.

16. An apparatus configured to apply tags to files of a file system, the

apparatus comprising:

a user interface to display information to a user regarding files of the file

system and tags able to be applied to the files and to receive information from the user

indicating a first selection of files, input regarding desired tags, and a second selection

of tags; and

at least one processor programmed to:

detect, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a

window of the user interface, the first selection of at least one particular file of

the one or more files;

receive, following detection of the first selection and while the information

regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window, the input from a

user of one or more characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply

to the at least one particular file; and

following detection of the first selection and reception of the input, display

in the window at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one

particular file, the at least one suggested tag being suggested based at least in

part on the input.

17. The apparatus of claim 16, wherein the at least one processor is further

programmed to:

determine the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the input from

the user.
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18. The apparatus of claim 17, wherein the at least one processor is

programmed to determine the at least one suggested tag at least by determining the at

least one suggested tag based at least in part on a first tag previously applied to one of

the at least one particular file, a second tag previously applied to a file similar to the at

least one particular file, a recently-applied tag, and a commonly-applied tag.

19. The apparatus of claim 17, wherein the at least one processor is

programmed to determine the at least one suggested tag at least by querying an

external data source of tags.

20. The apparatus of claim 19, wherein the at least one processor is

programmed to query the external data source of tags at least by transmitting to the

external data source information about a user’s preferences, profession, a current

project on which the user is working, and/or a current activity in which the user is

engaging.
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ABSTRACT
Item selections along with user inputs are leveraged to provide users with

automated item tagging. Further user interaction with additional windows and other

interfacing techniques are not required to tag the item. In one example, a user selects

items and begins typing a tag which is automatically associated with the selected

items without further user action. Tagging suggestions can also be supplied based on

a user’s selection, be dynamically supplied based on a user’s input action, and/or be

formulated automatically based on user data and/or tags and the like associated with

selections by an external source. Machine learning can also be utilized to facilitate in

tag determination. This increases the value of the tagged items by providing greater

item access flexibility and allowing multiple associations (or tags) with each item.
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DOCKET NO.: M1103.70799USOl

IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

Applicant: Matthew B. MacLaurin
Serial No.: Not Yet Assigned
Confirmation No.: N/A
Filed: Concurrently Herewith
For: SELECTION—BASED ITEM TAGGING
Examiner: Not Yet Assigned
Art Unit: N/A

Commissioner for Patents
PO. Box 1450
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450

STATEMENT FILED PURSUANT TO THE DUTY OF
DISCLOSURE UNDER 37 C.F.R. 66 1.56, 1.97 AND 1.98

Sir:

Pursuant to the duty of disclosure under 37 C.F.R. §§ 1.56, 1.97 and 1.98, Applicant

requests consideration of this Information Disclosure Statement.

PART I: Compliance with 37 C.F.R. S 1.97

This Information Disclosure Statement has been filed concurrently with the application.

No fee or certification is required.

PART II: Information Cited

Applicant hereby makes of record in the above-identified application the information

listed on the attached form PTO—1449 (modified PTO/SB/OS). The order of presentation of the

references should not be construed as an indication of the importance of the references.

Applicant hereby makes the following additional information of record in the

above-identified application.

The above-identified US. application claims priority to application Serial No.

11/193,586. If the Examiner has not had the benefit of review of the file history of 11/193,586,

then he/she is asked to contact the undersigned, who will provide a copy of same.
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Serial No.: Not Yet Assigned - 2 - Art Unit: N/A
Conf. No.2 N/A

PART III: Remarks

Documents cited anywhere in the Information Disclosure Statement are enclosed unless

otherwise indicated. It is respectfully requested that:

1. The Examiner consider completely the cited information, along with any other

information, in reaching a determination concerning the patentability of the present claims;

2. The enclosed form PTO-1449 (modified PTO/SB/08) be signed by the Examiner to

evidence that the cited information has been fully considered by the Patent and Trademark Office

during the examination of this application;

3. The citations for the information be printed on any patent which issues from this

application.

By submitting this Information Disclosure Statement, Applicant makes no representation

that a search has been performed, of the extent of any search performed, or that more relevant

information does not exist.

By submitting this Information Disclosure Statement, Applicant makes no representation

that the information cited in the Statement is, or is considered to be, material to patentability as

defined in 37 C.F.R. § 1.56(b).

By submitting this Information Disclosure Statement, Applicant makes no representation

that the information cited in the Statement is, or is considered to be, in fact, prior art as defined

by 35 U.S.C. § 102.

Notwithstanding any statements by Applicant, the Examiner is urged to form his or her

own conclusion regarding the relevance of the cited information.

An early and favorable action is hereby requested.
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Serial No.: Not Yet Assigned — 3 — Art Unit: N/A
Conf. No.: N/A -

The Director is hereby authorized to charge any deficiency or credit any overpayment in

the fees filed, asserted to be filed or which should have been filed herewith to our Deposit

Account No. 23/2825 under Docket N0. M1 103.70799U801 from which the undersigned is

authorized to draw.

Respectfully submitted,

/ my-
/

By: / /
Cifindy J. Prftzker, Reg. No. 35,986

Andrew J. Tibbetts, Reg. No. 65,139
Wolf, Greenfield & Sacks, PC.
600 Atlantic Avenue
Boston, Massachusetts 02210-2206
Telephone: (617) 646—8000

Docket No.: M1103.70799USOl
Date: September 21, 2010
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FORM PTO-l449/A and B (modified PTO/SB/08)

INFORMATION DISCLOSURE
STATEMENT BY APPLICANT

APPLICATION NO: Not Yet Assigned ATTY. DOCKET NO.: M1103.70799USOI

FILING DATE: Concurrently Herewith CONFIRMATION NO: N/A

APPLICANT: Matthew B. MacLaurin

Sheet I lofl GROUP ART UNIT: N/A EXAMINER: Not Yet Assigned

U.S. PATENT DOCUMENTS

Examiner’s
Initials I

Cite
No.

US. Patent Document

Number Kind Document
Code

Name of Patentee or Applicant of Cited Date of Publication or Issue
of Cited Document
MM-DD-Y Y Y Y

5,422,984 A Iokibe et a1. 06-06—1995
5,864,339 A Bedford-Roberts 01—26-1999
6,208,339 B1 Atlas et a1. 03—27—2001
6,243,699 B1 Fish 06—05-2001
6,295,387 B 1 Burch 09—25—2001
6,297,824 B1 Hearst et a1. 10—02-2001
6,377,965 B1 Hachamovitch et a1. 04-23—2002
6,408,301 B1 Patton et a1 06-18-2002
2002/0107829 A1 Sigurjonsson et a1. 08—08-2002
2002/0152216 A1 Bouthors 10—17—2002
2003/0120673 A1 Ashby et a1 06-26-2003
2003/0172357 A1 Kao et a1. 09-1 1-2003
2004/0083191 A1 Ronnewinkel et a1. 04—29-2004
6,731,312 B2 Robbin 05—04-2004
2004/0123233 A1 Cleary et a1. 06-24-2004
6,757,692 B1 Davis et a1. 06—29-2004
2004/0199494 A1 Bhatt 10-07-2004
6,810,149 B1 Squilla et a1. 10-26-2004
6,898,586 B1 Hlava et a1. 05—24-2005
2005/0114357 A1 Chengalvarayan et a1. 05-26—2005
2005/0132079 A1 Iglesia et a1. 06-16-2005
2005/0192924 A1 Drucker et a1. 09-01—2005
7,275,063 B2 Horn 09-25—2007
7,293,231 B1 Gunn et a1. 1 1—06—2007
7,401,064 B1 Arone et a1. 07—15—2008
7,437,005 B2 Drucker et a1. 10-14-2008
7,506,254 B2 Franz 03-17-2009
7,587,101 B 1 Bourdev 09-08-2009
5,548,739 Yung 08-20—1996
5,600,775 King et a1. 02-04-1997
5,685,003 1 1—04-1997
5,832,474 Lopresti et a1. 11-03—1998
5,835,959 McCool et a1. 11-10-1998
6,026,177

A
A
A Peltonen et al.
A
A
A Mong et a1. 02-15—2000

6,169,983 B1 Chaudhuri et a1. 01 —02-2001
6,356,891 B1 Agrawal et a1. 03-12-2002
6,496,828 B1 Cochrane et a1. 12-17—2002
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FORM PTO-1449/A and B (modified PTO/SB/08)

INFORMATION DISCLOSURE
STATEMENT BY APPLICANT

APPLICATION NO.: Not Yet Assigned ATTY. DOCKET NO.: M1103.70799USOI

FILING DATE: Concurrently Herewith CONFIRMATION NO.: N/A -

APPLICANT: Matthew B. MacLaurin

Sheet I lofl 3
GROUP ART UNIT: N/A EXAMINER: Not Yet Assigned

6,519,603 B1 Bays et a1. 02—1 1-2003
2004/0039988 A1 Lee et a1. 02-26-2004
6,766,069 Bl Dance et a1. 07—20—2004
2004/0172593 A1 Wong et al. 09—02—2004
2005/0033 803 A1 Vleet et a1. 02-10-2005
7,013,307 B2 Bays et a1. 03-14—2006
7,032,174 B2 Montero et a1. 04—18~2006
7,395,089 B1 Hawkins et a1. 07—01-2008
2002/0069218 A1 Sull et a1. 06-06—2002
2005/0262081 A1 Newman, Ronald L. 11-24—2005
2006/0031263 A1 Arrouye et a1. 02-09-2006
7,051,277 B2 Kephart et a1. 05-23-2006
7,392,477 B2 Plastina et a1. 06-24—2008
2002/0016798 A1 Sakai et a1. 02—07-2002
6,795,094 B1 Watanabe et a1. 09-21-2004
7,010,751 B2 Shneiderman, Ben A. 03—07-2006
5,309,359 A Katz et al. 05—03-1994
5,404,295 A Katz et al. 04—04-1995
5,544,360 A Lewak et al. 08-06—1996
6,044,365 A Cannon et a1. 03-28-2000
6,711,585 B1 Copperman et al. 03—23-2004
6,751,600 B1 Wolin 06—15~2004
6,810,272 B2 Kraft et a1. 10-26—2004
6,826,566 B2 Lewak et a1. 1 1-30-2004
6,820,094 B1 Ferguson et al. 11—16-2004
2006/0224959 A1 McGuire et a1. 10—05-2006

FOREIGN PATENT DOCUMENTS

Examiner’s
Initials "

Cite
No.

Foreign Patent Document

Office/Country Number Kind Document
Code

Date of
Name of Patentee or Applicant of Cited Publication of Translation

Cited Document (Y/N)
MM—DD-YYYY

OTHER ART -— NON PATENT LITERATURE DOCUMENTS

Examiner’s
Initials #

Cite
No

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, page(s), volume—issue number(s), publisher,

city and/or country where published.

Translation
(Y/N)
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APPLICATION NO.: Not Yet Assigned ATTY. DOCKET N0: M1 103.70799USOI
FORM PTO-l449/A and B (modified PTO/SB/OS)

FILING DATE: Concurrently Herewith CONFIRMATION NO.: N/A
INFORMATION DISCLOSURE
STATEMENT BY APPLICANT APPLICANT: Matthew B, MacLaurin

GROUP ART UNIT: N/A EXAMINER: Not Yet Assigned
Sheet I g l of I 3

EXAMINER: DATE CONSIDERED:

# EXAMINER: Initial if reference considered, whether or not citation is in conformance with MPEP 609; Draw line through citation if not in conformance and not considered.
Include copy of this form with next communication to Applicant.

*a copy of this reference is not provided as it was previously cited by or submitted to the office in a prior application, Serial No. __ , filed
filing date under 35 U.S.C. 120 (continuation, continuation-impart, and divisional applications).

, and relied upon for an earlier

[NOTE — No copies of U.S. patents, published U.S. patent applications, or pending, unpublished patent applications stored in the USPTO’s Image File Wrapper (IFW) system,
are included. See 37 CFR§ 1.98 and 128700163. Copies of all other patent(s), publication(s), unpublished, pending U.S. patent applications, or other information listed are
provided as required by 37 CFR§ 1.98 unless I) such copies were provided in an IDS in an earlier application that complies with 37 CFR§ 1.98, and 2) the earlier application is
relied upon for an earlier filing date under 35 U.S.C. § 120.]

2096934.1 Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 48 of 384



PTO/SB/17 (10-08)
Approved for use through 06/30/2010. OMB 0651-0032

US Patent and Trademark Office; US. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no person are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB control number

Effective on 12/03/2004. Complete ’f Known
Fees pursuant to the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2005 (HR. 4818). Application Number Not Yet Assrgned

FEE TRANSMITTAL Filing Date
First Named Inventor Matthew B. Maclaurin

FOI" FY 2009 Examiner Name Not Yet Assigned
I: Applicant claims small entity status. See 37 CFR 1.27 Art Unit N/A

TOTAL AMOUNT OF PAYMENT l ($) 1,090.00 Attorney Docket No. M1103.70799U801

METHOD OF PAYMENT (check all that apply)

I: Check Credit Card [:I Money Order :1 None D Other (please identify):

Deposit Account Deposit Account Number; 23/2825 Deposit Account Name; Woif, Greenfield & Sacks, PHC

For the above-identified deposit account, the Director is hereby authorized to: (check all that apply)

D Charge fee(s) indicated below l: Charge fee(s) indicated below, except for the filing fee

Charge any additional fee(s) or underpayments of Credit any overpayments
fee(s) under 37 CFR 1.16 and 1.17

FEE CALCULATION
1. BASIC FILING, SEARCH, AND EXAMINATION FEES

FILING FEES SEARCH FEES EXAMINATION FEES
Small Entity Small Entity Small Entity

Application Type Fee (s) Fee (g) Fee Fee (fl Fee Fee (p) Fees Paid (g)

Utility 330 I65 540 270 220 I l0 1,090.00
Design 220 110 l00 50 I40 70
Plant 220 I 10 330 I65 I70 85
Reissue 330 165 540 270 650 325
Provisional 220 1 IO 0 O 0 0

2. excess CLAIM FEES my
Fee Description 59.9.15.) EELS.
Each claim over 20 (including Reissues) 52 26
Each independent claim over 3 (including Reissues) 220 110
Multiple dependent claims 390 I95

Total Claims Extra Claims Fee ($) Fee Paid ($) Multiple Dependent Claims

20 '2°9' “P x = seem ELEM
HP = highest number of total claims paid for, if greater than 20.

lndep. Claims Extra Claims Fee (5) Fee Paid (5)
3 - 3 or HP = x '

HP = highest number of independent claims paid for. if greater than 3.

3. APPLICATION SIZE FEE
If the specification and drawings exceed 100 sheets of paper (excluding electronically filed sequence or computer

listings under 37 CFR I.52(e)), the application size fee due is $270 ($I35 for small entity) for each additional 50
sheets or fraction thereof. See 35 U.S.C. 41(a)(I)(G) and 37 CFR l.16(s).
Total Sheets Extra Sheets Number of each additional 50 or fraction thereof Fee (fl Fee Paid fit

28 - 100 = /50 = (round up to a whole number) x =

4. OTHER FEE(S) Fees Paid Q)
Non—English Specification, $130 fee (no small entity discount)
Other (e.g., late filing surcharge):

SUBMITTED BY //;4’ W (7
Signature WI 3333:3341? 65,139 Telephone 617,646,8000

Name (Print/Type) Andrew J‘fTibbetts Date September 21, 2010

2097831.1
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Electronic Patent Application Fee Transmittal

Application Number:

Filing Date:

Title of Invention: SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

First Named Inventor/Applicant Name: Matthew B. Maclaurin

Filer: Andrew J. Tibbetts/Trish McDonald

Attorney Docket Number: M1103.70799USO1

Filed as Large Entity

Utility under 35 USC111(a) Filing Fees

Description Fee Code Quantity Amount
Sub-Total in

USD($)

Basic Filing:

Utility application filing 1011 1 330 330

Utility Search Fee 1111 1 540 540

Utility Examination Fee 1311 1 220 220

Pages:

Claims:

Miscellaneous-Filing:

Petition:

Patent-Appeals-and-lnterference:
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Description Fee Code Quantity Amount
Sub-Total in

USD($)

Post-Allowance-and-Post-lssuance:

Extension-of—Time:

Miscellaneous:

Total in USD (5) 1 090
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Electronic Acknowledgement Receipt

EFS ID: 8468231

Application Number: 12887406

International Application Number:

Confirmation Number: 2445

Title of Invention: SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

First Named Inventor/Applicant Name: Matthew B. Maclaurin

Customer Number: 45840

Filer: Andrew J. Tibbetts/Trish McDonald

Filer Authorized By: Andrew J. Tibbetts

Attorney Docket Number: M1103.70799U501

Receipt Date: 21-SEP-2010

Filing Date:

Time Stamp: 19:30:08

Application Type: Utility under 35 USC111(a)

Payment information:
Submitted with Payment yes

Payment Type Credit Card

Payment was successfully received in RAM $1090

RAM confirmation Number 7443

Deposit Account 232825

Authorized User TIBBE'I'I'S,ANDREW J.

The Director of the USPTO is hereby authorized to charge indicated fees and credit any overpayment as follows:

Charge any Additional Fees required under 37 C.F.R. Section 1.21 (Miscellaneous fees and charges)
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File Listing:
Document . . . File Size(Bytes)/ Multi Pages
Number Document Description me Name Message Digest Part /.zip (if appl.)

63564
. . . M110370799USO1-UTLTRN-AJT.1 Transmittal of New Application PDF no 1

7fe438393016aadc8310ebce69cbfa2760cb
fb61

Warnings:

Information:

45241

2 Application Data Sheet M11037079:%:01_ADS_AJT' no 2
(d7527ec305922ab147e2a2c7a528b98ea0

Warnings:

Information:

This is not an USPTO supplied ADS fillable form

99451

3 Oath or Declaration filed M11037079:3:01_DEC_AJT' no 2
951925364307a7cd42a532886a25d08dfad

ce666

Warnings:

Information:

1252681
M110370799USO1-UTLAPL-AJT.

4 PDF yes 24

8da1751397b8c125c520e384906aa5a70ba

Multipart Description/PDF files in .zip description

Document Description Start End

Specification 1 18

Claims 19 23

Abstract 24 24

Warnings:

Information:

400063
Drawings-other than black and white M110370799USO1-DRW-AJT.

line drawings PDF no 13
a5f23854bff888a316ad33a6f06b8fb9ebcb

Warnings:

Information:

284204
6 M110370799USO1-IDS-AJT.PDF yes 6

e2303ee34ce8deb42f91a9df1b234170291
93fab

Multipart Description/PDF files in .zip description

Document Description Start End
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Transmittal Letter 1 3

Information Disclosure Statement (IDS) Filed (SB/08) 4 6

Warnings:

Information:

60947

7 Fee Worksheet (PTO-875) M110370799USO1-FEE-AJT.PDF no 1
(220471f4942a838462c621dfe0c9ae3f78d

6164

Warnings:

Information:

32938

8 Fee Worksheet (PTO-875) fee-info.pdf no 2
f790d68f03369f4d53d388bl fl 8c384306a3

4ebd

Warnings:

Information:

Total Files Size (in bytes): 2239089

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/EO/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 Receivinq 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
and ofthe International Filing Date (Form PCT/RO/105) will be issued in due course, subject to prescriptions concerning
national security, and the date shown on this Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the international filing date of
the application.
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DocCode - SCORE

SCORE Placeholder Sheet for IFW Content

Application Number: 12887406 Document Date: 9/21/2010

The presence of this form in the IFW record indicates that the following document type was received in
electronic format on the date identified above. This content is stored in the SCORE database.

0 Drawings

Since this was an electronic submission, there is no physical artifact folder, no artifact folder is recorded in
PALM, and no paper documents or physical media exist. The TIFF images in the IFW record were created
from the original documents that are stored in SCORE.

To access the documents in the SCORE database, refer to instructions developed by SIRA.

At the time of document entry (noted above):
0 Examiners may access SCORE content via the eDAN interface using the Supplemental Content tab.
0 Other USPTO employees can bookmark the current SCORE URL (http://es/ScoreAccessWeb/).
0 External customers may access SCORE content via the Public and Private PAIR interfaces using the

Supplemental Content tab.

Form Revision Date: May 1, 2009
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DATE 09/21/10 Approved for use through 7/31/2005. OMB 06510032
‘ US. Patent and Trademark Office; US. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB control number.

PATENT APPLICATION FEE DETERMINATION RECORD Application of Docket Number
Substitute for Form PTO-875 1 2/887,406

APPLICATION AS FILED — PART I OTHER THAN
(Column 1) (Column 2) SMALL ENTITY OR SMALL ENTITY

FOR NUMBER FILED NUMBER EXTRA RATE (5) FEE ($) RATE (5) FEE (5)

N/A NlA . ‘ N/A N/A 330BASIC FEE
(37 CFR 1.16(a). (b). or (c))
SEARCH FEE
(37 CFR 1.16(k), (i), or (m))
EXAMINATION FEE
(37 CFR 1.16(0). (p), or (q))
TOTAL CLAIMS
(37 CFR1.16(i))
INDEPENDENT CLAIMS
(37 CFR1.16(h))

N/A N/A N/A N/A 540

N/A N/A N/A N/A 220

20 x$26 x$52
OR

3 minus 3 x$110 x$220

It the specification and drawings exceed 100
APPLICATION SIZE sheets of paper, the application size tee due is
FEE $270 ($135 for small entity) for each additional
(37 CFR 1.16(s)) 50 sheets or fraction thereof. See

35 USC. 41(a)(1)(G) and 37 CFR

minus 20

MULTIPLE DEPENDENT CLAIM PRESENT (37 CFR 1.16(j)) 195 390

‘ If the difference in column 1 is less than zero, enter "0" in column 2. TOTAL TOTAL 1090

APPLICATION AS AMENDED — PART II
OTHER THAN

(Column 1) (Column 2) (Column 3) SMALL ENTITY OR SMALL ENTITY

CLAIMS HIGHEST
REMAINING NUMBER PRESENT

AFTER PREVIOUSLY EXTRA
AMENDMENT PAID FOR

ADDI— ADDI—
RATE (3) TIONAL RATE (5) TIONAL

FEE (s) FEE (S)

Minus " = X . '= OR X =Total .
(37 CFR 1,16(i))
Independent , ‘ - Minus .H _ — -(37 CFR i.16(h)) _ x _ OR x _
Application Size Fee (37 CFR 1.16(s))

FIRST PRESENTATION OF MULTIPLE DEPENDENT CLAIM (37 CFR 1.160)) WA OR WA

TOTAL TOTAL
ADD'T FEE OR ADD'T FEE

AM
EN

DM
EN

T
A

(Column 1) (Column'2) (Column 3) OR
CLAIMS HIGHEST

REMAINING NUMBER PRESENT
AFTER PREVIOUSLY EXTRA

AMENDMENT PAID FOR

ADDI- ADDI—
RATE ($) TIONAL RATE (5) TIONAL

FEE ($) FEE (S)

Total ,
(37 CFR 1.16(i))
Independent . Minus m _ — -(37CFR1.16(h)) ' ' _ x _ OR X _
Application Size Fee (37 CFR 1.16(s))
FIRST PRESENTATION OF MULTIPLE DEPENDENT CLAIM (37 CFR 1.160)) WA OR WA

TOTAL TOTAL
ADD'T FEE OR ADD'T FEE

Minus “ = X = QR X =

AM
EN

DM
EN

T
8

If the entry in column 1 is less than the entry in column 2, write “0" in column 3.
" lfthe “Highest Number Previously Paid For" IN THIS SPACE is less than 20. enter “20".
'“ Ifthe “Highest Number Previously Paid For" IN THIS SPACE is less than 3, enter "3".

The “Highest Number Previously Paid For“ (Total or Independent) is the highest number found in the appropriate box in column 1.
This collection of information is required by 37 CFR 116. The information is required to obtain or retain a benefit by the public which is to file (and by the
USPTO to process) an application. Confidentiality is governed by 35 U.S.C. 122 and 37 CFR 114. This collection is estimated to take 12 minutes to complete,
including gathering, preparing, and submitting the completed application form to the USPTO. Time will vary depending upon the individual case. Any comments
on the amount of time you require to complete this form and/or suggestions for reducing this burden, should be sent to the Chief Information Officer. US. Paten‘ I
and Trademark Office, US. Department of Commerce, PO. Box 1450, Alexandria. VA 22313-1450. DO NOT SEND FEES OR COMPLETED FORMS TO THIS
ADDRESS. SEND TO: Commissioner for Patents, PO. Box 1450, Alexandria. VA 22313-1450.

If you need assistance in completing the form.' call 1-800-PTO-9199 and select option 2.
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Addl'fiss. COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS

PO BOX 1450
Alexandria, Vfigmia 22313-1450
wwwuspto .gov

APPLICATION FILING or GRP ART
NUMBER 371(0) DATE UNIT FIL FEE REC'D ATTY.DOCKET.NO TOT CLAHVIS IND CLAIMS

12/887,406 09/21/2010 1090 M1103.70799USOl 20 3
CONFIRMATION NO. 2445

45840 FILING RECEIPT
WOLF GREENFIELD (Microsoft Corporation)
C/o WOLF. GREEN FIELD & SACKS. P.c. lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllIlllllllllllllllllllllllll
600 ATLANTIC AVENUE 0000000438 3696
BOSTON, MA 02210-2206

Date Mailed: 10/07/2010

Receipt is acknowledged of this non-provisional patent application. The application will be taken up for examination
in due course. Applicant will be notified as to the results of the examination. Any correspondence concerning the
application must include the following identification information: the US. APPLICATION NUMBER, FILING DATE,
NAME OF APPLICANT, and TITLE OF INVENTION. Fees transmitted by check or draft are subject to collection.
Please verify the accuracy of the data presented on this receipt. If an error is noted on this Filing Receipt, please
submit a written request for a Filing Receipt Correction. Please provide a copy of this Filing Receipt with the
changes noted thereon. If you received a "Notice to File Missing Parts" for this application, please submit
any corrections to this Filing Receipt with your reply to the Notice. When the USPTO processes the reply
to the Notice, the USPTO will generate another Filing Receipt incorporating the requested corrections

Applicant(s)
Matthew B. MacLaurin, Woodinville, WA;

Assignment For Published Patent Application
Microsoft Corporation, Redmond, WA

Power of Attorney: The patent practitioners associated with Customer Number 27195

Domestic Priority data as claimed by applicant
This application is a CON of 11/193,586 07/29/2005

Foreign Applications

If Required, Foreign Filing License Granted: 10/04/2010

The country code and number of your priority application, to be used for filing abroad under the Paris Convention,
is US 12/887,406

Projected Publication Date: 01/13/2011

Non-Publication Request: No

Early Publication Request: No
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Title

SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

Preliminary Class

PROTECTING YOUR INVENTION OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES

Since the rights granted by a US. patent extend only throughout the territory of the United States and have no
effect in a foreign country, an inventor who wishes patent protection in another country must apply for a patent
in a specific country or in regional patent offices. Applicants may wish to consider the filing of an international
application under the Patent Cooperation Treaty (PCT). An international (PCT) application generally has the same
effect as a regular national patent application in each PCT-member country. The PCT process simplifies the filing
of patent applications on the same invention in member countries, but does not result in a grant of "an international
patent" and does not eliminate the need of applicants to file additional documents and fees in countries where patent
protection is desired.

Almost every country has its own patent law, and a person desiring a patent in a particular country must make an
application for patent in that country in accordance with its particular laws. Since the laws of many countries differ
in various respects from the patent law of the United States, applicants are advised to seek guidance from specific
foreign countries to ensure that patent rights are not lost prematurely.

Applicants also are advised that in the case of inventions made in the United States, the Director of the USPTO must
issue a license before applicants can apply for a patent in a foreign country. The filing of a US. patent application
serves as a request for a foreign filing license. The application's filing receipt contains further information and
guidance as to the status of applicant's license for foreign filing.

Applicants may wish to consult the USPTO booklet, "General Information Concerning Patents" (specifically, the
section entitled "Treaties and Foreign Patents") for more information on timeframes and deadlines for filing foreign
patent applications. The guide is available either by contacting the USPTO Contact Center at 800-786-9199, or it
can be viewed on the USPTO website at http://www.uspto.gov/web/offices/pac/doc/general/index.html.

For information on preventing theft of your intellectual property (patents, trademarks and copyrights), you may wish
to consult the US. Government website, http://www.stopfakes.gov. Part of a Department of Commerce initiative,
this website includes self-help "toolkits" giving innovators guidance on how to protect intellectual property in specific
countries such as China, Korea and Mexico. For questions regarding patent enforcement issues, applicants may
call the US. Government hotline at 1-866-999-HALT (1-866-999-4158).

LICENSE FOR FOREIGN FILING UNDER

Title 35, United States Code, Section 184

Title 37, Code of Federal Regulations, 5.11 & 5.15

GRANTED

The applicant has been granted a license under 35 U.S.C. 184, if the phrase "IF REQUIRED, FOREIGN FILING
LICENSE GRANTED" followed by a date appears on this form. Such licenses are issued in all applications where
the conditions for issuance of a license have been met, regardless of whether or not a license may be required as
set forth in 37 CFR 5.15. The scope and limitations of this license are set forth in 37 CFR 5.15(a) unless an earlier
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license has been issued under 37 CFR 5.15(b). The license is subject to revocation upon written notification. The
date indicated is the effective date of the license, unless an earlier license of similar scope has been granted under
37 CFR 5.13 or 5.14.

This license is to be retained by the licensee and may be used at any time on or after the effective date thereof unless
it is revoked. This license is automatically transferred to any related applications(s) filed under 37 CFR 1.53(d). This
license is not retroactive.

The grant of a license does not in any way lessen the responsibility of a licensee for the security of the subject matter
as imposed by any Government contract or the provisions of existing laws relating to espionage and the national
security or the export of technical data. Licensees should apprise themselves of current regulations especially with
respect to certain countries, of other agencies, particularly the Office of Defense Trade Controls, Department of
State (with respect to Arms, Munitions and Implements of War (22 CFR 121-128)); the Bureau of Industry and
Security, Department of Commerce (15 CFR parts 730-774); the Office of Foreign AssetsControl, Department of
Treasury (31 CFR Parts 500+) and the Department of Energy.

NOT GRANTED

No license under 35 U.S.C. 184 has been granted at this time, if the phrase "IF REQUIRED, FOREIGN FILING
LICENSE GRANTED" DOES NOT appear on this form. Applicant may still petition for a license under 37 CFR 5.12,
if a license is desired before the expiration of 6 months from the filing date of the application. If 6 months has lapsed
from the filing date of this application and the licensee has not received any indication of a secrecy order under 35
U.S.C. 181, the licensee may foreign file the application pursuant to 37 CFR 5.15(b).
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
UNITED STATES DEPARTMEVT OF COMMERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Addl'ESS. COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS

PO Box 1450
Alexandria, Viigmia 22313-1450
www.uspto.gov

I APPLICATION NUMBER I FILING OR 371 (C) DATE I FIRST NAMED APPLICANT I ATTY. DOCKET No./TITLE I
12/887,406 09/21/2010 Matthew B. MacLaurin M1103.70799U801

CONFIRMATION NO. 2445
45840 PUBLICATION NOTICE
WOLF GREENFIELD (Microsoft Corporation)0/0 WOLF, GREEN FIELD & SACKS, p.c. IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII000000045 75545600 ATLANTIC AVENUE
BOSTON, MA 02210-2206

Title:SELECT|ON-BASED ITEM TAGGING

Publication No.US-2011-0010388—A1
Publication Date:01/13/2011

NOTICE OF PUBLICATION OF APPLICATION
The above-identified application will be electronically published as a patent application publication pursuant to 37
CFR 1.211, et seq. The patent application publication number and publication date are set forth above.

The publication may be accessed through the USPTO's publically available Searchable Databases via the
Internet at www.uspto.gov. The direct link to access the publication is currently http://www.uspto.gov/patft/.

The publication process established by the Office does not provide for mailing a copy of the publication to
applicant. A copy of the publication may be obtained from the Office upon payment of the appropriate fee set forth
in 37 CFR 1.19(a)(1). Orders for copies of patent application publications are handled by the USPTO's Office of
Public Records. The Office of Public Records can be reached by telephone at (703) 308-9726 or (800) 972-6382,
by facsimile at (703) 305-8759, by mail addressed to the United States Patent and Trademark Office, Office of
Public Records, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 or via the Internet.

In addition, information on the status of the application, including the mailing date of Office actions and the
dates of receipt of correspondence filed in the Office, may also be accessed via the Internet through the Patent
Electronic Business Center at www.uspto.gov using the public side of the Patent Application Information and
Retrieval (PAIR) system. The direct link to access this status information is currently http://pair.uspto.gov/. Prior to
publication, such status information is confidential and may only be obtained by applicant using the private side of
PAIR.

Further assistance in electronically accessing the publication, or about PAIR, is available by calling the Patent
Electronic Business Center at 1-866-217-9197.

Office of Data Managment, Application Assistance Unit (571) 272-4000, or (571) 272-4200, or 1-888-786-0101
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
UNITED STATES DEPARTlVIENT OF COMlVIERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS

PO. Box 1450
Alexandria1 Virginia 22313- 1450
www.uspto.gov

APPLICATION NO. I FILING DATE I FIRST NAMED INVENTOR I ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. CONFIRMATION NO. I

12/887,406 09/21/2010 Matthew B. MacLaurin M1103.70799USOl 2445

45840 7590 04/03/2013
WOLF GREENFIELD (Microsoft Corporation) I
C/O WOLF, GREENFIELD & SACKS, P.C. WIENER, ERIC A
600 ATLANTIC AVENUE
BOSTON, MA 02210-2206 I ART UNIT I PAPER NUMBER I

2142

EXAMINER I

I NOTIFICATION DATE I DELIVERY MODE I

04/03/2013 ELECTRONIC

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.

Notice of the Office communication was sent electronically on above—indicated "Notification Date" to the
following e—mail address(es):
Patents_eOfficeAction @WolfGreenfield.com
M 1 103_eOfficeAction @WolfGreenfield.com
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Application No. Applicant(s)

12/887,406 MACLAURIN, MATTHEW B.
Office Action Summary Examiner Art Unit

ERIC WIENER 2142
-- The MAILING DA TE 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 g MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS,
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION.

Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR1.136(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)|Zl Responsive to communication(s) filed on 21 Stember 2010.
2a)|:l This action is FINAL. 2b)IXI This action is non-final.
3)|:I 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)|:l 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 Exparte Quay/e, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213.

Disposition of Claims

5)IZ CIaim(s)1-_20is/are pending in the application.
5a) Of the above claim(s)_ is/are withdrawn from consideration.

6)|:| Claim(s)_ is/are allowed.
7)|Xl CIaim(s)1-_20is/are rejected.
8)|:| Claim(s)_ is/are objected to.
9)|:I 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
httn://www.usptq.qow'natents/init events/boh/indexisp or send an inquiry to PPeedback us Emmi.

Application Papers

10)I:| The specification is objected to by the Examiner.
11)|Xl The drawing(s) filed on 21 Stember 2010 is/are: a)lZl accepted or b)|:l 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)|:| Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f).
a)|:l All b)|:l Some * c)I:I None of:

1.I:I Certified copies of the priority documents have been received.
2.|:l Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No._
3.I:I 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) IZI Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 3) I] Interview Summary (PTO-413)
Paper No(s)/Mai| Date. .

2) E Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08) 4) D Other: .
Paper No(s)/Mai| Date 9/21/2010.

US. Patent and Trademark Office
PTOL-326 (Rev. 09-12) Office Action Summary Part of Paper No./Mai| Date 20130127Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
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Application/Control Number: 12/887,406 Page 2
Art Unit: 2142

DETAILED ACTION

1. Claims 1—20 have been presented for examination based on applicant’s disclosure filed on
9/21/2010, claiming priority as a continuation of Application 11/193,586, now US Patent
7,831,913, filed on 7/29/2005.

2. The status of the claims is as follows:
a. Claims 1—20 are pending.
b. Claims 1, 10, and 16 are the independent claims.
c. Claims 1—20 are rejected by the Examiner.

Information Disclosure Statement
3. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 9/21/2010 is in compliance with the

provisions of 37 CFR 1.97. Accordingly, the IDS has been considered by the Examiner.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101
4. 35 USC § 101 reads as follows:

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or any
new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of
this title.

5. Claims 10-15 are rejected under 35 USC § 101 because the claimed invention is directed
to non-statutory subject matter.

Independent claim 10 is nonstatutory, because “at least one computer—readable storage
medium” is claimed, wherein such a medium is not claimed in such a way that would prevent
the medium from possibly being interpreted as a nonstatutory medium. In addition, such
terminology corresponding to “at least one computer—readable storage medium” is not
defined in the Specification in such a way that would prevent the medium from possibly
being interpreted as a nonstatutory medium.

A claim must be directed to a non—transitory, tangible hardware element to be considered
statutory under 35 USC § 101. Furthermore, it is of note that software, in and of itself, is not
statutory under 35 USC § 101. Because claim 10 may be interpreted to exist solely as
transitory signals or waves, claim 10 is thus rejected under 35 USC § 101.

Claims 11—15 are nonstatutory for the same reasons as claim 10, because they depend
from claim 10 and do not further overcome the present 35 USC. 101 issues of claim 10.

The Examiner recommends that the Applicant amend claims 10—15 to explicitly tie them
and direct them explicitly to at least one non—transitogv, tangible hardware element in order
for the claims to be considered statutory under 35 USC § 101.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112
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Application/Control Number: 12/887,406 Page 3
Art Unit: 2142

6. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112:
The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention.

7. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112:
The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention.

8. Claims 4, 11-13 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to
comply with the enablement requirement. The claims contains subject matter which
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the
invention.

Regarding claims 4, 11, and 18; the claims include the limitation of “determining the at
least one suggested tag based at least in part on a first tag previously applied to one of the at least
one particular file, a second tag previously applied to a file similar to the at least one particular
file, a recently—applied tag, @ a commonly—applied tag,” where this limitation is claimed in
such a way that the at least one suggested tag must as least partially be based on a first tag
previously applied to one of the at least one particular file. This requirement implies that a first
tag that was previously applied must always exist in order to carry out the step of "determining
the at least one suggested tag." However, tagging a file with a first tag is not specifically enabled
by the Specification. It is unclear how one would be enabled to practice the step of determining
the at least one suggested tag for a file that does not already have at least a first tag applied to it.
In addition, it is also unclear how the invention would be enabled to only operate on files that
already have at least a first tag applied to them. Furthermore, it is also unclear how a suggested
tag may be determined at least in part on ALL of the listed limitations of claims 4, 11, and 18.
Therefore, claims 4, 11, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to
comply with the enablement requirement.

Regarding claim 12, the claim includes the limitation of “displaying the automatic tag to the
user in a different manner from at least one explicit tag applied to the file by the user.” This
limitation is not enabled by the Specification. Therefore, claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C.
112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement requirement.

Regarding claim 13, the claim depends from claim 12 and fails to comply with the
enablement requirement for the same reasons as claim 12, supra. Furthermore, claim 13 includes
the limitation of “displaying to the user each tag associated with the file and, for each tag, fl
associated confidence level of the tag, wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value
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Application/Control Number: 12/887,406 Page 4
Art Unit: 2142

than the at least one explicit tag.” This limitation is not enabled by the Specification. Therefore,
claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the
enablement requirement.

9. Claims 4, 11-13 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to
comply with the written description requirement. The claims contains subject matter
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor, at the time the application was filed,
had possession of the claimed invention.

Regarding claims 4, 11, and 18; the claims include the limitation of “determining the at
least one suggested tag based at least in part on a first tag previously applied to one of the at least
one particular file, a second tag previously applied to a file similar to the at least one particular
file, a recently—applied tag, @ a commonly—applied tag,” where this limitation is claimed in
such a way that the at least one suggested tag must as least partially be based on a first tag
previously applied to one of the at least one particular file. This requirement implies that a first
tag that was previously applied must always exist in order to carry out the step of “determining
the at least one suggested tag." However, tagging a file with a first tag is not described in the
specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the
inventor, at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. The
Specification does not covey how one would be enabled to practice the step of determining the at
least one suggested tag for a file that does not already have at least a first tag applied to it. In
addition, the Specification also does not covey how the invention would be enabled to only
operate on files that already have at least a first tag applied to them. Furthermore, the
Specification also does not convey how a suggested tag may be determined at least in part on
ALL of the listed limitations of claims 4, 11, and 18. Therefore, claims 4, 11, and 18 are rejected
under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description
requirement.

Regarding claim 12, the claim includes the limitation of “displaying the automatic tag to the
user in a different manner from at least one explicit tag applied to the file by the user.” This
limitation is was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one
skilled in the relevant art that the inventor, at the time the application was filed, had possession
of the claimed invention. Therefore, claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as
failing to comply with the written description requirement.

Regarding claim 13, the claim depends from claim 12 and fails to comply with the written
description requirement for the same reasons as claim 12, supra. Furthermore, claim 13 includes
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the limitation of “displaying to the user each tag associated with the file and, for each tag, fl
associated confidence level of the tag, wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value
than the at least one explicit tag.” This limitation is not described in the specification in such a
way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor, at the time the
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. Therefore, claim 13 is rejected
under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description
requirement.

10. Claims 4, 11, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter
which applicant regards as the invention.

Regarding claims 4, 11, and 18; the claimed phrase "a file similar to the at least one
particular file" is a relative phrase, which renders the claims indefinite. A “similar” file is not
defined by the claims, the specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite
degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the
invention. Therefore, claims 4, 11, and 18 are rendered indefinite and, thus, rejected under 35
USC § 112, second paragraph.

11. Claims 16-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which
applicant regards as the invention.

Regarding independent claim 16, the claimed phrase “a second selection of tags" lacks
antecedent basis, because no m selection of tags is claimed. Therefore, claim 16 is rendered
indefinite and, thus, rejected under 35 USC § 112, second paragraph. Claims 17—19 are rejected
under 35 USC § 112, second paragraph, for the same reason as claim 16, because they depend
from claim 16 and do not resolve the lack of antecedent basis of claim 16.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103
12. 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.

13. Claims 1-8 and 10-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over
Katz et al. (US 5,404,295).
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As per independent claim 1, Katz discloses a method for applying tags to files of a file
system comprising operating at least one programmed processor to carry out a series of acts
identified by executable instructions with which the at least one programmed processor is
programmed, the series ofacts comprising:

- displaying a user interface (column 7, line 67 — column 8, line 5).

Katz does not explicitly disclose that the user interface is a graphical user interface having a
window in which information regarding one or more files is displayed.

However, based on the Katz’s disclosure in column 7, line 67 — column 8, line 5; it would
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention that the disclosure of
“standard output devices” and also that “a user may be able to interact with display 20 by use of
one of the input devices” would infer that a graphical user interface would be an obvious
interface for which to implement Katz's teachings.

Furthermore, reference is made to Katz’s disclosure in column 5, lines 42 — 53 and column 5,
line 68 — column 6, line 14; wherein Katz discloses “While, for discussion pugposes, the database
will generally be considered to be a textual database in the following discussion, this is not a
limitation on the invention, and, as indicated earlier, databases from which material may be
retrieved utilizing the teachings of this invention include ones containing graphics (i.e. pictures,
graphs, charts, drawings, video images, etc.), audio (i.e. speech, music, sound effects, etc.), text
(including computer programs in various codes or languages, object classes and action
specifications) and any other type of material which may be computer storable.” Therefore,
based on this disclosure, it also would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the
time of invention that the annotation methods of Katz such as disclosed in column 8, lines 6 — 41
may pertain to any such material that may be computer storable, and is only described in the
particular citations as being textual subdivisions of a database “ or discussion purposes” which
are not to be limiting. Thus, it would have been obvious that the selected items that Katz gives
examples of annotating may be items such as files and, therefore, it would have been obvious
that the teachings of Katz may be implemented with a graphical user interface having a window
in which information regarding one or more files is displayed.

Taking into account that it would have been obvious that Katz’s selected items may be files
displayed in a window of a graphical user interface, as disclosed supra, Katz further discloses:

- detecting, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a window of a
graphical user interface, a selection by a user of at least one particular file of the one or
more files (column 8, lines 6 — 51); and
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- receiving, following detecting of the selection and while the information regarding the
one or more files is displayed in the window, an input from the user of one or more
characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to the at least one particular
file (column 8, line 42 — column 9, line 2).

However, Katz does not explicitly disclose that following detecting of the selection and
receiving of the input, displaying in the window at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at
least one particular file, the at least one suggested tag being suggested based at least in part on
the input.

Nevertheless, particular reference is made to column 8, line 48 — column 9, line 2; column
ll, lines 48—60; and column 12, lines 54—65 of Katz; which discloses that the annotations may be
generated either "semiautomatically or automatically," that “other annotations from the
annotation group or groups [may be] proposed for use to annotate the current subdivision,” and
that “the annotator [] could select from the proposed annotations the ones which are appropriate
for the current text subdivision.” Taking into account this disclosure, it would have been obvious
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to be able to implement the step of:
following detecting of the selection and receiving of the input, displaying in the window at least
one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one particular file, the at least one suggested tag
being suggested based at least in part on the input. This would have been obvious to be included
within the teachings of Katz, because the disclosure of “semiautomatically or automatically”
would infer a desire to dynamically provide tags or annotations, and furthermore because the
disclosure of “proposing annotations” would infer a desire to suggest tags or annotations.
Additionally, the disclosure that “the annotations stored in memory [] are searched to find an
annotation which is the same or similar to the inputted annotation” and that the
proposed/suggested annotation may be "an annotation which is the same or similar [that] has
been used before” (column 11, lines 48 — 60); would have made it obvious to one of ordinary
skill in the art at the time of invention that the at least one suggested tag may be suggested based
at least in part of the user input.

As per independent claim 10, the claim pertains to at least one computer-readable storage
medium encoded with computer-executable instructions that, when executed, cause a computer
to carry out a methodfor applying tags to files ofa file system, the method comprising:

- displaying information regarding one or more files of a file system in a window of a
graphical user interface;

- detecting, while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the
window, a selection by a user ofat least one particularfile of the one or more files;

- receiving, following detecting of the selection and while the information regarding the
one or more files is displayed in the window, an input from the user of one or more
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characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to the at least one particular
file;
following detecting of the selection and receiving of the input, determining at least one
suggested tag based at least in part on the inputfrom the user; and
displaying in the window the at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one
particularfile.

These claim limitations of the medium of claim 10 correspond to the same limitations of the
method of claim 1. Therefore, taking into account the citations of Katz in the rejection of claim
1, supra, it additionally would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of
invention to implement the above listed limitations of claim 10 for the same reasons that these
similar limitations would have been obvious as disclosed in the rejection of claim 1, supra.

Furthermore, taking into account the rejection of these above listed limitations of claim 10,
Katz further discloses the remaining limitations of claim 10, comprising:

the at least one suggested tag including at least some of the input (column ll, lines 48—60
and column 12, lines 54—65); and
in response to detecting a user selection of a tag of the at least one suggested tag
displayed in the window, applying the selected tag to the at least one particular file
(column 12, lines 54—65).

As per independent claim 16, the claim pertains to an apparatus configured to apply tags to
files ofa file system, the apparatus comprising:

a user interface to display information to a user regarding files of the file system and tags
able to be applied to the files and to receive information from the user indicating a first
selection offiles, input regarding desired tags, and a second selection of tags; and
at least one processor programmed to:

o detect, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a window of
the user interface, the first selection of at least one particular file of the one or
more files;

0 receive, following detection of the first selection and while the information
regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window, the input from a user
of one or more characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to the at
least one particularfile; and

0 following detection of the first selection and reception of the input, display in the
window at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one particular file,
the at least one suggested tag being suggested based at least in part on the input.

These claim limitations of the apparatus of claim 16, they correspond to the same limitations
of the method of claim 1. Therefore, taking into account the citations of Katz in the rejection of
claim 1, supra, it additionally would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the
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time of invention to implement the above listed limitations of claim 16 for the same reasons that
these similar limitations would have been obVious as disclosed in the rejection of claim 1, supra.

As per claim 2, and taking into account the rejection of claim 1, Katz further discloses that
the series of acts further comprises: in response to a second input from the user selecting a
particular tag of the at least one suggested tag displayed in the window, storing the particular
tag in association with the at least one particularfile (column 12, lines 54—65).

As per claims 3 and 17, and taking into account the rejections of claims 1 and 16, Katz
further discloses determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the input
from the user (column 8, line 48 — column 9, line 2; column 11, lines 48—60; and column 12,
lines 54-65).

As per claims 4, 11, and 18; and taking into account the rejections of claims 3, 10, and 17;
Katz further discloses that determining the at least one suggested tag comprises determining the
at least one suggested tag based at least in part on a first tag previously applied to one of the at
least one particular file, a second tag previously applied to a file similar to the at least one
particular file, a recently-applied tag, and a commonly-applied tag (column 11, lines 48—60;
column 12, lines 54—65; and column 14, lines 17—26).

As per claims 5 and 19, and taking into account the rejections of claims 3 and 17, Katz
further discloses that determinilrig the at least one suggested tag comprises querying an external
data source of tags (column 12, line 54 — column 13, line 37 and column 13, lines 50—62).

As per claim 6, and taking into account the rejection of claim 5, Katz further discloses that
querying the external data source of tags comprises transmitting to the external data source
information about the at least one particular file (column 12, line 54 — column 13, line 37 and
column 13, lines 50-62).

As per claim 7, and taking into account the rejection of claim 5, Katz further discloses that
querying the external data source of tags comprises transmitting to the external data source
information about the user (column 12, line 65 — column 13, line 14 and column 14, lines 17—
26).

As per claims 8 and 20, and taking into account the rejections of claims 7 and 19, Katz
further discloses that transmitting to the external data source information about the user
comprises transmitting information about a user's preferences, profession, a current project on
which the user is working, and/or a current activity in which the user is engaging (column 6,
lines 27—48).

As per claim 12, and taking into account the rejection of claim 10, Katz further discloses
generating an automatic tag based at least in part on an analysis of content of a file; storing the
automatic tag in association with the file; and displaying the automatic tag to the user in a
dijferent manner from at least one explicit tag applied to the file by the user (column 11, lines
48—60 and column 13, line 42 — column 14, line 26).
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As per claim 13, and taking into account the rejection of claim 12, Katz further discloses that
displaying the automatic tag to the user in the dijferent manner comprises: displaying to the user
each tag associated with the file and, for each tag, an associated confidence level of the tag,
wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at least one explicit tag
(column 11, lines 48—60 and column 13, line 42 — column 14, line 26).

As per claim 14, and taking into account the rejection of claim 13, Katz further discloses:
monitoring user interaction with automatic tags associated with files; learning, based at least in
part on the user interaction, information about user preferences regarding tags; and generating
at least one additional tag based at least in part on the information about user preferences
regarding tags (column 13, lines 43—50 and column 14, lines 17—26).

As per claim 15, and taking into account the rejection of claim 10, Katz further discloses that
determining the at least one suggested tag comprises determining a suggested tag that includes
all of the one or more characters of the inputfrom the user (column 11, lines 48—60).

14. Claims 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Katz et al. (US
5,404,295) in View of Wantanabe et al. (US 6,795,094 B1).

As per claim 9, Katz sufficiently renders obvious the limitations of claim 1.
However, Katz does not explicitly disclose that detecting the selection of the at least one

particular file while the information regarding one or more files is displayed in a window of a
graphical user interface comprises detecting the selection while metadata regarding files stored in
a folder of a file system is displayed in the window.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Watanabe discloses that detecting selection of at least one
particular file while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a window of a
graphical user interface comprises detecting the selection while metadata regarding files stored
in a folder ofa file system is displayed in the window (Figs. 2 and 8).

Both Katz and Watanabe pertain to the analogous art of interfaces using keywords to retrieve
particular data from databases (Katz; column 1, lines 12—18 and Wantanabe; column 1, lines 8—
12) and thus one would look to the other for possible variations to their teachings or
improvements to overcome particular difficulties of their teachings. In addition, Katz discloses
that a need exists for an improved method and apparatus for retrieving relevant material from
large databases, and in particular for permitting such retrieval to be accomplished by a relatively
unsophisticated user and that it should also be possible to complete searches on all types of text,
graphics, audio, and other stored material and to complete the search expeditiously (Katz;
column 3, lines 10—20). Furthermore, Wantanabe also discloses that the entering of keywords
through a keyboard from one image file to another becomes difficult when a plurality of such
files are generally displayed one by one and, additionally, when a plurality of types of files are
displayed as thumbnails, it is difficult to display keywords associated with the respective images
in a limited display area and thus the user cannot know which keywords are assigned to the
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respective images (Wantanabe; column 17—33). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to combine the teachings of Katz and Wantanabe.

Conclusion
15.1t is noted that any citation to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the prior art

references and any interpretation of the references should not be considered to be limiting in
any way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon for all that it
would have reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. In re Heck, 699
F.2d 1331, 1332-33216 USPQ 1038, 1039 (Fed. Cir. 1983) (quoting In re Lemelson, 397
F.2d 1006,1009, 158 USPQ 275, 277 (CCPA 1968)).

16. The prior art made ofrecord and not relied upon is consideredpertinent to the applicant’s
disclosure. The cited documents represent the general state of the art.

17. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the Examiner
should be directed to Eric A. Wiener Whose telephone number is 571—270—1401 and Whose
fax number is 571—270—2401. The Examiner can normally be reached during regular Office
business hours, Monday through Thursday.
If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's supervisor,

Robert Stevens, can be reached on 571—272—4102. The fax phone number for the organization
Where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571—273—8300.

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR
system, see http://pair—direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866—217—9197 (toll—free).

/Eric Wiener/
Examiner, Art Unit 2142

/Robert Stevens/
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2142
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is not accompanied by this transmittal form or an equivalent, the Power of Attorney will not be recognized in the application.

Application Number 12/887,406
Filing Date 09-21-2010
First Named Inventor Matthew B. MacLaurin
Title SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING
Art Unit 2142

Examiner Name ERIC A WIENER

Attorney Docket Number M1 103_70799USO‘I
SIGNATURE of Applicant or Patent Practitioner

Signature /Margo Livesay, Reg. No. 41 ,946/ Date May 29, 2013

Name Margo Livesay (202) 684-8685

Registration Number 41 5946

NOTE: This form must be signed in accordance with 37 CFR 1.33. See 37 CFR 1.4(d) for signature requirements and certifications.

Telephone

D *Total of forms are submitted.

This collection of information is required by 37 CFR 1.31, 1.32 and 1.33. The information is required to obtain or retain a benefit by the public which is to file (and
by the USPTO to process) an application. Confidentiality is governed by 35 U.S.C. 122 and 37 CFR 1.11 and 1.14. This collection is estimated to take 3 minutes
to complete, including gathering, preparing, and submitting the completed application form to the USPTO. Time will vary depending upon the individual case. Any
comments on the amount of time you require to complete this form and/or suggestions for reducing this burden, should be sent to the Chief Information Officer,
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office, U.S. Department of Commerce, PO. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450. DO NOT SEND FEES OR COMPLETED
FORMS TO THIS ADDRESS. SEND TO: Commissioner for Patents, P.0. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450.

Ifyou need assistance in completing the form, call 1-800-PTO-9199 and select option 2.
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PTO!AiAI828(07—12)
Approved for use through 11/36/2014. OMB 0651e0035

US. Patent and Trademark Office; US. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless n displays a valid OMB control number.

POWER OF ATTORNEY BY APPLICANT

l hereby revoke all previous powers of attorney given in the application identified in the attached transmittal letter.

[K i hereby appoint Practitioner(s) associated with the following Customer Number as my/our attomey(s) or agentts), and to
transact all business in the United States Patent and Trademark Office connected therewith for the application referenced
in the attached transmittal letter (form PTOlAlAJBZA or equivalent): 6931 6

l hereby appoint Practitioner(s) named below as mylour attorney(s) or agentis), and to transact all business in the
' United States Patent and Trademark Office connected therewith for the application referenced in the attached
transmittal letter (form PTO/AINSZA or equivalent):

OR

Registration Name Registration
Name Number Number

Please recognize or change the correspondence address for the application identified in the attached
transmittal letter to:

; The address associated with the above-mentioned Customer Number.
OR

X] The address associated with Customer Number: 6931 6

OR
[1 Firm or

J individual Name
Ad'tress

City [ State 1 | tl
Euntry

Telephone I Email i
i am the Applicant:

: inventor or Joint inventor
[J Legal Representative of a Deceased or Legally incapacitated inventor

KEAssignee or Person to Whom the inventor is Under an Obligation to Assign
i i Person Who Otherwise Shows Sufficient Proprietary interest (e.g., a petition under 37 CFR 1.46(b)(2) was

'1 granted in the application or is concurrently being filed with this document)
_ Hf? ,, SIGNATURE of Applicant for Patent

8' nature K%, ,4 Date 09/14/2012
Name ,wlefifi ‘ Telephone 425-882-8080
T; and Company Assistant etary, Microsoft Corporation

Signature — This form must be signed by the applicant in accordance with 37 CFR 133. See 37 CFR 14 for signature requirements and
ricatiors. Submit multiple forms for more than one signature, see below *.Ct iii

E *Totei of forms are submitted

’iectios’* of information is required by 37 CFR 131: 1.32 and 133. The information is required to obtain or retain a benefit by the public which is to tile (and by the
to pr s} an applications Confidentiality is governed by 35 USO 122 and 37 CFR 111 and 114. This collection is estimated to take 3 minutes to complete,

g get ring, preparing. and submitting the completed application form to the USPTO. Time will vary depending upon the individual case. Any comments on
on: oi time you require to complete this form and/or suggestions for reducing this burden} should be sent to the Chief information Officer, US. Patent and
ark O’tice, USA Department of Commerce, PO. Box 1450. Alexandria, VA 2231 3-1450. DO NOT SEND FEES OR COMPLETED FORMS TO THlS

asst $8M) To: Commissioner for Patents, PO. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450.

If you need assistance in completing the form, cat; tu800»PTO~9199 and select option 2.
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Privacy Act Statement

The Privacy Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-579) requires that you be given certain information in connection
with your submission of the attached form related to a patent application or patent. Accordingly,
pursuant to the requirements of the Act, please be advised that: (’l) the general authority for the
collection of this information is 35 U.S.C. 2(b)(2); (2) furnishing of the information solicited is voluntary;
and (3) the principal purpose for which the information is used by the US. Patent and Trademark
Office is to process and/or examine your submission related to a patent application or patent. If you do
not furnish the requested information, the US. Patent and Trademark Office may not be able to
process and/or examine your submission, which may result in termination of proceedings or
abandonment of the application or expiration of the patent.

The information provided by you in this form will be subject to the following routine uses:

1. The information on this form will be treated confidentially to the extent allowed under the
Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552) and the Privacy Act (5 U.S.C 552a). Records from
this system of records may be disclosed to the Department of Justice to determine whether
disclosure of these records is required by the Freedom of Information Act.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, in the course of
presenting evidence to a court, magistrate, or administrative tribunal, including disclosures to
opposing counsel in the course of settlement negotiations.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Member of
Congress submitting a request involving an individual, to whom the record pertains, when the
individual has requested assistance from the Member with respect to the subject matter of the
record.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a contractor of the
Agency having need for the information in order to perform a contract. Recipients of
information shall be required to comply with the requirements of the Privacy Act of 1974, as
amended, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(m).
A record related to an International Application filed under the Patent Cooperation Treaty in
this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the International Bureau of the
World Intellectual Property Organization, pursuant to the Patent Cooperation Treaty.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to another federal
agency for purposes of National Security review (35 U.S.C. 181) and for review pursuant to
the Atomic Energy Act (42 U.S.C. 218(0)).
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the Administrator,
General Services, or his/her designee, during an inspection of records conducted by GSA as
part of that agency's responsibility to recommend improvements in records management
practices and programs, under authority of 44 U.S.C. 2904 and 2906. Such disclosure shall
be made in accordance with the GSA regulations governing inspection of records for this
purpose, and any other relevant (i.e., GSA or Commerce) directive. Such disclosure shall not
be used to make determinations about individuals.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the public after
either publication of the application pursuant to 35 U.S.C. ’l22(b) or issuance of a patent
pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 151. Further, a record may be disclosed, subject to the limitations of 37
CFR 1.14, as a routine use, to the public if the record was filed in an application which
became abandoned or in which the proceedings were terminated and which application is
referenced by either a published application, an application open to public inspection or an
issued patent.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Federal, State,
or local law enforcement agency, if the USPTO becomes aware of a violation or potential
violation of law or regulation.
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Electronic Acknowledgement Receipt

EFS ID: 15889975

Application Number: 12887406

International Application Number:

Confirmation Number: 2445

Title of Invention: SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

First Named Inventor/Applicant Name: Matthew B. MacLaurin

Customer Number: 45840

Filer: Margo Livesay

Filer Authorized By:

Attorney Docket Number: M1103.70799USO1

Receipt Date: 29-MAY-2013

Filing Date: 21-SEP-201O

Time Stamp: 00:16:37

Application Type: Utility under 35 USC111(a)

Payment information:
Submitted with Payment no

File Listing:
Document
Number Document Descrlptlon File Size(Bytes)/

Flle Name Message Digest
Multi

Part /.zip
Pages

(if appl.)

1 Power of Attorney
328336

312979-02-POA.pdf
f50da0d540e0cc18621a2d7fb129d2c4e30f

bac4

no

Warnings:
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The page size in the PDF is too large. The pages should be 8.5 x 11 or A4. If this PDF is submitted, the pages will be resized upon entry into the
Image File Wrapper and may affect subsequent processing

Information:

Total Files Size (in bytes): 328336

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/EO/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 Receivinq 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
and ofthe International Filing Date (Form PCT/RO/105) will be issued in due course, subject to prescriptions concerning
national security, and the date shown on this Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the international filing date of
the application.
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Doc Code: N572

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMNIERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Addren: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS

P.C. Box 1450
Alexandria, Vuginin 22313-1450
wwnsptogov

[ APPLICATION NUMBER | FILING DATE | FIRST NAMED APPLICANT I ATTY. DOCKET NOJTlTLE |
12/887,406 . 09/21/2010 Matthew B. MacLaurin M1103.70799USOI

CONFIRMATION NO. 2445
45840 ‘ lllllllllllllllllllllllilllillllllllllllllllllllIllllllllIllillllllllllllllllllllllllll'
WOLF GREENFIELD (MICFOSOfI corporation) ‘00000000061656968‘
C/O WOLF. GREENFIELD & SACKS, P.C.
600 ATLANTIC AVENUE
BOSTON, MA 02210-2206

Cc: MICROSOFT CORPORATION
ONE MICROSOFT WAY
REDMOND, WA 98052

Date Mailed: 06/03/2013

DENIAL OF REQUEST FOR POWER OF ATTORNEY

The request for Power of Attorney filed 05/29/2013 is acknowledged. However, the request cannot be
granted at this time for the reason stated below.

CI The Power of Attorney you provided did not comply with the new Power of Attorney rules that became
effective on June 25, 2004. See 37 CFR 1.32.

D The revocation is not signed by the applicant, the assignee of the entire interest, or one particular
principal attorney having the authority to revoke. .

E/The Power of Attorney is from an assignee and the Certificate required by 37 CFR 3.73(b) has not been
received.

CI The person signing for the assignee has omitted their empowerment to sign on behalf of the assignee.

D The inventor(s) is without authority to appoint attorneys since the assignee has intervened as provided
by 37 CFR 3.71. '

CI The signature(s) of , a co—inventor in this application, has been omitted.
The Power of Attorney will be entered upon receipt of confirmation signed by said co—inventor(s).

D The person(s) appointed in the Power of Attorney is not registered to practice before the US. Patent and
Trademark Office. '

Questions relating to this Notice should be directed to the Application Assistance Unit.

(let/d
Office of Data Management, Application Assistance Unit (571) 272-4000, or (571) 272-4200, or 1-888-786-0101
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Addl'fiss. COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS

PO Box 1450
Alexandria, Viigmia 22313-1450
wwwuspto .gov

I APPLICATION NUMBER I FILING OR 371(C) DATE I
12/887,406 09/21/2010

FIRST NAMED APPLICANT I ATTY. DOCKET NO./TITLE I

Matthew B. MacLaurin M1103.70799USOl
CONFIRMATION NO. 2445

45840 MISCELLANEOUS NOTICE
WOLF GREENFIELD (Microsoft Corporation)
C/O WOLF, GREENFIELD & SACKS, P.C. HIIII IIHHIITTTIIIIIIIIIITIITIITI 111111111 IIIIIIIII III
600 ATLANTIC AVENUE
BOSTON, MA 02210-2206

Date Mailed: 06/04/2013

A communication which cannot be delivered in electronic form has been mailed to the applicant.

page 1 of 1
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PTO/SB/96 (07-09)
Approved for use through 07/31/2012. OMB 0651-0031

US. Patent and Trademark Office; US. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB control number.

STATEMENT UNER 37 CFR 3.7303)

Applicant/Patent Owner: Microsoft corporation
Application No./Patent No.: 12/887,406 Filed/Issue Date: 09'21'2010

Titled:
SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

Microsoft Corporation ’ a corporation
(Name of Assignee) (Type of Assignee, e.g., corporation, partnership, university, government agency, etc.

states that it is:

1. the assignee of the entire right, title, and interest in;

2. D an assignee of less than the entire right, title, and interest in
(The extent (by percentage) of its ownership interest is %); or

3. D the assignee of an undivided interest in the entirety of (a complete assignment from one of the joint inventors was made)

the patent application/patent identified above, by virtue of either:

A. An assignment from the inventor(s) of the patent application/patent identified above. The assignment was recorded in
the United States Patent and Trademark Office at Reel 016656 , Frame 0361 , or for which a
copy therefore is attached.

OR
B. D A chain of title from the inventor(s), of the patent application/patent identified above, to the current assignee as follows:

1. From: To:

The document was recorded in the United States Patent and Trademark Office at

Reel , Frame , orfor which a copy thereof is attached.

2. From: To:

The document was recorded in the United States Patent and Trademark Office at

Reel , Frame , orfor which a copy thereof is attached.

3. From: To:

The document was recorded in the United States Patent and Trademark Office at

Reel , Frame , orfor which a copy thereof is attached.

I: Additional documents in the chain of title are listed on a supplemental sheet(s).

As required by 37 CFR 3.73(b)(1)(i), the documentary evidence of the chain of title from the original owner to the assignee was,
or concurrently is being, submitted for recordation pursuant to 37 CFR 3.11.

[NOTE: A separate copy (i.e., a true copy of the original assignment document(s)) must be submitted to Assignment Division in
accordance with 37 CFR Part 3, to record the assignment in the records ofthe USPTO. E MPEP 302.08]

The undersigned (whose title is supplied below) is authorized to act on behalf of the assignee.

/Margo Livesay, Reg. No. 41,946/ June 10, 2013
Signature Date

Margo Livesay Attorney for Assignee

Printed or Typed Name Title
This collection of information is required by 37 CFR 3.73(b). The information is required to obtain or retain a benefit by the public which is to file (and by the USPTO to
process) an application. Confidentiality is governed by 35 U.S.C. 122 and 37 CFR 1.11 and 1.14. This collection is estimated to take 12 minutes to complete, including
gathering, preparing, and submitting the completed application form to the USPTO. Time will vary depending upon the individual case. Any comments on the amount of time
you require to complete this form and/or suggestions for reducing this burden, should be sent to the Chief Information Officer, US. Patent and Trademark Office, US.
Department of Commerce, PO. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450. DO NOT SEND FEES OR COMPLETED FORMS TO THIS ADDRESS. SEND TO: Commissioner
for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450.

If you need assistance in completing the form, call 1-800-PTO-9199 and select option 2.
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Privacy Act Statement

The Privacy Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-579) requires that you be given certain information in connection
with your submission of the attached form related to a patent application or patent. Accordingly,
pursuant to the requirements of the Act, please be advised that: (’l) the general authority for the
collection of this information is 35 U.S.C. 2(b)(2); (2) furnishing of the information solicited is voluntary;
and (3) the principal purpose for which the information is used by the US. Patent and Trademark
Office is to process and/or examine your submission related to a patent application or patent. If you do
not furnish the requested information, the US. Patent and Trademark Office may not be able to
process and/or examine your submission, which may result in termination of proceedings or
abandonment of the application or expiration of the patent.

The information provided by you in this form will be subject to the following routine uses:

1. The information on this form will be treated confidentially to the extent allowed under the
Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552) and the Privacy Act (5 U.S.C 552a). Records from
this system of records may be disclosed to the Department of Justice to determine whether
disclosure of these records is required by the Freedom of Information Act.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, in the course of
presenting evidence to a court, magistrate, or administrative tribunal, including disclosures to
opposing counsel in the course of settlement negotiations.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Member of
Congress submitting a request involving an individual, to whom the record pertains, when the
individual has requested assistance from the Member with respect to the subject matter of the
record.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a contractor of the
Agency having need for the information in order to perform a contract. Recipients of
information shall be required to comply with the requirements of the Privacy Act of 1974, as
amended, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(m).
A record related to an International Application filed under the Patent Cooperation Treaty in
this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the International Bureau of the
World Intellectual Property Organization, pursuant to the Patent Cooperation Treaty.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to another federal
agency for purposes of National Security review (35 U.S.C. 181) and for review pursuant to
the Atomic Energy Act (42 U.S.C. 218(0)).
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the Administrator,
General Services, or his/her designee, during an inspection of records conducted by GSA as
part of that agency's responsibility to recommend improvements in records management
practices and programs, under authority of 44 U.S.C. 2904 and 2906. Such disclosure shall
be made in accordance with the GSA regulations governing inspection of records for this
purpose, and any other relevant (i.e., GSA or Commerce) directive. Such disclosure shall not
be used to make determinations about individuals.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the public after
either publication of the application pursuant to 35 U.S.C. ’l22(b) or issuance of a patent
pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 151. Further, a record may be disclosed, subject to the limitations of 37
CFR 1.14, as a routine use, to the public if the record was filed in an application which
became abandoned or in which the proceedings were terminated and which application is
referenced by either a published application, an application open to public inspection or an
issued patent.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Federal, State,
or local law enforcement agency, if the USPTO becomes aware of a violation or potential
violation of law or regulation.
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PO‘WER 0F ATTORNEY Ti) PRQSECifi'TTfi AP}?‘IQ.IC5\TiGNS {SEFORE "THE USP'I‘O
t heraby revaké 3:: previous gamers of attameg} giyen in the appiicaiion édehtéfiéd m the attachad siatenuém under
37 CFR 333%}.

: :mu

Piease change the correspondence address for the appiibatian identified in the aitached statement under 3? CFR

E hereby appsint:
{E Practitiafiam asaaciated with the Eusmmer Number: " " " 693.1 6

GR

Practitionergs} named neiew (if mom than tea patent practiti-mem an: is be named. than a custamet number must ha used}:

Ragistrafinn NumberMama

r agentis} ta represent the undersigned befare the United States Patent and Trademarkas attorneyxgzjo _ . § .Office {us } in cannection With any and a“ patent ‘appiicatmns assmned on? {a mag undersmnedaccordm tn the USPTO ass§gnment recards or assignment documents attacfieé to this form in acmrdancewith 3? C R 333(k);

323(k)} to:

The address associated with
‘Cusmmer Number: 6931 6

‘ Assignee Raffle and Address:

MICROSOFT CORPORATwN
0N5 WCROSQFT WAY
REQMOND, WA 98952

A may of this form, tagether with a statement under 3? CFR 333%} {Form PTDiSBIQB or equivaiant} is
required tn be flied in each apmicafion in which this farm is used. The statement under 3? CFR 333%}
may be compieted by one of the practitioners appointed in this farm if the appmnted practitioner is
authurized to act cm behaif of the assignea, and must identify the applicatian in which this Power of
Atmrney is tn be filed.

“W?“ m j? SiG NATURfi uf‘ Assigaae a? Record' :‘gfiffmmma: w w
,, . -: 3‘3 -“'l

rigsmtus'c said :83: §~1 sizazgkgfiied E‘miuw is auiimri‘zcci m 231.108 beinsifm‘d‘m ‘

Signaium ‘ amgéggifiu gs; N
Taiephena (.n ,1: <1;' 3}»\‘Mama

Yifie
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Electronic Acknowledgement Receipt

EFS ID: 15997693

Application Number: 12887406

International Application Number:

Confirmation Number: 2445

Title of Invention: SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

First Named Inventor/Applicant Name: Matthew B. MacLaurin

Customer Number: 45840

Filer: Margo Livesay

Filer Authorized By:

Attorney Docket Number: M1103.70799USO1

Receipt Date: 10-JUN-2013

Filing Date: 21-SEP-2010

Time Stamp: 17:40:33

Application Type: Utility under 35 USC111(a)

Payment information:
Submitted with Payment no

File Listing:
Document
Number Document Descrlptlon File Size(Bytes)/

Flle Name Message Digest
Multi

Part /.zip
Pages

(if appl.)

1 Power of Attorney
423169

312979-02-sb0096.pdf

cf13
ff68ccc717280a7ab9c91ce6398657775bbc

no

Warnings:
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114458
2 Power of Attorney 312979-02-POA.pdf no 1

7ac27e2e8a81948df70da4477035a2836c9
d1 (22

Warnings:

Information:

Total Files Size (in bytes): 537627

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/EO/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 Receivinq 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
and ofthe International Filing Date (Form PCT/RO/105) will be issued in due course, subject to prescriptions concerning
national security, and the date shown on this Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the international filing date of
the application.
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Addl'fiss. COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS

PO Box 1450
Alexandria, Viigmia 22313-1450
wwwuspto .gov

I APPLICATION NUMBER I FILING OR 371(C) DATE I
12/887,406 09/21/2010

FIRST NAMED APPLICANT I ATTY. DOCKET No./TITLE I
Matthew B. MacLaurin M1103.70799USOI

CONFIRMATION NO. 2445
45840 POWER OF ATTORNEY NOTICE
WOLF GREENFIELD (Microsoft Corporation)
C/O WOLF, GREENFIELD & SACKS, P.C. lllllllll lllllllllllll11111111111111!111111111111lllllllllllllllllllllll
600 ATLANTIC AVENUE
BOSTON, MA 02210-2206

Date Mailed: 06/17/2013

NOTICE REGARDING CHANGE OF POWER OF ATTORNEY

This is in response to the Power of Attorney filed 06/10/2013.

. The Power of Attorney to you in this application has been revoked by the assignee who has intervened as
provided by 37 CFR 3.71. Future correspondence will be mailed to the new address of record(37 CFR 1.33).

/c1‘iIIIaIId0/

Office of Data Management, Application Assistance Unit (571) 272-4000, or (571) 272-4200, or 1-888-786-0101

page 1 of 1
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Addl'fiss. COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS

PO Box 1450
Alexandria, ViJgLnia 22313-1450
wwwusptogov

I APPLICATION NUMBER I FILING OR 371 (C) DATE I FIRST NAMED APPLICANT I

12/887,406 09/21/2010
ATTY. DOCKET NO./TITLE |

Matthew B. MacLaurin M1 103.70799U801
CONFIRMATION NO. 2445

69316 POA ACCEPTANCE LETTER
MICROSOFT CORPORATIONONE MICROSOFT WAY llllllllllllllllllllllIIHLIIIIIHIlllllllllllllIIllIlTIlIlIlIlllIUlIIlIIllIllllllllllllll
REDMOND, WA 98052 00000006 9 76 5

Date Mailed: 06/17/2013

NOTICE OF ACCEPTANCE OF POWER OF ATTORNEY

This is in response to the Power of Attorney filed 06/10/2013.

The Power of Attorney in this application is accepted. Correspondence in this application will be mailed to the
above address as provided by 37 CFR 1.33.

lerimandol

Office of Data Management, Application Assistance Unit (571) 272-4000, or (571) 272-4200, or 1-888-786-0101
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Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding.
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PTOL—90A (Rev. 04/07) Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 93 of 384



Application No. Applicant(s)

12/887,406 MACLAURIN, MATTHEW B.
Applicant-Initiated Interview Summary E _ A t u .t

xamlner r nl

ERIC WIENER 2142

All participants (applicant, applicant’s representative, PTO personnel):

(1) ERIC W/ENER. (3) .

(2) W1. (4)_-

Date of Interview: 13 September 2013.

Type: E Telephonic I:I Video Conference
I:l Personal [copy given to: El applicant |:| applicant’s representative]

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: I:l Yes E No.
If Yes, brief description:

Issues Discussed E101 E112 D102 E103 |:IOthers
(For each of the checked b0x(es) above, please describe below the issue and detailed description of the discussion)

Claim(s) discussed: 4 10-15 and 18.

Identification of prior art discussed: Katz.

Substance of Interview
(For each issue discussed, provide a detailed description and indicate if agreement was reached. Some topics may include: identification or clarification of a
reference or a portion thereof. claim interpretation. proposed amendments. arguments of any applied references etc...)

The claims were discussed, focusing on ways to amend the claims in order to overcome the 112 and 101 reiections,
wherein the examiner explained the relative nature of particular claims previous/v reiected as being indefinite and
further explained the lack of antecedent basis and the corresponding lack of enablement and support in the
specification for "first" selection of tags. No specific agreement regarding the allowabilitv of the claims was presently
reached.

Applicant recordation instructions: The formal written reply to the last Office action must include the substance of the interview. (See MPEP
section 713.04). If a reply to the last Office action has already been filed, applicant is given a non-extendable period of the longer of one month or
thirty days from this interview date, or the mailing date of this interview summary form, whichever is later, to file a statement of the substance of the
interview

Examiner recordation instructions: Examiners must summarize the substance of any interview of record. A complete and proper recordation of
the substance of an interview should include the items listed in MPEP 713.04 for complete and proper recordation including the identification of the
general thrust of each argument or issue discussed, a general indication of any other pertinent matters discussed regarding patentability and the
general results or outcome of the interview, to include an indication as to whether or not agreement was reached on the issues raised.

|:| Attachment
/Eric Wiener/ lRobert Stevens/
Examiner, Art Unit 2142 Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2142

US. Patent and Trademark Office
PTOL-413 (Rev. 8/11/2010) Interview Summary Paper No. 20130913
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Summary of Record of Interview Requirements

Manual of Patent Examining Procedure (MPEP), Section 713.04, Substance of Interview Must be Made of Record
A complete written statement as to the substance of any face-to-face, video conference, or telephone interview with regard to an application must be made of record in the
application whether or not an agreement with the examiner was reached at the interview.

Title 37 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 1.133 Interviews
Paragraph (b)

In every instance where reconsideration is requested in view of an interview with an examiner, a complete written statement of the reasons presented at the interview as
warranting favorable action must be filed bythe applicant. An interview does not remove the necessity for reply to Office action as specified in §§ 1.111, 1.135. (35 U.S.C. 132)

37 CFR §1.2 Business to be transacted in writing.
A“ business with the Patent or Trademark Office should be transacted in writing. The personal attendance of applicants or their attorneys or agents at the Patent and
Trademark Office is unnecessary. The action of the Patent and Trademark Office will be based exclusively on the written record in the Office. No attention will be paid to
any alleged oral promise, stipulation, or understanding in relation to which there is disagreement or doubt.

The action of the Patent and Trademark Office cannot be based exclusively on the written record in the Office if that record is itself
incomplete through the failure to record the substance of interviews.

It is the responsibility of the applicant or the attorney or agent to make the substance of an interview of record in the application file, unless
the examiner indicates he or she will do so. It is the examiner‘s responsibility to see that such a record is made and to correct material inaccuracies
which bear directly on the question of patentability.

Examiners must complete an Interview Summary Form for each interview held where a matter of substance has been discussed during the
interview by checking the appropriate boxes and filling in the blanks. Discussions regarding only procedural matters, directed solely to restriction
requirements for which interview recordation is otherwise provided for in Section 812.01 of the Manual of Patent Examining Procedure, or pointing
out typographical errors or unreadable script in Office actions or the like, are excluded from the interview recordation procedures below. Where the
substance of an interview is completely recorded in an Examiners Amendment, no separate Interview Summary Record is required.

The Interview Summary Form shall be given an appropriate Paper No., placed in the right hand portion of the file, and listed on the
“Contents” section of the file wrapper. In a personal interview, a duplicate of the Form is given to the applicant (or attorney or agent) at the
conclusion of the interview. In the case of a telephone or video-conference interview, the copy is mailed to the applicant‘s correspondence address
either with or prior to the next official communication. If additional correspondence from the examiner is not likely before an allowance or if other
circumstances dictate, the Form should be mailed promptly after the interview rather than with the next official communication.

The Form provides for recordation of the following information:
—Application Number (Series Code and Serial Number)
— Name of applicant
— Name of examiner
— Date of interview
—Type of interview (telephonic, video-conference, or personal)
—Name of participant(s) (applicant, attorney or agent, examiner, other PTO personnel, etc.)
—An indication whether or not an exhibit was shown or a demonstration conducted
—An identification of the specific prior art discussed
— An indication whether an agreement was reached and if so, a description of the general nature of the agreement (may be by

attachment of a copy of amendments or claims agreed as being allowable). Note: Agreement as to allowability is tentative and does
not restrict further action by the examiner to the contrary.

—The signature of the examiner who conducted the interview (if Form is not an attachment to a signed Office action)

It is desirable that the examiner orally remind the applicant of his or her obligation to record the substance of the interview of each case. It
should be noted, however, that the Interview Summary Form will not normally be considered a complete and proper recordation of the interview
unless it includes, or is supplemented by the applicant or the examiner to include, all of the applicable items required below concerning the
substance of the interview.

A complete and proper recordation of the substance of any interview should include at least the following applicable items:
1) A brief description of the nature of any exhibit shown or any demonstration conducted,
2) an identification of the claims discussed,
3) an identification of the specific prior art discussed,
4) an identification of the principal proposed amendments of a substantive nature discussed, unless these are already described on the

Interview Summary Form completed by the Examiner,
5) a brief identification of the general thrust of the principal arguments presented to the examiner,

(The identification of arguments need not be lengthy or elaborate. A verbatim or highly detailed description of the arguments is not
required. The identification of the arguments is sufficient if the general nature or thrust of the principal arguments made to the
examiner can be understood in the context of the application file. Of course, the applicant may desire to emphasize and fully
describe those arguments which he or she feels were or might be persuasive to the examiner.)

6) a general indication of any other pertinent matters discussed, and
7) if appropriate, the general results or outcome of the interview unless already described in the Interview Summary Form completed by

the examiner.
Examiners are expected to carefully review the applicant‘s record of the substance of an interview. If the record is not complete and

accurate, the examiner will give the applicant an extendable one month time period to correct the record.

Examiner to Check for Accuracy

If the claims are allowable for other reasons of record, the examiner should send a letter setting forth the examiner‘s version of the
statement attributed to him or her. If the record is complete and accurate, the examiner should place the indication, “Interview Record OK” on the
paper recording the substance of the interview along with the date and the examiner‘s initials.
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S/N 12/887,406 PATENT

IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
Applicant: Matthew B. MacLaurin Examiner: Eric A. Wiener
Serial No.: 12/887,406 Art Unit: 2142
Filed: September 21, 2010 Docket No.: 312979.02
Conf. No.: 2445
Title: SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

AMENDMENT AND RESPONSE UNDER 37 CFR 8 1.111

Mail Stop Amendment
Commissioner for Patents
PO. Box 1450
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450

Applicant has reviewed the Office Action mailed on April 3, 2013. Please amend and

reconsider the above-identified patent application as follows.
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AMENDMENT AND RESPONSE UNDER 37 CFR 8 1.111
Page 2

Serial Number: 12/887,406
Filing Date: September 21, 2010 Docket No: 312979.02
Title: SELECTION—BASED ITEM TAGGING

IN THE CLAIMS

Please amend and consider the claims as follows:

What is claimed is:

1. (Currently Amended) A method for applying tags to files of a file system, the

method comprising:

operating at least one programmed processor to carry out a series of acts, the series of

acts being identified by executable instructions with which the at least one programmed

processor is programmed, the series of acts comprising:

M detecting, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a

computing windew—ef—a—graphieal—user interface, a m selection by—a—user of at least one

particular file of the one or more files;

sccond dctccting reeeiying, followingmdctccting of the w selection and

while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the computing

interface windew, a computing interface [[an]] input from the user ef—eneer—mere

and

upon fellewing the first detecting ef—t-he—seleet—ien and the second detecting reeefiéng

ef—theinpu—t, displaymg—rn—theqdewat—least—enesuggested automatically initiating a

tagging state of the computing interface without filrther user interaction, other than the

user selection and computing interface input, and utilizing the computing interface input

to generate a tag to be applied to the at least one particular filerthe-at—least—ene—sug-gested
l . l l l l . l . ‘

2. (Currently Amended) The method of claim 1, wherein the series of acts further

comprises:

utilizing the computing interface input to generate the tag by displaying at least one

suggested tag in the computing interface:
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Filing Date: September 21, 2010 Docket No: 312979.02
Title: SELECTION—BASED ITEM TAGGING

Page 3

in response to a second computing interface input from the user selecting a particular tag

of the at least one suggested tag displayed in the computing interface windeW, storing the

particular tag in association with the at least one particular file.

3. (Currently Amended) The method of claim [[1]] 2, wherein the series of acts

further comprises:

determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the computing

interface input from the user.

4. (Currently Amended) The method of claim 3, wherein determining the at least

one suggested tag comprises determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on

one or more of:

a first tag previously applied to one of the at least one particular file,

a second tag previously applied to [[21]] another file that is determined to be similar to the

at least one particular file based on a comparison of file types ,

a recently-applied tag, [[and]] g

a commonly-applied tag.

5. (Original) The method of claim 3, wherein determining the at least one suggested

tag comprises querying an external data source of tags.

6. (Original) The method of claim 5, wherein querying the external data source of

tags comprises transmitting to the external data source information about the at least one

particular file.

7. (Original) The method of claim 5, wherein querying the external data source of

tags comprises transmitting to the external data source information about the user.
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8. (Currently Amended) The method of claim 7, wherein transmitting to the

external data source information about the user comprises transmitting information regarding one

or more of: abent—a—nseris

preferences of the user,

g profession of the user,

a current project on which the user is working, andvler g

a current activity in which the user is engaging.

9. (Currently Amended) The method of claim 1, wherein the first detecting o_f the

user selection of the at least one particular file while the information regarding th_e one or more

files is displayed in a—windeavV—ef—a—gfaphiea-l—nsef the computing interface comprises first

detecting the user selection while metadata regarding files that are stored in a folder of a file

system is displayed in the window computing interface.

10. (Currently Amended) At least one eemputer—ieed-able memory storage device

medium encoded with computer-executable instructions that, when executed, cause a computer

to carry out a method for applying tags to files of a file system, the method comprising:

displaying information regarding one or more files of a file system in a window of a

graphical user interface;

M detecting, while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the

window, a m selection by—a—nser of at least one particular file of the one or more files;

second detecting receiving, following the first detecting of the m selection and while

the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window, an input from the

user of one or more characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to the at least one

particular file;

fellewing upon the first detecting of the selection and the second detecting receiving of

the input, automatically initiating a tagging state of the graphical user interface without further

user interaction, other than the user selection and the input from the user, and determining at

least one suggested tag based at least in part on the input from the user, the at least one suggested

tag including at least some of the input;
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displaying in the window the at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one

particular file; and

in response to third detecting a user selection of a tag of the at least one suggested tag

displayed in the window, applying the selected tag to the at least one particular file.

11. (Currently Amended) The at least one eemputer—read—able memog storage device

medium of claim 10, wherein determining the at least one suggested tag comprises determining

the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on one or more of:

a first tag previously applied to one of the at least one particular file,

a second tag previously applied to [[a]] another file that is determined to be similar to the

at least one particular file based on a comparison of file types,

a recently-applied tag, [[and]] g

a commonly-applied tag.

12. (Currently Amended) The at least one eemputer—read-able memog storage device

medium of claim 10, wherein the method fither comprises:

generating an automatic tag based at least in part on an analysis of content of [[a]] one of

the at least one particular file;

storing the automatic tag in association with the one of the at least one particular file; and

displaying the automatic tag to the user in a different manner from at least one explicit

tag applied to the one of the at least one particular file by the user.

13. (Currently Amended) The at least one eemputer—read-able memog storage device

medium of claim 12, wherein displaying the automatic tag to the user in the different manner

comprises:

displaying t0 the user each tag associated with the one of the at least one particular file

and, for th_e each tag, an indication of an associated confidence level of the £011 tag based on the

displaying in the different manner, wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value than

the at least one explicit tag.
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14. (Currently Amended) The at least one eemputer—readable memopy storagem

medium of claim 13, further comprising:

monitoring user interaction with th_e automatic t_ag tags—asseeiated—wi-t—h—fi-les; and

learning, based at least in part on the user interaction, information about user preferences

regarding th_e tags of the file system; and

generating at least one additional tag based at least in part on theminformation

about user preferences regarding th_e tags of the file system.

15. (Currently Amended) The at least one eemputer—readable memopy storage device

medium of claim 10, wherein determining the at least one suggested tag comprises determining a

first suggested tag that includes all of the one or more characters of the input from the user.

16. (Currently Amended) An apparatus configured to apply tags to files of a file

system, the apparatus comprising:

a user interface to display information to a user regarding files of the file system and tags

able to be applied to the files and to receive information from the user indicating a [[first]]

selection of [[files]] at least one file, input regarding desired tags, and a seeend selection of tags;

and

at least one processor programmed to:

M detect, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a window of

the user interface, the [[first]] selection of at least one particular file of the one or more

files;

second detect reeeiye, following the first detection of the [[first]] selection of the at

least one particular file and while the information regarding the one or more files is

displayed in the window, the input from [[a]] th_e user of one or more characters included

in a tag that the user desires to apply to the at least one particular file; and

£611vn upon the first detection of the [[first]] selection of the at least one particular

m and the second detection reeept—ien of the input from the user, automatically initiate a

tagging mode of the user interface without further user interaction, other than the

selection of the at least one particular file and the input from the user, and display in the
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window at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one particular file, the at

least one suggested tag being suggested based at least in part on the input.

17. (Original) The apparatus of claim 16, wherein the at least one processor is further

programmed to:

determine the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the input from the user.

18. (Currently Amended) The apparatus of claim 17, wherein the at least one

processor is programmed to determine the at least one suggested tag at least by determining the

at least one suggested tag based at least in part on one or more of:

a first tag previously applied to one of the at least one particular file,

a second tag previously applied to [[a]] another file that is determined to be similar to the

at least one particular file based on a comparison of file types,

a recently—applied tag, [[and]] g

a commonly-applied tag.

19. (Original) The apparatus of claim 17, wherein the at least one processor is

programmed to determine the at least one suggested tag at least by querying an external data

source of tags.

20. (Currently Amended) The apparatus of claim 19, wherein the at least one

processor is programmed to query the external data source of tags at least by transmitting to the

external data source information regarding one or more of: abeut—a—useris

preferences of the user,

a profession of the user,

a current project on which the user is working, andvler g

a current activity in which the user is engaging.
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REMARKS

Applicant has carefully reviewed and considered the Office Action mailed on April 3,

2013, and the references cited therewith.

Claims 1-4, 8-16, 18, and 20 are amended; as a result, claims 1-20 are pending in this

application. Applicant respectfully submits that no new matter is added by these amendments

(see, e.g., paragraphs [0025]-[0027], [0032]- [0033], [0036], [0037], [0040], and [0043] ofthe

originally filed specification). Applicant respectfully traverses all pending rejections of the

claims, and requests swift indication of allowance of the present application, as discussed below.

Examiner Interview September 13, 2013

Applicant acknowledges with gratitude the courtesy extended by Examiner Wiener in

meeting with Applicant's representative Margo Livesay by telephone on September 13, 2013.

Claims 4, 10-15 and 18 were discussed, focusing on ways to amend the claims in order to

overcome the rejections under 35 USC § 112 and 35 USC § 101. Examiner Wiener discussed his

reasoning regarding the alleged relative nature of particular claims previously rejected as being

indefinite and fiirther discussed the alleged lack of antecedent basis and the alleged

corresponding lack of enablement and support in the specification for "first" selection of tags.

No specific agreement regarding the allowability of the claims was reached.

Reiections under 35 USC 8 I01

Claims 1 0-15

Claims 10-15 were rejected under 35 USC § 101 as allegedly being directed to non-

statutory subject matter. Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection of these claims, as

discussed below.

Applicant respectfully submits that claims 10-15 have been amended to recite "at least

one memory storage device." It is believed that no new matter is added by this amendment (see,

e.g, paragraph [0043] of the originally filed specification).
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Applicant respectfully submits that a "memory storage device" is not a "transitory signal"

or "wave, " and thus, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection of claims 10-15

under 35 USC § 101.

Reiections under 35 USC S 112, first paragraph

Claims 42 11-13 and 18

Claims 4, 11-13 and 18 were rejected under 35 USC § 112, first paragraph, as allegedly

failing to comply with the enablement requirement. Applicant respectfully traverses the

rejection of these claims, as discussed below.

With regard to claims 4, 11, and 18, the Office Action (page 3, lines 14-28) alleges that

"determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on a first tag previously applied

to one of the at least one particular file" is not enabled by the specification. The Office Action

states, "It is unclear how one would be enabled to practice the step of determining the at least one
suggested tag for a file that does not already have at least a first tag applied to i ." However,

Applicant respectfully submits that these dependent claims do not require a set of files in a file

system in which no tags have been applied (although this scenario could (or might not) be the

case for the independent claims). Further, Applicant respectfully submits that "a first tag

previously applied to one of the at least one particular file" only recites a "first tag" that has

previously been applied to "one" of the "at least one particular file," which can refer to multiple

files, for example, for which "one" (or more, for example) has previously had a tag applied to it

(see, e.g., paragraphs [0026], [0033] of the originally filed specification). Applicant filrther

respectfully submits that claims 4, 11, and 18 have been amended to recite, "determining the at

least one suggested tag based at least in part on one or more 01" the recited features, with "and"

amended to "or."
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With regard to claim 12, the Office Action (page 3, lines 29-32) alleges that "displaying

the automatic tag to the user in a different manner from at least one explicit tag applied to the file

by the user" is not enabled by the Specification. However, Applicant respectfully submits that

this feature is enabled by, at least, paragraphs [0035]—[0036] of the originally filed specification.

With regard to claim 13, the Office Action (page 3, line 33- page 4, line 3) alleges that

"displaying to the user each tag associated with the file and, for each tag, an associated

confidence level of the tag, wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at

least one explicit tag" is not enabled by the Specification. Applicant respectfully submits that

claim 13 has been amended to recite "displaying to the user each tag associated with the one of

the at least one particular file and, for the each tag, an indication of an associated confidence

level of the each tag based on the displaying in the different manner, wherein the automatic tag

has a lower confidence value than the at least one explicit tag." Applicant respectfully submits

that this feature is enabled by, at least, paragraphs [0035]-[0036] of the originally filed

specification.

Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection of claims 4, 11-13

and 18 under 35 USC § 112, first paragraph, as allegedly failing to comply with the enablement

requirement.

Reiections under 35 USC S 112, first paragraph

Claims 42 11-13 and 18

Claims 4, 11-13 and 18 were rejected under 35 USC § 112, first paragraph, as allegedly

failing to comply with the written description requirement. The Office Action (page 4, lines 5-8)

that the "claims contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a

way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor, at the time the

application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention." Applicant respectfully traverses

the rejection of these claims, as discussed below.

With regard to claims 4, 11, and 18, the Office Action (page 4, lines 9-26) alleges that

"determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on a first tag previously applied

to one of the at least one particular file" fails to comply with the written description requirement.
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As discussed above, Applicant respectfully submits that these dependent claims do not require a

set of files in a file system in which no tags have been applied (although this scenario could (or

might not) be the case for the independent claims). Further, Applicant respectfully submits that

"a first tag previously applied to one of the at least one particular file" only recites a "first tag"

that has previously been applied to "one" of the "at least one particular file," which can refer to

multiple files, for example, for which "one" (or more, for example) has previously had a tag

applied to it (see, e.g., paragraphs [0026], [0033] of the originally filed specification). Applicant

filrther respectfully submits that the specification discloses applying tags to files.

Applicant filrther respectfully submits that claims 4, 11, and 18 have been amended to

recite, "determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on one or more of" the

recited features, with "and" amended to "or."

With regard to claim 12, the Office Action (page 4, lines 27-32) alleges that "displaying

the automatic tag to the user in a different manner from at least one explicit tag applied to the file

by the user" fails to comply with the written description requirement. Howcvcr, Applicant

respectfully submits that this feature is clearly enabled by, at least, paragraphs [0035]—[0036] of

the originally filed specification, and is described in such a way as to reasonably convey to one

skilled in the relevant art that the inventor, at the time the application was filed, had possession

of the claimed invention.

With regard to claim 13, the Office Action (page 4, line 33- page 5, line 7) alleges that

"displaying t0 the user each tag associated with the file and, for each tag, an associated

confidence level of the tag, wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at

least one explicit tag" fails to comply with the written description requirement. Applicant

respectfully submits that claim 13 has been amended to recite "displaying t0 the user each tag

associated with the one of the at least one particular file and, for the each tag, an indication of an

associated confidence level of the each tag based on the displaying in the different manner,

wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at least one explicit tag."

Applicant respectfully submits that this feature is enabled by, at least, paragraphs [0035]—[0036]

of the originally filed specification, and is described in such a way as to reasonably convey to

one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor, at the time the application was filed, had

possession of the claimed invention.
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Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection of claims 4, 11-13

and 18 under 35 USC § 112, first paragraph, as allegedly failing to comply with the written

description requirement.

Reiections under 35 USC S 112, second paragraph

Claims 4a 112 and 18

Claims 4, 11, and 18 were rejected under 35 USC § 112, second paragraph, as allegedly

being indefinite. Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection of these claims, as discussed

below.

The Office Action (page 5, lines 8-16) alleges that "a file similar to the at least one

particular file," as recited by claims 4, 11, and 18, renders the claims indefinite. Applicant

respectfully submits that claims 4, 11, and 18 have been amended to recite, "a second tag

previously applied to another file that is determined to be similar to the at least one particular file

based on a comparison of file types," and that, at least, paragraph [0033] of the originally filed

specification discusses "similar" files.

Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection of claims 4, 11,

and 18 under 35 USC § 112, second paragraph, as allegedly being indefinite.
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Reiections under 35 USC S 112, second paragraph

Claims 16-20

Claims 16-20 were rejected under 35 USC § 112, second paragraph, as allegedly being

indefinite. Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection of these claims, as discussed below.

With regard to independent claim 16, the Office Action (page 5, lines 17-24) alleges, "the

claimed phrase 'a second selection of tags' lacks antecedent basis, because no first selection of

tags is claimed." Dependent claims 17-20 recite these features by virtue of their respective

dependencies from claim 16.

However, Applicant respectfully submits that claim 16 recites (emphasis added),

"information from the user indicating afirst selection of files, input regarding desired tags, and a

second selection of tags." Thus, claim 16 recites a "first selection" and a "second selection."

However, without conceding that claims 16-20 were indefinite, Applicant respectfully

submits that claim 16 has been amended to recite a "selection of at least one file, input regarding

desired tags, and a selection of tags."

Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection of claims 16-20

under 35 USC § 112, second paragraph, as allegedly being indefinite.

Reiections under 35 USC S 103(a)

Claims 1-8 and 10-20

Claims 1-8 and 10-20 were rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as allegedly being

unpatentable over Katz et al. (US. Patent No. 5,404,295). Applicant respectfully traverses the

rejection of these claims, as discussed below.

Amended independent claim 1 recites (emphasis added):

1. A method for applying tags to files of a file system,
the method comprising:

operating at least one programmed processor to carry out a
series of acts, the series of acts being identified by executable
instructions with which the at least one programmed processor is
programmed, the series of acts comprising:
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first detecting, while information regarding one or more files is
displayed in a computing interface, a user selection of at least one
particular file of the one or more files;

second detecting, following the first detecting of the user
selection and while the information regarding the one or more files
is displayed in the computing interface, a computing interface
input from the user; and

upon the first detecting and the second detecting,
automatically initiating a tagging state of the computing
interface without further user interaction, other than the user
selection and computing interface input, and utilizing the
computing interface input to generate a tag to be applied to the at
least one particular file.

Katz et al. (per Title) is directed to "utilizing annotations to facilitate computer retrieval

of database material," stating (per Abstract):

A method and apparatus for computer retrieval of database
material which may be text, computer programs, graphics, audio,
object classes, action specifications or other material which may be
machine stored. Annotations are provided for at least selected
database subdivisions, preferably with natural language questions,
assertions or noun phrases or some combination/collection thereof.
However, the annotations may also initially be generated in a
structured form. Annotations are, if required, converted to a
structured form and are stored in that form along with connections
to corresponding subdivisions. Searching for relevant subdivisions
involves entering a query in natural language or structured form,
converting natural language queries to structured form, matching
the structured form query against stored annotations and retrieving
database subdivisions connected to matched annotations. The
annotation process may be aided by utilizing various techniques
for automatically or semiautomatically generating the annotations.

The Office Action (page 7, lines 5-14) states, "Katz does not explicitly disclose that

following detecting of the selection and receiving of the input, displaying in the window at least

one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one particular file, the at least one suggested tag

being suggested based at least in part on the input," and then alleges obviousness, by referring to

"column 8, line 48 - column 9, line 2; column 11, lines 48-60; and column 12, lines 54-65 of
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Katz; which discloses that the annotations may be generated either 'semiautomatically or

automatically,‘ that 'other annotations from the annotation group or groups [may be] proposed for

use to annotate the current subdivision,‘ and that 'the annotator [] could select from the proposed

annotations the ones which are appropriate for the current text subdivision.m

The Office Action (page 7, lines 14-22) states:

Taking into account this disclosure, it would have been obvious to
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to be able to
implement the step of: following detecting of the selection and
receiving of the input, displaying in the window at least one
suggested tag to be applied to the at least one particular file, the at
least one suggested tag being suggested based at least in part on the
input. This would have been obvious to be included within the
teachings of Katz, because the disclosure of "semiautomatically or
automatically" would infer a desire to dynamically provide tags or
annotations, and furthermore because the disclosure of "proposing
annotations" would infer a desire to suggest tags or annotations.

Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Office Action, and without conceding that the

"suggested tag" feature is obvious over these cited portions ofKatz et al., in the interests of

advancing prosecution, Applicant has amended independent claim 1 to recite, "upon the first

detecting and the second detecting, automatically initiating a tagging state of the computing

interface without further user interaction, other than the user selection and computing

interface input, and utilizing the computing interface input to generate a tag to be applied to the

at least one particular file."

According to MPEP § 2143.03 ("All Claim Limitations Must Be Considered"):

"All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of
that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ
494, 496 (CCPA 1970).

Applicant respectfully submits that this feature is neither disclosed nor suggested by Katz

et (11., nor by any of the cited references, neither singly, nor in any reasonable combination.

Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of amended

independent claim 1.
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Applicant further respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejections of

dependent claims 2-8, which recite the features of claim 1 by Virtue of their respective

dependencies from claim 1, and further for the additional features recited by each dependent

claim.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobVious under 35 U.S.C. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobVious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."

In another aspect, amended independent claim 10 recites (emphasis

added):

10. At least one memory storage device encoded with
computer-executable instructions that, when executed, cause a
computer to carry out a method for applying tags to files of a file
system, the method comprising:

displaying information regarding one or more files of a file
system in a window of a graphical user interface;

first detecting, while the information regarding the one or
more files is displayed in the window, a user selection of at least
one particular file of the one or more files;

second detecting, following the first detecting of the user
selection and while the information regarding the one or more files
is displayed in the window, an input from the user of one or more
characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to the at
least one particular file;

upon the first detecting of the selection and the second
detecting of the input, automatically initiating a tagging state
of the graphical user interface without further user interaction,
other than the user selection and the input from the user, and
determining at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the
input from the user, the at least one suggested tag including at least
some of the input;

displaying in the window the at least one suggested tag to
be applied to the at least one particular file; and

in response to third detecting a user selection of a tag of the
at least one suggested tag displayed in the window, applying the
selected tag to the at least one particular file.
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The Office Action (page 8, lines 7-11) relies on its rejection of claim 1, to allege several

features of claim 10 are obvious over Katz et al. For reasons similar to those discussed above

with regard to claim 1, Applicant again respectfully disagrees with the Office Action, and, again,

without conceding that the "suggested tag" feature is obvious over these cited portions ofKatz et

al. , and in the interests of advancing prosecution, Applicant has amended independent claim 10

to recite, "upon the first detecting of the selection and the second detecting of the input,

automatically initiating a tagging state of the graphical user interface without further user

interaction, other than the user selection and the input from the user, and determining at

least one suggested tag based at least in part on the input from the user, the at least one suggested

tag including at least some of the input."

According to MPEP § 2143.03 ("All Claim Limitations Must Be Considered"):

"All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of
that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ
494, 496 (CCPA 1970).

Applicant respectfully submits that this feature is neither disclosed nor suggested by Katz

et (11., nor by any of the cited references, neither singly, nor in any reasonable combination.

Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of amended

independent claim 10.

Applicant further respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejections of

dependent claims 11-15, which recite the features of claim 10 by virtue of their respective

dependencies from claim 10, and further for the additional features recited by each dependent

claim.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 U.S.C. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."

In another aspect, amended independent claim 16 recites (emphasis

added):

16. An apparatus configured to apply tags to files of a
file system, the apparatus comprising:
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a user interface to display information to a user regarding
files of the file system and tags able to be applied to the files and to
receive information from the user indicating a selection of at least
one file, input regarding desired tags, and a selection of tags; and

at least one processor programmed to:
first detect, while information regarding one or more files

is displayed in a window of the user interface, the selection
of at least one particular file of the one or more files;

second detect, following the first detection of the
selection of the at least one particular file and while the
information regarding the one or more files is displayed in
the window, the input from the user of one or more
characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to
the at least one particular file; and

upon the first detection of the selection of the at least
one particular file and the second detection of the input
from the user, automatically initiate a tagging mode of
the user interface without further user interaction, other
than the selection of the at least one particular file and
the input from the user, and display in the window at
least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one
particular file, the at least one suggested tag being
suggested based at least in part on the input.

The Office Action (page 8, line 35 - page 9, line 2) relies entirely on its rejection of claim

1, to allege that the features of claim 16 are obvious over Katz et al. For reasons similar to those

discussed above with regard to claim 1, Applicant again respectfully disagrees with the Office

Action, and, again, without conceding that the "suggested tag" feature is obvious over these cited

portions ofKatz et al. , and in the interests of advancing prosecution, Applicant has amended

independent claim 16 to recite, "upon the first detection of the selection of the at least one

particular file and the second detection of the input from the user, automatically initiate a

tagging mode of the user interface without further user interaction, other than the selection

of the at least one particular file and the input from the user, and display in the window at

least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one particular file, the at least one suggested

tag being suggested based at least in part on the inpu ."

According to MPEP § 2143.03 ("All Claim Limitations Must Be Considered"):

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 113 of 384



AMENDMENT AND RESPONSE UNDER 37 CFR 8 1.111
Serial Number: 12/887,406
Filing Date: September 21, 2010 Docket No: 312979.02
Title: SELECTION—BASED ITEM TAGGING

Page 19

"All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of
that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ
494, 496 (CCPA 1970).

Applicant respectfully submits that this feature is neither disclosed nor suggested by Katz

et al., nor by any of the cited references, neither singly, nor in any reasonable combination.

Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of amended

independent claim 16.

Applicant further respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejections of

dependent claims 17-20, which recite the features of claim 16 by Virtue of their respective

dependencies from claim 16, and further for the additional features recited by each dependent

claim.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobVious under 35 U.S.C. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobVious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."

Reiections under 35 USC S 103(a)

Claim 9

Claim 9 was rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Katz et

al. in View of Wantanabe et al. (US. Patent No. 6,795,094). Applicant respectfully traverses the

rejection of claim 9, as discussed below.

Amended dependent claim 9 recites:

9. The method of claim 1, wherein the first detecting
0f the user selection of the at least one particular file while the
information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the
computing interface comprises first detecting the user selection
while metadata regarding files that are stored in a folder of a file
system is displayed in the computing interface.

The Office Action (page 10, lines 16-24) states (emphasis added):

As per claim 9, Katz safiiciently renders obvious the limitations ofclaim I.
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However, Katz does not explicitly disclose that detecting the selection of
the at least one particular file while the information regarding one or more
files is displayed in a window of a graphical user interface comprises
detecting the selection while metadata regarding files stored in a folder of
a file system is displayed in the window.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Watanabe discloses that detecting
selection ofat least one particularfile while information regarding one or
morefiles is displayed in a window ofa graphical user interface
comprises detecting the selection while metadata regardingfiles stored in
afolder ofafile system is displayed in the window (Figs. 2 and 8).

Wantanabe et al. (per Abstract) is directed to:

An image processor in which images are displayed on the screen of
a display device in such a manner that visually recognizable labels
corresponding to keywords assigned to respective images are
displayed near the corresponding images thereby making it easy
for a user to see which keywords are assigned to the respective
images.

Applicant respectfully submits that the addition of Wantanabe et al. fails to cure the

deficiencies ofKatz et al. with regard to rendering obvious the features of amended independent

claim 1 (as discussed above), from which amended claim 9 depends. Applicant respectfully

submits that the claimed features of amended independent claim 1 are neither disclosed nor

suggested by Katz et al., nor by Wantanabe et al., nor by any of the cited references, neither

singly, nor in any reasonable combination. Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests

withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of amended dependent claim 9, which depends from

amended independent claim 1.
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Conclusion

Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of all pending rejections. Applicant further

respectfully submits that the claims are in condition for allowance and notification to that effect

is earnestly requested.

The Examiner is invited to telephone Applicant’s attorney at 202-684-8685 to facilitate

prosecution of this application.

Respectfully submitted,

Microsoft Corporation
Customer Number 69316
Phone: 425-707-93 82

Date September 29, 2013 By /Margo Livesay. Reg. No. 41.946/
Margo Livcsay, Ph.D.
Reg. No. 41,946

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING OR TRANSMISSION
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DETAILED ACTION

1. The present application is being examined under the pre—AIA first to invent provisions.

2. This action is responsive to the following communications: Amendment filed on 9/29/2013.
This action is made final.

3. The status of the claims is as follows:
Claims 1—20 are pending.
Claims 1, 10, and 16 are the independent claims.
Claims 1—4, 8—16, 18, and 20 are currently amended.
Claims 1—20 are rejected by the Examiner.9

9
9

‘.
”

4. Please note that any specific prior art relied upon in rejecting any pending claims is
considered the most relevant art pertaining to those claims of all prior art of current record.
However, the prior art made of record and not relied upon is still considered pertinent to the
Applicant’s Disclosure. Please refer to the Conclusion of this Ojfice Action for additional
reference to other such pertinent prior art.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101
5. 35 USC § 101 reads as follows:

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or any
new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of
this title.

6. Claims 10-15 are rejected under 35 USC § 101 because the claimed invention is directed
to non-statutory subject matter.
Independent claim 10 is nonstatutory, because “at least one memory storage device” is

claimed, wherein such a device is not claimed in such a way that would prevent the device from
possibly being interpreted as a nonstatutory device. In addition, such terminology corresponding
to “at least one memory storage device” is not defined in the Specification in such a way that
would prevent the device from possibly being interpreted as a nonstatutory device.

A claim must be directed to a non—transitory, tangible hardware element to be considered
statutory under 35 USC § 101. Furthermore, it is of note that software, in and of itself, is not
statutory under 35 USC § 101. Because claim 10 may be interpreted to exist solely as transitory
signals or waves, claim 10 is thus rejected under 35 USC § 101.

Claims 11—15 are nonstatutory for the same reasons as claim 10, because they depend from
claim 10 and do not further overcome the present 35 USC. 101 issues of claim 10.
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112
7. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112:

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention.

8. Claims 12 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply
with the enablement requirement. The claims contains subject matter which was not
described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention.

Regarding claim 12, the claim includes the limitation of “displaying the automatic tag to the
user in a different manner from at least one explicit tag applied to the one of the at least one
particular file by the user.” This limitation is not enabled by the Specification. Therefore, claim
12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement
requirement.

Regarding claim 13, the claim depends from claim 12 and fails to comply with the
enablement requirement for the same reasons as claim 12, supra. Furthermore, claim 13 includes
the limitation of “displaying to the user each tag associated with the one of the at least one
particular file and, for each tag, an indication of an associated confidence level of the each tag,
based on the displaying in the different manner wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence
value than the at least one explicit tag.” This limitation is not enabled by the Specification.
Therefore, claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with
the enablement requirement.

9. Claims 12 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply
with the written description requirement. The claims contains subject matter which was
not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in
the relevant art that the inventor, at the time the application was filed, had possession
of the claimed invention.

Regarding claim 12, the claim includes the limitation of “displaying the automatic tag to the
user in a different manner from at least one explicit tag applied to the one of the at least one
particular file by the user.” This limitation is was not described in the specification in such a way
as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor, at the time the
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. Therefore, claim 12 is rejected
under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description
requirement.

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 126 of 384



Application/Control Number: 12/887,406 Page 4
Art Unit: 2142

Regarding claim 13, the claim depends from claim 12 and fails to comply with the written
description requirement for the same reasons as claim 12, supra. Furthermore, claim 13 includes
the limitation of “displaying to the user each tag associated with the one of the at least one
particular file and, for each tag, an indication of an associated confidence level of the each tag,
based on the displaying in the different manner wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence
value than the at least one explicit tag.” This limitation is not described in the specification in
such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor, at the time
the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. Therefore, claim 13 is
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description
requirement.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103
10. 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.

11. Claims 1-8 and 10-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over
Katz et al. (US 5,404,295).

As per independent claim 1, Katz discloses a method for applying tags to files of a file
system comprising operating at least one programmed processor to carry out a series of acts
identified by executable instructions with which the at least one programmed processor is
programmed, the series ofacts comprising:

- first detecting, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a computing
interface, a user selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files (column
8, lines 6 — 51), disclosing user selecting for annotation; and

- second detecting, following the first detecting of the user selection and while the
information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the computing interface, a
computing interface inputfrom the user (column 8, lines 6 — 51), disclosing user selecting
for annotation, which has been interpreted as sufficiently corresponding to “computing
interface input from a user" and may be interpreted to be part of the same ‘
selection.”

‘user

Katz does not explicitly disclose that upon the first detecting and the second detecting,
automatically initiating a tagging state of the computing interface without further user
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interaction, other than the user selection and computing interface input, and utilizing the
computing interface input to generate a tag to be applied to the at least one particular file.

Nevertheless, particular reference is made to column 8, line 48 — column 9, line 2; column
ll, lines 48—60; and column 12, lines 54—65 of Katz; which discloses that the annotations may be
generated either "semiautomatically or automatically," that “other annotations from the
annotation group or groups [may be] proposed for use to annotate the current subdivision,” and
that “the annotator [] could select from the proposed annotations the ones which are appropriate
for the current text subdivision.” Taking into account this disclosure, it would have been obvious
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to be able to implement the step of:
upon the first detecting and the second detecting, automatically initiating a tagging state of the
computing interface without further user interaction, other than the user selection and
computing interface input, and utilizing the computing interface input to generate a tag to be
applied to the at least one particular file. This would have been obvious to be included within
the teachings of Katz, because the disclosure of “semiautomatically or automatically” would
infer a desire to dynamically provide tags or annotations, and furthermore because the disclosure
of “proposing annotations” would infer a desire to suggest tags or annotations. Additionally, the
disclosure that “the annotations stored in memory [] are searched to find an annotation which is
the same or similar to the inputted annotation” and that the proposed/suggested annotation may
be "an annotation which is the same or similar [that] has been used before” (column 11, lines 48
— 60); would have made it obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention that
the at least one suggested tag may be suggested without further user interaction other than the
user selection and the input from the user.

In addition, it is of note that the act of “first detecting” and the act of "second detecting” may
be interpreted to be two parts of one single detecting act.

As per independent claim 10, Katz discloses at least one memory storage device encoded
with computer-executable instructions that, when executed, cause a computer to carry out a
methodfor applying tags to files ofa file system, the method comprising:

- displaying a user interface (column 7, line 67 — column 8, line 5), describing displaying
user interfaces.

Katz does not explicitly disclose that the user interface is a graphical user interface having a
window in which information regarding one or more files is displayed.

However, based on the Katz’s disclosure in column 7, line 67 — column 8, line 5; it would
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention that the disclosure of
“standard output devices” and also that “a user may be able to interact with display 20 by use of
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one of the input devices” would infer that a graphical user interface would be an obvious
interface for which to implement Katz's teachings.

Furthermore, reference is made to Katz’s disclosure in column 5, lines 42 — 53 and column 5,
line 68 — column 6, line 14; wherein Katz discloses “While, for discussion purposes, the database
will generally be considered to be a textual database in the following discussion, this is not a
limitation on the invention, and, as indicated earlier, databases from which material may be
retrieved utilizing the teachings of this invention include ones containing graphics (i.e. pictures,
graphs, charts, drawings, video images, etc.), audio (i.e. speech, music, sound effects, etc.), text
(including computer programs in various codes or languages, object classes and action
specifications) and any other type of material which may be computer storable.” Therefore,
based on this disclosure, it also would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the
time of invention that the annotation methods of Katz such as disclosed in column 8, lines 6 — 41
may pertain to any such material that may be computer storable, and is only described in the
particular citations as being textual subdivisions of a database “ or discussion pupposes” which
are not to be limiting. Thus, it would have been obvious that the selected items that Katz gives
examples of annotating may be items such as files and, therefore, it would have been obvious
that the teachings of Katz may be implemented with a graphical user interface having a window
in which information regarding one or more files is displayed.

Taking into account that it would have been obvious that Katz’s selected items may be files
displayed in a window of a graphical user interface, as disclosed supra, Katz further discloses:

- first detecting, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in the window,
a user selection of at least one particularfile of the one or more files (column 8, lines 6 —
51), disclosing user selecting for annotation; and

- second detecting, following the first detecting of the user selection and while the
information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window, an input from the
user of one or more characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to the at
least one particular file (column 8, line 42 — column 9, line 2), disclosing a user
generating an annotation using a keyboard that may also be performed automatically or
semiautomatically.

Katz does not explicitly disclose that upon the first detecting of the selection and the second
detecting of the input, automatically initiating a tagging state of the graphical user interface
without further user interaction, other than the user selection and the input from the user, and
determining at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the input from the user, the at
least one suggested tag including at least some of the input.

Nevertheless, particular reference is made to column 8, line 48 — column 9, line 2; column
11, lines 48—60; and column 12, lines 54—65 of Katz; which discloses that the annotations may be
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generated either "semiautomatically or automatically," that “other annotations from the
annotation group or groups [may be] proposed for use to annotate the current subdivision,” and
that “the annotator [] could select from the proposed annotations the ones which are appropriate
for the current text subdivision.” Taking into account this disclosure, it would have been obvious
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to be able to implement the step of:
upon the first detecting of the selection and the second detecting of the input, automatically
initiating a tagging state of the graphical user interface without further user interaction, other
than the user selection and the input from the user, and determining at least one suggested tag
based at least in part on the input from the user, the at least one suggested tag including at least
some of the input. This would have been obvious to be included within the teachings of Katz,
because the disclosure of “semiautomatically or automatically” would infer a desire to
dynamically provide tags or annotations, and furthermore because the disclosure of “proposing
annotations” would infer a desire to suggest tags or annotations. Additionally, the disclosure that
“the annotations stored in memory [] are searched to find an annotation which is the same or
similar to the inputted annotation” and that the proposed/suggested annotation may be "an
annotation which is the same or similar [that] has been used before” (column 11, lines 48 — 60);
would have made it obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention that the at
least one suggested tag may be suggested without further user interaction other than the user
selection and the input from the user. Furthermore, regarding the at least one suggested tag
including at least some of the input, Katz, at column 11, lines 48—60 and column 12, lines 54—65
discloses annotations which may be the same or similar to input.

Furthermore, Katz further discloses:
- displaying in the window the at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one

particular file (column 7, line 67 — column 8, line 5), describing displaying information
regarding files in a graphical user interface;

- in response to third detecting a user selection of a tag of the at least one suggested tag
displayed in the window, applying the selected tag to the at least one particular file
(column 12, lines 54—65), disclosing selecting and storing annotations to apply them.

As per independent claim 16, Katz discloses an apparatus configured to apply tags to files
ofa file system, the apparatus comprising:

- a user interface to display information to a user regarding files of the file system and tags
able to be applied to the files and to receive information from the user indicating a
selection of at least one file, input regarding desired tags, and a selection of tags (column
7, line 67 — column 8, line 5), describing displaying user interfaces for displaying
information and receiving information pertaining to tags.
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Katz does not explicitly disclose that the user interface is a graphical user interface having a
window in which information regarding one or more files is displayed.

However, based on the Katz’s disclosure in column 7, line 67 — column 8, line 5; it would
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention that the disclosure of
“standard output devices” and also that “a user may be able to interact with display 20 by use of
one of the input devices” would infer that a graphical user interface would be an obvious
interface for which to implement Katz's teachings.

Furthermore, reference is made to Katz’s disclosure in column 5, lines 42 — 53 and column 5,
line 68 — column 6, line 14; wherein Katz discloses “While, for discussion purposes, the database
will generally be considered to be a textual database in the following discussion, this is not a
limitation on the invention, and, as indicated earlier, databases from which material may be
retrieved utilizing the teachings of this invention include ones containing graphics (i.e. pictures,
graphs, charts, drawings, video images, etc.), audio (i.e. speech, music, sound effects, etc.), text
(including computer programs in various codes or languages, object classes and action
specifications) and any other type of material which may be computer storable.” Therefore,
based on this disclosure, it also would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the
time of invention that the annotation methods of Katz such as disclosed in column 8, lines 6 — 41
may pertain to any such material that may be computer storable, and is only described in the
particular citations as being textual subdivisions of a database “ or discussion purposes” which
are not to be limiting. Thus, it would have been obvious that the selected items that Katz gives
examples of annotating may be items such as files and, therefore, it would have been obvious
that the teachings of Katz may be implemented with a graphical user interface having a window
in which information regarding one or more files is displayed.

Taking into account that it would have been obvious that Katz’s selected items may be files
displayed in a window of a graphical user interface, as disclosed supra, Katz further discloses:

- first detecting, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a window of
the user interface, the selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files
(column 8, lines 6 — 51), disclosing user selecting for annotation; and

- second detecting, following the first detection of the selection of the at least one
particular file and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in
the window, the input from the user of one or more characters included in a tag that the
user desires to apply to the at least one particular file a computing interface input from
the user (column 8, lines 6 — 51), disclosing user selecting for annotation, which has been
interpreted as sufficiently corresponding to “computing interface input from a user" and
may be interpreted to be part of the same “user selection.”
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Katz does not explicitly disclose that upon the first detecting of the selection of the at least
one particular file and the second detection of the input from the user, automatically initiating a
tagging mode of the user interface without further user interaction, other than the selection of the
at least one particular file and the input from the user, and displaying in the window at least one
suggested tag to be applied to the at least one particular file, the at least one suggested tag being
suggested based at least in part on the input.

Nevertheless, particular reference is made to column 8, line 48 — column 9, line 2; column
11, lines 48—60; and column 12, lines 54—65 of Katz; which discloses that the annotations may be
generated either "semiautomatically or automatically," that “other annotations from the
annotation group or groups [may be] proposed for use to annotate the current subdivision,” and
that “the annotator [] could select from the proposed annotations the ones which are appropriate
for the current text subdivision.” Taking into account this disclosure, it would have been obvious
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to be able to implement the step of:
upon the first detecting of the selection of the at least one particularfile and the second detection
of the input from the user, automatically initiating a tagging mode of the user interface without
further user interaction, other than the selection of the at least one particular file and the input
from the user, and displaying in the window at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at
least one particular file, the at least one suggested tag being suggested based at least in part on
the input. This would have been obvious to be included within the teachings of Katz, because the
disclosure of “semiautomatically or automatically” would infer a desire to dynamically provide
tags or annotations, and furthermore because the disclosure of “proposing annotations” would
infer a desire to suggest tags or annotations. Additionally, the disclosure that “the annotations
stored in memory [] are searched to find an annotation which is the same or similar to the
inputted annotation” and that the proposed/suggested annotation may be "an annotation which is
the same or similar [that] has been used before” (column 11, lines 48 — 60); would have made it
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention that the at least one suggested
tag may be suggested without further user interaction other than the user selection and the input
from the user.

As per independent claim 16, the claim limitations of the apparatus of claim 16 are
sufficiently similar to the limitations of the method of claim 1. Therefore, taking into account the
citations of Katz in the rejection of claim 1, supra, it additionally would have been obvious to
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to implement the above listed limitations
of claim 16 for the same reasons that these similar limitations would have been obvious as
disclosed in the rejection of claim 1, supra.
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As per claim 2, and taking into account the rejection of claim 1, Katz further discloses that
the series ofacts further comprises:

- utilizing the computing interface input to generate the tag by displaying at least one
suggested tag in the computing interface (column 8, line 59 — column 9, line 2),
disclosing displaying annotations;

- in response to a second computing interface input from the user selecting a particular tag
of the at least one suggested tag displayed in the computing interface, storing the
particular tag in association with the at least one particularfile (column 12, lines 54—65),
disclosing storing annotations.

As per claims 3 and 17, and taking into account the rejections of claims 2 and 16, Katz
further discloses determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the
computing interface input from the user (column 8, line 48 — column 9, line 2; column 11, lines
48—60; and column 12, lines 54—65), disclosing various means for determining annotations based
on user input.

As per claims 4, 11, and 18; and taking into account the rejections of claims 3, 10, and 17;
Katz further discloses that determining the at least one suggested tag comprises determining the
at least one suggested tag based at least in part on one or more of a first tag previously applied
to one of the at least one particular file, a second tag previously applied to another file that is
determined to be similar to the at least one particular file based on a comparison offile types, a
recently-applied tag, or a commonly-applied tag (column 11, lines 48—60; column 12, lines 54—
65; and column 14, lines 17—26), disclosing various means for determining annotations based on
stored annotation data.

As per claims 5 and 19, and taking into account the rejections of claims 3 and 17, Katz
further discloses that determining the at least one suggested tag comprises querying an external
data source of tags (column 12, line 54 — column 13, line 37 and column 13, lines 50—62),
disclosing external data sources for such querying.

As per claim 6, and taking into account the rejection of claim 5, Katz further discloses that
querying the external data source of tags comprises transmitting to the external data source
information about the at least one particular file (column 12, line 54 — column 13, line 37 and
column 13, lines 50—62), disclosing transmitting file information in such a query.

As per claim 7, and taking into account the rejection of claim 5, Katz further discloses that
querying the external data source of tags comprises transmitting to the external data source
information about the user (column 12, line 65 — column 13, line 14 and column 14, lines 17—
26), disclosing transmitting user information in such a query

As per claims 8 and 20, and taking into account the rejections of claims 7 and 19, Katz
further discloses that transmitting to the external data source information about the user
comprises transmitting information regarding one or more of preferences of the user, a
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profession of the user, a current project on which the user is working, or a current activity in
which the user is engaging (column 6, lines 27—48), disclosing such types of user information.

As per claim 12, and taking into account the rejection of claim 10, Katz further discloses
generating an automatic tag based at least in part on an analysis of content of one of the at least
one particular file; storing the automatic tag in association with the one of the at least one
particular file; and displaying the automatic tag to the user in a dijferent manner from at least
one explicit tag applied to the one of the at least one particular file by the user (column 11, lines
48—60 and column 13, line 42 — column 14, line 26), discloses automatic annotations provided in
displayed manners different from such user annotations.

As per claim 13, and taking into account the rejection of claim 12, Katz further discloses that
displaying the automatic tag to the user in the dijferent manner comprises: displaying to the user
each tag associated with the one of the at least one particular file and, for the each tag, an
indication of an associated confidence level of the each tag based on the displaying in the
dijferent manner, wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at least one
explicit tag (column 11, lines 48—60 and column 13, line 42 — column 14, line 26), disclosing
basing automatic tags on levels pertaining to confidence of relevance.

As per claim 14, and taking into account the rejection of claim 13, Katz further discloses:
monitoring user interaction with the automatic tag; learning, based at least in part on the user
interactiol'i, information about user preferences regarding the tags of the file system; and
generating at least one additional tag based at least in part on the learned information about
user preferences regarding the tags of the file system (column 13, lines 43—50 and column 14,
lines 17—26), disclosing types of artificial intelligence learning.

As per claim 15, and taking into account the rejection of claim 10, Katz further discloses that
determining the at least one suggested tag comprises determining a first suggested tag that
includes all of the one or more characters of the input from the user (column 11, lines 48—60),
disclosing that annotations may be based on all user input.

12. Claims 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Katz et al. (US
5,404,295) in View of Wantanabe et al. (US 6,795,094 B1).

As per claim 9, Katz sufficiently renders obvious the limitations of claim 1.
However, Katz does not explicitly disclose that the first detecting of the user selection of the

at least one particular file While the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in
the computing interface comprises first detecting the user selection While metadata regarding
files that are stored in a folder of a file system is displayed in the computing interface.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Watanabe discloses that the first detecting of the user
selection of the at least one particular file while the information regarding the one or more files
is displayed in the computing interface comprises first detecting the user selection while
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metadata regarding files that are stored in a folder of a file system is displayed in the computing
interface (Figs. 2 and 8), disclosing the display of metadata during such methods.

Both Katz and Watanabe pertain to the analogous art of interfaces using keywords to retrieve
particular data from databases (Katz; column 1, lines 12—18 and Wantanabe; column 1, lines 8—
12) and thus one would look to the other for possible variations to their teachings or
improvements to overcome particular difficulties of their teachings. In addition, Katz discloses
that a need exists for an improved method and apparatus for retrieving relevant material from
large databases, and in particular for permitting such retrieval to be accomplished by a relatively
unsophisticated user and that it should also be possible to complete searches on all types of text,
graphics, audio, and other stored material and to complete the search expeditiously (Katz;
column 3, lines 10—20). Furthermore, Wantanabe also discloses that the entering of keywords
through a keyboard from one image file to another becomes difficult when a plurality of such
files are generally displayed one by one and, additionally, when a plurality of types of files are
displayed as thumbnails, it is difficult to display keywords associated with the respective images
in a limited display area and thus the user cannot know which keywords are assigned to the
respective images (Wantanabe; column 17—33). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to combine the teachings of Katz and Wantanabe.

Response to Arguments
13. Applicant’s arguments filed on 9/29/2013 have been fully considered, but are not persuasive.

14. Regarding claim 1, the Applicant has argued that Katz does not disclose or suggest “upon the
first detecting and the second detecting, automatically initiating a tagging state of the computing
interface without further user interaction, other than the user selection and computing interface
input, and utilizing the computing interface input to generate a tag to be applied to the at least
one particular file.”

In response to this argument, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. Please refer to the
rejection of claim 1, supra.

Furthermore, particular reference is made to column 8, line 48 — column 9, line 2; column 11,
lines 48—60; and column 12, lines 54—65 of Katz; which discloses that the annotations may be
generated either "semiautomatically or automatically," that “other annotations from the
annotation group or groups [may be] proposed for use to annotate the current subdivision,” and
that “the annotator [] could select from the proposed annotations the ones which are appropriate
for the current text subdivision.” Taking into account this disclosure, it would have been obvious
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to be able to implement the step of:
upon the first detecting and the second detecting, automatically initiating a tagging state of the
computing interface without further user interaction, other than the user selection and
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computing interface input, and utilizing the computing interface input to generate a tag to be
applied to the at least one particular file. This would have been obvious to be included within
the teachings of Katz, because the disclosure of “semiautomatically or automatically” would
infer a desire to dynamically provide tags or annotations, and furthermore because the disclosure
of “proposing annotations” would infer a desire to suggest tags or annotations. Additionally, the
disclosure that “the annotations stored in memory [] are searched to find an annotation which is
the same or similar to the inputted annotation” and that the proposed/suggested annotation may
be "an annotation which is the same or similar [that] has been used before” (column 11, lines 48
— 60); would have made it obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention that
the at least one suggested tag may be suggested without further user interaction other than the
user selection and the input from the user.

In addition, it is of note that the act of “first detecting” and the act of "second detecting” may
be interpreted to be two parts of one single detecting act.

15. Regarding claim 10, the Applicant has argued that Katz does not disclose or suggest “upon
the first detecting of the selection and the second detecting of the input, automatically initiating a
tagging state of the graphical user interface without further user interaction, other than the user
selection and the input from the user, and determining at least one suggested tag based at least in
part on the input from the user, the at least one suggested tag including at least some of the
input.”

In response to this argument, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. Please refer to the
rejection of claim 10, supra.

Furthermore, particular reference is made to column 8, line 48 — column 9, line 2; column ll,
lines 48—60; and column 12, lines 54—65 of Katz; which discloses that the annotations may be
generated either "semiautomatically or automatically," that “other annotations from the
annotation group or groups [may be] proposed for use to annotate the current subdivision,” and
that “the annotator [] could select from the proposed annotations the ones which are appropriate
for the current text subdivision.” Taking into account this disclosure, it would have been obvious
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to be able to implement the step of:
upon the first detecting of the selection and the second detecting of the input, automatically
initiating a tagging state of the graphical user interface without further user interaction, other
than the user selection and the input from the user, and determining at least one suggested tag
based at least in part on the input from the user, the at least one suggested tag including at least
some of the input. This would have been obvious to be included within the teachings of Katz,
because the disclosure of “semiautomatically or automatically” would infer a desire to
dynamically provide tags or annotations, and furthermore because the disclosure of “proposing
annotations” would infer a desire to suggest tags or annotations. Additionally, the disclosure that
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“the annotations stored in memory [] are searched to find an annotation which is the same or
similar to the inputted annotation” and that the proposed/suggested annotation may be "an
annotation which is the same or similar [that] has been used before” (column 11, lines 48 — 60);
would have made it obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention that the at
least one suggested tag may be suggested without further user interaction other than the user
selection and the input from the user. Furthermore, regarding the at least one suggested tag
including at least some of the input, Katz, at column 11, lines 48—60 and column 12, lines 54—65
discloses annotations which may be the same or similar to input.

16. Regarding claim 16, the Applicant has argued that Katz does not disclose or suggest “upon
the first detecting of the selection of the at least one particular file and the second detection of the
input from the user, automatically initiating a tagging mode of the user interface without further
user interaction, other than the selection of the at least one particular file and the input from the
user, and displaying in the window at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one
particular file, the at least one suggested tag being suggested based at least in part on the input.”

In response to this argument, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. Please refer to the
rejection of claim 10, supra.

Furthermore, particular reference is made to column 8, line 48 — column 9, line 2; column 11,
lines 48—60; and column 12, lines 54—65 of Katz; which discloses that the annotations may be
generated either "semiautomatically or automatically," that “other annotations from the
annotation group or groups [may be] proposed for use to annotate the current subdivision,” and
that “the annotator [] could select from the proposed annotations the ones which are appropriate
for the current text subdivision.” Taking into account this disclosure, it would have been obvious
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to be able to implement the step of:
upon the first detecting of the selection of the at least one particularfile and the second detection
of the input from the user, automatically initiating a tagging mode of the user interface without
further user interaction, other than the selection of the at least one particular file and the input
from the user, and displaying in the window at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at
least one particular file, the at least one suggested tag being suggested based at least in part on
the input. This would have been obvious to be included within the teachings of Katz, because the
disclosure of “semiautomatically or automatically” would infer a desire to dynamically provide
tags or annotations, and furthermore because the disclosure of “proposing annotations” would
infer a desire to suggest tags or annotations. Additionally, the disclosure that “the annotations
stored in memory [] are searched to find an annotation which is the same or similar to the
inputted annotation” and that the proposed/suggested annotation may be "an annotation which is
the same or similar [that] has been used before” (column 11, lines 48 — 60); would have made it
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention that the at least one suggested
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tag may be suggested Without further user interaction other than the user selection and the input
from the user.

Conclusion
17. It is noted that any citation to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the prior art
references and any interpretation of the references should not be considered to be limiting in any
way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon for all that it would have
reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. In re Heck, 699 F.2d 1331, 1332-
33,216 USPQ 1038, 1039 (Fed. Cir. 1983) (quoting In re Lemelson, 397 F.2d 1006,1009, 158
USPQ 275, 277 (CCPA 1968)).

18. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is consideredpertinent to the applicant’s
disclosure. The cited documents represent the general state of the art.

19. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new grounds of rejection presented in this Office
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR l.l36(a).

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS
from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed Within TWO MONTHS of
the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the
THREE—MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period Will expire on
the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR l.l36(a) Will be
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, Will the statutory
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action.

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the Examiner
should be directed to Eric A. Wiener Whose telephone number is 571—270—1401 and Whose fax
number is 571—270—2401. The Examiner can normally be reached during regular Office business
hours, Monday through Thursday.

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's supervisor,
Robert Stevens, can be reached on 571—272—4102. The fax phone number for the organization
Where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571—273—8300.

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR
system, see http://pair—direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866—217—9197 (toll—free).
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/Eric Wiener/
Examiner, Art Unit 2142

/R0bert Stevens/
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2142
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requirements of the Privacy Act of 1974, as amended, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(m).
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may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the International Bureau of the World Intellectual Property Organization,
pursuant to the Patent Cooperation Treaty.

A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to another federal agency for purposes of
National Security review (35 U.S.C. 181) and for review pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act (42 U.S.C. 218(c)).
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A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the public after either publication of
the application pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 122(b) or issuance of a patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 151. Further, a record may
be disclosed, subject to the limitations of 37 CFR 1.14, as a routine use, to the public if the record was filed in an
application which became abandoned or in which the proceedings were terminated and which application is
referenced by either a published application, an application open to public inspections or an issued patent.

A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Federal, State, or local law
enforcement agency, if the USPTO becomes aware of a violation or potential violation of law or regulation.
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S/N 12/887,406 PATENT

IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
Applicant: Matthew B. MacLaurin Examiner: Eric A. Wiener
Serial No.: 12/887,406 Art Unit: 2142
Filed: September 21, 2010 Docket No.: 312979.02
Conf. No.: 2445
Title: SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

AMENDMENT AND RESPONSE UNDER 37 CFR 8 1.116

Mail Stop AF
Commissioner for Patents
PO. Box 1450
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450

Applicant has reviewed the final Office Action mailed on December 4, 2013. Please

amend and reconsider the above-identified patent application as follows.
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IN THE CLAIMS

Please amend and reconsider the claims as follows:

What is claimed is:

1. (Currently Amended) A method for applying tags to files of a file system, the

method comprising:

operating at least one programmed processor to carry out a series of acts, the series of

acts being identified by executable instructions with which the at least one programmed

processor is programmed, the series of acts comprising:

first detecting, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a

computing interface, a user selection of at least one particular file of the one or more

files;

sccond dctccting, following the first dctccting of the user selection and while the

information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the computing interface, a

computing interface input from the user; and

upon the first detecting and the second detecting following the first detecting,

automatically entering initiating a tagging m [[state]] of the computing interface

without further user interaction, other than the user selection and computing interface

input, displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon entering the tagging mode, and

utilizing the computing interface input to generate a tag to be applied to the at least one

particular file.

2. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 1, wherein the series of acts further

comprises:

utilizing the computing interface input to generate the tag by displaying at least one

suggested tag in the computing interface;

in response to a second computing interface input from the user selecting a particular tag

of the at least one suggested tag displayed in the computing interface, storing the particular tag in

association with the at least one particular file.
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3. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 2, wherein the series of acts further

comprises:

determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the computing

interface input from the user.

4. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 3, wherein determining the at least

one suggested tag comprises determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on

one or more of:

a first tag previously applied to one of the at least one particular file,

a second tag previously applied to another file that is determined to be similar to the at

least one particular file based on a comparison of file types,

a recently-applied tag, or

a commonly—applied tag.

5. (Original) The method of claim 3, wherein determining the at least one suggested

tag comprises querying an external data source of tags.

6. (Original) The method of claim 5, wherein querying the external data source of

tags comprises transmitting to the external data source information about the at least one

particular file.

7. (Original) The method of claim 5, wherein querying the external data source of

tags comprises transmitting to the external data source information about the user.

8. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 7, wherein transmitting to the

external data source information about the user comprises transmitting information regarding one

or more of:

preferences of the user,

a profession of the user,
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a current project on which the user is working, or

a current activity in which the user is engaging.

9. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 1, wherein the first detecting of the

user selection of the at least one particular file while the information regarding the one or more

files is displayed in the computing interface comprises first detecting the user selection while

metadata regarding files that are stored in a folder of a file system is displayed in the computing

interface.

10. (Currently Amended) At—least—ene—memefiLsterage—devwe—eneeded—mdth

9

fer—appl—ymrg—tags—te—files—ef—a—filesgtemrthe A method comprising:
displaying information regarding one or more files of a file system in a window of a

graphical user interface;

first detecting, while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the

window, a user selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files;

second detecting, following the first detecting of the user selection and while the

information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window, an input from the user of

one or more characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to the at least one

particular file;

upon the first detecting of the selection and the second detecting of the input following

the first detecting, automatically initiating a tagging m [[state]] of the graphical user interface

without further user interaction, other than the user selection and the input from the user,

displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging mode, and determining

at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the input from the user, the at least one

suggested tag including at least some of the input;

displaying in the window the at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one

particular file; and

in response to third detecting a user selection of a tag of the at least one suggested tag

displayed in the window, applying the selected tag to the at least one particular file.

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 147 of 384



AMENDMENT AND RESPONSE UNDER 37 CFR 8 1.116
Page 5

Serial Number: 12/887,406
Filing Date: September 21, 2010 Docket No: 312979.02
Title: SELECTION—BASED ITEM TAGGING

11. (Currently Amended) The at—least—ene—memefiI—sterage—deviee method of claim

10, wherein determining the at least one suggested tag comprises determining the at least one

suggested tag based at least in part on one or more of:

a first tag previously applied to one of the at least one particular file,

a second tag previously applied to another file that is determined to be similar to the at

least one particular file based on a comparison of file types,

a recently-applied tag, or

a commonly-applied tag.

12. (Currently Amended) The at—least—ene—memeaustera‘ge-deaéeemof claim

10, wherein—themethed further eemprises comprising:

generating an automatic tag based at least in part on an analysis of content of one of the at

least one particular file;

storing the automatic tag in association with the one of the at least one particular file; and

displaying the automatic tag to the user in a different manner from at least one explicit

tag applied to the one of the at least one particular file by the user.

13. (Currently Amended) The at—least—ene—memerysterage—deaéee method of claim

12, wherein displaying the automatic tag to the user in the different manner comprises:

displaying t0 the user each tag associated with the one of the at least one particular file

and, for the each tag, an indication of an associated confidence level of the each tag based on the

displaying in the different manner, wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value than

the at least one explicit tag.

14. (Currently Amended) The at—least—ene—memefiI—sterage—devieemof claim

13, further comprising:

monitoring user interaction with the automatic tag; and

learning, based at least in part on the user interaction, information about user preferences

regarding the tags of the file system; and
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generating at least one additional tag based at least in part on the learned information

about user preferences regarding the tags of the file system.

15. (Currently Amended) The at—least—onememefiI—storagedexéee method of claim

10, wherein determining the at least one suggested tag comprises determining a first suggested

tag that includes all of the one or more characters of the input from the user.

16. (Currently Amended) An apparatus configured to apply tags to files of a file

system, the apparatus comprising:

a user interface to display information to a user regarding files of the file system and tags

able to be applied to the files and to receive information from the user indicating a selection of at

least one file, input regarding desired tags, and a selection of tags; and

at least one processor programmed to:

first dctcct, whilc information regarding one or more files is displayed in a window of

the user interface, the selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files;

second detect, following the first detection of the selection of the at least one

particular file and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in

the window, the input from the user of one or more characters included in a tag that the

user desires to apply to the at least one particular file; and

upon the first detection of the selection of the at least one particular file and the

second detection of the input from the user, automatically initiate a tagging mode of the

user interface without further user interaction, other than the selection of the at least one

particular file and the input from the user, displaying an indication that tagging is active,

upon initiating the tagging mode, and display in the window at least one suggested tag to

be applied to the at least one particular file, the at least one suggested tag being suggested

based at least in part on the input.

17. (Original) The apparatus of claim 16, wherein the at least one processor is further

programmed to:

determine the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the input from the user.
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18. (Previously Presented) The apparatus of claim 17, wherein the at least one

processor is programmed to determine the at least one suggested tag at least by determining the

at least one suggested tag based at least in part on one or more of:

a first tag previously applied to one of the at least one particular file,

a second tag previously applied to another file that is determined to be similar to the at

least one particular file based on a comparison of file types,

a recently-applied tag, or

a commonly-applied tag.

19. (Original) The apparatus of claim 17, wherein the at least one processor is

programmed to determine the at least one suggested tag at least by querying an external data

source of tags.

20. (Previously Presented) The apparatus of claim 19, wherein the at least one

processor is programmed to query the external data source of tags at least by transmitting to the

external data source information regarding one or more of:

preferences of the user,

a profession of the user,

a current project on which the user is working, or

a current activity in which the user is engaging.
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REMARKS

Applicant has carefully reviewed and considered the Office Action mailed on final Office

Action mailed on December 4, 2013, and the references cited therewith.

Claims 1 and 10-16 are amended; as a result, claims 1-20 are pending in this application.

Applicant respectfully submits that no new matter is added by these amendments (see, e.g.,

paragraphs [0024] and [0036] of the originally filed specification). Applicant respectfully

traverses all pending rejections of the claims, requests withdrawal of all pending rejections

and/or objections, and requests swift indication of allowance of the present application, as

discussed below.

Reiections under 35 USC 8 I01

Claims 1 0-15

Claims 10-15 were rejected under 35 USC § 101 as allegedly being directed to non-

statutory subject matter. Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection of these claims, as

discussed below.

Without conceding that claims 10-15 were directed to non-statutory subject matter, and in

the interests of advancing prosecution, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 10-15 have

been amended to recite a "method." It is believed that no new matter is added by this

amendment.

Applicant respectfully submits that a "method" is not a "transitory signal" or "wave, " and

thus, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection of claims 10-15 under 35 USC §

1 0 1 .
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Reiections under 35 USC S 112, first paragraph (enablement)

Claims 12-13

Claims 12-13 were rejected under 35 USC § 112, first paragraph, as allegedly failing to

comply with the enablement requirement. Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection of these

claims, as discussed below.

With regard to claim 12, the Office Action (page 3, lines 11-15) alleges that "displaying

the automatic tag to the user in a different manner from at least one explicit tag applied to the file

by the user" is not enabled by the Specification. However, Applicant respectfully submits that

this feature is enabled by, at least, paragraphs [0035]—[0036] of the originally filed specification.

With regard to claim 13, the Office Action (page 3, lines 16- 23) alleges that "displaying

to the user each tag associated with the one of the at least one particular file and, for the each tag,

an indication of an associated confidence level of the each tag based on the displaying in the

different manner, wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidcncc value than the at least one

explicit tag" is not enabled by the Specification. Applicant respectfully submits that this feature

is enabled by, at least, paragraphs [0035]—[0036] of the originally filed specification. For

example, paragraphs [0035]—[0036] (at least) state (emphasis added):

[0035] The tagging system can contain both automatic tags
generated by the tagging system and explicit tags from a user. By
distinguishing between the two types oftags easily, a user can be
alerted to their confidence level with regard to the tags. A user
may have high confidence in their explicit tags and lesser
confidence in system generated tags. Users may also desire to
make system tags their own by accepting them via a user interface
mechanism. Thus, users may locate documents, for example,
without totally agreeing or disagreeing with the tags associated
with those documents. If they decide that the system tags are to
their liking, they can change them to explicit tags. By doing so,
the tagging system can learn from the changes and even employ
machine learning techniques to facilitate in providing better tag
suggestions. Both agreeing with a system generated tag and
disagreeing with a system generated tag, can be utilized to increase
the “intelligence” of the tagging system. Likewise, taking no
action can also be employed in the learning process.
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[0036] As an example user interface, given a display of items, such
as the list of files presented in a desktop file window, if the user
has selected one or more items utilizing the user interface and
begins to type, a light “tagging mode’ can be entered with the
following characteristics:

- display a special icon and/0r text message indicating that
tagging is active
- accumulate each key a user types into a “tag buffer”
- use this tag buffer to guess at likely tags
- display the current “best guess” tag in a textual readout
associated with the window
- allow a user to choose between “tag guesses” using cursor
arrows
- allow a user to choose whether to accept guesses or simply
use the buffer as is
- if a user hits the escape key (or similar), exit tagging mode
- if the user hits the enter / return key (or similar), apply the
items to the tag

In addition, ifan automated tag and an explicit tag (one entered
by a user) are both presented to the user, each type oftag can be
distinguished utilizing dijferent sizes, fonts, colors, and/or
symbols and the like. The above user interface characteristics are
meant to be a representative process and one skilled in the art can
appreciate that many variations are possible and are still within the
scope of the disclosed subject matter herein. In general, once the
tags are applied to the selected items, they are automatically
utilized by the system to organize and retrieve content.

Thus, Applicant respectfully submits that, at least paragraph [0036] (e.g., "ifan

automated tag and an explicit tag (one entered by a user) are both presented to the user, each

type oftag can be distinguished utilizing dijferent sizes, fonts, colors, and/or symbols and the

like") enables "displaying the automatic tag to the user in a different manner from at least one

explicit tag," as recited by claim 12. Additionally, Applicant respectfully submits that, at least

paragraph [0035] (e.g., "By distinguishing between the two types oftags easily, a user can be

alerted to their confidence level with regard to the tags. A user may have high confidence in

their explicit tags and lesser confidence in system generated tags. ") enables "displaying to the

user each tag associated with the one of the at least one particular file and, for the each tag, an
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indication of an associated confidence level of the each tag based on the displaying in the

different manner, wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at least one

explicit tag," as recited by claim 13.

Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection of claims 12-13

under 35 USC § 112, first paragraph, as allegedly failing to comply with the enablement

requirement.

Reiections under 35 USC S 112, first paragraph (written description)

Claims 12-13

Claims 12-13 were rejected under 35 USC § 112, first paragraph, as allegedly failing to

comply with the written description requirement. The Office Action (page 3, lines 24-28) that

the "claims contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as

to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor, at the time the

application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention." Applicant respectfully traverses

the rejection of these claims, as discussed below.

With regard to claim 12, the Office Action (page 3, lines 29-35) alleges that "displaying

the automatic tag to the user in a different manner from at least one explicit tag applied to the file

by the user" fails to comply with the written description requirement. However, Applicant

respectfully submits that this feature is clearly enabled by, at least, paragraphs [0035]—[0036] of

the originally filed specification, and is described in such a way as to reasonably convey to one

skilled in the relevant art that the inventor, at the time the application was filed, had possession

of the claimed invention.

With regard to claim 13, the Office Action (page 4, lines 1-10) alleges that "displaying to

the user each tag associated with the one of the at least one particular file and, for the each tag,

an indication of an associated confidence level of the each tag based on the displaying in the

different manner, wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at least one

explicit tag" fails to comply with the written description requirement. Applicant respectfully

submits that this feature is enabled by, at least, paragraphs [0035]—[0036] of the originally filed

specification, and is described in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the
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invention. For example, paragraphs [0035]—[0036] (at least) state (emphasis added):

[0035] The tagging system can contain both automatic tags
generated by the tagging system and explicit tags from a user. By
distinguishing between the two types oftags easily, a user can be
alerted to their confidence level with regard to the tags. A user
may have high confidence in their explicit tags and lesser
confidence in system generated tags. Users may also desire to
make system tags their own by accepting them via a user interface
mechanism. Thus, users may locate documents, for example,
without totally agreeing or disagreeing with the tags associated
with those documents. If they decide that the system tags are to
their liking, they can change them to explicit tags. By doing so,
the tagging system can learn from the changes and even employ
machine learning techniques to facilitate in providing better tag
suggestions. Both agreeing with a system generated tag and
disagreeing with a system generated tag, can be utilized to increase
the “intelligence” of the tagging system. Likewise, taking no
action can also be employed in the learning process.

[0036] As an example user interface, given a display of items, such
as the list of files presented in a desktop flle window, if the user
has selected one or more items utilizing the user interface and
begins to type, a light “tagging mode’ can be entered with the
following characteristics:

- display a special icon and/0r text message indicating that
tagging is active
- accumulate each key a user types into a “tag buffer”
- use this tag buffer to guess at likely tags
- display the current “best guess” tag in a textual readout
associated with the window
- allow a user to choose between “tag guesses” using cursor
arrows
- allow a user to choose whether to accept guesses or simply
use the buffer as is
- if a user hits the escape key (or similar), exit tagging mode
- if the user hits the enter / return key (or similar), apply the
items to the tag

In addition, ifan automated tag and an explicit tag (one entered
by a user) are both presented to the user, each type oftag can be
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distinguished utilizing dijferent sizes, fonts, colors, and/or
symbols and the like. The above user interface characteristics are
meant to be a representative process and one skilled in the art can
appreciate that many variations are possible and are still within the
scope of the disclosed subject matter herein. In general, once the
tags are applied to the selected items, they are automatically
utilized by the system to organize and retrieve content.

Thus, Applicant respectfully submits that, at least paragraph [0036] (e.g., "ifan

automated tag and an explicit tag (one entered by a user) are both presented to the user, each

type oftag can be distinguished utilizing dijferent sizes, fonts, colors, and/or symbols and the

like") provides an example description for "displaying the automatic tag to the user in a different

manner from at least one explicit tag," as recited by claim 12. Additionally, Applicant

respectfully submits that, at least paragraph [0035] (e. g., "By distinguishing between the two

types oftags easily, a user can be alerted to their confidence level with regard to the tags. A

user may have high confidence in their explicit tags and lesser confidence in system generated

tags.") provides an example description for "displaying to the user each tag associated with the

one of the at least one particular file and, for the each tag, an indication of an associated

confidence level of the each tag based on the displaying in the different manner, wherein the

automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at least one explicit tag," as recited by claim

1 3 .

Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection of claims 12-13

under 35 USC § 112, first paragraph, as allegedly failing to comply with the written description

requirement.

Reiections under 35 USC S 103(a)

Claims 1-8 and 10-20

Claims 1-8 and 10-20 were rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as allegedly being

unpatentable over Katz et al. (US. Patent No. 5,404,295). Applicant respectfully traverses the

rejection of these claims, as discussed below.

Amended independent claim 1 recites (emphasis added):
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1. A method for applying tags to files of a file system,
the method comprising:

operating at least one programmed processor to carry out a
series of acts, the series of acts being identified by executable
instructions with which the at least one programmed processor is
programmed, the series of acts comprising:

first detecting, while information regarding one or more files is
displayed in a computing interface, a user selection of at least one
particular file of the one or more files;

second detecting, following the first detecting of the user
selection and while the information regarding the one or more files
is displayed in the computing interface, a computing interface
input from the user; and

upon the first detecting and the second detecting following
the first detecting, automatically entering a tagging mode of
the computing interface without further user interaction, other
than the user selection and computing interface input,
displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon entering the
tagging mode, and utilizing the computing interface input to
generate a tag to be applied to the at least one particular file.

Katz et al. (per Title) is directed to "utilizing annotations to facilitate computer retrieval

of database material," stating (per Abstract):

A method and apparatus for computer retrieval of database
material which may be text, computer programs, graphics, audio,
object classes, action specifications or other material which may be
machine stored. Annotations are provided for at least selected
database subdivisions, preferably with natural language questions,
assertions or noun phrases or some combination/collection thereof.
However, the annotations may also initially be generated in a
structured form. Annotations are, if required, converted to a
structured form and are stored in that form along with connections
to corresponding subdivisions. Searching for relevant subdivisions
involves entering a query in natural language or structured form,
converting natural language queries to structured form, matching
the structured form query against stored annotations and retrieving
database subdivisions connected to matched annotations. The
annotation process may be aided by utilizing various techniques
for automatically or semiautomatically generating the annotations.
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The Office Action (page 4, line 34 - page 5, line 8) states, "Katz does not explicitly

disclose that upon the first detecting and the second detecting, automatically initiating a tagging

state of the computing interface without further user interaction, other than the user selection and

computing interface input, and utilizing the computing interface input to generate a tag to be

applied to the at least one particular file," and then alleges obviousness, by referring to "column

8, line 48 - column 9, line 2; column 11, lines 48-60; and column 12, lines 54-65 of Katz; which

discloses that the annotations may be generated either "semiautomatically or automatically," that

"other annotations from the annotation group or groups [may be] proposed for use to annotate the

current subdivision," and that "the annotator [] could select from the proposed annotations the

ones which are appropriate for the current text subdivision.m

The Office Action (page 4, lines 8-24) states (emphasis added):

Taking into account this disclosure, it would have been obvious
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to be able
to implement the step of:
upon the first detecting and the second detecting, automatically
initiating a tagging state of the computing interface without filrther
user interaction, other than the user selection and computing
interface input, and utilizing the computing interface input to
generate a tag to be applied to the at least one particular file. This
would have been obvious to be included within the teachings of
Katz, because the disclosure of "semiautomatically or
automatically" would infer a desire to dynamically provide tags or
annotations, and fithermore because the disclosure of "proposing
annotations" would infer a desire to suggest tags or annotations.
Additionally, the disclosure that "the annotations stored in memory
[] are searched to find an annotation which is the same or similar to
the inputted annotation" and that the proposed/suggested
annotation may be "an annotation which is the same or similar
[that] has been used before" (column 11, lines 48 - 60); would have
made it obvious to one ofordinary skill in the art at the time of
invention that the at least one suggested tag may be suggested
withoutfurther user interaction other than the user selection and
the inputfrom the user.
In addition, it is of note that the act of "first detecting" and the act
of "second detecting" may be interpreted to be two parts of one
single detecting act.
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Applicant respectfully submits that the Office Action completely fails to provide an

explanation ofKatz et al. disclosing or suggesting “upon the first detecting and the second

detecting, automatically initiating a tagging state of the computing interface without further

user interaction.”

According to MPEP § 2143.03 ("All Claim Limitations Must Be Considered"):

"All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of
that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ
494, 496 (CCPA 1970).

However, in the interests of advancing prosecution, and without conceding that the

"automatically initiating a tagging state" feature is obvious over these cited portions ofKatz et

al., independent claim 1 has been amended to recite, "upon the first detecting and the second

detecting following the first detecting, automatically entering a tagging mode of the

computing interface without further user interaction, other than the user selection and

computing interface input, displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon entering the

tagging mode, and utilizing the computing interface input to generate a tag to be applied to

the at least one particular file.” Applicant respectfully submits that no new matter is added by

this amendment (see, e.g., (at least) specification, paragraphs [0024], [0036]).

Applicant respectfully submits that these features are neither disclosed nor suggested by

Katz et al. , nor by any of the cited references, neither singly, nor in any reasonable combination.

Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of amended

independent claim 1.

Applicant further respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejections of

dependent claims 2-8, which recite the features of claim 1 by virtue of their respective

dependencies from claim 1, and further for the additional features recited by each dependent

claim.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 U.S.C. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."
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In another aspect, amended independent claim 10 recites (emphasis

added):

10. A method comprising:
displaying information regarding one or more files of a file

system in a window of a graphical user interface;
first detecting, while the information regarding the one or

more files is displayed in the window, a user selection of at least
one particular file of the one or more files;

second detecting, following the first detecting of the user
selection and while the information regarding the one or more files
is displayed in the window, an input from the user of one or more
characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to the at
least one particular file;

upon the first detecting of the selection and the second
detecting of the input following the first detecting,
automatically initiating a tagging mode of the graphical user
interface without further user interaction, other than the user
selection and the input from the user, displaying an indication
that tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging mode, and
determining at least one suggested tag based at least in part on
the input from the user, the at least one suggested tag including
at least some of the input;

displaying in the window the at least one suggested tag to
be applied to the at least one particular file; and

in response to third detecting a user selection of a tag of the
at least one suggested tag displayed in the window, applying the
selected tag to the at least one particular file.

The Office Action (page 6, line 30 - page 7, line 19) alleges several features of claim 10

are obvious over Katz et al. similarly to its rejection of claim 1 (e.g., “upon the first detecting

,,,”). For reasons similar to those discussed above with regard to claim 1, Applicant again,

without conceding that the "automatically initiating a tagging state" feature is obvious over

these cited portions ofKatz et al., and in the interests of advancing prosecution, Applicant has

amended independent claim 10 to recite, "upon the first detecting of the selection and the

second detecting of the input following the first detecting, automatically initiating a tagging

mode of the graphical user interface without further user interaction, other than the user

selection and the input from the user, displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon

initiating the tagging mode, and determining at least one suggested tag based at least in
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part on the input from the user, the at least one suggested tag including at least some of the

input."

According to MPEP § 2143.03 ("All Claim Limitations Must Be Considered"):

"All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of
that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ
494, 496 (CCPA 1970).

Applicant respectfully submits that these features are neither disclosed nor suggested by

Katz et al. , nor by any of the cited references, neither singly, nor in any reasonable combination.

Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of amended

independent claim 10.

Applicant further respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejections of

dependent claims 11-15, which recite the features of claim 10 by Virtue of their respective

dependencies from claim 10, and further for the additional features recited by each dependent

claim.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 U.S.C. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobVious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."

In another aspect, amended independent claim 16 recites (emphasis

added):

16. An apparatus configured to apply tags to files of a
file system, the apparatus comprising:

a user interface to display information to a user regarding
files of the file system and tags able to be applied to the files and to
receive information from the user indicating a selection of at least
one file, input regarding desired tags, and a selection of tags; and

at least one processor programmed to:
first detect, while information regarding one or more files

is displayed in a window of the user interface, the selection
of at least one particular file of the one or more files;

second detect, following the first detection of the
selection of the at least one particular file and while the
information regarding the one or more files is displayed in
the window, the input from the user of one or more
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characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to
the at least one particular file; and

upon the first detection of the selection of the at least
one particular file and the second detection of the input
from the user, automatically initiate a tagging mode of
the user interface without further user interaction, other
than the selection of the at least one particular file and
the input from the user, displaying an indication that
tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging mode, and
display in the window at least one suggested tag to be
applied to the at least one particular file, the at least one
suggested tag being suggested based at least in part on
the input.

With regard to the “upon the first detecting ...,” the Office Action (page 9, lines 1-28)

relies on Katz et al. similarly to its rejections of claims 1 and 10, to allege that the features of

claim 16 are obvious over Katz et al. For reasons similar to those discussed above with regard

to claim 1 (and claim 10), Applicant again, without conceding that the "automatically initiate a

tagging mode of the user interface" feature is obvious over these cited portions ofKatz et al.,

and in the interests of advancing prosecution, Applicant has amended independent claim 16 to

recite, "upon the first detection of the selection of the at least one particular file and the

second detection of the input from the user, automatically initiate a tagging mode of the

user interface without further user interaction, other than the selection of the at least one

particular file and the input from the user, displaying an indication that tagging is active,

upon initiating the tagging mode, and display in the window at least one suggested tag to be

applied to the at least one particular file, the at least one suggested tag being suggested

based at least in part on the input."

According to MPEP § 2143.03 ("All Claim Limitations Must Be Considered"):

"All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of
that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ
494, 496 (CCPA 1970).

Applicant respectfully submits that these features are neither disclosed nor suggested by

Katz et al. , nor by any of the cited references, neither singly, nor in any reasonable combination.

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 162 of 384



AMENDMENT AND RESPONSE UNDER 37 CFR 8 1.116
Serial Number: 12/887,406
Filing Date: September 21, 2010 Docket No: 312979.02
Title: SELECTION—BASED ITEM TAGGING

Page 20

Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of amended

independent claim 16.

Applicant further respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejections of

dependent claims 17-20, which recite the features of claim 16 by virtue of their respective

dependencies from claim 16, and further for the additional features recited by each dependent

claim.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 USC. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."

Reiections under 35 USC S 103(a)

Claim 9

Claim 9 was rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Katz et

al. in view of Wantanabe et al. (US. Patent No. 6,795,094). Applicant respectfully traverses the

rejection of claim 9, as discussed below.

Dependent claim 9 recites:

9. The method of claim 1, wherein the first detecting
0f the user selection of the at least one particular file while the
information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the
computing interface comprises first detecting the user selection
while metadata regarding files that are stored in a folder of a file
system is displayed in the computing interface.

The Office Action (page 11, line 29 - page 12, line 2) states (emphasis added):

As per claim 9, Katz safiiciently renders obvious the limitations ofclaim 1.

However, Katz does not explicitly disclose that the first detecting of the
user selection of the at least one particular file while the information
regarding the one or more files is displayed in the computing interface
comprises first detecting the user selection while metadata regarding files
that are stored in a folder of a file system is displayed in the computing
interface.
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Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Watanabe discloses that thefirst
detecting ofthe user selection ofthe at least one particularfile while the
information regarding the one or morefiles is displayed in the computing
interface comprisesfirst detecting the user selection while metadata
regardingfiles that are stored in afolder ofafile system is displayed in
the computing interface (Figs. 2 and 8), disclosing the display of metadata
during such methods.

Wantanabe et al. (per Abstract) is directed to:

An image processor in which images are displayed on the screen of
a display device in such a manner that visually recognizable labels
corresponding to keywords assigned to respective images are
displayed near the corresponding images thereby making it easy
for a user to see which keywords are assigned to the respective
images.

Applicant respectfully submits that the addition of Wantanabe et al. fails to cure the

deficiencies ofKatz et al. with regard to rendering obvious the features of amended independent

claim 1 (as discussed above), from which amended claim 9 depends. Applicant respectfully

submits that the claimed features of amended independent claim 1 are neither disclosed nor

suggested by Katz et al., nor by Wantanabe et al., nor by any of the cited references, neither

singly, nor in any reasonable combination. Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests

withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of amended dependent claim 9, which depends from

amended independent claim 1.
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Conclusion

Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of all pending rejections and/or objections.

Applicant further respectfully submits that the claims are in condition for allowance and

notification to that effect is earnestly requested.

The Examiner is invited to telephone Applicant’s attorney at 202-684-8685 to facilitate

prosecution of this application.

Respectfully submitted,

Microsoft Corporation
Customer Number 69316
Phone: 425-707-93 82

Date April 11: 2014 By / Margo Livesay. Reg. No. 41.946/
Margo Livcsay, Ph.D.
Reg. No. 41,946

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING OR TRANSMISSION
(Under 37 CFR 8 1.8(20) 01‘ ELECTRONIC FILING

I hereby certify that this correspondence is being electronically deposited with the USPTO Via
EFS-Web on the date shown below:

April 11, 2014 / Margo Livesay. Reg. No. 41 .946/
Date Signature

Margo Livesay
Printed Name
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need for the information in order to perform a contract. Recipients of information shall be required to comply
with the requirements of the Privacy Act of 1974, as amended, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(m).
A record related to an International Application filed under the Patent Cooperation Treaty in this system of
records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the International Bureau of the World Intellectual Property
Organization, pursuant to the Patent Cooperation Treaty.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to another federal agency for purposes
of National Security review (35 U.S.C. 181) and for review pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act (42 U.S.C.
218(0)).
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the Administrator, General
Services, or his/her designee, during an inspection of records conducted by GSA as part of that agency’s
responsibility to recommend improvements in records management practices and programs, under authority of
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inspection of records for this purpose, and any other relevant (i.e., GSA or Commerce) directive. Such
disclosure shall not be used to make determinations about individuals.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the public after either publication of
the application pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 122(b) or issuance of a patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 151. Further, a
record may be disclosed, subject to the limitations of 37 CFR 1.14, as a routine use, to the public if the record
was filed in an application which became abandoned or in which the proceedings were terminated and which
application is referenced by either a published application, an application open to public inspection or an issued
patent.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Federal, State, or local law
enforcement agency, if the USPTO becomes aware of a violation or potential violation of law or regulation.
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PTOL—90A (Rev. 04/07) Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 173 of 384



Application No. Applicant(s)
12/887,406 MACLAURIN, MATTHEW B.

Office Action Summary Examiner Art Unit AIA (First Inventor to File)
ERIC WIENER 2142 figtus

-- The MAILING DA TE 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 g MONTHS FROM THE MAILING DATE OF
THIS COMMUNICATION.

Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR1.136(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)IZI Responsive to communication(s) filed on W.

El A declaration(s)/affidavit(s) under 37 CFR 1.130(b) was/were filed on_.
2a)|:l This action is FINAL. 2b)|ZI This action is non-final.
3)|:I 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)|:| 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 Exparte Quay/e, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213.

Disposition of Claims*
5)IZI Claim(s) fl) is/are pending in the application.

5a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration.
6)|:I Claim(s) is/are allowed.
7)|Z| Claim(s ENS/are rejected.
8)|:I Claim(s is/are objected to.
9)I:I 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

)
)
I

participating intellectual property office for the corresponding application. For more information, please see

hits:i/www.usotooowmatente/init events/nnhliindexjsr) or send an inquiry to PPI-iieedback{®usgto.00v.

Application Papers
10)I:l The specification is objected to by the Examiner.
11)I:l The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)I:I accepted or b)|:l 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)I:| Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f).
Certified copies:

a)I:l All b)|:l Some” c)I:l None of the:
1.I:I Certified copies of the priority documents have been received.
2.|:l Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No.
3.|:| 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) E Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 3) D Interview Summary (PTO-413)
. . Paper No(s)/Mai| Date. .

2) I] Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08a and/or PTO/SB/08b)
Paper No(s)/Mai| Date . 4) I:I Other: .

US. Patent and Trademark Office
PTOL—326 (Rev. 11-13) Office Action Summary Part of Paper No./Mai| Date 20140617Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
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DETAILED ACTION

1. The present application is being examined under the pre—AIA first to invent provisions.

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114
2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37

CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR
l.l7(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 4/11/2014 has been entered.

3. The status of the claims is as follows:
a. Claims 1—20 are pending.
b. Claims 1, 10, and 16 are the independent claims.
c. Claims 1—20 are rejected by the Examiner.

4. Please note that any specific prior art relied upon in rejecting any pending claims is
considered the most relevant art pertaining to those claims of all prior art of current record.
However, the prior art made of record and not relied upon is still considered pertinent to the
Applicant’s Disclosure. Please refer to the Conclusion of this Ofi’lce Action for additional
reference to other such pertinent prior art.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112
5. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. § 112:

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention.

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. § 112:
The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention.

7. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with
the enablement requirement. The claims contains subject matter which was not described
in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or
with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention.

Regarding claim 13, the claim includes the limitation of “displaying to the user each tag
associated with the one of the at least one particular file and, for each tag, an indication of an
associated confidence level of the each tag, based on the displaying in the different manner
wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at least one explicit tag.” This
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limitation is not enabled by the Specification. The Specification contains no enabling disclosure
for “displaying... an indication of an associated confidence level of the each tag.” Paragraphs
[0034]—[0035] of the Specification describe that a user “may” have a “confidence level with
regard to the tags,” but this is not equivalent to describing a confidence level that is of the each
t_ag. There may be supporting disclosure for an associated confidence level of the user with
regard to the tags, but there is no supporting disclosure for an associated confidence level m
t_ag or of the each tag, let alone supporting disclosure for displaying an indication of an
associated confidence level of the each tag.

Therefore, claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply
with the enablement requirement.

8. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with
the written description requirement. The claims contains subject matter which was not
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the
relevant art that the inventor, at the time the application was filed, had possession of the
claimed invention.

Regarding claim 13, the claim includes the limitation of “displaying to the user each tag
associated with the one of the at least one particular file and, for each tag, an indication of an
associated confidence level of the each tag, based on the displaying in the different manner
wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at least one explicit tag.” This
limitation is not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one
skilled in the relevant art that the inventor, at the time the application was filed, had possession
of the claimed invention. The Specification contains no enabling disclosure for “displaying... an
indication of an associated confidence level of the each tag.” Paragraphs [0034]—[0035] of the
Specification describe that a user “may” have a “confidence level with regard to the tags,” but
this is not equivalent to describing a confidence level that is of the each tag. There may be
supporting disclosure for an associated confidence level of the user with regard to the tags, but
there is no supporting disclosure for an associated confidence level of the tag or of the each tag,
let alone supporting disclosure for displaying an indication of an associated confidence level of
the each tag.

Therefore, claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply
with the written description requirement.

9. Claims 16-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant
regards as the invention.
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Regarding independent claim 16, the claim recites the limitations: “the selection of at least
one particular file of the one or more files, the selection of the at least one particular file,” and
“the first detection of the selection of the at least one particular file.” There is insufficient
antecedent basis for these limitations in the claim, because, at the point in which these limitations
occurs in the claim, the only related basis for these limitations is the language "
information from the user indicating a selection of at least one file," which does not provide

3, “

receive

sufficient antecedent basis for these limitations. Therefore, this inconsistency renders claim 16 as
indefinite and, thus, rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph.

Furthermore, regarding independent claim 16, the claim recites the limitation “the input
from the user of one or more characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to the at
least one particular file.” There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitations in the claim,
because, at the point in which this limitations occurs in the claim, the only related basis for this
limitation is the language "receive information from the user indicating... input regarding
desired tags," which does not provide sufficient antecedent basis for this limitation. Therefore,
this inconsistency renders claim 16 as indefinite and, thus, rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112,
second paragraph.

Regarding dependent claims 17-20, the claims depend from independent claim 16 and do
not fix the 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph deficiencies of independent claim 16. Therefore,
dependent claims 17—20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph for the same
reasons as independent claim 16, supra.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103
10. The following is a quotation of pre—AIA 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.

11. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere C0., 383 US. 1, 148 USPQ 459
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under pre—
AIA 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows:

i. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art.
ii. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue.
iii. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art.
iv. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or
nonobviousness.

12. Claim 1 is rejected under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over
Freeborg et al. (US 2006/0080335 A1).
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Regarding independent claim 1, Freeborg discloses a method for applying tags to files of a
file system, the method comprising: operating at least one programmed processor to carry out a
series of acts, the series ofacts being identified by executable instructions with which the at least
one programmed processor is programmed, the series ofacts comprising:

first detecting, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a computing
interface, a user selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files ([0012]
and [0025]), wherein [0025] describes “media manager 14 [having] a number of sections
or columns appertaining thereto, corresponding to attributes of the media files, including
media file name 16, user rating 18, associated tags 22, comments 24, [and additional file
attributes and metadata]," further wherein [0012] describes that the media manager
displays media files using a well—known form of a user interface for presenting files in a
grid mode in which the columns of the grid mode are displayed as corresponding at least
to attributes of the files, further wherein [0012] further describes that such files are
selectable by a user. Regarding the media manager 14 presenting the selectable media
files in the grid mode, as described in [0012] and [0015], these selectable media files are
depicted in such a grid mode of a media manager in: area 14 of Fig. 1, area 14 of Fig. 2,
area 14 of Fig. 3 (specifically in the Fig. 3B portion of Fig. 3), area 78 of Fig. 6, and in
the grid mode area of Fig 8 (the combination of Figs. 8A and 8B) that corresponds to that
referenced grid mode area of area 14 of Figs. 1—3 and area 78 of Fig. 6. Although
Freeborg does not explicitly state detecting a user selection while information regarding
one or more files is displayed in a computing interface, one of ordinary skill in the art at
the time of invention would have viewed it as obvious to detect a user selection of a file
that is selected while files and corresponding file information are displayed in a grid
mode. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, because the grid
mode user interface views depicted in Figs. 1—3, 6, and 8 of Freeborg represent files and
information in the same way as, for example, the “details pane” of a Windows explorer
file explorer user interface, which is well—known as providing a window of selectable
files or objects that are arranged to display their corresponding attributes and metadata in
the columns of the grid corresponding to the details view (see PTO-892-2014061 7,
Reference U, pp. 22-23). Therefore, referring to the example media manager interface
window of Fig. 8, it has been interpreted that each of the 26 media files displayed in each
of the 26 rows of the media manager are able to be selected by a user and, furthermore,
are able to be selected by a user while information regarding one or more files is
displayed, wherein such selection is also able to be detected. Furthermore, referring to
Fig. 8B, one of ordinary skill in the art would have viewed the media manager interface
of Fig. 8B as obviously depicting a contextual pop—up menu that has been displayed in
response to a user selection of the media file in row 9. This would have been obvious to
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one of ordinary skill in the art, because the border of row 9 is displayed with an outline in
Fig. 8B in the same, well—known fashion that other user interface objects are commonly
indicated as selected or focused—on, which would thus infer to one of ordinary skill in the
art that a first user selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files has been
detected. Furthermore, one of ordinary skill in the art would have inferred that one action
(i.e. "a user selection") both selected the media file in row 9 and caused the display of the
contextual pop—up menu, for instance, by right—clicking on row 9, because it is well
known in the art that right—clicking an item in a file explorer will cause such a contextual
pop—up menu to be displayed for further input (see PTO-892-201406I 7, Reference U, p.
70).

- second detecting, following the first detecting of the user selection and while the
information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the computing interface, a
computing interface input from the user (Fig. 8B), wherein the contextual pop—up menu
displayed over row 9 has been interpreted as being displayed “following the first
detecting of the user selection” of the media file of row 9 and “while the information
regarding the one or more files [continues to be] displayed in the [media manager]
computing interface [of Fig. 8B]." Although Freeborg does not explicitly state detecting a
second computing interface input from the user, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time
of invention would have viewed such a second user input as being obvious, because Fig.
8B depicts the contextual pop—up menu as already having been displayed in response to
the first detection of user input selection of the media file of row 9, as explained, supra,
and, furthermore, because that contextual pop—up menu clearly depicts selectable options,
which would be obvious selectable inputs to correspond to a second input that follows a
first input that caused the contextual pop—up menu to be displayed. Therefore, following
this rationale, it has been interpreted that any of the selectable options of the contextual
pop—up menu of Fig. 8B may, upon user selection, correspond to the second detected
computing interface user input, wherein those selectable options include at least the
options depicted in Fig. 8B of: “Remove the Column,” “Column Chooser,” “Custom
Columns,” “Find Related Items,” “Add Tag,” “Remove Tag,” “Add to Project,” “Open
with Player,” “Explore Containing Folder,” “Save Tags and Properties to File(s),” and
“Remove from Library.” Thus, it has been interpreted that the second detected computing
interface user input may sufficiently correspond to an input that selects the option of
“Add Tag." and

- upon the first detecting and the second detecting following the first detecting,
automatically entering a tagging mode of the computing interface without further user
interaction, other than the user selection and computing interface input, displaying an
indication that tagging is active, upon entering the tagging mode, and utilizing the
computing interface input to generate a tag to be applied to the at least one particular
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file ([0012]; [0025]; and [0033]), wherein, following the rationale provided supra that the
first detection may sufficiently correspond to detecting a user selecting a media file and
the second detection may sufficiently correspond to detecting the user inputting a
selection of an option to “Add Tag” to that selected media file, it would thus have been
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention that a tagging mode
would automatically be entered, in response to initiating the “Add Tag” option command,
because selecting an “Add Tag” menu option command has been interpreted as
sufficiently corresponding to initiating a mode of tagging in which a tag may be added.
Furthermore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that, upon
initiating the “Add Tag” option command, the user interface would change in some way
in order for a user to add a tag through the user interface. Therefore, it would have been
obvious that some form of “indication” would be displayed in order to indicate that
tagging mode has been initiated in order to perform the "Add Tag" option command,
because, as disclosed in [0033], a user could create a custom tag to be added, which
would have been obvious to implement through the user interacting with the graphical
user interface in any practical mode that would enable a user to add a tag and which
would thus indicate that a tagging mode has been activated.

13. Claims 2-8, 10, 11, and 15-20 are rejected under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being
unpatentable over Freeborg et al. (US 2006/0080335 A1) in View of Katz et al. (US
5,404,295).

Regarding independent claim 10, Freeborg discloses a method comprising:
displaying information regarding one or more files of a file system in a window of a
graphical user interface (Figs. 1-3, 6, and 8);
first detecting, while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the
window, a user selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files ([0012]
and [0025]), wherein [0025] describes “media manager 14 [having] a number of sections
or columns appertaining thereto, corresponding to attributes of the media files, including
media file name 16, user rating 18, associated tags 22, comments 24, [and additional file
attributes and metadata]," further wherein [0012] describes that the media manager
displays media files using a well—known form of a user interface for presenting files in a
grid mode in which the columns of the grid mode are displayed as corresponding at least
to attributes of the files, further wherein [0012] further describes that such files are
selectable by a user. Regarding the media manager 14 presenting the selectable media
files in the grid mode, as described in [0012] and [0015], these selectable media files are
depicted in such a grid mode of a media manager in: area 14 of Fig. 1, area 14 of Fig. 2,
area 14 of Fig. 3 (specifically in the Fig. 3B portion of Fig. 3), area 78 of Fig. 6, and in
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the grid mode area of Fig 8 (the combination of Figs. 8A and 8B) that corresponds to that
referenced grid mode area of area 14 of Figs. 1—3 and area 78 of Fig. 6. Although
Freeborg does not explicitly state detecting a user selection while information regarding
one or more files is displayed in a computing interface, one of ordinary skill in the art at
the time of invention would have viewed it as obvious to detect a user selection of a file
that is selected while files and corresponding file information are displayed in a grid
mode. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, because the grid
mode user interface views depicted in Figs. 1—3, 6, and 8 of Freeborg represent files and
information in the same way as, for example, the “details pane” of a Windows explorer
file explorer user interface, which is well—known as providing a window of selectable
files or objects that are arranged to display their corresponding attributes and metadata in
the columns of the grid corresponding to the details view (see PTO-892-201406I 7,
Reference U, pp. 22-23). Therefore, referring to the example media manager interface
window of Fig. 8, it has been interpreted that each of the 26 media files displayed in each
of the 26 rows of the media manager are able to be selected by a user and, furthermore,
are able to be selected by a user while information regarding one or more files is
displayed, wherein such selection is also able to be detected. Furthermore, referring to
Fig. 8B, one of ordinary skill in the art would have viewed the media manager interface
of Fig. 8B as obviously depicting a contextual pop—up menu that has been displayed in
response to a user selection of the media file in row 9. This would have been obvious to
one of ordinary skill in the art, because the border of row 9 is displayed with an outline in
Fig. 8B in the same, well—known fashion that other user interface objects are commonly
indicated as selected or focused—on, which would thus infer to one of ordinary skill in the
art that a first user selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files has been
detected. Furthermore, one of ordinary skill in the art would have inferred that one action
(i.e. "a user selection") both selected the media file in row 9 and caused the display of the
contextual pop—up menu, for instance, by right—clicking on row 9, because it is well
known in the art that right—clicking an item in a file explorer will cause such a contextual
pop—up menu to be displayed for further input (see PTO-892-201406I 7, Reference U, p.
70).

- second detecting, following the first detecting of the user selection and while the
information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window, an input from the
user (Fig. 8B), wherein the contextual pop—up menu displayed over row 9 has been
interpreted as being displayed “following the first detecting of the user selection” of the
media file of row 9 and “while the information regarding the one or more files [continues
to be] displayed in the [media manager] computing interface [of Fig. 8B]." Although
Freeborg does not explicitly state detecting a second computing interface input from the
user, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention would have viewed such a

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 181 of 384



Application/Control Number: 12/887,406 Page 9
Art Unit: 2142

second user input as being obvious, because Fig. 8B depicts the contextual pop—up menu
as already having been displayed in response to the first detection of user input selection
of the media file of row 9, as explained, supra, and, furthermore, because that contextual
pop—up menu clearly depicts selectable options, which would be obvious selectable inputs
to correspond to a second input that follows a first input that caused the contextual pop—
up menu to be displayed. Therefore, following this rationale, it has been interpreted that
any of the selectable options of the contextual pop—up menu of Fig. 8B may, upon user
selection, correspond to the second detected computing interface user input, wherein
those selectable options include at least the options depicted in Fig. 8B of: “Remove the
Column,” “Column Chooser,” “Custom Columns,” “Find Related Items,” “Add Tag,”
“Remove Tag,” “Add to Project,” “Open with Player,” “Explore Containing Folder,”
“Save Tags and Properties to File(s),” and “Remove from Library.” Thus, it has been
interpreted that the second detected computing interface user input may sufficiently
correspond to an input that selects the option of “Add Tag." and

- upon the first detecting of the selection and the second detecting of the input following
the first detecting, automatically initiating a tagging mode of the graphical user interface
without further user interaction, other than the user selection and the input from the user,
displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging mode ([0012];
[0025]; and [0033]), wherein, following the rationale provided supra that the first
detection may sufficiently correspond to detecting a user selecting a media file and the
second detection may sufficiently correspond to detecting the user inputting a selection of
an option to “Add Tag” to that selected media file, it would thus have been obvious to
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention that a tagging mode would
automatically be entered, in response to initiating the “Add Tag” option command,
because selecting an “Add Tag” menu option command has been interpreted as
sufficiently corresponding to initiating a mode of tagging in which a tag may be added.
Furthermore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that, upon
initiating the “Add Tag” option command, the user interface would change in some way
in order for a user to add a tag through the user interface. Therefore, it would have been
obvious that some form of “indication” would be displayed in order to indicate that
tagging mode has been initiated in order to perform the "Add Tag" option command,
because, as disclosed in [0033], a user could create a custom tag to be added, which
would have been obvious to implement through the user interacting with the graphical
user interface in any practical mode that would enable a user to add a tag and which
would thus indicate that a tagging mode has been activated.

Freeborg does not explicitly disclose that the second detecting, following the first detecting
of the user selection and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the
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window, detects an input from the user of one or more characters included in a tag that the user
desires to apply to the at least one particular file.

In addition, Freeborg does not explicitly disclose determining at least one suggested tag
based at least in part on the input from the user, the at least one suggested tag including at least
some of the input; displaying in the window the at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at
least one particular file; and in response to third detecting a user selection of a tag of the at least
one suggested tag displayed in the window, applying the selected tag to the at least one particular
file.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Katz discloses, in column 3, lines 42—58 and column 4,
lines 33—44, that data may be tagged with annotations in order to facilitate searching and retrieval
of such data.

Particular reference is made to column 8, line 48 — column 9, line 2; column ll, lines 48—60;
and column 12, lines 54—65 of Katz; which discloses that the annotations may be generated either
"semiautomatically or automatically," that “other annotations from the annotation group or
groups [may be] proposed for use to annotate the current subdivision,” and that “the annotator []
could select from the proposed annotations the ones which are appropriate for the current text
subdivision.” Taking into account this disclosure, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary
skill in the art at the time of invention to be able to implement a step of: upon a first detecting of
a selection of at least one particular file and a second detection of input from a user,
automatically initiating a tagging mode ofa user interface without further user interaction, other
than the selection of the at least one particularfile and the input from the user, and displaying in
a window at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one particular file, the at least
one suggested tag being suggested based at least in part on the input. This would have been
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to be included within the teachings of Katz, because the
disclosure of “semiautomatically or automatically” would infer a desire to dynamically provide
tags or annotations, and furthermore because the disclosure of “proposing annotations” would
infer a desire to suggest tags or annotations. Additionally, the disclosure that “the annotations
stored in memory [] are searched to find an annotation which is the same or similar to the
inputted annotation” and that the proposed/suggested annotation may be "an annotation which is
the same or similar [that] has been used before” (column 11, lines 48 — 60) would have made it
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention that the at least one suggested
tag may be suggested without further user interaction other than the user selection and the input
from the user. Furthermore, regarding the at least one suggested tag including at least some of
the input, Katz, at column ll, lines 48—60 and column 12, lines 54—65 discloses annotations
which may be the same or similar to input.

In addition, Katz further discloses:
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- second detecting, following the first detecting of the user selection and while the
information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window, an input from the
user of one or more characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to the at
least one particular file (column 8, line 42 — column 9, line 2), disclosing a user
generating an annotation using a keyboard that may also be performed automatically or
semiautomatically;

- displaying in the window the at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one
particular file (column 7, line 67 — column 8, line 5), describing displaying information
regarding files in a graphical user interface; and

- in response to third detecting a user selection of a tag of the at least one suggested tag
displayed in the window, applying the selected tag to the at least one particular file
(column 12, lines 54—65), disclosing selecting and storing annotations to apply them.

Furthermore, reference is made to Katz’s disclosure in column 5, lines 42 — 53 and column 5,
line 68 — column 6, line 14; wherein Katz discloses “While, for discussion purposes, the database
will generally be considered to be a textual database in the following discussion, this is not a
limitation on the invention, and, as indicated earlier, databases from which material may be
retrieved utilizing the teachings of this invention include ones containing graphics (i.e. pictures,
graphs, charts, drawings, video images, etc.), audio (i.e. speech, music, sound effects, etc.), text
(including computer programs in various codes or languages, object classes and action
specifications) and any other type of material which may be computer storable.” Therefore,
based on this disclosure, it also would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the
time of invention that the annotation methods of Katz such as disclosed in column 8, lines 6 — 41
may pertain to any such material that may be computer storable, and is only described in the
particular citations as being textual subdivisions of a database “ or discussion purposes” which
are not to be limiting. Thus, it would have been obvious that the selected items that Katz gives
examples of annotating may be items such as files and, therefore, it would have been obvious
that the teachings of Katz may be implemented with a graphical user interface having a window
in which information regarding one or more files is displayed.

Both Freeborg and Katz pertain to the analogous art of interfaces using keywords to retrieve
particular data from databases (Freeborg; [0033]—[0037] and Katz; column 1, lines 12—18) and
thus one would look to the other for possible variations to their teachings or improvements to
overcome particular difficulties of their teachings. In addition, Freeborg discloses that it would
be desirable to improve upon the known difficulty in which it is difficult for users to categorize
files in multiple ways without making duplicate copies of files in duplicate folders, which is
tedious and a waste of valuable disk space (Freeborg; [0005]). In addition, Katz discloses that a
need exists for an improved method and apparatus for retrieving relevant material from large
databases, and in particular for permitting such retrieval to be accomplished by a relatively
unsophisticated user and that it should also be possible to complete searches on all types of text,
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graphics, audio, and other stored material and to complete the search expeditiously (Katz;
column 3, lines 10—20). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art
at the time of invention to combine the teachings of Freeborg and Katz.

Regarding independent claim 16, Freeborg discloses an apparatus configured to apply tags
to files of a file system, the apparatus comprising: a user interface to display information to a
user regarding files of the file system and tags able to be applied to the files and to receive
information from the user indicating a selection of at least one file, input regarding desired tags,
and a selection of tags (Figs. 1—3, 6, and 8); and at least one processor programmed to:

- first detect, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a window of the
user interface, the selection of at least one particularfile of the one or more files ([0012]
and [0025]), wherein [0025] describes “media manager 14 [having] a number of sections
or columns appertaining thereto, corresponding to attributes of the media files, including
media file name 16, user rating 18, associated tags 22, comments 24, [and additional file
attributes and metadata]," further wherein [0012] describes that the media manager
displays media files using a well—known form of a user interface for presenting files in a
grid mode in which the columns of the grid mode are displayed as corresponding at least
to attributes of the files, further wherein [0012] further describes that such files are
selectable by a user. Regarding the media manager 14 presenting the selectable media
files in the grid mode, as described in [0012] and [0015], these selectable media files are
depicted in such a grid mode of a media manager in: area 14 of Fig. 1, area 14 of Fig. 2,
area 14 of Fig. 3 (specifically in the Fig. 3B portion of Fig. 3), area 78 of Fig. 6, and in
the grid mode area of Fig 8 (the combination of Figs. 8A and 8B) that corresponds to that
referenced grid mode area of area 14 of Figs. 1—3 and area 78 of Fig. 6. Although
Freeborg does not explicitly state detecting a user selection while information regarding
one or more files is displayed in a computing interface, one of ordinary skill in the art at
the time of invention would have viewed it as obvious to detect a user selection of a file
that is selected while files and corresponding file information are displayed in a grid
mode. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, because the grid
mode user interface views depicted in Figs. 1—3, 6, and 8 of Freeborg represent files and
information in the same way as, for example, the “details pane” of a Windows explorer
file explorer user interface, which is well—known as providing a window of selectable
files or objects that are arranged to display their corresponding attributes and metadata in
the columns of the grid corresponding to the details view (see PTO-892-2014061 7,
Reference U, pp. 22-23). Therefore, referring to the example media manager interface
window of Fig. 8, it has been interpreted that each of the 26 media files displayed in each
of the 26 rows of the media manager are able to be selected by a user and, furthermore,
are able to be selected by a user while information regarding one or more files is
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displayed, wherein such selection is also able to be detected. Furthermore, referring to
Fig. 8B, one of ordinary skill in the art would have viewed the media manager interface
of Fig. 8B as obviously depicting a contextual pop—up menu that has been displayed in
response to a user selection of the media file in row 9. This would have been obvious to
one of ordinary skill in the art, because the border of row 9 is displayed with an outline in
Fig. 8B in the same, well—known fashion that other user interface objects are commonly
indicated as selected or focused—on, which would thus infer to one of ordinary skill in the
art that a first user selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files has been
detected. Furthermore, one of ordinary skill in the art would have inferred that one action
(i.e. "a user selection") both selected the media file in row 9 and caused the display of the
contextual pop—up menu, for instance, by right—clicking on row 9, because it is well
known in the art that right—clicking an item in a file explorer will cause such a contextual
pop—up menu to be displayed for further input (see PTO-892-201406I 7, Reference U, p.
70).

- second detect, following the first detection of the selection of the at least one particular
file and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window,
the input from the user (Fig. 8B), wherein the contextual pop—up menu displayed over
row 9 has been interpreted as being displayed “following the first detecting of the user
selection” of the media file of row 9 and “while the information regarding the one or
more files [continues to be] displayed in the [media manager] computing interface [of
Fig. 8B]." Although Freeborg does not explicitly state detecting a second computing
interface input from the user, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention
would have viewed such a second user input as being obvious, because Fig. 8B depicts
the contextual pop—up menu as already having been displayed in response to the first
detection of user input selection of the media file of row 9, as explained, supra, and,
furthermore, because that contextual pop—up menu clearly depicts selectable options,
which would be obvious selectable inputs to correspond to a second input that follows a
first input that caused the contextual pop—up menu to be displayed. Therefore, following
this rationale, it has been interpreted that any of the selectable options of the contextual
pop—up menu of Fig. 8B may, upon user selection, correspond to the second detected
computing interface user input, wherein those selectable options include at least the
options depicted in Fig. 8B of: “Remove the Column,” “Column Chooser,” “Custom
Columns,” “Find Related Items,” “Add Tag,” “Remove Tag,” “Add to Project,” “Open
with Player,” “Explore Containing Folder,” “Save Tags and Properties to File(s),” and
“Remove from Library.” Thus, it has been interpreted that the second detected computing
interface user input may sufficiently correspond to an input that selects the option of
“Add Tag." and
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- upon the first detection of the selection of the at least one particular file and the second
detection of the input from the user, automatically initiate a tagging mode of the user
interface without further user interaction, other than the selection of the at least one
particularfile and the input from the user, displaying an indication that tagging is active,
upon initiating the tagging mode ([0012]; [0025]; and [0033]), wherein, following the
rationale provided supra that the first detection may sufficiently correspond to detecting a
user selecting a media file and the second detection may sufficiently correspond to
detecting the user inputting a selection of an option to “Add Tag” to that selected media
file, it would thus have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of
invention that a tagging mode would automatically be entered, in response to initiating
the “Add Tag” option command, because selecting an “Add Tag” menu option command
has been interpreted as sufficiently corresponding to initiating a mode of tagging in
which a tag may be added. Furthermore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary
skill in the art that, upon initiating the “Add Tag” option command, the user interface
would change in some way in order for a user to add a tag through the user interface.
Therefore, it would have been obvious that some form of “indication” would be displayed
in order to indicate that tagging mode has been initiated in order to perform the "Add
Tag" option command, because, as disclosed in [0033], a user could create a custom tag
to be added, which would have been obvious to implement through the user interacting
with the graphical user interface in any practical mode that would enable a user to add a
tag and which would thus indicate that a tagging mode has been activated.

Freeborg does not explicitly disclose that the second detecting, following the first detecting
of the user selection and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the
window, detects an input from the user of one or more characters included in a tag that the user
desires to apply to the at least one particular file.

In addition, Freeborg does not explicitly disclose display in the window at least one
suggested tag to be applied to the at least one particular file, the at least one suggested tag being
suggested based at least in part on the input.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Katz discloses, in column 3, lines 42—58 and column 4,
lines 33—44, that data may be tagged with annotations in order to facilitate searching and retrieval
of such data.

Particular reference is made to column 8, line 48 — column 9, line 2; column 11, lines 48—60;
and column 12, lines 54—65 of Katz; which discloses that the annotations may be generated either
"semiautomatically or automatically," that “other annotations from the annotation group or
groups [may be] proposed for use to annotate the current subdivision,” and that “the annotator []
could select from the proposed annotations the ones which are appropriate for the current text
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subdivision.” Taking into account this disclosure, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary
skill in the art at the time of invention to be able to implement a step of: upon a first detecting of
a selection of at least one particular file and a second detection of input from a user,
automatically initiating a tagging mode of a user interface withoutfurther user interaction, other
than the selection of the at least one particularfile and the input from the user, and displaying in
a window at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one particular file, the at least
one suggested tag being suggested based at least in part on the input. This would have been
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to be included within the teachings of Katz, because the
disclosure of “semiautomatically or automatically” would infer a desire to dynamically provide
tags or annotations, and furthermore because the disclosure of “proposing annotations” would
infer a desire to suggest tags or annotations. Additionally, the disclosure that “the annotations
stored in memory [] are searched to find an annotation which is the same or similar to the
inputted annotation” and that the proposed/suggested annotation may be "an annotation which is
the same or similar [that] has been used before” (column 11, lines 48 — 60) would have made it
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention that the at least one suggested
tag may be suggested without further user interaction other than the user selection and the input
from the user.

In addition, Katz further discloses second detecting, following the first detecting of the user
selection and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window,
an input from the user of one or more characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply
to the at least one particular file (column 8, line 42 — column 9, line 2), disclosing a user
generating an annotation using a keyboard that may also be performed automatically or
semiautomatically;

Furthermore, reference is made to Katz’s disclosure in column 5, lines 42 — 53 and column 5,
line 68 — column 6, line 14; wherein Katz discloses “While, for discussion purposes, the database
will generally be considered to be a textual database in the following discussion, this is not a
limitation on the invention, and, as indicated earlier, databases from which material may be
retrieved utilizing the teachings of this invention include ones containing graphics (i.e. pictures,
graphs, charts, drawings, video images, etc.), audio (i.e. speech, music, sound effects, etc.), text
(including computer programs in various codes or languages, object classes and action
specifications) and any other type of material which may be computer storable.” Therefore,
based on this disclosure, it also would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the
time of invention that the annotation methods of Katz such as disclosed in column 8, lines 6 — 41
may pertain to any such material that may be computer storable, and is only described in the
particular citations as being textual subdivisions of a database “ or discussion purposes” which
are not to be limiting. Thus, it would have been obvious that the selected items that Katz gives
examples of annotating may be items such as files and, therefore, it would have been obvious
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that the teachings of Katz may be implemented with a graphical user interface having a window
in which information regarding one or morefiles is displayed.

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to
combine the teachings of Freeborg and Katz for the same reasons disclosed in the rejection of
claim 10, supra.

Regarding claim 2, Freeborg sufficiently renders obvious the limitations of claim 1.
However, Freeborg does not explicitly disclose that the series of acts further comprises:

utilizing the computing interface input to generate the tag by displaying at least one suggested
tag in the computing interface; and in response to a second computing interface input from the
user selecting a particular tag of the at least one suggested tag displayed in the computing
interface, storing the particular tag in association with the at least one particular file.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Katz discloses, in column 3, lines 42—58 and column 4,
lines 33—44, that data may be tagged with annotations in order to facilitate searching and retrieval
of such data.

Particular reference is made to column 8, line 48 — column 9, line 2; column ll, lines 48—60;
and column 12, lines 54—65 of Katz; which discloses that the annotations may be generated either
"scmiautomatically or automatically," that “other annotations from the annotation group or
groups [may be] proposed for use to annotate the current subdivision,” and that “the annotator []
could select from the proposed annotations the ones which are appropriate for the current text
subdivision.” Taking into account this disclosure, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary
skill in the art at the time of invention to be able to implement a step of: upon a first detecting of
a selection of at least one particular file and a second detection of input from a user,
automatically initiating a tagging mode of a user interface without further user interaction, other
than the selection of the at least one particularfile and the input from the user, and displaying in
a window at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one particular file, the at least
one suggested tag being suggested based at least in part on the input. This would have been
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to be included within the teachings of Katz, because the
disclosure of “semiautomatically or automatically” would infer a desire to dynamically provide
tags or annotations, and furthermore because the disclosure of “proposing annotations” would
infer a desire to suggest tags or annotations. Additionally, the disclosure that “the annotations
stored in memory [] are searched to find an annotation which is the same or similar to the
inputted annotation” and that the proposed/suggested annotation may be "an annotation which is
the same or similar [that] has been used before” (column 11, lines 48 — 60) would have made it
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention that the at least one suggested
tag may be suggested without further user interaction other than the user selection and the input
from the user. Furthermore, regarding the at least one suggested tag including at least some of
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the input, Katz, at column 11, lines 48—60 and column 12, lines 54—65 discloses annotations
which may be the same or similar to input.

In addition, Katz further discloses utilizing a computing interface input to generate a tag by
displaying at least one suggested tag in the computing interface (column 8, line 59 — column 9,
line 2), disclosing displaying annotations; and in response to a second computing interface input
from the user selecting a particular tag of the at least one suggested tag displayed in the
computing interface, storing the particular tag in association with the at least one particular file
(column 12, lines 54—65), disclosing storing annotations.

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to
combine the teachings of Freeborg and Katz for the same reasons disclosed in the rejection of
claim 10, supra.

As per claims 3 and 17, and taking into account the rejections of claims 2 and 16, Katz
further discloses determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the
computing interface input from the user (column 8, line 48 — column 9, line 2; column 11, lines
48—60; and column 12, lines 54—65), disclosing various means for determining annotations based
on user input.

As per claims 4, 11, and 18; and taking into account the rejections of claims 3, 10, and 17;
Katz further discloses that determining the at least one suggested tag comprises determining the
at least one suggested tag based at least in part on one or more of a first tag previously applied
to one of the at least one particular file, a second tag previously applied to another file that is
determined to be similar to the at least one particularfile based on a comparison offile types, a
recently-applied tag, or a commonly-applied tag (column 11, lines 48—60; column 12, lines 54—
65; and column 14, lines 17—26), disclosing various means for determining annotations based on
stored annotation data.

As per claims 5 and 19, and taking into account the rejections of claims 3 and 17, Katz
further discloses that determining the at least one suggested tag comprises querying an external
data source of tags (column 12, line 54 — column 13, line 37 and column 13, lines 50—62),
disclosing external data sources for such querying.

As per claim 6, and taking into account the rejection of claim 5, Katz further discloses that
querying the external data source of tags comprises transmitting to the external data source
information about the at least one particular file (column 12, line 54 — column 13, line 37 and
column 13, lines 50—62), disclosing transmitting file information in such a query.
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As per claim 7, and taking into account the rejection of claim 5, Katz further discloses that
querying the external data source of tags comprises transmitting to the external data source
information about the user (column 12, line 65 — column 13, line 14 and column 14, lines 17—
26), disclosing transmitting user information in such a query

As per claims 8 and 20, and taking into account the rejections of claims 7 and 19, Katz
further discloses that transmitting to the external data source information about the user
comprises transmitting information regarding one or more of preferences of the user, a
profession of the user, a current project on which the user is working, or a current activity in
which the user is engaging (column 6, lines 27—48), disclosing such types of user information,
such as preference of language.

As per claim 15, and taking into account the rejection of claim 10, Katz further discloses that
determining the at least one suggested tag comprises determining a first suggested tag that
includes all of the one or more characters of the input from the user (column 11, lines 48—60),
disclosing that annotations may be based on all user input.

14. Claim 9 is rejected under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over
Freeborg et al. (US 2006/0080335 A1) in view of Wantanabe et al. (US 6,795,094 B1).

As per claim 9, Freeborg sufficiently renders obVious the limitations of claim 1.
However, Freeborg does not explicitly disclose that the first detecting of the user selection of

the at least one particular file while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed
in the computing interface comprises first detecting the user selection while metadata regarding
files that are stored in a folder of a file system is displayed in the computing interface.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Watanabe discloses that the first detecting of the user
selection of the at least one particular file while the information regarding the one or more files
is displayed in the computing interface comprises first detecting the user selection while
metadata regarding files that are stored in a folder of a file system is displayed in the computing
interface (Figs. 2 and 8), disclosing the display of metadata during such methods.

Both Freeborg and Watanabe pertain to the analogous art of interfaces using keywords to
retrieve particular data from databases (Freeborg; [0033]—[0037] and Wantanabe; column 1, lines
8—12) and thus one would look to the other for possible variations to their teachings or
improvements to overcome particular difficulties of their teachings. In addition, Freeborg
discloses that it would be desirable to improve upon the known difficulty in which it is difficult
for users to categorize files in multiple ways without making duplicate copies of files in
duplicate folders, which is tedious and a waste of valuable disk space (Freeborg; [0005]).
Furthermore, Wantanabe also discloses that the entering of keywords through a keyboard from
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one image file to another becomes difficult when a plurality of such files are generally displayed
one by one and, additionally, when a plurality of types of files are displayed as thumbnails, it is
difficult to display keywords associated with the respective images in a limited display area and
thus the user cannot know which keywords are assigned to the respective images (Wantanabe;
column 17—33). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the
time of invention to combine the teachings of Freeborg and Wantanabe.

15. Claim 12 is rejected under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over
Freeborg et al. (US 2006/0080335 A1) and Katz et al. (US 5,404,295) in View of Graham et
al. (US 2004/0095376 A1).

As per claim 12, Freeborg and Katz sufficiently render obvious the limitations of claim 10.
In addition, Katz discloses generating an automatic tag based at least in part on an analysis of
content of one of at least one particular file; storing the automatic tag in association with the
one of the at least one particularfile (column 12, lines 54—65), disclosing generating and storing
automatic tags.

However, Freeborg and Katz do not explicitly disclose displaying the automatic tag to the
user in a different manner from at least one explicit tag applied to the one of the at least one
particular file by the user.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Graham discloses displaying automatically generated
elements to a user in a difi‘erent manner from elements generated and applied by the user
([0363]), disclosing that “in order to differentiate between the manually generated and
automatically generated [elements], different colors or styles may be used to display rectangular
boxes that represent automatic [elements] and boxes that represent manual [elements] .”

Freeborg, Katz, and Graham all pertain to the analogous art of graphical user interfaces for
displaying representations of stored information of one or more types (Freeborg, [0033]—[0037];
Katz, column 1, lines 12—18; and Graham, Abstract) and thus one would look to the other for
possible variations to their teachings or improvements to overcome particular difficulties of their
teachings. In addition, Freeborg discloses that it would be desirable to improve upon the known
difficulty in which it is difficult for users to categorize files in multiple ways without making
duplicate copies of files in duplicate folders, which is tedious and a waste of valuable disk space
(Freeborg; [0005]). In addition, Katz discloses that a need exists for an improved method and
apparatus for retrieving relevant material from large databases, and in particular for permitting
such retrieval to be accomplished by a relatively unsophisticated user and that it should also be
possible to complete searches on all types of text, graphics, audio, and other stored material and
to complete the search expeditiously (Katz; column 3, lines 10—20). Furthermore, Graham
discloses that it is desirable to improve upon techniques for allowing users to view, analyze, and
navigate multimedia information stored in multimedia documents, such as by automatically
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generating information to complement user generated information (Graham; [0014] and [0360]—
[0363]). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of
invention to combine the teachings of Freeborg, Katz, and Graham.

16. Claims 13 and 14 are rejected under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable
over Freeborg et al. (US 2006/0080335 A1), Katz et al. (US 5,404,295), and Graham et al.
(US 2004/0095376 A1) in View of Holt et al. (US 5,960,447).

As per claim 13, Freeborg, Katz, and Graham sufficiently render obvious the limitations of
claim 12.

However, Freeborg, Katz, and Graham do not explicitly disclose that displaying the
automatic tag to the user in the different manner comprises: displaying to the user each tag
associated with the one of the at least one particular file and, for the each tag, an indication of an
associated confidence level of the each tag based on the displaying in the different manner,
wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at least one explicit tag.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Holt discloses that displaying an automatic tag to a user in
a dijferent manner comprises: displaying to the user each tag associated with one of at least one
particular file and, for the each tag, an indication of an associated confidence level of the each
tag based on the displayil'ig in the different manner, wherein the automatic tag has a lower
confidence value than the at least one explicit tag (column 9, lines 7—61), describing confidence
levels associated with words corresponding to tags, wherein column 9, lines 51—54 discloses that
“words with a specific confidence level or range may be displayed in a different color from the
other text/data being displayed. Similarly, one can establish that words in various colors
represent various confidence levels or ranges of confidence levels.”

Freeborg, Katz, Graham, and Holt all pertain to the analogous art of graphical user interfaces
for displaying representations of stored information of one or more types (Freeborg, [0033]—
[0037]; Katz, column 1, lines 12—18; Graham, Abstract; and Holt, Abstract) and thus one would
look to the other for possible variations to their teachings or improvements to overcome
particular difficulties of their teachings. In addition, Freeborg discloses that it would be desirable
to improve upon the known difficulty in which it is difficult for users to categorize files in
multiple ways without making duplicate copies of files in duplicate folders, which is tedious and
a waste of valuable disk space (Freeborg; [0005]). In addition, Katz discloses that a need exists
for an improved method and apparatus for retrieving relevant material from large databases, and
in particular for permitting such retrieval to be accomplished by a relatively unsophisticated user
and that it should also be possible to complete searches on all types of text, graphics, audio, and
other stored material and to complete the search expeditiously (Katz; column 3, lines 10—20).
Furthermore, Graham discloses that it is desirable to improve upon techniques for allowing users
to view, analyze, and navigate multimedia information stored in multimedia documents, such as
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by automatically generating information to complement user generated information (Graham;
[0014] and [0360]—[0363]). In addition, Holt discloses that there is a great need for improved
ways of editing and correcting text that is automatically generated and has varying levels of
confidence (Holt; column 1, lines 63—67). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to combine the teachings of Freeborg, Katz,
Graham, and Holt.

As per claim 14, and taking into account the rejection of claim 13, Katz further discloses:
monitoring user interaction with the automatic tag; learning, based at least in part on the user
interaction, information about user preferences regarding the tags of the file system; and
generating at least one additional tag based at least in part on the learned information about
user preferences regarding the tags of the file system (column 13, lines 43—50 and column 14,
lines 17—26), disclosing types of such artificial intelligence learning.

Response to Arguments
17. Applicant’s arguments filed on 4/11/2014 have been fully considered, but are not persuasive.

18. Regarding Applicant’s arguments on p. 1 pertaining to the rejection of claims 10-15
under 35 USC § 101, the rejection of claims 10—15 under 35 USC 101 has been rescinded in
light of the amendments to claims 10—15.

19. Regarding Applicant’s arguments on pp. 2-6 pertaining to the rejection of claims 12
and 13 under 35 USC § 112, first paragraph, Applicant’s arguments pertaining to claim 12
are persuasive and the rejection of claim 12 under 35 USC 112, first paragraph, has been
rescinded.

However, Applicant’s arguments pertaining to claim 13 are not persuasive. Applicant
cites paragraphs [0035]—[0036] of the Specification as providing support, but the Examiner is
unable to find support within paragraphs [0035]—[0036] of the limitation of “displaying to the
user each tag associated with the one of the at least one particular file and, for each tag, fl
indication of an associated confidence level of the each tag, based on the displaying in the
different manner wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at least one
explicit tag.” The Specification contains no enabling disclosure for “displaying... an
indication of an associated confidence level of the each tag.” Paragraphs [0034]—[0035]
describe that a user “may” have a “confidence level with regard to the tags,” but this is not
equivalent to describing a confidence level that is of the each tag. There may be supporting
disclosure for an associated confidence level of the user with regard to the tags, but there is
no supporting disclosure for an associated confidence level of the tag or of the each tag, let
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20.

21.

22.

23.

alone supporting disclosure for displaying an indication of an associated confidence level of
the each tag.

Therefore, claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply
with the written description requirement and as failing to comply with the enablement
requirement.

Regarding Applicant’s arguments on pp. 6-14 pertaining to the rejection of claims 1-20
under 35 USC § 103(3), Applicant’s arguments are moot in view of new grounds of
rejection, necessitated by amendment.

Conclusion
It is noted that any citation to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the prior art
references and any interpretation of the references should not be considered to be limiting in
any way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon for all that it
would have reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. In re Heck, 699
F.2d 1331, 1332-33216 USPQ [038, 1039 (Fed. Cir. 1983) (quoting In re Lemelson, 397
F.2d 1006,1009, 158 USPQ 275, 277 (CCPA 1968)).

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is consideredpertinent to the applicant’s
disclosure. The cited documents represent the general state of the art.

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the Examiner
should be directed to Eric A. Wiener Whose telephone number is 571—270—1401 and Whose
fax number is 571—270—2401. The Examiner can normally be reached during regular Office
business hours, Monday through Thursday.

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's
supervisor, William Bashore, can be reached on 571—272—4088. The fax phone number for
the organization Where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571—273—8300.

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information
about the PAIR system, see http://pair—direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access
to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866—217—9197
(toll—free).

/ERIC WIENER/
Examiner, Art Unit 2142
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
Applicant: Matthew B. MacLaurin Examiner: Eric A. Wiener
Serial No.: 12/887,406 Art Unit: 2142
Filed: September 21, 2010 Docket No.: 312979.02
Conf. No.: 2445
Title: SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

AMENDMENT AND RESPONSE UNDER 37 CFR 8 1.111

Mail Stop Amendment
Commissioner for Patents
PO. Box 1450
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450

Applicant has reviewed the Office Action mailed on July 3, 2014. Please amend and

reconsider the above-identified patent application as follows.
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IN THE CLAIMS

Please amend and reconsider the claims as follows:

What is claimed is:

1. (Currently Amended) A method for applying tags to files of a file system, the

method comprising:

operating at least one programmed processor to carry out a series of acts, the series of

acts being identified by executable instructions with which the at least one programmed

processor is programmed, the series of acts comprising:

first detecting, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a

computing interface, a user selection of at least one particular file of the one or more

files;

sccond dctccting, following the first dctccting of the user selection and while the

information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the computing interface, a

computing interface input of one or more characters from the user; and

upon the first detecting and the second detecting following the first detecting,

automatically entering a tagging mode of the computing interface without further user

interaction, other than the user selection and computing interface input of one or more

characters, displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon entering the tagging

mode, and utilizing the computing interface input to generate a tag to be applied to the at

least one particular file.

2. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 1, wherein the series of acts filrther

comprises:

utilizing the computing interface input to generate the tag by displaying at least one

suggested tag in the computing interface;

in response to a second computing interface input from the user selecting a particular tag

of the at least one suggested tag displayed in the computing interface, storing the particular tag in

association with the at least one particular file.
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3. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 2, wherein the series of acts fither

comprises:

determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the computing

interface input from the user.

4. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 3, wherein determining the at least

one suggested tag comprises determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on

one or more of:

a first tag previously applied to one of the at least one particular file,

a second tag previously applied to another file that is determined to be similar to the at

least one particular file based on a comparison of file types,

a recently-applied tag, or

a commonly—applied tag.

5. (Original) The method of claim 3, wherein determining the at least one suggested

tag comprises querying an external data source of tags.

6. (Original) The method of claim 5, wherein querying the external data source of

tags comprises transmitting to the external data source information about the at least one

particular file.

7. (Original) The method of claim 5, wherein querying the external data source of

tags comprises transmitting to the external data source information about the user.

8. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 7, wherein transmitting to the

external data source information about the user comprises transmitting information regarding one

or more of:

preferences of the user,

a profession of the user,
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a current project on which the user is working, or

a current activity in which the user is engaging.

9. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 1, wherein the first detecting of the

user selection of the at least one particular file while the information regarding the one or more

files is displayed in the computing interface comprises first detecting the user selection while

metadata regarding files that are stored in a folder of a file system is displayed in the computing

interface.

10. (Currently Amended) A method comprising:

displaying information regarding one or more files of a file system in a window of a

graphical user interface;

first detecting, while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the

window, a user selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files;
second detecting, following the first detecting of the user selection and while the

information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window, an input from the user of

one or more characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to the at least one

particular file;

upon the first detecting of the selection and the second detecting of the input following

the first detecting, automatically initiating a tagging mode of the graphical user interface without

further user interaction, other than the user selection and the input of one or more characters

from the user, displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging mode,

and determining at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the input from the user, the at

least one suggested tag including at least some of the input;

displaying in the window the at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one

particular file; and

in response to third detecting a user selection of a tag of the at least one suggested tag

displayed in the window, applying the selected tag to the at least one particular file.
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11. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 10, wherein determining the at least

one suggested tag comprises determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on

one or more of:

a first tag previously applied to one of the at least one particular file,

a second tag previously applied to another file that is determined to be similar to the at

least one particular file based on a comparison of file types,

a recently-applied tag, or

a commonly-applied tag.

12. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 10, further comprising:

generating an automatic tag based at least in part on an analysis of content of one of the at

least one particular file;

storing the automatic tag in association with the one of the at least one particular file; and

displaying the automatic tag to the user in a different manner from at least one explicit

tag applied to the one of the at least one particular file by the user.

13. (Currently Amended) The method of claim 12, wherein displaying the automatic

tag to the user in the different manner comprises:

displaying to the user each tag associated with the one of the at least one particular file

and, for the each tag, an indication of an associated confidence level of the user with regard to

th_e each tag based on the displaying in the different manner, wherein the automatic tag has a

lower confidence value than the at least one explicit tag.

14. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 13, further comprising:

monitoring user interaction with the automatic tag; and

learning, based at least in part on the user interaction, information about user preferences

regarding the tags of the file system; and

generating at least one additional tag based at least in part on the learned information

about user preferences regarding the tags of the file system.
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15. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 10, wherein determining the at least

one suggested tag comprises determining a first suggested tag that includes all of the one or more

characters of the input from the user.

16. (Currently Amended) An apparatus configured to apply tags to files of a file

system, the apparatus comprising:

a user interface to display information to a user regarding files of the file system and tags

able to be applied to the files and to receive information from the user indicating a selection of at

least one file, input regarding desired tags, and a selection of tags; and

at least one processor programmed to:

first detect, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a window of

the user interface, [[the]] a selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files;

second detect, following the first detection of the selection of the at least one

particular file and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in

the window, [[the]] input from the user of one or more characters included in a tag that

the user desires to apply to the at least one particular file; and

upon the first detection of the selection of the at least one particular file and the

second detection of the input of one or more characters from the user, automatically

initiate a tagging mode of the user interface without further user interaction, other than

the selection of the at least one particular file and the input of one or more characters

from the user, displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging

mode, and display in the window at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least

one particular file, the at least one suggested tag being suggested based at least in part on

the input.

17. (Original) The apparatus of claim 16, wherein the at least one processor is filrther

programmed to:

determine the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the input from the user.
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18. (Previously Presented) The apparatus of claim 17, wherein the at least one

processor is programmed to determine the at least one suggested tag at least by determining the

at least one suggested tag based at least in part on one or more of:

a first tag previously applied to one of the at least one particular file,

a second tag previously applied to another file that is determined to be similar to the at

least one particular file based on a comparison of file types,

a recently-applied tag, or

a commonly-applied tag.

19. (Original) The apparatus of claim 17, wherein the at least one processor is

programmed to determine the at least one suggested tag at least by querying an external data

source of tags.

20. (Previously Prcscntcd) The apparatus of claim 19, wherein the at least one
processor is programmed to query the external data source of tags at least by transmitting to the

external data source information regarding one or more of:

preferences of the user,

a profession of the user,

a current project on which the user is working, or

a current activity in which the user is engaging.
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REMARKS

Applicant has carefully reviewed and considered the Office Action mailed on July 3,

2014, and the references cited therewith.

Claims 1, 10, 13, and 16 are amended herein; as a result, claims 1-20 are pending in this

application. Applicant respectfully submits that no new matter is added by these amendments

(see, e.g., paragraphs [0008], [0013], [0014], [0016], [0017], [0018], [0021], [0024], [0025],

[0028], [0030], and [0034] - [0036] of the originally filed specification). Applicant respectfully

traverses all pending rejections of the claims, requests withdrawal of all pending rejections

and/or objections, and requests swift indication of allowance of the present application, as

discussed below.

Reiection under 35 USC S 112, first paragraph (enablement)

Claim 13

Claim 13 was rejected under 35 USC § 112, first paragraph, as allegedly failing to

comply with the enablement requirement. Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection of claim

13, as discussed below.

With regard to claim 13, the Office Action (pp. 2-3, item 7) alleges that "displaying to the

user each tag associated with the one of the at least one particular file and, for the each tag, fl

indication of an associated confidence level of the each tag, based on the displaying in the

different manner, wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at least one

explicit tag" is not enabled by the Specification. The Office Action (page 3, lines 1-6) states

(emphasis added):

The Specification contains no enabling disclosure for "displaying
an indication of an associated confidence level of the each tag."

Paragraphs [0034]-[0035] of the Specification describe that a user
"may" have a "confidence level with regard to the tags," but this is
not equivalent to describing a confidence level that is of the each
t_ag. There may be supporting disclosurefor an associated
confidence level of the user with regard to the tags ...
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Without conceding that claim 13 fails to comply with the enablement requirement,

Applicant submits that, in the interests of advancing prosecution, claim 13 is amended herein to

recite, “. . .an indication of an associated confidence level of the user with regard to the each tag

...” in accordance with the suggestion of the Office Action referenced above.

Applicant respectfully submits that this feature is enabled by, at least, paragraphs [0035]-

[0036] of the originally filed specification. For example, paragraphs [0035]—[0036] (at least)

state (emphasis added):

[0035] The tagging system can contain both automatic tags
generated by the tagging system and explicit tags from a user. By
distinguishing between the two types oftags easily, a user can be
alerted to their confidence level with regard to the tags. A user
may have high confidence in their explicit tags and lesser
confidence in system generated tags. Users may also desire to
make system tags their own by accepting them via a user interface
mechanism. Thus, users may locate documents, for example,
without totally agreeing or disagreeing with the tags associated
with those documents. If they decide that the system tags are to
their liking, they can change them to explicit tags. By doing so,
the tagging system can learn from the changes and even employ
machine learning techniques to facilitate in providing better tag
suggestions. Both agreeing with a system generated tag and
disagreeing with a system generated tag, can be utilized to increase
the “intelligence” of the tagging system. Likewise, taking no
action can also be employed in the learning process.

[0036] As an example user interface, given a display of items, such
as the list of files presented in a desktop file window, if the user
has selected one or more items utilizing the user interface and
begins to type, a light “tagging mode’ can be entered with the
following characteristics:

- display a special icon and/or text message indicating that
tagging is active
- accumulate each key a user types into a “tag buffer”
- use this tag buffer to guess at likely tags
- display the current “best guess” tag in a textual readout
associated with the window
- allow a user to choose between “tag guesses” using cursor
arrows
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- allow a user to choose whether to accept guesses or simply
use the buffer as is
- if a user hits the escape key (or similar), exit tagging mode
- if the user hits the enter / return key (or similar), apply the
items to the tag

In addition, ifan automated tag and an explicit tag (one entered
by a user) are both presented to the user, each type oftag can be
distinguished utilizing dijferent sizes, fonts, colors, and/or
symbols and the like. The above user interface characteristics are
meant to be a representative process and one skilled in the art can
appreciate that many variations are possible and are still within the
scope of the disclosed subject matter herein. In general, once the
tags are applied to the selected items, they are automatically
utilized by the system to organize and retrieve content.

Thus, Applicant respectfully submits that, at least paragraph [0035] (e.g., "By

distinguishing between the two types oftags easily, a user can be alerted to their confidence

level with regard to the tags. A user may have high confidence in their explicit tags and lesser

confidence in system generated tags.") enables “displaying to the user each tag associated with

the one of the at least one particular file and, for the each tag, an indication of an associated

confidence level of the user with regard to the each tag based on the displaying in the different

manner, wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at least one explicit

tag,” as recited by amended claim 13.

Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection of claim 13 under

35 USC § 112, first paragraph, as allegedly failing to comply with the enablement requirement.
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Reiection under 35 USC S 112, first paragraph (written description)

Claim 13

Claim 13 was rejected under 35 USC § 112, first paragraph, as allegedly failing to

comply with the written description requirement. The Office Action (page 3, lines 24-28) that

the "claims contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as

to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor, at the time the

application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention." Applicant respectfully traverses

this rejection of claim 13, as discussed below.

With regard to claim 13, the Office Action (page 3, item 8) alleges that "displaying to the

user each tag associated with the one of the at least one particular file and, for the each tag, fl

indication of an associated confidence level of the each tag based on the displaying in the

different manner, wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at least one

explicit tag" fails to comply with the written description requirement.

As discussed above, claim 13 is amended herein to recite, “. . .an indication of an

associated confidence level of the user with regard to the each tag ...” in accordance with the

suggestion of the Office Action referenced above. As discussed above, Applicant respectfully

submits that the originally filed specification provides supporting disclosure for (at least) these

features recited by amended claim 13.

Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection of claim 13 under

35 USC § 112, first paragraph, as allegedly failing to comply with the written description

requirement.

Reiections under 35 USC S 112, second paragraph

Claims 1 6-20

Claims 16-20 were rejected under 35 USC § 112, second paragraph, as allegedly being

indefinite. Applicant respectfully traverses these rejections of claims 16-20, as discussed below.

With regard to claim 16, the Office Action (page 4, lines 1-8) alleges that there is

insufficient antecedent basis for "the selection of at least one particular file of the one or more
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files," "the selection of the at least one particular file," and "the first detection of the selection of

the at least one particular file" in the claim. Without conceding that claim 16, as recited, is

indefinite, Applicant respectfully submits that, in the interests of advancing prosecution, claim

16 is amended herein to recite, “a selection of at least one particular file of the one or more

files,” as antecedent basis to “the first detection of the selection of the at least one particular

file.”

With regard to claim 16, the Office Action (page 4, lines 9-16) further alleges that there

is insufficient antecedent basis for “the input from the user of one or more characters included in

a tag that the user desires to apply to the at least one particular file.” Without conceding that

claim 16, as recited, is indefinite, Applicant respectfully submits that, in the interests of

advancing prosecution, claim 16 is amended herein to recite, “input from the user of one or more

characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to the at least one particular file.”

Applicant respectfully submits that these amendments to claim 16 render moot the

rejections of claims 16—20 under 35 USC § 112, second paragraph, as allegedly being indefinite.
Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejections of claims 16-20

under 35 USC § 112, second paragraph, as allegedly being indefinite.

Reiections under 35 USC S 103(a)

M

Claim 1 was rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over

Freeborg et al. (US. Patent Application Publication No. 2006/0080335 A1). Applicant

respectfully traverses the rejection of claim 1, as discussed below.

Amended independent claim 1 recites (emphasis added):

1. A method for applying tags to files of a file system,
the method comprising:

operating at least one programmed processor to carry out a
series of acts, the series of acts being identified by executable
instructions with which the at least one programmed processor is
programmed, the series of acts comprising:
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first detecting, while information regarding one or more files is
displayed in a computing interface, a user selection of at least one
particular file of the one or more files;

second detecting, following the first detecting of the user
selection and while the information regarding the one or more files
is displayed in the computing interface, a computing interface
input of one or more characters from the user; and

upon the first detecting and the second detecting following the
first detecting, automatically entering a tagging mode of the
computing interface without further user interaction, other than
the user selection and computing interface input of one or
more characters, displaying an indication that tagging is active,
upon entering the tagging mode, and utilizing the computing
interface input to generate a tag to be applied to the at least one
particular file.

Docket No:

Page 13

312979.02

Freeborg et al. (per Title) is directed to a “method and apparatus for audio/video attribute

and relationship storage and retrieval for efficient composition,” stating (per Abstr

The invention provides a method and software for use within audio
and video authoring software applications wherein the
relationships between the source media files are saved and used as
part of a media manager. The software allows the artist to
efficiently recall which files were used together, as well as how
they were used together musically or visually.

FIG. 8B ofFreeborg et al. is shown below:
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As best understood, the Office Action (pp. 5-6) equates the “first detecting” recited by

claim 1 with selections allegedly discussed in Freeborg et al. , the Office Action stating

(emphasis added):

Therefore, referring to the example media manager interface
window of Fig. 8, it has been interpreted that each of the 26 media
files displayed in each of the 26 rows of the media manager are
able to be selected by a user and, fithermore, are able to be
selected by a user while information regarding one or more files is
displayed, wherein such selection is also able to be detected.
Furthermore, referring to Fig. 8B, one of ordinary skill in the art
would have viewed the media manager interface of Fig. 8B as
obviously depicting a contextual pop-up menu that has been
displayed in response to a user selection of the media file in row 9.
This would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art,
because the border of row 9 is displayed with an outline in Fig. 8B
in the same, well-known fashion that other user interface objects
are commonly indicated as selected or focused-on, which would
thus infer to one of ordinary skill in the art that a first user
selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files has
been detected. Furthermore, one of ordinary skill in the art would
have inferred that one action (i.e. "a user selection") both
selected the media file in row 9 and caused the display of the
contextual pop-up menu, for instance, by right-clicking on row
9, because it is well known in the art that right-clicking an item in
a file explorer will cause such a contextual pop-up menu to be
displayedforfurther input (see PT0-892-201 4061 7, Reference U,
[9. 70).

As best understood, the Office Action (p. 6) then equates the “second detecting” recited

by claim 1 with an alleged selection of an “Add Tag” option in FIG. 8B ofFreeborg et al., the

Office Action stating (emphasis added):

... (Fig. 8B), wherein the contextual pop-up menu displayed over
row 9 has been interpreted as being displayed "following the first
detecting of the user selection" of the media file of row 9 and
"while the information regarding the one or more files [continues
to be] displayed in the [media manager] computing interface [of
Fig. 8B]." Although Freeborg does not explicitly state detecting
a second computing interface input from the user, one of
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention would have viewed
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such a second user input as being obvious, because Fig. 8B
depicts the contextual pop-up menu as already having been
displayed in response to the first detection of user input
selection of the media file of row 9, as explained, supra, and,
furthermore, because that contextual pop-up menu clearly
depicts selectable options, which would be obvious selectable
inputs to correspond to a second input that follows a first input
that caused the contextual pop-up menu to be displayed.
Therefore, following this rationale, it has been interpreted that
any of the selectable options of the contextual pop-up menu of
Fig. 8B may, upon user selection, correspond to the second
detected computing interface user input, wherein those
selectable options include at least the options depicted in Fig. 8B
of: "Remove the Column," "Column Chooser," "Custom
Columns," "Find Related Items," "Add Tag," "Remove Tag," "Add
to Project," "Open with Player," "Explore Containing Folder,"
"Save Tags and Properties to File(s)," and "Remove from Library."
Thus, it has been interpreted that the second detected
computing interface user input may sufficiently correspond to
an input that selects the option of "Add Tag."

Without conceding any of the Office Action’s allegations of obviousness, Applicant

respectfully submits that, in the interests of advancing prosecution, independent claim 1 is

amended herein to recite, “second detecting, following the first detecting of the user selection

and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the computing interface,

a computing interface input of one or more characters from the user” and “upon the first

detecting and the second detecting following the first detecting, automatically entering a tagging

mode of the computing interface without further user interaction, other than the user

selection and computing interface input of one or more characters, displaying an indication

that tagging is active, upon entering the tagging mode, and utilizing the computing interface

input to generate a tag to be applied to the at least one particular file.”

Applicant respectfully submits that “a computing interface input of one or more

characters from the user” does not correspond to the Office Action’s allegation of “an input

that selects the option of ‘Add Tag’,” as discussed above.

According to MPEP § 2143.03 ("All Claim Limitations Must Be Considered"):
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"All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of
that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ
494, 496 (CCPA 1970).

Applicant respectfully submits that these features are neither disclosed nor suggested by

Freeborg et al. , nor by any of the cited references, neither singly, nor in any reasonable

combination. Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejection

of amended independent claim 1.

Reiections under 35 USC S 103(a)

Claims 2-8, 10, II, and 15-20

Claims 2-8, 10, 11, and 15-20 were rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as allegedly being

unpatentable over Freeborg et al. in View ofKatz et al. (US. Patent No. 5,404,295). Applicant

respectfully traverses the rejection of these claims, as discussed below.
Amended independent claim 10 recites (emphasis added):

10. A method comprising:
displaying information regarding one or more files of a file

system in a window of a graphical user interface;
first detecting, while the information regarding the one or

more files is displayed in the window, a user selection of at least
one particular file of the one or more files;

second detecting, following the first detecting of the user
selection and while the information regarding the one or more files
is displayed in the window, an input from the user of one or
more characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply
to the at least one particular file;

upon the first detecting of the selection and the second
detecting of the input following the first detecting, automatically
initiating a tagging mode of the graphical user interface without
further user interaction, other than the user selection and the
input of one or more characters from the user, displaying an
indication that tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging mode,
and determining at least one suggested tag based at least in part on
the input from the user, the at least one suggested tag including at
least some of the input;

displaying in the window the at least one suggested tag to
be applied to the at least one particular file; and
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in response to third detecting a user selection of a tag of the
at least one suggested tag displayed in the window, applying the
selected tag to the at least one particular file.

Katz et al. (per Title) is directed to "utilizing annotations to facilitate computer retrieval

of database material," stating (per Abstract):

A method and apparatus for computer retrieval of database
material which may be text, computer programs, graphics, audio,
object classes, action specifications or other material which may be
machine stored. Annotations are provided for at least selected
database subdivisions, preferably with natural language questions,
assertions or noun phrases or some combination/collection thereof.
However, the annotations may also initially be generated in a
structured form. Annotations are, if required, converted to a
structured form and are stored in that form along with connections
to corresponding subdivisions. Searching for relevant subdivisions
involves entering a query in natural language or structured form,
converting natural language queries to structured form, matching
the structured form query against stored annotations and retrieving
database subdivisions connected to matched annotations. The
annotation process may be aided by utilizing various techniques
for automatically or semiautomatically generating the annotations.

Somewhat similarly to claim I discussed above, claim 10 recites, “second detecting,

following the first detecting of the user selection and while the information regarding the one or

more files is displayed in the window, an input from the user of one or more characters,”

even more particularly reciting, “second detecting, following the first detecting of the user

selection and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window,

an input from the user of one or more characters included in a tag that the user desires to

applv to the at least one particular file.” However, similarly to its rejection of claim 1 with

regard to its “second detecting,” the Office Action equates claim 10’s “second detecting” with an

alleged selection of an “Add Tag” option in FIG. 8B ofFreeborg et a]. (Office Action, page 9,

lines 6-14), stating:
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... it has been interpreted that any of the selectable options of the
contextual pop-up menu of Fig. 8B may, upon user selection,
correspond to the second detected computing interface user
input, wherein those selectable options include at least the options
depicted in Fig. 8B of: "Remove the Column," "Column Chooser,"
"Custom Columns," "Find Related Items," "Add Tag," "Remove
Tag," "Add to Project," "Open with Player," "Explore Containing
Folder," "Save Tags and Properties to File(s)," and "Remove from
Library." Thus, it has been interpreted that the second detected
computing interface user input may sufficiently correspond to
an input that selects the option of "Add Tag."

Thus, the Office Action interprets the “computing user input” of claim 10 as

corresponding an “input that selects the option of ‘Add Tag’” ofFreeborg et al. However, the

Office Action nowhere explains how “an input from the user of one or more characters

included in a tag that the user desires to apply to the at least one particular file” — as

actually recited by claim 10 - corresponds to an “input that selects the option of ‘Add Tag’” of

Freeborg et al. Applicant respectfully submits that “an input from the user of one or more

characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to the at least one particular file”

does not correspond to the Office Action’s allegation of “an input that selects the option of

‘Add Tag’,” as discussed above.

According to MPEP § 2143.03 ("All Claim Limitations Must Be Considered"):

"All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of
that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ
494, 496 (CCPA 1970).

The Office Action then refers to Katz et al. extensively, including (Office Action, page

11, lines 1-6) (emphasis added):

second detecting, following the first detecting of the user selection
and while the information regarding the one or more files is
displayed in the window, an input from the user of one or more
characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to
the at least one particular file (column 8, line 42 - column 9, line
2), disclosing a user generating an annotation using a keyboard
that may also be performed automatically or
semiautomatically;

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 216 of 384



AMENDMENT AND RESPONSE UNDER 37 CFR 8 1.111
Serial Number: 12/887,406
Filing Date: September 21, 2010 Docket No: 312979.02
Title: SELECTION—BASED ITEM TAGGING

Page 19

However, at column 8, line 42 - column 9, line 2, Katz et a]. states (emphasis added):

Once step 30 has been completed, the operation proceeds to
either step 32 or 34, depending upon whether annotations are
initially generated in English (or other natural language) or in a
structured form. Assuming annotations are initially generated in a
natural language, for example, as a question, assertion or noun
phrase (or combination/collection thereof), the operation would
proceed to step 32 during which an annotation for the selected
subdivision would be generated. This annotation could be
generated by a person utilizing a keyboard or other input device
16 to generate the annotation. Since generating annotations is a
labor intensive task, it might be faster to permit the annotator to
orally input annotations using the voice recognition module 18,
with the module converting the oral input to machine readable
form which is inputted to computer 10.

It is also possible that step 32 may be performed either
semiautomatically or automatically. Ways in which automatic or
semiautomatic generation may be performed are discussed later.
Generally, these techniques involve finding some relationship
between the current subdivision and a prior subdivision and either
utilizing the annotations for the prior subdivision, as suitably
modified for the current subdivision (automatic mode) or
displaying the modified annotations to the annotator as proposed
annotations with the annotator making selections from the
proposals (semiautomatic operation).

Thus, the Office Action apparently here relies on “filrther input” from the user to

allegedly establish obviousness of claim 10 over Freeborg et al. in view ofKatz et al.

Applicant respectfully submits that none of the Office Action’s allegations provide any

kind ofprimafacie showing of obviousness of claim 10 over Freeborg et a]. in view ofKatz et

al. , most particularly with regard to “second detecting, following the first detecting of the user

selection and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window,

an input from the user of one or more characters included in a tag that the user desires to

apply to the at least one particular file” and “upon the first detecting of the selection and

the second detecting of the input following the first detecting, automatically initiating a

tagging mode of the graphical user interface without further user interaction, other than the

user selection and the input of one or more characters from the user, displaying an

indication that tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging mode, and determining at least one
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suggested tag based at least in part on the input fiom the user, the at least one suggested tag

including at least some of the input.”

According to MPEP § 2143.03 ("All Claim Limitations Must Be Considered"):

"All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of
that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ
494, 496 (CCPA 1970).

Applicant respectfully submits that these features are neither disclosed nor suggested by

Katz et al. , nor by any of the cited references, neither singly, nor in any reasonable combination.

Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of amended

independent claim 10.

Applicant fither respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejections of

dependent claims 11 and 15, which recite the features of claim 10 by virtue of their respective

dependencies from claim 10, and filrther for the additional features recited by each dependent

claim.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 U.S.C. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."

Applicant further respectfully submits that Katz et al. fails to cure the deficiencies of

Freeborg et al. discussed above with regard to independent claim 1. Thus, Applicant fither

respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejections of dependent claims 2-8, which

recite the features of claim 1 by virtue of their respective dependencies from claim 1, and further

for the additional features recited by each dependent claim.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 U.S.C. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."

In another aspect, amended independent claim 16 recites (emphasis added):

16. An apparatus configured to apply tags to files of a
file system, the apparatus comprising:
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a user interface to display information to a user regarding
files of the file system and tags able to be applied to the files and to
receive information from the user indicating a selection of at least
one file, input regarding desired tags, and a selection of tags; and

at least one processor programmed to:
first detect, while information regarding one or more files

is displayed in a window of the user interface, a selection of
at least one particular file of the one or more files;

second detect, following the first detection of the
selection of the at least one particular file and while the
information regarding the one or more files is displayed in
the window, input from the user of one or more
characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply
to the at least one particular file; and

upon the first detection of the selection of the at least
one particular file and the second detection of the input
of one or more characters from the user, automatically
initiate a tagging mode of the user interface Without
further user interaction, other than the selection of the at
least one particular file and the input of one or more
characters from the user, displaying an indication that
tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging mode, and
display in the window at least one suggested tag to be
applied to the at least one particular file,

the at least one suggested tag being suggested based
at least in part on the input.

With regard to the “second detect, following the first detection of the selection of the at

least one particular file and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in

the window, input from the user of one or more characters included in a tag that the user

desires to apply to the at least one particular file” the Office Action (page 13, lines 28-37)

relies on Freeborg et al. similarly to its rejections of claims 1 and 10, to allege that the features

of claim 16 are obvious over Freeborg et al. in view ofKatz et al.

According to MPEP § 2143.03 ("All Claim Limitations Must Be Considered"):

"All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of
that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ
494, 496 (CCPA 1970).
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Applicant respectfully submits that, at least, these features are neither disclosed nor

suggested by suggested by Freeborg et al., nor by Katz et al., nor by any of the cited references,

neither singly, nor in any reasonable combination. Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests

withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of amended independent claim 16.

Applicant fiarther respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejections of

dependent claims 17-20, which recite the features of claim 16 by virtue of their respective

dependencies from claim 16, and filrther for the additional features recited by each dependent

claim.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 USC. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."

Reiections under 35 USC S 103(a)

Claim 9

Claim 9 was rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over

Freeborg et al. in view of Wantanabe et al. (US. Patent No. 6,795,094). Applicant respectfully

traverses the rejection of claim 9, as discussed below.

Dependent claim 9 recites:

9. The method of claim 1, wherein the first detecting
0f the user selection of the at least one particular file while the
information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the
computing interface comprises first detecting the user selection
while metadata regarding files that are stored in a folder of a file
system is displayed in the computing interface.

The Office Action (pp. 18-19, item 14) states (emphasis added):

As per claim 9, Freeborg safiiciently renders obvious the limitations of
claim 1.
However, Freeborg does not explicitly disclose that the first detecting of
the user selection of the at least one particular file while the information
regarding the one or more files is displayed in the computing interface
comprises first detecting the user selection while metadata regarding files
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that are stored in a folder of a file system is displayed in the computing
interface.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Watanabe discloses that thefirst
detecting ofthe user selection ofthe at least one particularfile while the
information regarding the one or morefiles is displayed in the computing
interface comprisesfirst detecting the user selection while metadata
regardingfiles that are stored in afolder ofafile system is displayed in
the computing interface (Figs. 2 and 8), disclosing the display of metadata
during such methods.

Wantanabe et al. (per Abstract) is directed to:

An image processor in which images are displayed on the screen of
a display device in such a manner that visually recognizable labels
corresponding to keywords assigned to respective images are
displayed near the corresponding images thereby making it easy
for a user to see which keywords are assigned to the respective
images.

Applicant respectfully submits that the addition of Wantanabe et al. fails to cure the

deficiencies ofFreeborg et al. with regard to rendering obvious the features of amended

independent claim 1 (as discussed above), from which amended claim 9 depends. Applicant

respectfully submits that the claimed features of amended independent claim 1 are neither

disclosed nor suggested by Freeborg et al., nor by Wantanabe et al., nor by any of the cited

references, neither singly, nor in any reasonable combination. Therefore, Applicant respectfully

requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of amended dependent claim 9, which depends

from amended independent claim 1.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 U.S.C. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."
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Reiections under 35 USC S 103(a)

m

Claim 12 was rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over

Freeborg et al. and Katz et al. in view of Graham et al. (US. Patent Application Publication No.

2004/0095376 A1). Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection of claim 12, as discussed

below.

Dependent claim 12 recites:

12. The method of claim 10, further comprising:
generating an automatic tag based at least in part on an

analysis of content of one of the at least one particular file;
storing the automatic tag in association with the one of the

at least one particular file; and
displaying the automatic tag to the user in a different

manner from at least one explicit tag applied to the one of the at
least one particular file by the user.

The Office Action (pp. 19-20, item 15) states (emphasis added):

As per claim 12, Freeborg and Katz sufiiciently render obvious the
limitations ofclaim 10.
In addition, Katz discloses generating an automatic tag based at least in
part on an analysis of content of one of at least one particular file; storing
the automatic tag in association with the one of the at least one particular
file (column 12, lines 54-65), disclosing generating and storing automatic
tags.

However, Freeborg and Katz do not explicitly disclose displaying the
automatic tag to the user in a different manner from at least one explicit
tag applied to the one of the at least one particular file by the user.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Graham discloses displaying
automatically generated elements to a user in a difi’erent mannerfrom
elements generated and applied by the user ([0363]), disclosing that "in
order to differentiate between the manually generated and automatically
generated [elements], different colors or styles may be used to display
rectangular boxes that represent automatic [elements] and boxes that
represent manual [elements] . "
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Graham et al. (per Abstract) states:

Techniques for providing a graphical user interface (GUI) that
displays a representation of stored information that may include
information of one or more types. The displayed representation
may include representations of information of the one or more
types. The GUI enables a user to navigate and skim through the
stored information and to analyze the contents of the stored
information. The stored information may include information
captured along the same timeline or along different timelines.

Applicant respectfully submits that the addition of Graham et al. fails to cure the

deficiencies ofFreeborg and Katz et al. with regard to rendering obvious the features of

amended independent claim 10 (as discussed above), from which amended claim 12 depends.

Applicant respectfully submits that the claimed features of amended independent claim 10 are

neither disclosed nor suggested by Freeborg and Katz et al., nor by Graham et al., nor by any of

the cited references, neither singly, nor in any reasonable combination. Therefore, Applicant

respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of amended dependent claim 12,

which depends from amended independent claim 10.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 USC. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."

Reiections under 35 USC S 103(a)

W

Claims 13 and 14 were rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable

over Freeborg et al., Katz et al., and Graham et al. in view ofHolt et al. (US. Patent No.

5,960,447). Applicant respectfully traverses the rejections of claims 13 and 14, as discussed

below.

Amended dependent claim 13 recites:

13. The method of claim 12, wherein displaying the
automatic tag to the user in the different manner comprises:
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displaying t0 the user each tag associated with the one of
the at least one particular file and, for the each tag, an indication of
an associated confidence level of the user with regard to the each
tag based on the displaying in the different manner, wherein the
automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at least one
explicit tag.

The Office Action (pp. 20-21, item 16) states (emphasis added):

As per claim 13, Freeborg, Katz, and Graham sufiiciently render obvious
the limitations ofclaim 12.

However, Freeborg, Katz, and Graham do not explicitly disclose that
displaying the automatic tag to the user in the different manner comprises:
displaying t0 the user each tag associated with the one of the at least one
particular file and, for the each tag, an indication of an associated
confidence level of the each tag based on the displaying in the different
manner, wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the
at least one explicit tag.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Holt discloses that displaying an
automatic tag to a user in a difi’erent manner comprises: displaying to the
user each tag associated with one ofat least one particularfile and, for
the each tag, an indication ofan associated confidence level ofthe each
tag based on the displaying in the difi’erent manner, wherein the automatic
tag has a lower confidence value than the at least one explicit tag (column
9, lines 7-61), describing confidence levels associated with words
corresponding to tags, wherein column 9, lines 51-54 discloses that
"words with a specific confidence level or range may be displayed in a
different color from the other text/data being displayed. Similarly, one can
establish that words in various colors represent various confidence levels
or ranges of confidence levels."

Holt et al. (per Abstract) states:

A word tagging and editing system for speech recognition receives
recognized speech text from a speech recognition engine, and
creates tagging information that follows the speech text as it is
received by a word processing program or other program. The
body of text to be edited in connection with the word processing
program may be selected and cut and pasted and otherwise
manipulated, and the tags follow the speech text. A word may be
selected by a user, and the tag information used to point to a sound
bite within the audio data file created initially by the speech
recognition engine. The sound bite may be replayed to the user
through a speaker. The practical results include that the user may
confirm the correctness of a particular recognized word, in real
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time whilst editing text in the word processor. If the recognition is
manually corrected, the correction information may be supplied to
the engine for use in updating a user profile for the user who
dictated the audio that was recognized. Particular tagging
approaches are employed depending on the particular word
processor being used.

Applicant respectfully submits that the addition ofHolt et al. fails to cure the deficiencies

ofFreeborg, Katz et al., and/or Graham et al. with regard to rendering obvious the features of

amended independent claim 10 (as discussed above), from which amended claim 13 depends (via

claim 12, discussed above). Applicant respectfully submits that the claimed features of amended

independent claim 10 are neither disclosed nor suggested by Freeborg, Katz et al., nor Graham

et al., nor by Holt et al., nor by any of the cited references, neither singly, nor in any reasonable

combination.

Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of

amended dcpcndcnt claim 13 and dependent claim 14, which depend from amcndcd indcpcndcnt

claim 10.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 U.S.C. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."
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Conclusion

Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of all pending rejections and/or objections.

Applicant fither respectfully submits that the claims are in condition for allowance and

notification to that effect is earnestly requested.

The Examiner is invited to telephone Applicant’s attorney at 202-684-8685 to facilitate

prosecution of this application.

Respectfully submitted,

Date October 11 2014 By /Margo Livesay. Reg. No. 41.946/
Margo Livesay, Ph.D.
Reg. No. 41,946
Phone: 202-684-8685

Microsoft Corporation
Customer Number 69316
Phone: 425-707-93 82

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING OR TRANSMISSION
(Under 37 CFR 8 1.8(20) 01‘ ELECTRONIC FILING

I hereby certify that this correspondence is being electronically deposited with the USPTO Via
EFS-Web on the date shown below:

October 11 2014 /Margo Livesay. Reg. No. 41.946/
Date Signature

Margo Livesay
Printed Name
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US. Patent and Trademark Office is to process and/or examine your submission related to a patent application or
patent. If you do not furnish the requested information, the US. Patent and Trademark Office may not be able to
process and/or examine your submission, which may result in termination of proceedings or abandonment of the
application or expiration of the patent.

The information provided by you in this form will be subject to the following routine uses:

1 . The information on this form will be treated confidentially to the extent allowed under the Freedom of
Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552) and the Privacy Act (5 U.S.C 552a). Records from this system of records may
be disclosed to the Department of Justice to determine whether disclosure of these records is required by the
Freedom of Information Act.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, in the course of presenting evidence
to a court, magistrate, or administrative tribunal, including disclosures to opposing counsel in the course of
settlement negotiations.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Member of Congress submitting a
request involving an individual, to whom the record pertains, when the individual has requested assistance from
the Member with respect to the subject matter of the record.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a contractor of the Agency having
need for the information in order to perform a contract. Recipients of information shall be required to comply
with the requirements of the Privacy Act of 1974, as amended, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(m).
A record related to an International Application filed under the Patent Cooperation Treaty in this system of
records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the International Bureau of the World Intellectual Property
Organization, pursuant to the Patent Cooperation Treaty.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to another federal agency for purposes
of National Security review (35 U.S.C. 181) and for review pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act (42 U.S.C.
218(0)).
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the Administrator, General
Services, or his/her designee, during an inspection of records conducted by GSA as part of that agency’s
responsibility to recommend improvements in records management practices and programs, under authority of
44 U.S.C. 2904 and 2906. Such disclosure shall be made in accordance with the GSA regulations governing
inspection of records for this purpose, and any other relevant (i.e., GSA or Commerce) directive. Such
disclosure shall not be used to make determinations about individuals.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the public after either publication of
the application pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 122(b) or issuance of a patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 151. Further, a
record may be disclosed, subject to the limitations of 37 CFR 1.14, as a routine use, to the public if the record
was filed in an application which became abandoned or in which the proceedings were terminated and which
application is referenced by either a published application, an application open to public inspection or an issued
patent.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Federal, State, or local law
enforcement agency, if the USPTO becomes aware of a violation or potential violation of law or regulation.
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DETAILED ACTION

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

2. This action is responsive to the following communications: Amendment filed on
10/11/2014.

This action is made final.

3. The status of the claims is as follows:
a. Claims 1-20 are pending.

Claims 1, 10, and 16 are the independent claims.
Claims 1, 10, 13, and 16 have been amended.
Claims 1-20 are rejected by the Examiner.9

-9
.5

4. Please note that any specific prior art relied upon in rejecting any pending claims is
considered the most relevant art pertaining to those claims of all prior art of current record.
However, the prior art made of record and not relied upon is still considered pertinent to the
Applicant’s Disclosure. Please refer to the Conclusion of this Office Action for additional
reference to other such pertinent prior art.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103
5. The following is a quotation of pre-AIA 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.

6. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere C0,, 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under
pre-AIA 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows:

i. Determining the scope and contents ofthe prior art.
ii. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue.
iii. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art.
iv. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or

nonobviousness.

7. Claim 1 is rejected under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Freeborg
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et al. (US 2006/0080335 A1) in view of Carroll (US 6,762,777 32).

Regarding independent claim 1, Freeborg discloses a method for applying tags to files ofa
file system, the method comprising: operating at least one programmed processor to carry out a
series of acts, the series of acts being identified by executable instructions with which the at
least one programmed processor is programmed, the series of acts comprising:

first detecting, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a computing
interface, a user selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files ([0012]
and [0025]), wherein [0025] describes ”media manager 14 [having] a number of sections
or columns appertaining thereto, corresponding to attributes of the media files,
including media file name 16, user rating 18, associated tags 22, comments 24, [and
additional file attributes and metadata]," further wherein [0012] describes that the
media manager displays media files using a well-known form of a user interface for
presenting files in a grid mode in which the columns of the grid mode are displayed as
corresponding at least to attributes of the files, further wherein [0012] further describes
that such files are selectable by a user. Regarding the media manager 14 presenting the
selectable media files in the grid mode, as described in [0012] and [0015], these
selectable media files are depicted in such a grid mode of a media manager in: area 14
of Fig. 1, area 14 of Fig. 2, area 14 of Fig. 3 (specifically in the Fig. BB portion of Fig. 3),
area 78 of Fig. 6, and in the grid mode area of Fig 8 (the combination of Figs. 8A and SB)
that corresponds to that referenced grid mode area of area 14 of Figs. 1-3 and area 78
of Fig. 6. Although Freeborg does not explicitly state detecting a user selection while
information regarding one or more files is displayed in a computing interface, one of
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention would have viewed it as obvious to
detect a user selection of a file that is selected while files and corresponding file
information are displayed in a grid mode. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary
skill in the art, because the grid mode user interface views depicted in Figs. 1-3, 6, and 8
of Freeborg represent files and information in the same way as, for example, the
”details pane” of a Windows explorer file explorer user interface, which is well-known as
providing a window of selectable files or objects that are arranged to display their
corresponding attributes and metadata in the columns of the grid corresponding to the
details view (see PTO-892-20140617, Reference U, pp. 22-23). Therefore, referring to the
example media manager interface window of Fig. 8, it has been interpreted that each of
the 26 media files displayed in each of the 26 rows of the media manager are able to be
selected by a user and, furthermore, are able to be selected by a user while information
regarding one or more files is displayed, wherein such selection is also able to be
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detected. Furthermore, referring to Fig. SB, one of ordinary skill in the art would have
viewed the media manager interface of Fig. SB as obviously depicting a contextual pop-
up menu that has been displayed in response to a user selection of the media file in row
9. This would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, because the border of
row 9 is displayed with an outline in Fig. SB in the same, well-known fashion that other
user interface objects are commonly indicated as selected or focused-on, which would
thus infer to one of ordinary skill in the art that a first user selection of at least one
particular file of the one or more files has been detected. Furthermore, one of ordinary
skill in the art would have inferred that one action (i.e. "a user selection") both selected
the media file in row 9 and caused the display of the contextual pop-up menu, for
instance, by right-clicking on row 9, because it is well known in the art that right-clicking
an item in a file explorer will cause such a contextual pop-up menu to be displayed for
further input (see PTO-892-20140617, Reference U, p. 70).

— second detecting, following the first detecting of the user selection and while the
information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the computing interface, a
computing interface inputfrom the user (Fig. SB), wherein the contextual pop-up menu
displayed over row 9 has been interpreted as being displayed ”following the first
detecting of the user selection” of the media file of row 9 and ”while the information
regarding the one or more files [continues to be] displayed in the [media manager]
computing interface [of Fig. SB]." Although Freeborg does not explicitly state detecting a
second computing interface input from the user, one of ordinary skill in the art at the
time of invention would have viewed such a second user input as being obvious,
because Fig. SB depicts the contextual pop-up menu as already having been displayed in
response to the first detection of user input selection of the media file of row 9, as
explained, supra, and, furthermore, because that contextual pop-up menu clearly
depicts selectable options, which would be obvious selectable inputs to correspond to a
second input that follows a first input that caused the contextual pop-up menu to be
displayed. Therefore, following this rationale, it has been interpreted that any of the
selectable options of the contextual pop-up menu of Fig. SB may, upon user selection,
correspond to the second detected computing interface user input, wherein those
selectable options include at least the options depicted in Fig. SB of: ”Remove the
Column,” ”Column Chooser,” ”Custom Columns,” ”Find Related Items,” ”Add Tag,”
”Remove Tag,” ”Add to Project,” ”Open with Player,” ”Explore Containing Folder,” ”Save

IITags and Properties to Fi|e(s), and ”Remove from Library.” Thus, it has been
interpreted that the second detected computing interface user input may sufficiently
correspond to an input that selects the option of ”Add Tag." and
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— upon the first detecting and the second detecting following the first detecting,
automatically entering a tagging mode of the computing interface without further user
interaction, other than the user selection and computing interface input, displaying an
indication that tagging is active, upon entering the tagging mode, and utilizing the
computing interface input to generate a tag to be applied to the at least one particular
file ([0012]; [0025]; and [0033]), wherein, following the rationale provided supra that
the first detection may sufficiently correspond to detecting a user selecting a media file
and the second detection may sufficiently correspond to detecting the user inputting a
selection of an option to ”Add Tag” to that selected media file, it would thus have been
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention that a tagging mode
would automatically be entered, in response to initiating the ”Add Tag” option
command, because selecting an ”Add Tag” menu option command has been interpreted
as sufficiently corresponding to initiating a mode of tagging in which a tag may be
added. Furthermore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that,
upon initiating the ”Add Tag” option command, the user interface would change in
some way in order for a user to add a tag through the user interface. Therefore, it would
have been obvious that some form of ”indication” would be displayed in order to
indicate that tagging mode has been initiated in order to perform the "Add Tag" option
command, because, as disclosed in [0033], a user could create a custom tag to be
added, which would have been obvious to implement through the user interacting with
the graphical user interface in any practical mode that would enable a user to add a tag
and which would thus indicate that a tagging mode has been activated.

Freeborg does not explicitly disclose that the computing interface input is a computing
interface input of one or more characters.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Carroll discloses a computing interface input is a
computing interface input of one or more characters and automatically entering a tagging
mode without further user interaction other than a user selection and the computing interface
input of one or more characters (column 2, lines 30-62), disclosing a user highlighting a region of
text, which sufficiently corresponds to user selection of an item, wherein a set of keystroke or
keystrokes on keys will automatically initiate popup processing for tagging information to the
user selected highlighted region of text, which sufficiently corresponds to automatically
entering a tagging mode.

Both Freeborg and Carroll pertain to the analogous art of interfaces using keywords to
associate particular data (Freeborg; [0033]-[0037] and Carroll; column 1, lines 36-55) and thus
one would look to the other for possible variations to their teachings or improvements to
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overcome particular difficulties of their teachings. In addition, Freeborg discloses that it would
be desirable to improve upon the known difficulty in which it is difficult for users to categorize
files in multiple ways without making duplicate copies of files in duplicate folders, which is
tedious and a waste of valuable disk space (Freeborg; [0005]). In addition, Carroll discloses that
”more powerful document annotation technology is desirable” (Carroll; column 1, lines 21-33).
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention
to combine the teachings of Freeborg and Carroll.

8. Claims 2-8, 10, 11, and 15-20 are rejected under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being
unpatentable over Freeborg et al. (US 2006/0080335 A1) in view of Katz et al. (US 5,404,295)
and further in view of Carroll (US 6,762,777 32).

Regarding independent claim 10, Freeborg discloses a method comprising:
— displaying information regarding one or more files of a file system in a window of a

graphical user interface (Figs. 1-3, 6, and 8);
— first detecting, while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the

window, a user selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files ([0012]
and [0025]), wherein [0025] describes ”media manager 14 [having] a number of sections
or columns appertaining thereto, corresponding to attributes of the media files,
including media file name 16, user rating 18, associated tags 22, comments 24, [and
additional file attributes and metadata]," further wherein [0012] describes that the
media manager displays media files using a well-known form of a user interface for
presenting files in a grid mode in which the columns of the grid mode are displayed as
corresponding at least to attributes of the files, further wherein [0012] further describes
that such files are selectable by a user. Regarding the media manager 14 presenting the
selectable media files in the grid mode, as described in [0012] and [0015], these
selectable media files are depicted in such a grid mode of a media manager in: area 14
of Fig. 1, area 14 of Fig. 2, area 14 of Fig. 3 (specifically in the Fig. 3B portion of Fig. 3),
area 78 of Fig. 6, and in the grid mode area of Fig 8 (the combination of Figs. 8A and 8B)
that corresponds to that referenced grid mode area of area 14 of Figs. 1-3 and area 78
of Fig. 6. Although Freeborg does not explicitly state detecting a user selection while
information regarding one or more files is displayed in a computing interface, one of
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention would have viewed it as obvious to
detect a user selection of a file that is selected while files and corresponding file
information are displayed in a grid mode. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary
skill in the art, because the grid mode user interface views depicted in Figs. 1-3, 6, and 8
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of Freeborg represent files and information in the same way as, for example, the
”details pane” of a Windows explorer file explorer user interface, which is well-known as
providing a window of selectable files or objects that are arranged to display their
corresponding attributes and metadata in the columns of the grid corresponding to the
details view (see PTO-892-20140617, Reference U, pp. 22-23). Therefore, referring to the
example media manager interface window of Fig. 8, it has been interpreted that each of
the 26 media files displayed in each of the 26 rows of the media manager are able to be
selected by a user and, furthermore, are able to be selected by a user while information
regarding one or more files is displayed, wherein such selection is also able to be
detected. Furthermore, referring to Fig. SB, one of ordinary skill in the art would have
viewed the media manager interface of Fig. SB as obviously depicting a contextual pop-
up menu that has been displayed in response to a user selection of the media file in row
9. This would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, because the border of
row 9 is displayed with an outline in Fig. SB in the same, well-known fashion that other
user interface objects are commonly indicated as selected or focused-on, which would
thus infer to one of ordinary skill in the art that a first user selection of at least one
particular file of the one or more files has been detected. Furthermore, one of ordinary
skill in the art would have inferred that one action (i.e. "a user selection") both selected
the media file in row 9 and caused the display of the contextual pop-up menu, for
instance, by right-clicking on row 9, because it is well known in the art that right-clicking
an item in a file explorer will cause such a contextual pop-up menu to be displayed for
further input (see PTO-892-20140617, Reference U, p. 70).

— second detecting, following the first detecting of the user selection and while the
information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window, an input from the
user (Fig. SB), wherein the contextual pop-up menu displayed over row 9 has been
interpreted as being displayed ”following the first detecting of the user selection” of the
media file of row 9 and ”while the information regarding the one or more files
[continues to be] displayed in the [media manager] computing interface [of Fig. SB]."
Although Freeborg does not explicitly state detecting a second computing interface
input from the user, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention would have
viewed such a second user input as being obvious, because Fig. SB depicts the
contextual pop-up menu as already having been displayed in response to the first
detection of user input selection of the media file of row 9, as explained, supra, and,
furthermore, because that contextual pop-up menu clearly depicts selectable options,
which would be obvious selectable inputs to correspond to a second input that follows a
first input that caused the contextual pop-up menu to be displayed. Therefore, following
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this rationale, it has been interpreted that any of the selectable options of the
contextual pop-up menu of Fig. SB may, upon user selection, correspond to the second
detected computing interface user input, wherein those selectable options include at
least the options depicted in Fig. SB of: ”Remove the Column,” ”Column Chooser,”
”Custom Columns,” ”Find Related Items,” ”Add Tag,” ”Remove Tag,” ”Add to Project,”
”Open with Player,” ”Explore Containing Folder,” ”Save Tags and Properties to File(s),”
and ”Remove from Library.” Thus, it has been interpreted that the second detected
computing interface user input may sufficiently correspond to an input that selects the
option of ”Add Tag." and

— upon the first detecting of the selection and the second detecting of the input following
the first detecting, automatically initiating a tagging mode of the graphical user
interface without further user interaction, other than the user selection and the input
from the user, displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging
mode ([0012]; [0025]; and [0033]), wherein, following the rationale provided supra that
the first detection may sufficiently correspond to detecting a user selecting a media file
and the second detection may sufficiently correspond to detecting the user inputting a
selection of an option to ”Add Tag” to that selected media file, it would thus have been
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention that a tagging mode
would automatically be entered, in response to initiating the ”Add Tag” option
command, because selecting an ”Add Tag” menu option command has been interpreted
as sufficiently corresponding to initiating a mode of tagging in which a tag may be
added. Furthermore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that,
upon initiating the ”Add Tag” option command, the user interface would change in
some way in order for a user to add a tag through the user interface. Therefore, it would
have been obvious that some form of ”indication” would be displayed in order to
indicate that tagging mode has been initiated in order to perform the "Add Tag" option
command, because, as disclosed in [0033], a user could create a custom tag to be
added, which would have been obvious to implement through the user interacting with
the graphical user interface in any practical mode that would enable a user to add a tag
and which would thus indicate that a tagging mode has been activated.

Freeborg does not explicitly disclose that the second detecting, following the first detecting
of the user selection and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in
the window, detects an input from the user of one or more characters included in a tag that the
user desires to apply to the at least one particular file.

In addition, Freeborg does not explicitly disclose determining at least one suggested tag

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 241 of 384



Application/Control Number: 12/887,406 Page 9
Art Unit: 2142

based at least in part on the input from the user, the at least one suggested tag including at
least some of the input; displaying in the window the at least one suggested tag to be applied
to the at least one particular file; and in response to third detecting a user selection of a tag of
the at least one suggested tag displayed in the window, applying the selected tag to the at least
one particular file.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Katz discloses, in column 3, lines 42-58 and column 4,
lines 33-44, that data may be tagged with annotations in order to facilitate searching and
retrieval of such data.

Particular reference is made to column 8, line 48 — column 9, line 2; column 11, lines 48-60;
and column 12, lines 54-65 of Katz; which discloses that the annotations may be generated
either "semiautomatically or automatically," that ”other annotations from the annotation
group or groups [may be] proposed for use to annotate the current subdivision,” and that ”the
annotator [] could select from the proposed annotations the ones which are appropriate for the
current text subdivision.” Taking into account this disclosure, it would have been obvious to one
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to be able to implement a step of: upon afirst
detecting of a selection of at least one particular file and a second detection of input from a
user, automatically initiating a tagging mode of a user interface without further user
interaction, other than the selection of the at least one particular file and the input from the
user, and displaying in a window at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one
particular file, the at least one suggested tag being suggested based at least in part on the
input. This would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to be included within the
teachings of Katz, because the disclosure of ”semiautomatically or automatically” would infer a
desire to dynamically provide tags or annotations, and furthermore because the disclosure of
”proposing annotations” would infer a desire to suggest tags or annotations. Additionally, the
disclosure that ”the annotations stored in memory [] are searched to find an annotation which
is the same or similar to the inputted annotation” and that the proposed/suggested annotation
may be "an annotation which is the same or similar [that] has been used before” (column 11,
lines 48 — 60) would have made it obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of
invention that the at least one suggested tag may be suggested without further user interaction
other than the user selection and the input from the user. Furthermore, regarding the at least
one suggested tag including at least some of the input, Katz, at column 11, lines 48-60 and
column 12, lines 54-65 discloses annotations which may be the same or similar to input.

In addition, Katz further discloses:
— second detecting, following the first detecting of the user selection and while the

information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window, an input from the
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user of one or more characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to the at
least one particular file (column 8, line 42 — column 9, line 2), disclosing a user
generating an annotation using a keyboard that may also be performed automatically or
semiautomatically;

— displaying in the window the at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one
particular file (column 7, line 67 — column 8, line 5), describing displaying information
regarding files in a graphical user interface; and

— in response to third detecting a user selection of a tag of the at least one suggested tag
displayed in the window, applying the selected tag to the at least one particular file
(column 12, lines 54-65), disclosing selecting and storing annotations to apply them.

Furthermore, reference is made to Katz’s disclosure in column 5, lines 42 — 53 and column
5, line 68 — column 6, line 14; wherein Katz discloses ”While, for discussion purposes, the
database will generally be considered to be a textual database in the following discussion, this
is not a limitation on the invention, and, as indicated earlier, databases from which material
may be retrieved utilizing the teachings of this invention include ones containing graphics (i.e.
pictures, graphs, charts, drawings, video images, etc.), audio (i.e. speech, music, sound effects,
etc.), text (including computer programs in various codes or languages, object classes and
action specifications) and any other type of material which may be computer storable.”
Therefore, based on this disclosure, it also would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in
the art at the time of invention that the annotation methods of Katz such as disclosed in
column 8, lines 6 — 41 may pertain to any such material that may be computer storable, and is
only described in the particular citations as being textual subdivisions of a database "M
discussion purposes” which are not to be limiting. Thus, it would have been obvious that the
selected items that Katz gives examples of annotating may be items such as files and, therefore,
it would have been obvious that the teachings of Katz may be implemented with a graphical
user interface having a window in which information regarding one or more files is displayed.

Both Freeborg and Katz pertain to the analogous art of interfaces using keywords to retrieve
particular data from databases (Freeborg; [0033]—[0037] and Katz; column 1, lines 12-18) and
thus one would look to the other for possible variations to their teachings or improvements to
overcome particular difficulties of their teachings. In addition, Freeborg discloses that it would
be desirable to improve upon the known difficulty in which it is difficult for users to categorize
files in multiple ways without making duplicate copies of files in duplicate folders, which is
tedious and a waste of valuable disk space (Freeborg; [0005]). In addition, Katz discloses that a
need exists for an improved method and apparatus for retrieving relevant material from large
databases, and in particular for permitting such retrieval to be accomplished by a relatively
unsophisticated user and that it should also be possible to complete searches on all types of
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text, graphics, audio, and other stored material and to complete the search expeditiously (Katz;
column 3, lines 10-20). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art
at the time of invention to combine the teachings of Freeborg and Katz.

Freeborg and Katz do not explicitly disclose that the computing interface input is a
computing interface input of one or more characters.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Carroll discloses a computing interface input is a
computing interface input of one or more characters and automatically entering a tagging
mode without further user interaction other than a user selection and the computing interface
input of one or more characters (column 2, lines 30-62), disclosing a user highlighting a region of
text, which sufficiently corresponds to user selection of an item, wherein a set of keystroke or
keystrokes on keys will automatically initiate popup processing for tagging information to the
user selected highlighted region of text, which sufficiently corresponds to automatically
entering a tagging mode.

Freeborg, Katz, and Carroll all pertain to the analogous art of interfaces using keywords to
associate particular data (Freeborg, [0033]—[0037]; Katz, column 1, lines 12-18; and Carroll,
column 1, lines 36-55) and thus one would look to the others for possible variations to their
teachings or improvements to overcome particular difficulties of their teachings. In addition,
Freeborg discloses that it would be desirable to improve upon the known difficulty in which it is
difficult for users to categorize files in multiple ways without making duplicate copies of files in
duplicate folders, which is tedious and a waste of valuable disk space (Freeborg; [0005]). In
addition, Katz discloses that a need exists for an improved method and apparatus for retrieving
relevant material from large databases, and in particular for permitting such retrieval to be
accomplished by a relatively unsophisticated user and that it should also be possible to
complete searches on all types of text, graphics, audio, and other stored material and to
complete the search expeditiously (Katz; column 3, lines 10-20). Furthermore, Carroll discloses
that ”more powerful document annotation technology is desirable” (Carroll; column 1, lines 21-
33). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of
invention to combine the teachings of Freeborg, Katz, and Carroll.

Regarding independent claim 16, Freeborg discloses an apparatus configured to apply tags
to files of a file system, the apparatus comprising: a user interface to display information to a
user regarding files of the file system and tags able to be applied to the files and to receive
information from the user indicating a selection of at least one file, input regarding desired tags,
and a selection of tags (Figs. 1-3, 6, and 8); and at least one processor programmed to:
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— first detect, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a window of the
user interface, a selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files ([0012]
and [0025]), wherein [0025] describes ”media manager 14 [having] a number of sections
or columns appertaining thereto, corresponding to attributes of the media files,
including media file name 16, user rating 18, associated tags 22, comments 24, [and
additional file attributes and metadata]," further wherein [0012] describes that the
media manager displays media files using a well-known form of a user interface for
presenting files in a grid mode in which the columns of the grid mode are displayed as
corresponding at least to attributes of the files, further wherein [0012] further describes
that such files are selectable by a user. Regarding the media manager 14 presenting the
selectable media files in the grid mode, as described in [0012] and [0015], these
selectable media files are depicted in such a grid mode of a media manager in: area 14
of Fig. 1, area 14 of Fig. 2, area 14 of Fig. 3 (specifically in the Fig. 3B portion of Fig. 3),
area 78 of Fig. 6, and in the grid mode area of Fig 8 (the combination of Figs. 8A and 8B)
that corresponds to that referenced grid mode area of area 14 of Figs. 1-3 and area 78
of Fig. 6. Although Freeborg does not explicitly state detecting a user selection while
information regarding one or more files is displayed in a computing interface, one of
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention would have viewed it as obvious to
detect a user selection of a file that is selected while files and corresponding file
information are displayed in a grid mode. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary
skill in the art, because the grid mode user interface views depicted in Figs. 1-3, 6, and 8
of Freeborg represent files and information in the same way as, for example, the
”details pane” of a Windows explorer file explorer user interface, which is well-known as
providing a window of selectable files or objects that are arranged to display their
corresponding attributes and metadata in the columns of the grid corresponding to the
details view (see PTO-892-20140617, Reference U, pp. 22-23). Therefore, referring to the
example media manager interface window of Fig. 8, it has been interpreted that each of
the 26 media files displayed in each of the 26 rows of the media manager are able to be
selected by a user and, furthermore, are able to be selected by a user while information
regarding one or more files is displayed, wherein such selection is also able to be
detected. Furthermore, referring to Fig. 8B, one of ordinary skill in the art would have
viewed the media manager interface of Fig. 8B as obviously depicting a contextual pop-
up menu that has been displayed in response to a user selection of the media file in row
9. This would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, because the border of
row 9 is displayed with an outline in Fig. 8B in the same, well-known fashion that other
user interface objects are commonly indicated as selected or focused-on, which would

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 245 of 384



Application/Control Number: 12/887,406 Page 13
Art Unit: 2142

thus infer to one of ordinary skill in the art that a first user selection of at least one
particular file of the one or more files has been detected. Furthermore, one of ordinary
skill in the art would have inferred that one action (i.e. "a user selection") both selected
the media file in row 9 and caused the display of the contextual pop-up menu, for
instance, by right-clicking on row 9, because it is well known in the art that right-clicking
an item in a file explorer will cause such a contextual pop-up menu to be displayed for
further input (see PTO-892-20140617, Reference U, p. 70).

— second detect, following the first detection of the selection of the at least one particular
file and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window,
inputfrom the user (Fig. SB), wherein the contextual pop-up menu displayed over row 9
has been interpreted as being displayed ”following the first detecting of the user
selection” of the media file of row 9 and ”while the information regarding the one or
more files [continues to be] displayed in the [media manager] computing interface [of
Fig. SB]." Although Freeborg does not explicitly state detecting a second computing
interface input from the user, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention
would have viewed such a second user input as being obvious, because Fig. SB depicts
the contextual pop-up menu as already having been displayed in response to the first
detection of user input selection of the media file of row 9, as explained, supra, and,
furthermore, because that contextual pop-up menu clearly depicts selectable options,
which would be obvious selectable inputs to correspond to a second input that follows a
first input that caused the contextual pop-up menu to be displayed. Therefore, following
this rationale, it has been interpreted that any of the selectable options of the
contextual pop-up menu of Fig. SB may, upon user selection, correspond to the second
detected computing interface user input, wherein those selectable options include at
least the options depicted in Fig. SB of: ”Remove the Column,” ”Column Chooser,”
”Custom Columns,” ”Find Related Items,” ”Add Tag,” ”Remove Tag,” ”Add to Project,”
”Open with Player,” ”Explore Containing Folder,” ”Save Tags and Properties to File(s),”
and ”Remove from Library.” Thus, it has been interpreted that the second detected
computing interface user input may sufficiently correspond to an input that selects the
option of ”Add Tag." and

— upon the first detection of the selection of the at least one particular file and the second
detection of the input from the user, automatically initiate a tagging mode of the user
interface without further user interaction, other than the selection of the at least one
particular file and the input from the user, displaying an indication that tagging is active,
upon initiating the tagging mode ([0012]; [0025]; and [0033]), wherein, following the
rationale provided supra that the first detection may sufficiently correspond to
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detecting a user selecting a media file and the second detection may sufficiently
correspond to detecting the user inputting a selection of an option to ”Add Tag” to that
selected media file, it would thus have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at
the time of invention that a tagging mode would automatically be entered, in response
to initiating the ”Add Tag” option command, because selecting an ”Add Tag” menu
option command has been interpreted as sufficiently corresponding to initiating a mode
of tagging in which a tag may be added. Furthermore, it would have been obvious to
one of ordinary skill in the art that, upon initiating the ”Add Tag” option command, the
user interface would change in some way in order for a user to add a tag through the
user interface. Therefore, it would have been obvious that some form of ”indication”
would be displayed in order to indicate that tagging mode has been initiated in order to
perform the "Add Tag" option command, because, as disclosed in [0033], a user could
create a custom tag to be added, which would have been obvious to implement through
the user interacting with the graphical user interface in any practical mode that would
enable a user to add a tag and which would thus indicate that a tagging mode has been
activated.

Freeborg does not explicitly disclose that the second detecting, following the first detecting
of the user selection and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in
the window, detects an input from the user of one or more characters included in a tag that the
user desires to apply to the at least one particular file.

In addition, Freeborg does not explicitly disclose display in the window at least one
suggested tag to be applied to the at least one particular file, the at least one suggested tag
being suggested based at least in part on the input.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Katz discloses, in column 3, lines 42-58 and column 4,
lines 33-44, that data may be tagged with annotations in order to facilitate searching and
retrieval of such data.

Particular reference is made to column 8, line 48 — column 9, line 2; column 11, lines 48-60;
and column 12, lines 54-65 of Katz; which discloses that the annotations may be generated
either "semiautomatically or automatically," that ”other annotations from the annotation
group or groups [may be] proposed for use to annotate the current subdivision,” and that ”the
annotator [] could select from the proposed annotations the ones which are appropriate for the
current text subdivision.” Taking into account this disclosure, it would have been obvious to one
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to be able to implement a step of: upon afirst
detecting of a selection of at least one particular file and a second detection of input from a
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user, automatically initiating a tagging mode of a user interface without further user
interaction, other than the selection of the at least one particular file and the input from the
user, and displaying in a window at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one
particular file, the at least one suggested tag being suggested based at least in part on the
input. This would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to be included within the
teachings of Katz, because the disclosure of ”semiautomatically or automatically” would infer a
desire to dynamically provide tags or annotations, and furthermore because the disclosure of
”proposing annotations” would infer a desire to suggest tags or annotations. Additionally, the
disclosure that ”the annotations stored in memory [] are searched to find an annotation which
is the same or similar to the inputted annotation” and that the proposed/suggested annotation
may be "an annotation which is the same or similar [that] has been used before” (column 11,
lines 48 — 60) would have made it obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of
invention that the at least one suggested tag may be suggested without further user interaction
other than the user selection and the input from the user.

In addition, Katz further discloses second detecting, following the first detecting of the user
selection and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window,
an input from the user of one or more characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply
to the at least one particular file (column 8, line 42 — column 9, line 2), disclosing a user
generating an annotation using a keyboard that may also be performed automatically or
semiautomatically;

Furthermore, reference is made to Katz’s disclosure in column 5, lines 42 — 53 and column
5, line 68 — column 6, line 14; wherein Katz discloses ”While, for discussion purposes, the
database will generally be considered to be a textual database in the following discussion, this
is not a limitation on the invention, and, as indicated earlier, databases from which material
may be retrieved utilizing the teachings of this invention include ones containing graphics (i.e.
pictures, graphs, charts, drawings, video images, etc.), audio (i.e. speech, music, sound effects,
etc.), text (including computer programs in various codes or languages, object classes and
action specifications) and any other type of material which may be computer storable.”
Therefore, based on this disclosure, it also would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in
the art at the time of invention that the annotation methods of Katz such as disclosed in
column 8, lines 6 — 41 may pertain to any such material that may be computer storable, and is
only described in the particular citations as being textual subdivisions of a database "M
discussion purposes” which are not to be limiting. Thus, it would have been obvious that the
selected items that Katz gives examples of annotating may be items such as files and, therefore,
it would have been obvious that the teachings of Katz may be implemented with a graphical
user interface having a window in which information regarding one or more files is displayed.

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 248 of 384



Application/Control Number: 12/887,406 Page 16
Art Unit: 2142

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to
combine the teachings of Freeborg and Katz for the same reasons disclosed in the rejection of
claim 10, supra.

Freeborg and Katz do not explicitly disclose that the computing interface input is a
computing interface input of one or more characters.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Carroll discloses a computing interface input is a
computing interface input of one or more characters and automatically entering a tagging
mode without further user interaction other than a user selection ahal the computing interface
input of one or more characters (column 2, lines 30-62), disclosing a user highlighting a region of
text, which sufficiently corresponds to user selection of an item, wherein a set of keystroke or
keystrokes on keys will automatically initiate popup processing for tagging information to the
user selected highlighted region of text, which sufficiently corresponds to automatically
entering a tagging mode.

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to
combine the teachings of Freeborg, Katz, and Carroll for the same reasons disclosed in the
rejection of claim 10, supra.

Regarding claim 2, Freeborg sufficiently renders obvious the limitations of claim 1.
However, Freeborg does not explicitly disclose that the series of acts further comprises:

utilizing the computing interface input to generate the tag by displaying at least one suggested
tag in the computing interface; and in response to a second computing interface input from the
user selecting a particular tag of the at least one suggested tag displayed in the computing
interface, storing the particular tag in association with the at least one particular file.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Katz discloses, in column 3, lines 42-58 and column 4,
lines 33-44, that data may be tagged with annotations in order to facilitate searching and
retrieval of such data.

Particular reference is made to column 8, line 48 — column 9, line 2; column 11, lines 48-60;
and column 12, lines 54-65 of Katz; which discloses that the annotations may be generated
either "semiautomatically or automatically," that ”other annotations from the annotation
group or groups [may be] proposed for use to annotate the current subdivision,” and that ”the
annotator [] could select from the proposed annotations the ones which are appropriate for the
current text subdivision.” Taking into account this disclosure, it would have been obvious to one
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to be able to implement a step of: upon afirst
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detecting of a selection of at least one particular file and a second detection of input from a
user, automatically initiating a tagging mode of a user interface without further user
interaction, other than the selection of the at least one particular file and the input from the
user, and displaying in a window at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one
particular file, the at least one suggested tag being suggested based at least in part on the
input. This would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to be included within the
teachings of Katz, because the disclosure of ”semiautomatically or automatically” would infer a
desire to dynamically provide tags or annotations, and furthermore because the disclosure of
”proposing annotations” would infer a desire to suggest tags or annotations. Additionally, the
disclosure that ”the annotations stored in memory [] are searched to find an annotation which
is the same or similar to the inputted annotation” and that the proposed/suggested annotation
may be "an annotation which is the same or similar [that] has been used before” (column 11,
lines 48 — 60) would have made it obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of
invention that the at least one suggested tag may be suggested without further user interaction
other than the user selection and the input from the user. Furthermore, regarding the at least
one suggested tag including at least some of the input, Katz, at column 11, lines 48-60 and
column 12, lines 54-65 discloses annotations which may be the same or similar to input.

In addition, Katz further discloses utilizing a computing interface input to generate a tag by
displaying at least one suggested tag in the computing interface (column 8, line 59 — column 9,
line 2), disclosing displaying annotations; and in response to a second computing interface input
from the user selecting a particular tag of the at least one suggested tag displayed in the
computing interface, storing the particular tag in association with the at least one particular file
(column 12, lines 54-65), disclosing storing annotations.

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to
combine the teachings of Freeborg and Katz for the same reasons disclosed in the rejection of
claim 10, supra.

As per claims 3 and 17, and taking into account the rejections of claims 2 and 16, Katz
further discloses determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the
computing interface inputfrom the user (column 8, line 48 — column 9, line 2; column 11, lines
48-60; and column 12, lines 54-65), disclosing various means for determining annotations based
on user input.

As per claims 4, 11, and 18; and taking into account the rejections of claims 3, 10, and 17;
Katz further discloses that determining the at least one suggested tag comprises determining
the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on one or more of a first tag previously

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 250 of 384



Application/Control Number: 12/887,406 Page 18
Art Unit: 2142

applied to one of the at least one particular file, a second tag previously applied to another file
that is determined to be similar to the at least one particular file based on a comparison offile
types, a recently-applied tag, or a commonly-applied tag (column 11, lines 48-60; column 12,
lines 54-65; and column 14, lines 17-26), disclosing various means for determining annotations
based on stored annotation data.

As per claims 5 and 19, and taking into account the rejections of claims 3 and 17, Katz
further discloses that determining the at least one suggested tag comprises querying an
external data source of tags (column 12, line 54 — column 13, line 37 and column 13, lines 50-
62), disclosing external data sources for such querying.

As per claim 6, and taking into account the rejection of claim 5, Katz further discloses that
querying the external data source of tags comprises transmitting to the external data source
information about the at least one particularfile (column 12, line 54 — column 13, line 37 and
column 13, lines 50-62), disclosing transmitting file information in such a query.

As per claim 7, and taking into account the rejection of claim 5, Katz further discloses that
querying the external data source of tags comprises transmitting to the external data source
information about the user (column 12, line 65 — column 13, line 14 and column 14, lines 17-
26), disclosing transmitting user information in such a query

As per claims 8 and 20, and taking into account the rejections of claims 7 and 19, Katz
further discloses that transmitting to the external data source information about the user
comprises transmitting information regarding one or more of preferences of the user, a
profession of the user, a current project on which the user is working, or a current activity in
which the user is engaging (column 6, lines 27-48), disclosing such types of user information,
such as preference of language.

As per claim 15, and taking into account the rejection of claim 10, Katz further discloses
that determining the at least one suggested tag comprises determining a first suggested tag
that includes all of the one or more characters of the inputfrom the user (column 11, lines 48-
60), disclosing that annotations may be based on all user input.

9. Claim 9 is rejected under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Freeborg
et al. (US 2006/0080335 A1) and Carroll (US 6,762,777 B2) in view of Wantanabe et al. (US
6,795,094 B1).
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As per claim 9, Freeborg and Carroll sufficiently render obvious the limitations of claim 1.
However, Freeborg and Carroll do not explicitly disclose that the first detecting of the user

selection of the at least one particular file while the information regarding the one or more files
is displayed in the computing interface comprises first detecting the user selection while
metadata regarding files that are stored in a folder of a file system is displayed in the
computing interface.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Watanabe discloses that the first detecting of the user
selection of the at least one particular file while the information regarding the one or more files
is displayed in the computing interface comprises first detecting the user selection while
metadata regarding files that are stored in a folder of a file system is displayed in the computing
interface (Figs. 2 and 8), disclosing the display of metadata during such methods.

Freeborg, Carroll, and Wantanabe all pertain to the analogous art of interfaces using
keywords to associate particular data (Freeborg, [0033]—[0037],' Carroll, column 1, lines 36-55;
and Wantanabe, column 1, lines 8—12) and thus one would look to the others for possible
variations to their teachings or improvements to overcome particular difficulties of their
teachings. In addition, Freeborg discloses that it would be desirable to improve upon the known
difficulty in which it is difficult for users to categorize files in multiple ways without making
duplicate copies of files in duplicate folders, which is tedious and a waste of valuable disk space
(Freeborg; [0005]). Furthermore, Carroll discloses that ”more powerful document annotation
technology is desirable” (Carroll; column 1, lines 21-33). In addition, Wantanabe also discloses
that the entering of keywords through a keyboard from one image file to another becomes
difficult when a plurality of such files are generally displayed one by one and, additionally, when
a plurality of types of files are displayed as thumbnails, it is difficult to display keywords
associated with the respective images in a limited display area and thus the user cannot know
which keywords are assigned to the respective images (Wantanabe; column 17-33).Therefore,
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to
combine the teachings of Freeborg, Carroll, and Wantanabe.

10. Claim 12 is rejected under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Freeborg
et al. (US 2006/0080335 A1), Katz et al. (US 5,404,295), and Carroll (US 6,762,777 32) in view
of Graham et al. (US 2004/0095376 A1).

As per claim 12, Freeborg, Katz, and Carroll sufficiently render obvious the limitations of
claim 10. In addition, Katz discloses generating an automatic tag based at least in part on an
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analysis of content of one of at least one particular file; storing the automatic tag in association
with the one of the at least one particular file (column 12, lines 54-65), disclosing generating
and storing automatic tags.

However, Freeborg, Katz, and Carroll do not explicitly disclose displaying the automatic tag
to the user in a different manner from at least one explicit tag applied to the one of the at least
one particular file by the user.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Graham discloses displaying automatically generated
elements to a user in a different manner from elements generated and applied by the user
([0363]), disclosing that ”in order to differentiate between the manually generated and
automatically generated [elements], different colors or styles may be used to display
rectangular boxes that represent automatic [elements] and boxes that represent manual
[elements].”

Freeborg, Katz, Carroll, and Graham all pertain to the analogous art of graphical user
interfaces for displaying representations of stored information of one or more types (Freeborg,
[0033]-[0037]; Katz, column 1, lines 12-18; Carroll, column 1, lines 36-55; and Graham, Abstract)
and thus one would look to the other for possible variations to their teachings or improvements
to overcome particular difficulties of their teachings. In addition, Freeborg discloses that it
would be desirable to improve upon the known difficulty in which it is difficult for users to
categorize files in multiple ways without making duplicate copies of files in duplicate folders,
which is tedious and a waste of valuable disk space (Freeborg; [0005]). In addition, Katz
discloses that a need exists for an improved method and apparatus for retrieving relevant
material from large databases, and in particular for permitting such retrieval to be
accomplished by a relatively unsophisticated user and that it should also be possible to
complete searches on all types of text, graphics, audio, and other stored material and to
complete the search expeditiously (Katz; column 3, lines 10-20). Furthermore, Carroll discloses
that ”more powerful document annotation technology is desirable” (Carroll; column 1, lines 21-
33). In addition, Graham discloses that it is desirable to improve upon techniques for allowing
users to view, analyze, and navigate multimedia information stored in multimedia documents,
such as by automatically generating information to complement user generated information
(Graham; [0014] and [0360]-[0363]). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary
skill in the art at the time of invention to combine the teachings of Freeborg, Katz, Carroll, and
Graham.

11. Claims 13 and 14 are rejected under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over
Freeborg et al. (US 2006/0080335 A1), Katz et al. (US 5,404,295), Carroll (US 6,762,777 32),
and Graham et al. (US 2004/0095376 A1) in view of Holt et al. (US 5,960,447).
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As per claim 13, Freeborg, Katz, Carroll, and Graham sufficiently render obvious the
limitations of claim 12.

However, Freeborg, Katz, Carroll, and Graham do not explicitly disclose that displaying the
automatic tag to the user in the different manner comprises: displaying to the user each tag
associated with the one of the at least one particular file and, for the each tag, an indication of
an associated confidence level of the user with regard to the each tag based on the displaying
in the different manner, wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at
least one explicit tag.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Holt discloses that displaying an automatic tag to a user
in a different manner comprises: displaying to the user each tag associated with one of at least
one particular file and, for the each tag, an indication of an associated confidence level of the
user with regard to the each tag based on the displaying in the different manner, wherein the
automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at least one explicit tag (column 9, lines 7-
61), describing confidence levels associated with words corresponding to tags, wherein column
9, lines 51-54 discloses that ”words with a specific confidence level or range may be displayed
in a different color from the other text/data being displayed. Similarly, one can establish that
words in various colors represent various confidence levels or ranges of confidence levels.”

Freeborg, Katz, Carroll, Graham, and Holt all pertain to the analogous art of graphical user
interfaces for displaying representations of stored information of one or more types (Freeborg,
[0033]—[0037]; Katz, column 1, lines 12-18; Carroll, column 1, lines 36-55; Graham, Abstract; and
Holt, Abstract) and thus one would look to the other for possible variations to their teachings or
improvements to overcome particular difficulties of their teachings. In addition, Freeborg
discloses that it would be desirable to improve upon the known difficulty in which it is difficult
for users to categorize files in multiple ways without making duplicate copies of files in
duplicate folders, which is tedious and a waste of valuable disk space (Freeborg; [0005]). In
addition, Katz discloses that a need exists for an improved method and apparatus for retrieving
relevant material from large databases, and in particular for permitting such retrieval to be
accomplished by a relatively unsophisticated user and that it should also be possible to
complete searches on all types of text, graphics, audio, and other stored material and to
complete the search expeditiously (Katz; column 3, lines 10-20). Furthermore, Carroll discloses
that ”more powerful document annotation technology is desirable” (Carroll; column 1, lines 21-
33). In addition, Graham discloses that it is desirable to improve upon techniques for allowing
users to view, analyze, and navigate multimedia information stored in multimedia documents,
such as by automatically generating information to complement user generated information
(Graham; [0014] and [0360]—[0363]). Furthermore, Holt discloses that there is a great need for

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 254 of 384



Application/Control Number: 12/887,406 Page 22
Art Unit: 2142

improved ways of editing and correcting text that is automatically generated and has varying
levels of confidence (Holt; column 1, lines 63-67). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to combine the teachings of Freeborg, Katz,
Carroll, Graham, and Holt.

As per claim 14, and taking into account the rejection of claim 13, Katz further discloses:
monitoring user interaction with the automatic tag; learning, based at least in part on the user
interaction, information about user preferences regarding the tags of the file system; and
generating at least one additional tag based at least in part on the learned information about
user preferences regarding the tags of the file system (column 13, lines 43-50 and column 14,
lines 17-26), disclosing types of such artificial intelligence learning.

Response to Arguments
12. Applicant’s arguments filed on 10/11/2014 have been fully considered, but are moot in view
of new grounds of rejection necessitated by amendment.

Conclusion
13. It is noted that any citation to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the prior art

references and any interpretation of the references should not be considered to be limiting
in any way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon for all that it
would have reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. In re Heck, 699 F.2d
1331, 1332-33,216 USPQ 1038, 1039 (Fed. Cir. 1983) (quoting In re Lemelson, 397 F.2d
1006,1009, 158 USPQ 275, 277 (CCPA 1968)).

14. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to the applicant’s
disclosure. The cited documents represent the general state of the art.

15. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new grounds of rejection presented in this Office
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is
reminded ofthe extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a).

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS
from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of
the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end
of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will
expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event,
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of
this final action.

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the
Examiner should be directed to Eric A. Wiener whose telephone number is 571-270-1401
and whose fax number is 571-270-2401. The Examiner can normally be reached during
regular Office business hours, Monday through Thursday.

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's
supervisor, William Bashore, can be reached on 571-272-4088. The fax phone number for
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300.

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for
unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about
the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to
the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-
free).

/ERIC WIENER/
Examiner, Art Unit 2142

/PATRICK RIEGLER/
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2142
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S/N 12/887,406 PATENT

IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
Applicant: Matthew B. MacLaurin Examiner: Eric A. Wiener
Serial No.: 12/887,406 Art Unit: 2142
Filed: September 21, 2010 Docket No.: 312979.02
Conf. No.: 2445
Title: SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

AMENDMENT AND RESPONSE UNDER 37 CFR 8 1.116

Mail Stop AF
Commissioner for Patents
PO. Box 1450
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450

Applicant has reviewed the final Office Action mailed on January 14, 2015. Please

amend and reconsider the above-identified patent application as follows.
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IN THE CLAIMS

Please amend and reconsider the claims as follows:

What is claimed is:

1. (Currently Amended) A method for applying tags to files of a file system, the

method comprising:

operating at least one programmed processor to carry out a series of acts, the series of

acts being identified by executable instructions with which the at least one programmed

processor is programmed, the series of acts comprising:

first detecting, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a

computing interface, a user selection of at least one particular file of the one or more

files;

sccond dctccting, following the first dctccting of the user selection and while the

information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the computing interface, a

computing interface input of one or more characters from the user= each of the one or

more characters in the computing interface input corresponding to successive characters

of a desired tag to be applied to the at least one particular file; and

upon the first detecting and the second detecting following the first detecting,

automatically entering a tagging mode of the computing interface without further user

interaction, other than the user selection of the at least one particular file and th_e

computing interface input of th_e one or more characters, displaying an indication that

tagging is active, upon entering the tagging mode, and utilizing the computing interface

input to generate a tag to be applied to the at least one particular file.

2. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 1, wherein the series of acts filrther

comprises :

utilizing the computing interface input to generate the tag by displaying at least one

suggested tag in the computing interface;
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in response to a second computing interface input from the user selecting a particular tag

of the at least one suggested tag displayed in the computing interface, storing the particular tag in

association with the at least one particular file.

3. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 2, wherein the series of acts fither

comprises:

determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the computing

interface input from the user.

4. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 3, wherein determining the at least

one suggested tag comprises determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on

one or more of:

a first tag previously applied to one of the at least one particular file,

a second tag previously applied to another file that is determined to be similar to the at

least one particular file based on a comparison of file types,

a recently-applied tag, or

a commonly-applied tag.

5. (Original) The method of claim 3, wherein determining the at least one suggested

tag comprises querying an external data source of tags.

6. (Original) The method of claim 5, wherein querying the external data source of

tags comprises transmitting to the external data source information about the at least one

particular file.

7. (Original) The method of claim 5, wherein querying the external data source of

tags comprises transmitting to the external data source information about the user.
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8. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 7, wherein transmitting to the

external data source information about the user comprises transmitting information regarding one

or more of:

preferences of the user,

a profession of the user,

a current project on which the user is working, or

a current activity in which the user is engaging.

9. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 1, wherein the first detecting of the

user selection of the at least one particular file while the information regarding the one or more

files is displayed in the computing interface comprises first detecting the user selection while

metadata regarding files that are stored in a folder of a file system is displayed in the computing

interface.

10. (Currently Amended) A method comprising:

displaying information regarding one or more files of a file system in a window of a

graphical user interface;

first detecting, while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the

window, a user selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files;

second detecting, following the first detecting of the user selection and while the

information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window, an input from the user of

one or more characters, each of the one or more characters in the input from the user

corresponding to successive characters of a desired tag to be applied ineladed—i-n—a—tag—t—hat—t—he

user—desires—te—appl—y to the at least one particular file;

upon the first detecting of the selection of the at least one particular file and the second

detecting of the input of the one or more characters, following the first detecting, automatically

initiating a tagging mode of the graphical user interface without further user interaction, other

than the user selection and the input of th_e one or more characters from the user, displaying an

indication that tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging mode, and determining at least one
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suggested tag based at least in part on the input from the user, the at least one suggested tag

including at least some of the input;

displaying in the window the at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one

particular file; and

in response to third detecting a user selection of a tag of the at least one suggested tag

displayed in the window, applying the selected tag to the at least one particular file.

11. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 10, wherein determining the at least

one suggested tag comprises determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on

one or more of:

a first tag previously applied to one of the at least one particular file,

a second tag previously applied to another file that is determined to be similar to the at

least one particular file based on a comparison of file types,

a recently—applied tag, or

a commonly-applied tag.

12. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 10, further comprising:

generating an automatic tag based at least in part on an analysis of content of one of the at

least one particular file;

storing the automatic tag in association with the one of the at least one particular file; and

displaying the automatic tag to the user in a different manner from at least one explicit

tag applied to the one of the at least one particular file by the user.

13. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 12, wherein displaying the automatic

tag to the user in the different manner comprises:

displaying to the user each tag associated with the one of the at least one particular file

and, for the each tag, an indication of an associated confidence level of the user with regard to

the each tag based on the displaying in the different manner, wherein the automatic tag has a

lower confidence value than the at least one explicit tag.
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14. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 13, further comprising:

monitoring user interaction with the automatic tag; and

learning, based at least in part on the user interaction, information about user preferences

regarding the tags of the file system; and

generating at least one additional tag based at least in part on the learned information

about user preferences regarding the tags of the file system.

15. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 10, wherein determining the at least

one suggested tag comprises determining a first suggested tag that includes all of the one or more

characters of the input from the user.

16. (Currently Amended) An apparatus configured to apply tags to files of a file

system, the apparatus comprising:

a user interface to display information to a user regarding files of the file system and tags

able to be applied to the files and to receive information from the user indicating a selection of at

least one file, input regarding desired tags, and a selection of tags; and

at least one processor programmed to:

first detect, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a window of

the user interface, a selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files;

second detect, following the first detection of the selection of the at least one

particular file and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in

the window, input from the user of one or more characters included in a tag that the user

desires to apply to the at least one particular file; and

upon the first detection of the selection of the at least one particular file and the

second detection of the input of th_e one or more characters from the user, automatically

initiate a tagging mode of the user interface without further user interaction, other than

the selection of the at least one particular file and the input of th_e one or more characters

from the user, displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging
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mode, and display in the window at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least

one particular file, the at least one suggested tag being suggested based at least in part on

the input.

17. (Original) The apparatus of claim 16, wherein the at least one processor is filrther

programmed to:

determine the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the input from the user.

18. (Previously Presented) The apparatus of claim 17, wherein the at least one

processor is programmed to determine the at least one suggested tag at least by determining the

at least one suggested tag based at least in part on one or more of:

a first tag previously applied to one of the at least one particular file,

a second tag previously applied to another file that is determined to be similar to the at

least one particular file based on a comparison of file types,

a recently-applied tag, or

a commonly-applied tag.

19. (Original) The apparatus of claim 17, wherein the at least one processor is

programmed to determine the at least one suggested tag at least by querying an external data

source of tags.

20. (Previously Presented) The apparatus of claim 19, wherein the at least one

processor is programmed to query the external data source of tags at least by transmitting to the

external data source information regarding one or more of:

preferences of the user,

a profession of the user,

a current project on which the user is working, or

a current activity in which the user is engaging.
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REMARKS

Applicant has carefully reviewed and considered the final Office Action mailed on

January 14, 2015, and the references cited therewith.

Claims 1, 10, and 16 are amended herein; as a result, claims 1-20 are pending in this

application. Applicant respectfully submits that no new matter is added by these amendments

(see, e.g., paragraphs [0008], [0013], [0014], [0016], [0017], [0018], [0021], [0024], [0025],

[0028], [0030], and [0034] - [0036] of the originally filed specification). Applicant respectfully

traverses all pending rejections of the claims, requests withdrawal of all pending rejections

and/or objections, and requests swift indication of allowance of the present application, as

discussed below.

Reiections under 35 USC S 103(a)

M

Claim 1 was rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over

Freeborg et al. (US. Patent Application Publication No. 2006/0080335 A1) in view of Carroll

(US. Patent No. 6,762,777 B2). Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection of claim 1, as

discussed below.

Amended independent claim 1 recites (emphasis added):

1. A method for applying tags to files of a file system,
the method comprising:

operating at least one programmed processor to carry out a
series of acts, the series of acts being identified by executable
instructions with which the at least one programmed processor is
programmed, the series of acts comprising:

first detecting, while information regarding one or more files
is displayed in a computing interface, a user selection of at least
one particular @ of the one or more files;

second detecting, following the first detecting of the user
selection and while the information regarding the one or more files
is displayed in the computing interface, a computing interface
input ofone or more characters from the user, each ofthe one or
more characters in the computing interface input corresponding
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t0 successive characters ofa desired tag to be applied to the at
least one articular ile; and

upon the first detecting and the second detecting following the
first detecting, automatically entering a tagging mode of the
computing interface without further user interaction, other
than the user selection of the at least one particular file and the
computing interface input of the one or more characters,
displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon entering the
tagging mode, and utilizing the computing interface input to
generate a tag to be applied to the at least one particular file.

Freeborg et al. (per Title) is directed to a “method and apparatus for audio/video attribute

and relationship storage and retrieval for efficient composition,” stating (per Abstract):

The invention provides a method and software for use within audio
and video authoring software applications wherein the
relationships between the source media files are saved and used as
part of a media manager. The software allows the artist to
efficiently recall which files were used together, as well as how
they were used together musically or visually.

FIG. 8B ofFreeborg et al. is shown below:
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As best understood, the Office Action (page 3, line 31 - page 4, line 13) equates the “first

detecting” recited by claim 1 with selections allegedly discussed in Freeborg et al., the Office

Action stating (emphasis added):

Therefore, referring to the example media manager interface
window of Fig. 8, it has been interpreted that each of the 26 media
files displayed in each of the 26 rows of the media manager are
able to be selected by a user and, fithermore, are able to be
selected by a user while information regarding one or more files is
displayed, wherein such selection is also able to be detected.
Furthermore, referring to Fig. 8B, one of ordinary skill in the art
would have viewed the media manager interface of Fig. 8B as
obviously depicting a contextual pop-up menu that has been
displayed in response to a user selection of the media file in row 9.
This would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art,
because the border of row 9 is displayed with an outline in Fig. 8B
in the same, well-known fashion that other user interface objects
are commonly indicated as selected or focused-on, which would
thus infer to one of ordinary skill in the art that a first user
selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files has
been detected. Furthermore, one of ordinary skill in the art would
have inferred that one action (i.e. "a user selection") both
selected the media file in row 9 and caused the display of the
contextual pop-up menu, for instance, by right-clicking on row
9, because it is well known in the art that right-clicking an item in
a file explorer will cause such a contextual pop-up menu to be
displayedforfurther input (see PT0-892-201 4061 7, Reference U,
[9. 70).

As best understood, the Office Action (p. 4) then equates the “second detecting” recited

by claim 1 with an alleged selection of an “Add Tag” option in FIG. 8B ofFreeborg et al., the

Office Action stating (emphasis added):

... (Fig. 8B), wherein the contextual pop-up menu displayed over
row 9 has been interpreted as being displayed "following the first
detecting of the user selection" of the media file of row 9 and
"while the information regarding the one or more files [continues
to be] displayed in the [media manager] computing interface [of
Fig. 8B]." Although Freeborg does not explicitly state detecting
a second computing interface input from the user, one of
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention would have viewed
such a second user input as being obvious, because Fig. 8B
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depicts the contextual pop-up menu as already having been
displayed in response to the first detection of user input
selection of the media file of row 9, as explained, supra, and,
furthermore, because that contextual pop-up menu clearly
depicts selectable options, which would be obvious selectable
inputs to correspond to a second input that follows a first input
that caused the contextual pop-up menu to be displayed.
Therefore, following this rationale, it has been interpreted that
any of the selectable options of the contextual pop-up menu of
Fig. 8B may, upon user selection, correspond to the second
detected computing interface user input, wherein those
selectable options include at least the options depicted in Fig. 8B
of: "Remove the Column," "Column Chooser," "Custom
Columns," "Find Related Items," "Add Tag," "Remove Tag," "Add
to Project," "Open with Player," "Explore Containing Folder,"
"Save Tags and Properties to File(s)," and "Remove from Library."
Thus, it has been interpreted that the second detected
computing interface user input may sufficiently correspond to
an input that selects the option of "Add Tag."

The Office Action further states (pp. 5-6, emphasis added):

Freeborg does not explicitly disclose that the computing
interface input is a computing interface input of one or more
characters.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Carroll discloses a
computing interface input is a computing interface input ofone
or more characters and automatically entering a tagging mode
withoutfurther user interaction other than a user selection and
the computing interface input ofone or more characters (column
2, lines 30-62), disclosing a user highlighting a region oftext,
which sufficiently corresponds to user selection ofan item,
wherein a set ofkeystroke or keystrokes on keys will
automatically initiate popup processingfor tagging information
to the user selected highlighted region oftext, which sufiiciently
corresponds to automatically entering a tagging mode.

Both Freeborg and Carroll pertain to the analogous art of
interfaces using keywords to associate particular data (Freeborg;
[0033]—[0037] and Carroll; column 1, lines 36-55) and thus one
would look to the other for possible variations to their teachings or
improvements to overcome particular difficulties of their
teachings. In addition, Freeborg discloses that it would be desirable
to improve upon the known difficulty in which it is difficult for
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users to categorize files in multiple ways without making duplicate
copies of files in duplicate folders, which is tedious and a waste of
valuable disk space (Freeborg; [0005]). In addition, Carroll
discloses that "more powerful document annotation technology is
desirable " (Carroll; column 1, lines 21-33). Therefore, it would
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of
invention to combine the teachings of Freeborg and Carroll.

Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Office Action’s assertions (at least) regarding

Carroll (and Freeborg et al.). For example, Carroll (per column 1, lines 21-55) states:

One textual markup feature that is useful in some
presentations is a popup window, that is, a section oftext which
appears when a cursor or other onscreen locator hovers over a
predetermined section oftext. This feature is used in Help menus
and toolbars, for example, in which a small upper block of text
appears when a given subject or section is hovered over, adding
comments or expanding a description ofthat section. However in
available word processing technologies, there is no ability to insert
or edit popup windows freely within documents. Other drawbacks
exist. More powerful document annotation technology is desirable.

SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION

The invention overcoming these and other problems in the
art relates to a system and method for associatingpopup windows
with selected regions ofa document. The invention permits a user
to take a highlighted or otherwise selected region within an
electronic document and append or attach to it a popup window
with embedded information of a desired type, for display when the
document is subsequently viewed in that section. This is
accomplished in part by employing freely movable popup delimiter
tags, which can be positioned and re-positioned within a document
to highlight the enclosed information and associate with that
information a popup message, graphic or other information.

An object of the invention is to provide a system and
method that allows users to select highlighted regions of electronic
documents to insert freely editable popup windows.

Another object of the invention is to provide a system and
method that allows user to create more flexible and information-
rich documents.
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Applicant is unable to determine how this portion of Carroll “pertains” to “interfaces

using kevwords to associate particular data” as alleged by the Office Action — unless the Office

Action is referring the “keystroke combinations” of Carroll that “are utilized to associate a

selected region in an electronic document with a popup window” as discussed further below.

Applicant respectfully submits that Carroll (per title) is directed to “associating popup

windows with selective regions ofa document.” Carroll (per Abstract) states:

A system and method processes designating regions in an
electronic text to associate with those selected regionsfreely
editable popup windows. In a preferred embodiment, embedded
tag delimiters are used to mark out the boundaries ofthe selected
region and the content ofthepopup window. In an alternative
embodiment, kevstroke combinations are utilized to associate a
selected region in an electronic document with a popup window,
and the popup window is then freelv editable.

Thus, in contrast with the current claims in the present application, not only is Carroll

directed to associating selected text in a document with a “freely editable” popup window,

Carroll utilizes “keystroke combinations” to “associate a selected region in an electronic

document with a popup window, and the popup window is then freelv editable.” Thus, as

clearly stated by Carroll, there are distinct actions of (1) selecting a region; (2) utilizing

“keystroke combinations” to associate a selected region in an electronic document with a

(20q window; and (3) freely editing the popup window of Carroll.

As cited by the Office Action, Carroll fiarther states (column 2, lines 30-62, emphasis

added):

In a preferred embodiment, the selected text is highlighted and, with a
series of keystrokes or menu or icon selections, a popup window is associated
with the selected text. An example of this embodiment is provided in FIG. 1. In
the electronic text 108, the user has highlighted a region of the text as
highlighted region 106. Highlighted region 106 may be shown on display 102 in
a different color, in a different intensity or otherwise displayed as a distinct region
within electronic text 108. Alternatively, the highlighted region could have the
same appearance as a non-highlighted region. In the illustrated embodiment, the
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user wishes to append a popup window 130 to the highlighted region 106. Cursor
104, which may be a blinking or solid bar, arrow or other onscreen marker is
located two words from the end of the sentence, in the illustration.

In a preferred embodiment, the association of the popup window 130 to
the highlighted region 106 is executed by first striking a predetermined set of
keystroke or keystrokes on keys 114, to initiate the popup processing. That s_et
of keystrokes might be, for example, the depression of the "Control" key and
holding that key down while hitting the "P" key, for popup. Once the
predetermined set ofkeystrokes is input, the cursor 104 may be automatically
shifted to an upper screen area called the display popup window 130 above the
highlighted region 106. Within the confines of popup window 130, the user
can keyboard a textual messages or other popup information region 132 to be
presented whenever the document is viewed and the cursor comes within a
predetermined relationship with the highlighted region 106. The popup
information region 132 may include network linkages such as Internet URLs
(Universal Resource Locator), graphical or other information.

Thus, as discussed above, this cited portion of Carroll again discusses (at least) thfl

distinct actions of a user: (1) selecting a region of text in the document (apparently m

selecting the document itself (i.e., after selecting the document “file”), which Applicant fairly

interprets as vet another distinct action bv the user); (2) striking a predetermined set of

keystroke or keystrokes on keys 114, to initiate the popup processing (for example, the

depression of the "Control" key and holding that key down while hitting the "P" key, for

m); and — after actions (1) and (2), - (3) within the confines of popup window 130, the

user can keyboard a textual messages or other popup information region 132 to be

presented whenever the document is viewed and the cursor comes within a predetermined

relationship with the highlighted region 106 of Carroll.

Without conceding/acquiescing in any of the Office Action’s allegations of obviousness,

Applicant respectfully submits that, only in the interests of advancing prosecution, independent

claim 1 is amended herein to recite, “second detecting, following the first detecting of the user

selection and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the computing

interface, a computing interface input of one or more characters from the user, each of the

one or more characters in the computing interface input corresponding to successive
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characters ofa desired tag to be applied to the at least one particular file,” and “upon the first

detecting and the second detecting following the first detecting, automatically entering a

tagging mode of the computing interface without further user interaction, other than the

user selection of the at least one particular file and the computing interface input of the one

or more characters, displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon entering the tagging

mode, and utilizing the computing interface input to generate a tag to be applied to the at least

one particular tile.”

Applicant respectfully submits that “a computing interface input of one or more

characters from the user, each ofthe one or more characters in the computing interface input

corresponding to successive characters ofa desired tag to be applied to the at least one

particular file” does not correspond to the Office Action’s allegation of “set ofkeystroke or

keystrokes on keys will automatically initiate popup processingfor tagging information to the

user selected highlighted region oftext,” as discussed above.

According to MPEP § 2143.03 ("All Claim Limitations Must Be Considered"):

"All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of
that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ
494, 496 (CCPA 1970).

Applicant respectfully submits that these features are neither disclosed nor suggested by

Freeborg et al. , nor Carroll, nor by any of the cited references, neither singly, nor in any

reasonable combination. Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests Withdrawal of the

obviousness rejection of amended independent claim 1.
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Reiections under 35 USC S 103(a)

Claims 2-8, 10, II, and 15-20

Claims 2-8, 10, 11, and 15-20 were rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as allegedly being

unpatentable over Freeborg et al. in view ofKatz et al. (US. Patent No. 5,404,295) and fiarther

in view of Carroll. Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection of these claims, as discussed

below.

Amended independent claim 10 recites (emphasis added):

10. A method comprising:
displaying information regarding one or more files of a file

system in a window of a graphical user interface;
first detecting, while the information regarding the one or

more files is displayed in the window, a user selection of at least
one particular @ of the one or more files;

second detecting, following the first detecting of the user
selection and while the information regarding the one or more files
is displayed in the window, an input from the user ofone or more
characters, each ofthe one or more characters in the input from
the user corresponding to successive characters ofa desired tag
to be applied to the at least one particular file;

upon the first detecting of the selection of the at least one
particular file and the second detecting of the input of the one or
more characters, following the first detecting, automatically
initiating a tagging mode of the graphical user interface without
further user interaction, other than the user selection and the
input ofthe one or more characters from the user, displaying an
indication that tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging mode,
and determining at least one suggested tag based at least in
part on the input from the user, the at least one suggested tag
including at least some of the input;

displaying in the window the at least one suggested tag to
be applied to the at least one particular file; and

in response to third detecting a user selection of a tag of the
at least one suggested tag displayed in the window, applying the
selected tag to the at least one particular file.

Katz et al. (per Title) is directed to "utilizing annotations to facilitate computer retrieval

of database material," stating (per Abstract):
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A method and apparatus for computer retrieval of database
material which may be text, computer programs, graphics, audio,
object classes, action specifications or other material which may be
machine stored. Annotations are provided for at least selected
database subdivisions, preferably with natural language questions,
assertions or noun phrases or some combination/collection thereof.
However, the annotations may also initially be generated in a
structured form. Annotations are, if required, converted to a
structured form and are stored in that form along with connections
to corresponding subdivisions. Searching for relevant subdivisions
involves entering a query in natural language or structured form,
converting natural language queries to structured form, matching
the structured form query against stored annotations and retrieving
database subdivisions connected to matched annotations. The
annotation process may be aided by utilizing various techniques
for automatically or semiautomatically generating the annotations.

Somewhat similarly to claim I discussed above, claim 10 recites, “second detecting,

following the first detecting of the user selection and while the information regarding the one or

more files is displayed in the window, an input from the user of one or more characters,”

even more particularly reciting, “second detecting, detecting, following the first detecting of

the user selection and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the

window, an input from the user ofone or more characters, each ofthe one or more characters

in the input from the user corresponding to successive characters ofa desired tag to be applied

to the at least one particular file.” However, similarly to its rejection of claim 1 with regard to

its “second detecting,” the Office Action equates claim 10’s “second detecting” with an alleged

selection of an “Add Tag” option in FIG. 8B ofFreeborg et al. (Office Action, page 8, lines 1-

9), stating:

... it has been interpreted that any of the selectable options of the
contextual pop-up menu of Fig. 8B may, upon user selection,
correspond to the second detected computing interface user
input, wherein those selectable options include at least the options
depicted in Fig. 8B of: "Remove the Column," "Column Chooser,"
"Custom Columns," "Find Related Items," "Add Tag," "Remove
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Tag," "Add to Project," "Open with Player," "Explore Containing
Folder," "Save Tags and Properties to File(s)," and "Remove from
Library." Thus, it has been interpreted that the second detected
computing interface user input may sufficiently correspond to
an input that selects the option of "Add Tag."

Thus, the Office Action interprets the “computing user input” of claim 10 as

corresponding an “input that selects the option of ‘Add Tag’” ofFreeborg et al. However, the

Office Action nowhere explains how “an input from the user of one or more characters

included in a tag that the user desires to apply to the at least one particular file” — as

actually recited by claim 10 - corresponds to an “input that selects the option of ‘Add Tag’” of

Freeborg et al. Applicant respectfully submits that “an input from the user of one or more

characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to the at least one particular file”

does not correspond to the Office Action’s allegation of “an input that selects the option of

‘Add Tag’,” as discussed above.

According to MPEP § 2143.03 ("All Claim Limitations Must Be Considered"):

"All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of
that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ
494, 496 (CCPA 1970).

The Office Action then refers to Katz et a]. extensively, including (Office Action, page 9,

line 34- page 10, line 4) (emphasis added):

second detecting, following the first detecting of the user selection
and while the information regarding the one or more files is
displayed in the window, an input from the user of one or more
characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to
the at least one particular file (column 8, line 42 - column 9, line
2), disclosing a user generating an annotation using a keyboard
that may also be performed automatically or
semiautomatically;

However, at column 8, line 42 - column 9, line 2, Katz et a]. states (emphasis added):

Once step 30 has been completed, the operation proceeds to
either step 32 or 34, depending upon whether annotations are
initially generated in English (or other natural language) or in a
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structured form. Assuming annotations are initially generated in a
natural language, for example, as a question, assertion or noun
phrase (or combination/collection thereof), the operation would
proceed to step 32 during which an annotation for the selected
subdivision would be generated. This annotation could be
generated by a person utilizing a keyboard or other input device
16 to generate the annotation. Since generating annotations is a
labor intensive task, it might be faster to permit the annotator to
orally input annotations using the voice recognition module 18,
with the module converting the oral input to machine readable
form which is inputted to computer 10.

It is also possible that step 32 may be performed either
semiautomatically or automatically. Ways in which automatic or
semiautomatic generation may be performed are discussed later.
Generally, these techniques involve finding some relationship
between the current subdivision and a prior subdivision and either
utilizing the annotations for the prior subdivision, as suitably
modified for the current subdivision (automatic mode) or
displaying the modified annotations to the annotator as proposed
annotations with the annotator making selections from the
proposals (semiautomatic operation).

Thus, the Office Action apparently here relies on “filrther input” from the user to

allegedly establish obviousness of claim 10 over Freeborg et al. in view ofKatz et al.

Applicant respectfully submits that none of the Office Action’s allegations provide any

kind ofprimafacie showing of obviousness of claim 10 over Freeborg et a]. in view ofKatz et

al. , most particularly with regard to “second detecting, following the first detecting of the user

selection and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window,

an input from the user of one or more characters included in a tag that the user desires to

apply to the at least one particular file” and “upon the first detecting of the selection and

the second detecting of the input following the first detecting, automatically initiating a

tagging mode of the graphical user interface without further user interaction, other than the

user selection and the input of one or more characters from the user, displaying an

indication that tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging mode, and determining at least one

suggested tag based at least in part on the input from the user, the at least one suggested tag

including at least some of the input.”
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The Office Action further states (page 11):

Freeborg and Katz do not explicitly disclose that the
computing interface input is a computing interface input of one or
more characters.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Carroll discloses a
computing interface input is a computing interface input of one
or more characters and automatically entering a tagging mode
without further user interaction other than a user selection and the
computing interface input of one or more characters (column 2,
lines 30-62), disclosing a user highlighting a region of text, which
sufficiently corresponds to user selection of an item, wherein a set
of keystroke or keystrokes on keys will automatically initiate
popup processing for tagging information to the user selected
highlighted region of text, which sufficiently corresponds to
automatically entering a tagging mode.

- which appears to be substantially a copy of the text used in the rejection of claim 1,

discussed above.

Without conceding/acquiescing in any of the Office Action’s allegations of obviousness,

Applicant respectfully submits that, only in the interests of advancing prosecution, independent

claim 10 is amended herein to recite, “second detecting, following the first detecting of the user

selection and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window,

an input from the user of one or more characters, each of the one or more characters in the

input from the user corresponding to successive characters of a desired tag to be applied to

the at least one particular file,” and “upon the first detecting of the selection of the at least

one particular file and the second detecting of the input of the one or more characters,

following the first detecting, automatically initiating a tagging mode of the graphical user

interface without further user interaction, other than the user selection and the input of the

one or more characters from the user, displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon

initiating the tagging mode, and determining at least one suggested tag based at least in part

on the input from the user, the at least one suggested tag including at least some of the

input.”

Applicant respectfully submits that “an input from the user of one or more characters,

each ofthe one or more characters in the input from the user corresponding to successive
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characters ofa desired tag to be applied to the at least one particular file” does not correspond

to the Office Action’s allegation of “set ofkeystroke or keystrokes on keys will automatically

initiate popup processingfor tagging information to the user selected highlighted region of

text,” as discussed above.

According to MPEP § 2143.03 ("All Claim Limitations Must Be Considered"):

"All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of
that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ
494, 496 (CCPA 1970).

Applicant respectfully submits that these features are neither disclosed nor suggested by

Freeborg et al., nor Carroll, nor Katz et al., nor by any of the cited references, neither singly, nor

in any reasonable combination. Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the

obviousness rejection of amended independent claim 10.

According to MPEP § 2143.03 ("A11 Claim Limitations Must Be Considered"):
"All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of

that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ
494, 496 (CCPA 1970).

Applicant fiarther respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejections of

dependent claims 11 and 15, which recite the features of claim 10 by virtue of their respective

dependencies from claim 10, and fitrther for the additional features recited by each dependent

claim.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 U.S.C. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."

Applicant further respectfully submits that Katz et al. fails to cure the deficiencies of

Freeborg et al. and Carroll discussed above with regard to independent claim 1. Thus,

Applicant fiarther respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejections of dependent
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claims 2-8, which recite the features of claim 1 by virtue of their respective dependencies from

claim 1, and further for the additional features recited by each dependent claim.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 U.S.C. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."

In another aspect, amended independent claim 16 recites (emphasis added):

16. An apparatus configured to apply tags to files of a
file system, the apparatus comprising:

a user interface to display information to a user regarding
files of the file system and tags able to be applied to the files and to
receive information from the user indicating a selection of at least
one file, input regarding desired tags, and a selection of tags; and

at least one processor programmed to:
first detect, while information regarding one or more files is

displayed in a window of the user interface, a selection of at least
one particular file of the one or more files;

second detect, following the first detection of the selection of
the at least one particular m and while the information regarding
the one or more files is displayed in the window, input from the
user ofone or more characters included in a tag that the user
desires to applv to the at least one particular file; and

upon thefirst detection ofthe selection ofthe at least one
particularfile and the second detection ofthe input ofthe one or
more charactersfrom the user, automatically initiate a tagging
mode of the user interface without further user interaction, other
than the selection ofthe at least one particular file and the input
ofthe one or more characters from the user, displaying an
indication that tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging mode,
and display in the window at least one suggested tag to be applied
to the at least one particular file, the at least one suggested tag
being suggested based at least in part on the input.

With regard to the “second detect, following the first detection of the selection of the at

least one particular file and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in

the window, input from the user of one or more characters included in a tag that the user

desires to apply to the at least one particular file” the Office Action (page 13, lines 8-30)
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relies on Freeborg et al. similarly to its rejections of claims 1 and 10, to allege that the features

of claim 16 are obvious over Freeborg et al. in view ofKatz et al. — and in view of Carroll

(Office Action, page 16, lines 4-16)

According to MPEP § 2143.03 ("All Claim Limitations Must Be Considered"):

"All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of
that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ
494, 496 (CCPA 1970).

Applicant respectfully submits that, at least, these features are neither disclosed nor

suggested by suggested by Freeborg et al., nor by Katz et al., nor by Carroll, nor by any of the

cited references, neither singly, nor in any reasonable combination. Therefore, Applicant

respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of amended independent claim 16.

Applicant fiarther respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejections of

dependent claims 17-20, which recite the features of claim 16 by virtue of their respective

dcpcndcncics from claim 16, and filI‘thCl‘ for the additional features rccitcd by each dcpcndcnt

claim.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 USC. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."

Reiections under 35 USC S 103(a)

Claim 9

Claim 9 was rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over

Freeborg et al. and Carroll in view of Wantanabe et al. (US. Patent No. 6,795,094). Applicant

respectfully traverses the rejection of claim 9, as discussed below.

Dependent claim 9 recites:

9. The method of claim 1, wherein the first detecting
0f the user selection of the at least one particular file while the
information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the
computing interface comprises first detecting the user selection
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while metadata regarding files that are stored in a folder of a file
system is displayed in the computing interface.

The Office Action (pp. 18-19, item 9) states (emphasis added):

As per claim 9, Freeborg and Carroll sufiiciently render obvious the
limitations ofclaim 1.
However, Freeborg and Carroll do not explicitly disclose that the first
detecting 0f the user selection of the at least one particular file while the
information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the computing
interface comprises first detecting the user selection while metadata
regarding files that are stored in a folder of a file system is displayed in the
computing interface.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Watanabe discloses that thefirst
detecting ofthe user selection ofthe at least one particularfile while the
information regarding the one or morefiles is displayed in the computing
interface comprisesfirst detecting the user selection while metadata
regardingfiles that are stored in afolder ofafile system is displayed in
the computing interface (Figs. 2 and 8), disclosing the display of metadata
during such methods.

Wantanabe et al. (per Abstract) is directed to:

An image processor in which images are displayed on the screen of
a display device in such a manner that visually recognizable labels
corresponding to keywords assigned to respective images are
displayed near the corresponding images thereby making it easy
for a user to see which keywords are assigned to the respective
images.

Applicant respectfully submits that the addition of Wantanabe et al. fails to cure the

deficiencies ofFreeborg et al. and/or Carroll with regard to rendering obvious the features of

amended independent claim 1 (as discussed above), from which amended claim 9 depends.

Applicant respectfully submits that the claimed features of amended independent claim 1 are

neither disclosed nor suggested by Freeborg et al., nor by Carroll, nor by Wantanabe et al., nor

by any of the cited references, neither singly, nor in any reasonable combination. Therefore,

Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of amended dependent

claim 9, which depends from amended independent claim 1.
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According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 USC. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."

Reiections under 35 USC S 103(a)

m

Claim 12 was rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over

Freeborg et al., Katz et al. and Carroll in view of Graham et al. (US. Patent Application

Publication No. 2004/0095376 A1). Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection of claim 12, as

discussed below.

Dependent claim 12 recites:

12. The method of claim 10, further comprising:
generating an automatic tag based at least in part on an

analysis of content of one of the at least one particular file;
storing the automatic tag in association with the one of the

at least one particular file; and
displaying the automatic tag to the user in a different

manner from at least one explicit tag applied to the one of the at
least one particular file by the user.

The Office Action (pp. 19-20, item 10) states (emphasis added):

As per claim 12, Freeborg, Katz, and Carroll sufiiciently render obvious
the limitations ofclaim 10. In addition, Katz discloses generating an
automatic tag based at least in part on an analysis of content of one of at
least one particular file; storing the automatic tag in association with the
one of the at least one particular file (column 12, lines 54-65), disclosing
generating and storing automatic tags.

However, Freeborg, Katz, and Carroll do not explicitly disclose
displaying the automatic tag to the user in a different manner from at least
one explicit tag applied to the one of the at least one particular file by the
user.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Graham discloses displaying
automatically generated elements to a user in a difi’erent mannerfrom
elements generated and applied by the user ([0363]), disclosing that "in
order to differentiate between the manually generated and automatically
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generated [elements], different colors or styles may be used to display
rectangular boxes that represent automatic [elements] and boxes that
represent manual [elements] . "

Graham et al. (per Abstract) states:

Techniques for providing a graphical user interface (GUI) that
displays a representation of stored information that may include
information of one or more types. The displayed representation
may include representations of information of the one or more
types. The GUI enables a user to navigate and skim through the
stored information and to analyze the contents of the stored
information. The stored information may include information
captured along the same timeline or along different timelines.

Applicant respectfully submits that the addition of Graham et al. fails to cure the

deficiencies ofFreeborg, Carroll, and Katz et al. with regard to rendering obvious the features of

amended independent claim 10 (as discussed above), from which amended claim 12 depends.

Applicant respectfully submits that the claimed features of amended indcpcndcnt claim 10 are

neither disclosed nor suggested by Freeborg, nor by Carroll, nor by Katz et al., nor by Graham

et al., nor by any of the cited references, neither singly, nor in any reasonable combination.

Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of dependent

claim 12, which depends from amended independent claim 10.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 USC. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."

Reiections under 35 USC S 103(a)

W

Claims 13 and 14 were rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable

over Freeborg et al., Katz et al., Carroll, and Graham et al. in view ofHolt et al. (US. Patent
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No. 5,960,447). Applicant respectfully traverses the rejections of claims 13 and 14, as discussed

below.

Dependent claim 13 recites:

13. The method of claim 12, wherein displaying the
automatic tag to the user in the different manner comprises:

displaying to the user each tag associated with the one of
the at least one particular file and, for the each tag, an indication of
an associated confidence level of the user with regard to the each
tag based on the displaying in the different manner, wherein the
automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at least one
explicit tag.

The Office Action (pp. 20-21, item 11) states (emphasis added):

As per claim 13, Freeborg, Katz, Carroll, and Graham sufiiciently render
obvious the limitations ofclaim 12.

However, Freeborg, Katz, Carroll, and Graham do not explicitly
disclose that displaying the automatic tag to the user in the different
manner comprises: displaying to the user each tag associated with the one
of the at least one particular file and, for the each tag, an indication of an
associated confidence level of the each tag based on the displaying in the
different manner, wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value
than the at least one explicit tag.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, Holt discloses that displaying an
automatic tag to a user in a difi’erent manner comprises: displaying to the
user each tag associated with one ofat least one particularfile and, for
the each tag, an indication ofan associated confidence level ofthe each
tag based on the displaying in the difi’erent manner, wherein the automatic
tag has a lower confidence value than the at least one explicit tag (column
9, lines 7-61), describing confidence levels associated with words
corresponding to tags, wherein column 9, lines 51-54 discloses that
"words with a specific confidence level or range may be displayed in a
different color from the other text/data being displayed. Similarly, one can
establish that words in various colors represent various confidence levels
or ranges of confidence levels."

Holt et al. (per Abstract) states:

A word tagging and editing system for speech recognition receives
recognized speech text from a speech recognition engine, and
creates tagging information that follows the speech text as it is
received by a word processing program or other program. The
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body of text to be edited in connection with the word processing
program may be selected and cut and pasted and otherwise
manipulated, and the tags follow the speech text. A word may be
selected by a user, and the tag information used to point to a sound
bite within the audio data file created initially by the speech
recognition engine. The sound bite may be replayed to the user
through a speaker. The practical results include that the user may
confirm the correctness of a particular recognized word, in real
time whilst editing text in the word processor. If the recognition is
manually corrected, the correction information may be supplied to
the engine for use in updating a user profile for the user who
dictated the audio that was recognized. Particular tagging
approaches are employed depending on the particular word
processor being used.

Applicant respectfully submits that the addition ofHolt et al. fails to cure the deficiencies

ofFreeborg, Katz et al., Carroll, and/or Graham et al. with regard to rendering obvious the

features of amended independent claim 10 (as discussed above), from which amended claim 13

depends (via claim 12, discussed above). Applicant respectfully submits that the claimed

features of amended independent claim 10 are neither disclosed nor suggested by Freeborg, nor

by Katz et al., nor by Carroll, nor by Graham et al., nor by Holt et al., nor by any of the cited

references, neither singly, nor in any reasonable combination.

Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of

dependent claim 13 and dependent claim 14, which depend from amended independent claim 10.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 U.S.C. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."
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Conclusion

Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of all pending rejections and/or objections.

Applicant fither respectfully submits that the claims are in condition for allowance and

notification to that effect is earnestly requested.

The Examiner is invited to telephone Applicant’s attorney at 202-684-8685 to facilitate

prosecution of this application.

Respectfully submitted,

Date April 16, 2015 By /Margo Livesay. Reg. No. 41.946/
Margo Livesay, Ph.D.
Reg. No. 41,946
Phone: 202-684-8685

Microsoft Corporation
Customer Number 69316
Phone: 425-707-93 82

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING OR TRANSMISSION
(Under 37 CFR 8 1.8(20) 01‘ ELECTRONIC FILING

I hereby certify that this correspondence is being electronically deposited with the USPTO Via
EFS-Web on the date shown below:

April 16, 2015 /Margo Livesay. Reg. No. 41.946/
Date Signature

Margo Livesay
Printed Name

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 290 of 384



Electronic Patent Application Fee Transmittal

Application Number: 12887406

Filing Date: 21-Sep-2010

Title of Invention: SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

First Named Inventor/Applicant Name: Matthew B. MacLaurin

Filer: Margo Livesay

Attorney Docket Number: 312979.02

Filed as Large Entity

Filing Fees for Utility under 35 USC111(a)

Description Fee Code Quantity Amount
Sub-Total in

USD($)

Basic Filing:

Pages:

Claims:

Miscellaneous-Filing:

Petition:

Patent-Appeals-and-lnterference:

Post-Al|owance-and-Post-lssuance:

Extension-of—Time:

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 291 of 384



Description Fee Code Quantity Amount
Sub-Total in

USD($)

Extension -1 month with $0 paid 1251 200 200

Miscellaneous:

RCE- 2nd and Subsequent Request 1820 1700 1700

Total in USD (5) 1 900

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 292 of 384



Electronic Acknowledgement Receipt

EFS ID: 22076708

Application Number: 12887406

International Application Number:

Confirmation Number: 2445

Title of Invention: SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

First Named Inventor/Applicant Name: Matthew B. MacLaurin

Customer Number: 69316

Filer: Margo Livesay

Filer Authorized By:

Attorney Docket Number: 312979.02

Receipt Date: 16-APR-2015

Filing Date: 21-SEP-2010

Time Stamp: 01:44:28

Application Type: Utility under 35 USC111(a)

Payment information:
Submitted with Payment yes

Payment Type Credit Card

Payment was successfully received in RAM $1900

RAM confirmation Number 9087

Deposit Account

Authorized User

The Director of the USPTO is hereby authorized to charge indicated fees and credit any overpayment as follows:

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 293 of 384



File Listing:
Document . . . File Size(Bytes)/ Multi Pages
Number Document DescrIptIon me Name Message Digest Part /.zip (if appl.)

187562
1 Extension of Time 312979-02-EOT.pdf no 2

0256a1c4bd5eb1f305de145ca0dcadfcdc0,

Warnings:

Information:

697603
312979-02-RCE.pdf no 3

3708279e1e19ed9a184a7759cc0de45d6ef
be3a0

Request for Continued Examination
(RCE)

Warnings:

Information:

814653
3 312979-02-Response.pdf yes 29

f09c95efe4fc87f7ab0d04211ccd9b5289c7
Seb

Multipart Description/PDF files in .zip description

Document Description Start End

Amendment Submitted/Entered with Filing of CPA/RCE 1 1

Claims 2 7

Applicant Arguments/Remarks Made in an Amendment 8 29

Warnings:

Information:

32494

4 Fee Worksheet (SBO6) fee-info.pdf no 2
4ebeca5b15250da9206e17c344e62e386ea

857a:

Warnings:

Information:

Total Files Size (in bytes): 1732312

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 294 of 384



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/EO/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 Receivinq 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
and ofthe International Filing Date (Form PCT/RO/105) will be issued in due course, subject to prescriptions concerning
national security, and the date shown on this Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the international filing date of
the application.

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 295 of 384



PTO/SB/22 (03-13)
Approved for use through 3/31/2013. OMB 0651-0031

U.S. Patent and Trademark Office; U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB control number.

Docket Number (Optional)

PETITION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME UNDER 37 CFR1.136(a) 31297902

Application Number Filed
12/887,406 09-21-2010

For
SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

Art Unit Examiner
2142 WIENER, ERIC A

This is a request under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a) to extend the period for filing a reply in the above-identified application.

The requested extension and fee are as follows (check time period desired and enter the appropriate fee below):

E Small Entity Fee Micro Entity Fee

One month (37 CFR 1.17(a)(1)) $200 $100 $50 $ 200'00

Two months (37 CFR 1.17(a)(2)) $600 $300 $150 $

Three months (37 CFR 1.17(a)(3)) $1,400 $700 $350

D
U

D
E

!

$

Four months (37 CFR 1.17(a)(4)) $2,200 $1,100 $550 $

Five months (37 CFR 1.17(a)(5)) $3,000 $1,500 $750 $

Applicant asserts small entity status. See 37 CFR 1.27.

Applicant certifies micro entity status. See 37 CFR 1.29.
Form PTO/SB/15A or B or equivalent must either be enclosed or have been submitted previously.

A check in the amount of the fee is enclosed.

Payment by credit card. Form PTO-2038 is attached.

The Director has already been authorized to charge fees in this application to a Deposit Account.

S
U

B
B

E
D

The Director is hereby authorized to charge any fees which may be required, or credit any overpayment, to

Deposit Account Number

Payment made via EFS-Web.

WARNING: Information on this form may become public. Credit card information should not be included on this form. Provide
credit card information and authorization on PTO-2038.

I am the

I: applicant/inventor.
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with the requirements of the Privacy Act of 1974, as amended, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(m).
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records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the International Bureau of the World Intellectual Property
Organization, pursuant to the Patent Cooperation Treaty.
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of National Security review (35 U.S.C. 181) and for review pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act (42 U.S.C.
218(0)).
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disclosure shall not be used to make determinations about individuals.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the public after either publication of
the application pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 122(b) or issuance of a patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 151. Further, a
record may be disclosed, subject to the limitations of 37 CFR 1.14, as a routine use, to the public if the record
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application is referenced by either a published application, an application open to public inspection or an issued
patent.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Federal, State, or local law
enforcement agency, if the USPTO becomes aware of a violation or potential violation of law or regulation.
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DETAILED ACTION

1. STATUS OF THE APPLICATION

1.1. The present application is being examined under the pre-AIA first to invent provisions.

1.2. Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth
in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application
is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR
1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been
withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 4/16/2015 has
been entered.

2. STATUS OF THE CLAIMS

The status of the claims is as follows:

0 Claims 1-20 are pending.

0 Claims 1, 10, and 16 are the independent claims.

0 Claims 1, 10, and 16 are presently amended.

0 Claims 1-20 are rejected by the Examiner.

3. DOUBLE PATENTING

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified
or improper timewise extension of the ”right to exclude” granted by a patent and to
prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousness-type
double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but
at least one examined application claim is not patentably distinct from the reference
claim(s) because the examined application claim is either anticipated by, or would have
been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d
1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re
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Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214
USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re
Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969).

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) may be
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to be
commonly owned with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of activities
undertaken within the scope of a joint research agreement.

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR
3.73(b).

3.1. Claims 1-20 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type double
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-20 of U.S. Patent No. 7,831,913.

Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct
from each other because the claims ofthe present application are broader than those of
the parent Patent.

Other correspondence in dependent claims exists.

4. CLAIM INTERPRETATIONS — MPEP 2111

Although claims of issued patents are interpreted in light of the specification, prosecution history, prior art
and other claims, this is not the mode of claim interpretation to be applied during examination. During
examination, the claims must be interpreted as broadly as their terms reasonably allow. See In re American
Academy ofScience Tech Center, 367 F.3d 1359, 1369, 70 USPQ2d 1827, 1834 (Fed. Cir. 2004).

Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not
read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993).

The words of the claim must be given their plain meaning unless the plain meaning is inconsistent with the
specification. See In re Z/etz, 893 F.2d 319, 321, 13 USPQ2d 1320, 1322 (Fed. Cir. 1989).

To make the record clear, it is noted that particular claim terms/phrases of the present
claims, when given their broadest reasonable interpretation in light of the specification,
have been interpreted in particular ways for the purpose of examination.

Given their broadest reasonable interpretation in light of the specification, the following
claim terms/phrases, which do not appear to have an explicit definition within the
specification, have been interpreted as meaning the following:
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0 tag: ”generally an arbitrary text string associated with an item that is utilized to
recall that item at a later time... without requiring the actual item to be moved
or placed into a folder” (see Applicant’s Specification at paragraph [0005])

o tagging mode: a mode in which operations for applying tags or labels may be
input, received, and applied

For the benefit of compact prosecution, the claim language XXXXX has been interpreted
in a more limiting way to mean XXXXX. However, use of this interpretation within the
present office action should not be construed to mean that the claims could not also be
interpreted more broadly and, thus, also be anticipated by or obvious in view of broader
teachings of prior art.

These interpretations are not inconsistent with the specification. |f Applicant disagrees
with any of these interpretations, it is requested that they please point to the exact location
within the specification where an alternate meaning is explicitly defined in a limiting way
that is not consistent with the above interpretations.

5. RESPONSE TO ARGUMENTS

5.1. Applicant’s arguments filed on 4/16/2015 have been fully considered, but are moot in
view of new grounds of rejection necessitated by amendment.

6. CLAIM REJECTIONS - 35 USC § 102

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of pre-AIA 35 U.S.C. 102 that
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action:

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use
or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States.

6.1. Claims 1 and 9 rejected under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C.102(b) as being anticipated by
MARKOWITZ (US 2003/0100999 A1).

Regarding independent claim 1, MARKOWITZ discloses a method for applying tags to files
of a file system, the method comprising operating at least one programmed processor to
carry out a series of acts, the series of acts being identified by executable instructions with
which the at least one programmed processor is programmed, the series of acts comprising:

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 303 of 384



Application/Control Number: 12/887,406 Page 5
Art Unit: 2142

— first detecting, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a
computing interface (MARKOWITZ; [0077]: ”The Workspace window contains a tree
view, called the Workspace Navigator, used to display and manage the data objects...
The look and feel is similar to that of the Macintosh Finder or the Windows Explorer” and
[0080]: ”The object attributes displayed include the owner of the object, the date and
time it was created and last modified, its permissions, and its object type.”), a user
selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files (MARKOWITZ; [0124]:
”Users are preferably able to invoke this operation using the standard Windows and
Macintosh gesture, i. e. single-clicking on the object label and then not moving the mouse
for a specified time delay.” Clicking on the object label sufficiently corresponds to
selection of the object);

— second detecting, following the first detecting of the user selection and while the
information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the computing interface, a
computing interface input of one or more characters from the user, each of the one or
more characters in the computing interface input corresponding to successive
characters of a desired tag to be applied to the at least one particular file
(MARKOWITZ; [0123]: ”The Rename Data Object operation temporarily replaces the
object's name label with an editable text field, in which the user enters the new object
name. When the user presses the Enter key, the object is renamed and the label is
redisplayed with the new name.” and [0124]: ”Users are preferably able to invoke this
operation using the standard Windows and Macintosh gesture, i.e. single-clicking on the
object label and then not moving the mouse for a specified time delay.”); and

— upon the first detecting and the second detecting following the first detecting:
o automatically entering a tagging mode of the computing interface without further

user interaction, other than the user selection of the at least one particular file and
the computing interface input of the one or more characters (MARKOWITZ; [0124]:
”Users are preferably able to invoke this operation using the standard Windows and
Macintosh gesture, i.e. single-clicking on the object label and then not moving the
mouse for a specified time delay.”),

0 displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon entering the tagging mode
(MARKOWITZ; [0123]: ”The Rename Data Object operation temporarily replaces the
object's name label with an editable text field, in which the user enters the new
object name. When the user presses the Enter key, the object is renamed and the
label is redisplayed with the new name.” The display of an editable text field
sufficiently corresponds to indicating that tagging is active), and

o utilizing the computing interface input to generate a tag to be applied to the at
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least one particular file (MARKOWITZ; [0123]: ”The Rename Data Object operation
temporarily replaces the object's name label with an editable text field, in which the
user enters the new object name. When the user presses the Enter key, the object is
renamed and the label is redisplayed with the new name.”).

Regarding claim 9, and taking into account the rejection of claim 1, MARKOWITZ further
discloses that the first detecting of the user selection of the at least one particular file while
the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the computing interface
comprises first detecting the user selection while metadata regarding files that are stored in a
folder of a file system is displayed in the computing interface (MARKOWITZ; [0080]: ”The
object attributes displayed include the owner of the object, the date and time it was created and
last modified, its permissions, and its object type.”).

7. CLAIM REJECTIONS - 35 USC § 103

The following is a quotation of pre-AIA 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.

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere C0,, 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under pre-
AIA 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows:

0 Determining the scope and contents ofthe prior art.
0 Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue.
0 Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art.
0 Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or

nonobviousness.

7.1. Claims 2-8, 10, 11, and 15-20 are rejected under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being
unpatentable over MARKOWITZ (US 2003/0100999 A1) in view of KATZ et al. (US
5,404,295}.

Regarding independent claim 10, MARKOWITZ discloses a method comprising:
— displaying information regarding one or more files of a file system in a window of a
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graphical user interface (MARKOWITZ; [0077]: ”The Workspace window contains a tree
view, called the Workspace Navigator, used to display and manage the data objects...
The look and feel is similar to that of the Macintosh Finder or the Windows Explorer” and
[0080]: ”The object attributes displayed include the owner of the object, the date and
time it was created and last modified, its permissions, and its object type.”);

— first detecting, while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in
the window, a user selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files
(MARKOWITZ; [0124]: ”Users are preferably able to invoke this operation using the
standard Windows and Macintosh gesture, i.e. single-clicking on the object label and
then not moving the mouse for a specified time delay.” Clicking on the object label
sufficiently corresponds to selection of the object);

— second detecting, following the first detecting of the user selection and while the
information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window, an input from
the user of one or more characters, each of the one or more characters in the input
from the user corresponding to successive characters of a desired tag to be applied to
the at least one particular file (MARKOWITZ; [0123]: ”The Rename Data Object
operation temporarily replaces the object's name label with an editable text field, in
which the user enters the new object name. When the user presses the Enter key, the
object is renamed and the label is redisplayed with the new name.” and [0124]: ”Users
are preferably able to invoke this operation using the standard Windows and Macintosh
gesture, i.e. single-clicking on the object label and then not moving the mouse for a
specified time delay.”); and

— upon the first detecting of the selection of the at least one particular file and the
second detecting of the input of the one or more characters, following the first
detecting:
o automatically initiating a tagging mode of the graphical user interface without

further user interaction, other than the user selection and the input of the one or
more characters from the user (MARKOWITZ; [0124]: ”Users are preferably able to
invoke this operation using the standard Windows and Macintosh gesture, i.e. single-
clicking on the object label and then not moving the mouse for a specified time
delay.”),

0 displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging mode
(MARKOWITZ; [0123]: ”The Rename Data Object operation temporarily replaces the
object's name label with an editable text field, in which the user enters the new
object name. When the user presses the Enter key, the object is renamed and the
label is redisplayed with the new name.” The display of an editable text field
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sufficiently corresponds to indicating that tagging is active.), and

o applying an entered tag to the at least one particular file (MARKOWITZ; [0123]:
”The Rename Data Object operation temporarily replaces the object's name label
with an editable text field, in which the user enters the new object name. When the
user presses the Enter key, the object is renamed and the label is redisplayed with
the new name.”).

MARKOWITZ does not explicitly disclose determining at least one suggested tag based at
least in part on the input from the user, the at least one suggested tag including at least some
of the input; displaying in the window the at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at
least one particular file; and in response to third detecting a user selection of a tag of the at
least one suggested tag displayed in the window, applying the selected tag to the at least one
particular file.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, KATZ discloses:
second detecting, following first detecting of a user selection and while information
regarding one or more files is displayed in a window, an input from the user of one or
more characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to at least one
particular file (KATZ; column 8, line 42 — column 9, line 2: disclosing a user generating an
annotation using a keyboard that may also be performed automatically or
semiautomatically);
determining at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the input from the
user, the at least one suggested tag including at least some of the input, and
displaying in the window the at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least
one particular file (KATZ; column 8, line 67 — column 9, line 2: ”displaying the modified
annotations to the annotator as proposed annotations with the annotator making
selections from the proposals (semiautomatic operation).” and column 12, lines 54-65:
”the other annotations from the annotation group or groups, as modified, are proposed
for use to annotate the current subdivision. Such proposal might, for example, be
accomplished by presenting such annotations on display 20.); and
in response to third detecting a user selection of a tag of the at least one suggested
tag displayed in the window, applying the selected tag to the at least one particular
file (KATZ; column 12, lines 54-65: ”The annotator could then, by means ofa keyboard,
mouse, rollerball, light-pen, voice recognition system or other suitable input means,
select from the proposed annotations the ones which are appropriate for the current text
subdivision (step 84). The accepted annotations would then be stored during step 38
(FIG. 2) and connections to related text added during step 40.”).
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Both MARKOWITZ and KATZ pertain to the analogous art of interfaces adding and modifying
keywords, labels, and annotations to data stored in file management systems (MARKOWITZ;
[0002] and KATZ; column 1, lines 12-18) and thus one would look to the other for possible
variations to their teachings or improvements to overcome particular difficulties of their
teachings. In addition, MARKOWITZ discloses that ”there remains a need for a common
interface for multiple databases containing [data] in a relational format supporting efficient
exploration and analysis.” (MARKOWITZ; [0008]). In addition, KATZ discloses that a need exists
for an improved method and apparatus for retrieving relevant material from large databases,
and in particular for permitting such retrieval to be accomplished by a relatively
unsophisticated user and that it should also be possible to complete searches on all types of
text, graphics, audio, and other stored material and to complete the search expeditiously
(KATZ; column 3, lines 10-20). Therefore, MARKOWITZ and KATZ both seek a related goal in
their analogous art and would provide appreciable benefits to each other’s teachings. Thus, it
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to combine
the teachings of MARKOWITZ and KATZ.

Regarding independent claim 16, MARKOWITZ discloses an apparatus configured to apply
tags to files of a file system, the apparatus comprising:

- a user interface to display information to a user regarding files of the file system and
tags able to be applied to the files and to receive information from the user indicating
a selection of at least one file, input regarding desired tags, and a selection of tags
(MARKOWITZ; [0077]: ”The Workspace window contains a tree view, called the
Workspace Navigator, used to display and manage the data objects... The look and feel
is similar to that of the Macintosh Finder or the Windows Explorer” and [0080]: ”The
object attributes displayed include the owner of the object, the date and time it was
created and last modified, its permissions, and its object type.”); and

- at least one processor programmed to:
0 first detect, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a window

of the user interface, a selection of at least one particular file of the one or more
files (MARKOWITZ; [0124]: ”Users are preferably able to invoke this operation using
the standard Windows and Macintosh gesture, i.e. single-clicking on the object label
and then not moving the mouse for a specified time delay.” Clicking on the object
label sufficiently corresponds to selection of the object.);

0 second detect, following the first detection of the selection of the at least one
particular file and while the information regarding the one or more files is
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displayed in the window, input from the user of one or more characters included
in a tag that the user desires to apply to the at least one particular file
(MARKOWITZ; [0123]: ”The Rename Data Object operation temporarily replaces the
object's name label with an editable text field, in which the user enters the new
object name. When the user presses the Enter key, the object is renamed and the
label is redisplayed with the new name.” and [0124]: ”Users are preferably able to
invoke this operation using the standard Windows and Macintosh gesture, i. e. single-
c/icking on the object label and then not moving the mouse for a specified time
delay.”); and

0 upon the first detection of the selection of the at least one particular file and the
second detection of the input of the one or more characters from the user:
I automatically initiate a tagging mode of the user interface without further user

interaction, other than the selection of the at least one particular file and the
input of the one or more characters from the user (MARKOWITZ; [0124]: ”Users
are preferably able to invoke this operation using the standard Windows and
Macintosh gesture, i.e. single-clicking on the object label and then not moving
the mouse for a specified time delay”),

I displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging mode
(MARKOWITZ; [0123]: ”The Rename Data Object operation temporarily replaces
the object's name label with an editable text field, in which the user enters the
new object name. When the user presses the Enter key, the object is renamed
and the label is redisplayed with the new name.” The display of an editable text
field sufficiently corresponds to indicating that tagging is active.), and

I applying an entered tag to the at least one particular file (MARKOWITZ; [0123]:
”The Rename Data Object operation temporarily replaces the object's name label
with an editable text field, in which the user enters the new object name. When
the user presses the Enter key, the object is renamed and the label is redisplayed
with the new name.”).

MARKOWITZ does not explicitly disclose display in the window at least one suggested tag to
be applied to the at least one particular file, the at least one suggested tag being suggested
based at least in part on the input.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, KATZ discloses:
- second detecting, following first detecting of a user selection and while information

regarding one or more files is displayed in a window, an input from the user of one or
more characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to at least one
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particular file (KATZ; column 8, line 42 — column 9, line 2: disclosing a user generating an
annotation using a keyboard that may also be performed automatically or
semiautomatically); and
displaying in the window at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one
particular file, the at least one suggested tag being suggested based at least in part on
the input (KATZ; column 8, line 67 — column 9, line 2: ”displaying the modified
annotations to the annotator as proposed annotations with the annotator making
selections from the proposals (semiautomatic operation).” and column 12, lines 54-65:
”the other annotations from the annotation group or groups, as modified, are proposed
for use to annotate the current subdivision. Such proposal might, for example, be
accomplished by presenting such annotations on display 20. The annotator could then,
by means of a keyboard, mouse, rollerball, light-pen, voice recognition system or other
suitable input means, select from the proposed annotations the ones which are
appropriate for the current text subdivision (step 84). The accepted annotations would
then be stored during step 38 (FIG. 2) and connections to related text added during step
40.”).

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to
combine the teachings of MARKOWITZ and KATZ for the same reasons disclosed in the rejection
of claim 10, supra.

Regarding claim 2, MARKOWITZ sufficiently discloses the limitations of claim 1.
However, MARKOWITZ does not explicitly disclose that the series of acts further comprises:

utilizing the computing interface input to generate the tag by displaying at least one suggested
tag in the computing interface; and in response to a second computing interface input from the
user selecting a particular tag of the at least one suggested tag displayed in the computing
interface, storing the particular tag in association with the at least one particular file.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, KATZ discloses:
second detecting, following first detecting of a user selection and while information
regarding one or more files is displayed in a window, an input from the user of one or
more characters included in a tag that the user desires to apply to at least one
particular file (KATZ; column 8, line 42 — column 9, line 2: disclosing a user generating an
annotation using a keyboard that may also be performed automatically or
semiautomatically);
utilizing the computing interface input to generate the tag by displaying at least one

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 310 of 384



Application/Control Number: 12/887,406 Page 12
Art Unit: 2142

suggested tag in the computing interface (KATZ; column 8, line 67 — column 9, line 2:
”displaying the modified annotations to the annotator as proposed annotations with the
annotator making selections from the proposals (semiautomatic operation).” and
column 12, lines 54-65: ”the other annotations from the annotation group or groups, as
modified, are proposed for use to annotate the current subdivision. Such proposal might,
for example, be accomplished by presenting such annotations on display 20.); and

- in response to a second computing interface input from the user selecting a particular
tag of the at least one suggested tag displayed in the computing interface, storing the
particular tag in association with the at least one particular file (KATZ; column 12, lines
54-65: ”The annotator could then, by means of a keyboard, mouse, rollerball, light-pen,
voice recognition system or other suitable input means, select from the proposed
annotations the ones which are appropriate for the current text subdivision (step 84).
The accepted annotations would then be stored during step 38 (FIG. 2) and connections
to related text added during step 40.”).

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to
combine the teachings of MARKOWITZ and KATZ for the same reasons disclosed in the rejection
of claim 10, supra.

Regarding claims 3 and 17, and taking into account the rejections of claims 2 and 16, KATZ
further discloses determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the
computing interface input from the user (KATZ; column 8, line 48 — column 9, line 2; column
11, lines 48-60; and column 12, lines 54-65), disclosing various means for determining
annotations based on user input.

Regarding claims 4, 11, and 18; and taking into account the rejections of claims 3, 10, and
17,- KATZ further discloses that determining the at least one suggested tag comprises
determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on one or more of a first tag
previously applied to one of the at least one particular file, a second tag previously applied to
another file that is determined to be similar to the at least one particular file based on a
comparison of file types, a recently-applied tag, or a commonly-applied tag (KATZ,- column 11,
lines 48-60; column 12, lines 54-65; and column 14, lines 17-26), disclosing various means for
determining annotations based on stored annotation data.
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Regarding claims 5 and 19, and taking into account the rejections of claims 3 and 17, KATZ
further discloses that determining the at least one suggested tag comprises querying an
external data source of tags (KATZ; column 12, line 54 — column 13, line 37 and column 13,
lines 50-62), disclosing external data sources for such querying.

Regarding claim 6, and taking into account the rejection of claim 5, KATZ further discloses
that querying the external data source of tags comprises transmitting to the external data
source information about the at least one particular file (KATZ,- column 12, line 54 — column
13, line 37 and column 13, lines 50-62), disclosing transmitting file information in such a query.

Regarding claim 7, and taking into account the rejection of claim 5, KATZ further discloses
that querying the external data source of tags comprises transmitting to the external data
source information about the user (KATZ; column 12, line 65 — column 13, line 14 and column
14, lines 17-26), disclosing transmitting user information in such a query

Regarding claims 8 and 20, and taking into account the rejections of claims 7 and 19, KATZ
further discloses that transmitting to the external data source information about the user
comprises transmitting information regarding one or more of preferences of the user, a
profession of the user, a current project on which the user is working, or a current activity in
which the user is engaging (KATZ; column 6, lines 27-48), disclosing such types of user
information, such as preference of language.

Regarding claim 15, and taking into account the rejection of claim 10, KATZ further discloses
that determining the at least one suggested tag comprises determining a first suggested tag
that includes all of the one or more characters of the input from the user (KATZ; column 11,
lines 48-60), disclosing that annotations may be based on all user input.

7.2. Claim 12 is rejected under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over
MARKOWITZ (US 2003/0100999 A1) and KATZ et al. (US 5,404,295) in view of
GRAHAM et al. (US 2004/0095376 A1).

Regarding claim 12, MARKOWITZ and KATZ sufficiently render obvious the limitations of
claim 10.

In addition, KATZ further discloses generating an automatic tag based at least in part on an
analysis of content of one of at least one particular file and storing the automatic tag in
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association with the one of the at least one particular file (KATZ; column 12, lines 54-65),
disclosing generating and storing automatic tags.

However, MARKOWITZ and KATZ do not explicitly disclose displaying the automatic tag to
the user in a different manner from at least one explicit tag applied to the one of the at least
one particular file by the user.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, GRAHAM discloses displaying automatically generated
elements to a user in a different manner from elements generated and applied by the user
(GRAHAM; [0363]: ”in order to differentiate between the manually generated and automatically
generated [elements], different colors or styles may be used to display rectangular boxes that
represent automatic [elements] and boxes that represent manual [elements].”).

MARKOWITZ, KATZ, and GRAHAM all pertain to the analogous art of interfaces adding and
modifying keywords, labels, and annotations to data stored in file management systems
(MARKOWITZ; [0002]; KATZ; column 1, lines 12-18; and GRAHAM; Abstract) and thus one would
look to the others for possible variations to their teachings or improvements to overcome
particular difficulties of their teachings. In addition, MARKOWITZ discloses that ”there remains
a need for a common interface for multiple databases containing [data] in a relational format
supporting efficient exploration and analysis.” (MARKOWITZ; [0008]). In addition, KATZ
discloses that a need exists for an improved method and apparatus for retrieving relevant
material from large databases, and in particular for permitting such retrieval to be
accomplished by a relatively unsophisticated user and that it should also be possible to
complete searches on all types of text, graphics, audio, and other stored material and to
complete the search expeditiously (KATZ; column 3, lines 10-20). In addition, GRAHAM discloses
that it is desirable to improve upon techniques for allowing users to view, analyze, and navigate
multimedia information stored in multimedia documents, such as by automatically generating
information to complement user generated information (GRAHAM; [0014] and [0360]-[0363]).
Therefore, MARKOWITZ, KATZ, and GRAHAM all seek a related goal in their analogous art and
would provide appreciable benefits to each other’s teachings. Thus, it would have been obvious
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to combine the teachings of
MARKOWITZ, KATZ, and GRAHAM.

7.3. Claims 13 and 14 are rejected under pre-AIA 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable
over MARKOWITZ (US 2003/0100999 A1), KATZ et al. (US 5,404,295). and GRAHAM et

al. (US 2004/0095376 Allin view of HOLT et al. (US 5,960,447).
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Regarding claim 13, MARKOWITZ, KATZ, and GRAHAM sufficiently render obvious the
limitations of claim 12.

However, MARKOWITZ, KATZ, and GRAHAM do not explicitly disclose that displaying the
automatic tag to the user in the different manner comprises: displaying to the user each tag
associated with the one of the at least one particular file and, for the each tag, an indication of
an associated confidence level of the user with regard to the each tag based on the displaying
in the different manner, wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at
least one explicit tag.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, HOLT discloses that displaying an automatic tag to a user
in a different manner comprises: displaying to the user each tag associated with one of at
least one particular file and, for the each tag, an indication of an associated confidence level
of the user with regard to the each tag based on the displaying in the different manner,
wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at least one explicit tag
(HOLT; column 9, lines 7-61), describing confidence levels associated with words corresponding
to tags, wherein column 9, lines 51-54 discloses that ”words with a specific confidence level or
range may be displayed in a different color from the other text/data being displayed. Similarly,
one can establish that words in various colors represent various confidence levels or ranges of
confidence levels.”

MARKOWITZ, KATZ, GRAHAM, and HOLT all pertain to the analogous art of graphical user
interfaces for displaying representations of stored information of one or more types
(MARKOWITZ; [0002]; KATZ; column 1, lines 12-18; GRAHAM; Abstract; and HOLT; Abstract)
and thus one would look to the others for possible variations to their teachings or
improvements to overcome particular difficulties of their teachings. In addition, MARKOWITZ
discloses that ”there remains a need for a common interface for multiple databases containing
[data] in a relational format supporting efficient exploration and analysis.” (MARKOWITZ;
[0008]). In addition, KATZ discloses that a need exists for an improved method and apparatus
for retrieving relevant material from large databases, and in particular for permitting such
retrieval to be accomplished by a relatively unsophisticated user and that it should also be
possible to complete searches on all types of text, graphics, audio, and other stored material
and to complete the search expeditiously (KATZ; column 3, lines 10-20). In addition, GRAHAM
discloses that it is desirable to improve upon techniques for allowing users to view, analyze, and
navigate multimedia information stored in multimedia documents, such as by automatically
generating information to complement user generated information (GRAHAM; [0014] and
[0360]-[0363]). Furthermore, HOLT discloses that there is a great need for improved ways of
editing and correcting text that is automatically generated and has varying levels of confidence
(HOLT; column 1, lines 63-67). Therefore, MARKOWITZ, KATZ, GRAHAM, and HOLT all seek a
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related goal in their analogous art and would provide appreciable benefits to each other’s
teachings. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of
invention to combine the teachings of MARKOWITZ, KATZ, GRAHAM, and HOLT.

Regarding claim 14, and taking into account the rejection of claim 13, KATZ further
discloses: monitoring user interaction with the automatic tag; learning, based at least in part
on the user interaction, information about user preferences regarding the tags of the file
system; and generating at least one additional tag based at least in part on the learned
information about user preferences regarding the tags of the file system (KATZ; column 13,
lines 43-50 and column 14, lines 17-26), disclosing types of such artificial intelligence learning.

8. CONCLUSION

It is noted that any citation to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the prior art
references and any interpretation of the references should not be considered to be limiting
in any way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon for all that it
would have reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. In re Heck, 699 F.2d
1331, 1332-33,216 USPQ 1038, 1039 (Fed. Cir. 1983) (quoting In re Lemelson, 397 F.2d
1006,1009, 158 USPQ 275, 277 (CCPA 1968)).

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to the
applicant’s disclosure. The cited documents represent the general state of the art.

Art of particular note includes, but is not limited to:
- FREEBORG et al. (US 2006/0080335 A1)
- CARROLL (US 6,762,777 B2)

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the
Examiner should be directed to Eric Wiener whose telephone number is 571-270-1401 and
whose fax number is 571-270-2401. The best time to reach the Examiner by phone is
between the hours of 11AM EST and 7PM EST, Monday through Thursday. If the Examiner is
not able to be reached by phone, his e-mail address may be found in the voicemail greeting
of the above phone number. The Examiner will return all messages within one business day
of receipt, while messages received on Thursday or Friday may not be returned until the
following Monday. |f Applicant desires to schedule an interview, please do so via e-mail and
include the word ”interview” in the subject line.
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If Applicant desires to communicate via e-mail about anything more than the scheduling
of an interview, including providing an interview agenda, they must comply with MPEP
§ 502.03 and provide the following statement within such e-mail: ”Recognizing that Internet
communications are not secure, I hereby authorize the USPTO to communicate with me
concerning any subject matter of this application by electronic mail. I understand that a
copy of these communications will be made of record in the application file.”

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's
supervisor, Ajay Bhatia, can be reached on 571-272-3906. The fax phone number for the
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300.

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for
unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about
the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to
the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-
free).

/ERIC WIENER/
Examiner, Art Unit 2142
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Applicant: Matthew B. MacLaurin Examiner: Eric A. Wiener
Serial No.: 12/887,406 Art Unit: 2142
Filed: September 21, 2010 Docket No.: 312979.02
Conf. No.: 2445
Title: SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

AMENDMENT AND RESPONSE UNDER 37 CFR 8 1.111

Mail Stop Amendment
Commissioner for Patents
PO. Box 1450
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450

Applicant has reviewed the Office Action mailed on October 5, 2015. Please amend and

reconsider the above-identified patent application as follows.
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IN THE CLAIMS

Please amend and reconsider the claims as follows:

What is claimed is:

1. (Currently Amended) A method for applying tags to files of a file system, the

method comprising:

operating at least one programmed processor to carry out a series of acts, the series of

acts being identified by executable instructions with which the at least one programmed

processor is programmed, the series of acts comprising:

first detecting, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a

computing interface, a user selection of at least one particular file of the one or more

files,

second detecting, following the first detecting of the user selection and while the

information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the computing interface, a

computing interface input of one or more characters from the user, each of the one or

more characters in the computing interface input corresponding to successive characters

of a desired tag to be applied to the at least one particular file, and

upon the first detecting and the second detecting following the first detecting,

automatically entering a tagging mode of the computing interface without further user

interaction, other than the user selection of the at least one particular file and the

computing interface input of the one or more characters, displaying an indication that

tagging is active, upon entering the tagging mode, and utilizing the computing interface

input to generate a tag to be applied to the at least one particular file, the generated tag

being one of a plurality of different tags to be applied to the at least one particular file via

the tagging mode, all of the plurality of different tags having coexisting associations, as

coexistent tags, with the at least one particular file.

2. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 1, wherein the series of acts further

comprises:

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 320 of 384



AMENDMENT AND RESPONSE UNDER 37 CFR 8 1.111
Serial Number: 12/887,406
Filing Date: September 21, 2010 Docket No: 312979.02
Title: SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

Page 3

utilizing the computing interface input to generate the tag by displaying at least one

suggested tag in the computing interface;

in response to a second computing interface input from the user selecting a particular tag

of the at least one suggested tag displayed in the computing interface, storing the particular tag in

association with the at least one particular file.

3. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 2, wherein the series of acts further

comprises:

determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the computing

interface input from the user.

4. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 3, wherein determining the at least

one suggested tag comprises determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on

one or more of:

a first tag previously applied to one of the at least one particular file,

a second tag previously applied to another file that is determined to be similar to the at

least one particular file based on a comparison of file types,

a recently-applied tag, or

a commonly-applied tag.

5. (Original) The method of claim 3, wherein determining the at least one suggested

tag comprises querying an external data source of tags.

6. (Original) The method of claim 5, wherein querying the external data source of

tags comprises transmitting to the external data source information about the at least one

particular file.

7. (Original) The method of claim 5, wherein querying the external data source of

tags comprises transmitting to the external data source information about the user.
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8. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 7, wherein transmitting to the

external data source information about the user comprises transmitting information regarding one

or more of:

preferences of the user,

a profession of the user,

a current project on which the user is working, or

a current activity in which the user is engaging.

9. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 1, wherein the first detecting of the

user selection of the at least one particular file while the information regarding the one or more

files is displayed in the computing interface comprises first detecting the user selection while

metadata regarding files that are stored in a folder of a file system is displayed in the computing

interface.

10. (Currently Amended) A method comprising:

displaying information regarding one or more files of a file system in a window of a

graphical user interface;

first detecting, while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the

window, a user selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files,

second detecting, following the first detecting of the user selection and while the

information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window, an input from the user of

one or more characters, each of the one or more characters in the input from the user

corresponding to successive characters of a desired tag to be applied to the at least one particular

file,

upon the first detecting of the selection of the at least one particular file and the second

detecting of the input of the one or more characters, following the first detecting, automatically

initiating a tagging mode of the graphical user interface without further user interaction, other

than the user selection and the input of the one or more characters from the user, displaying an

indication that tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging mode, the desired tag being one of a

plurality of different tags to be applied to the at least one particular file via the tagging mode, all

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 322 of 384



AMENDMENT AND RESPONSE UNDER 37 CFR 8 1.111
Serial Number: l2/887,406
Filing Date: September 21, 2010 Docket No: 312979.02
Title: SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

Page 5

of the pluralitv of different tags having coexisting associations, as coexistent tags, with the at

least one particular file, and determining at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the

input from the user, the at least one suggested tag including at least some of the input;

displaying in the window the at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one

particular file, and

in response to third detecting a user selection of a tag of the at least one suggested tag

displayed in the window, applying the selected tag to the at least one particular file.

11. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 10, wherein determining the at least

one suggested tag comprises determining the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on

one or more of:

a first tag previously applied to one of the at least one particular file,

a second tag previously applied to another file that is determined to be similar to the at

least one particular file based on a comparison of file types,

a recently-applied tag, or

a commonly-applied tag.

12. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 10, further comprising:

generating an automatic tag based at least in part on an analysis of content of one of the at

least one particular file,

storing the automatic tag in association with the one of the at least one particular file, and

displaying the automatic tag to the user in a different manner from at least one explicit

tag applied to the one of the at least one particular file by the user.

13. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 12, wherein displaying the automatic

tag to the user in the different manner comprises:

displaying to the user each tag associated with the one of the at least one particular file

and, for the each tag, an indication of an associated confidence level of the user with regard to

the each tag based on the displaying in the different manner, wherein the automatic tag has a

lower confidence value than the at least one explicit tag.
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14. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 13, further comprising:

monitoring user interaction with the automatic tag, and

learning, based at least in part on the user interaction, information about user preferences

regarding the tags of the file system; and

generating at least one additional tag based at least in part on the learned information

about user preferences regarding the tags of the file system.

15. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 10, wherein determining the at least

one suggested tag comprises determining a first suggested tag that includes all of the one or more

characters of the input from the user.

16. (Currently Amended) An apparatus configured to apply tags to files of a file

system, the apparatus comprising:

a user interface to display information to a user regarding files of the file system and tags

able to be applied to the files and to receive information from the user indicating a selection of at

least one file, input regarding desired tags, and a selection of tags, and

at least one processor programmed to:
first detect, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in a window of

the user interface, a selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files,

second detect, following the first detection of the selection of the at least one

particular file and while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in

the window, input from the user of one or more characters included in a tag that the user

desires to apply to the at least one particular file, and

upon the first detection of the selection of the at least one particular file and the

second detection of the input of the one or more characters from the user, automatically

initiate a tagging mode of the user interface without further user interaction, other than

the selection of the at least one particular file and the input of the one or more characters

from the user, displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging

mode, the desired tag being one of a plurality of different tags to be applied to the at least
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one particular file via the tagging mode, all of the pluralitv of different tags having

coexisting associations, as coexistent tags, with the at least one particular file, and display

in the window at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one particular file,

the at least one suggested tag being suggested based at least in part on the input.

17. (Original) The apparatus of claim 16, wherein the at least one processor is further

programmed to:

determine the at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the input from the user.

18. (Previously Presented) The apparatus of claim 17, wherein the at least one

processor is programmed to determine the at least one suggested tag at least by determining the

at least one suggested tag based at least in part on one or more of:

a first tag previously applied to one of the at least one particular file,

a second tag previously applied to another file that is determined to be similar to the at

least one particular file based on a comparison of file types,

a recently-applied tag, or

a commonly-applied tag.

19. (Original) The apparatus of claim 17, wherein the at least one processor is

programmed to determine the at least one suggested tag at least by querying an external data

source of tags.

20. (Previously Presented) The apparatus of claim 19, wherein the at least one

processor is programmed to query the external data source of tags at least by transmitting to the

external data source information regarding one or more of:

preferences of the user,

a profession of the user,

a current project on which the user is working, or

a current activity in which the user is engaging.
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REMARKS

Applicant has carefully reviewed and considered the Office Action mailed on October 5,

2015, and the references cited therewith.

Claims 1, 10, and 16 are amended herein, without prejudice or disclaimer; as a result,

claims 1-20 are pending in this application. Applicant respectfully submits that no new matter is

added by these amendments (see, e.g., paragraphs [0005] and [0019] of the originally filed

specification). Applicant respectfully traverses all pending rejections of the claims, requests

withdrawal of all pending rejections and/or objections, and requests swift indication of allowance

of the present application, as discussed below.

Double Patenting Reiection

Claims 1-20 rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting as

being unpatentable over claims 1-20 of US. Patent No. 7,831,913.

The Office Action (page 3, item 3.1) states:

Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are
not patentably distinct from each other because the claims of the
present application are broader than those of the parent Patent.

Other correspondence in dependent claims exists.

Applicant respectfully disagrees with this characterization of the claims, by the Office

Action. However, without conceding/acquiescing that claims 1-20 are in any way unpatentable

over claims 1-20 of commonly owned US. Patent No. 7,831,913, Applicant requests withdrawal

of the double patenting rejection of claims 1-20, as discussed below.

US. Patent No. 7,831,913 is 100% assigned to Microsoft Technology Licensing, LLC, as

recorded in the United States Patent and Trademark Office at Reel 016656, Frame 0361, and at

Reel 034543, Frame 0001.

Likewise, the present application is commonly assigned (100%) to Microsoft Technology

Licensing, LLC, as recorded in the United States Patent and Trademark Office at Reel 037961,

Frame 0863, and at Reel 034544, Frame 0001.
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A terminal disclaimer is filed herewith, as suggested by the Office Action (pp. 2-3) to

overcome this rejection. Applicant thus respectfully requests withdrawal of the double patenting

rejection of claims 1-20.

Reiections under 35 USC S 102(b)

Claims 1 and 9

Claim 1 was rejected under 35 USC § 102(b) as allegedly being unpatentable over

Markowitz (US. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0100999 A1). Applicant respectfully

traverses the rejection of claims 1 and 9, as discussed below.

Amended independent claim 1 recites (emphasis added):

1. A method for applying tags to files of a file system,
the method comprising:

operating at least one programmed processor to carry out a
series of acts, the series of acts being identified by executable
instructions with which the at least one programmed processor is
programmed, the series of acts comprising:

first detecting, while information regarding one or more files is
displayed in a computing interface, a user selection of at least one
particular file of the one or more files,

second detecting, following the first detecting of the user
selection and while the information regarding the one or more files
is displayed in the computing interface, a computing interface
input of one or more characters from the user, each of the one or
more characters in the computing interface input corresponding to
successive characters of a desired tag to be applied to the at least
one particular file, and

upon the first detecting and the second detecting following the
first detecting, automatically entering a tagging mode of the
computing interface without further user interaction, other
than the user selection of the at least one particular file and the
computing interface input of the one or more characters,
displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon entering the
tagging mode, and utilizing the computing interface input to
generate a tag to be applied to the at least one particular file,
the generated tag being one ofa pluralitv ofdifferent tags to be
applied to the at least one particular file via the tagging mode, all
of the pluralitv ofdifferent tags having coexisting associations,
as coexistent tags, with the at least one particular file.
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Markowitz (per Title) is directed to “managing gene expression data,” stating (per

Abstract):

The present invention pertains to a system and method for
providing a common interface for multiple databases containing
gene expression data, gene annotation data, and sample
information in a relational format supporting efficient exploration
and analysis.

The Office Action, in its “Claim Interpretations” discussion (pp. 3-4, item 4), states

(emphasis added):

To make the record clear, it is noted that particular claim
terms/phrases of the present claims, when given their broadest
reasonable interpretation in light of the specification, have been
interpreted in particular ways for the purpose of examination.

Given their broadest reasonable interpretation in light of
the specification, the following claim terms/phrases, which do not
appear to have an explicit definition within the specification, have
been interpreted as meaning the following:

- tag: "generally an arbitrary text string associated with an
item that is utilized to recall that item at a later time
without requiring the actual item to be moved orplaced
into afolder" (see Applicant's Specification at paragraph
[0005])

Applicant respectfully submits that paragraph [0005], in its entirety, states:

[0005] The folder concept, however, is often challenged by those
users who do not agree that an item only belongs to a single folder.
They frequently desire to associate a file with several folders to
make it easier to find. Some just copy a file into different folders
to alleviate the problem. That, however, uses more storage space
and, thus, is not highly desirable for large quantities of
information. To circumvent this, users have begun to “mark” or
“tag” thefiles or data to indicate an association rather than
placing them in afolder. A tag is generally an arbitrary text string
associated with an item that is utilized to recall that item at a later
time. By tagging the item, the user is not required to place it in a
folder and force it into a single category. A user has the flexibility
of tagging and, thus, associating different types of items such as
graphics, text, and/or data and the like. It also allows a user to
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apply multiple tags to the same item. Thus, a user can tag a
picture of a mountain as a ‘Vacation picture’ to enable recalling it
as a vacation photo and also as ‘desktop wallpaper’ to enable
recalling it as a background image on a computer screen. This is
accomplished without requiring the actual item to be moved or
placed into afolder, etc.

In its rejection of independent claim 1, the Office Action alleges that “utilizing the

computing interface input to generate a tag to be applied to the at least one particular file” of

claim 1 is disclosed by Markowitz, stating (page 5, last line — page 6, line 4):

- utilizing the computing interface input to generate a tag to be
applied to the at least one particular file (MARKOWITZ, [0123]:
"The Rename Data Object operation temporarily replaces the
object's name label with an editable text field, in which the user
enters the new object name. When the user presses the Enter key,
the object is renamed and the label is redisplayed with the new
name." .

Applicant respectfully submits that paragraphs [0111] and [0123]-[0124] ofMarkowitz

state, in context (emphasis added):

[0111] The Workspace Manager supports other types of data
objects which are associated with the various analyses that can be
run in Gene Express: Gene Signatures, Gene Signature
Differentials, Fold Change Analyses, Electronic Northems, and
Cluster Analyses. The user can perform all the standard
workspace operations on these objects (copy, move, rename,
etc.), or can load the object for Visualization or further analysis.
Although there may be situations where the actual data results are
stored with these objects, usually the Workspace Manager only
stores the information necessary to rerun the analysis (e.g., the
Sample Set and thresholds for a Gene Signature).

[0123] The Rename Data Object operation temporarily replaces the
object 's name label with an editable text field, in which the user
enters the new object name. When the user presses the Enter key,
the object is renamed and the label is redisplayed with the new
name.
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[0124] Users are preferably able to invoke this operation using the
standard Windows and Macintosh gesture, i.e. single-clicking on
the object label and then not moving the mouse for a specified time
delay.

Thus, as best understood, the Office Action equates “generate a tag to be applied to the at

least one particular file” of claim 1 with the “Rename Data Object operation” ofMarkowitz.

Without conceding/acquiescing in any of the Office Action’s allegations of anticipation,

Applicant respectfully submits that, without prejudice or disclaimer, and only in the interests of

advancing prosecution, independent claim 1 is amended herein to recite, “utilizing the computing

interface input to generate a tag to be applied to the at least one particular file, the generated tag

being one ofa pluralitv ofdifferent tags to be applied to the at least one particular file via the

tagging mode, all of the pluralitv ofdifferent tags having coexisting associations, as coexistent

tags, with the at least one particular file.”

Applicant respectfully submits that “utilizing the computing interface input to generate a

tag to be applied to the at least one particular file, the generated tag being one ofa pluralitv of

different tags to be applied to the at least one particular file via the tagging mode, all of the

pluralitv ofdifferent tags having coexisting associations, as coexistent tags, with the at least

one particular file” does not correspond to the “Rename Data Object operation” ofMarkowitz as

discussed above.

According to MPEP § 2131 (anticipation):

"A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the
claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art
reference." Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. ofCalifornia, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2
USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987).

"The identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as is
contained in the claim." Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236,
9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989).

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 330 of 384



AMENDMENT AND RESPONSE UNDER 37 CFR 8 1.111
Serial Number: l2/887,406
Filing Date: September 21, 2010 Docket No: 312979.02
Title: SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

Page 13

Further, according to MPEP § 2143.03 ("A11 Claim Limitations Must Be Considered"):

"All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of
that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ
494, 496 (CCPA 1970).

Further, in A/[icrosoft Corp. v. Proxyconn, Inc., No. 14-1542 (Fed. Cir. 2015), on June 16,

2015, the Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit stated (emphasis added):

As we have explained in other contexts, “[tlhe protocol of giving
claims their broadest reasonable interpretation . . . does not
include giving claims a legally incorrect interpretation.” In re
Skvorecz, 580 F.3d 1262, 1267 (Fed. Cir. 2009), see also In re
Suitco Surface, Inc., 603 F.3d 1255, 1260 (Fed. Cir. 2010) (“m
broadest-construction rubric coupled with the term
‘comprising’ does not give the PTO an unfettered license to
interpret claims to embrace anvthing remotelv related to the
claimed invention”). Rather, “claims should alwavs be read in
light of the specification and teachings in the underlying
patent.” Saitco, 603 F.3d at 1260. The PTO should also consult
the patent’s prosecution history in proceedings in which the patent
has been brought back to the agency for a second review. See
Tempo Lighting Inc. v. Tivoli LLC, 742 F.3d 973, 977 (Fed. Cir.
2014). Even under the broadest reasonable interpretation, the
Board’s construction “cannot be divorced from the specification
and the record evidence,” In re NTP, Inc., 654 F.3d 1279, 1288
(Fed. Cir. 2011), and “must be consistent with the one that those
skilled in the art would reach,” In re Cortright, 165 F.3d 1353,
1358 (Fed. Cir. 1999). A construction that is “unreasonably
broad” and which does not “reasonably reflect the plain
language and disclosure” will notpass muster. Suitco, 603 F.3d
at 1260.

Applicant respectfully submits that these features are neither disclosed nor suggested by

Markowitz, nor by any of the cited references, neither singly, nor in any reasonable combination.

Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of amended

independent claim 1.
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Applicant further respectfully requests withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of

dependent claim 9, which recites the features of claim 1 by virtue of its dependency from claim

1, and further for the additional features recited by dependent claim 9.

Reiections under 35 USC S 103(a)

Claims 2-8, 10, 11, and 15-20

Claims 2-8, 10, 11, and 15-20 were rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as allegedly being

unpatentable over Markowitz in view ofKatz et al. (US. Patent No. 5,404,295). Applicant

respectfully traverses the rejection of these claims, as discussed below.

Amended independent claim 10 recites (emphasis added):

10. A method comprising:
displaying information regarding one or more files of a file

system in a window of a graphical user interface;
f1rst detecting, while the information regarding the one or

more files is displayed in the window, a user selection of at least
one particular file of the one or more files,

second detecting, following the first detecting of the user
selection and while the information regarding the one or more files
is displayed in the window, an input from the user of one or more
characters, each of the one or more characters in the input from the
user corresponding to successive characters of a desired tag to be
applied to the at least one particular file,

upon the first detecting of the selection of the at least one
particular file and the second detecting of the input of the one or
more characters, following the first detecting, automatically
initiating a tagging mode of the graphical user interface without
further user interaction, other than the user selection and the input
of the one or more charactersfrom the user, displaying an
indication that tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging mode,
the desired tag being one ofa plaralitv ofdifferent tags to be
applied to the at least one particular file via the tagging mode, all
of the plaralitv ofdifferent tags having coexisting associations,
as coexistent tags, with the at least one particular file, and
determining at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the
input from the user, the at least one suggested tag including at least
some of the input,

displaying in the window the at least one suggested tag to
be applied to the at least one particular file, and
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in response to third detecting a user selection of a tag of the
at least one suggested tag displayed in the window, applying the
selected tag to the at least one particular file.

Katz et al. (per Title) is directed to "utilizing annotations to facilitate computer retrieval

of database material," stating (per Abstract):

A method and apparatus for computer retrieval of database
material which may be text, computer programs, graphics, audio,
object classes, action specifications or other material which may be
machine stored. Annotations are provided for at least selected
database subdivisions, preferably with natural language questions,
assertions or noun phrases or some combination/collection thereof.
However, the annotations may also initially be generated in a
structured form. Annotations are, if required, converted to a
structured form and are stored in that form along with connections
to corresponding subdivisions. Searching for relevant subdivisions
involves entering a query in natural language or structured form,
converting natural language queries to structured form, matching
the structured form query against stored annotations and retrieving
database subdivisions connected to matched annotations. The
annotation process may be aided by utilizing various techniques
for automatically or semiautomatically generating the annotations.

Somewhat similarly to claim 1 discussed above, claim 10 recites, “displaying an

indication that tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging mode, the desired tag being one ofa

plaralitv ofdifferent tags to be applied to the at least one particular file via the tagging mode,

all of the plaralitv ofdifferent tags having coexisting associations, as coexistent tags, with the

at least one particular file.” However, similarly to its rejection of claim 1, the Office Action

(page 7, line 26 - page 8, line 6) relies again on the “Rename Data Object operation” of

Markowitz in its discussion of “automatically initiating a tagging mode,” “displaying an

indication that tagging is active,” and “applying an entered tag to the at least one particular file.”

According to MPEP § 2143.03 ("All Claim Limitations Must Be Considered"):

"All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of
that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ
494, 496 (CCPA 1970).
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Applicant respectfully submits that “renaming” a “data object” as discussed by

Markowitz refers to applying a single name (“renamed” to another single name) to the “data

object” — and is thus different from “the desired tag being one ofa pluralitv ofdifferent tags to

be applied to the at least one particular file via the tagging mode, all of the pluralitv of

different tags having coexisting associations, as coexistent tags, with the at least one particular

@” as recited by amended independent claim 10. The Office Action fails to explain how this

difference is compensated by the addition ofKatz et al. — and Applicant submits that the Office

Action is here engaging in impermissible hindsight reasoning.

Without conceding/acquiescing in any of the Office Action’s allegations of obviousness,

Applicant respectfully submits that, without prejudice or disclaimer, and only in the interests of

advancing prosecution, independent claim 10 is amended herein to recite, “the desired tag being

one ofa pluralitv ofdifferent tags to be applied to the at least one particular file via the

tagging mode, all of the pluralitv ofdifferent tags having coexisting associations, as coexistent

tags, with the at least one particular file.”

Applicant respectfully submits that “the desired tag being one ofa pluralitv ofdifferent

tags to be applied to the at least one particular file via the tagging mode, all of the pluralitv of

different tags having coexisting associations, as coexistent tags, with the at least one particular

@” does not correspond to the Office Action’s allegation of “Rename Data Object operation,”

as discussed above.

According to MPEP § 2143.03 ("A11 Claim Limitations Must Be Considered"):

"All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of
that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ
494, 496 (CCPA 1970).

Applicant respectfully submits that these features are neither disclosed nor suggested by

Markowitz, nor Katz et al., nor by any of the cited references, neither singly, nor in any

reasonable combination. Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the

obviousness rejection of amended independent claim 10.

According to MPEP § 2143.03 ("A11 Claim Limitations Must Be Considered"):
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"All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of
that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ
494, 496 (CCPA 1970).

Applicant further respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejections of

dependent claims 11 and 15, which recite the features of claim 10 by virtue of their respective

dependencies from claim 10, and further for the additional features recited by each dependent

claim.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 U.S.C. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."

Applicant further respectfully submits that Kalz el al. fails to cure the deficiencies of

Markowilz discussed above with regard to independent claim 1. Thus, Applicant further

respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejections of dependent claims 2—8, which

recite the features of claim 1 by virtue of their respective dependencies from claim 1, and further

for the additional features recited by each dependent claim.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 U.S.C. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."

In another aspect, amended independent claim 16 recites (emphasis added):

16. An apparatus configured to apply tags to files of a
file system, the apparatus comprising:

a user interface to display information to a user regarding
files of the file system and tags able to be applied to the files and to
receive information from the user indicating a selection of at least
one file, input regarding desired tags, and a selection of tags, and

at least one processor programmed to:
first detect, while information regarding one or more files is

displayed in a window of the user interface, a selection of at least
one particular file of the one or more files,

second detect, following the first detection of the selection of
the at least one particular file and while the information regarding
the one or more files is displayed in the window, inputfrom the

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 335 of 384



AMENDMENT AND RESPONSE UNDER 37 CFR 8 1.111
P

Serial Number: 12/887,406 age 18
Filing Date: September 21, 2010 Docket No: 312979.02
Title: SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

user ofone or more characters included in a tag that the user
desires to apply to the at least one particularfile, and

upon the first detection of the selection of the at least one
particular file and the second detection of the input of the one or
more characters from the user, automatically initiate a tagging
mode of the user interface without further user interaction, other
than the selection of the at least one particular file and the input of
the one or more characters from the user, displaying an indication
that tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging mode, the desired
tag being one ofa pluralitv ofdifferent tags to be applied to the at
least one particular file via the tagging mode, all of the pluralitv
ofdifferent tags having coexisting associations, as coexistent
tags, with the at least one particular file, and display in the
window at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one
particular file, the at least one suggested tag being suggested based
at least in part on the input.

With regard to the “displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon initiating the

tagging mode” the Office Action (page 10, lines 12-28) relies on Markowitz similarly to its

rejections of claims 1 and 10, to allege that the features of claim 16 are obvious over Markowitz

in view ofKatz et al.

According to MPEP § 2143.03 ("All Claim Limitations Must Be Considered"):

"All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of
that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ
494, 496 (CCPA 1970).

Applicant respectfully submits that, at least, these features are neither disclosed nor

suggested by suggested by Markowitz, nor by Katz et al., nor by any of the cited references,

neither singly, nor in any reasonable combination. Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests

withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of amended independent claim 16.

Applicant further respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejections of

dependent claims 17-20, which recite the features of claim 16 by virtue of their respective

dependencies from claim 16, and further for the additional features recited by each dependent

claim.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:
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"If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 USC. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."

Reiections under 35 USC S 103(a)

Claim 12

Claim 12 was rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over

Markowitz and Katz et al. in view of Graham et al. (U. S. Patent Application Publication No.

2004/0095376 A1). Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection of claim 12, as discussed

below.

Dependent claim 12 recites:

12. The method of claim 10, further comprising:
generating an automatic tag based at least in part on an

analysis of content of one of the at least one particular file,
storing the automatic tag in association with the one of the

at least one particular file, and
displaying the automatic tag to the user in a different

manner from at least one explicit tag applied to the one of the at
least one particular file by the user.

The Office Action (pp. 13-14, item 7.2) states (emphasis added):

Regarding claim 12, MARKOWITZ andKATZ suficiently render
obvious the limitations ofclaim 10.

In addition, KATZ discloses generating an automatic tag based at
least in part on an analysis of content of one of at least one particular file
and storing the automatic tag in association with the one of the at least one
particular file (KATZ, column 12, lines 54-65), disclosing generating and
storing automatic tags.

However, MARKOWITZ andKA TZ do not explicitly disclose
displaying the automatic tag to the user in a different manner from at least
one explicit tag applied to the one of the at least one particular file by the
user.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, GRAHAM discloses displaying
automatically generated elements to a user in a diflerent mannerfrom
elements generated and applied by the user (GRAHAM, [O3 63]: "in order
to differentiate between the manually generated and automatically
generated [elements], different colors or styles may be used to display
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rectangular boxes that represent automatic [elements] and boxes that
represent manual [elements]. ").

Graham er al. (per Abstract) states:

Techniques for providing a graphical user interface (GUI) that
displays a representation of stored information that may include
information of one or more types. The displayed representation
may include representations of information of the one or more
types. The GUI enables a user to navigate and skim through the
stored information and to analyze the contents of the stored
information. The stored information may include information
captured along the same timeline or along different timelines.

Applicant respectfully submits that the addition of Graham el al. fails to cure the

deficiencies ofMarkowilz andKalz el al. with regard to rendering obvious the features of

amended independent claim 10 (as discussed above), from which amended claim 12 depends.

Applicant respectfully submits that the claimed features of amended independent claim 10 are

neither disclosed nor suggested by Markowilz, nor by Kalz er al., nor by Graham er al., nor by

any of the cited references, neither singly, nor in any reasonable combination. Therefore,

Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of dependent claim 12,

which depends from amended independent claim 10.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 USC. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."

Reiections under 35 USC S 103(a)

Claims 13 and 14

Claims 13 and 14 were rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable

over Markowilz, Katz el al., and Graham el al. in view ofHolt el al. (US. Patent No. 5,960,447).

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejections of claims 13 and 14, as discussed below.

Dependent claim 13 recites:
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13. The method of claim 12, wherein displaying the
automatic tag to the user in the different manner comprises:

displaying to the user each tag associated with the one of
the at least one particular file and, for the each tag, an indication of
an associated confidence level of the user with regard to the each
tag based on the displaying in the different manner, wherein the
automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at least one
explicit tag.

The Office Action (pp. 14-21, item 11) states (emphasis added):

Regarding claim 13, MARKOWITZ, KATZ, and GRAHAM
sufficiently render obvious the limitations of claim 12.

However, MARKOWITZ, KATZ, and GRAHAM do not explicitly
disclose that displaying the automatic tag to the user in the different
manner comprises: displaying to the user each tag associated with the one
of the at least one particular file and, for the each tag, an indication of an
associated confidence level of the user with regard to the each tag based
on the displaying in the different manner, wherein the automatic tag has a
lower confidence value than the at least one explicit tag.

Nevertheless, in an analogous art, HOLT discloses that displaying
an automatic tag to a user in a different manner comprises: displaying to
the user each tag associated with one of at least one particular file and, for
the each tag, an indication of an associated confidence level of the user
with regard to the each tag based on the displaying in the different manner,
wherein the automatic tag has a lower confidence value than the at least
one explicit tag (HOLT, column 9, lines 7-61), describing confidence
levels associated with words corresponding to tags, wherein column 9,
lines 51-54 discloses that "words with a specific confidence level or range
may be displayed in a different color from the other text/data being
displayed. Similarly, one can establish that words in various colors
represent various confidence levels or ranges of confidence levels."

Holt er a]. (per Abstract) states:

A word tagging and editing system for speech recognition receives
recognized speech text from a speech recognition engine, and
creates tagging information that follows the speech text as it is
received by a word processing program or other program. The
body of text to be edited in connection with the word processing
program may be selected and cut and pasted and otherwise
manipulated, and the tags follow the speech text. A word may be
selected by a user, and the tag information used to point to a sound
bite within the audio data file created initially by the speech
recognition engine. The sound bite may be replayed to the user
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through a speaker. The practical results include that the user may
confirm the correctness of a particular recognized word, in real
time whilst editing text in the word processor. If the recognition is
manually corrected, the correction information may be supplied to
the engine for use in updating a user profile for the user who
dictated the audio that was recognized. Particular tagging
approaches are employed depending on the particular word
processor being used.

Applicant respectfully submits that the addition ofHolt el al. fails to cure the deficiencies

ofMarkowilz, Kalz er al., and/or Graham el al. with regard to rendering obvious the features of

amended independent claim 10 (as discussed above), from which amended claim 13 depends (via

claim 12, discussed above). Applicant respectfully submits that the claimed features of amended

independent claim 10 are neither disclosed nor suggested by Markowilz, nor by Kalz er al., nor

by Graham el al., nor by Holt el al., nor by any of the cited references, neither singly, nor in any

reasonable combination.

Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of

dependent claim 13 and dependent claim 14, which depend from amended independent claim 10.

According to MPEP § 2143.03:

"If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 U.S.C. 103, then any
claim depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)."
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Conclusion

Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of all pending rejections and/or objections.

Applicant further respectfully submits that the claims are in condition for allowance and

notification to that effect is earnestly requested.

The Examiner is invited to telephone Applicant’s attorney at 202-684-8685 to facilitate

prosecution of this application.

Respectfully submitted,

Date March 15 2016 By /Margo LivesaV, Reg. No. 41,946/
Margo Livesay, PhD.
Reg. No. 41,946
Phone: 202-684-8685

Microsoft Technology Licensing, LLC
Customer Number 69316
Phone: 425-707-93 82

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING OR TRANSMISSION
(Under 37 CFR 6 1.861)) OF ELECTRONIC FILING

I hereby certify that this correspondence is being electronically deposited with the USPTO Via
EFS-Web on the date shown below:

March 15 2016 /Margo LivesaV, Reg. No. 41,946/
Date Signature

Margo Livesay
Printed Name
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Electronic Patent Application Fee Transmittal

Application Number: 12887406

Filing Date: 21 —Sep—201 O

Title of Invention: SELECTION—BASED ITEM TAGGING

First Named Inventor/Applicant Name: Matthew B. MacLaurin

Filer: Margo Livesay

Attorney Docket Number: 312979.02

Filed as Large Entity

Filing Fees for Utility under 35 USC111(a)

Description Fee Code Quantity Amount
Sub-Total in

U5Dl$l

Basic Filing:

Pages:

Claims:

Miscellaneous-Filing:

Petition:

Patent-Appeals-and-lnterference:

Post-Allowance-and-Post-lssuance:

Extension-of—Time:
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Sub-Total in

U5D($)

Extension — 3 months with $0 paid 1253 1400 1400

Miscellaneous:

Statutory orTerminal Disclaimer 1814 160 160

Total in USD (5) 1560
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Electronic Acknowledgement Receipt

EFS ID: 25180598

Application Number: 12887406

International Application Number:

Confirmation Number: 2445

Title of Invention: SELECTION—BASED ITEM TAGGING

First Named Inventor/Applicant Name: Matthew B. MacLaurin

Customer Number: 69316

Filer: Margo Livesay

Filer Authorized By:

Attorney Docket Number: 312979.02

Receipt Date: 15—MAR—201 6

Filing Date: 21—SEP—201 0

Time Stamp: 23:55:09

Application Type: Utility under 35 USC111(a)

Payment information:
Submitted with Payment yes

Payment Type Credit Card

Payment was successfully received in RAM $1560

RAM confirmation Number 6804

Deposit Account

Authorized User

The Director of the USPTO is hereby authorized to charge indicated fees and credit any overpayment as follows:
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File Listing:
Document
Number

Document Description File Name
File Size(Bytes)/
Message Digest

Multi
Part /.zip

Pages
(if appl.)

Extension of Time 312979—02—EOT.pdf
187569

dba740853694d9c0950817cb995ec5666d0
Boba

no

Warnings:

Information:

Terminal Disclaimer Filed 312979—02—TermDisclaimer.pdf
374169

0e5d19163c3528dc436e7d76248f2ee7377
79326

no

Warnings:

Information:

Assignee showing of ownership per 37
CFR 3.73 312979—02—Statement.pdf

427565

528622de095268f1abd4880dea792bed29e
3da18

no

Warnings:

Information:

Power of Attorney 312979—02—POA.pdf
247330

296c628672e313e7d266dfac1d912f0302d
97d85

no

Warnings:

The page size in the PDF is too large. The pages should be 8.5 x 11 or A4. If this PDF is submitted, the pages will be resized upon entry into the
Image File Wrapper and may affect subsequent processing

Information:

312979—02—Response.pdf
224265

3fl640c623350f2239b91da461445cc38c20
0406

yes 23

Multipart Description/PDF files in .zip description

Document Description Start End

Amendment/Red. Reconsideration—After Non—Final Reject

Claims

Applicant Arguments/Remarks Made in an Amendment

Warnings:

Information:
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32198

6 Fee Worksheet (SBO6) fee—info.pdf no 2
Cfb7386ff7f88df9209adab3fb491 I daSOl d6

lfB

Warnings:

Information:

Total Files Size (in bytes): 1493096

This Acknowledgement Receipt evidences receipt on the noted date by the USPTO of the 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
If a 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
If a 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/EO/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 Receivinq Office
If a 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
and of the International Filing Date (Form PCT/RO/105) will be issued in due course, subject to prescriptions concerning
national security, and the date shown on this Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the international filing date of
the application.
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PTO/SB/22 (03-13)
Approved for use through 3/31/2013. OMB 0651-0031

US. Patent and Trademark Office; US. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB control number.

Docket Number (Optional)

PETITION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME UNDER 37 CFR1.136(a) 31297902

Application Number Filed
12/887,406 09-21-2010

For
SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

Art Unit Examiner
2142 WIENER, ERIC A

This is a request underthe provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a) to extend the period for filing a reply in the above-identified application.

The requested extension and fee are as follows (check time period desired and enterthe appropriate fee below):

E Small Entity Fee Micro Entity Fee

One month (37 CFR 1.17(a)(1)) $200 $100 $50 $

Two months (37 CFR 1.17(a)(2)) $600 $300 $150 $

Three months (37 CFR 1.17(a)(3)) $1,400 $700 $350 $ 1 ’400'00

Four months (37 CFR1.17(a)(4)) $2,200 $1,100 $550 $

G
U

ID
E

Five months (37 CFR 1.17(a)(5)) $3,000 $1,500 $750 $

Applicant asserts small entity status. See 37 CFR 1.27.

Applicant certifies micro entity status. See 37 CFR 1.29.
Form PTO/SB/15A or B or equivalent must either be enclosed or have been submitted previously.

A check in the amount of the fee is enclosed.

Payment by credit card. Form PTO-2038 is attached.

The Director has already been authorized to charge fees in this application to a Deposit Account.

D
D

D
D

D
D

The Director is hereby authorized to charge any fees which may be required, or credit any overpayment, to

Deposit Account Number

Payment made via EFS-Web.

WARNING: Information on this form may become public. Credit card information should not be included on this form. Provide
credit card information and authorization on PTO-2038.

I am the

I: applicant/inventor.

|:| assignee of record ofthe entire interest. See 37 CFR 3.71. 37 CFR 3.73(b) statement is enclosed (Form PTO/SB/96).

attorney or agent of record. Registration number 41 ’946

|:| attorney or agent acting under 37 CFR 1.34. Registration number

/Margo Livesay, Reg. No. 41 ,946/ March 15, 2016
Signature Date

Margo Livesay (202) 684-8685
Typed or printed name Telephone Number

NOTE: This form must be signed in accordance with 37 CFR 1.33. See 37 CFR 1.4 for signature requirements and certifications. Submit
multiple forms if more than one signature is required, see below*.

|:| * Total of forms are submitted.
This collection of information is required by 37 CFR 1.136(a). The information is required to obtain or retain a benefit by the public, which is to file (and by the
USPTO to process) an application. Confidentiality is governed by 35 U.S.C. 122 and 37 CFR 1.11 and 1.14. This collection is estimated to take 6 minutes to
complete, including gathering, preparing, and submitting the completed application form to the USPTO. Time will vary depending upon the individual case. Any
comments on the amount of time you require to complete this form and/or suggestions for reducing this burden should be sent to the Chief Information Officer,
US. Patent and Trademark Office, US. Department of Commerce, PO. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450. DO NOT SEND FEES OR COMPLETED FORMS
TO THIS ADDRESS. SEND TO: Commissioner for Patents, P.0. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450.

If you need assistance in completing the form, call 1-800—PTO-9199 and select option 2.
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Privacy Act Statement

The Privacy Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-579) requires that you be given certain information in connection with your
submission ofthe attached form related to a patent application or patent. Accordingly, pursuant to the requirements of
the Act, please be advised that: (1) the general authority forthe collection ofthis information is 35 U.S.C. 2(b)(2); (2)
furnishing ofthe information solicited is voluntary; and (3) the principal purpose for which the information is used by the
US. Patent and Trademark Office is to process and/or examine your submission related to a patent application or
patent. If you do not furnish the requested information, the US. Patent and Trademark Office may not be able to
process and/or examine your submission, which may result in termination of proceedings or abandonment ofthe
application or expiration ofthe patent.

The information provided by you in this form will be subject to the following routine uses:

1 . The information on this form will be treated confidentially to the extent allowed underthe Freedom of
Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552) and the Privacy Act (5 U.S.C 552a). Records from this system of records may
be disclosed to the Department of Justice to determine whether disclosure ofthese records is required by the
Freedom of Information Act.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, in the course of presenting evidence
to a court, magistrate, or administrative tribunal, including disclosures to opposing counsel in the course of
settlement negotiations.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Member of Congress submitting a
request involving an individual, to whom the record pertains, when the individual has requested assistance from
the Member with respect to the subject matter ofthe record.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a contractor ofthe Agency having
need forthe information in orderto perform a contract. Recipients of information shall be required to comply
with the requirements ofthe Privacy Act of 1974, as amended, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(m).
A record related to an International Application filed underthe Patent Cooperation Treaty in this system of
records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the International Bureau ofthe World Intellectual Property
Organization, pursuant to the Patent Cooperation Treaty.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to another federal agency for purposes
of National Security review (35 U.S.C. 181) and for review pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act (42 U.S.C.
218(c)).
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the Administrator, General
Services, or his/her designee, during an inspection of records conducted by GSA as part ofthat agency’s
responsibility to recommend improvements in records management practices and programs, under authority of
44 U.S.C. 2904 and 2906. Such disclosure shall be made in accordance with the GSA regulations governing
inspection of records forthis purpose, and any other relevant (i.e., GSA or Commerce) directive. Such
disclosure shall not be used to make determinations about individuals.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the public after either publication of
the application pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 122(b) or issuance of a patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 151. Further, a
record may be disclosed, subject to the limitations of 37 CFR 1.14, as a routine use, to the public ifthe record
was filed in an application which became abandoned or in which the proceedings were terminated and which
application is referenced by either a published application, an application open to public inspection or an issued
patent.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Federal, State, or local law
enforcement agency, ifthe USPTO becomes aware of a violation or potential violation of law or regulation.
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US. Patent and Trademark Office; US. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection ofinformation unless it displays a valid OMB control number.

TERMINAL DISCLAIMER TO OBVIATE A DOUBLE PATENTING DOCket Number (Optional)
REJECTION OVER A “PRIOR” PATENT 312979-02

In re Application of: Matthew B. MacLaurin

Application No.: 12/887,406

Filed: 09-21-2010
For: SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

The owner*, M'gmsgfl Ieghng ggy 'ggns'ng Q , of mg percent interest in the instant application hereby disclaims,
except as provided below, the terminal part ofthe statutory term of any patent granted on the instant application which would extend beyond
the expiration date of the full statutory term of prior patent No. 7 831 913 as the term of said prior patent is presently shortened
by any terminal disclaimer. The owner hereby agrees that any patent so granted on the instant application shall be enforceable only for and
during such period that it and the prior patent are commonly owned. This agreement runs with any patent granted on the instant application
and is binding upon the grantee, its successors or assigns.

In making the above disclaimer, the owner does not disclaim the terminal part of the term of any patent granted on the instant application that
would extend to the expiration date ofthe full statutory term ofthe prior patent, “as the term of said prior patent is presently shortened by any
terminal disclaimer," in the event that said prior patent later:

expires for failure to pay a maintenance fee;
is held unenforceable;
is found invalid by a court of competentjurisdiction;
is statutorily disclaimed in whole orterminally disclaimed under 37 CFR 1.321;
has all claims canceled by a reexamination certificate;
is reissued; or
is in any mannerterminated priorto the expiration of its full statutory term as presently shortened by any terminal disclaimer.

Check either box 1 or 2 below, if appropriate.

1. El For submissions on behalf of a business/organization (e.g., corporation, partnership, university, government agency,
etc.), the undersigned is empowered to act on behalf ofthe business/organization.

I hereby declare that all statements made herein of my own knowledge are true and that all statements made on information and
belief are believed to be true; and further that these 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 ofthe United States Code and that such willful false
statements mayjeopardize the validity ofthe application or any patent issued thereon.

2. The undersigned is an attorney or agent of record. Reg. No. 41.946

/Marqo Livesay, Reg. No. 41 ,946/ March 15, 2016
Signature Date

Margo Livesay
Typed or printed name

(202) 684-8685
Telephone Number

Terminal disclaimer fee under 37 CFR 1.20(d) included.

WARNING: Information on this form may become public. Credit card information should not
be included on this form. Provide credit card information and authorization on PTO-2038.

*Statement under 37 CFR 3.73(b) is required ifterminal disclaimer is signed by the assignee (owner).
Form PTO/SB/96 may be used for making this certification. See MPEP § 324.

This collection of information is required by 37 CFR 1.321. The information is required to obtain or retain a benefit by the public which is to file (and by the USPTO
to process) an application. Confidentiality is governed by 35 U.S.C. 122 and 37 CFR 1.11 and 1.14. This collection is estimated to take 12 minutes to complete,
including gathering, preparing, and submitting the completed application form to the USPTO. Time will vary depending upon the individual case. Any comments
on the amount oftime you require to complete th is form and/or suggestions for reducing this bu rden, should be sent to the Chief Information Officer, US. Patent
and Trademark Office, US. Department ofCommerce, PO. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450. DO NOT SEND FEES OR COMPLETED FORMS TO THIS
ADDRESS. SEND TO: Commissioner for Patents, P.0. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450.

If you need assistance in completing the form, call 1-800-PTO-9199 and select option 2.
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Privacy Act Statement

The Privacy Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-579) requires that you be given certain information in connection
with your submission of the attached form related to a patent application or patent. Accordingly,
pursuant to the requirements of the Act, please be advised that: (1) the general authority forthe
collection of this information is 35 U.S.C. 2(b)(2); (2) furnishing of the information solicited is voluntary;
and (3) the principal purpose for which the information is used by the US. Patent and Trademark
Office is to process and/or examine your submission related to a patent application or patent. If you do
not furnish the requested information, the US. Patent and Trademark Office may not be able to
process and/or examine your submission, which may result in termination of proceedings or
abandonment ofthe application or expiration of the patent.

The information provided by you in this form will be subject to the following routine uses:

1 . The information on this form will be treated confidentially to the extent allowed underthe
Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552) and the Privacy Act (5 U.S.C 552a). Records from
this system of records may be disclosed to the Department of Justice to determine whether
disclosure ofthese records is required by the Freedom of Information Act.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, in the course of
presenting evidence to a court, magistrate, or administrative tribunal, including disclosures to
opposing counsel in the course of settlement negotiations.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Member of
Congress submitting a request involving an individual, to whom the record pertains, when the
individual has requested assistance from the Member with respect to the subject matter of the
record.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a contractor of the
Agency having need forthe information in orderto perform a contract. Recipients of
information shall be required to comply with the requirements ofthe Privacy Act of 1974, as
amended, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(m).
A record related to an International Application filed under the Patent Cooperation Treaty in
this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the International Bureau ofthe
World Intellectual Property Organization, pursuant to the Patent Cooperation Treaty.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to another federal
agency for purposes of National Security review (35 U.S.C. 181) and for review pursuant to
the Atomic Energy Act (42 U.S.C. 218(c)).
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the Administrator,
General Services, or his/her designee, during an inspection of records conducted by GSA as
part of that agency’s responsibility to recommend improvements in records management
practices and programs, under authority of 44 U.S.C. 2904 and 2906. Such disclosure shall
be made in accordance with the GSA regulations governing inspection of records forthis
purpose, and any other relevant (i.e., GSA or Commerce) directive. Such disclosure shall not
be used to make determinations about individuals.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the public after
either publication of the application pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 122(b) or issuance of a patent
pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 151. Further, a record may be disclosed, subject to the limitations of 37
CFR 1.14, as a routine use, to the public ifthe record was filed in an application which
became abandoned or in which the proceedings were terminated and which application is
referenced by either a published application, an application open to public inspection or an
issued patent.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Federal, State,
or local law enforcement agency, if the USPTO becomes aware of a violation or potential
violation of law or regulation.
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Approved for use through 07/31/2012. OMB 0651-0031

US. Patent and Trademark Office; US. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Underthe Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB control number.

STATEMENT UNDER 37 CFR 3.73(b)

Applicant/Patent Owner: Microsoft Technology Licensing, LLC

Application No./Patent No.: 12/887,405 Filed/Issue Date: 09-21-2010
Titled:

SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

Microsoft Technology Licensing, LLC . a LLC
(Name of Assignee) (Type of Assignee, e.g., corporation, partnership, university, government agency, etc.

states that it is:

1. the assignee ofthe entire right, title, and interest in;

2. D an assignee of less than the entire right, title, and interest in
(The extent (by percentage) of its ownership interest is %); or

3. D the assignee of an undivided interest in the entirety of (a complete assignment from one ofthejoint inventors was made)

the patent application/patent identified above, by virtue of either:

A. D An assignment from the inventor(s) ofthe patent application/patent identified above. The assignment was recorded in
the United States Patent and Trademark Office at Reel , Frame , or forwhich a
copy therefore is attached.

OR
B. A chain of title from the inventor(s), ofthe patent application/patent identified above, to the current assignee as follows:

1. From: Matthew B. MacLaurin To: Microsoft Corporation

The document was recorded in the United States Patent and Trademark Office at

Reel 037951 , Frame 0853 , orforwhichacopythereofisattached.

2. From: Microsoft Corporation To: Microsoft Technology Licensing, LLC

The document was recorded in the United States Patent and Trademark Office at

Reel 034544 , Frame 0001 , orforwhichacopythereofisattached.

3. From: To:

The document was recorded in the United States Patent and Trademark Office at

Reel , Frame , or forwhich a copy thereof is attached.

|:| Additional documents in the chain of title are listed on a supplemental sheet(s).

As required by 37 CFR 3.73(b)(1)(i), the documentary evidence ofthe chain of title from the original owner to the assignee was,
or concurrently is being, submitted for recordation pursuant to 37 CFR 3.11.

[NOTE: A separate copy (i.e., a true copy of the original assignment document(s)) must be submitted to Assignment Division in
accordance with 37 CFR Part 3, to record the assignment in the records ofthe USPTO. E MPEP 302.08]

The undersigned (whose title is supplied below) is authorized to act on behalf of the assignee.

/Margo Livesay, Reg. No. 41 ,946/ March 15, 2016
Signature Date

Margo Livesay 41,946

Printed or Typed Name Title
This collection of information is required by 37 CFR 3.73(b). The information is required to obtain or retain a benefit by the public which is to file (and by the USPTO to
process) an application. Confidentiality is governed by 35 U.S.C. 122 and 37 CFR 1.11 and 1.14. This collection is estimated to take 12 minutes to complete, including
gathering, preparing, and submitting the completed application form to the USPTO. Time will vary depending upon the individual case. Any comments on the amount oftime
you require to complete this form and/or suggestions for reducing this burden, should be sent to the Chief Information Officer, US. Patent and Trademark Office, US.
Department of Commerce, PO. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450. DO NOT SEND FEES OR COMPLETED FORMS TO THIS ADDRESS. SEND TO: Commissioner
for Patents, P.0. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450.

If you need assistance in completing the form, call 1-800—PTO-9199 and select option 2.
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Privacy Act Statement

The Privacy Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-579) requires that you be given certain information in connection
with your submission ofthe attached form related to a patent application or patent. Accordingly,
pursuant to the requirements of the Act, please be advised that: (1) the general authority for the
collection of this information is 35 U.S.C. 2(b)(2); (2) furnishing of the information solicited is voluntary;
and (3) the principal purpose for which the information is used by the US. Patent and Trademark
Office is to process and/or examine your submission related to a patent application or patent. If you do
not furnish the requested information, the US. Patent and Trademark Office may not be able to
process and/or examine your submission, which may result in termination of proceedings or
abandonment ofthe application or expiration ofthe patent.

The information provided by you in this form will be subject to the following routine uses:

1 . The information on this form will be treated confidentially to the extent allowed under the
Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552) and the Privacy Act (5 U.S.C 552a). Records from
this system of records may be disclosed to the Department of Justice to determine whether
disclosure ofthese records is required by the Freedom of Information Act.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, in the course of
presenting evidence to a court, magistrate, or administrative tribunal, including disclosures to
opposing counsel in the course of settlement negotiations.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Member of
Congress submitting a request involving an individual, to whom the record pertains, when the
individual has requested assistance from the Member with respect to the subject matter of the
record.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a contractor of the
Agency having need forthe information in orderto perform a contract. Recipients of
information shall be required to comply with the requirements of the Privacy Act of 1974, as
amended, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(m).
A record related to an International Application filed under the Patent Cooperation Treaty in
this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the International Bureau of the
World Intellectual Property Organization, pursuant to the Patent Cooperation Treaty.
A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to another federal
agency for purposes of National Security review (35 U.S.C. 181) and for review pursuant to
the Atomic Energy Act (42 U.S.C. 218(c)).
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the Administrator,
General Services, or his/her designee, during an inspection of records conducted by GSA as
part ofthat agency's responsibility to recommend improvements in records management
practices and programs, under authority of 44 U.S.C. 2904 and 2906. Such disclosure shall
be made in accordance with the GSA regulations governing inspection of records for this
purpose, and any other relevant (i.e., GSA or Commerce) directive. Such disclosure shall not
be used to make determinations about individuals.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the public after
either publication ofthe application pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 122(b) or issuance of a patent
pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 151. Further, a record may be disclosed, subject to the limitations of 37
CFR 1.14, as a routine use, to the public ifthe record was filed in an application which
became abandoned or in which the proceedings were terminated and which application is
referenced by either a published application, an application open to public inspection or an
issued patent.
A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Federal, State,
or local law enforcement agency, ifthe USPTO becomes aware of a violation or potential
violation of law or regulation.

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
Page 352 of 384



Doc Code: PA..
PTO/AlA/82A (07-13)

Document Descrlptlon: Power Of Attorney Approved for use through 11/30/2014. OMB 0651-0051
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office; U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB control number.

TRANSMITTAL FOR POWER OF ATTORNEY TO ONE OR MORE
REGISTERED PRACTITIONERS

NOTE: This form is to be submitted with the Power of Attorney by Applicant form (PTO/AIA/82B) to identify the application to which the
Power of Attorney is directed, in accordance with 37 CFR 1.5, unless the application number and filing date are identified in the Power of
Attorney by Applicant form. If neither form PTO/AIA/82A nor form PTO/AIA82B identifies the application to which the Power of Attorney is
directed, the Power of Attorney will not be recognized in the application.

Application Number 12/8875406

Filing Date 09-21-2010
First Named Inventor Matthew 8' MacLaurin

Title SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

Art Unit 2142

Examiner Name WIENER5 ERIC A

Attorney Docket Number 31297902

SIGNATURE of Applicant or Patent Practitioner

Sigmre /Margo Livesay, Reg. No. 41 ,946/ Da‘e‘Opm')
Name Margo Livesay Eegiitration 41946

um er

We KipP'icant is a Patent attorney representing Microsoft Technology Licensing, LLC
JUFISIIC entity)

Applicant Name (ippIicant is ajuristic entity) Microsoft Technology LICGI’ISIl’Ig, LLC

NOTE: This form must be signed in accordance with 37 CFR 1.33. See 37 CFR 1.4(d) for signature requirements and certifications. If
more than one applicant, use multiple forms.

*Total of forms are submitted.

This collection of information is required by 37 CFR 1.131, 1.32, and 1.33. The information is required to obtain or retain a benefit by
the public which is to file (and by the USPTO to process) an application. Confidentiality is governed by 35 U.S.C. 122 and 37 CFR
1.11 and 1.14. This collection is estimated to take 3 minutes to complete, including gathering, preparing, and submitting the completed
application form to the USPTO. Time will vary depending upon the individual case. Any comments on the amount of time you require
to complete this form and/or suggestions for reducing this burden, should be sent to the Chief Information Officer, US. Patent and
Trademark Office, US. Department of Commerce, PO. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450. DO NOT SEND FEES OR
COMPLETED FORMS TO THIS ADDRESS. SEND TO: Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450.

Ifyou need assistance in completing the form, call 1-800-PTO-9199 and select option 2.Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
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Privacy Act Statement

The Privacy Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-579) requires that you be given certain information in
connection with your submission of the attached form related to a patent application or patent.
Accordingly, pursuant to the requirements of the Act, please be advised that: (1) the general
authority for the collection of this information is 35 U.S.C. 2(b)(2); (2) furnishing of the
information solicited is voluntary; and (3) the principal purpose for which the information is used
by the US. Patent and Trademark Office is to process and/or examine your submission related
to a patent application or patent. If you do not furnish the requested information, the US. Patent
and Trademark Office may not be able to process and/or examine your submission, which may
result in termination of proceedings or abandonment of the application or expiration of the
patent.

The information provided by you in this form will be subject to the following routine uses:

1. The information on this form will be treated confidentially to the extent allowed under the
Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552) and the Privacy Act (5 U.S.C. 552a). Records
from this system of records may be disclosed to the Department of Justice to determine
whether the Freedom of Information Act requires disclosure of these records.

2. A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, in the course of
presenting evidence to a court, magistrate, or administrative tribunal, including
disclosures to opposing counsel in the course of settlement negotiations.

3. A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Member of
Congress submitting a request involving an individual, to whom the record pertains,
when the individual has requested assistance from the Member with respect to the
subject matter of the record.

4. A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a contractor of
the Agency having need for the information in order to perform a contract. Recipients of
information shall be required to comply with the requirements of the Privacy Act of 1974,
as amended, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(m).

5. A record related to an International Application filed under the Patent Cooperation Treaty
in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the International Bureau
of the World Intellectual Property Organization, pursuant to the Patent Cooperation
Treaty.

6. A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to another federal
agency for purposes of National Security review (35 U.S.C. 181) and for review pursuant
to the Atomic Energy Act (42 U.S.C. 218(c)).

7. A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the
Administrator, General Services, or his/her designee, during an inspection of records
conducted by GSA as part of that agency's responsibility to recommend improvements in
records management practices and programs, under authority of 44 U.S.C. 2904 and
2906. Such disclosure shall be made in accordance with the GSA regulations governing
inspection of records for this purpose, and any other relevant (i.e., GSA or Commerce)
directive. Such disclosure shall not be used to make determinations about individuals.

8. A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the public
after either publication of the application pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 122(b) or issuance of a
patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 151. Further, a record may be disclosed, subject to the
limitations of 37 CFR 1.14, as a routine use, to the public if the record was filed in an
application which became abandoned or in which the proceedings were terminated and
which application is referenced by either a published application, an application open to
public inspections or an issued patent.

9. A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Federal,
State, or local law enforcement agency, if the USPTO becomes aware of a violation or
potential violation of law or regulation.
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PTO/SB/06 (09-11)
Approved for use through 1/31/2014. OMB 0651 -0032

US. Patent and Trademark Office; US. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB control number.

PATENT APPLICATION FEE DETERMINATION RECORD APP'IcaIIO“ or DOCKSI Number Filing Dale
Substitute for Form PTO-875 12/887,406 09/21/2010 [I To be Mailed

ENTITY: IZI LARGE |:| SMALL El MICRO

APPLICATION AS FILED — PART I
(Column 1) (Column 2)

FOR NUMBER FILED NUMBER EXTRA RATE (3;) FEE ($)

BAS'C FEE N/A N/A N/A(37 CFR1.16(a), (b), or (c))
SEARCH FEE N/A N/A N/A
(37 CFR 1.16(k), (i), or (m))
EXAMINATION FEE
(37 CFR 1.16(o), (p), or (q)) N/A N/A

TOTAL CLAIMS .(37 CFR1.16(i)) ”Imus 20 = * X 55 =
INDEPENDENT CLAIMS .(37 CFR1.16(h)) ”Imus 3 = * X 55 =

If the specification and drawings exceed 100 sheets
of paper, the application size fee due is $310 ($155
for small entity) for each additional 50 sheets or
fraction thereof. See 35 U.S.C. 41(a)(1)(G) and 37
CFR 1.16(s).

—

I:I MULTIPLE DEPENDENT CLAIM PRESENT (37 CFR1.16(j))
—

T]
T]

EII

N/A

I:IAPPLICATION SIZE FEE
(37 CFR1.16(s))

* If the difference in column 1 is less than zero, enter “0" in column 2. TOTAL

APPLICATION AS AMENDED — PART II

(Column 1) (Column 2) (Column 3)

CLAIMS HIGHEST
REMAINING NUMBER03/15/2016 AFTER PREVIOUSLY PRESENT EXTRA RATE (3;) ADDITIONAL FEE (3;)
AMENDMENT PAID FOR

Total (37CFR * 20 Minus H 20 0 X 80 O. = $ =1.16l

Independent * 3 M' ”*3 0 420 0flFR1.16(h)) Inus = X as =

D Application Size Fee (37 CFR 1 .16(s))AM
EN

DM
EN

T

D FIRST PRESENTATION OF MULTIPLE DEPENDENT CLAIM (37 CFR1.16(j))

TOTAL ADD‘L FEE 0

(Column 1) (Column 2) (Column 3)

CLAIMS HIGHEST
REMAINING NUMBER

AFTER PREVIOUSLY
AMENDMENT PAID FOR

Total (37 CFR * - Hmm Minus = X a; =

PRESENT EXTRA RATE ($) ADDITIONAL FEE ($)

Independent * , *H
(37CFR1.16(h)) MINUS = X $ =

—

El Application Size Fee (37 CFR 1 .16(s))

AM
EN

DM
EN

T

D FIRST PRESENTATION OF MULTIPLE DEPENDENT CLAIM (37 CFR1.16(j))

TOTAL ADD‘L FEE

* If the entry in column 1 is less than the entry in column 2, write “0" in column 3. LIE

** If the “Highest Number Previously Paid For" IN THIS SPACE is less than 20, enter “20". /LASHAWN MARKS/

*** If the “Highest Number Previously Paid FOI" IN THIS SPACE is less than 3, enter “3‘.

The “Highest Number Previously Paid For" (Total or Independent) is the highest number found in the appropriate box in column 1.

This collection of information is required by 37 CFR 1.16. The information is required to obtain or retain a benefit by the public which is to file (and by the USPTO to
process) an application. Confidentiality is governed by 35 U.S.C. 122 and 37 CFR 1.14. This collection is estimated to take 12 minutes to complete, including gathering,
preparing, and submitting the completed application form to the USPTO. Time will vary depending upon the individual case. Any comments on the amount of time you
require to complete this form and/or suggestions for reducing this burden, should be sent to the Chief Information Officer, US. Patent and Trademark Office, US.
Department of Commerce, PO. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450. DO NOT SEND FEES OR COMPLETED FORMS TO THIS
ADDRESS. SEND TO: Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450.

If you need assistance in completing the form, call 1-800—PTO—9199 and select option 2.
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Address. COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS

PO Box 1450
Alexandria, Vngmia 22313-1450
wwwusptogov

I APPLICATION NUMBER I FILING OR 371 (C) DATE I FIRST NAMED APPLICANT I

12/887,406 09/21/2010
ATTY. DOCKET NO./TITLE |

Matthew B. MacLaurin 312979.02
CONFIRMATION NO. 2445

69316 POA ACCEPTANCE LETTER
MICROSOFT CORPORATIONONE MICROSOFT WAY lllllllllllllllllIllllIlllllllllllIllllllllllllllIllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll
REDMOND, WA 98052 00000008 72320

Date Mailed: 03/28/2016

NOTICE OF ACCEPTANCE OF POWER OF ATTORNEY

This is in response to the Power of Attorney filed 03/15/2016.

The Power of Attorney in this application is accepted. Correspondence in this application will be mailed to the
above address as provided by 37 CFR 1.33.

Questions about the contents of this notice and the
requirements it sets forth should be directed to the Office

of Data Management, Application Assistance Unit, at
(571) 272-4000 or (571) 272-4200 or 1-888-786-0101.

/hachristian/

page 1 of 1
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Application Number Application/Control No.

12/887,406

Applicant(s)/Patent under
Reexamination

MACLAURIN, MATTHEW B.

Document Code - DISQ Internal Document — DO NOT MAIL

TERMINAL
DISCLAIMER IXI APPROVED |:| DISAPPROVED

Date Filed : 15 MAR 2016
This patent is subject

to a Terminal
Disclaimer

Approved/Disapproved by:

SHANETTE BROWN

US Patent and Trademark Office
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COIVIIVIERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS

PO. Box 1450
Alexandria1 Virginia 22313-1450
www.uspto.gov

NOTICE OF ALLOWANCE AND FEE(S) DUE

I EXAMINER I
69316 7590 07/06/2016

MICROSOFT CORPORATION WIENER, ERIC A
ONE MICROSOFT WAY
REDMOND, WA 98052 | ART UNIT PAPER NUMBER |

2142

DATE MAILED: 07/06/2016

APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE FIRST NAMED INVENTOR ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. CONFIRMATION NO.

12/887,406 09/21/2010 Matthew B. MacLaurin 312979.02 2445

TITLE OF INVENTION: SELECTION—BASED ITEM TAGGING

APPLN. TYPE ENTITY STATUS ISSUE FEE DUE PUBLICATION FEE DUE PREV. PAID ISSUE FEE TOTAL FEE(S) DUE DATE DUE

nonprovisional UNDISCOUNTED $960 $0 $0 $960 10/06/2016

THE APPLICATION IDENTIFIED ABOVE HAS BEEN EXAMINED AND IS ALLOWED FOR ISSUANCE AS A PATENT.
PROSECUTION ON THE MERITS IS CLOSED. THIS NOTICE OF ALLOWANCE IS NOT A GRANT OF PATENT RIGHTS.
THIS APPLICATION IS SUBJECT TO WITHDRAWAL FROM ISSUE AT THE INITIATIVE OF THE OFFICE OR UPON
PETITION BY THE APPLICANT. SEE 37 CFR 1.313 AND MPEP 1308.

THE ISSUE FEE AND PUBLICATION FEE (IF REQUIRED) MUST BE PAID WITHIN THREE MONTHS FROM THE
MAILING DATE OF THIS NOTICE OR THIS APPLICATION SHALL BE REGARDED AS ABANDONED. THIS
STATUTORY PERIOD CANNOT BE EXTENDED. SEE 35 U.S.C. 151. THE ISSUE FEE DUE INDICATED ABOVE DOES
NOT REFLECT A CREDIT FOR ANY PREVIOUSLY PAID ISSUE FEE IN THIS APPLICATION. IF AN ISSUE FEE HAS
PREVIOUSLY BEEN PAID IN THIS APPLICATION (AS SHOWN ABOVE), THE RETURN OF PART B OF THIS FORM
WILL BE CONSIDERED A REQUEST TO REAPPLY THE PREVIOUSLY PAID ISSUE FEE TOWARD THE ISSUE FEE NOW
DUE.

HOW TO REPLY TO THIS NOTICE:

I. Review the ENTITY STATUS shown above. If the ENTITY STATUS is shown as SMALL or MICRO, verify whether entitlement to that
entity status still applies.
If the ENTITY STATUS is the same as shown above, pay the TOTAL FEE(S) DUE shown above.
If the ENTITY STATUS is changed from that shown above, on PART B - FEE(S) TRANSMITTAL, complete section number 5 titled
"Change in Entity Status (from status indicated above)".
For purposes of this notice, small entity fees are 1/2 the amount of undiscounted fees, and micro entity fees are 1/2 the amount of small entity
fees.

II. PART B - FEE(S) TRANSMITTAL, or its equivalent, must be completed and returned to the United States Patent and Trademark Office
(USPTO) with your ISSUE FEE and PUBLICATION FEE (if required). If you are charging the fee(s) to your deposit account, section "4b"
of Part B - Fee(s) Transmittal should be completed and an extra copy of the form should be submitted. If an equivalent of Part B is filed, a
request to reapply a previously paid issue fee must be clearly made, and delays in processing may occur due to the difficulty in recognizing
the paper as an equivalent of Part B.

III. All communications regarding this application must give the application number. Please direct all communications prior to issuance to
Mail Stop ISSUE FEE unless advised to the contrary.

IMPORTANT REMINDER: Utility patents issuing on applications filed on or after Dec. 12, 1980 may require payment of
maintenance fees. It is patentee's responsibility to ensure timely payment of maintenance fees when due.

Page 1 of 3
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PART B - FEE(S) TRANSMITTAL

Complete and send this form, together with applicable fee(s), to: Mail Mail Stop ISSUE FEE
Commissioner for Patents
PO. Box 1450
Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450

or m (571)-273-2885
INSTRUCTIONS: This form should be used for transmitting the ISSUE FEE and PUBLICATION FEE (if required). Blocks 1 through 5 should be completed where
ap ropriate. All further correspondence including the Patent, advance orders and notification of maintenance fees will be mailed to the current correspondence address as
indicated unless corrected below or directed otherwise in Block 1, by (a) specifying a new correspondence address; and/or (b) indicating a separate "FEE ADDRESS" for
maintenance fee notifications.

Note: A certificate of mailin can only be used for domestic mailings of the
Fee(s) Transmittal. This certi icate cannot be used for any other accompanying

CURRENT CORRESPONDENCE ADDRESS (Note: Use Block 1 for any change ofaddFESS) fiapers. Each additional paper, such as an assignment or formal drawing, must
ave its own certificate of mailing or transmission.

Certificate of Mailing or Transmission
69316 7590 07/06/2016 I hereby certify that this Fee(s) Transmittal is being deposited with the United

MICROSOFT CORPORATION S(tiaites Poistal Sflerv1ce with sufficient postage (fir first lglass mailbln an Envelope
a resse to e Mai Stop ISSUE FEE a ress a ove, or eing acsimi e

ONE MICROSOFT WAY transmitted to the USPTO (571) 273—2885, on the date indicated below.
REDMOND, WA 98052

(Depositor's name)

(Signature)

(Date)

APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE FIRST NAMED INVENTOR ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. CONFIRMATION NO.

12/887,406 09/21/2010 Matthew B. MacLaurin 312979.02 2445

TITLE OF INVENTION: SELECTION—BASED ITEM TAGGING

I APPLN. TYPE ENTITY STATUS I ISSUE FEE DUE I PUBLICATION FEE DUE I PREV. PAID ISSUE FEE TOTAL FEE(S) DUE DATE DUE

nonprovisional UNDISCOUNTED $960 $0 $0 $960 10/06/2016

I EXAMINER I ART UNIT I CLASS-SUBCLASS I

WIENER. ERIC A 2142 715—705000

1. Change of correspondence address or indication of "Fee Address" (37 2. For printing on the patent front page, list
CFR 1.363). .(1) The names of up to 3 reglstered patent attorneys

'3 Chan e of correspondence address (or Change of Correspondence or agents OR, alternatively,
Address orm PTO/SB/ 122) attached. . . .(2) The name of a smgle f1rm (hav1ng as a member a
'3 "Fee Address" indication (or "Fee Address" Indication form registered attorney or agent) and the names of up t_0
PTO/SB/47; Rev 03—02 or more recent) attached. Use of a Customer 2 reglstered patent attorneys or agents. If no name Is 3
Number is required. llsted, no name W111 be pr1nted.

3. ASSIGNEE NAME AND RESIDENCE DATA TO BE PRINTED ON THE PATENT (print or type)
PLEASE NOTE: Unless an assignee is identified below, no assignee data will appear on the patent. If an assignee is identified below, the document has been filed for
recordation as set forth in 37 CFR 3.11. Completion of this form is NOT a substitute for filing an assignment.
(A) NAME OF ASSIGNEE (B) RESIDENCE: (CITY and STATE OR COUNTRY)

1

2

Please check the appropriate assignee category or categories (will not be printed on the patent) : '3 Individual '3 Corporation or other private group entity '3 Government

4a. The following fee(s) are submitted: 4b. Payment of Fee(s): (Please first reapply any previously paid issue fee shown above)
'3 Issue Fee '3 A check is enclosed.
'3 Publication Fee (No small entity discount permitted) '3 Payment by credit card. Form PTO—2038 is attached.
In Advance Order — # of Copies '3 The director is hereby authorized to charge the required fee(s), any deficiency, or credits any

overpayment, to Deposit Account Number (enclose an extra copy of this form).

5. Change in Entity Status (from status indicated above)
'3 Applicant certifying micro entity status. See 37 CFR 1.29 NOTE: Absent a valid certification of Micro Entity Status (see forms PTO/SB/ 15A and 15B), issue

fee payment in the micro entity amount will not be accepted at the risk of application abandonment.
'3 Applicant asserting small entity status. See 37 CFR 1.27 NOTE: If the application was previously under micro entity status, checking this box will be taken

to be a notification of loss of entitlement to micro entity status.
'3 Applicant changing to regular undiscounted fee status. NOTE: Checking this box will be taken to be a notification of loss of entitlement to small or micro

entity status, as applicable.

NOTE: This form must be signed in accordance with 37 CFR 1.31 and 1.33. See 37 CFR 1.4 for signature requirements and certifications.

Authorized Signature Date

Typed or printed name Registration No.

Page 2 of 3
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COIVHVIERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS

PO. Box 1450
Alexandria1 Virginia 22313-1450
www.uspto.gov

I APPLICATION NO. I FILING DATE I FIRST NAMED INVENTOR I ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. CONFIRMATION NO. I

12/8 87,406 09/21/2010 Matthew B. MacLaurin 312979.02 2445

69316 7590 07/06/2016 I EXAMINER I
MICROSOFT CORPORATION WIENER, ERIC A
ONE MICROSOFT WAY
REDMOND, WA 98052 | ART UNIT PAPER NUMBER |

2142

DATE MAILED: 07/06/2016

Determination of Patent Term Adjustment under 35 U.S.C. 154 (b)
(Applications filed on or after May 29, 2000)

The Office has discontinued providing a Patent Term Adjustment (PTA) calculation with the Notice of Allowance.

Section 1(h)(2) of the AIA Technical Corrections Act amended 35 U.S.C. 154(b)(3)(B)(i) to eliminate the
requirement that the Office provide a patent term adjustment determination with the notice of allowance. See
Revisions to Patent Term Adjustment, 78 Fed. Reg. 19416, 19417 (Apr. 1, 2013). Therefore, the Office is no longer
providing an initial patent term adjustment determination with the notice of allowance. The Office will continue to
provide a patent term adjustment determination with the Issue Notification Letter that is mailed to applicant
approximately three weeks prior to the issue date of the patent, and will include the patent term adjustment on the
patent. Any request for reconsideration of the patent term adjustment determination (or reinstatement of patent term
adjustment) should follow the process outlined in 37 CFR 1.705.

Any questions regarding the Patent Term Extension or Adjustment determination should be directed to the Office of
Patent Legal Administration at (571)—272—7702. Questions relating to issue and publication fee payments should be
directed to the Customer Service Center of the Office of Patent Publication at 1—(888)—786—0101 or (571)—272—4200.

Page 3 0f 3
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OMB Clearance and PRA Burden Statement for PTOL-85 Part B

The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) of 1995 requires Federal agencies to obtain Office of Management and
Budget approval before requesting most types of information from the public. When OMB approves an agency
request to collect information from the public, OMB (i) provides a valid OMB Control Number and expiration
date for the agency to display on the instrument that will be used to collect the information and (ii) requires the
agency to inform the public about the OMB Control Number’s legal significance in accordance with 5 CFR
1320.5(b).

The information collected by PTOL-85 Part B is required by 37 CFR 1.311. The information is required to obtain
or retain a benefit by the public which is to file (and by the USPTO to process) an application. Confidentiality is
governed by 35 U.S.C. 122 and 37 CFR 1.14. This collection is estimated to take 12 minutes to complete,
including gathering, preparing, and submitting the completed application form to the USPTO. Time will vary
depending upon the individual case. Any comments on the amount of time you require to complete this form
and/or suggestions for reducing this burden, should be sent to the Chief Information Officer, U.S. Patent and
Trademark Office, U.S. Department of Commerce, PO. Box 1450, Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450. DO NOT
SEND FEES OR COMPLETED FORMS TO THIS ADDRESS. SEND TO: Commissioner for Patents, PO. Box
1450, Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450. Under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to
respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB control number.

Privacy Act Statement

The Privacy Act of 1974 (PL. 93-579) requires that you be given certain information in connection with your
submission of the attached form related to a patent application or patent. Accordingly, pursuant to the
requirements of the Act, please be advised that: (1) the general authority for the collection of this information is
35 U.S.C. 2(b)(2); (2) furnishing of the information solicited is voluntary; and (3) the principal purpose for which
the information is used by the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office is to process and/or examine your submission
related to a patent application or patent. If you do not furnish the requested information, the U.S. Patent and
Trademark Office may not be able to process and/or examine your submission, which may result in termination of
proceedings or abandonment of the application or expiration of the patent.

The information provided by you in this form will be subject to the following routine uses:
1. The information 011 this form will be treated confidentially to the extent allowed under the Freedom of

Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552) and the Privacy Act (5 U.S.C 552a). Records from this system of records
may be disclosed to the Department of Justice to determine whether disclosure of these records is required
by the Freedom of Information Act.

2. A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, in the course of presenting evidence
to a court, magistrate, or administrative tribunal, including disclosures to opposing counsel in the course of
settlement negotiations.

3. A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Member of Congress submitting a
request involving an individual, to whom the record pertains, when the individual has requested assistance
from the Member with respect to the subject matter of the record.

4. A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a contractor of the Agency having
need for the information in order to perform a contract. Recipients of information shall be required to
comply with the requirements of the Privacy Act of 1974, as amended, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(m).

5. A record related to an International Application filed under the Patent Cooperation Treaty in this system of
records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the International Bureau of the World Intellectual Property
Organization, pursuant to the Patent Cooperation Treaty.

6. A record in this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to another federal agency for purposes
of National Security review (35 U.S.C. 181) and for review pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act (42 U.S.C.
218(c)).

7. A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the Administrator, General
Services, or his/her designee, during an inspection of records conducted by GSA as part of that agency's
responsibility to recommend improvements in records management practices and programs, under authority
of 44 U.S.C. 2904 and 2906. Such disclosure shall be made in accordance with the GSA regulations
governing inspection of records for this purpose, and any other relevant (i.e., GSA or Commerce) directive.
Such disclosure shall not be used to make determinations about individuals.

8. A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to the public after either publication
of the application pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 122(b) or issuance of a patent pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 151. Further, a
record may be disclosed, subject to the limitations of 37 CFR 1.14, as a routine use, to the public if the
record was filed in an application which became abandoned or in which the proceedings were terminated
and which application is referenced by either a published application, an application open to public
inspection or an issued patent.

9. A record from this system of records may be disclosed, as a routine use, to a Federal, State, or local law
enforcement agency, if the USPTO becomes aware of a violation or potential violation of law or regulation.Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
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Application No. Applicant(s)
12/887,406 MACLAURIN, MATTHEW B.

Notice of Allowability EET'CT‘WENER 3115”" giggfiirst '"V°"t°”° ”“1
No

-- The MAILING DA TE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address--
All claims being allowable, PROSECUTION ON THE MERITS IS (OR REMAINS) CLOSED in this application. If not included
herewith (or previously mailed), a Notice of Allowance (PTOL-85) or other appropriate communication will be mailed in due course. THIS
NOTICE OF ALLOWABILITY IS NOT A GRANT OF PATENT RIGHTS. This application is subject to withdrawal from issue at the initiative
of the Office or upon petition by the applicant. See 37 CFR 1.313 and MPEP 1308.

1. IX This communication is responsive to See Continuation Sheet.

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

2. [I 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.

3. [Z The allowed claim(s) is/are i). As a result of the allowed claim(s), 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 PPeedback@uspto.gov.

4. El Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f).

Certified copies:

a) [I All b) D Some *c) I] None of the:
1. I] Certified copies of the priority documents have been received.
2. I:I Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No.

3. El 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)).

* Certified copies not received:

Applicant has THREE MONTHS FROM THE “MAILING DATE” of this communication to file a reply complying with the requirements
noted below. Failure to timely comply will result in ABANDONMENT of this application.
THIS THREE-MONTH PERIOD IS NOT EXTENDABLE.

5. El CORRECTED DRAWINGS (as “replacement sheets”) must be submitted.

El including changes required by the attached Examiner’s Amendment / Comment or in the Office action of
Paper No./Mai| Date .

Identifying indicia such as the application number (see 37 CFR 1.84(c)) should be written on the drawings in the front (not the back) of
each sheet. Replacement sheet(s) should be labeled as such in the header according to 37 CFR 1.121(d).

6. El DEPOSIT OF and/or INFORMATION about the deposit of BIOLOGICAL MATERIAL must be submitted. Note the
attached Examiner’s comment regarding REQUIREMENT FOR THE DEPOSIT OF BIOLOGICAL MATERIAL.

Attachment(s)
1. I] Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 5. [XI Examiner‘s Amendment/Comment

2. I] Information Disclosure Statements (PTO/SB/08), 6. [XI Examiner‘s Statement of Reasons for Allowance
Paper No./Mai| Date

3. I:I Examiner‘s Comment Regarding Requirement for Deposit 7. I] Other .
of Biological Material

4. X Interview Summary (PTO-413),
Paper No./Mai| Date 20160627.

/ER|C WIENER/
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2142

US. Patent and Trademark Office
PTOL-37 (Rev. 08-13) Notice of Allowability Part of Paper No./Mai| Date
20160627
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Continuation Sheet (PTOL-37) Application No. 12/887,406

Continuation of Item 1. This communication is responsive to : Amendments and Remarks filed on 3/15/16 and Interviews held on 6/13/16
and 6/14/16.
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Application/Control Number: 12/887,406 Page 2
Art Unit: 2142

DETAILED ACTION
1. Status of the Application

1.1. The present application is being examined under the pre-AIA first to invent provisions.

1.2. This action is responsive to the following communications: Amendments and Remarks
filed on 3/15/16 and Interviews held on 6/13/16 and 6/14/16.

2. Status of the Claims

The status of the claims is as follows:

0 Claims 1, 10, and 16 are the independent claims.

0 Claims 1, 10, and 16 were amended by Applicant on 3/15/16.
0 Claims 1, 10, and 16 are amended through Examiner's Amendment.

0 Claims 1-20 are allowable.

3. Terminal Disclaimer

The terminal disclaimed regarding patent No. 7,831,913, filed 3/15/16, was approved on
5/22/16.

4. Interview

An interview was held on 6/13/16 with attorney of record, Margo Livesay (Reg. 41,946),
in which amendments were discussed pertaining to "determining at least one suggested tag
based at least in part on the input from the user, the at least one suggested tag including at
least some of the input," which was agreed upon, on 6/14/16, as sufficient to place the
application in condition for allowance.

5. Examiner’s Amendment

An Examiner’s Amendment to the record appears below. The Examiner's Amendment
amends independent claims 1, 10, and 16, which has placed the application in condition for
allowance.

Authorization for this examiner’s amendment was given via telephone from attorney of
record, Margo Livesay (Reg. 41,946) on 6/14/16.

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
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Application/Control Number: 12/887,406 Page 3
Art Unit: 2142

The claims are amended as follows:

1. (Currently Amended) A method for applying tags to files of a file system, the method
comprising:

operating at least one programmed processor to carry out a series of acts, the
series of acts being identified by executable instructions with which the at least one
programmed processor is programmed, the series of acts comprising:

first detecting, while information regarding one or more files is displayed
in a computing interface, a user selection of at least one particular file of the one
or more files;

second detecting, following the first detecting of the user selection and
while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the
computing interface, a computing interface input of one or more characters
from the user, each of the one or more characters in the computing interface
input corresponding to successive characters of a desired tag to be applied to
the at least one particular file; and

upon in response to the first detecting and the second detecting
following the first detecting, automatically entering a tagging mode of the
computing interface without further user interaction, other than the user
selection of the at least one particular file and the computing interface input of
the one or more characters, displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon
entering the tagging mode, and utilizing the computing interface input to
generate a tag to be applied to the at least one particular file, the generated tag
being one of a plurality of different tags to be applied to the at least one
particular file via the tagging mode, all of the plurality of different tags having
coexisting associations, as coexistent tags, with the at least one particular file,
and determining at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the input
from the user, the at least one suggested tag including at least some of the
input; and

displaying in the window the at least one suggested tag to be applied to

the at least one particular file.

10. (Currently Amended) A method comprising:

Blackberry's Exhibit No. 2008
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Application/Control Number: 12/887,406 Page 4
Art Unit: 2142

displaying information regarding one or more files of a file system in a window of
a graphical user interface;

first detecting, while the information regarding the one or more files is displayed
in the window, a user selection of at least one particular file of the one or more files;

second detecting, following the first detecting of the user selection and while the
information regarding the one or more files is displayed in the window, an input from
the user of one or more characters, each of the one or more characters in the input
from the user corresponding to successive characters of a desired tag to be applied to
the at least one particular file;

upon in response to the first detecting of the selection of the at least one
particular file and the second detecting of the input of the one or more characters,
following the first detecting, automatically initiating a tagging mode of the graphical
user interface without further user interaction, other than the user selection and the
input of the one or more characters from the user, displaying an indication that tagging
is active, upon initiating the tagging mode, the desired tag being one of a plurality of
different tags to be applied to the at least one particular file via the tagging mode, all of
the plurality of different tags having coexisting associations, as coexistent tags, with the
at least one particular file, and determining at least one suggested tag based at least in
part on the input from the user, the at least one suggested tag including at least some of
the input; fl

displaying in the window the at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at
least one particular file;—a-nel

16. (Currently Amended) An apparatus configured to apply tags to files of a file system,
the apparatus comprising:

a user interface to display information to a user regarding files of the file system
and tags able to be applied to the files and to receive information from the user
indicating a selection of at least one file, input regarding desired tags, and a selection of
tags; and
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Application/Control Number: 12/887,406 Page 5
Art Unit: 2142

at least one processor programmed to:

first detect, while information regarding one or more files is displayed in
a window of the user interface, a selection of at least one particular file of the
one or more files;

second detect, following the first detection ofthe selection of the at least
one particular file and while the information regarding the one or more files is
displayed in the window, input from the user of one or more characters included
in a tag that the user desires to apply to the at least one particular file; and

upon in response to the first detection of the selection of the at least one
particular file and the second detection of the input of the one or more
characters from the user, automatically initiate a tagging mode of the user
interface without further user interaction, other than the selection of the at least
one particular file and the input of the one or more characters from the user,
displaying an indication that tagging is active, upon initiating the tagging mode,
the desired tag being one of a plurality of different tags to be applied to the at
least one particular file via the tagging mode, all of the plurality of different tags
having coexisting associations, as coexistent tags, with the at least one particular
file, determining at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the input
from the user, the at least one suggested tag including at least some of the
input, and display in the window th_e at least one suggested tag to be applied to
the at least one particular filerthe—at—lexast—ene—wggested—tag—being—suggested
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Application/Control Number: 12/887,406 Page 6
Art Unit: 2142

6. Allowable Subject Matter

6.1. Claims 1-20 are Allowable.

6.2. Reasons for Allowance

The following is an Examiner’s statement of reasons for allowance:

Regarding particular art of record, MARKOWITZ (US 2003/0100999 A1), discloses
automatically initiating a tagging mode, but does not explicitly disclose that that tag
suggested is based at least in part on the input from the user, the at least one suggested tag
including at least some ofthe input.

Regarding particular art of record, KATZ et al. (US 5,404,295) discloses determining an
annotation that includes at least some of the input, but does not explicitly disclose
determining at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the input from the user, the
at least one suggested tag including at least some ofthe input, and displaying in the window
the at least one suggested tag to be applied to the at least one particular file.

Regarding particular art of record, HOLT et al. (US 5,960,447), for example in column 9,
lines 7-61, discloses displaying confidence levels associated with tags. However, HOLT does
not explicitly disclose suggesting a tag based at least in part on the input from the user, the
at least one suggested tag including at least some of the input.

Therefore, regarding independent claims 1, 10, and 16, prior art fails to clearly teach or
render obvious, in combination, all of the claim limitations, when taken as a whole,
including the limitations specifically pertaining to:

determining at least one suggested tag based at least in part on the input from the
user, the at least one suggested tag including at least some of the input

Therefore, independent claims 1, 10, and 16, and their respective dependent claims,
are allowable.

7. Conclusion
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Application/Control Number: 12/887,406 Page 7
Art Unit: 2142

Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be submitted no later than the
payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably accompany the
issue fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled ”Comments on Statement of Reasons
for Allowance.”

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the
Examiner should be directed to Eric Wiener whose telephone number is 571-270-1401 and
whose fax number is 571-270-2401. The best time to reach the Examiner by phone is
between the hours of 11AM EST and 7PM EST, Monday through Thursday. Ifthe Examiner is
not able to be reached by phone, his e-mail address may be found in the voicemail greeting
of the above phone number. The Examiner will return all messages within one business day
of receipt, while messages received on Thursday or Friday may not be returned until the
following Monday. If Applicant desires to schedule an interview, please do so via e-mail and
include the word ”interview” in the subject line.

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's
supervisor, Ajay Bhatia, can be reached on 571-272-3906. The fax phone number for the
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300.

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for
unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about
the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to
the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-
free).

/ERIC WIENER/
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2142
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Application No. Applicant(s)

_ _ _ _ 12/887,406 MACLAURIN, MATTHEW B.
Examiner-Initiated Interwew Summary

Examiner Art Unit

ERIC WIENER 2142

All participants (applicant, applicant’s representative, PTO personnel):

(1) ERIC WIENER. (3) .

(2) Margo Livesav (Reg. 41,946). (4) .

Date of Interview: 13 June 2016.

Type: IZI Telephonic I:l Video Conference
I:I Personal [copy given to: |:| applicant |:| applicant’s representative]

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: I:I Yes IZI No.
If Yes, brief description:

Issues Discussed D101 D112 IXI102 IXI103 I:|Others
(For each of the checked box(es) above, please describe below the issue and detailed description of the discussion)

Claim(s) discussed: 1 10 and 16.

Identification of prior art discussed: Markowitz Katz.

Substance of Interview
(For each issue discussed, provide a detailed description and indicate if agreement was reached. Some topics may include: identification or clarification of a
reference or a portion thereof, claim interpretation, proposed amendments, arguments of any applied references etc...)

An interview was held on 6/13/16 With attorney of record, Marao Livesav (Reg. 41,946), in which amendments were
discussed pertaining to "determining at least one suaqested tad based at least in part on the input from the user, the at
least one suaqested tad including at least some of the input, " which was aareed upon, on 6/14/16, as sufficient to place
the application in condition for allowance.

Applicant recordation instructions: It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of interview.

Examiner recordation instructions: Examiners must summarize the substance of any interview of record. A complete and proper recordation of the
substance of an interview should include the items listed in MPEP 713.04 for complete and proper recordation including the identification of the
general thrust of each argument or issue discussed, a general indication of any other pertinent matters discussed regarding patentability and the
general results or outcome of the interview, to include an indication as to whether or not agreement was reached on the issues raised.

|:| Attachment
/ERIC WIENER/
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2142

US. Patent and Trademark Office
PTOL-41sB (Rev. 8/11/2010) Interview Summary Paper No. 20160627
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Issue Classification
Application/Control No.

12887406

Applicant(s)/Patent Under Reexamination

MACLAURIN, MATTHEW B.
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ERIC WIENER
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Application/Control No.

Issue Classification 12887406
Applicant(s)/Patent Under Reexamination

MACLAURIN, MATTHEW B.

||| Examiner

ERIC WIENER

Art Unit

2142

US ORIGINAL CLASSIFICATION

CLASS SUBCLASS
G

CROSS REFERENCE(S)

SUBCLASS (ONE SUBCLASS PER BLOCK)

INTERNATIONAL CLASSIFICATION

CLAIMED NON-CLAIMED
17/21 (2006.01.01)

NONE

(Assistant Examiner)

Total Claims Allowed:

20
(Date)

/ER|C WIENER/
Primary Examiner.Art Unit 2142

(Primary Examiner)

06/27/2016 O.G. Print Claim(s) O.G. Print Figure
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Application/Control No. Applicant(s)/Patent Under Reexamination

Issue Classification 12887406 MACLAURW, MATTHEW 3.

ERIC WIENER 2142

IX Claims renumbered in the same order as presented by applicant I] CPA I] T.D. I] R.1.47

Final Original Final Original Final Original Final Original Final Original Final Original Final Original Final Original

NONE
Total Claims Allowed:

20
(Assistant Examiner) (Date)
/ER|C WIENER/
Primary Examiner.Art Unit 2142 06/27/2016 O.G. Print Claim(s) O.G. Print Figure

(Primary Examiner) (Date) 1 8

U.S. Patent and Trademark Office Part of Paper No. 20160627
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PART B - FEE(S) TRANSMITTAL

Complete and send this form, together with applicable fee(s), to: Mail Mail Stop ISSUE FEE
Commissioner for Patents
PO. Box 1450
Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450

or m (571)-273-2885
INSTRUCTIONS: This form should be used for transmitting the ISSUE FEE and PUBLICATION FEE (if required). Blocks 1 through 5 should be completed where
ap ropriate. All further correspondence including the Patent, advance orders and notification of maintenance fees will be mailed to the current correspondence address as
indicated unless corrected below or directed otherwise in Block 1, by (a) specifying a new correspondence address; and/or (b) indicating a separate "FEE ADDRESS" for
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(Depositor's name)

Filed via EFS Website (gimme)
(Date)

APPLICATION NO. FILING DATE FIRST NAMED INVENTOR ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. CONFIRMATION NO.

12/887,406 09/21/2010 Matthew B. MacLaurin 312979.02 2445

TITLE OF INVENTION: SELECTION—BASED ITEM TAGGING

I APPLN. TYPE ENTITY STATUS I ISSUE FEE DUE I PUBLICATION FEE DUE I PREV. PAID ISSUE FEE TOTAL FEE(S) DUE DATE DUE

nonprovisional UNDISCOUNTED $960 $0 $0 $960 10/06/2016

I EXAMINER I ART UNIT I CLASS-SUBCLASS I

WIENER. ERIC A 2142 715—705000

1. Change of correspondence address or indication of "Fee Address" (37 2. For printing on the patent front page, list
CFR 1‘363)‘ (1) The names of up to 3 registered patent attorneys 1 Steve qht

'3 Chan e of correspondence address (or Change of Correspondence or agents OR, alternatively, S d S -
Address orm PTO/SB/ 122) attached. . . . 2 an y waln(2) The name of a smgle f1rm (hav1ng as a member a
'3 "Fee Address" indication (or "Fee Address" Indication form registered attorney or agent) and the names 0f up to Micky MinhasPTO/SB/47; Rev 03—02 or more recent) attached. Use of a Customer 2 registered patent attorneys or agents. If no name is 3
Number is required. llsted, no name W111 be pr1nted.

3. ASSIGNEE NAME AND RESIDENCE DATA TO BE PRINTED ON THE PATENT (print or type)
PLEASE NOTE: Unless an assignee is identified below, no assignee data will appear on the patent. If an assignee is identified below, the document has been filed for
recordation as set forth in 37 CFR 3.11. Completion of this form is NOT a substitute for filing an assignment.
(A) NAME OF ASSIGNEE (B) RESIDENCE: (CITY and STATE OR COUNTRY)

Microsoft Technology Licensing, LLC Redmond, WA

Please check the appropriate assignee category or categories (will not be printed on the patent) : '3 Individual m Corporation or other private group entity '3 Government

4a. The following fee(s) are submitted: 4b. Payment of Fee(s): (Please first reapply any previously paid issue fee shown above)
Issue Fee '3 A check is enclosed.

X] Publication Fee (No small entity discount permitted) KI Payment by credit card. MWWWXXX Paid Via E FS
'3 Advance Order — # of Copies '3 The director is hereby authorized to charge the required fee(s), any deficiency, or credits any

overpayment, to Deposit Account Number (enclose an extra copy of this form).

5. Change in Entity Status (from status indicated above)
'3 Applicant certifying micro entity status. See 37 CFR 1.29 NOTE: Absent a valid certification of Micro Entity Status (see forms PTO/SB/ 15A and 15B), issue

fee payment in the micro entity amount will not be accepted at the risk of application abandonment.
'3 Applicant asserting small entity status. See 37 CFR 1.27 NOTE: If the application was previously under micro entity status, checking this box will be taken

to be a notification of loss of entitlement to micro entity status.
'3 Applicant changing to regular undiscounted fee status. NOTE: Checking this box will be taken to be a notification of loss of entitlement to small or micro

entity status, as applicable.

NOTE: This form must be signed in accordance with 37 CFR 1.31 and 1.33. See 37 CFR 1.4 for signature requirements and certifications.

Authorized Signature lMargo Livesay, Reg. No. 41 ,946/ Date October 5, 2015

Typed or printed name margo Livesay Registration No. 41 ,946

Page 2 of 3

PTOL—85 Part B (10—13) Approved for use through 10/31/2013. OMB 0651—0033 US. Patent and Trademark Office; US. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
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S/N 12/887,406 PATENT

IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

Applicant: Matthew B. MacLaurin Examiner: Eric A. Wiener
Serial No.: 12/887,406 Art Unit: 2142
Filed: September 21, 2010 Docket No.: 312979.02
Conf. No.: 2445
Title: SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

COMMENTS ON STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR ALLOWANCE

Mail Stop Issue Fee
Commissioner for Patents
PO. Box 1450
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450

Applicant has reviewed the Notice of Allowance mailed on July 6, 2016. Applicant

respectfully submits the following comments on the Examiner’s statement of Reasons for

Allowance.
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COMMENTS ON STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR ALLOWANCE
Page 2

Serial Number: 12/887,406
Filing Date: September 21, 2010 Docket No: 312979.02
Title: SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

w

Applicant has reviewed the Notice of Allowance mailed on July 6, 2016. Applicant

acknowledges with gratitude the Examiner’s Allowance of the present application.

The Examiner provided an Examiner’s statement of Reasons for the Allowance on pages

6-7 of the Notice of Allowability mailed on July 6, 2016.

The Examiner’s reasons for allowance of the above-referenced patent application is

acknowledged and it is agreed that the claimed subject matter is patentable. However, Applicant

respectfully takes no position regarding the reasons for allowance presented by the Examiner

other than, at least, the positions that Applicant may have previously taken during prosecution.

Therefore, the Examiner’s reasons for allowance should not be attributed to Applicant as an

indication of the basis for Applicant’s belief that the claims are patentable. Furthermore,

Applicant respectfully submits that there may also be additional, or other, reasons for
patentability of the claimed subject matter not explicitly stated in this record and Applicant does

not waive rights to such arguments by not further addressing such reasons herein.

Applicant respectfully requests that the present application continue swiftly to issuance.
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COMMENTS ON STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR ALLOWANCE
Serial Number: 12/887,406
Filing Date: September 21, 2010 Docket No: 312979.02
Title: SELECTION-BASED ITEM TAGGING

Page 3

Conclusion

If desired, the Examiner is invited to telephone Applicant’s attorney at 202-684-8685 to

facilitate swift issue of this application.

Respectfully submitted,

Date October 5 2016 By /Margo LivesaV, Reg. No. 41,946/
Margo Livesay, PhD.
Reg. No. 41,946
Phone: 202-684-8685

Microsoft Technology Licensing, LLC
Customer Number 693 16
Phone: 425-707-93 82

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING OR TRANSMISSION
(Under 37 CFR S 1.8(21)) or ELECTRONIC FILING

I hereby certify that this correspondence is being electronically deposited with the USPTO Via
EFS-Web on the date shown below:

October 5 2016 /Margo LivesaV, Reg. No. 41,946/
Date Signature

Margo Livesay
Printed Name
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Electronic Patent Application Fee Transmittal

Application Number: 12887406

Filing Date: 21 —Sep—201 O

Title of Invention: SELECTION—BASED ITEM TAGGING

First Named Inventor/Applicant Name: Matthew B. MacLaurin

Filer: Margo Livesay

Attorney Docket Number: 312979.02

Filed as Large Entity

Filing Fees for Utility under 35 USC111(a)

Description Fee Code Quantity Amount
Sub-Total in

U5Dl$l

Basic Filing:

Pages:

Claims:

Miscellaneous-Filing:

Petition:

Patent-Appeals-and-lnterference:

Post-Allowance-and-Post-lssuance:
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Description Fee Code Quantity Amount
Sub-Total in

U5DI$I

UTILITY APPL ISSUE FEE 1501 960 960

PUBL. FEE— EARLY, VOLUNTARY, OR NORMAL 1504

Extension-of—Time:

Miscellaneous:

Total in USD (5) 960
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Electronic Acknowledgement Receipt

EFS ID: 27135185

Application Number: 12887406

International Application Number:

Confirmation Number: 2445

Title of Invention: SELECTION—BASED ITEM TAGGING

First Named Inventor/Applicant Name: Matthew B. MacLaurin

Customer Number: 69316

Filer: Margo Livesay

Filer Authorized By:

Attorney Docket Number: 312979.02

Receipt Date: 05—OCT—201 6

Filing Date: 21—SEP—201 0

Time Stamp: 19:32:43

Application Type: Utility under 35 USC111(a)

Payment information:
Submitted with Payment yes

Payment Type CARD

Payment was successfully received in RAM 5 960

RAM confirmation Number 100616|NTEFSW19350200

Deposit Account

Authorized User

The Director of the USPTO is hereby authorized to charge indicated fees and credit any overpayment as follows:
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File Listing:
Document . . . File Size(Bytes)/ Multi Pages
Number Document Description Flle Name Message Digest Part /.zip (if appl.)

1183629

1 Issue Fee Payment (PTO—858) 312979—02—IszzieTransmlttal. no 1

267ad501c94a99eae14f989e92e3d9eb276
0fb89

Warnings:

Information:

110795

Post Allowance Communication — 312979—02—Comments—on—
Incoming Statement.pdf

d1706b2baf7efe6346e1dd0f033139d0d38

Warnings:

Information:

32325

3 Fee Worksheet (SBO6) fee—info.pdf no 2
51edd6hd21ada8f9f1efiah9182181M4693

46e1 1

Warnings:

Information:

Total Files Size (in bytes): 1326749

This Acknowledgement Receipt evidences receipt on the noted date by the USPTO of the 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
If a 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
If a 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/EO/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 Receivinq Office
If a 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
and of the International Filing Date (Form PCT/RO/105) will be issued in due course, subject to prescriptions concerning
national security, and the date shown on this Acknowledgement Receipt will establish the international filing date of
the application.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMlVIERCE
United States Patent and Trademark Office
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS

P.O. Box 1450
Alexandria1 Virginia 22313-1450
www.uspto.gov

I APPLICATION NO. ISSUE DATE PATENT NO. ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. CONFIRMATION NO.

12/887,406 11/15/2016 9495335 312979.02 2445

69316 7590 10/26/2016

MICROSOFT CORPORATION
ONE MICROSOFT WAY
REDMOND, WA 98052

ISSUE NOTIFICATION

The projected patent number and issue date are specified above.

Determination of Patent Term Adjustment under 35 U.S.C. 154 (b)
(application filed on or after May 29, 2000)

The Patent Term Adjustment is 676 day(s). Any patent to issue from the above—identified application will
include an indication of the adjustment on the front page.

If a Continued Prosecution Application (CPA) was filed in the above—identified application, the filing date that
determines Patent Term Adjustment is the filing date of the most recent CPA.

Applicant will be able to obtain more detailed information by accessing the Patent Application Information
Retrieval (PAIR) WEB site (http://pair.uspto.gov).

Any questions regarding the Patent Term Extension or Adjustment determination should be directed to the
Office of Patent Legal Administration at (571)—272—7702. Questions relating to issue and publication fee
payments should be directed to the Application Assistance Unit (AAU) of the Office of Data Management
(ODM) at (571)-272-4200.

APPLICANT(S) (Please see PAIR WEB site http://pair.uspto.gov for additional applicants):

Matthew B. MacLaurin, Woodinville, WA;

The United States represents the largest, most dynamic marketplace in the world and is an unparalleled location
for business investment, innovation, and commercialization of new technologies. The USA offers tremendous
resources and advantages for those who invest and manufacture goods here. Through SelectUSA, our nation
works to encourage and facilitate business investment. To learn more about why the USA is the best country in
the world to develop technology, manufacture products, and grow your business, visit SelectUSA.gov.
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