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(57) ABSTRACT 

The invention comprises an apparatus and method for an 
automated invention submission and scoring tool for evalu 
ating invention submissions. The system comprises a server 
system and a plurality of server systems. The server system 
presents submission questionnaires over a networked con 
nection to submitters at user systems. The user completes the 
questionnaires, Which are returned to the server system for 
processing. The server system processes the ansWers to 
provide a quanti?ed evaluation of the submission based on 
patentability and at least one other parameter, such as impact 
or value. An evaluator at an evaluator system can vieW a 
presentation of the quanti?ed assessment of the invention 
submission. The evaluator can also vieW the results of 
multiple invention submissions on a status overvieW page. 
Links betWeen the status overvieW page, individual ques 
tionnaires, and individual assessment presentations are pro 
vided. 
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SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR AN AUTOMATED 
SCORING TOOL FOR ASSESSING NEW 

TECHNOLOGIES 

FIELD OF THE INVENTION 

[0001] The present invention relates generally to a system 
and method for allowing an organization to evaluate neW 
technologies. 

BACKGROUND OF THE INVENTION 

[0002] In this so-called “Information Age,” businesses 
must stay technologically current in order to continue to 
compete effectively. This is the case When the line of 
business involves the provision of technology-related prod 
ucts and services. For example, a company may manufacture 
products, such as hardWare, softWare, or consumer electron 
ics. Or a company may render technology-related services, 
such as Y2K remediation or Internet-related services, such 
as e-BayTM or PricelineTM. For all such companies, the 
continued development and improvement of the technology 
based product or service is prerequisite to success. This is 
because their product is technology. 

[0003] Even concerns not traditionally considered to be 
“technology companies” heavily rely on technology in the 
Information Age. For eXample, so-called “brick and mortar” 
retailers are increasingly venturing into the virtual market 
place of the Internet to peddle their Wares. Most neW 
companies set up Web sites on the World Wide Web to 
generate good Will and provide customers a mechanism to 
contact them. Airlines issue electronic tickets and permit 
reservations to be made “on line.” Consumers can buy gas 
using special transponders that do not need to be “sWiped” 
or handed to an attendant. Commuters can use their fare 

cards in subWays Without having to physically pass them 
through a reader. 

[0004] In the ?nancial industry, businesses such as banks 
and credit card issuers permit users to access accounts over 
the Internet. Users can access accounts using automated 
systems accessed via the keypad on the telephone and 
interactive voice response (IVR) units. Users can apply for 
loans over the Internet Without having to visit a bank or Wait 
days or even Weeks for loan processing. Automated call 
routing systems route customer inquiries to specialiZed 
personnel at call centers dispersed across the country. 
Deposits and transfers of funds can be effectuated remotely 
Without having to visit the local branch or sending paper 
instruments. 

[0005] The aforementioned are but a feW eXamples 
intended to illustrate the important role that technology 
development has to the bottom line for the modern enter 
prise. The other side to technology development is technol 
ogy protection. An enterprise gets the full bene?ts of its 
investment in technology development by preventing others 
from simply copying inventions. 

[0006] As a result, businesses are increasingly relying on 
intellectual property laW, particularly the patent laW, to 
protect these intangible business assets. As is Well knoWn, 
the patent laW sets forth very speci?c and demanding 
requirements that must be satis?ed before protection is 
afforded. Moreover, the eXpenses for preparing and ?ling 
patent applications can be substantial. Therefore, businesses 
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tend to carefully consider these legal and cost issues before 
seeking patent protection for neW technologies. The process 
of evaluating these issues for invention submissions tends to 
be laborious and largely manual, a signi?cant draWback. 

[0007] Moreover, as enterprises place a greater emphasis 
on seeking patent protection, they may have dif?culty in 
dealing With the sheer volume of submissions from erstWhile 
inventors. ParadoXically, perhaps, as management educates 
employees to recogniZe and submit neW technologies in 
order to protect the company, management can become 
quickly overWhelmed. In short, there is no mechanism for 
ef?ciently assessing and prioritiZing submissions. This is a 
signi?cant draWback. 

[0008] Other problems and draWbacks also eXist With 
traditional approaches to evaluating invention submissions. 

SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION 

[0009] What is desired is a system and method for 
enabling an organiZation to evaluate invention submissions 
in an automated fashion that provides a quanti?ed assess 
ment. 

[0010] Another object is to provide a system and method 
for enabling an organiZation to evaluate invention submis 
sions based on a quanti?ed assessment that considers both 
patentability and value to the organiZation. 

[0011] Another object is to provide a system and method 
for enabling individuals in an organiZation to submit inven 
tions for consideration using a Graphical User Interface 
(GUI) based system With objective questions, such as mul 
tiple choice, true/false or yes/no type questions. 

[0012] Another object is to provide a system and method 
for enabling individuals submitting an invention for consid 
eration using a GUI-based questionnaire easily completed 
and submitted, so as to thereby reduce the time required for 
submission. 

[0013] Yet another object is to provide a system and 
method for providing a GUI-based presentation of a quan 
ti?ed assessment of an invention submission that is easily 
evaluated by an evaluating party. 

[0014] Yet another object of the invention is to provide an 
objective-type questionnaire for invention submissions that 
is evaluated using a scoring tool that Weights questions 
based on patentability and at least one other metric, such as 
value or impact. 

[0015] Yet another object of the invention is to provide a 
scoring tool that presents a prioritiZed presentation of inven 
tion submissions based on a quanti?ed assessment to thereby 
make evaluation by the evaluating party more efficient. 

[0016] To achieve these and other objects of the present 
invention, and in accordance With the purpose of the inven 
tion, as embodied and broadly described, an embodiment of 
the present invention comprises an apparatus and method for 
an automated invention submission and scoring tool for 
evaluating invention submissions. The system comprises a 
server system and a plurality of server systems. The server 
system presents submission questionnaires over a netWorked 
connection to submitters at user systems. The user completes 
the questionnaires, Which are returned to the server system 
for processing. The server system processes the ansWers to 
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provide a quanti?ed evaluation of the submission based on 
patentability and at least one other parameter, such as impact 
or value. An evaluator at an evaluator system can vieW a 
presentation of the quanti?ed assessment of the invention 
submission. The evaluator can also vieW the results of 
multiple invention submissions on a status overvieW page. 
Links betWeen the status overvieW page, individual ques 
tionnaires, and individual assessment presentations are pro 
vided. 

[0017] The accompanying draWings are included to pro 
vide a further understanding of the invention and are incor 
porated in and constitute part of this speci?cation, illustrate 
several embodiments of the invention and, together With the 
description, serve to explain the principles of the invention. 
It Will become apparent from the draWings and detailed 
description that other objects, advantages and bene?ts of the 
invention also exist. 

[0018] Additional features and advantages of the inven 
tion Will be set forth in the description that folloWs, and in 
part Will be apparent from the description, or may be learned 
by practice of the invention. The objectives and other 
advantages of the invention Will be realiZed and attained by 
the system and methods, particularly pointed out in the 
Written description and claims hereof as Well as the 
appended draWings. 

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS 

[0019] The purpose and advantages of the present inven 
tion Will be apparent to those of skill in the art from the 
folloWing detailed description in conjunction With the 
appended draWings in Which like reference characters are 
used to indicate like elements, and in Which: 

[0020] FIG. 1 is a block diagram illustrating the scoring 
tool system, including a server system, user systems, evalu 
ator system and netWork interface. 

[0021] FIG. 2 is a block diagram according to an embodi 
ment of the invention for a method for a user to submit an 
invention for automated processing and presentation to an 
evaluating party. 

[0022] FIG. 3 provides an exemplary graphical user inter 
face presenting a quanti?ed assessment of an invention 
submission. 

[0023] FIG. 4 provides an exemplary graphical user inter 
face presenting a status overvieW page of the results of 
processing multiple invention submissions. 

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE 
INVENTION 

[0024] As discussed in the Summary of the Invention, the 
present invention is directed to an automated computer 
based system for evaluating invention submissions. 

[0025] OvervieW of the System According to One 
Embodiment 

[0026] FIG. 1 illustrates an exemplary system for the 
invention according to one embodiment, comprising a server 
system 100, user systems 120, evaluator system 150 and 
netWork interface 110. 

[0027] NetWork interface 110 may comprise any net 
Worked-interface, such as a company Intranet, the Internet, 
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World Wide Web, direct dial connection via modem or other 
communication means, Internet Protocol next generation 
(IPng), and any other means for computer systems to com 
municate With server system 100. It should be appreciated 
that the con?guration of netWork interface may be different 
for different computer systems. That is, a ?rst user system 
120 may be communicating With server system 100 over a 
company Intranet, Whereas a second user system 120 may be 
communicating over the Internet. In the preferred embodi 
ment netWork interface 110 Will comprise an Intranet-type 
interface With ?reWall and passWord protection to protect 
con?dential information. 

[0028] User systems 120 comprise any computer system 
capable of interfacing With server system 100 to send and 
receive data. Accordingly, user systems 120 may comprise 
personal computers, microcomputers, minicomputers, per 
sonal data devices, palm pilot-type devices, and any other 
existing or next generation devices enabling client-server 
interaction. Generally, user systems 120 refer to those sys 
tems used by individuals completing questionnaires to sub 
mit neW technologies to the scoring tool of the present 
invention. 

[0029] Evaluator system 150 refers to one or more systems 
used by evaluators Who evaluate the results of the processing 
by the scoring tool of the instant invention. Evaluator system 
150 may comprise any of the computer technologies dis 
cussed above regarding user systems 120. 

[0030] In one embodiment, user systems 120 and evalu 
ator system 150 comprise personal computers using a 
Microsoft WindowsTM operating system and a NetscapeTM 
or Microsoft ExplorerTM Web broWser. 

[0031] Server system 100 is a server system for interfacing 
With multiple user systems 120 and evaluator systems 150. 
Server system 100 may include any front end Web process 
ing softWare for interfacing With user systems 120 and 
evaluator system 150. Server system 100 may also include 
the scoring tool softWare logic for processing questionnaires 
submitted by users to computed the quanti?ed results. 
Server system 100 may also include the softWare for gen 
erating the Graphical User Interface (GUI) presentations of 
said results. The ordinary artisan Will appreciate that server 
system 100 may comprise a single server system or, alter 
natively, multiple systems across a distributed architecture. 

[0032] Server system 100 comprises processing modules 
for processing the questionnaires completed by invention 
submitters. For example, server system 100 may comprise a 
questionnaire processing module for totaling the score for 
questionnaires. Server system 100 may comprise a ques 
tionnaire presentation processing module for generating 
graphical presentations of the processed results. Server 
system 100 may also comprise various storage modules for 
storing data associated With the instant scoring tool inven 
tion. For example, there may be a raW data memory module 
storing the individual questionnaire data. There may be a 
processed data memory module storing the results of the 
scoring for individual submissions. There may be a separate 
memory module for storing the results of multiple submis 
s1ons. 

[0033] Of course, the implementation and allocation of 
such processing and data storage functions may take many 
forms. The creation of the necessary processing logic and 
data storage elements is Well Within the skill of the ordinary 
artisan. 
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[0034] Overview of a Method According to One Embodi 
ment FIG. 2 presents an overview of a method for employ 
ing the automated scoring tool of the present invention. A 
user logs on, as in 200, and accesses an invention submission 
page, as in 205. In the preferred embodiment, an invention 
submission page is stored by server system 100 and pre 
sented via web browser interface. The submitting user 
answers a series of questions to be processed by the scoring 
tool, as in 210. The data entered by the user is then sent to 
server system 100. 

[0035] Scoring logic is applied by the scoring tool to 
provided a quanti?ed assessment of the invention, as in 215. 
In the preferred embodiment discussed further herein, the 
scoring tool performs a patentability assessment, as in 220, 
and an impact assessment, as in 225. Of course, other 
metrics or criteria could be used in addition or in the place 
of the impact criteria. Generally, the patentability assess 
ment provides a result quantifying patentability. Likewise, 
the impact assessment provides a result quantifying the 
potential impact or value that securing a patent might 
provide for the business. 

[0036] The quanti?ed result of the assessment is presented 
to an evaluator, as in 230. The evaluator generally describes 
an individual responsible for making a decision regarding 
whether to proceed with a patent application. Of course, 
there may be several such individuals. The presentation of 
the quanti?ed results may take many forms. The presenta 
tion could simply be a numerical result. In the preferred 
embodiment, a presentation in the form of a graph is 
presented, as furtherer discussed regarding FIG. 3. 

[0037] Based on quanti?ed results for various submis 
sions, an evaluator can prioritiZe the submissions, as in 235, 
to efficiently allocate company resources. 

[0038] An Exemplary Invention Submission Question 
naire 

[0039] In one embodiment, twenty questions are presented 
to the submitter. The questions are generally directed to the 
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metrics of patentability and impact. As expected, many 
questions pertain to both metrics. As a result, each question 
is scored for both metrics, so that a question pertaining to 
both patentability and impact can contribute to both scores. 
A question pertaining to patentability only contributes a 
value of Zero to impact. 

[0040] In the preferred embodiment the questionnaire is 
prepared by identifying a series of questions designed to 
garner information pertaining to the metrics at issue, here, 
patentability and impact. Once a series of questions is 
identi?ed, the logic for the scoring tool is created as follows. 
All questions pertaining to each metric are identi?ed. For 
example, all questions pertaining to patentability are iden 
ti?ed, and all pertaining to impact are identi?ed. There will 
be overlap, of course, because some questions pertain to 
both metrics. In the series of questions discussed below, ten 
questions were relevant to patentability and thirteen ques 
tions were relevant to impact. 

[0041] Then for each group, the questions are rank ordered 
according to their perceived importance to that metric. 
Based on that rank ordering, questions are scored in a 
weighted fashion. For example, the patentability question of 
rank order 1 can contribute more to the patentability score 
than the patentability question of rank order 10. In the 
preferred embodiment, the scoring is designed to yield a 
total maximum score of 100 for each metric. 

[0042] In one embodiment, a series of twenty questions 
are prepared according to three focus categories: (1) whether 
the technology is “New & Unique;” (2) whether the tech 
nology renders an “Ef?ciency Gain and/or Capability 
Improvement;” and (3) what is the nature of the “Technol 
ogy.” Once questions and answers are prepared, each ques 
tion was ranked and scored for patentability and impact, as 
previously described. In this embodiment, the following 
questions and scoring criteria were developed: 

1) Is your innovation currently known or used by anyone outside the company? 
O A. Yes Q B. No 

Answer Scoring: 
Patentability Points Impact Potential Points 

A. 

B. 

O 

16 

A. 

B. 

O 

O 

2) Have you heard others discuss the basic concept of your innovation? 

O 

O 

O 

A. I’ve heard the concept discussed inside the company 
B. I’ve heard the basic concept discussed outside the company and my 
innovation is similar/same as that concept 
C. I’ve heard the basic concept discussed outside the company, but my 
innovation includes enhancements to that concept 
D. I’ve never heard it discussed 

Answer Scoring: 
Patentability Points Impact Potential Points 

A 13 

B 0 

c 10 

D. 15 

3)H 
O 
O 

U0??? 0000 
ow would you best describe the nature of your innovation? 

A. The innovation is a completely new idea 

B. The innovation is a unique way to implement an existing idea 
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-c0ntinued 

Answer Scoring: 
Patentability Points Impact Potential Points 

A. 11 A. 10 
B. 8 B. 6 

4) Do you believe your innovation solves a long-felt problem or on-going need in the 
industry? 
Q A. Yes Q B. No 

AnsWer Scoring: 
Patentability Points Impact Potential Points 

A. 9 A. 9 
B 3 B 2 

5) What is the level of likelihood that your innovation could be adopted as a standard by 
your competition or industry? 
Q A. Strong likelihood 
Q B. It’s possible 
Q C. Not likely 

AnsWer Scoring: 
Patentability Points Impact Potential Points 

A. O A. 13 
B. O B. 7 
C. O C. 2 

6) If your innovation is based on a “platform” (e.g., hardWare or softWare package) 
created by somebody else, have you modi?ed, programmed or implemented the 
platform, so as to provide unique enhancements? 
Q A. Yes Q B. No 

AnsWer Scoring: 
Patentability Points Impact Potential Points 

A. 6 A. O 
B. O B. O 

7) If you are aWare that others have tried to address the same problem as your 
innovation, hoW similar Was their approach? 

A. No one has previously tried to address the same opportunity 
Q B. The approaches others have taken are very different from mine. 
Q C. The approaches others have taken are similar, but not the same as mine 
G D. The approaches others have taken are the same as mine, but Were not 

implemented. 
AnsWer Scoring: 
Patentability Points Impact Potential Points 

A. 14 A. O 
B. 10 B. O 
C. 7 C. O 
D. 3 D O 

8) HoW Was the idea for your innovation generated and developed? 
Q A. I thought it up solely on my oWn. 
Q B. Brainstormed With my peers or involved others. 
Q C. The idea Was given to me by someone else and I implemented it. 

AnsWer Scoring: 
Patentability Points Impact Potential Points 

A. 4 A. O 
B. 4 B. O 
C. 2 C O 

9) This innovation Will primarily result in: 
A. Reduced Cost 
B. Increase Revenue 
C. Improved Marketing/Image/Prestige 
D. Employee or Customer Satisfaction 
B. 2 or more of selections A through D 
F. No measurable impact 

AnsWer Scoring: 
Patentability Points Impact Potential Points 

000000 
This innovation Will primarily: 
Q A. Improve an eXisting company capability 
Q B. Provide a neW capability 
Q C. Provides for continued operation. 
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-c0ntinued 

Answer Scoring: 
Patentability Points Impact Potential Points 

A. O A. 5 
B. O B. 8 
C. O C. 2 

11) This innovation Will impact or be used by: 
Q A. Our department or functional area. 
Q B. An entire organization or line of business. 
Q C. The entire company 
G D. Customers and/or Partners. 

AnsWer Scoring: 
Patentability Points Impact Potential Points 

A. O A. 2 
B. O B. 3 

C. O C. 4 
D O D. 6 

12) What is the likelihood that the innovation Would ?nd application and/or be 
marketable outside the company? 

Q A. Strong Likelihood 
Q B. It is possible 
Q C. Not likely 

AnsWer Scoring: 
Patentability Points Impact Potential Points 

A. O A. 14 
B. O B. 9 

C. O C. 3 

13) Assuming the innovation has bene?ts, hoW Would you rate the magnitude of the 
bene?ts? 

Q A. Signi?cant 
Q B. Moderate 
Q C. Slight 

AnsWer Scoring: 
Patentability Points Impact Potential Points 

A. O A. 3 
B. O B. 2 
C. O C. O 

14) HoW Would you characterize your innovation in terms of its related technology? 
Q A. The innovation constitutes neW technology. 
Q B. The innovation is an improvement or enhancement to existing technology 
Q C. The innovation is a different use or application of eXisting technology 

AnsWer Scoring: 
Patentability Points Impact Potential Points 

A. 12 A. 4 
B. 9 B. 3 

C. 8 C. 2 

15) Into Which category Would you say the innovation best ?ts? 
A. HardWare 

Q B. SoftWare 
Q C. Application/Usage 
G D. NetWork 
Q E. Method/Process 

AnsWer Scoring: (T his question is for application information purposes only and Will 
receive 0 pts for all responses) 
Patentability Points Impact Potential Points 

A. O A. O 

B. O B. O 
C. O C. O 
D. O D. O 

E. O E. O 
16) Who Was or Would be involved in the development of the innovation 

Q A. Employees 
Q B. Contractors/Consultants/System Integrators 
Q C. Developed eXternal to the company. Individuals not under contract With the 

company 
G D. Joint Partnership With outside company or vendor 
Q E. Combination of 2 or more of the above. 
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-continued 
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Answer Scoring: 
Patentability Points Impact Potential Points 

A. A. 1 
B B. 1 
C. C. O 
D. D. O 
E. E. 1 

17) W is the current status of the innovation? 
A. Under design 
B. Under development 
C. In testing or prototype 
D. In deployment 
E. In usage 

AnsWer Scoring: 
Patentability Points 

OOOOOEYUWNDQW 
Impact Potential Points 

A. 5 A. O 
B 5 B. O 
C. 4 C. O 
D. 2 D. O 
E. 1 E. O 

18) In What Way, if any, is your innovation related to the Internet? 
Q A. The innovation is Internet based and Would be primarily implemented via 

the Internet. 
Q B. The innovation could be used in conjunction With the Internet, but does not 

have to be. 
Q C. It is unlikely that the innovation Would be used in conjunction With the 

Internet. 
AnsWer Scoring: 
Patentability Points Impact Potential Points 

A. 
B. 
C. 

19) Th 

A. 2 
B. 1 
C. O 

ugh What channel does your innovation “touch” the customer? 
A. Direct Mail 
B. Live voice/Telephony 
C. Internet/Automation 
D. Live touch/In person 
E. Advertising/Marketing/Indirect 
F. 2 or more of the above 

OOOOOOOB COO 
AnsWer Scoring: 
Patentability Points Impact Potential Points 

. 1 

W at Would you say the industrial scope of your innovations is? 
Q A. It is speci?c to my company’s line of business. 
Q B. It is speci?c to my company’s industry. 
Q C. It has application beyond my company’s industry. 

AnsWer Scoring: 
Patentability Points 

0 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
h 20 

vomrwopw 
Impact Potential Points 

G. Innovation is internal in nature and does not touch our customer 

A. 0 A. 3 
B. 0 B. 8 
C. 0 C. 12 

[0043] It is readily appreciated that the above questions 
and their scoring is exemplary only. Different metrics could 
be employed instead of “patentability” and “impact.” Dif 
ferent questions could be employed, as Well as different 
scoring. A key aspect to the invention is the use of pre 
de?ned, objective type questions to speed up the invention 
submittal process. Not only is the submission process made 
more ef?cient for submitters, but the evaluation process is 
rendered more ef?cient by using a uniform set of inquiries. 

[0044] Also, the application of the scoring tool to provide 
a quanti?ed evaluation of submissions provides an auto 
mated and ef?cient means to evaluate and prioritize. In the 
preferred embodiment, the scoring tool logic is embedded 
and transparent to submitters, and the questions are shuffled. 
The increases the likelihood of fair responses. 

[0045] Another noteworthy aspect of the invention is the 
use of some questions as so-called “information questions.” 
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For example, in the example disclosed above, question is 
such a question. The question is included not for scoring, but 
to provide certain information to the evaluator. In this case, 
the question relates to the nature of the invention. Ulti 
mately, even scored questions function as information ques 
tions because they may be qualitatively assessed by the 
evaluator. Aquestionnaire meeting a given scoring threshold 
may then be personally revieWed by the evaluator. The 
evaluator Will revieW the various ansWers in order to 
develop a qualitative understanding of the nature of the 
invention. In this sense, the set of questions performs a dual 
role: (1) facilitating the automated scoring of submissions, 
and (2) conveying information about the invention to the 
evaluator in an orderly and uniform fashion. 

[0046] An Exemplary Presentation of the Results of Pro 
cessing by the Scoring Tool 

[0047] FIG. 3 illustrates an exemplary graphical presen 
tation of the results of processing by the scoring tool for an 
individual submission. For a tWo-metric scoring tool, e.g., 
patentability and impact, a tWo-dimensional graph is espe 
cially convenient. As illustrated by FIG. 3, the x-axis charts 
impact ranging from loW (0) to high (100). The y-axis charts 
patentability from loW (0) to high (100). Four quadrants 
result from this display. Quadrant 1 generally de?nes highly 
patentable submissions that have loW potential impact. 
Quadrant 4 de?nes high potential impact, but loW patent 
ability. Quadrant 3 de?nes submissions that score loW for 
both metrics. Finally, quadrant 2 de?nes the most attractive 
submissions, i.e., those that are highly patentable and Which 
have high potential impact. 

[0048] The score for a given submission is presented in the 
proper location as marker 310, as illustrated in FIG. 3. 

[0049] The presentation of FIG. 3 may also include a 
display of the numerical results 320 Which correspond to the 
plot. 

[0050] Links may also be provided in the graph of FIG. 3. 
In the preferred embodiment, the evaluator can click on the 
graph in order to link to the underlying questionnaire data. 

[0051] An Exemplary Status OvervieW of Results of Mul 
tiple Submissions 

[0052] FIG. 4 presented an exemplary GUI page 400 
presenting the results of multiple submissions processed by 
the scoring tool. GUI page 400 may comprise headings, such 
as score 405, invention name 410, submitter 415, date of 
submission 420, inventor names 425, status 430 and other 
data 435. GUI page 400 provides a convenient means for the 
evaluator to revieW the various submissions in the queue. 
Links may be provided so that the evaluator can click on a 
given roW to vieW a graph, such as that of FIG. 3, or the 
underlying questionnaire data. 

[0053] Other embodiments and uses of this invention Will 
be apparent to those having ordinary skill in the art upon 
consideration of the speci?cation and practice of the inven 
tion disclosed herein. The speci?cation and examples given 
should be considered exemplary only, and it is contemplated 
that the appended claims Will cover any other such embodi 
ments or modi?cations as fall Within the true scope of the 
invention. 
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What is claimed is: 

1. A system for providing an assessment of a technology 
for patentability, comprising: 

a user system for providing responses to a series of 
inquiries regarding a technology; and 

a server system for processing said responses to provide 
a quanti?ed assessment of said technology, 

Whereby said quanti?ed assessment is usable for deter 
mining Whether a patent application should be pre 
pared. 

2. The system of claim 1, Wherein said series of inquires 
comprise questions for Which there exists a ?xed set of 
responses. 

3. The system of claim 2, Wherein said questions comprise 
at least one of multiple choice, true/false, and yes/no queries. 

4. The system of claim 1, Wherein the series of inquiries 
are presented as one or more graphical user interface pages 

by said server. 

5. The system of claim 1, Wherein said quanti?ed assess 
ment is generated by assigning Weighted values based on 
said responses. 

6. The system of claim 5, Wherein said server system is 
further adapted to combine said Weighted values to present 
at least one composite score. 

7. The system of claim 6, Wherein said at least one 
composite score represents an indicia of the likelihood of 
receiving a patent. 

8. The system of claim 6, Wherein said at least one 
composite score represents an indicia of the value that Would 
be conferred by receiving a patent. 

9. The system of claim 1, Wherein said quanti?ed assess 
ment is used by the server system to create a graphical 
presentation of the results of said processing. 

10. The system of claim 1, Wherein said server system is 
adapted to present the results of a plurality of quanti?ed 
assessments to enable a decision about said plurality by an 
evaluator. 

11. The system of claim 10, Wherein said results of a 
plurality are presented on a graphical user interface page. 

12. The system of claim 11, Wherein a user can link from 
said page to vieW data associated With a single one of said 
plurality of quanti?ed assessments. 

13. A method of evaluating an invention submission, 
comprising: 

accessing a server system maintaining a standard set of 
queries; 

vieWing said queries on a user system; 

providing responses to said queries; 

processing said responses; and 

generating an objective assessment of said submission at 
said server system based on said step of processing. 

14. The method of claim 13, Wherein said objective 
assessment comprises a numerical score. 

15. The method of claim 13, Wherein said standard set of 
queries are presented as a broWser page. 
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16. The method of claim 13, wherein said step of pro 
cessing includes Weighting said responses based on patent 
ability and at least one other metric. 

17. The method of claim 13, further comprising the step 
of presenting a graphical representation of the results of said 
objective assessment. 

18. The method of claim 17, Wherein said graphical 
representation includes the results for a plurality of submis 
s1ons. 
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19. The method of claim 13, further comprising the step 
of approving the preparation of a patent application based at 
least in part on said objective assessment. 

20. The method of claim 13, Wherein said queries com 
prise at least one of: multiple choice questions, true/false 
questions, and yes/no questions. 


